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with the tension between his “1 AM—IT 1S dichotomy. “In other words,” writes
Siewers, “*substantial’ knowledge is cosmic and ecological,” while “*abstract” knowledge
is more tf:chnological.”]04

Just as M.H. Abrams argues that Coleridge’s “Fancy” is mechanical in its
function and use in the mind and the “Imagination” is organic, Siewers associates the
distinction with Coleridge’s types of knowledge. “There, in Coleridge’s famous parallel
distinction between imagination and fancy, fancy is an interiorized cognition claiming the
potential for representation and objectification.” 19 In contrast, Siewers associates
Coleridge’s imagination with the Greek patristic Christian notions of the nous as the eye
of the soul, and of the noetic web of life as meaningfulness.” According to Coleridge’s
understanding, the imagination is a “meaningful symbolic exchange” which becomes
“cosmic.”'°® Coleridge evidently was keen to observe this symbolic exchange as taking
place in relation to the Trinity, through creation.

Shortly after reading Eriugena in 1803, Coleridge writes in his notebook how he
understood Eriugena’s creation to be “only a manifestation of the unity of God in
forms—et fit et facit, et creat et creatur” (CL 1 1382). Coleridge’s note, written in the
margin of his copy of the Periphyseon, provides an account of his interpretation of an
Eriugenean Trinity:

a curious & highly philosophical account of the Trinity, & completely

Unitarian—God exdst is, is wise, & living. The Essence we call Father, the

Wisdom Son, the Life the Holy Spirit—and he [Eriugena] positively

104
105

See Sicwers's Reimagining Nature, p. 24.
Siewers, Reimagining Nature, 24
" Ibid.
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aflirms that these thre exist only s distinguishable Relations—
habitudines—and he states the whole Doctrine as an invention &
condescension of The[o]logy to the Intellect of man, which must define &
conseq. personify in order to understand/ & must have some phantom of
Understanding in order to keep alive in the heart the substantial Faith.
They are Fuel to the sacred Fire—in the Empyraean it may burn without
Fuel/& they who do so, are Seraphs.—
a curious confession, that we cannot affirm any thing of God, but as a pia
fraus to make our Intellect instrumental to Faith by a rule of false—nudam
omnique propria significtione relictam, divinam essentiam talibus
vocabulis vestit—scil[icet] bonitate, sapientia, essentia &c &c—and adds
Theology is affirmative in superficie, & for the purpose of exciting pious
affection; in pronunciatione formam affirmativae obtinet, in intellectu vero
virtutem abnegativae/-- (ibid.)
There are three aspects of Coleridge’s entry that are worth considering in this study. The
first is the Trinity and its relation to creation.
Eriugena had described an older, more apophatic and mysterious understanding of
the Trinity, based on a “de-centered divine essence” through which each member of the
Trinity participated equally.'®” Prior to the development in the West of the Latin addition to

the Creed known as the filiogue, officially adopted in the eleventh century by what became the

Roman Catholic Church of the West, the three persons of God shared in a divine,

unobjectifying and creative interaction with nature. Drawing on Augustine’s

97 Siewers, Strange Beauty. 17.
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understanding of grace and his notion of “non-being” as evil, the “Father and Son”
became identified in the West more closely and the focus of divine energies became more
centralized.”'® According to the new creed with its “filioque-clause.” the Holy Spirit
proceeds from the Father and the Son, opposed to simply the Father. As a result, the Holy
Spirit was posited as a product of the “Father-Son combine.”'” Julia Kristeva similarly
argues that the pre-Nicene-Constantinopolitan Trinity, which presented a non-objectified,
dynamic participation of divine energies, was defined by
germinal, floral, nutritional, and the erotic metamorphoses that imply,
beyond the cosmic energy theory often viewed as specific to the East, the
openly sexual fusion with the Thing at the limits of the namable...the
Spirit merges with the two other centers and, by the same token, endows
them, beyond their value as distinct identities or authorities, with an
abyssal, breathtaking, and certainly also sexual depth, where the
psychological experience of loss and ecstasy finds its place.’ 10
Coleridge’s observation on the Eriugenian Trinity as “completely Unitarian” is, therefore,
false in relation to the divinity of the Son. The mistake, however, is telling. Coleridge
recognizes what he believes to be a prioritizing of the Father as “Essence” that he felt had

for years been absent in England’s theology long before the Reformation and was an

aspect seen only in the new dissenting movements of Unitarian thought.

