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P201
(I adopt with full faith, the principle of Aristotle,…..)
What is the text saying here? Wordsworth preferred to use rustic characters in his poetry. Coleridge did not agree to use rustic characters. What is the type of characters that Coleridge prefers? The ideal characters. Aristotle agreed with him using the ideal. Aristotle said not what is but what it should be. When we say ideal, then we should not be speaking about individual different characters, but the general/ the ideal/ the common. 
(I adopt with full faith, the principle of Aristotle, that poetry, as poetry, is essentially ideal,)
The characters used in poetry should be the same types Aristotle believe in when he talked about the tragic hero.
(that it avoids and excludes all accident; that its apparent individualities of rank, character, or occupation must be representative of a class;)
When we say representative, what does that mean? Representative stands for a group. When I give you an image of a mother, and I tell you a mother (imagine her: loving, caring, children around her, taking care of her children, waking them up in the morning), this mother is the representative image of all mothers. But if I tell you a mother who is wicked, cruel and heartless, is that a representative image of all mothers? No. that is what Coleridge here is rejecting. That he used the ideal/ the representative and not the certain cases which do not represent a certain class, a certain type or a certain figure. 
(And that the persons of poetry must be clothed with generic attributes, with the common attributes of the class:)
What do we mean by generic attributes? “Generic” comes from general. So, here we have ideal, representative, generic and common. This is Coleridge’s idea of the characters. 
What type of characters does Wordsworth believe poetry should speak about? The rustic figures. Are rustic figures representative? No. Are they common? No. Are they generic? No. 
What type of characters does Coleridge believe poetry should speak about? 
The ideal/ the representative/ the generic/ the common.
One of the reasons why Biographia Literaria is important is because it represents a sort of practical criticism. So, what we do in practical criticism is we bring the lines of poetry and now we analyze it. Coleridge here is bringing us passages from Wordsworth’s poetry and he is analyzing it. So, over here what we are going to have is analyses of the types of characters presented in Wordsworth’s poetry and he is going to show us that in the stronger poems we will find that the characters are not rustics, they are representative. 
(The characters of the vicar and the shepherd-mariner in the poem of ‘THE BROTHERS’, that of the shepherd of Green-head Ghyll in the ‘MICHAEL’, have all the verisimilitude and representative quality,)

So, these characters are ideal/these characters are representative and therefore this poetry is strong. This poetry Coleridge finds to be a positive criticism. In this part, he is going to make a comparison between the stronger poems and the weaker poems. In the stronger poems, we will find that the characters are ideal and representative characters.  The poems he mentions here are “The Brothers” and Michael”. 
Then we have the weaker poems. 

203:
(On the other hand, in the poems which are pitched in a lower note, as ‘the HARRY GILL’, ‘IDIOT BOY’, the feelings are those of human nature in general; though the poet has judiciously laid the scene in the country, in order to place himself in the vicinity of interesting images, without the necessity of ascribing a sentimental perception of their beauty to the persons of his drama.)
So, the scene in these poems is the country, but the people in his poems have nothing of the beauty of the country.  From the title ‘IDIOT BOY’, what kind of image comes to your mind? Is it positive or negative image? He just said that the characters should be ideal. But in the “IDIOL BOY” and in “Harry Gill”, it is not an ideal, so they are the weaker poems. The characters in these poems are not ideal characters. 
And he discusses the boy and the mother. The mother is not a typical mother and the boy is an idiot. And he tries to show us how these poems are weak because of the portrayal of the character; they do not represent the generic, they do not represent the representative, and they do not represent the ideal, so these poems are weak. 
P204:
Here we have the third poem which is called “Thorn”. In this poem, we hear two voices. One voice is the voice of the poet and the other voice is the voice of the narrator in the poem. Coleridge believes that the poem lifts us up when we hear the voice of the poet, but once we hear the voice of the narrator, we lose any sort of pleasure we have received from the poet. Why would you think that the voice of the poet might be more favorable than the voice of the narrator? If you think of those two voices, what do you think is going to be more realistic and describes things as exactly as they happened? The narrator because a narrator narrates the events/ what happened and a poet usually adds to what happened from his imagination. And Coleridge believes in the strength of the imagination. You use your imagination to make the ideal image. Is life ideal? No. in order to paint an ideal picture, you have to use your imagination. So, he says when we listen to the voice of the poet, we are listening to the voice of imagination/ we are listening to the voice of the ideal. Those points (when we hear the poet’s voice) are the most pleasurable points in the poem. Once he switches the voice it is not the poet speaking; it is the narrator speaking, then the voice is realistic. And Coleridge does not like the idea, not the realistic. So, he finds those points to the weaker parts of the poem. What Coleridge is basically saying is that a poet should use his imagination to make things appear ideal. It should not be realistic. It should be ideal. 
