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Abstracts  
 
Seamus Perry, University of Oxford 
 ‘Too soon wearied ever to conclude’: Coleridge’s Literary Desultoriness 
Biographia Literaria is a manifestly disorganised book, apparently 'put together with a pitchfork', as Leslie 
Stephen said. Its critics have traditionally sought either to explain its disorganisation in terms of 
Coleridge's chaotic life or his incoherent thought, whether that incoherence is explained as a failing or a 
(paradoxical) virtue; or, alternatively, to argue that the incoherence is somehow pedagogic or therapeutic, 
educating its readers about the principle it espouses (imagination) by requiring them to exercise it.  I want 
to explore a less consequential or purposive reading of the book's motivations, which is to take its 
desultoriness seriously, and to try and connect that with other aspects of Coleridge's poetic intelligence 
and personality that are expressed, around the same time but in a different way, in Sibylline Leaves. The title 
of that book figuratively expresses a carelessness towards Coleridge’s 'leaves' or manuscripts that captures 
an important part of his attitude towards his own past achievements, something that is borne out in 
several episodes of his life. I hope to say something about the ways in which that kind of characteristically 
throwaway attitude towards his own writings could prove hugely, if oddly, productive. 
 
Deidre Shauna Lynch, Harvard University  
 Loose Leaves, Floral Slips, and the Romantic Book  
Deriving from a larger project on the history of slips and scraps and of the blank books that housed 
them, sometimes only temporarily, this lecture considers some flower poems of the Romantic period in 
conjunction with the era’s albums, scrapbooks, herbaria, and florilegia. Through that juxtaposition, I aim 
to bring to view the collaborations between new media forms and scientific investigation and between 
poetry-writing, book-making, and collecting that were possible circa 1817; I also aim to recover the 
contending premises about the nature of the book and the book of nature that underwrote the 
bibliographical imagination of the period.   

The bit of plant material that is slipped as souvenir between the pages of the book helps to fold the 
volume (back) into nature. “Alles ist Blatt/ Everything is leaf,” Goethe had observed around 1787, 
asserting the unity of botanical life while acknowledging the diversity of its manifold forms, and the 
botanical specimen placed inside the book was often the vehicle for comparable proposals about the deep 
affinities linking the matter composing the codex (a word derived from the Latin for the trunk of a tree) 
to the natural world that was being represented and encoded within the book. (“Reading among the 
trees,” Andrew Piper observes, was “a literal reminder of where books came from.”) In a time eager to 
believe, with Keats, that poetry might come “as naturally as leaves to trees,” much was made of the 
premise that the book that was about plants and which preserved plant matter, was also, in some sense, of  
plant matter. In this lecture I means to take seriously those homologies and the organicist account of the 
Romantic book they support.   

Yet to take them seriously also entails acknowledging the sometimes disconcerting mobility of nature 
in an era in which, as historians of natural science have recently emphasised, paper (generally made, of 
course, from linen rags wrought from flax plants) was also the instrument sine qua non for abstracting 
botanical matter from specific environments and accommodating it to the circuitry of global commercial 
exchange. Plants travelled during the Romantic era, thanks to the regime of scientific paperwork 
developed to uproot, dis-, and re-locate them, and throughout the era, such travels were quite self-
consciously replicated on a more diminutive scale by people who assembled albums, scrapbooks, and 
herbaria.  The latter uses of paper project a contrasting account of the book, less accommodating of 
Romantic organicism, in which book signifies a collection point for slips and scraps and a way-station that 
objects occupied previous to their further detachment and transportation elsewhere.  The friction 
between these discrepant accounts of books and their papery platform will be central to my lecture.   
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 Julia Carlson, University of Cincinnati  
‘Save them Alive’: Double Copying, the Dream of the Arab, and the Nightmare of Reception 

Between January and March 1804, when Coleridge was preparing to depart for Malta, Wordsworth 
extended his two-part “Poem to Coleridge” (1799) to five books.  Reading to Coleridge “the second Part 
of his divine Self-biography” on 4 January had inspired the flurry of new composition; hearing it 
vocalized in the lucid auditorium of Grasmere vale had inspired Coleridge’s insistence on a transcription 
of “all William’s MS poems” to take to the Mediterranean (“Think what they will be to me in Sicily!” [CL 
II. 1060]).  The project of transcription, however, quickly doubled: “before we send [the poems] off,” 
Dorothy Wordsworth wrote to Coleridge, “we mean to take another Copy for ourselves, for they are 
scattered about here and there in this book and in that, one Stanza on one leaf, another on another” (EY 
448).  To Catherine Clarkson she more frankly described the “wretched condition” of the manuscripts 
that were “so tedious to copy from”: “besides requiring Williams almost constant superintendance, we 
considered it as almost necessary to save them alive that we should recopy them, for I think William 
would never have had the resolution to set us to work again”  (EY 459).  Indeed Coleridge’s insistence on 
a copy, William figured, had “preserved” at least half of the new material for The Prelude.  The “Poem to 
Coleridge” was thus preserved by the process of sending a “Poem to Coleridge”: the one depended on 
the making of two—at one and the same time—and thus on two copyists with a shared anxiety about 
disintegration and decay.  Dorothy and Mary Wordsworth’s joint mission to “save [the verses] alive” 
concurred with William’s rush to complete the poem before Coleridge set sail.  It also, I argue here, 
informed the poem’s new emphasis on the materiality of books and their power to sound. 

