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PROTESTANTS READING CATHOLICISM: CRASHAW'S REFORMEREADERSHIP

by

ANDREW D. DAVIS

Under the direction of Dr. Paul Voss

ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to realign Richard Crashaw’hatistorientation with a broadly
conceptualized genre of seventeenth-century devatior meditative, poetry. This realignment
clarifies Crashaw’s worth as a poet within the Resance canon and helps to dismantle
historicist and New Historicist readings that cltéegaze him as a literary anomaly. The
methodology consists of an expanded definition eflitative poetry, based primarily on Louis
Martz’s original interpretation, followed by a s=siof close readings executed to show
continuity between Crashaw and his contemporanieisgiscordance. The thesis concludes by
expanding the genre of seventeenth-century de\atfmretry to include Edward Taylor, who
despite his Puritanism, also exemplifies many efsame generic attributes as Crashaw.
INDEX WORDS: Richard Crashaw, Edward Tayteps to the TemplMetaphysical poets,

Catholicism, Puritans, New Historicism, Meditatpeetry, Louis Martz,
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1. INTRODUCTION: A CRITICAL RECONSIDERATION

The canonical position of Richard Crashaw in relatio his seventeenth-century
contemporaries has been an ambiguous one. Caatadjorization of Crashaw has placed him
on one hand with the metaphysical school of Johnrgpand on the other hand with the
continental baroque. Others have isolated his p@stan anomaly within the seventeenth-
century canon. When present-day readers encourash&uw, the analogs within his poetry to
the Counter-Reformation tradition are apparent. WainCrashaw’s images and certainly the
liturgical structures that appear in his works rége with the Council of Trent and, to an even
greater extent, the meditative tradition of theutezrder. In his own time, however, Crashaw
was arguably just as popular as George Herberedoast only on how frequently his works
were republished, but on various accounts extatitarworks of Crashaw’s contemporaries.
Given England’s supposedly-confident Protestanbgrthe middle of the seventeenth century, it
becomes easy for a historicist reading of this remh¢tion to write Crashaw off as a literary
anomaly. Such a reading holds only to a point; kaasdied in 1649, during a period in which
Puritans dominated the Church of England and themgmnent at large. During this period of
hyperbolic religious rhetoric, Crashaw’s poetry wasblished in various formats in 1646, 1648,
1652, and again in 1670. His own exile and ultidyatés death seemed to have no direct impact
upon his increasing popularity during the interreggrperiod. Crashaw did not see such frequent
republication again until after T.S. Eliot resutextthe seventeenth-century poets in the early
twentieth century. Even today, literary criticisevbted to Crashaw receives only a fraction of
the attention afforded to his contemporaries. Téis seems to contradict the position of esteem

Crashaw held among his contemporaries.



Crashaw'’s popularity during the seventeenth cerguggests that historicist readings
may oversimplify the implied correlation betwees religious beliefs and the content of his
works. One must not search very hard to find stmaest and images in Crashaw’s most-
frequently anthologized poems that seem to origimathe continental baroque.. Indeed, even
the earliest commentary on Crashaw made mentitimfact. However, the significance of
these motifs has been compounded by Crashaw’s [Zaithentity. Because the supposedly-
Catholic content of his poetry aligns with his (etteal) biographical Catholicism, it is easy to
place Crashaw on one side of a Protestant/Cathimlary. This historicist reading associates
poets with political and religious movements indteégeneric conventions. The problem of
oversimplification compounds further with the asgtion that literary techniques have always
corresponded to extemporaneous political movemantsfurther yet with the assumption that
political movements (such as the Reformation) aissated ideology evenly across society.
Crashaw’s poetry has been misunderstood, if nogmalized, by the larger enterprise of
historicism. It is the goal of this thesis to rgaliCrashaw with the genre of devotional literature,
and to demonstrate that his works are not so éifftesirom Herbert as to warrant isolation. It is
furthermore the goal to illustrate the faults igatve readings of Crashaw’s poetry put forth by
eighteenth-century rationalists (those who canmer &bope) and those oversimplified readings of
the New Historicsts throughout the latter halflod twentieth century. Though the last twenty
years of Crashaw criticism have shown increasedntfatowards the poet, no work has yet
incorporated a full-scale reconsideration of histlaetic qualities outside of the context of his
biographical affinity.

Crashaw was far from a literary radical in the Maf mid-seventeenth-century poetry.

The anonymous author of the preface to Crashawd$ &@ition ofSteps to the Tempiefers to



Crashaw as “..Herbert'ssecond, but equall, who hath retriv’d Poetry ¢¢Jand return’d it up
to its Primitive use” (Preface, 13-14jhis observation was not an isolated one. In 166&jd
Lloyd states that Crashaw “was esteemed the éthesertof our Church.? Furthermore,
Crashaw'’s friends praised him after his deathuag that suggests his timeless personality--
one removed from the political and religious turhodithe time. Thomas Car, in his introduction
to Carmen Deo Nostronrites that Crashaw

...was belou’d by all; dispraised by none.

To witt, being pleas’d with all things, he pleasill.

Nor would he giue, nor take offence; befall

What might; he would possesse himself: and liue

As deade (deuoyde of interest) t'all might giue

Desease t'his well composed mynd... (“The AnagrantieeWas Car” 14-18).
Thomas Car emphasizes Crashaw’s personal qualitibss preface, but what stands out is his
implied aesthetic praise. Car describes Crashauvid as well composed, and emphasizes the
poet’s wit. Thus, one can conclude that from astleme perspective Crashaw’s poetry was
considered intelligent in his own time. Car’s peaisiderscores the argument that Crashaw’s
image-driven poetry did indeed have contemplatimetld, at least to a seventeenth-century
reader.

This self-evident contemplative depth was appéréost on Alexander Pope, who can

be considered the originator of the overwhelmingdgative criticism of Crashaw that followed

him. Pope writes in one of his 1710 letters to ifedromwell that Crashaw’s works amount to

! All subsequent citations from L.C. Martifihe Poems of Richard Crashaf)® Edition (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1968). Unless otherwise noted, citations are froengarliest printed editions.

2 John Roberts qting LloydRichard Crashaw: An Annotated Bibliography of Giim, 1632-1980(Columbia,

MO: Missouri UP, 1985, Entry 40.



nothing more than “pretty conceptions, fine metaphglitt'ring expressions, and something of a
neat cast of Verse (which gpeoperly the dress, gems, or loose ornamefifsoetry).” The
gualities noted by Pope in Crashaw’s poetry—theadlishments—serve as the material essence
of later criticism of Crashaw’s theology. IndeddCrashaw’s work is read "merely” as
“something of a neat cast of Verse,” then the tesybroduct appears blatantly partisan. Pope
scorns “The Weeper” by asserting that “a reader skay off the froth, and use the clear
underneath; but if he goes too deep he will metit wimouthful of dregs™The idea that this
poem is “merely a pretty surface, behind whichditan be be found,” as McDowell effectively
glosses Pope’s generalization, is preposterousaggests that Pope has missed the point of
extremely detailed surface imagéryhis misunderstanding of the genre of devotiomeaitry
characterizes the mindset of Enlightenment reaofgpsetry. Indeed, religious readers, both
Protestant and Catholic, were several generatemsved from the meditative fervor of the
Renaissance by the time Pope criticized Crashaw.

In one of the only instances in the letter to Onath where Pope makes reference to
specific passages from Crashaw, he suggests tea#®t 8", 9", 16", 17", 20", and 2%
stanzas” of “The Weeper” are “soft and pleasingd Arthese last want any thing, it is an easier
and more unaffected expressidriPope’s criticism of the stanzas is in line witk hrguments
about good poetry in tHessay on Criticismhut somehow misses the entire point of Crashaw’s

genre.The implication seems to be that, if “expressiothesdress of thought,” which Pope

% George Sherbrun Ed, “Letter to Cromwell, 30 Decenit¥10,) The Correspondence of Alexander Pogel. 1,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956), 110 (emphasis)nine
4 .

Ibid.
® Sean McDowell, “From ‘Lively’ Art to ‘Glitt'ring Expressions’ : Crashaw’s Initial Reception Reconside’ John
Donne JournalNo. 24. (2005): 229.
® “Letter to Cromwell,” 110.



posits in theEssay’ that there is little substantive thought here, andoo much expression. But
what Pope seems not to consider is that the expreself mightbethe substantive thought.
The 7" stanza that he criticizes is a good example:
The dew no more will weepe,
The Primroses pale cheeke to decke,
The deaw no more will sleepe,
Nuzzle'd in the Lillies necke.
Much Rather would it tremble heere,
And leave them both to bee thy Teare. (“The WEepel-6).
If the subject matter of a poem is tangible andngjfiable, then it makes sense that “true
expression, like the unchanging sun, / Clears ammidves whate’er it shines upohiut the
subject matter of this poemnst tangible. Rather, the entire poem emblematizealiséract.
Thus, the ornate conceits in this stanza, whicheRagprns for being too “afftected,” are effective
because they are not easy. The poem at large istoefunction ecstatically. It should
overwhelm the senses of the reader with the ulgrgatl of cognitive communion with the
divine. Though Pope himself may have had a levgles$onal anxiety about Crashaw (given his
own recusant Catholicism), his contemporaries pesdry of the century prior as ultimately
alien to their sensibility. This notion of Crashawalien persists well into the twentieth century.
After Alexander Pope’s letter, Crashaw’s popujacibntinued to diminish. In 1785,
Peregrine Philips republished Crashaw’s completeksvior the first time in a number of
generations. Philips’s edition displays an awargsméshe widespread cultural distaste for

seventeenth-century devotional poetry, but it affectively argues for consistent analogs to

" Alexander Pope, “An Essay on Criticism,”The Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contemgyr Trends
Third Edition, Ed. David Richter, (New York: Bedtb6t Martins, 2007), 203
8 Alexander PopeEssay on Criticism204.



Crashaw by “Pope, Milton, Young, and GrayPart of Philip’s claim for Crashaw’s relevance
was based on his influence on later poets. Thidigatpn caused some debate throughout the
rest of 1785, but as soon as such immediate sntidell silent, Crashaw’s complete works were
not published again until 1872. Throughout the ehithe eighteenth and the majority of the
nineteenth centuries, critical discussion of Crastas limited to occasional quibbling as to
whether or not he was worth of mention in varioisgkaphical monographs. The 1797
Encyclopaedia Britannigaor example, mentions Crashaw only to state leawas “perverted
by the Church of Rome® Terms such as “perversion,” “conceited,” “uneqaald “outrageous”
dominate critical discourse through the early twethtcentury. Austin Warren further explains
that
in the Romantic period, seventeenth century prasevarse drama found fervent
admirers; but, except with Coleridge and the Anaricranscendentalists, Crashaw and
Donne did not. Though the Romantic critics had lexbagainst neoclassical
didacticism, they sought to substitute the “natlithle spontaneous, the sentimental;
according to their canons, the ‘Metaphysicals’ werecerebral or too labored to be truly
poetic?
Warren further posits that, though Crashaw regaswede critical ground in the twentieth
century, most readings of his sacred poetry weeetidal of his sincerity? Such skepticism is
warranted, as the devotional lyric, with its fundartally meditative teleology, was a
phenomenon of the Renaissance, with aesthetichaadbigical roots in late medieval poetic

technigues and, later, the Jesuit meditative icaditVith greater distance from the period, the

® John RobertsRichard Crashaw: An Annotated Bibliography of Gigim, 1632-1980 Entry 93.