1% Siewers, Strange Beauty. 17.

1% Sicwers, Strange Beauty, 17.

"0 K risteva, Julia, “Dostoevsky, the Writing of Suffering, and Forgiveness,” in Black Sun, Depression and
Melancholia. trans. Leon S. Roderiez. New York: Columbia UP, 1989, pp. 175-217, as quoted by Siewers
in Re-Imagining Nature, p. 21.
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The second notable aspect in Coleridge’s articulation of Eriugena’s Trinity is its
existence as “distinguishable relations™ that are revealed through a process of “invention
and condescension” through which God must undergo to be intelligible. Coburn provides
an elucidating note on the first Latin passage which she translates as “it clothes divine
essence with such designations although it is naked and untouched by every proper
signification—called goodness, wisdom, essence, &c.” The Trinity is the cause of all —
the prime mover as well as the movement itself. In Book 11 of his Periphyseon, Eriugena
emphasizes the unitary essence of the trinity by employing both Latin and Greek to
describe the divine as three in one and one in three. The primordial causes are the
creative ideas of the Trinity, and the relationship between such relations go beyond the
kind of dynamic participation (such as what is described by Kristeva as erotic) by their
consequently reproductive and creative Nature. It was typical for the Latin West to
emphasize the unitary essence of the Trinity, although Eriugena describes it more
apophatically, corresponding with the emphasis on the interaction of the mystical persons
or hypostases in the East, as seen in St. Andrei Rublev's famous 14th-century Russian
icon of the visitors to Abraham, symbolizing the Trinity. Coleridge’s understanding of
ideas as repetitions occurring within the mind of the “I AM” challenges the dominant
discourse of the Latin West, as we shall sec.

Furthermore, Eriugena describes primordial causes as ideas which emanate from
the Trinity itself.''" In the same way language gives clothing to ideas, as Coleridge once
observed, God clothes his ideas, the primordial causes, through a simultaneous process of

signification and manifestation by which in effect the image becomes flesh, as a type of

h Eriugena, trans. Urfehlder, p 108.
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the Incarnation of Christ. I will give more attention to this idea of signification and
manifestation, in cor;text with Coleridge’s language studies in the following section.
Here, there is yet something to be understood of Eriugena’s primordial causes, the
“ideas” which he defines as “eternal species or forms and unchangeable reasons,
according to which and in which the visible and invisible world is formed and ruled.”!"?
Eriugena goes further by attributing to them that name given by the Greek philosophers,
the “archetypes” or prototypa. The prototypa, made by the Father, exists perfectly “in the
Son and, through the Holy Spirit, divides and multiplies into their effects.”"* The Holy
Spirit, whom Eriugena identifies as the Spirit in Genesis brooding over the waters, enacts
these prototypa upon the world, or rather through the world, through the theophanic
process of creation.

In addition to the primordial causes and prototypa, Eriugena identifies the divine
ideas as proorismata, or predestinations, “for in them whatever things are, have been, and
will be made by Divine Providence were unchangeably predestined at once and
together.”''* This sounds suspiciously like the determinism Coleridge found inherent
within pantheism, however, Eriugena designates them to be the same as the theia
thelmata or “divine wills™ described by Dionysius in his mystical apophatic theology.
These divine wills have agency of the same kind as the divine, or rather have their source
in the one divine will. These wills, writes Eriugena, “are said to be the beginnings of all
things” and are like consciousness itself—the self-conscious or “self-intuitive” faculty of

Coleridge’s imagination in which the subject and object can no longer be distinguished.

"2 Uplfehlder. 108.
"3 Urlfehlder. 108.
" Urlfehlder. 108,
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Eriugena describes them as primordial since “everything sensed or understood in visible

and invisible creation subsists by participating in them.”""® The activities of the mind are

therefore active through the relational participation in the energies of the Trinity, since
from them the mind and matter of creation “subsists by participation” in the causes
themselves.