 “Oh why has not the mind 
Some element to stamp her image on  
In Nature somewhat nearer to her own? 
Why, gifted with such powers to send abroad  
Her spirit, must it lodge in shrines so frail?” (Wu, 5-Book Prelude, 4.368-371) 

In mid-March, within weeks of completing his abstract lamentation on apocalypse and the obliteration of 
the “works” of man, Wordsworth elaborated its concerns in the Dream of the Arab—an episode 
recounting the dream of a “Friend” who was inspired to the “same thought” while perusing the tale of 
Don Quixote “in a rocky cave / By the Sea-side” (DC MS 44/MS M, 60, 57-58).  The episode conjures 
Coleridge’s solitary, silent reading of the manuscript in the Mediterranean and a nightmare redoubling of 
(the impossibility of) this reception via the dream encounter with the twofold Arab/Quixote figure, who 
rushes to bury the twofold shell/book in advance of the deluge it prophesies in “articulate sounds” (94).  
While re-imagining Coleridge’s long-distance reception of “There was a Boy” (“had I met these lines 
running wild in the deserts of Arabia, I should have instantly screamed out ‘Wordsworth!’” [1798]), the 
episode registers the transcriptional, geographic, and interpersonal circumstances of the twofold “Poem 
to Coleridge”/“poem on my Life” by dramatizing the material fragility of books, the mission of 
preservation through duplication, and the ambiguous desire to “cleave unto this Man” (116).  
 
Sharon Tai, Durham University  

The Meditative ‘Hymn’ in Sibylline Leaves 
The Literary Gazette (July 26, 1817) dismissed Sibylline Leaves as ‘the manifestation of [Coleridge’s] 
recondite enigmas’: ‘The Sibyl wrote her prophecies on leaves; so does Mr Coleridge his verses – the 
prophecies of the Sibyl became incomprehensible, if not instantly gathered; so does the sense of Mr 
Coleridge’s poetry’. Rephrasing this metaphorical parallelism, The Monthly Review for January 1819 
criticised Sibylline Leaves as a collection of scattered pieces from ‘perishable newspapers and magazines’ 
that lacks sustained intellectual brilliance. These unfavourable receptions of Sibylline Leaves pinpointed its 
fragmentary nature in composition, in forms and in themes, which is at odds with the idea of a 
collection—‘a great, sustained work, on a generally interesting subject’. This expectation was not 
answered by the poet, but with contemporary eyes, I venture to challenge it through restoring Coleridge 
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as the figure at the collection’s centre; after all, Sibylline Leaves was meant to be ‘the whole of the author’s 
poetical compositions’ according to its Preface. 
 Some leaves (poems) relates to the poet through branches of themes and forms (e.g. Poems 
Occasioned by Political Events or Feelings Connected with Them, Love Poems, Meditative Poems in 
Blank Verse, Odes and Miscellaneous Poems) set out in Sibylline Leaves. This way of classification was 
mocked as involving ‘the arts of puffing’ in The Monthly Review (Jan. 1819). Though ‘Hymn Before Sun-
rise, in the Vale of Chamouny’ was regarded as the best ‘descriptive or devotional blank verse, in our 
language’ upon Mont Blanc, critics seem reluctant to decipher it in relation to its overall grouping, namely 
Meditative Poems. Re-examining the process of how the ‘Hymn’, as a scattered poem in The Morning Post 
(September 11, 1802), was recollected in the 1817 Sibylline Leaves, I suggest that the substantive revision of 
the text is the link, so often overlooked, to understand and appreciate what Coleridge meant by Meditative 
Poems.  
 When Coleridge offered an initial blueprint of Sibylline Leaves in 1815 to Lord Byron, he noted 
that ‘The whole have been corrected throughout, with very considerable alterations and additions, some 
indeed almost re-written’. I shall argue that this process of revision ought not to be forgotten in 
considering Sibylline Leaves. By comparing the 1802 Morning Post version with the 1817 Sibylline Leaves 
version of the ‘Hymn’, I suggest that the revision of the ‘Hymn’ in particular, was shaped by a change of 
the poet’s faith and notion of Transcendence. Coleridge inclined towards Unitarianism when the ‘Hymn’ 
was first published in the 1802 Morning Post. But a form of proto-Trinitarianism emerged in the 1817 
version, which enabled Coleridge to take on the role of a prophet and turn his verses into meditative 
offerings to God in ‘the manner of the Psalms’. Ultimately, this paper aims to depict how the leaves are 
scattered in a meaningful rather than an arbitrary way in relation to the poet of Sibylline Leaves. 

 
 