206:
In this part, you know the Biographia Literaria is all about Coleridge’s objections. So, he objects to use the rustics as a subject. And he objects to using the rustic language. He objects to using the realistic tone. He is going to object to 5 certain phrases that Wordsworth used in the Preface “The Lyrical Ballads”.  So, the first phrase that he is going to object to is the word ‘purified’. 
(If then I am compelled to doubt the theory, by which the choice of characters  (rustic) was to be directed, not only a priori, from grounds of reason, but both from the few instances in which the poet himself need be supposed to have been governed by it, and from the comparative inferiority of those instances; still more must I hesitate in my assent to the sentence which immediately follows the former citation; and which I can neither admit as particular fact, nor as general rule.)
Then he is quoting Wordsworth. He tries to be very fair in his criticism. Nothing is given without giving proof. So, he sticks what Wordsworth says and then he shows us his objection.
( "The language too of these men is adopted (purified indeed from what appear to be its real defects, from all lasting and rational causes of dislike or disgust) because such men hourly communicate with the best objects from which the best part of language is originally derived; and because, from their rank in society and the sameness and narrow circle of their intercourse, being less under the action of social vanity, they convey their feelings and notions in simple and unelaborated expressions." )
Coleridge objects two things. The first word he objects to is the usage of the word ‘purified’. The second thing he objects to is the usage of the best part of language. 
If you remember Coleridge said I am going to write poetry in a different way; I am not going to use the poetic diction that the poets before me used. So, what kind of language he is going to write in? The purified rustic language. What does it mean when we purify something? It means selecting, choosing. It also means removing. When you purify something, it means removing it also. So, what happens then to the thing? It changes. If I bring to you two cups of water and one of them has lemon juice and sugar added in it and the other one has sugar and tea added in it, are the same? No. I am going to purify it. That means I am going to take the sugar, take away the lemon juice and take away the tea. We end up with water. Are they same now? Yes. What does this have to do with Wordsworth and Coleridge? If we take the rustic language which is tea and we remove from it/ we purify the rustic element, we end up with the common language. It is not rustic anymore. It lost its unique characteristics. It is not the language of the rustics anymore. It is the same language the poet uses. Wordsworth says I am going to write in rustic language, but I am going to purify it. Coleridge says Wordsworth says one thing but in actual reality what he does it a different thing. It contradicts. You cannot say I am writing in a rustic language and then you say I am going to purify it. Once you purify it/ you remove the vulgar elements, then what you end up with is common language. So, if we look it as a math equation, we say rustic language purified people’s common language. This common language is the language of poets (maybe not neo-classical poets because they wrote in a top language/ complex language, but it is the language that poets used before Wordsworth). 
When I am talking here about imagination and images, we are talking about the diction itself. Wordsworth says that he refuses using poetic diction because it was not the language that people use when they used to communicate with each other. He said he is going to use the rustic language and he also said that he is going to purify it from any vulgarity.  What Coleridge is saying is that one you take rustic language and purify it from any vulgarity, it is that same language that the people use. It is not rustic language anymore. It is a common language used by everyone. 
"To this I reply; that a rustic's language, purified from all provincialism and grossness, and so far reconstructed as to be made consistent with the rules of grammar will not differ from the language of any other man of common sense, however learned or refined he maybe, except as far as the notions, which the rustic has to convey, are fewer and more indiscriminate.

Underline the word provincialism because this is the third point he is going to talk about and provincialism and purified are connected. 