These divine wills, subsisting interchangeably within the Trinity, become the
“primordial causes” of other causes “as far as the extreme limits of all nature created and
multiplied to infinity.”''® These divine wills as manifested into minds act as co-creators
to the Cause of causes. This is why Coleridge’s imagination is essentially rooted in the *I
AM,” the Trinity, which both clothes (by the Holy Spirit) and is clothed (into the Logos,
the Son) through manifestation and signification. Coleridge’s imagination as the
“repetition of the finite mind of the eternal act of creation in the infinite | AM” is a
cosmological approach characterized by what Siewers calls Coleridge’s “cosmic-poetic
epistemology,”'!” by which Coleridge develops the counter-Enlightenment imagination.
Coleridge’s definition is in accordance with Eriugena’s idea of reason and understanding,
both endowed with power (virtus) by their participation in themselves of themselves.
Every power, such as the teleological Bildungstrieb, the chemical “coporific,” or the
intellectual “esemplastic,” has its source in the divine and, according to Eriugena, “is
found in the nature of things” and proceeds “from the primordial causes by an ineffable

participation in them.”"'® The related patristic soteriology of theosis involves a synergy of

5 Urlfehlder, 109.
18 Urlfehlder, 109
Re-imagining Nature, 25.
"8 Urifehlder, 109.

117
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grace and ascetic and liturgical works that is not deterministic but the embodiment of
freedom.

The third aspect worth mentioning in the second passage is the relation to
affirmative, or cataphatic theology. Translated into English reads “it obtains the form of
affirmation in the enunciation, but it actually retains in the mind the force of negation.”
Coleridge recognizes the apophatic elements of Eriugena. His non-being as part of Nature
was something particularly unique Eriugena had brought into the West through the Greek
Fathers. Where Augustine had attributed evil to that which does not exist, Eriugena
naturalized non-being as a part of Nature. As Eriugena writes, “Nothing arises naturally
in visible and invisible creation except what has been preordained and given prior
definition in them before all times and places."'”” The clothing of the essence with
primordial causes includes a form of non-being Eriugena calls the “abyss,” which has
“infinite diffusion through all things, which is perceived by no sense and comprehended
by no intellect.”'?° Eriugena describes this darkness as only knowable by God. It then
seems that this emanation from the trinity--this apophatic something--this darkness is the
presence of nothingness, not the absence of everything. In the same way that signs are
representative of knowledge and epistemic signifiers, the primordial causes or prototypa
are the unknowable and ineffable other.

As we have seen, this process of unfolding creation rooted within the Trinity is
fundamental to Coleridge’s understanding of the mind and the functions of the

imagination. However, the way through which the mind as a primordial cause interacts

% Urlfehlder 108-9.
120 yrifehlder, 111.
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with primordial causes, thereby contemplating the First Cause, deserves exploration. and

will require a foray into the life of language as Coleridge understood it.
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Section IV: Words as Living Things: Coleridge’s Theophanic Imagination and his
Theory of Language

We find a telling entry in Coleridge’s letters in which he writes, “Language & all
symbols give outness to Thoughts /& this the philosophical essence & purpose of
Language/” (CL 1, 1387). Coburn attributes this observation to Coleridge’s reading of
Tom Wedgewood’s essay, in which Wedgewood writes “As in the case of language, the
mind passes over the sign and attends only to the thing signiﬁed.”m Evident from
Coleridge’s readings in the summer of 1803, both Eriugena’s cosmology and the purpose
of language were central topics of interest.

So far, we have explored the organic understanding of the mind and the
imagination as well as how the organic power of Nature driven by the divine energies
behind creation. One of Coleridge’s first observations of language within Coleridge’s
thought appears as early as 1795 with one of Coleridge’s first published descriptions of
the imagination, as we have seen.