Jeremy Elprin, University of Caen 

Sonnet in Nubibus; or, on the uses and reuses of ‘the Poet in the Clouds’ 
Despite its evocation of pleasant evanescence, “Fancy in Nubibus, or the Poet in the Clouds” – 
composed on 29 October 1817, not long after the publication of Sibylline Leaves – might best be 
characterized as a poem destined for, and keenly interested in, the process of recycling. Coleridge made a 
transcript of the poem for James Gillman, in a letter which also offered a suggestive comparison between 
its loose formal identity (it is said to have “the character of a sonnet”) and “something we let escape from 
us—a Sigh, for instance—.” But the poem’s subsequent movements would seem to chart a path of 
material reuse, rather than of ethereal escape. On the one hand, “Fancy in Nubibus” quickly reproduced 
itself as a manuscript gift: Coleridge thought enough of the sonnet to make at least two more transcripts, 
one for H. F. Cary and the other for Charles Lamb, the latter receiving his copy on what he would refer 
to as “some curious kind of paper,” a sheet of dried seaweed which, at a later date, found its way back 
into gift copies of Sibylline Leaves (an accident which raises a number of interesting questions about the 
poem’s belated relationship to that volume). Lamb, with an eye to posterity, writes of having “transferred 
[this copy] to the common English Paper, manufactured of rags, for better preservation.”  
At the same time, refusing to confine itself to a select set of friends, the sonnet would seek out numerous 
avenues for public dissemination (and financial gain). Coleridge seems almost immediately to have 
recognized its viability in print. After making an initial appearance in The Courier in January 1818, the 
poem was reprinted, one week later, in Felix Farley’s Bristol Journal; in November 1819, after weeks of 
negotiation, Coleridge submitted “Fancy in Nubibus” to the editors of Blackwood’s Magazine, where it 
became, alongside another recycled piece (a short essay on the “Character of Sir Thomas Brown as a 
Writer”), his first contribution to that periodical. Since then, it has occupied a consistent yet curiously 
unsettled place in the Coleridge canon: although reprinted in various collections, both during Coleridge’s 
lifetime and after his death (including those editions said to constitute his “Major Works”), it is still held 
to be a poem which, as Seamus Perry puts it in a review of J. C. C. Mays’s Coleridge’s Experimental Poetics 
(2013), “seems positively to insist upon its own slightness,” the “kind of poem [...] that one usually finds 
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difficult to say anything about.” Mays, for his part, makes a compelling case for reading the sonnet as an 
underappreciated verse achievement, an example of Coleridge’s “most successful experiments – 
successful in the sense for which he strove.” Through a reconsideration of the poem’s complex history of 
material transmission and reception, alongside a study of its formal and generic concerns and textual 
borrowings, this paper seeks to shed light on its enduring critical unsettledness. Ultimately, it argues that 
“Fancy in Nubibus” may be said both to presage and to subvert the lines along which it is read today, a 
poem whose perceived lightness or immateriality make it apt – perhaps singularly so in Coleridge’s oeuvre 
– for persistent, unquestioned recycling.  

 
Ruth Abbott, University of Cambridge 

Wordsworth’s Notebooks 
This paper will outline the productive interplay between chaos and compilation in the Wordsworth 
family’s notebooks, focusing on a notebook used by William and Dorothy Wordsworth in 1798 and 1802: 
DC MS. 14, sometimes known as the Alfoxden notebook. Besides extensive blank verse work 
collaboratively transcribed by both siblings, it contains an extract from Dorothy Wordsworth’s journal, 
commonplaced quotations, a gothic alphabet, and a translation into German prose of William 
Wordsworth’s poem ‘The Two April Mornings’, which Dorothy Wordsworth composed while studying 
German in 1802. My paper will explore the disorganised, organising interconnectedness of all this 
material, and the shared intellectual project that it develops. It is, I believe, a notebook fundamentally 
concerned with the period’s debates about what distinguished blank verse from prose: this is the explicit 
subject of its commonplaced quotations, and the matter at stake in much of its composition and revision, 
which often embraces idiomatic syntax and irregular versification in what seem to be experiments with 
the boundaries of blank verse as a form. It is a notebook in which William Wordsworth turned prose into 
verse, incorporating phrases from his sister’s journal in his blank verse lines, and a notebook in which 
Dorothy Wordsworth turned his verse into prose again, in translation. It is also a notebook in which both 
siblings reflected upon what makes prose and verse distinct: explicitly, by collecting quotations on the 
subject, and implicitly in an obsessive preoccupation with form and formlessness that runs throughout 
the manuscript’s pages. Using this notebook to illuminate the Wordsworths’ compositional practices 
more broadly, the paper will demonstrate what we gain by studying their notebooks as whole documents, 
working with them not selectively for evidence of the development of this or that text, but as complex 
objects that record and structure interconnected compositional inquiries.  
 
Martina Piperno, University of Warwick  

Ephemerality, Journal Writing, Ars Excerpendi: a Comparative Approach to Coleridge’s Private Writings 
The paper I propose to the ‘Sibylline Leaves’ Conference will stem from my research project at the 
School of English and Drama at Queen Mary University of London (where I will be a Visiting Scholar 
from January 2017 for 9 months) on early-nineteenth-century philosophical notebooks. I intend to work 
in a comparative perspective, examining Coleridge’s Notebooks in comparison to the massive philosophical 
journal (4000 pages) by the Italian Romantic poet Giacomo Leopardi (1798-1837), the Zibaldone. This is a 
part of a long-term research project that will develop to include Ralph Waldo Emerson’s Journals, 
Friedrich Nietzsche’s posthumous fragments, Søren Kierkegaard’s Diary, and other examples. I 
hypothesize that early-nineteenth century philosophical notebooks are uniquely revealing sources about 
authorship and its transformations beyond the age of revolutions. Does the inward turn of post-
revolutionary writers tell us something about how authorship is constructed in the Romantic age? May 
such (semi-)private writings be considered a trans-national and trans-cultural genre of their own 
characterizing European post-revolutionary culture? How does the composite prose of the Zibaldone, the 
Notebooks, and the Biographia Literaria, impact on the construction of the Romantic writer’s authorship 
when publishing poetry books like Coleridge’s Sibylline Leaves or Leopardi’s Canti? 