If you take the rustic’s language and you purify it, you get a common language. The only difference now between their language and the language of the common men is notions. ‘Notions’ means thoughts/ideas. He wants to make a comparison between the ideas of the rustic people and the ideas of the common people/ the educated people/ the city people. The city people have more ideas because of education and because of experience. He begins to tell us the difference between the notions. Coleridge says if you take rustic language and you purify it, the result is you get the common language. The only difference then between the language of the rustics and the language of the city people would be in the notions/ in the ideas. And then he gives us this comparison between the ideas of the rustics and the ideas of the common people. 
(This will become still clearer, if we add the consideration--(equally important though less obvious)—that the rustic, from the more imperfect development of his faculties, and from the lower state of their cultivation, aims almost solely to convey insulated facts, either those of his scanty experience or his traditional belief; while the educated man chiefly seeks to discover and express those connections of things, or those relative bearings of act to fact, from which some more or less general law is deducible. For facts are valuable to a wise man, chiefly as they lead to the discovery of the indwelling law, which is the true being of things, the sole solution of their modes of existence, and in the knowledge of which consists our dignity and our power.)
He says that the difference between the language purified and the language of the educated men is only in terms of ideas. And he says if we look at the rustics, the only things that they talk about are the facts. They are related to day-to-day living. They do not express universal laws or universal ideas. They express facts that are related to farming/ that are related to cultivating, for example, the animals that they have. So, they express just facts that are related to their simple life, whereas the educated man speaks about things that are related to his life and things that are not related to his life. He tries to see how the world works. He tries to see how there is a relationship between things. He tries to come up with laws. He tries to come up with universal ideas. So, when he speaks, the ideas that he speaks about are not just related to his way of living, but they are related to his way of living and to how lives move in general/ how other people live. But when the rustics speak, they only speak about things that are limited to the rustic way of living. So, this is why he says that in terms of the notions or the ideas that the notions or the ideas of the rustics are limited only to the rustic way of living. They do not speak about life in general/ universally. Remember that Coleridge said the poetry should be about the ideal/ the common. So, where is the common here? Rustic living or life in general? Life in general which is the educated man. He tries to understand life. He tries to come up with laws. He tries to see how things are connected, not just specific way of living but life generally. 
So, he is saying that the language that Wordsworth wrote about was not rustic because it became common language and the only difference between it and the language of educated people is in term of the notions and ideas. Whose ideas are limited/specific? The rustics. Whose ideas are general/ universal? The educated people.  
Now we have his next objection:
(As little can I agree with the assertion, that from the objects with which the rustic hourly communicates the best part of language is formed.)
This is his objection to the best part of language. Why did Wordsworth choose the rustics’ language? Because they communicate with nature all the time. And he said that nature was an excellent source of language. It provided them with the best language. And Coleridge rejects this idea of nature providing the best language or gaining the best part of language from nature. He does not believe that people gain the best part of language from nature. We need to back to Wordsworth. One of the reasons why Wordsworth said he chose rustic language because he said their language was rich. And the reason why it was rich language was because they communicate with nature every single hour. And he said nature provide them with that rich vocabulary. Would you agree with that? Does nature provide the best source of language? No. then, what do you think proves the best source of language? Gaining more experience. Experience means knowledge. Where do you get experience and knowledge from?  From schools/ from education/ from living in the country. Do we gain experience just when we live in a country? No. this is what he is going to reject. We do not get the best part of language from nature. The best part of language comes from education/ comes from the mind thinking. The first part of Coleridge, he said what he admired about the characters was independence and education. When we say Wordsworth, we are really thinking of nature. When we say Coleridge, we are really thinking about education/ knowledge/. So, he says that his objection is going to be into two parts
The first:
(For first, if to communicate with an object implies such an acquaintance with it, as renders it capable of being discriminately reflected on, the distinct knowledge of an uneducated rustic would furnish a very scanty vocabulary. The few things and modes of action requisite for his bodily conveniences would alone be individualized; while all the rest of nature would be expressed by a small number of confused general terms.)
Nature would provide vocabulary, but that vocabulary is going to be very limited. And it is going to be limited only to the things that deal with their way of living. So, they are going to have vocabulary when it comes to, for example, the different types of vulgarizers. This is very limited to their way of life. Nature will not provide vocabulary to express things out of the way of living. For example, the nature does not provide the word عولمة. The nature does not provide the word الشبكة العنكبوتية. It would provide term, but only terms that are related to their way of living. So, in the end, the vocabulary would be very limited. That is why he says here scanty. Scanty means insufficient (insufficient to write poetry/ insufficient to express ideas). They are very limited vocabularies with few words are related only to their way of living. So, it would be a rustic vocabulary, but not the vocabulary that everyone could use to express their facts and feelings. That is the first point he says. 