19 John RobertsRichard Crashaw: An Annotated Bibliography of @igm, 1632-1980Entry 106.

1 Austin WarrenRichard Crashaw: A Study in Baroque Sensibilisnn Arbor, MI: Michigan UP, 1939), 195-96
12 pustin WarrenRichard Crashaw: A Study in Baroque Sensibill§8-200.



effectiveness of this genre is easily lost on evelt-schooled critical readers. Even positive
criticism of Crashaw’s work, such as the revievhisfsacred works by F.E. Hitchinson in 1911,
cannot help but qualify their positive commentayyréminding the reader that his works are
primarily offensive in conceit®

Since most readers after the seventeenth centthkgdeahe kind of faith necessary to
employ Crashaw’s poetry as devotional tools, aiticat reclamation had to be based on an
attempt to recreate a worldview compatible with fheriod. The first critic to attempt this feat
was T.S. Eliot, whose criticism did not qualify “taphysical” poetry as novelty, and is in fact
responsible for their presence in anthologies toléigt states most assuredly that “[the] poets
of the seventeenth century, the successors toréimeadists of the sixteenth century, possess a
mechanism of sensibility which could devour anydkaf experience™ These poets became
unpopular, so he argues, when a “dissociationmgibéity set in, from which we have never
recovered; and this dissociation as is naturalduasto the influence of the two most powerful
poets of the century, Milton and Drydeh.”Eliot’s own interest in the metaphysical poetswa
primarily a formal one—their mastery of the metagibgl conceit and of paradox in general
would naturally interest the critic whom many viag/the first practitioner of what would
eventually be called the New Criticism. This notafrsensibility binds the metaphysical poets
together, and such a sensibility no doubt playsij@ificant role in the way those poets viewed

affective piety as well.

13 John RobertsRichard Crashaw: An Annotated Bibliography of Gigim, 1632-198CEntry 373.

14 T.S. Eliot, “The Metaphysical Poets,” The Sacred Wood and Major Early Essélyneola,NY: Dover, 1997),
127.

15 |bid.



Eliot questions “whether their [the metaphysicagsd virtue was not something
permanently valuable, which subsequently disappledre ought not to have disappear&d.”
The permanent value Eliot writes about here meanset the affective power of metaphysical
poetry. Post-restoration poetry, and especiallypthetry of the eighteenth century, has a
different aesthetic aim—that is, poetry is not dasd literally to change the substance of a
reader. To put it a different way, the metaphyspzasts make no distinction between an appeal
to the heart and an appeal to the mind. The icteis taxonomy and rationalism of the
eighteenth century made this transfigurative eféeetm infantile. Out of the rationalism of the
eighteenth century came historicism’s taxonomytefdry periods, and the rigid categorization
of social structures. The affective usefulness efaphysical poetry becomes confused when
contemporary religious structures are imposed ufpdrnis, | argue, bears some responsibility
for Crashaw'’s fall from popularity and the distakiemetaphysical poetry in general.

When we label Crashaw the “Catholic baroque” paeimpose an assumed structure
onto his poetry. Crashaw can fit into the categgr@atholic poetry, and he also fits in the
category of Baroque poetry. Using that taxonomyyv&d Taylor—an American Puritan poet
who wrote several decades after Crashaw—doestnotdithe category of baroque poetry, and
he certainly does not fit into the category of @dithpoetry. They are, however, both devotional
poets. They both use many of the same images atits pamd they both had widespread
readership. Did they hold different theologicalw#® Certainly, but did these theological views
correlate to their poetry? And more importantly the seventeenth-century reader notice an
explicit theological difference? Twentieth centeriticism emphatically denies the extant facts
that indicate Crashaw’s popularity in relation te tontemporaries. David Daiches writes

pejoratively in 1960 that Crashaw does show “namnsich the union of passion and thought

15T.S. Eliot, “The Metaphysical Poets,” 126.



which is characteristic of Donne as the delibesa@rch for startling and paradoxical expression
which will shock and excite the readéf.He goes on to note that “whether one considers the
whole movement [of metaphysical poetry] to bdiseaseor a laudable extension of the scope of
figurative language depends perhaps on indivicastetand sensibility:® To argue such a point
requires certain assumptions about popular relgactice that are overstated in the critical
corpus and are not justifiable in the texts orftistory.

New Historicism and Cultural Materialism at largevk flooded the field of Renaissance
studies with categories. The most prevalent ofdluagéegories are, of course, race, class, and
gender. But in general, New Historicism seeks tegarize literature’s encapsulation of culture,
and vice versa. This categorization necessitatlegjeee of oversimplification, but ultimately that
is the goal of New Historicism—to reduce cultureatnegotiation of power. These power
relationships imply binaries—male and female, pmad rich, black and white, heterosexual and
homosexual—and most importantly, Protestant antidliat Cultural Materialists imagine a
seventeenth-century England of confident Proteistarand undermined, oppressed Catholicism.

This reading of literary and cultural history appecbes the same binaries that traditional
historicism did from the opposite direction (thatNew Historicism seeks to deconstruct power
relationships, whereas old historicism takes thergieen). Nonetheless, the static historical
categories that plague old historicism are equakgent in New Historicism. Well removed
from the period, this dichotomy seems accuratehWihe larger scheme of Renaissance
England, Catholics represent the oppressed, whBredsstants represent power. However, once
again, the problem of oversimplified and arbitreagegorization of time periods and of religious

factions presents itself. In general, Catholicsenggpressed during the sixteenth and

7 John RobertsRichard Crashaw: An Annotated Bibliography of Gigim, 1632-1980Entry 839
18 |bid.
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seventeenth centuries. That does not mean thaolZstlhand their literary output were oppressed
every day of every year since the beginning ofRbéormation. In the early seventeenth century,
recusant Catholics enjoyed relative tolerance udderes.

Furthermore, the categorization of religious fatsidtself creates problems for New
Historicist readings. In seventeenth-century Endjlaspecially in the years leading up to the
civil war, there was no such thing as a “Protestad the state church collapsed, the term
“Protestant” applied to everyone from strict Laudiand Anglo-Catholics to the most radical
Puritans who supported disbanding all vestigesoliesiastical structure. There were so many
different sects with varying numbers of followensttthe term “Protestant” cannot accurately
describe the hegemonic faction in English sociktyhen, there existed such a wide range of
belief in the lead-up to the civil war, it follovisat there existed a wide range of potential
approaches to reading religious poetry. Certaimyradical Puritan who supported the closing of
the cathedrals found Crashaw’s poetry hereticalvéil@r, since popular belief was so variable
across English society, it seems reasonable toresthat a large number of people found it
aesthetically valuable. As purely aesthetic proglueichard Crashaw’s poems do not embody a
“Catholic” form. The form, as it were, of a devatal lyric poem is not partisan. If, then,
Crashaw’s devotional lyrics fit into the aesthetategories into which Herbert and Donne were
also placed, instead of into the political categafr§Catholic heresy,” it makes more sense to
read his popularity as a consequence of an aesgeisibility as opposed to a religious one.
Crashaw’s works certainly employ primarily Cathotitagery But the larger purpose of the
genre of devotional lyric overrides the partisamposition of the images constructed within

individual poems. Within generic convention, Crasisgpoems are not blatantly Catholic. This
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reading becomes probably only if Crashaw’s imagesead historically, not generically,
outside the context of the other devotional poefrlis time.

The binary that exists between Catholicism andeRtanhtism represents a historical fact.
However, it goes too far to suggest that the hisdbbinary was also a literary one. New
Historicism posits that all literature encapsulatelure in a unilateral relationship, but the
ideological justification for that concept beconhess solid as one becomes further removed
from the present. Ultimately, though its practieom adamantly deny it, New Historicism
operates on the basis generalizations and pol@igaisimplifications. Indeed, “like so many
branches of contemporary criticism, [New Histonigjss more interested in present theories
than in the past'® | suggest that the relationship between literatune culture is far from
consistent. If seventeenth-century England is emathagainst the context of the Middle Ages
instead of the Enlightenment, the tendency of nem+uittal popular religious practice prevails.
New Historicism’s attempt to align literary senstlgiand history results in boldly radical
readings of texts. Because New Historicism findsuiltimate foundation in Foucault, whose
philosophy reduces culture to a series of poweoti@pns, New Historicism necessarily reads
literary history as a succession of “subversion estainment” event® However, this
oversimplification results in ridiculous readingstexts. Brian Vickers uses New Historicist
criticism of Shakespeare as an example, but hsoreag applies to any text from the
Renaissance:

The deeper problem is that this formula [of subegrand containment], like
Foucault’s thesis itself, is so shapeless and terdifitiated as to ‘explain’ any

event. In effect, every play which comes to a cehteconclusion, and ends

19 Brian Vickers Appropriating Shakespeare: Contemporary Criticala@els, (New Haven: Yale UP, 1993), 218.
2 Brian Vickers Appropriating Shakespear20.
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neither in uproar, nor in advocating anarchy orlibeing of London, can be said
on Foucault’s principles to ‘enact order’ and hetsegport state power’ — if you
are ready to agree that all events other than centsbe seen as legitimizing the
state?!
To apply Vickers’s argument to the problem of CeaghNew Historicism generalizes the
holistic effect of Catholic devotional poetry oretfeaders of the time. Because biographically-
Protestant poets Donne and Herbert were complitit tive state religion, they stand in binary
opposition to Crashaw, who, as a consequence didgsaphy, must have been subverting the
status-quo. Thus, New Historicism would reducegéere of devotional poetry to a simple
political binary—Protestant devotion representezppganda, whereas Catholic devotion was
subversive. Clearly this theoretical paradigm duoadfit the extant facts: Crashaw was not
subversive, and his texts did not inspire riotdike manner, Donne and Herbert were not agents
of the state simply because their religion matdhedt of the crown. Devotional poetry, as it
were, cannot be forced into the neat politicizezbldgical structure of New Historicism. To do
so, paradoxically, neglects the historical sigaifice of theyenreof devotional poetry.