Along with this description, we find a consideration of language in a letter to
Godwin in September 1800, Coleridge speculates about the organic nature of words. The
passage contains resonances from Darwin’s understanding of organic cognition and
Blumenbach’s theory of the Bildungstrieb and incorporates their speculations by
exploring their implication epistemologically through semiotics. Coleridge writes:

I wish you to write a book on the power of words, and the process by

which human feelings form affinities with them—in short, I wish you to

12l See Coburn’s note for entry 1387.
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philosophize Horne Tooke’s System, and to solve the great Questions—
whether there be reason to hold, that an action bearing all the semblance of
pre-designing Consciousness may yet be simply organic, & whether a
series of such actions are possible—and close on the heels of this question
would foltow the old “Is Logic the Essence of Thinking?” in other
words—is Thinking impossible without arbitrary signs? &--how far is the
word “arbitrary” a misnomer? Are not words &c part of germinations of
the Plant? And what is the Law of their Growth?—In something of this
order I would endeavor to destroy the old antithesis of Words and Things,
elevating, as it were, words into Things, & living Things too. (CL, I 625-
26).
Horne’s system in Diversions of Purley (1786) criticized Locke’s system by way of
Hobbes’s system. Locke claims that “words in their primary immediate Signification
stand for nothing but the Ideas in the Mind of him that uses them, how imperfectly
soever, or carelessly, those Ideas are collected from the Things they are supposed to
represent.”122 Horne countered Locke’s claim that ideas are subordinate to things.
William Keach examines Coleridge’s letter in his essay “Words are Things” and
considers the way in which, for both Coleridge and Wordsworth, the notion of words as
things differ. Wordsworth sets words as symbols--that come alive under pressure of

passion--instead of mere signs or things. But for Coleridge, *’symbols’ are ‘things’,” as

22 Lock, John. Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Peter Nidditch, Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1975.3.2.2.
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_ . S 123
Keach observes, directing us to a passage in Coleridge’s The Staresman Manual.

Coleridge wrote, “A symbol...always partakes of the reality which it renders intelligible;
and while it enunciates the whole, abides itself as a living part in that unity of which it is
the representative™ (LS, 30).'** Alan Richardson offers other possibilities of interpretation
of this passage by contextualizing it in Coleridge’s studies of science. Richardson

observes that all of Coleridge’s questions in this letter are linked by an organic “or

»125

embodied notion of the mind, however fully anxiously he entertained it.” “” Richardson

prompts us to explore the way in which Coleridge uses “organic” in his 1817 fragment
“Animal Magnetism:” “no man has yet discovered any organic apparatus for Thought,
Passion, and Volition—we have discovered the Instrument set in action by them but not
the specific organs—but simply this, that in some way or other the whole nervous system
is the organ” (SW 1, 591). Richardson also writes that “language, free will, the

[ «

connections among ideas, the organic development of the mind...” were all “profoundly

related issues for various Romantic-era thinkers.”'*® Coleridge uses the word “organic” to
describe consciousness and thereby reflects a more biological understanding of the mind
opposed to the mechanistic understanding ot Hartley and Locke’s understanding.

In addition to the questions emerging through contemporary science, Coleridge’s
letter is also concerned with the mind’s relation to nature theologically by drawing
connections to older, medieval modes of understanding the energies of nature. In

different ways, Blumenbach and Darwin were each developing a conception of the mind

12 K each, William. “Words are Things,” Acsthetics& Ideology, Ed. George Levine. Rutgers UP, New
Jersey, 1994, p.226.

s Coleridge, S.T. Lay Sermons, ed. R.J. Whitc, vol. 6 in The Collected Works ot Samuel Taylor
Coleridge, Princeton UP, Princeton, 1972.

125 Richardson. 5.

126 Richardson. 5.
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that was counter-Enlightenment in that nature and the mind operated less like machines
and more through a flow of energy. For this reason, perhaps. the two scientists had more
in common with the German Idealists, Spinoza, and even the early church Fathers than to
the those following the Anglo-French mechanical discourse.