My research intends to frame Romantic-period notebooks in a tradition dating back to the 
Renaissance. Indeed, while scholars have widely considered early modern philosophical notebooks in the 
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framework of the so-called ars excerpendi – the art of collecting and accumulating working material and to 
store it for future use – early nineteenth-century journals have never been studied from this point of view. 
This technique (though ancient in origin) is rooted in the proliferation of texts determined by the 
invention of the press (15th and 16th sixteenth centuries), which made it indispensable to invent new 
ways of archiving information. The ars excerpendi helped elaborate an artificial memory (the archive, the 
card index, or of the notebook) with the aim of helping the modern subject in orienteering within the 
vastness of written sources. Early-nineteenth-century notebooks, born in conjunction with the so-called 
second printing revolution (i.e., when, at the turn of the century, mechanical typecasting took over from a 
hand technique), which further accelerated the proliferation of the written word, may constitute the direct 
heir of this long tradition. They may provide important information on the transformation of modern 
writers’ relationship with written sources, and with the written world in general.  
My paper aims to bring an unusual perspective to the ‘Sibylline Leaves’ Conference, by examining 
Coleridge’s method for collecting, selecting, and getting oriented in the written world in comparison to 
another Romantic poet, ‘collector’, and journal writer, Leopardi, contextualizing them both in the long-
term tradition of the ars excerpendi as well as in the wider cultural and geographical context of Romantic 
philosophical diaries. 
 
Freya Gowrley, University of Edinburgh  

A Literary Inheritance: Romantic family histories and textual afterlives in the commonplace books of Ellen 
Warter  

This paper will focus on two commonplace books made c.1885 by Ellen Warter, the granddaughter of the 
Romantic poet Robert Southey, now held at the Centre for Research Collections at the University of 
Edinburgh. Though at first glance the volumes denote Warter’s participation in the rather usual Victorian 
practice of album production, sustained attention to the books and their compiled contents suggests their 
deeper significance for studies of nineteenth-century literary culture. More than the sum of their parts, 
Warter’s commonplace books are not only a collection of individual details and textual clippings, but also 
evoke the broader contexts of authorship, celebrity, and collaboration.  

Warter’s commonplace books are quite unlike ‘conventional’ examples of the genre, which 
traditionally compile excerpted texts from a broad array of writers on a variety of topics. Instead, Warter 
devoted over 300 pages of her volumes to the lives and literature of the Brontë family, who were the 
objects of her sustained estimation, affection, and documentation. This specific emphasis upon the 
Brontës relates Warter’s albums to a specific type of album-making: namely, the production of volumes 
dedicated to literary celebrities, a practice enacted throughout the nineteenth century. Beyond this 
fascination with the Brontës however, the practice of commonplacing was firmly intertwined with 
Warter’s own family history. As the granddaughter of Robert Southey, she was part of a family whose 
own commonplacing and album-making spanned several generations. Warter’s grandfather, aunts, 
mother, and father all made, or contributed to the production of, composite volumes, a literary 
inheritance that places Warter’s own productions within a longer history and set of material practices. 
Crucially, such practices were also enacted within the broader Romantic circle, with Southey contributing 
to the volumes of his friends’ daughters, and Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Caroline Bowles, Charles Lamb, 
and Edward Quillinan reciprocally adding poems to the albums of Edith Southey, Warter’s mother. For 
Warter then, commonplacing was not only an educative practice, but an inherently social one, with her 
compilation of ‘Brontëana’ consistent with the collective practices of her own extended literary family.  

Employing the framework of the object biography, the paper will consider Warter’s commonplace 
books in terms of literary assemblage, tracing the volumes’ constitutive elements as they passed from one 
literary form into the next. At the same time, the paper will demonstrate how the books were inherently 
biographical objects, redolent with potent familial association, both of Warter’s own family, and that of 
the Brontës. The paper will accordingly situate Warter’s commonplace books in relation to both 
contemporary examples of ‘Brontëana’ and the broader album production of the Southey family and 
social circle. In so doing, it will highlight the importance of composite works to collective Romantic 
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literary production, as well as their enduring legacy in the late-nineteenth century, thereby troubling 
traditional divisions between the Romantic and Victorian literary traditions, and demonstrating the 
disruptive nature of periodization.  
 
Laurel Brake, Birkbeck, University of London 

‘Bundles of Notes’ and the ‘Occasional Form’: Pater and Arnold on Coleridge and Joubert 
This paper will juxtapose a discussion of cutting and pasting in the literary practices of Walter Pater 
and Matthew Arnold with the parallel phenomenon of their (anonymous) critical responses in the 
1860s to written works in published form that curate fragments – ‘bundles of notes’, aphorisms and 
discrete paragraphs from notebooks, and letters -- by Coleridge and Joseph Joubert, whom  Arnold 
termed ‘A French Coleridge’. I will argue that Arnold’s article on ‘Jourbert’ (1864) in the National 
Review and Pater’s on ‘Coleridge’s Writings’ (1866) in the Westminster Review both embody an unease 
with the fragmentary formats of their subjects’ writing, which however are expressed in different 
forms in their respective articles.  Arnold makes the claim for Joubert’s fragmentary aphorisms as 
distilled nuggets of thought, a succession of ‘mots justes’, while reflecting their form in his article in 
its formal structure, which is little more than an ordered  lengthy succession of translated extracts.  
Pater attempts to ‘methodise’ Coleridge’s ‘vagueness and fluidity’ of thought arising from ‘the 
occasional form in which [it] reached us.’ In their different ways they reflect a distaste for excess of 
material and its variability of quality. Pater particularly  expresses here, in his first published work, a 
critical preference for a curated, shaped and lasting oeuvre, of ART; and an escape from 
provisionality, scraps, and excess. 