Stanley Fish, whose reader response criticisnmalhjtchallenged the historicist aims of
literary criticism at large, uses an insightful gy when describing the intellectually-
competent but wrong-headed historicist maneuveshtive encapsulated Renaissance literature
into historicist taxonomies. In “Why Milton Mattersr, Against Historicism,” Fish recalls that:

The lesson is simple and it is the one | began:witkthe act of assessing a
performance you must always be in mind of its pahtvhat it is trying to do.
This was a lesson forgotten by those moviegoersiwhi®67 criticized Mike

Nichols’sThe Graduatdecause in a crucial scene the hero, played btirbus

! |bid.
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Huffman, drives his Alfa Romeo across the uppeellef the Bay Bridge in a
direction prohibited by the traffic laws. It wasd#hat Nichols spoiled the movie
by making this mistake, but it wasn't a mistakalktit was a cinematic choice
that had to do no doubt with the position of the,ghe quality of the light, the
panorama available to the camera, and the relafiail of these to the film's
dramaturgy. It was to those conventions and comwealtresources - the
conventions and resources of movie making - thehdls was being responsible;
he was not responsible to the conventions of tleeigentary or the conventions
of news broadcasting or the conventions of histwrthe conventions of driving
practices. Those viewers who held him to the deusraf another practice got
hung up on something that was irrelevant to hisesgiment, and so they missed
it.??
Fish uses this reference to popular culture tonihate a larger point about literary studies. The
singular point of the film is not necessarily tacapsulate correct history. It is, of course,
historicized, but only insomuch as historical cabtgecomes necessary for the generic
effectiveness of the film. Nichols’s film was notlacumentary, and thus correct history was not
his primary enterprise in filming it. Indeed, Fiabserts that:
While it is true that no discourse occupies a peged, self-defining, independent,
and autonomous place, and while it is also trueahaiscourses are both
culturally constituted and constitutive of cultuparticipating in and productive
of a "general social process" they affirm and mgdtfcan nevertheless be said of
a particular discourse that it is separate andhdistnot distinct in the impossible

sense of being free-standing, but distinct in #mese that it inflects the general

22 Stanley Fish, “Why Milton Matters; or, Against ftisicism,” Milton Studiesno. 44 (2005): 5
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and shared set of discursive practices in a wayoppiate to its claimed

function?®
Thus, while it is impossible not to historicize @gm in order to contextualize the generic
meaning of a poem (insomuch as one must be alolistinguish the Renaissance definition of
“sonnet” from the Renaissance definition of “odehg generic meaning—not the historical
meaning—defines the aesthetic relevance of the poem

Though Fish justifies why Milton matters by arggiagainst well-meaning but largely

superfluous historicist readings of his texts,shme argument can be applied to Crashaw.
Historicized readings of metaphysical poetry undedly categorize it within cultural
boundaries of religious doctrine. A historical reedof Crashaw’sSteps to the Tempfads
Catholic structures that substantiate Crashaw&dhcally assumed) Catholic doctrine. It is not
my goal to challenge those readings. Just as Eistits, they are intellectually and theoretically
sound. However, | pose the question “why?” regaydine critical hammering-away at
Crashaw'’s historical situation. Historicist readiraf Crashaw and Taylor place them in isolated
cultural taxonomies with diametrically opposedgigus doctrines. | do not deny that Crashaw’s
religious ideologywas diametrically opposed to Taylor&ligious ideologyBut, as Fish argues,
poetry—though unquestionably a product of culturelies on an entirely separate cultural
teleology than religious tracts. It is not entirplpductive to show how the supposedly-dogmatic
Catholic religious structures in Crashaw’s poefppase the supposedly-dogmatic Puritan
religious structures in Taylor’'s poetry becausegielis poems are not sermons. The readers of
Crashaw’s poetry were not outraged by its suppggeaiitisan ideology because thpenrelacks
partisanship. Taylor can use blatantly-Catholiamgraphy in his Puritan devotional poetry

because devotional poetry is not designed to siguiécific denominational doctrines, but

% |bid.
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images and structures from the Christian faitlaagd. The discordance between Taylor's
sermons and his poetry illuminate this notion; daylould never use Catholic iconography in
his sermons because sermons are didactic andfadleuts, partisan in their composition.
Though sermons were popular in the Renaissande ailience had different needs than the
audience for devotional poetry. The fact that the genres became more aligned with the
modernization of Christianity may be partially tamme for the retrospective misunderstanding
of the inconsistency.

Much of this essay consists of a systematic reexatimoin of New Historicist (and,
admittedly, old historicist) assumptions about mékenteenth-century England. As critics such
as Alison Shell have argued, the supposedly imieldly sophisticated readings that isolate
Crashaw as an “other” as just as tainted with denational bias as the earlier readings that
isolated him as “Baroque.” To disregard this biasdmes necessary if we are to reconsider the
inconsistent place of Richard Crashaw among hiteBtant compatriots. The most useful
theoretical paradigm for this explanation is natdricism. Rather, the methodology of
formalism and New Criticism—the beginnings of whaiew Eliot to the metaphysical poets in
the first place—provides the best medium for extiigy the unity of the genre of“lientury
devotional poetry. The generic similarities betw&@ashaw’s poetry and Taylor’s outweigh the
historical theological differences. Cleanth Brook®te that “the primary concern of criticism is
with the problem of unity—the kind of whole whidhet literary work forms or fails to form, and
the relation of various parts to each other inding up this whole?® Thus, just as
syllabification, rhyme, and metaphor comprise thegied poem, certain formal and structural

characteristics unify the genre of"l@entury devotional poetry. From the perspectivthef

2 Cleanth Brooks, from “My Credo: Formalist Critigis’ in The Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and
Contemporary Trend¢New York: Bedford St Martins, 2007), 798.
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reader, it is this unity—not the retrospectivelysetved theological difference—that made
Crashaw just as readable as Donne. Finally, Bratdswrote that “literature is not a surrogate
for religion”® A critical aspect of formalism reminds us thagfiéture’s purpose is not ultimately
to convey ideology. Sermons and poems occupy difteiormal spaces. Their teleologies are
unique. If the purpose of a poem was to convegials dogma, it would not be a poem. This
critical generic truth justifies the formal andusttural unity between Taylor's devotional poetry
and Crashaw'’s, and further justifies the theoldgimeonsistency between Taylor’s verse and his
sermons. Though | do not intend to rehash the tedghte over the point of literary criticism
here (it is unfortunately a fruitless endeavoghall use formalist methodology—close reading
of structural and generic unity—to justify my argemh. It is only through close reading, at least
in this case, that the historical paradox of Crashi@opularity can be resolved
2. DEVOTIONAL POETRY AS GENRE

Any attempt to categorize the output of a poet Ve almost four hundred years ago
inevitably results in a degree of oversimplificatid he religious literature of the seventeenth
century, and in fact most aesthetic productionngl&nd during that period, stands as
particularly difficult to characterize. Though tperiod has traditionally been anthologized as a
part of Renaissance literature (or the dubious taeferred by the New Historicists, “early
modern”), the continental Renaissance began twdrednyears before Crashaw’s generation
reached maturity. The original Protestant Reforamatvas a distant memory to most English
people in the 1640s. However, this period of litera fits no better with the rationalism of the
eighteenth century; Alexander Pope and Samuel dolergticized these poets in particular and
the genre of religious literature as a whole asdpaiesthetically problematic and ultimately

counterproductive. The religious aesthetic of taequ reached its peak by the middle of the

% |bid.
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century, and had largely dissipated by the Restorathese poets who wrote during this
relatively short period of time produced a genrevofk that defies categorization with the
Petrarchan and pastoral poetry and drama of theesith century as well as the highly formal,
intellectual poetry that appeared after Miltorisithe goal of this chapter to explicate a more
refined definition for the genre of seventeenthtagndevotionalpoetry, as distinct from the
larger project of “metaphysical” poetry, with anegpwards the critical realignment of attitudes
towards Protestant devotional culture that occuimegtie 1980s. Louis Martz provides the
foundation for this argument, but | hope to empgits/work in such a way that demonstrates
Crashaw’s mastery of the genre.
Louis Martz, in his influential monogragtoetry of Meditationeffectively glosses T.S.
Eliot’s conception of the definition of the larggenre of metaphysical poetry as texts based on
an acute self-consciousness that shows itself mut@ianalysis of moods and
motives; a conversational tone and accent, expleedanguage that is “as a rule
simple and pure”; highly unconventional imagerylining the whole range of
human experience, from theology to the commondsildef bed and board; an
“intellectual, argumentative evolution” within eapbem, a “strain of passionate
paradoxical reasoning which knits the first lindghe last” and which often results
in “the elaboration of a figure of speech to theHeast stage to which ingenuity
can carry it”; above all, including all, that “uidétion of sensibility” which could
achieve a “direct sensuous apprehension of thooglatrecreation of thought

into feeling..?®

% | ouis Martz,The Poetry of MeditatigriNew Haven: Yale UP, 1954), 2.
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Where Martz departs from Eliot’s analysis, and fiwhich point this essay will argue, is the
notion that this definition of “metaphysical” pogtiepresented not a sharp departure from the
literary tradition, spearheaded by Donne, but ithastead represented a “normal, central
tendency of religious life in [Donne’s] timé”Martz suggests insteacheeditativenot a
metaphysicaldefinition for the poetry typically associated kvDonne. He describes “a group of
writers, widely different in temper and outlookadm together by resemblances that result,
basically, from the common practice of certain methof religious meditatior?® This
realignment of definition away from particular destc, cultural, or religious characteristics
allows for different styles of development of Crasghand his predecessor Robert Southwell to
fit still into the same genre of texts as Protestarainstream” poets like Donne and Herbert.
Indeed, Martz argues, this meditative tradition wasbased on Catholic, Anglican, or Puritan
partisanship, but was one that appealed to alssifléhe religious debate, and was largely free
of overt partisanship.

Louis Martz’s larger project iRoetry of Meditatiorwas to align the devotional poetry of
the seventeenth century, in particular the workofhne, Herbert, and Vaughn, to the meditative
discipline of St. Ignatius. Martz describes thgéarprocess of private devotion to consist
primarily of “mental prayer"—an idea separate arsdinct from liturgical prayef® This mental
prayer, he goes on to argue, functions as a “fomlitation, falling into three distinguishable
portions, corresponding to acts of memory, undadstey, and will—portions which we might
call composition, analysis, and colloqu¥.”"He suggests that by the time Crashaw and his

contemporaries were writing, the rigid structurele$uit meditation (which was highly

27 bid.
28 |bid.
2 | ouis Martz,The Poetry of Meditatior26.
%0 |ouis Martz,The Poetry of Meditatior88.
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intellectual) had relaxed across Europe, and tigdad meditative poetry did not necessarily
remain strict to Jesuit methodologfyUltimately, Martz reasons that meditative poespéaks a
language based on that of common men, but inclughregever in its own experience is unique
and individuaP? This explanation is key to Martz’s argument fongec continuity between
poets as far apart aesthetically and theologi@aliponne and Crashaw. He goes on to justify
this claim with examples from opposite ends ofrtielitative canon, stating that “if the self is
learned and theological in its best, then commaeslp will be infused with learned, theological
terms and ways of thought, as is in the case ohBoHowever, on the other hand, “the self
[may find] itself inflamed with the hagiographicwigions of the counter Reformation—these
too will find their way through common speech aive within the baroque poems of
Crashaw.®* The intended effect upon the reader serves ageteric frame for devotional
and/or meditative poetry. Thus, regardless of geziic theological inclination of the author,
devotional poetry of the seventeenth century isgthesl in such a way that it has universal
appeal. Protestants can read the spiritual sigmte of Crashaw’s poems just as well as
Catholics, and did so, based on the frequency a$l@aw’s publication.

Martz’s monograph lacks a serious analysis of iGxass canon. Though Martz mentions
Crashaw as a crucial component of the seventeemthty tradition, he only presents a few
fragments of poetry for explication. Because of thinission, Crashaw’s place among the
devotional poets has remained ambiguous.