As we have seen, Coleridge’s “Universe’ as God’s “written language™ correlates
with Eriugena’s notion of creation as theophany, a profoundly spiritual revelation.
According to Vincent Giraud, Eriugena introduced a unique ontology in which being
denotes “a sign of superessential non-being” (223). By positing being itself as a
manifestation, Giraud argues that Eriugena’s theophany is dependent upon the infusing of
manifestation with signification. Theophany, he argues, “must therefore be read as
implementing a radical move which results in an assimilation of phenomenality in
general to the mode of commonly attributed to the sign” (223). Being is therefore “both
the manifestation of God and the sign of God” (225). While beings are “signifying
manifestations” of the divine, God himself is regarded as transcendent and beyond the
second and third divisions of Nature, namely the mind and body, or in Kantian terms,
phenomenal and noumenal.

Hurtrez writes that Coleridge’s affinity for both Christianity and philosophy
continuously sought a reconciliation between religious orthodoxy and German idealism.
On this endeavor, Hurtrez writes:

This assertion, so recurrent in his writings, fails to recognize a significant
insight of the German idealists. As has been said, he sees in Fichte an
opponent to faith and religion whose sole concern seems to be the Ego.

Coleridge’s mistake therefore lies in this unawareness that IFichte has
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always been concerned with religion, if not as a convinced theologian, at
least as a philosopher. As far as religion is concerned, what really matters
to the philosopher is how the concept of Christ is thinkable (9).
In his return to Schelling, Coleridge found that through art or, rather, that, by looking
upon the “objects of nature,” the concept of Christ thinkable, if not wholly
comprehensible. The danger was positing the imagination as a power too ethereal and
dependent wholly on a “crude egoismus,” similar to Fichte’s self-intuition.'”” Where he
found materialism to present within the Anglo-French approaches, he found a kind of
Gnosticism in some of the idealists’ modes of discourse. Language, it seems, played a
large role in the synthesizing of these two modes of discourse. Coleridge reflects in his
notebook the internal drive to understand a language that apprehends the divine. While
looking on the moon “dimglimmering thro’ the dewy window-pane,” he writes:
I seem rather to be seeking, as it were asking, a symbolical language for
something within me that already and forever exists, than observing
anything new. Even when that latter is the case, yet still | have always an
obscure feeling as if that new phenomenon were the dim Awakening of a
forgotten or hidden Truth of my inner Nature. It is still interesting as a
Word, a Symbol! It is Logos, the Creator! And the Evolver! (CN 11 2546).
Coleridge’s understanding of the universe, in the 1795 essay, does not explicitly
attribute theophanic qualities to human nature, but his spiritualizing nature as a written
language prefigures the sacramental and symbolic signification of nature developed in his

later years. In fact, the language is perhaps more aligned with a Christian orthodox notion

7 BL.1158-9.
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of God’s transcendence in that the language is written, rather than spoken. St. John
Damascene, for instance. describes the incarnational Word (Logos) thickening into flesh.
The written language described by the early Coleridge is static rather than organic—
fossilized rather than living. The handwriting is left behind by a Deus otiosus, a now-
absent or God. Perhaps Coleridge’s analogy implies more than he means, or perhaps it
was an early notion that was adumbrated in the Biographia when he wrote, “An IDEA, in
the highest sense of that word, cannot be conveyed but in a symbo/l” (BL 1 100). On the
use of images, Coleridge further elaborates with an anecdote on the process of
Bildungstrieb to represent the formative power of symbols:
They and they only can acquire the philosophic imagination, the sacred
power of self-intuition, who within themselves can interpret and
understand the symbol, that the wings of the air-sylph are forming within
the skin of the caterpillar; those only, who feel in their own spirits the
same instinct, which impels the chrysalis of the horned fly to leave room
in its involcrum for antennae yet to come. They know and feel, that the
potential works in them, even as the actual works on them! (BL 1 167).
This notion of symbol as being resonates with Eriugena’s ontology, which Girard
elucidates “being a sign” (224). Eriugena “describes Nature as including both being and
non-being, and earth (terra, land or region) as a ‘mystic name’ signifying the restored
wholeness of nature in theophany or divine manifestation.”'*® Girard further explains

Eriugena’s method of incorporating Augustinian patterns of discourse with the premises