These pieces of Arnold’s and Pater’s may be regarded themselves as fragments of a 
conversation about Romanticism , across periodical serials and publishers’ series; but also across 
genres and titles, in lecture halls, in various periodicals, and in books. Arnold lectured, for example,  
as Prof of Poetry in Oxford  on the Modern Element of Romanticism 23 March 1863;  on Heine 13 
June 1863; and on [Joubert] ‘A French Coleridge, Nov 1863. It is likely that Pater heard them. Pater’s 
pursues Romanticism as a subject after his first publication on Coleridge, a piece which he reprints 
revises and repurposes on three occasions. He publishes pieces on Wordsworth (1874), Romanticism 
(1876), Lamb (1878), on Coleridge’s poetry (1880), publishes two reviews on Wordsworth in 1889, 
and then repurposes four of these articles to make up Appreciations, his book on English Literature  in 
1889.  

I will end by arguing that Pater’s own publication practices 1866 and 1894 more generally raise 
issues relevant to fragmentation and mobility of print. He routinely moved his work between 
periodical publication in the dated/one-off press (reviews or articles or ‘review essays’) to successive 
books, which themselves went into different editions, where the articles now functioned as required 
in new print environments: introduction, ‘conclusion’, chapter, review, ‘essay’ ‘appreciations’. He 
commonly cut and pasted from one work to another, repurposing work as well as what editors prefer 
to call revising. Pater’s reiterations of ‘Coleridge’s Writing’ in successive ‘Coleridge’ pieces in 1880 
and 1889 show his alacrity in combining new writing with cutting and pasting. This seems related to 
Pater’s own authorial practices in creating work initially: he composed on fragmented leaves in the 
early stages of writing, using ‘slips’ like index cards on which he wrote isolated sentences and perhaps 
phrases, which he then could assemble to form paragraphs in various forms and orders. 

 
Tilottama Rajan, University of Western Ontario 

The ‘Great Work’ of Science: Organizing John Hunter (1728-93) 
This paper takes up the multidisciplinary corpus of John Hunter in two media (writings and specimens), 
focalizing the relation between its parts and “whole” through two collections/selections of his work: one 
Romantic and one Victorian. Hunter was a well-known surgeon and life scientist, who worked at a time 
when disciplinary boundaries were porous. Though he published some of his work, like other writers of 
the period he both wanted to create a system and resisted gathering up his Sibylline leaves,  preferring 
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articles and lectures to books. In addition, he left a vast collection of fossils and parts of organisms which 
was purchased by the Crown in 1799, and on which he wrote some twenty folios of notes. Though he 
never published these notes, many written on scraps of paper, he was evidently anxious to preserve them, 
hiring assistants to transcribe them into notebooks not unlike those of Coleridge.  

In 1823 Hunter’s brother-in-law Everard Home burned  these notes (claiming he had not wanted 
the work to seem “incomplete”),  but not before Hunter’s former assistant Clift had re-transcribed half of 
them. Following this conflagration of the archive, there was a huge effort to reconstruct and “complete” 
Hunter’s work, through “Orations,” lecture series, and the organization of his cabinet of curiosities into 
the Hunterian Museum at the Royal College of Surgeons. This work of retrieval included two very 
different editions of Hunter’s writing: James Palmer’s Surgical Works (1835) at the tail end of the Romantic 
period, which collects Hunter’s longer works; and Richard Owen’s Essays and Observations on Natural 
History, Anatomy, etc. (1861), which organizes the brief notes salvaged by Clift into two volumes. There are 
no manuscripts of these notes in Hunter’s hand, and they are thus multiply mediated and rationalised, 
through Clift’s first-stage transcriptions, more organized second-stage copies in a fair hand that Clift 
probably made in preparation for publishing them, and finally the edition that Owen published on the 
basis of Clift’s transcripts, excluding the surgical notes and including many editorial interventions. Little is 
known of Palmer. But Owen, Clift’s son-in-law, and Hunterian conservator and lecturer, was by 1861 the 
most famous biologist of the Victorian period before Darwin. 

The story I trace through these two gatherings of Hunter’s Sibylline leaves is of his refashioning 
from a highly interdisciplinary medical theorist concerned with a complex and tangled body (and body of 
knowledge) into a comparative anatomist intent on classification. It is thus also the story of how science 
itself is refashioned from a speculative to a “positive” endeavour.  For as the Crown purchase made the 
life sciences a national trust, Hunter’s work generated an increasing anxiety about their role in the 
“constitution” of  knowledge and nation, to evoke the political-cum-physiological term used by three 
thinkers who commented on it: Coleridge and his friends John Abernethy and J.H. Green. The two 
editions, I suggest, articulate two very different conceptions of the manuscript/print archive, and the 
relationship of thought to writing and writing to finalization. Paradoxically it is the Palmer edition, which 
includes only longer works, that does not impose closure on Hunter’s work, treating it as a “great work” 
still in progress. By contrast, Owen represents Hunter only by particles and atoms, repressing their ability 
to speak to any larger whole. 