The tendency to oversimplify Renaissance-era davalt habits, and the fervor of
religious partisanship, to either rigorously Prtdaes or subversively Catholic camps leads to the

critical tendency to categorize devotional habithwertical religious dogma. This

31 | ouis Martz,The Poetry of Meditatiqré6.
32 | ouis Martz,The Poetry of Meditatior§23.
33 H

Ibid.
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oversimplification results from a misunderstandirighe purpose of devotional poetry (and of
devotional practice at large). Indeed, even thy eaitics of so-called “metaphysical poetry)
misunderstood the genre’s teleology to such a eettpa they could only see the surface images
as partisan ploys for religious dogma. Lorraine &tsargues that

too often discussions of wit in seventeenth-cenpurgtry have focused on surface

manifestation—the conceit and the image—and haveregl the underlying structure

that is a product of wit as well. Indeed, the woothceit does not apply on to image, but

has its roots in the concepeg thus it is appropriate to emphasize the wit pbam

may reside not just in its surface images butdrsitucture as well, in its subtle unveiling

of a themé&
The structure of devotional poetry functions ggacess, not as a product, and if read as it
seems to have been intended by the poets, thisgga@oes not reflect specific doctrines. No
poet of the mid-seventeenth century suffered suptoss misunderstanding as Richard Crashaw.
Indeed, “much attention has been given to surfaatifes such as imagery and the use of
rhetorical devices, but little or none to the wayaghaw structures his poems around a central
idea.”® Crashaw’s image set and use of rhetorical devigféects a Catholic mindset, and for
that reason criticism of Crashaw takes this supp&@sholicism as a given when executing
readings of his texts. If Crashaw’s devotional ppet taken out of its partisan context, though,
it remains structurally consistent with the besthaf “metaphysical” poets, and it is for this
reason that Crashaw was just as popular as Hendeig own time.

The ambiguity of seventeenth-century metaphysioatry’s place along the continuum

of theological poetry speaks to the aesthetic aftdr@l turmoil of the period. Indeed, the

34 Lorraine Roberts, “The Truewit of Crashaw’s Pogtily The Wit of Seventeenth Century Poefy. Claude
Summers * Ted-Larry Pebworth, (Columbia, MO: MissdlP, 1995, 174.
% |bid, 171.
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original Reformation of the sixteenth century wadistant memory by the time Crashaw wrote,
but as | mention above, there existed more thecébgiissonance in the mid-seventeenth century
between sects of Protestants than between Pratestach recusant Catholics. This notion
becomes further complicated by the fact that Ptateism in England never had a unilateral and
systematic set of beliefs, despite attempts tofgadich a system from the State. Christopher
Haigh notes that, in so doing, the Protestant gowent of the sixteenth century (namely
Elizabeth), “created a Protestant nation, but nmtion of ProtestantS® There exists no doubt
in my mind that the elite of English society hafiilly developed notion of what it meant to be a
Protestant Christian. However, as cultural stubeeshelped to uncover the “popular mind” as
opposed to the mind of the elite, it seems veml¥ikkhat the vast majority of people in England
during the renaissance had “a hazy notion thatgo@i@hristian involved trying to avoid
sinfulness and trying to get on with your neighjoasd that church attendance was just one of
the many arbitrary laws they faced on a daily b¥sieterodoxy and ambiguity dominated
English theology since the split from Rome. Howetee seventeenth century represented an
intellectual crossroads for Protestant beliefnlything, this period can be “described as ‘post-
Reformation,” but not thoroughly ‘Protestant®This careful distinction explains why
Crashaw’s biographical Catholicism created suchirogarsy, but his Catholic aesthetic
sensibilities did notThe Cambridge History of Early Modern Literatysaints a portrait of the
period that, though dramatic, effectively convdys $pirit of the age, stating that

it [the period 1640-60] was frequently charactetibg an exhilarating freedom, a

high dependence on contingency, a rugged indivisimalextraordinary

% Christopher HaighEnglish Reformations: Religion, Politics, and Sogiender the TudorgNew York: Oxford
UP, 1993) 280.

37 peter MarshallReformation England: 1480-164@New York: Arnold, 2003), 143.

38 peter Marshall gting Tessa Waktheap Print and Popular PietyN Reformation EnglandL62.
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improvisation and a central authority trying andy&y failing to impose rules
and inappropriate order.... As men and women sawtutisns vanish which had
seemed as fixed and permanent as the peak of atamoon the course of a
river—monarchy, House of Lords, the establishedatd-so the social and
cultural constructions which had seemed just amadéine came under
challenge®
Against this period of cultural turmoil, the sevesnth-century devotional poets published their
best work. If society at large lacked definitions Religious institutions, there can be no doubt
that the majority of seventeenth-century readergweo disoriented to associate ambiguous
popular partisanship to the words they read inenpdr his dissonance between aesthetic
sensibility and larger religious culture was nothirew. Throughout the Reformation, vestiges of
Catholicism remained in the English popular mind$abugh the fundamental beliefs changed
with time, the images associated with those beliefie slower to change. Eamon Duffy, a
historian of Medieval and Renaissance English Gigibm, notes that
[the] religion of Elizabethan England was of couitdeof continuities with and
developments of what had gone before. Even afeeicttimoclastic hammers and
scraping-tools of conviction Protestantism had diwe& worst, enough of the old
imagery and old resonances remained in the churahelich the new religion
was preached to complicate, even, in the eyesmésto compromise, the new

teachings?

%9 David Toewenstein and John Morrill, “LiteraturedaReligion” IN The Cambridge History of Early Modern
Literature, ed. David Loewenstein and Janel Mueller, (Newky @ambridge UP, 2002), 664-65.

0 Eamon Duffy, The Stripping of the Altars: Traditional Religiom England 1400-158@" Edition (New Haven:
Yale UP, 2005), 4.
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Thus, if typical English Protestants were stillfgeexposed to elements of “traditional
religion”** in their local parishes without significant disdpthey probably lacked the critical
foundation to distinguish between traditional amdt€stant motifs in literature. Though the
vestiges of traditional religion likely diminishédroughout the seventeenth century, they did not
disappear completely. The dogmatic language ot&hism dominated discourse only at the
most elite levels of the church and the state, fitsrorigins in the early seventeenth century
through the interregnum period. Not only that, Butitan iconoclastic dogma did not have a
unilateral effect on images (and, as it followsagas within poetry). It would be a fallacy to
state that Puritanism necessarily requires the vafrad all images, as much of Puritan culture
was image-driven (those images varied in compasiticcourse). What can be said of
seventeenth-century iconoclasm is this:
the scene of such writing [devotional poetry] isaethe crossroads where a
lively tradition of image-making confronts a militidly logocentric theology
armed not only with an overt hostility to ‘images’'worship but with a deep
suspicion of the idolatrous potential of the falfaind and its fallen languad?.
That paradigm does not mean, however, that imaggsed to flourish; rather, as Gilam argues,
“the creative power of sixteenth and seventeentttueg literature is released at crucial moments
when the visual resources of the poet are chalttbgea conception of language disinfected, in
its blind and often violent purity, of any appeathe eye.** Crashaw was one part of that
“creative power,” and existed on a continuum oéirtgation of images. He did not write, as
most critics have suggested, on the outside ofdinénuum. Louis Martz further develops this

notion of the fragmentation of aesthetics and dioetwhen he writes that

L Ibid, 3.
“2 Ernest Gilmanlconoclasm and the Poetry of the English Reformmaii@hicago: Chicago UP, 1986), 11.
* Ibid.
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it is not surprising to find, from the evidenceprinted English books, that by the

opening of the seventeenth century a large prapodf the English public had

taken to heart the fruits of the Counter-Refornratiothe realm of inward

devotion. These continental practices of meditatiembined with the older

traditions of primer and private prayer, and wtik thward surge of Puritanism,

to produce in the seventeenth century an era igiogs fervor unmatched in

English history**
Martz’'s language here goes too far by labeling Bhglevotional practices as “continental.” To
make that assertion suggests that the English peagrie aware that their methods of devotion
were continental. Though they were certainly base@€ounter-Reformation models, | have little
doubt that they considered what they were doirngetthoroughly English. As Martz continues to
argue, the substance of devotion was so essentia¢ late-Renaissance mind that doctrinal or
geographical borders were largely irrelevant.

Uniformity of belief was a fantasy in the sevemtibecentury; Crashaw himself remained
in the English church while he composed some oftast “Catholic” poetry. If the Catholic
poet himself was not yet actually a Catholic, aatyehis readers held variable beliefs. It would
not be preposterous to postulate that a parishioreeparticularly Puritan area could read
Crashaw’s poems without a second glance. The sesetht century was a period of
disorientation in England, for poets and their exatlip. Order and orthodoxy are modern
constructs that critics superimpose on the peoncektrapolate political ideology; they were not
so much present in the period itself.
Because | argue against the false dichotomy betWagholic and Protestant devotional

habits in poetry based on the assumption that dmsadtpoetry derives primarily from images

4 Louis Martz,Poetry of Meditation9.
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themselves—whether they are emblems, epigramspns+—it is necessary to explore the
complex nature of iconoclasm in the post-Refornmationdset. As Eamon Duffy suggests, the
destruction of images in England during the Refdionawas not necessarily based on an
immediate and radical shift in cultural ideology éffect was an organic one. Patrick Collinson
notes about the extended English Reformation that
English Protestantism regressed, becoming lessacg popular in character, as
we proceed from the mid-sixteenth to the early smanth century, and from a
time when the Reformation was associated with rngyvgbuth, insubordination
and iconoclasm (when indeed it was still a protesthe period of its middle
aged, if not middle-class preoccupations, and wiseattacks on traditional
culture met with widespread and popular resistdnce.
The popular practice of Reformation theology stgpatsicularly relevant to meditative poetry,
which was, fundamentally, a public medium, juselikeral icons, in an age of increasing
literacy and intellectual sophistication. Howewae motivation for iconoclasm was not driven
entirely by doctrinal conviction. Indeed, one plfls explanation for the difference in attitude
towards actual icons and towards iconographic gogthat the fervor and anger of the
Reformation, at least on the popular level, tardjéie ecclesiastical structure of the Church
itself. Ilcons represented the institution of thau@h, not necessarily its beliefs. Religious
poetry, though using the same images, was notfamabproduct of the Church. As | will show
below in my analysis of Edward Taylor, major theg@l arguments are often rooted in

differences in opinion regarding ecclesiasticaldiire as opposed to the raw materials that

“ patrick Collinson, “From Iconoclasm to Iconophobiae Cultural Impact of the Second English Refdiomg”
in The Impact of the English Reformation 1550-16d0Peter Marshall, (London: Edward Arnold, 192Z79.
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support belief (like images). It is, rather, thenthose images fit into an institutional systenttha
leads to dissonance.

