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how they might be expressed. If identification is the ap-
propriate mode of reading, and if it is opposed to logical
detachment, then Eaves must believe that Northrop Frye
is correct in claiming that stazements of value judgments
are always based on some extra-artistic principle in pol-
itics, psychology, or whatever. This similarity to the views
of Frye is not the only one in Eaves's book. In the emphasis
of ‘the following paragraph, coming at a moment of
climactic importance in Eaves’s book, the relation to Frye
is clear, even though the emphasis at the end sounds, out
of context, more Shelleyan than anything else:

In theories that generate a social order from the individual, public is
an expression of private, in contrast to a theory like Marxism, in which
the true form of the individual is an expression of social need. By de-
fining the individual in terms of imagination, the theory produces a
social order of imagination, just as, by defining the individual in terms
of economic needs, other theories produce an economic order for
“economic man." Under the social contract generated from economic
values, individuals are bound one to another by the cash nexus; in the
religious and artistic versions the nexus is love or some other strong
emotion that conditions all other relationships. (p. 196)

Eaves'’s view of Blake’s theory belongs in the tradition of
“symbolic form” criticism with which Frye has strong af-
finities. The often unrecognized patron saint of that tra-
dition is William Blake. I'm not about to quarrel with

this latest expression of that tradition.

Joachim J. Scholz. Blake and Novalis: A Com-
parison of Romanticism’s High Arguments.
Frankfurt am Main, Bern, Las Vegas: Peter
Lang, 1978. [“European University Papers,”
Series XVIII: Comparative Literature, vol.
19]. 397 pp., SFr. 64.00

Reviewed by Detlef W. Dorrbecker
ol

This rather expensive book, reproduced photographically
from the corrected typescript, contains Joachim Scholz’s
Ph.D. thesis, written under the guidance of such literary
critics as Victor Turner, Manfred Hoppe, and Edith Hart-
nett at the University of Chicago. A comparative study
may investigate the reception and remodeling of one
poet’s works in the writings of another author, and this is
what all the recent publications on Blake’s Mi/zon have in
common, despite their otherwise differing approaches. Or
a comparative study may make a parallel investigation of
the formal and iconographical concepts of two or more

poets who were contemporaries of each other, and this is
what Scholz attempts in Blake and Novalis. (The same sub-
ject has been dealt with before in a short essay by Jean
Wahl, in Jacques Roos’s study of Boehme's and Sweden-
borg’s influence on early romanticism, and, more recently,
in the dissertations of Susan Skelton and Amala M. Hanke.)

Joachim J. Scholz might have written a rewarding
and competent book on either Novalis or Blake. The
strictures hinted at in the following notes come in where
he tries to write on both of these poets at the same time.
Thus where 1 disagree with the results of his study I deal
with more general problems in methodology which by no
means are those of Scholz alone. What makes two poets
comparable? Is it their biography? — certainly not as long
as we ury to take poetry as an independent and peculiar
mode of gaining knowledge. Is it their subject matter or
their style? —though the emphasis is clearly on the
former, Scholz sometimes attempts to work both fields.
If, nevertheless, I argue that his book fails where he ac-
tually compares the German romantic with the London
poet and painter, it is because of a “mechanical paralleli-
zation” which takes style and subject matter as only loose-
ly connected, and leaves the level of creative method
(which initially unifies the realms of style and content)
unexamined. Comparability in literature must have to do
with similar workings of the poetic imagination, and the
use of comparable methods of molding the material
which outward experience supplies must be more impor-
tant than the arbitrary allusions in any two poets’ “high
arguments.”

Knowing what I knew about the subject matter, the
imagery, and the style of Blake’s and Novalis' major
works, I could not imagine that an attempt to compare
(for example) the Hymnen an die Nacht with the nine
“Nichte” of Vala would lead to any remarkable new in-
sights. Now, having read Scholz’s study, I still cannot see
that the actual contrasts in both poetical structure and
imagery are outweighed by the rather abstract similarities
in content which are brought forward by the author. In
addition—and arguing from the stance provided by
Blake’s own aesthetics — I doubt that there is much critical
value in a method which is based on the division or
separation of the minute particulars of form from the
meaning of a work of art. They then are conceived of in
terms of “abstract philosophy,” and only as such do they
become “intermeasurable” with each other. And yet “Art &
Science cannot exist but in minutely organized Partic-
ulars / And not in generalizing Demonstrations of the Ra-
tonal Power” (Jerusalem 55:62-63). Even though the latter
tendency is perpetually lurking behind the pages of this
book, Scholz's work may still serve as an example of both
the advantages and the dangers of the comparative
method. In his finest moments the author actually suc-
ceeds in elucidating one poet’s work by confronting it
with the other’s, and one might argue that, in the end, it
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is of secondary importance whether this aim has been
achieved by a clarification of the similarities or— though
involuntarily — by a presentation of the disparities be-
tween the poems under discussion.