128 Strange Beauty, 235.
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of Dionysius.'? According to St. Augustine, the divine is only accessible to humanity by
way of signification through signs, other creatures, or the Scriptures. Humanity’s
relationship with the world and God rests on the interaction between being and signs.
Manifestation, however, exists secondarily to the signification of his presence of
evidence in the world—what Coleridge calls “objects of nature” (CN 1l 2546). Coleridge
explores signification further in the Biographia, the portions of which are
aforementioned. The references appear alongside the image of the butterfly and the
chrysalis in the notebook of summer 1803 when he was reading Eriugena, Aquinas, and
Jackson (CN 1 1378). Girard identifies the polarity between God’s signification and
manifestation as the core of Augustinian thought (225). Elaborating on Augustine’s sign
theory, Eriugena develops his central concept of theophany, which originated in
Dionysius, by blending signification and manifestation. Creation, for Eriugena, is both
presence and sign, a feature that distinguishes him from “pantheists” such as Spinoza.
God is able to maintain a transcendent and immanent relationship to the world.

At the heart of Coleridge’s theory of language, rooted in his theological concept

of the imagination, is the fact that language gives ‘outness,” or meaning, to that which is

12 During the same sumnier, Coleridge copies in his notebook a passage (rom Eriugena as well as

Eriugena’s translation of Dionysius. The page numbers Coleridge gives corresponds to the Oxford 1681

edition of Eriugena’s De divisione naturae. The Latin quotation in the entry, translated by Coburn, reads:
De divi. nat. 1 [p] 3: For God is only said to be divine essence, but also that mode, by
which he shows himsell'in a certain manner to the intellectual and rational creature.
according to the capacity of each one, is often called God by sacred Scripture.
Id. P. 2: He who alone truly is, is the essence of all things, as Dionysius the Arcopagite
says: The being, he says, of all things is super being Divinity. Gregory the Theologian
also with many reasons (ratios) contirms that no substance as to what it is (guid sit) by
the intellect or by reason (ratio). For just as God himself in himself as beyond every
creature can be comprehended by no intellect, so also the odaiu (essence) considered in
the most secret recesses of the creature made by him and existing in him, is
incomprehensible...For the essence which is known through the quality, quantity, form,
matter, or a certain differentia, place and time, is not the what (guid), but the that
(quia)—Tr Charleen Schwartz Classics of St. John's Program. Annapolis 1940. 9.3. (CN
11369).
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inner. In this way, Coleridge’s idea of language is essentially vital, a natura naturata or
forma formans rather than the created entity itself.'*® This archetype of the vital principle
of the imagination. in which language participates, is rooted in the “recirculating energies
of the Trinity.”"' As language clothes the inward thought and gives outness to the inner,
the mysteries of the incarnational Logos is reinstated through the energies of the
participating logoi, which, in the likeness of their creator, emerges from its source,

blending subject and object, unity and part, through an organic whole.

13 For more on the understanding ol Coleridge’s imagination and language, see Nicholas Reid’s Coleridge,
Form and Symbol, Ashgate, 2006. pp. 151-163.

1l See Reid’s chapter “Art and Medium™ in his book (p.174). Reid wriles, *...we must always recall that
form is essentially an inner, vital principle, forma formans, rather than a reified entity, forma formata. Its
archetype is found in the recirculating encrgies of the Trinity—and what better figure could there be for the
Logos than as something *lost in light. which yet it contains, embodies, gives shape to.” In this divine of
shape or form. the divine self is instantiated. and so the hole of reality emerges from the principle of form.”
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Conclusion

What relevance is there in reading Coleridge’s theory of the imagination in the context
with his scientific studies and Eriugena’s theology? [t seems to me that, apart from highlighting
certain influences that have remained neglected in comparison with the broad scope of
Coleridgean scholarship, the two seemingly disparate studies demonstrate the problems which
Coleridge’s theory of the imagination addresses (namely, the materialistic approach to nature)
and his unlikely solution to such an approach (which greatly relies greatly as we have seen on
Eastern Patristic theology). The problem with the Anglo-French scientific approach is that it is
directly born of the highly western and categorical discourse which had begun with late-
Scholasticism in the Latin West and reached its height during the Enlightenment. Its highly
cataphatic approach fragmented such attempts to understand the mind and its activity with within
nature. In contrast, we have seen how Coleridge’s imagination relies more on the apophatic
discourse of Dionysius the Areopagite and Maximus the Confessor, introduced to the west by
Eriugena.