The second point he says is even that limited vocabulary (those few words that they have) he doubts if we even can call them vocabulary. He doubt if we even can call them words. And he goes to the point saying they are not words, but they are just sounds.  Wordsworth says their language is the best part of language. Coleridge says this is not language. They are not words. They are just sounds. You see here the difference?!! One finds to be the ideal/ one find it to be the best. The other one finds it to be very weak/ very inferior. And he even says I doubt if we can call it language; it is not language. It is just a system of sounds. 

(Secondly, I deny that the words and combinations of words derived from the objects, with which the rustic is familiar, whether with distinct or confused knowledge, can be justly said to form the best part of language. It is more than probable, that many classes of the brute creation possess discriminating sounds, by which they can convey to each other notices of such objects as concern their food, shelter, or safety.)
So, that is all what they talk about. The rustics only make sounds to talk about their food, their shelter, and their safety. Other than that they do not speak about anything else. He is trying to show us what they speak about is very limited. The vocabulary is very limited. Furthermore, it is not just limited; it is not really a language at all.  
Where does the best part of language come from? Education. They usually refer to this to Coleridge’s theory of language. 
(The best part of human language, properly so called, is derived from reflection on the acts of the mind itself. It is formed by a voluntary appropriation of fixed symbols to internal acts, to processes and results of imagination, the greater part of which have no place in the consciousness of uneducated man; though in civilized society, by imitation and passive remembrance of what they hear)
This is Coleridge’s theory of language. What he says here is that the best parts of language come from thinking/ reflecting. Now in linguistics you take: the words have roots. They have prefixes. They have suffixes. So, in order to come up with new words, you would have to understand the roots, the prefixes and the suffixes. If you understand that, then you could come up with new words. So, this requires thinking, knowledge, education. When I see something for the first time, I do not know what it is called. But if it is something has to do with writing. I will say graph. Graph means writing. What are the suffix and prefix I can add to it? So, you have new words that you do not know are able to guess what it means because you break it up. So, what are you doing here? You are reflecting/ you are thinking/ you mind is working. At the same time, making new words also need imagination. So, when we talk about the best part of language, it does not come from nature. The best part of language comes from an educated mind thinks deeply and has a sense of imagination. You always need your imagination to come up with something new/ something different. Let us imagine that we went to a small village in Saudi Arabia and we want to imagine as if it was the same circumstances Coleridge speaking in. so, this village has no technology. They do not have T.VS, they do not have the internet, they do not have mobiles, and they do not have telephones. It is that same situation Coleridge is speaking about here. And you find a simple farmer who is uneducated and suddenly tells you مخاطر العولمة . How can know such this word? He knows it, for example, from a religious man who is supposed to be educated. 
Let us go back to Coleridge. Anyone who lives in a village who has a certain vocabulary did not get it from nature. He got it from source other than nature. Coleridge believes that the vocabulary that they have, they gained it from the religious figures, for example, from the preachers or from the priests.
People get their vocabulary from going to universities or from going to schools. So, the vocabulary that you have, you gained from going o school. The rustics do not go to schools and to universities. Any vocabulary that they have comes to them from the pulpit. The pulpit is a religious figure. The religious figure is usually educated. So, this tells you something. Remove the religious figures from the village and then the rustics have not vocabulary. Coleridge believes that the rustics gained their vocabulary not from nature, but from certain figures in the village such as the fathers, and the preachers. They are the ones that provided them with a religious education. Once we remove this, then the rustics are uneducated. So, the type of education they have is a religious education and that is where they get their vocabulary from. The more educated the religious figure is, they more vocabulary the rustics will have. There is a direct relationship. If the religious figures are educated, then the rustics will have a good strong vocabulary. If the religious figures are not educated, then the rustics will have no vocabulary. 
-Rustics without religion the result is = a weak vocabulary/ a weak education. 
-Rustics + educated religious figures= strong vocabulary. 