Aesthetic theory naturally follows the culturdaige, but the progression of the former
does not necessarily align promptly with the lati#votional poetry, and Renaissance art in
general, necessitate a “deep affiliation of litgrand pictorial art* Poetry in particular had
what might now be described as a hallucinogenipgnty. It was designed to generate an image
in the mind’s eye. Thus, its function could be bodinporeal and epistemological. Ernest Gilman,
alluding to Horace, describes poetry as

A “speaking picture,” its figures and structuresideed by creative acts as fully
visual as verbal. Yet he [the Renaissance poaid]lalsw, on the authority of the
Reformation’s attack on idolatry, that not only dagnal images in churches but
the very imaging power of the mind was taintedhy pride and sensuality of
fallen humanity and open to the perils of worshigdirected from the Creator to
the creation. From the one point of vigugture andpoesiswere companionable
sisters in the service of the poet’s art; fromabeer, the word was the bulwark of
the spirit against the carnal enticements of thegjel’
Gilman’s last assertion defines an important degtom | hope to argue regarding the readability
of metaphysical poetry. To an extent, his two pooftview fall respectively to Catholic and
Protestant aesthetic teleology as it relates totitaval poetry. For the Catholic reader of
devotional poetry, the image depicted in verseeseas the catalyst for the imagination of an
actual image, and thus the spiritual essence dhtage itself (that essence being the function of

all Roman Catholic icons). For the Protestant, h@rethe poem’s words, not the image they

“6 Ernest Gilmanlconoclasm and Poetry in the English Reformatibn
47 (i
Ibid, 1.
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construct, hold the devotional power. These epistegical perspectives are not mutually
exclusive. They represent slightly different intefiations of devotional material, based on
theology. Readers of devotional lyrics certainlieimpreted the aesthetic content in a very
individual manner consistent with their persondidie. Regardless of the theological orientation
of the reader, the poem itself serves as a catdlysits imagery does not have to result in the
same effect on every reader; rather, the poem’geémyaaligns to the individual theology of the
reader. The raw material remains the same—onlyndo@ner in which that material is used by
the reader determines the theological orientatfanmoem.

The theological situation of images and the wdihds$ contain them represents an
essential part of my enterprise to dismantle te&ohical assumptions surrounding Richard
Crashaw’s literary reputation. Iconoclasm was nstiaéic process, and its practice was not
uniform. The Heidelberg Catechism of 1563 (almostmtury before Crashaw’s works), which
was an essential expression of Calvinist doctes&blishes that:

we should not portray God in any way, nor worship m any other manner than
he has commanded in his Word... For we should natupne to be wiser than
God, who does not want Christendom to be taugmésgns of dumb idols, but
through the living preaching of higord .*®
This brief justification of Protestant iconoclasmthe form of a dialectic, underscores an
important point (though perhaps not explicitlyomoclasm was understood largely to condemn
physical images—icons. Though the same structurésretifs that were present in the stained
glass of Catholic cathedrals were present in Cra'shaoetry (often in radicalized form), even

the most fundamental doctrinal arguments for ictasm did not make clear that physical

“8 Alister McGrath Ed, “The Heidelber Catechism oratyes of God,” iThe Christian Theology Read2V
Edition, (Oxford: Blackwell, 2001), 27.
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images were equal to literary images. The Couricirent, from the opposite perspective,
decries idolatry in the Twenty-Fifth session. Thel®©lic belief asserts that idolatry results
specifically from the abuse of images, not fromithages themselves. In a way, the arguments
are the same; the Calvinist decree simply doegplace as much trust in the believer not to
misuse images. Austin Warren describes the diffgifirotestant and Catholic attitudes most
succinctly in his monograpRichard Crashaw: A Study in Baroque Sensibiltyen he states
that:
Protestant and Catholic attitudes towards thediffesr significantly. The one will
have no “graven images” of the supernatural; pribldibrew in its origin, it
reappears in [Islam], in iconoclastic movementCatvinism; for it, the senses
are seductive—instruments of the flesh, enemidgseo§pirit. The other—more
ancient—more indulgent—incorporates elements oemolytheism and
Platonism; it sees a ladder of ascent from beduhings to beautiful minds and
beautiful souls, and finally, to that unchanging@aB& which is, if not God, then
in God. It sees the Incarnation not only as an ewvetime but as a sanctification
of the body and the senéés
Warren’s characterization of Protestant iconoclatands starkly abstract in definition. Indeed,
Protestant iconoclastlelieffollows a simple logical pattern: Images are caghended by the
senses, the senses are intrinsically evil, anetbes because images are comprehended by evil
senses, they too are evil and should be destrdyeste exists in this reasoning an obvious gap,
however, in that the images themselvesmatantrinsically evil, and Protestant doctrine does n
state such an idea. Idolatry is the sin. Thereffetgggest that Protestant religiquscticemakes

much more room for images than lislief might suggest. Since iconoclasm is understood so

“9 Austin WarrenRichard Crashaw: A Study in Baroque Sensibilignn Arbor, MI: Michigan UP, 1939), 66.
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abstractly, and there exists room for logical negian with the doctrine, there can be no doubt
that certain Protestants—even Puritans—did nostaé® the crashing of the hammer upon altars
to the destruction of emblematic poetry.

Regardless, though, the Protestant eschewing afeésmfinds its replacement quickly in
the doctrine okola scriptura Indeed, Protestant diatribes on iconoclasm tenddlize (for the
lack of a better term) the@ord. Though this use is always in the context of titdi&l word, the
elevation of divinely inspiredordsis not problematic for Protestant theologiansloks not
push too much farther to allow for Crashaw’s litgriemages to fit into the same paradigm of
divine words. Since Protestant devotional practigere driven by the Bible, and thus Wwgrds
it is not out of line to suggest that Protestanightnot attack Crashaw’s poetry with the same
iconoclastic fervor as they did their parish chehn fact, as Eamon Duffy might argue, the
literary images may have actually replaced theditenages as devotional catalysts for a people
not entirely comfortable with the systematic dedfinn of traditional religious practice.

Devotional poetry relies upon metaphor. The aftecpower of that metaphor, however,
depends largely upon the reader’s theological snk&elen Wilcox effectively explains this
generic condition by establishing a correlationnssin the aesthetic effect of “wit” and the
religious effect of “devotion:’

A further parallel lies in the dependence of bathiation and sacred wit on the
effect they achieve. While devotion is clearly cemed with the state of an
individual’s soul, its main focus lies outside thershiper, on the object of
worship. Wit, too, though often apparently arisfrgn the poet’s obsessive

desire to be ingenious, requires a reader foulteffect. Devotional wit may
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even be defined by its influence on the audiereaiitg in mind that this could

be both human and diviré
This notion of wit helps to define the genre outsilde bounds of doctrine or didactic teleology.
Wilcox further states that “the wit of discovergersonal and communal, is one means of
reconciling invention and faithfulness!'This act of reconciliation need not depend exwtelyi
upon the tenants of Protestantism or of Catholicism

Thus, there exists a fundamental relationship eetwhe epistemological and

metaphysical affective power of the devotional &xd the Sacrament of the Eucharist, itself.
The Eucharist remains, for both Catholics and Rtatgs, the most powerful sacrament (among
the other six of Catholicism, and between itsetf 8aptism for Protestantism). As specifically
codified by the Council of Trent, Catholics justtfye affective power of the Sacrament by way
of the doctrine of Transubstantiation. The CouatiTrent reaffirmed the patristic notion of
Transubstantiation in its {'3ession:

Because Christ our Redeemer declared that it wlslirs body that he was

offering under the species of bread, it has alvimen the belief of the Church of

God, which this sacred council reaffirms, that lngy tonsecration of the bread

and wine a change takes place in which the entlvstance of the bread becomes

the substance of the body of Christ our Lord, dredvwhole substance of the wine

becomes the substance of his bldod.

0 Helen Wilcox, “The Case for Devotional Poetry, ihe Wit of Seventeenth Century Poefry. Claude Summers
and Ted-Larry Pebworth, (Columbia, MO: Missouri UR95, 15. (emphasis mine)

*1 Helen Wilcox, “The Case of Devotional poetry,” 15.

*2The Christian Theology Readéihe Council of Trent on Transubstantiation,”555
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This metaphysical understanding of the Eucharastdg in clear opposition to Calvin’s
epistemological understanding of the Sacramerdffased ininstitutes of the Christian
Religion
It seems to me that a simple and proper definisdhat it [the Sacrament] is an
outward sign by which the Lord seals our conscisrilbe promises of his good
will towards us in order to sustain the weaknessusffaith; and by which we in
turn bear witness to our piety toward him in thegaence of the Lord and of His
angels, and before human brings... it is a testinafrdivine grace toward us,
confirmed by an outward sign.>3
The difference between an epistemological and &ttafe interpretation of the sacrament is
analogous to the difference between Catholic anteBtant reader context for metaphysical
poetry. Indeed, for the Catholic reader coming fiRithard Crashaw’s own Catholic context,
the Sacramental imagery in his poetry singularfgas$ the reader. Just as the Sacrament of the
Eucharist literally changes accident to substa@cashaw’s meditative poetry should affect a
metaphysical change in the reader’s soul.

This does not say however, that Crashaw’s poétoyld alienate a Protestant reader who
does not believe in affective piety. Indeed, thet&stant reader approaches meditative poetry the
same way he approaches the Sacrament. It doeffexitaacorporeal or essential change in the
reader; rather, like the memorial nature of ther&aent, it is an epistemological catalyst for the
mind of the saved. Just as the Protestant Euclsangés to reaffirm faith in the mind of the
converted, the Protestant meditation reaffirmsnkbellectual authority of the reader’s faith. It

cannot, in itself, change the essence of his fhithjt can fortify it.

3 The Christian Theology Readdfrominstitutes of the Christian Religiprb51.
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Ultimately, | argue, the “accidents” of Crashaptetry are the same as Taylor’s. Only
in “substance” do they differ, and as is true wite Eucharist, the “substance” depends largely
on the reader. It is my argument that, despitenaecigrsory condemnations of actual Catholic
doctrine in Taylor's meditations, and a few cursoajls on Crashaw’s part for the reader to join
the earthly Catholic Church, the raw material im€raw and Taylor is the same. A Puritan could
read Crashaw’s poetry and use it to intellectu@yify his faith, and a Catholic could read
Taylor’'s poetry and use it as a means of spirigdiiction and affective piety. Thus, despite
theological differences, thgenreof metaphysical poetry is not bound dxyctring but by
aesthetic traditior—which, | argue, is both inter-denominational arahsatlantic.

To summarize, then, what we can say is that devaltipoetry, as a genre, was broadly
defined as transfigurative, affective, and ultinhateucharistic as a rule. These characteristics
are not mutually exclusive to Protestantism or &hGlicism; only the ultimate teleological ends
differ between the Churches. The poetry itself eryplobjectively transfigruative structures
which exist and operate independent of theologieatlisanship. The structures are ambivalent
enough to acquiesce to any Christian theologicstesy. Thus, the aesthetic composition of
Eucharistic imagery in Crashaw’s poetry is the sasthe composition in Taylor’s; both are
generic enough to be compatible with Protesta@atholic doctrine. The ecumenical Christian
church finds its foundation in the same narratilie,same images, and ultimately the same
spiritual effects. Puritans and Catholics both héneeEucharist. Only the interpretation differs. It
follows, then, that devotional poetry as a genmcismenical—it is based on a common

foundation and difference exists only in the thgglemployed in its interpretation.
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3. CRASHAW'S MEDITATIVE VOICE

Richard Crashaw was the only major Catholic religipoet of the early to mid-
seventeenth century. John Donne’s conversion t®#fermed faith took place early enough in
his life as to prevent canonical association width@licism. Herbert, Marvell, and Herrick were
solidly Protestant, though with varying degreesmthusiasm. There is little doubt that, by the
1640s, most English people considered themsehaedRant. The pockets of recusant, or
underground, Catholics were sparse, and limitethgmily to isolated, rural parishes. Thus, most
readers of poetry probably would have identifiegihtiselves as Protestant when Crashaw’s
corpus of devotional poetry was published in 162#8lfe first time. However, based upon the
claim that Crashaw’s work represented the culmomatif the devotional tradition, largely
independent of his biographical doctrines, Craseamdrk was popular in the seventeenth
century because its readers did not find an obvémadog to Catholicism. What they read
seemed to them as English as the work of HerbérDaimne.