But this understanding could not be fully realized without considerations of the origins of
Coleridge’s inquiries and the role in which science plays. Coleridge’s theory of poetry
incorporates this approach through both science and theology, as demonstrated by his quoting of
both the chemist Davy and Eriugena in his discussion of poetic form. Coleridge writes:

Thus, as ‘the lunatic, the lover, and the poet,” suggest each other to Shakespeare’s Theseus, as
soon as his thoughts present him the ONE FORM, of which they are but varieties; so water and
fame, the diamond, the charcoal, and the mantling champagne, with its ebullient sparkles, are
convoked and fraternized by the theory of the chemist. This is, in truth, the first charm of
chemistry, and the secret of the alimost universal interest excited by its discoveries....1t is the
sense of a principle of connection given by the mind, and sanctioned by the correspondency of

nature. Hence the strong hold which in all ages chemistry has had on the imagination. If in
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SHAKESPEARE we find nature idealized into poetry, through the creative power of a profound
yet observant meditation, so through the meditative observation of a DAVY..;
By some connatural force
Powerful at greatest distance to unite
With secret amity things of like kind,
We find poetry, as it were, substantiated and realized in nature: yea, nature itself disclosed to us,
GEMINAM istam naturam, que fit et facit, et creat et creature, as at once the poet and the poem!

(Friend, 1471)

In another note for his lecture on Shakespeare, Coleridge wrote that the imagination will
“produce that ultimate end of human Thought, and human Feeling, Unity and thereby the
reduction of the Spirit to its Principle & Fountain, who alone is truly one” (ibid.). The self-
contemplation of the mind, the subject’s contemplation of outward and inner nature, becomes
interaction with the divine—a devotional act—through which the intellect returns to its source
and the source of all. The energies of the logoi return to the essence of the Logos. We find this
process of returning to the source at the heart of religious worship through what the mystics have
taught as the dying of the self, the surrendering of subject. Thus, Coleridge’s imagination,
through the “reduction of the Spirit to its Principle & Fountain” reconciles a bodily and spiritual
intellect with the energies of God with language suggestively mystic and highly religious.

Through the imagination, art and language become a mediator in reconciling the body
with the spirit or mind (the German word Geist, which Schelling so often employs, means both
spirit and mind). Nature, art, and language become symbolic by the imagination. “The word
Nature,” states Coleridge, “from its extreme familiarity, and in some instances, fitness, as well as
from the want of a term or other name for God, has caused very much confusion in the thoughts

and language of men. Hence a Nature-God, or God-Nature, not God in Nature; just as others with
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as little reason, have constructed a natural and sole religion™ (TT, 371), Symbol and signification
become united in the philosophic imagination.

As my introduction states, the study of science is imperative to understanding the
theological dimensions of Coleridge’s later conceptions of the mind by resolving at once the
materialist and pantheist modes of discourse with which he was both attracted and dissatisfied. In
this way, my study has been heavily theoretical and biographical concerning Coleridge’s
imagination, but the implications for Coleridge’s poetry and theory of language, as we have seen,
are evident and demand further inquiry. His search for anti-materialist approach to nature led him
from science to philosophy and finally to theology; yet, he never traded one approach at the
expense of another but instead synthesized.

The organic model of the imagination for Coleridge developed from the rejection of an
empirically mechanic model to a teleologically organic force, which then incorporated patristic
theology, linking the nature of the cosmos and mind to a greater cosmological force. Coleridge’s
definition of the imagination as an energetic, synthesizing, mediatory power through the power of
language and art—a universal access to the divine. His concept of nature, inextricably linked to
his theory of the mind and the philosophical imagination, required the qualification of a synthesis
indebted, as we have seen, to Eastern Patristic modes of thought influenced by Eriugena and his
introduction of the Greek theologians to Western philosophy. Nature, for Coleridge, is not
separated from God like the clockwork model of Priestley and the scientists in Bristol during his
early years. Nature is neither God, nor enclosing of God, as Spinoza argues. Coleridge’s
conception of Nature combines these approaches into St. Paul’s “Theism” and “Christianity,” as
he states in the Biographia Literaria:

Evral Ilavra—(taken by itself) is Spinozism.
Ev 3''Ardvrov—a mere anima Mundi.