What did he try to show us here? He is not talking about the importance of religion. He is trying to trace from where the rustics got their vocabulary. It is not from nature. It is from outside source. It is from certain figures within the village. And that is why he says from village to village, you find that the language is different? We are going to the source which is the religious figure. 
(by imitation and passive remembrance of what they hear from their religious instructors and other superiors, the most un educated share in the harvest which they neither sowed, nor reaped. If the history of the phrases in hourly currency among our peasants were traced, a person not previously aware of the fact would be surprised at finding so large a number, which three or four centuries ago were the exclusive property of the universities and the schools; and, at the commencement of the Reformation, had been transferred from the school to the pulpit, and thus gradually passed into common life.)
So, he is tracing how words move from the universities to the rustics. Vocabulary moved through religious figures. To prove that the rustics’ language depends entirely on external source; it is not from nature. It is from these religious figures. What does he do? He makes a comparison. He says if we look at islands or remote places (places where are uncivilized people), what is the first thing that comes to your mind? Nature. So, Wordsworth says that nature is the best source of language. So, they have a lot of nature, and then they should have the best/ a very strong language. What he says is that we find that their language is very poor. Sometimes these uncivilized people do not even communicate in language. The missionary that they go to spread Christianity to those places, they have a very hard time communicating with them because they have no language. This proves two things. It proves that nature is not a source of language and it also proves that religion provides the rustics with their language. When you go to areas or places where there is no religion, there is no language even if they have nature. 
So, what he is trying to show that the best part of language does not come from nature. The best part of language comes from the educated mind/ the mind that can reflect/ can think deeply and also has sense of imagination. 
(The extreme difficulty, and often the impossibility, of finding words for the simplest moral and intellectual processes of the languages of uncivilized tribes has proved perhaps the weightiest obstacle to the progress of our most zealous and adroit missionaries. Yet these tribes are surrounded by the same nature as our peasants are; but in still more impressive forms; and they are, moreover, obliged to particularize many more of them.)
He compares between uncivilized tribes who have more nature than the rustics. So, if they have more nature than the rustics, according to Wordsworth, they should have a stronger language. And they do not because they do not have religion and the religion is a source of education. 
(When, therefore, Mr. Wordsworth adds, "accordingly, such a language"--(meaning, as before, the language of rustic life purified from provincialism)--"arising out of repeated experience and regular feelings, is a more permanent, and a far more philosophical language, than that which is frequently substituted for it by Poets, who think that they are conferring honour upon themselves and their art in proportion as they indulge in arbitrary and capricious habits of expression;")
He is going back to the first idea (Using the rusting language and purifying it from the vulgarity/ purifying it from the mistakes in grammar/ purifying it from provincialism. Provincialism comes from province. Province means countryside. And it also means area.  It is a small area in a country. Provinces are the places where the rustics come from. So, what does this mean? If you purify of all provincialism, we just have the common language/ the ordinary language. Coleridge is say if you take language and you remove/ you purify from it any provincialism that shows where rustics are from, we end up with regular common language that everyone speaks/ language that even the poets use. So, he is going back to the same idea that Wordsworth: you propose to do something, but in actual reality you did not do it. You say you are going to write in a rustic language, but you actually wrote in the same language that the poets before wrote in it. So, he says:
(it may be answered, that the language, which he has in view, can be attributed to rustics with no greater right, than the style of Hooker or Bacon to Tom Brown or Sir Roger L'Estrange.)
We can say this is a rustic language. This is the language used by rustics. And this is the language used by writers. It is not the rustic language anymore. 
So, you have a language. You purify it and you remove from it the vulgarity. You remove from it provincialism/ peculiar features. Then at the end, you have the language of writers. We cannot say that this language belongs to the rustics. It does not belong to the rustics. It is a language spoken by everyone/ by writers. 
(Doubtless, if what is peculiar to each were omitted in each, the result must needs be the same.)
Peculiar= specific, distinctive, unique. 
What is the peculiar in the rustic language? The mistakes/ the vulgarity. He wants to show which province they are from/ which area they are from. This is makes it peculiar. This is what makes it different. This is what makes it unique. This is what makes it characteristic o f rustic l language. If you remove that, then at the end we have the same language. He is repeating this over and over again. 