For Owen, as Nicolaas Rupke says, was a “museum man,” responsible not only for the Hunterian 
Museum but also the Museum of Natural History in Kensington. As such, his edition uses museological 
principles to arrange Hunter’s work, ordering the notes into galleries or fields (such as natural history), 
each containing specimens arranged for public display, so as to create a simulacrum of order that masks 
the heterogenous nature of the writing. Though Palmer’s edition may follow on the vogue for collected 
works begun by Scott, it does not coerce Hunter’s scattered texts into a unity, being an assemblage rather 
than an authoritative edition. Its four volumes are edited or collated by five people including Owen, and 
also include an extensive Life of Hunter that describes the organizing of his Museum as something still in 
process. The edition consists mostly of whole works republished with extensive notes that put Hunter in 
dialogue with others, but also includes lectures collated from notes by students. Such lectures –also the 
form in which much of Hegel’s and Schelling’s work appeared– form an interesting midpoint between 
manuscript and print in that they are public, intended to be recorded by amanuenses, but not published.  
Where the Owen edition is an act of archiving or shelving by which, as Blake ironically puts it in The 
Marriage of Heaven and Hell, “Unnam’d forms” take “the forms of books & [are] arranged in libraries,” the 
Palmer assemblage is an editorial enterprise whose form bears revisiting today. Uniquey suited to work 
that remains in process, it is a rhizome that opens multiple pathways into the “great work” described in 
our own time by Deleuze but already conceived by Romantics like Shelley: a “chaos” which “contains all 
the complicated series...which lead out and back in” in relations of “complication-explication-implication” 
(Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, 123). 
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Dahlia Porter, University of Glasgow 
Flowers of Literature: Botanical Illustration, Aesthetic Reanimation, and the Romantic Poetic Collection 

In this paper, I will argue that the modern literary anthology—and specifically its dual claims to aesthetic 
merit and historical representativeness—emerged as a response to changes in eighteenth-century 
botanical collecting, description, and illustration. A dramatic upsurge in botanical metaphors for poetic 
collections around 1800 was triggered by shifts in the geographies, aims, and representational practices of 
botany in the previous century. Yoking Linnaean taxonomy and Buffonian vitalism to Hogarth’s line of 
beauty, late eighteenth-century botanical illustrations imbued plucked, pressed specimens with new vitality 
in art. Erasmus Darwin’s Botanic Garden (1789, 1791) translated the aesthetic reanimations of visual art 
into a collection of poetic specimens, spurring compilations that promote a vitalist standard of literary 
value. By rejecting aesthetic reanimation as the figurative ground for poetic collecting, Charlotte Smith, 
Samuel Taylor Coleridge, and Robert Southey forward an alternative historical model of literary merit, 
one grounded in the succession and continuity of representative literary types. These competing metrics 
for selection and valuation underwrite the anthology as we know it today. 
 
Tim Fulford, De Monfort University  

Fragments and Fossils: Wordsworth's Poetic of Assemblage 
My paper investigates an 1827 poem by Wordsworth as a composite text, built up of fragments first 
penned in 1799 and 1800.  I discuss this formal incorporation of manuscript fragments to ask some 
questions about the organization of knowledge as a textual practice in Wordsworth’s later writing. I show 
that his use of manuscripts, and his preparation of the poem for print, is far different from the account of 
poetic creativity he gave in the Preface to Lyrical Ballads.  Nor does his practice produce anything much 
like the organic form that many critics saw as the hallmark of Wordsworthian Romanticism.  In ‘To the 
Same’, the poem is not the product of a prior mental process – a record of a ‘spontaneous overflow of 
powerful feelings’ ‘recollected in tranquillity’.  Recollection is an already-textualised process, dependent on 
a family archive of old manuscripts that were transcribed and collated by a female scriptorium – the sister 
and sisters-in-law scribing away like so many monks or nuns.  These manuscripts were then retrieved and 
cut up (sometimes literally, more often by the transcription of passages).  The detached fragments were 
then assembled – collaged almost – into the new poem.  Thus ‘To the Same’, a poem about memory, also 
materializes memory as a process of textual retrieval and reassemblage, being pieced-together from old 
pieces: it’s a matter of cut and paste rather than imaginative, mental revisiting of internalized experiences 
or verses known by heart.  The poem also thematises what it shows formally – that for the later 
Wordsworth recollection was not a self-sufficient process of reviving the past (spots of time) in mind, or 
even in composition, but instead occurred via a prosthesis.  Dorothy takes the function, as Mary and Sara 
did elsewhere, of being an external hard drive, as a living repository of past experiences and as a 
transcriber and curator of an archive of manuscripts where the memory is lodged, allowing retrieval and 
reuse in new poems which thereby themselves become archival repositories of memory. The process, 
moreover, is circular because in ‘To the Same’ the incorporated manuscript fragments are about Dorothy 
and Mary as repositories of meaning. 
       If circular, ‘To the Same’ also suggests that Wordsworth’s organization of knowledge was sometimes 
a less self-enclosed process than, reading The Prelude, many critics have thought.  Revision was not 
always a self-recycling process of revisiting old events and old poems and revising them in relation to his 
latest position. When Wordsworth republished ‘To the Same’ in 1827, he made major changes in 
response to texts from beyond his family scriptorium.  These changes re-oriented the poem; they also 
improved it.  But they were made because his technique of textual self-retrieval was challenged by new 
textual knowledge from outside his spatio-temporal remit.  The lively print culture of the 1820s presented 
Wordsworth, in newspapers, journals and books, with news suggesting that extinction was at the heart of 
nature – that the earth presents a layered archive of specimens of the lost and dead: fossils.  The new 
geology assembled fragments of the past – as Wordsworth himself did to win back lost time – but 
retrieved only specimens of the dead and vanished.   Wordsworth responded to this by adding a new 
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section to his poem – a portrait of a cave, with fossilised deposits from the extinct past.  This portrait is in 
part a figure of the poem’s own textual history; it suggests that the textual deposits of the past can be 
reviewed, like the fossils in the rock, but neither renewed nor reanimated.  The cave of poetic memory, in 
the poem and as the poem, does not formally recollect the past in toto, nor relive it, but displays it 
compressed in fragments as past.  For the late Wordsworth, this procedure suggests, poetry does not 
recover the organic growth of the self so much as shore fragments against the ruins of the organic self 
made by time. A Romanticism of assemblage, rather than organic unity, and one of archaeologising rather 
than endless pursuit.  Neither the quest of The Prelude nor the moralising of The Excursion but a 
personally weighed laying to rest of the search upon which it has been, and can still imagine itself being, 
engaged. 