Evre opa ravrov—is mechanical Theism.
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But unite all three, and the result is the Theism of Saint Paul and Christianity. (I
246.)
The problematic strain between “I AM” and “IT 1S” dichotomy of western philosophy is resolved
in relation of Nature, God, and mind within the unity of Trinitarian theology, rooted in the
incarnational Logos.

For Coleridge, this Logos is “no mere attribute or quality, no mode of abstraction, no
personification, but literally and mysteriously Deus alter et idem” (SM, 95). In the Logos, God
becomes both the other and the same; it is the Logos, the incarnational Christ, who has united the
realities of the divine and nature. The powers of the imagination are endowed with this
mediatory, synthesizing, and intuiting power of recognizing in nature the incarnational Logos,
which, as Maximus the Confessor states, “always and in everything...wishes to work the mystery
of his Incarnation.”

Having explored in the preceding chapters the trajectory of Coleridge’s readings, some of which
have hitherto been greatly neglected, we have seen how Coleridge’s quest to understand the
imagination began with his early Unitarian, pantheistic years and drew towards conclusion and
full realization in Trinitarianism towards the end of his life. Such a broad examination of
Coleridge’s life and writings may at least demonstrate the connections between his scientific and
theological studies as well as his poetry and prose—all of which are bound together by the vital
force, which Coleridge’s seeks to apprehend through various articulations throughout his life. In
the above pages, I have tried to present Coleridge’s struggle to identify this power by highlighting
his studies of Darwin’s pioneering work on human and animal cognition, the Blumenbach’s
formative powers, German aesthetics, and his drawing from patristic and scholastic theology (a
particularly noteworthy and unique study for an Anglican of the nineteenth century).

By understanding Coleridge’s imagination in context with Greek Patristic discourse, we
can begin to understand to what extent the Trinity played a role in the explanation of philosophic

consciousness, which is the foundation of Coleridge’s theory of the imagination and, indeed, his
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entire system. While Coleridge’s understanding of the Trinity in relation to consciousness relies
heavily on Schelling’s logical status of subject and object and thereby reflects the Latin-West’s
model with its priority on the Father and the Son with the Holy Spirit existing as the underlying
union, Coleridge’s theophanic understanding of nature as both symbol and presence
(signification and manifestation) demonstrates how his theory of the imagination as a
synthesizing mediator between the mind and nature is indebted to early Eastern patristic models
introduced in Eriugena’s writings. However, the distinguishing between what Coleridge
understands as nature and the mind is not so easily deduced for, as we have seen, the two are
bound or divided, by a relationship—on rather, the participation and mediation enacted by the
imagination. This point about the active role of the imagination bears insisting, as Nicholas Reid
has exaplined, that the archetype for Coleridge’s form is established “in the recirculating energies
of the Trinity” and that “we must always recall that form is essentially an inner, vital principal,
forma formans, rather than a reified entity, forma formata” (174).

This exploration has merely scratched the surface in its attempts to understand how
Coleridge’s theory of the imagination, influenced both by science and theology, mediates
between his Schellingian understanding of consciousness (reflecting the Latin West’s Trinity) and
his theophanic understanding of nature sustained and charged by divine energies (reflecting the
early Greek Trinity). As a result, there are many opportunities for further consideration that were
necessarily overlooked for the purposes of this thesis, such as investigating the influence of
Erasmus Darwin upon Coleridge’s thought; providing a more thorough examination of how
Coleridge’s developing theory of the imagination changes the way we read Coleridge’s poetry;
examining how his theory of poetry and language assert an epistemological authority over
science; and further studying Coleridge’s overall engagement with early patristic thinkers of the

East.
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