The next phrase that he rejects to is the word real. Wordsworth says that he is going to use real language of men. When we say the word real, this means that there is also unreal. Language means a sort of words used to communicate. We all speak a real language. We cannot say that someone speaks a real language because once we say real, that means there has to be unreal.  There is no such thing as unreal language. If it is not a real, it is not a language. He is going to say that there is another word that we should use. He is going to say instead of real, he wants us to use another word. He wants us to use the word common/ ordinary. If you spoke in a different way, we say you speak unordinarily. We cannot say you speak unreally. So, instead of real, he wants us to use a word that he wrote in ordinary language/ he wrote in a common language. If he says real, that means that only these rustic people speak s real language and everyone speaks unreal language. There is no such thing as unreal language. He is going to give us now two things. He is going to explain to us what language is made up of and how language is different from person to person. There is no such thing as real. We all speak language, but language differs.  We all speak a real language, but we do not speak the same way. Language differs. It is still real, but is different. What makes it different are three points: 
First of all knowledge. The more knowledge you have the more vocabulary you have, the stronger your vocabulary will be, the more grammar will be correct, and your style will be more elevated. For example, if you are interested in technology and you read about technology, then you will have vocabulary very different from the rest of the class because you read about technology. Another example, if you are interested in graphic arts, then you will have the vocabulary to express ideas of the graphic arts because you read about that. The more varied your knowledge is the more varied and stronger your vocabulary will be. Does this mean that only people who go to schools have vocabulary? No. knowledge does not have to come from school. Knowledge: what you read, what you watch, what you hear about. Your knowledge affects you language. 
Second point: The usages of your faculties. Some people memorize words and they have the ability. So, their vocabulary is going to be stronger. Some people are imaginative. So, they come up with new words. So, depending on the use of your mind/ the brain/ the faculty, your vocabulary will be different. 
The third point: emotions.  Some people are reserved/ shy. So, their language is going to be reserved. It will not reflect emotions. Some people get angry quickly. Their language is going to reflect their anger. 
These are the third points that make peoples’ languages differ. So, there is no such thing as real and unreal whether you live among nature or whether you live in the city. You all speak real language. This is what makes language different. The second point that he gets to is what each language is made up of. We are moving from the general to the specific. First of all, words start from the bottom. Words are phrases of universal use. So, there are words that you use and students in England use and students in India use. For example, everyone uses the words doctor. Second, common and more specific/ common attributes of a group/ of the class. All of you are educated. You all speak typically the same language, however, there are words that are, for example, from الجنوب. Not everyone will understand it. Only people from الجنوب will understand it. There are words from نجد. Only people from نجد will understand it. The third level (the most specific level) is individuality. Individuality means what makes language different from one house to the other house, for even one person to the other person. 
P209:
He is trying to show us that everyone speaks real language. The difference are only according to these three points. 
(For "real" therefore, we must substitute ordinary, or lingua communis.)
What the real language of language should Wordsworth have said? The common language of men or the ordinary language of men. 
(And this, we have proved, is no more to be found in the phraseology of low and rustic life than in that of any other class. Omit the peculiarities of each and the result of course must be common to all. And assuredly the omissions and changes to be made in the language of rustics, before it could be transferred to any species of poem, except the drama or other professed imitation, are at least as numerous and weighty, as would be required in adapting to the same purpose the ordinary language of tradesmen and manufacturers. Not to mention, that the language so highly extolled by Mr. Wordsworth varies in every county, nay in every village,)
Language varies in every country or every village according to the religious figures. And he is going to add here, the religious figures and other figures. Who do you think they would learn their language from? The barber or public figures. If the barber read the newspaper, then the rustic language will reflect that. 
(according to the accidental character of the clergyman, the existence or non-existence of schools; or even, perhaps, as the excite man, publican, and barber happen to be, or not to be, zealous politicians, and readers of the weekly newspaper probono public)
So, the main point here is that nature does not provide the rustics with the best part of language. They obtain their language from religious figures/ from the public figures/ from the barbers. And it depends on how educated these figures were. So, language comes from education. 
The last term that he rejects to is “in a state of excitement”. 