There are a number of common mischaracterizateres; in major anthologies of
Renaissance literature, about Richard Crashaw igrabdy of work. These assumptions do not
imply malice, but they do demonstrate a certaitohisal bias against Catholicism that has
existed throughout English literary history. Thestfiof these mischaracterizations regards
Crashaw’s biography; he was, in fact, a “confornmmgmber” of the Anglican communion until
1645, four years before his deaffThis means that Crashaw composed some of his most
“Catholic” and “baroque” poetry, at least in seiigyy before he converted to Catholicism.
Though Crashaw was ejected from his fellowshipeaeouse College in 1644 for his

sensibilities, he was not alone; Puritan auth@itissociated Peterhouse with Laudianison,

** Alison Shell,Catholicism, Controversy, and the English Literémagination, 1558-166QNew York:
Cambridge UP, 1999), 93



34

Catholicism>® There was of course a clear relationship betweenlls Anglican church and the
Church in Rome, but the fact that the Puritansattarized Peterhouse as a whole as heretical
suggests more about the politics of the periodadrndle motivations of the Puritans to eliminate
opposition within the religious hierarchy than aes about specific qualms with belief. Crashaw
was ejected from Peterhouse not because of hisdbaf aesthetic sensibilities, but because of
his political association with the Anglican Churethich had fallen from favor. Indeed, Crashaw
wrote many of his most famous lyrics while he wids mplicit with the Anglican

communion.

Crashaw himself asserted, in verse, that devotipoetry need not embody religious
partisanship. Crashaw conceded that much of higenyaderived from continental sources, but
he asserted that, despite that fact, his poetmy igss Englisi® In his “An Apologie for the
precedent Hymne,” frorBteps to the Templ€rashaw writes “What soule soever in any
Language can / Speake heaven like hers, is mysoaletry-man. O’ tis not Spanish, but tis
heaven she speaks (“An Apologie,” 21-23, emphasis mine). Crashaw argues a generic point
in this passage—not a theological or doctrinal @exotional poetry, Crashaw seems to
suggest, should embody the divine. He infers tmadivine exists independent of Church
politics or national affiliation. Crashaw’s suppdsafiliation with non-English, or alien,
sensibilities has resulted in his negative critregleption. However, this association has as much
to do with denominational bias as it does with ataesthetic qualities on the page.

The English canon is rife with non-English sendiles; in fact, other than the few

manuscripts extant from before 1088, English literature embodies international aestheti

% |bid.

*° |bid, 690.

57 All subsequent citations from L.C. Martifihe Poems of Richard Crashag® Edition (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1968). Unless otherwise noted, citations are frloen1t646 edition oBteps to the Temple
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sensibilities. Crashaw’s work, however, receivestitunt of criticism for its purported
international nature. Thidorton Anthology of English Literatustates about Crashaw’s place
within the English canon that he “is a phenomenaique in Anglo-Saxon taste... his roots
seem to be sunk less in English literature thdtalian, Spanish, and neo-Latin writingE.”
Because Crashaw does not embody “Anglo-Saxon” {adtatever that means in Renaissance
literature), he stands as “isolated” within the &esance canoli.Though this description is not
overtly dismissive of Crashaw, it does establishdtherness among his contemporaries.
However, “when Spenser writes in Italian fashiansnriches English culture and helps to make
Spenser a major poet,” but Crashaw’s Italianatecsires are “foreign® They differ, of course,
in that Spenser professed party-line Protestardistiwas a close ally of the Protestant
Elizabethan court. They also lived in very differenlitical and religious environments, and in
fact in different centuries. Regardless, Crashaw e®emed a political outsider in his own time.
The conclusion we can draw from this ideologicalshposits that Crashaw’s critical reception
has had much to do with the political and religicostroversy of the period, and the still-
significant bias against Roman Catholics in Englemthis day. Crashaw himself believed that
his devotional lyrics fit squarely into the gendradition of his contemporaries.

| argue that, for Crashaw, the complex significatd simple doctrines, and likewise the
simplistic signification of complex theological @& served as enlightening devotional exercises
for the 17" century reader. Both Protestants and Catholicstisewevotional value of
metaphysical depiction of the divine; they diffeady in the ultimate effect of that depiction.
That being said, | am suggesting that Protestaatged Crashaw’s poetry as imagery with the

goal of establishing a mindset for spiritual corsi@n, while Catholics viewed it with the goal of

*8 M.H. Abrams,The Norton Anthology of English Literatuiéol. I, (New York: Norton, 1993), 388-89.
*9 Alison Shell,Catholicism, Controversy, and the English Literémagination,56.
60 H

Ibid.
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overwhelming the sensesntetamorphizehe spirit. Crashaw’s decline in popularity that
occurred in the eighteenth century agrees withhisirical circumstances surrounding his
biography and to the changing definition of postasibilities, from affective to intellectual, that
occurred at the same time. The apparently-Cathalioque metaphysicality of Crashaw’s poetry
is obvious to a historically-removed eye, but netessarily to an eye rooted deeply in
devotional theology as was the seventeenth-centager. The solution to this problem of
interpretation is found not in history, but in genHelen Wilcox concludes that the metaphysical
poets “have been shown to share distinctive atgud words and the Word, poetic structures,
emblematic modes, transcendence, and the baptmmality of their own calling. There was
indeed a generic frame within which these poetsdver uneasily, were workingIndeed,
this uneasy, interrogative genre does not aligtikavith party-line Protestant ideology.

| do not mean to argue that Crashaw’s poetry iicéjly Protestant, but for a 17
century reader, the glaring theological differetita is apparent to the modern literary critic is
not so evident. Furthermore, the Renaissance tefirof poetry was multi-tiered. Indeed, “not
all antipoetic sentiment (and other forms of icdasm) stemmed from [Protestant] religious
beliefs.”®? Readers of the period implied a significant défeze between poetry in the service of
God and mere witty expressions on the page; if pgtsical imagery works towards the divine,
the Protestant mind did not find it sinfiilThe first poem in th&teps to the Tempb®llection is
“The Weeper,” which is arguably one of Crashaw’sstnmiversally popular and most
outrageously metaphysical texts. However theoldigisaspect in the modern Protestant eye,

Crashaw’s stanzas are complex intellectual exesérsenagination for the reader:

®1 Helen Wilcox, “Curious Frame: The Seventeenth GsnReligious Lyric as Genre,” iNew Perspectives on the
Seventeenth Century English Religious L¥ait John Roberts, (Columbia, MO: Missouri UP, 1997
2 paul Voss, “ ‘Created Good and Faire’- The Ficlivegination and Sacred Texts in Elizabethan Enfjfan
IgSiterature and Theologyol. 14, No. 2 (June 2000), 130.

Ibid.
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Vpwards thou dost weepe,
Heavens bosome drinks the gentle streame
Where th’'milky rivers meet,
Thine Crawles above and is the Creame
Heaven, of such faire floods as this,
Heaven, the Christall Ocean is. (4. 1%6)
We, as historically-mature and removed critics, puight to the metaphysical imagery of the
first four lines, which we associate with the bareqlt is overwhelming for a critical eye, but for
an imaginative, contemplative eye, it provides alleimging depiction of heaven. Richard
Rambuss notes that, for the seventeenth-centudgrgdhe gravity-defying heavenward
trajectory of the true penitent’s tears (too prasito be split) was something of a devotional
commonplace® As Alison Shell also notes, seventeenth-centumptienal lyrics from
Protestant poets work with tear-imagery, as Well.

This Protestant reading of Crashaw’s verse mayaeflact his intentions for the poem,
but as the New Critics taught us, the author’'sntims remain largely irrelevant to his
interpretation by contemporary audiences, espgdrath society where cultural literacy and
common context cannot be taken for granted. Indeemtestantslid read Crashaw’s poetry
differently from Catholics, and that is why CrasPapoetry managed to enter the English canon
during a period in English history rife with religis conflict and anti-Catholic rhetoric. Eugene
Cunnar notes that “the typical Puritan/Protestasponse to theological or ritual symbols was to

focus on the normative or cognitive element” arat,thltimately, “interpretations of Crashaw’s

& All subsequent citations from L.C. Martifihe Poems of Richard Crashag’ Edition (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1968).

®5 Richard Rambuss. “Sacred Subjects and the Aveldatephysical Conceit: Crashaw, Serrano, OffiL’H. No.
71. (2004): 502.

% See Alison ShellCatholicism, Controversy, and the English Literémagination,56-106
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liminal imagery from this perspective misreadsgmiicant and valid part of meanin§’"For a
later reader, this common imagination is not theecand thus the conceit seems like it must
operate within a distinctly Catholic aesthetic émeological context.

. The major problem with essentializing the Cathstructure of Crashaw’s devotional
poems occurs because of the assumption that hisy@oel biography are corollary. Even
Cunnar admits that “any given religious lyric migge problematic in exhibiting tensions and
contradictions in the author and his or her soci®&yndeed, Sidney Gottlieb reminds us that
“Yeats once remarked that the poet’s church hadtanbut no pulpit® Crashaw was removed
from his university position and exiled from Englilior his Catholicism. These biographical
facts are quite static. However, Crashaw’s book®wet burned, nor were they banned from
England. To assume that Crashaw’s readers hadlyedieloped understanding of the
relationship of the poems they read to the man wé® sent to Holland for his Catholicism
generalizes the Protestant readership base. |tdeer& to deny the historical fact that the
Protestant hierarchy in England hated Catholicd,mobably hated Richard Crashaw. In one
instance, Puritan investigators generated an guaige of complaints about his Popish ritualistic
practices’’ However, no such complaints exist regarding theertt of Crashaw’s devotional
poetry, which speaks volumes to the Protestanppetive on the written word. In fact,
Protestant doctrine on the written word supportshmaf what Crashaw tries to present in verse.

The final pun in the last line of “The Weeper” tuet substantiates a bifurcated reading.

The ambiguity between “crystal” and “Christ-all’rges as the catalyst for devotional

7 Eugene Cunnar, “Opening the Religious Lyric: Ceas’s Ritual, Liminal, and Visual Wounds,” Mew
Perspectives on the Seventeenth Century Englisgi®ed LyricEd. John Roberts, (Columbia, MO: Missouri UP,
1994), 238.

% Ibid.

% Sidney Gottlieb, “Herbert’s Case of ‘Consciend&iblic or Private PoemBELno. 25 (1985): 109.