The book opens not with the “comparison of roman-
ticism’s high arguments,” but with an introductory
chapter comparing first the outlines of Blake's and
Novalis' biographies, and then the reception of their re-
spective works during the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies. The contrasts, of course, prevail in the lives of the
two poets (pp. 1-2). Carlyle’s essay on Novalis and Crabb
Robinson's article on Blake have something in common
and prepare the ground for the first yoking together of
the two poets in 1830 (pp. 2-4). Scholz’s attacks on the
nineteenth-century view of the lives of Novalis and Blake
as “more inspiring than [their] poems or paintings” and
on the attitude by which “character is saved at the ex-
pense of . . . art” (p. 5) are of course fully justified; and
yet this similarity in the reception of the two poets’ vizae
does not necessarily imply any peculiar similarity in their
poetry. Scholz seems to forget that the interdependent
phenomena of “biographism™ and the later concept of
lart pour l'art dominated aesthetics in the second half of
the nineteenth century not just where Blake and Novalis
were concerned; in fact, these concerns gained ascen-
dancy in almost every field of historical research during
that period.

The argument of this chapter and, in consequence,
of the whole book is hampered by another misunder-
standing similarly produced by the author's need to es-
tablish a parallel between Novalis' and Blake's poetical
works. Since Scholz takes no notice of William Blake's ac-
tivities as a pictorial artist (see pp. 19-20)—a procedure
which might seem legitimate in a /iterature study —a mis-
taken picture of “comparatively brief . . . times of in-
sight and creativity” in Blake’s long artistic career evolves.
According to Scholz the development of “Novalis'
thought and poetry . . . that ocurred over just five short
years” otherwise could not have been “compared with an
artistic career that spanned more than forty years” (p. 16).
The “non-creative” years in Blake’s life, i.e., all those
apart from “the years from 1789 to 1795 and the years
from 1802 to 1804” (p. 16), were in fact taken up by the
creation of some of the most important prints and paint-
ings ever to be produced by an English artist, and by the
creation of Blake's major epics, Vala, Milton and
Jerusalem. (The distinction made by Scholz between the
“conception” and the “time-consuming execution” of
these works [p. 16] is not only utterly un-Blakean, but
contradictory to the bibliographical evidence gained from
proofs and finished copies of the illuminated books.)

Serving as Scholz’s model is S. Foster Damon's essay
on “Blake and Milton” (in The Divine Vision, ed. Vivian
de Sola Pinto [London: Victor Gollancz, 1957], pp.
91-96), which provides him with a “methodological ex-

emplar” by “juxtaposing representative works for each
given stage” in the development of the two poets’
oeuvres. This “developmental comparison,” though less
“succinct or smooth [than] a thematic approach,” “should
be rewarded by an increasing ability to elucidate the
problems and solutions of one poet through the problems
and solutions of the other” (p. 18). That Scholz actually
had to combine the chronological ~with the thematic
reading in order to reach his aim is quite evident from his
chapter headings (“The Discovery of the Poetic Genius,”
“Visions of Romantic Politics,” “The Encyclopedic Imag-
ination and Its Myth,” etc.), as well as from the program-
matic contention that “both poets started out from a
similar problem: man’s divided existence in a divisive and
contradictory world” (p. 18), a problem which became a
theme for both Novalis and Blake that serves as the star-
ting point for Scholz's detailed analyses. In his third
chapter the author discusses the concepts of the poetic
genius in Novalis and Blake, and then goes on to deal
with their view of “a political utopia,” of an “all-
encompassing system of creative references” and of “a
tradition of visionary progress,” of “Romantic criticism
[and] the ethical foundation of all creative
advancement,” and finally of the “poetry of life in which
all of us can be poets and all poets are heroes” (all quora-
tions from p. 19).

The achievement of both Blake and Novalis, as seen
by Scholz, at the same time becomes the “message” of his
analysis: “Blake and Novalis reached a synthesis of such
apparent incompatibilities as desire and fulfillment, vi-
sion and action, imagination and reality, poet and hero,
aesthetics and ethics” (p. 19). “It is certainly wrong to
confuse poetry with life; they are quite obviously dif-
ferent. Still, they are also related: poetry not only telling
us about life but holding out to us, in the very practice of
the poetic process, a crucial pattern, an imaginative fig-
ure which, if only writ large, will lead to a creative con-
duct beyond words” (p. 381). This “mission” (p. 382) of
poetry then constitutes the basic similarity between
Novalis and Blake. I do not want to enlarge upon my
doubts in respect to this assumed ideology, yet I must
question the underlying assumption that any such
general statement might describe what is related in the
work of two specific poets. Scholz is arguing here on a
level of “philosophical” abstraction which to me appears
to be in closer contact with a bastardized version of
modern German aesthetic theories than with the minute
particulars of the works from which he says he extracted
these thoughts. (Benjamin, Adorno, Marcuse et al. in
one sense all started out from a critical reevaluation of
nineteenth-century aesthetics; in their conclusions, how-
ever, they remained much more careful than Scholz and
well aware of the dialectics of such an ideology.) This is
not to say that I completely disagree with Scholz’s positive
view of the possible effect of art in post-secularized socie-
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