 
David Duff, Queen Mary University of London 

Literary Sampling and the Poetics of the Specimen  
Printed ‘specimens’ of forthcoming books – showing typeface, format, paper quality and other physical 
features – were a familiar type of literary advertisement, often forming part of a pre-publication 
prospectus. In the late eighteenth century, a new kind of specimen emerged with the fashion for historical 
extract anthologies such as Ellis’s Specimens of the Early English Poets (1790), Southey’s Specimens of the Later 
English Poets (1807) and Lamb’s Specimens of English Dramatic Poets Who Lived About the Time of Shakespeare 
(1808). Such specimens served as samples of some greater whole – a complete text, an oeuvre, a genre, a 
period – but also acquired a degree of autonomy, encouraging a taste for ‘representative’ reading and self-
sufficient fragments. From around 1765, the word specimen also developed a new, scientific meaning, 
denoting a natural object for collection, classification and research. Literary ‘specimens’ frequently carried 
a similar resonance, implying texts – or printed pages – not just for reading but for critical inspection and 
appraisal. Responding to these trends, Romantic authors play with the genre of the specimen by 
producing tantalising fragments of never-to-be-completed texts (Thelwall’s ‘Specimens of the Hope of 
Albion’, 1801; Keats’s ‘Specimen of an Induction to a Poem’, 1817) or by ironizing the whole strategy of 
literary sampling, as in Coleridge’s ‘Prospectus and Specimen of an Intended Translation of Euclid’ (1791) 
or Hookham Frere’s Prospectus and Specimen of an Intended National Work (1817). This paper analyses these 
semantic and generic developments and seeks to uncover a Romantic poetics of the specimen as part of 
the conference’s broader investigation of fugitive writing and publication. 
 
Alex Walton, University of California, Berkeley 

Queen Mab, Changing Hands 
Of the two hundred and fifty copies of Percy Shelley’s Queen Mab printed in 1813, those seventy or so 
actually put into circulation (privately, to “any one that would wish for so dangerous a gift”) had Shelley’s 
name, originally listed both as author and, falsely, as printer, physically snipped from both title page and 
colophon: a portentous beginning, as Mab was fated to live on not under the control of its author’s 
guiding hand but under the direction of a network of left-radical printers, going through fourteen 
(unauthorized) editions in the seventy-five years after its first publication. The present paper reads the 
material history of Mab in several aspects. Beginning with two of the Esdaile MS sonnets of 1812 
foreshadowing and theorizing an “atmospheric” or incendiary reception that will play out as reality for 
Mab, I move through the opposed images of a “demonic” and “angelic” Shelley, to an understanding of 
Mab as a poem moving from Earth to Earth. Seen from this vantage, Shelley’s vision of “Necessity” as 
“Mother of the world,” and as the renovating agent of worldly change, appears as a substantial doubt 
about any political efficacy: this is so despite the actual reception of the poem by the “radical mechanic” 
class responsible for pirating, distributing, and popularizing it, sincerely committed to just that kind of 
political organizing. I view this indirect reception-by-appropriation as essentially characterized by a quality 
of nighttime, uniting this indirection to the dreamed vision within the poem, the actual hours in which it 
would have been read, and (beyond its mechanistic principle) the real intimacy and private labor 
“Necessity” also names. Turning from these considerations of reception to the textual material itself, I 
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read Mab through the often disregarded manicules (☞) littering its second half, the prose “Notes.” The 
logic of the manicules – when and where they appear, what they intend – has puzzled readers from 
William Godwin onward; it is my contention here that, rather than simply being a ploy at plausible 
deniability for the scandalous material they appear among, or “giving the finger” to the censors, these 
typographical features relate intimately to the attempt to do away with Deity and supplant it with that 
“material spirit” of Necessity. The hands play back and forth between being the sign of an absent, hidden 
Author and being that material, Lucretian nudge, a mobile power distributed into textual pixels of 
unpronounceable authority, not from a hovering author (whose name, we remember, has been cut from 
the title page; whose work has entered into a chain of pirate publication). My effort in this paper, then, is 
to link up the line of deauthorialized reception the work undergoes in the radical tradition, to the poem’s 
own thinking about authority, “Necessity,” night-work. As Mab puts it in a sentence of blinding 
complexity, “let every part depending on the chain / That links it to the whole, point to the hand / That 
grasps its term!”  

 
Jacob Lloyd, University of Oxford  

 Constructing Coleridge’s Political Self in Sibylline Leaves  
In compiling Sibylline Leaves, Coleridge placed most of his poems within distinct thematic or generic 
sections. The first grouping, following some introductory poems and ‘The Rime of the Ancient Mariner’, 
was entitled ‘Poems Occasioned by Political Events or Feelings Connected with Them’. It consisted of six 
poems, all of which had appeared in print in the 1790s: ‘Ode on the Departing Year’, ‘France: An Ode’, 
‘Fears in Solitude’, ‘Recantation: Illustrated in the Story of the Mad Ox’, and ‘Parliamentary Oscillators’, 
and ‘Fire, Famine and Slaughter’.  