0 Eugene Cunnar, “Opening the Religious Lyric,” 259.
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contemplation—the “normative” and “cognitive” matdithat feeds Protestant meditative
practice. The Protestant reader’s response muspiseemological. He considers the relationship
of the corporeal “crystal” to the divine “Christhaland the semiotic function of these words.
The Catholic reader, on the other hand, has a imgtagal response. Heeeshe crystal, and

thus, by way of an imagination compelled to tragsfie,seesChrist. The Catholic response is
metaphysical, whereas the Protestant responsea&phwical. The theology behind each
response is mutually exclusive, and thus the regdame irreconcilable. For the most part, the
“Catholic writers stress the nearness of God todristion, the Protestant writers the distance
between God and His creation; the Protestants esigghthe risk of superstition and idolatry, the
Catholics the dangers of a creation in which Godrily marginally present’* Both types of
devotional philosophy find usefulness in poetryewdas the Protestants use it to better hone
their mind to approach the greatness of God, Cathake it to remind themselves of God’s
presence in their everyday lives. For both kindeeaflers, the lines preceding this “catalyst”
serve to situate the reader’s mind and soul, metagdily or metaphisicallyin heaven.

The preface to the 1646 edition of Crasha$tsps to the Temptaitlines the poet’s
conception of the affective power of devotional fppeProtestant theology is not averse to
affective meditation—only the end-result is diffieteBoth transfigurative and cognitive results
seem possible based on Crashaw’s justification:

So maist thou take a poem hence, and tune thy bguteinto a heavenly pitch;
and thus refined and borne up upon the wings ofitteédn, in these poems thou
maist talke freely of God, and of that other sfatg Divine Poetry: | dare hold it,

in position against Suarez on the subject, to bdahguage of the angels; it is the

"t Andrew GreeleyThe Catholic Imagination(Los Angeles: California UP, 2000), 5.
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guintessence of phantasie and discourse centeHeaven; ‘tis the very
ongoings of the soule (Preface, 9-12, 20-23).

McDowell notes on this passage that “readers edddatearly modern rhetoric were no
strangers to the function of divine poetry as allofspiritual meditiation, a means of literally
taking charge of their spiritual/psychological ciiiwhs.” *? For the Protestant, though, the poem
does not situate the readeheaven, through spiritual metamorphosis, but pdhesspirit
towardsheaven. Overwhelming images for the Catholic readejust that: they serve to
overwhelm earthly senses and transfigure the gpigkplore divine sensations. Protestant
theology does not emphasize the interplay betweedivine and the earthly—they are
necessarily separate spheres. But, by readingypebich pushes the limits of earthly sensation,
the Protestant exercises his mind and, thus, iehmgespirit. The essential point is, perhaps, that
the poems are not intended to convey dogma; furtbie, their initial readers did not draw from
them polarized doctrinal structures. Doctrine iss@nt, but not paramount, in the seventeenth-
century reception of devotional lyric. They arethemselves, devotional catalysts; or, to put it
another way, they provide the raw material for devo

This ambivalence of theological orientation fog hoetry speaks more to the genre of
seventeenth-century religiopsetrythan it does to seventeenth-century religidostrine.If we
consider Crashaw as part of a larger generic etderpthat of metaphysical devotional
poetry—rather than the historical enterprise otisamt Catholicism—his apparent discord with
his contemporaries is less blatant. Helen Wilcaalls that, though the public theology of the
English church was increasingly static, the sam#dcoot be said of the theological structures of

devotional poetry:

2 SeanMcDowell, “From ‘Lively’ Art to ‘Glitt'ring Expressons’ : Crashaw’s Initial Reception Reconsidered.”
John Donne JournalNo. 24. (2005): 243.
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The poems in question were, after all, written iy first generation of English
poets who had grown up alongside, or within, thet{iteformation English
church. It would be quite inaccurate to suggedttthiahistorical positioning
gave writers any kind of uniform theology or undisted doctriné?
The historical position of metaphysical poetry doesprovide an accurate taxonomy of its
meaning. However, she continues, a consideratidheofienre itself is more fruitful, and serves
as the basis for common ground:
They [devotional poets] took very seriously, fostemce, the potential of the
English language to express, as much as any huystans of expression could,
their experience of the divine; the book of ComrnRwayer and the arguments of
Sir Philip Sidney combined to release the possidiin the vernacular at just this
moment of English histor{/
And ultimately, Protestant theology itself, witk #elf-conscious interrogation of historical
doctrine and its emphasis on the individual contatign of the divine “made the early
seventeenth century a particularly auspicious maroerihe growth of devotional writing in

5

England.”™ Thus, to historicize Crashaw as theologicallyased from the rest of his
contemporaries forces a taxonomy onto the metapdlysoets that they consciously rejected. If
anything, “the intensively verbal sense of God #reredemptive process” represents a common

theme throughout seventeenth-century devotionarypaend that quality stands not as singularly

Protestant or Catholi€.

3 Helen Wilcox, “Curious Frame,” 10-11 (emphasis @)in
" bid.

> bid.

®1bid, 12.
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Later in “The Weeper,” Crashaw reminds his Cathahd High Church audiences that
his emphasis on ornate physicality has a cleargaern mind. However, this conclusion stands
as one to which Protestants could relate as wdiile/the ultimate teleological effect of the
poem differs between Protestants and Catholicantens by which that the reader receives that
effect remains the same:

We goe not to seeke
The darlings of Aurora’s bed,

The Roses modest cheeke
Nor the Violets humble head.

No such thing; we goe to meet

A worthier objectQur Lordsfeet. (23. 1-6)

Just as in the four stanza, above, the first fim@sl overwhelm the reader with a complex and
imaginatively challenging image of heaven, whichstouct the reader’s mindset for the proper
reception of the devotional aphorism in the coufdetspite the signification of Christ’s physical
feet, this depiction is not necessarily iconographs it does not blazon Christ in any way.
Because of the aphorism’s minimalism, it affecBratestant devotional response just as well as
a Catholic one. The Catholic reader sees a Sactaherage: Christ’s actual feet are visible to
the reader because his earthly senses have beevhelrmed by the first four lines, thus
preventing the sensory disruption of the divinengigation in the couplet. For the Protestant
reader, though, a comprehension of the physicalfesation of Christ’s feet does not fulfill the
goal of the couplet. Rather, the Protestant redwsting contemplated the complex imagery in
the quatrain, enters a more spiritually refineddset to contemplate the idea of the feet of

Christ. | am suggesting that these readings mustuiaally exclusive, because each one appears
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heretical to the opposing side. Although both regsliare apparent to toatical reader, the
devoted Protestant or Catholic reader will see leavants to see here.
The goal of Catholic baroque poetry after the CdwicTrent (1563) is “[to sanction]
the veneration of image and by its emphasis upgrstribstantiation. [giving] the pious a
confidence in sensory experien¢éThe goal of the post-Calvin English Protestanidewnal
poem was to serve as a catalyst for the Protestddiscern in himself and his own experience”
the “well defined emotional, psychological, andrgpal states or conditions” of the conversion
experience? Both goals can be extrapolated from Crashaw’srpoet
The most theologically-perplexing stanza of theatesion to “The Weeper,” titled “The
Teare” is its last one:
There thy self shalt bee
An eye, but not a weeping one,
Yet | doubt of thee,
Whither th’hadst rather there have shone
An eye of Heaven ; or still shine here
In th'Heaven of Mary’s eye, a Teare. (“Theafe,” 8. 1-6)
While | think the heretical reading of this starfadich can be read to suggest that the tear in
Magdeline’s eye equates the beauty of anythingeawvhan) has some validity, the metaphysical
imagery appears so challenging that | do not tkik must be the only reading available to us.
Crashaw leaves the poem open-ended with an aml@guomelusion. Conditional words like
“doubt” and “whither” imply that the reader’s respe to the images Crashaw presents will vary

according to his own convictions. If this conclus&ppears rife with ambiguity, even in the New

" George W. Williams gting Wylie Syphdmage and Symbol in the Sacred Poetry of Richaaskaw
(Columbia, SC: USC Press, 1963), 9.
8 williams, Image and Symbo20.
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Critical sense, certainly it was ambiguous enowugthé seventeenth-century reader to perplex
both Protestants and Catholics equally, withoutileging one over the other.
Barbara Lewalski notes in her influential monodr&potestant Poetics and the

Seventeenth Century Religious Lythat

two elements especially characterize Protestanttateoh, whatever the subject

or the formal structure: a focus upon the Bible, Word, as guiding the

interpretation of the subject and providing meditamodels; and a particular

kind of application to the self, analogous to tpelecation so prominent in

Protestant sermons of the perfdd.
This paradigm seems to fit Crashaw’s devotionahpopist as well as it fits those of the other
metaphysical poets. As McDowell notes, “seventeeetitury commentators consistently
alluded to Crashaw’s manipulation of the passidneaders, an activity presupposing, not
dismissing, sophisticated rational desidif. Thus, McDowell implies, Crashaw’s poetry seems
to address the second of Lewalski’s tenants ofeBtant lyric devotion as well. No doubt most
of Crashaw’s audience in England consisted of Btatgs, which means that his poetry probably
displayed some compatibility with Protestant demadil doctrine, as they continued to read it.

What this ultimately comes back to is the non-gartigenre of devotional poetry. Ruth

Wallerstein, who | believe succinctly describestieditative qualities of Crashaw’s devotional
lyrics the best, states that they are

an ordering of sensations and emotions in reldbaach other and to a

conceptual focus, as apart from mere random fanéiagmentary ecstasy. At the

same time, from the other side, from other and éespurces of his growth and

9 Barbara LewalskiProtestant Poetics and the Seventeenth CenturgiBesi Lyric,(Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP,
1979), 148.
80 Sean McDowell, “From ‘Lively Art,” 231.
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feeling, the images are transmuted from intellddrans to imaginative

experiences. They have become at once the insttahties and the expression

of his religious emotiofi*
Thus, for a seventeenth-century reader, whethdralator Protestant, Crahsaw presents a
worthy challenge, intellectually and spiritually. this way his popularity is due to the affective
gualities he shares with Herbert. His poetry wasbomoned as Catholic heresy because only
Catholic readers saw it as Catholic. Even Crashawsst Catholic poems in image composition
are not necessarily iconographic, especially tev@steenth-century eye. Crashaw’s “On Our
crucified Lord Naked, and Bloody,” one of Crashadigine epigrams, follows a similar
structural pattern to “The Weeper”:

Th’ have left thee naked Lord, O that they had;

This Garment too | would they had deny’d.

Thee with thy selve they have too richly clad,

Opening the purple wardrobe of thy side.

O never could bee found Garments too good.
For thee to weare, but these, of thine ownedIM8. 1-6).

The emphasis for this poem should not be the bé@hdst himself, but the corporeal
impossibility of Christ’s body. Once again, the patself is not blazoned, and the “aphorism” in
the couplet serves as a catalyst for contemplajtish Jike each stanza from “The Weeper.” For
the Protestant reader, the point of such meditatiould be, | think, to contemplate the sheer
impossibility of imagining Christ’s essence as nfiested in his body. The Catholic reader,

through the metamorphosis of sensory perceptiah@ibasis of the overwhelming conceits in

81 Ruth WallersteinRichard Crashaw: A Study in Poetic Style and Dgwelent,(Madison, WI: Wisconsin UP,
1959), 135.
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the poem, in theory, sees the body of Christ—thmmblematic, not idolatrous, because the
body itself is not depicted corporeally in wordst ki is implied. It stands as the result of
contemplation of the words.