Wordsworth said that the language that he wrote in was the language that the rustics used. It is the real language. It was the language that they used to in state of excitement. Coleridge disagrees to poetic language being the result of in a state of excitement. He says that when we are excited, we do not create new words. We usually create new words when we are thinking / when we are meditating. So, he says the words are already in our mind. When we are excited, we do not create. Maybe when we are excited, we will express more/ we will speak more/ maybe we will reveal more feelings, but we are not creating. So, in a state of excitement, people do not create new words. They simply express more/ they show more. They are already stored in our minds. There is a difference between creating and expressing. Expressing means we are showing something that already stored/ has already been created. When people are angry and upset, do you think that they can create language? No. when people are extremely happy, do you think that they can create language at that moment? No. we do not create language at times when our emotions are taking control. We create language when we are rational/ when we are using our mind and when we are serious. The words are stored and kept in our mind and when we are excited, we are simple expressing the language we already own/ we already have. So, he objects to in a state of excitement words are not created. 

The Solitary Reaper

There is a line in Wordsworth preface when he said there is an interaction of man and nature.  This means that nature has effect on nature and nature has effect on man. In our last term, he was generally speaking about the poem, the ideas, the literary devices, the images, the tone, and the language. 
Last term, we were taking mainly philosophers when we took Plato and Aristotle. So, we did not have poetry that they wrote. But this term we are taking critics and critics and at the same time poets. So, you are relating their ideas as critics to their poetry. So, when you read this as it is written by Wordsworth, you need to start asking questions. Wordsworth was saying that the subject of poetry should be about rustics. Is there a rustic figure here? Yes. So, you say that “The solitary Reaper” is a typical Wordswordthian character/ a typical Wordswordthian subject. He chooses the rustics. For an example of the rustics we have a young lady in the field. And the language is simple. This young lady says a very important point. He does not know what she is saying. She creates for him pleasure. According to Wordsworth, the purpose of poetry is to create pleasure, not to teach, not to instruct. So, he does not understanding anything she is saying yet he still get pleasure. Can we say the he identifies with this young lady? The young lady is creating pleasure and regardless whether he understands her or not, she still creates pleasure. Wordsworth wrote entirely different type of language/ a new type of language. His purpose is not to teach/ not to instruct, but to create pleasure. So, there is identification here. Wordsworth is not following traditions as if he sings by himself. So, there is some sort of identification between Wordsworth and the solitary reaper. It is not important that I teach you but what is important is when you read my poetry, you gain pleasure. 
Now the lady is alone. She is single in the field. She is solitary by herself. So, she is physically alone, but she does not feel lonely. Nature surrounds her. 
Wordsworth said that creative process is not something that the poet is using immediately, but it is some sort of memory and he recollected. Where here does he show us that this is a memory? In the last stanza:
	The music in my heart I bore,
	[bookmark: 31]

	Long after it was heard no more.
	



So, it is not something that just happens, but it is something that he kept thinking about. This is a memory. A memory has an important role and Wordsworth’s conception of poetry; first, emotion and second emotion. Second emotion creates poetry. So, this is the result of second emotion. If you remember, observation is the first emotion and then recollection; this is what is happing here now. He is recollecting something he thought. So, it is a memory. This presents us to the next point. Did he really see this? No. what is the source? He read about it. It was about three lines that he read about. So, this is something that he did not see. This is something that he read. But he was able to make it seem so real/ so natural, not brings us to the poet/ not needing real stimulant. He can imagine things as if they are there. So, this is something that is not real. It is not something that saw. He imagined it. He does not need real physical stimulant. 
What did he say the object of poetry? Take the common and use it in ordinary language. And Coleridge use imagination. What is common here? It is an ordinary character. But what makes it uncommon? What is uncommon about her? Her voice. What does he say about her voice? It is more beautiful than the sound of birds. It is more beautiful than nightingale. It is more beautiful than Cuckoo-bird. Where is the image? Here is the magical, unordinary, uncommon aspect that her voice can be heard even in the farthest seas. This breaks the silence of the seas. Are seas silent? The people are silent. You choose to be silent, as if the seas choose to be silent and her voice breaks it. What is the uncommon? She has a magical voice; a voice that can be heard in a farthest lands. 
What is the purpose of this poem? What does he want to do? He said every poem I wrote has a purpose. The purpose in this poem is pleasure. He wants to communicate that sense of pleasure to the reader. Romantic poetry of Wordsworth is all about creating pleasure/ sharing and expressing emotions. So, he has a sense of pleasure and he wants to share it with the readers. 
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