In this paper I will explore how Coleridge uses this section to construct an idea of his poetic 
oeuvre more in keeping with his political views of 1817 than of those he had held between 1794 and 
1798. The placing of these poems so early in the volume gives them a particular prominence, but this 
apparent emphasis on his politics is part of a strategy by Coleridge to control his image. Through a 
combination of selection, omission, contextualization, textual revision, ordering and the insertion of 
misleading paratext, Coleridge is able to frame his political radicalism as a short-lived, youthful deviation 
which was soon corrected by his mature and more sober consideration. 

Coleridge’s preface claims that Sibylline Leaves contains ‘the whole of the author’s poetical 
compositions, from 1793 to the present date’ that have been completed. However, many of his political 
poems are excluded from the volume, including several satirical poems which he had contributed to The 
Morning Post, such as ‘The Devil’s Thoughts’ and ‘On A Report of A Minister’s Death’. By excluding 
them, he denies their existence or his authorship. Coleridge also explains that he has not included those 
poems ‘published in the first edition of his juvenile poems, over which he has no control’. In this way, 
Coleridge disingenuously justifies the exclusion of ‘Religious Musings’ and his sonnets on eminent 
characters, which had been written after the age of twenty-two and had appeared in the previous 
collection of his poems in 1803. Although in no way ‘juvenile’ compositions, Coleridge thus aligns them 
with immaturity to distance himself from their political stance. It is the same strategy which informs the 
deliberate misdating of both ‘Parliamentary Oscillators’ and ‘Fire, Famine, and Slaughter’ to make them 
seem more youthful compositions than they were, in reality. ‘Fire, Famine, and Slaughter’, the most 
provocative of the poems, is given a long ‘Apologetic Preface’ to excuse its sentiments. Two other poems, 
‘The Raven’ and ‘Frost at Midnight’ are published in separate sections of the volume so as to remove the 
political connotations they possessed in their original publication contexts. 

The specific sequence that Coleridge constructs thus focuses attention on the ‘Ode on the Departing 
Year’ as the significant representative of his early radicalism, which the mature poetry of ‘France’ and 
‘Fears in Solitude’ recant and amend with more conventional meditations. Most strikingly, Coleridge 
revises the texts of these three poems in significant ways to moderate the radicalism they communicated 
in the 1790s and fit their politics more closely with the poet of 1817. 
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Gary Kelly, University of Alberta, Canada  
 Scattered Leaves and Sixpenny Modernity: ‘Fairburn’s Editions’ 

The firm of John Fairburn, father and son, operated from Ludgate Broadway and The Minories, London, 
for over three decades from the 1790s, furnishing a comprehensive print culture of words and images 
with which their customers could fashion a modernity—and a Romanticism—of their own. Though 
noticed by recent historians of the period’s political and cultural underworlds, the Fairburns’ activities and 
importance extended beyond their service to plebeian and petty bourgeois reformism. They offered 
verbal and visual print materials that constituted a megatext for an alternative modernity in the image and 
interests of the ‘lower ranks’, against the modernities being formed and driven toward hegemony by their 
‘betters’ in the contest to define and dominate the emergent modern British nation-state and empire. 

The print megatext that the Fairburn firm authored comprised mainly individual sixpenny 
pamphlets, with some books issued in sixpenny numbers, usually branded on the title page as ‘Fairburn’s 
Edition’. The pamphlets often included a fold-out melodramatic or sentimental frontispiece. There were 
fashionably remodeled historic street literature favourites. There were ostentatiously up-to-date pamphlet-
length versions of popular upmarket sentimental, titillating, Gothic, adventure, and historical novels. 
There were racy journalistic accounts of prominent news events. There were manuals for the emergent 
popular culture of hobbyism, handbooks on contemporary legislation of interest to artisans and the 
shopocracy, abbreviated accounts of emergent modern knowledges, practical helps to business and 
household economy, and politically talismanic documents of citizens’ rights such as the Magna Charta. 
There were salacious accounts of scandals in high places and energetic political satires. There were aids to 
sociability such as songsters and jestbooks. Occasionally Fairburn also ventured into books issued in 
weekly sixpenny numbers, such as John Wade’s Black Book of upper-class and government corruption and 
patronage; a rip-off of Egan’s hugely popular Life in London, entitled Life in Paris; an unsuccessful multi-
volume biography of Napoleon; and detailed journalistic accounts of prominent crimes and royal deaths. 

Alongside this diverse yet coherent body of print Fairburn also published a wide range of 
illustrated leaves. There were copper engravings, mainly satirical and humorous. There were mezzotints, 
mainly sentimental, domestic, sociable, allegorical, and patriotic (especially featuring the plebeian hero 
Jack Tar). And there were ‘Fairburn’s Maps’, avowedly up-to-date representations of spaces in the news 
(Portugal) and of interest to denizens of Fairburn’s modernizing London. Most were denominated as 
from the shop in Ludgate Broadway, in the heart of the City, a stone’s throw from the historic 
bookselling centre of St Paul’s. Meanwhile, from the shop in The Minories, bordering the City and the 
culturally plural docklands, Fairburn issued a steady stream of books for youngsters, typically playful, 
entertaining, and fun—purposefully distinct from the grim evangelical tales for children and youth 
circulating upmarket. With these were prints of actors in costume at a time of extensive theatrical 
innovation and celebrity culture. 

Fairburn was not alone in this market, but the firm addressed it most comprehensively. 
Altogether its megatext for a distinctive and combative plebeian modernity was one of the most 
important print projects of its time, heralding the popular print culture of the next two centuries. [This 
presentation is illustrated.] 
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