Furthermore, the charge of idolatry fits only if w@nceive the poem as a static image.
That is, epigrammatic poetry fits into the modemxanomy of religious art. As such, a
contemporary reader sees the same static struatuaesepigram as he would see in an icon or
painting in a sanctuary. Cunnar, in “Opening thédgraus Lyric,” argues that Crashaw’s
devotional poems are largely ritualistic and, tmgt, necessarily iconographic. | agree with
Cunnar’s basic point, though not with his histaigustification of it. Indeed, a close (re)reading
of the poem opens up a means of interrogationataitls iconography all together. The last line
of the quatrain appears largely to present a staage of “Opening the purple wardrobe of thy
side” (4). If the reader looks for iconographyisieasy to observe. However, the degree of this
iconography diminishes if we read the line as prilpaerbal, or active, as opposed to static. If,
as Cunnar suggests, these poems represent ritu#this-icase, a metaphor for the liminality of
the Sacrament, then the word “opening” functionsarily as a verb. The process of opening
the wound, of entering the opening, and receivirggdontents of the opening (and thus
Salvation), seems to be thedus operandf this poem’s meditative teleology. If, as Yeats
suggested, the poet’s church has only an altam,ttheepoem represents thecesf the
Sacrament and specificalipt theaccidentsof the process. The poem serves as a literal
reenactment of the process, not, like an imagegtaphorical imagination of the effect of the
process.

The distinction between reenacted ritual andcstatin becomes less clear after the

Renaissance. For a seventeenth-century Protestaen; though, an epigram that reenacts the
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process of the Sacraments need not be overtly-Gatbalo so. In fact, Protestants and
Catholics agree on the literal events of the Cixioifi. The Eucharist is a liminal process with
true affective properties for both. Crashaw’s depicof the liminal process of the Sacrament
does not necessarily require the doctrine of triastisuntiation, because poems are entirely
accidental. Catholics can read Crashaw’s accidengtually representative of the Catholic
doctrine—that accidents literally turn into substmvith consecration whereas Protestants can
read the accidents as cognitive fuel for intellatttonfirmation of Salvation. The poem does not
pontificate upon Sacramental doctrine, ratherpte@sents thprocessof the Sacrament itself to
whomever reads it, regardless of the reader’s tiggcdl inclinations.

Ultimately, Crashaw’s poetry targets its orientatiowards the reader and not the critic.
Lorraine Roberts writes that “The poet’s voice, lsipeaking from the position of the personal
‘l," is really the communal voice of any particigan the commemoration of Christ’s death and
its meaning. The reader of the poem is affectedwgt happens in the same way that the viewer
of baroque art is** Such a voice remains characteristically Christian only apparently
Catholic to a historically-removed reader. The thett Crashaw was popular in his time—at
least as popular as Herbert and Donne—suggesthithiaitial audience saw something in his
poetry that we do not discover initially upon reaglhis texts today.

The interogation of notion that Catholic and Prtaespoems are mutually exclusive
follows not only from formal explication of Crash@aexts, but from a critical reexamination of
the historical context within which he wrote. Orféalee reasons critics have traditionally
considered Crashaw as a literary anomaly is t@tdiarly readers ignore the emblem tradition,

so popular in seventeenth-century England, anddakrceive that those elements labeled (even

82 | orraine Roberts, “Crashaw’s Sacred Voice: A Conmaef Contrary Powers,” iNew Perspectives on the Life
and Art of Richard Crasha®d. John Roberts, (Columbia, MO: Missouri UP, 199G
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by Austin Warren) as ‘continental’ or ‘Catholic’ venot the exclusive property of Counter-

Reformation countries, but pervaded the air in End!"

Marc Bertonasco goes on to assert
that Crashaw “shares with a certain segment ofetoporary English Puritans several traits
which scholars have far too hastily labeled Romath@lic. In the religious life of the
seventeenth century there are no water-tight commeants.®* As far as the theology of
devotional poetry, it seems far more prudent toattarize texts along a continuum, as opposed
to an oppositional binary.

A whole-hearted reexamination of what historianfsngeas “the Baroque” yields a better
understanding of the intricacies of Crashaw’s ditgitheology. Indeed, historians have
traditionally defined the Baroque period of visualsical, and literary art as an exclusively
continental phenomenon. With the increased Catleolibusiasm for iconography that followed
the Council of Trent, there was little doubt thdtat/we call the Baroque sensibility was
ultimately a product of the Counter ReformatfdiEngland, in all of its Protestant fervor, was
not intellectually and aesthetically isolated. Thihe popularity of Richard Crashaw’s
devotional poetry makes perfect sense. It is ingorto articulate the difference, in the
seventeenth century, between visual icons andeuctahl icons. Certainly, the visual artistry of
the baroque was limited to the continent. Howewdrat contemporary historians and critics now
see as a correlation between visual art and thé&ewrnivord was not so self-evident to those who
actively pursued these aesthetic enterprises isdfienteenth century. Marc Bertonasco again
emphasizes the need for a critical reexamination:

The student of the literature of the period mustirel himself that the minds of

those men who rushed with axe and torch to desiryeligious pictures of

8 Marc BertonascdCrashaw and the BaroquéTuscaloosa, AL: Alabama UP, 1971), 4-5.
84 H

Ibid, 5.
% |bid, 47.
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Peterhouse were quite likely veritable galleriesidi, sensuous icons, eager to be
pressed into the service of fervent meditation.d@@s<hapels of their icons they
might, but they created new ones in their own imagons; for to this mental
icon-making almost everything in the Puritan trgitconduced... Fear them,
abominate them they may, but in the spirit that despises a beautiful, almost
irresistibly alluring evil... It is in his subject rttar occasionally, in attribute
often, butsurely not in poetic method that Richard Crashawsraounter to the
Puritan tradition®
Much of Crashaw’s work fits almost perfectly witketcontinental emblematic tradition, but it
also aligns with the poetic work of other Engliglot@stants. Bertonasco argues for Crashaw’s
place among his English contemporaries, but hieastjlies that Crashaw primarily exemplifies
the baroque. To distance Crashaw from the contahéaroque, and to situate him instead within
a larger genre of devotional literature, avoidsttiemlogical associations with the baroque.
When considering Crashaw'’s place in Protestanticylit may be useful to subdivide
our imagination of the Baroque into several différeaditions, some of which were exclusively
continental, whereas others enjoyed popularityrigl&nd, as well. One of these traditions that
maintained an aesthetic bond across the channghatsf the emblem. The emblem tradition
has its origins in the Middle Ages, and it servégralamentally iconographic purpose. Alan
Howard provides a concise historical definition floe emblem:
Characteristically, an emblem was an engravingwoadcut of some symbolic
person, object, or event accompanied by a briefa@gbory sentenia or motto.

Beneath each plate appeared a short verse integptké picture—often by

% |bid, 48, (emphasis mine).
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detailing the points of correspondence betweere@atl motto—and drawing

some suitable moral applicatidh.
Interestingly, Howard’s article explores Edward [ba\s participation in the emblem tradition,
but nonetheless, his definition remains an accuage He goes on to explain that most English
Protestants were fully engaged with the traditiod did not disdain emblems in the same
violent fashion that they burned icof& Thus, if we take Crashaw’s epigrams within theéar
context of the emblem tradition, at least the farfithe poetry fits with Protestant expectations.
Its baroque content, however, is more difficuleigplain away.

Thomas Healy rightly chooses Crashaw’s epigrarhude 11:27 (the thirty-first in his
Divine Epigrams) to serve as an exemplar of Craghpeculiar theological and aesthetic taste.
If any singular poem represents the Baroque thtissepigram:

Suppose he had been Tabled at thy Teates,
Thy hunger feels not what he eates:
Hee’l have his Teat e’re long (a bloody one)
The Mother then must suck the Son. (31.1-4)
Despite its medieval analogs, and the basic scapawthority for the epigram, Crashaw’s
conceit appears especially problematic. Readessd®uof the seventeenth century cannot help
but to view the image as perverse. Certainly, iteedl and bloody construction of Christ and
Mary here would seem iconographic, if not blasphesnd he scriptural source for the epigram,

Healy concedes, does not provide authority for sudbscription, as Luke 11:27 presents the

87 Alan Howard, “The World as Emblem: Language ansiafi in the Poetry of Edward Tayloimerican
Literature, No. 49 (1972): 362.
% Ibid, 363.
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conceptual relationship between Mary and Chrigtdbrin the abstradf Healy establishes that
“[e]xaggerating an object is designed to emphasatehe object itself but what is spiritually
represented. Hyperbole acts to direct attentiorydween the literal, leading the reader toward an
awareness of a greater religious reality that isgmtimidated.”® Though Healy does not
make an explicit point in his article to delinetite theological significance of this statement, its
relevance to Crashaw’s Protestant readership selears In order to assert the immense
significance of emblem literature and meditativagpices in general, it is necessary to explore
the intricacies of English devotional practicesha sixteenth and seventeenth century.

Meditative poetry has its historical origin in temblem tradition. Even if, as in the case
with Crashaw’s Divine Epigrams, individual poemeldheir correlating emblems, the poems
derive fundamentally from images. Thus, it is imgibke to deny that meditative poetry appears,
to both the Protestant and the Catholic, iconogcaptrotestant and Catholic interpretations of
images originate differently. Even the most radycatthodox Puritans placed some value in
images, especially those crafted out of words @rtbe five tenants of Calvinism, of course, is
sola scriptura and the Bible is fundamentally a collection ofidely-inspired words).
Crashaw’s “On the wounds of our Crucified Lord’reda out as particularly iconographic, and
describes in vivid detail Christ’s body. A preselaly Protestant reading of this poem would
certainly lead one to a heretical conclusion. Hosvel/do not think a seventeenth-century
Protestant, or even a Puritan, had to read itvilagt Crashaw writes:

These wakefull wounds of thine!
Are they Mouthes? Or are they eyes?

Be they Mouthes, or be they eyne,

8 Thomas Healy, “Crashaw and the Sense of Histamyllew Perspectives on the Life and Art of RichardsBeav
Ed. John Roberts, (Columbia, MO: Missouri UP, 19%0)53.
“Thomas Healy, “Crashaw and the Sense of Histo®,” 5
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Each bleeding part some one supplies. (47. 1-4)
This first stanza poses a binary opposition thateuscores the entire enterprise of this chapter.
Crashaw wonders aloud whether or not Christ’'s weswaré mouths or eyes. Mouths, | might
suggest, represent an oral, verbal interpretati@@hoist’'s wounds. Eyes, on the other hand,
represent a visual, iconographic interpretationthieProtestant subject, the description of
Christ’'s woundspeakgo their mind and provides substance for contetigplaf theidea of
Christ’'s wounds, and the significance thereof feagaon. To the Catholic subject, on the other
hand, Christ’'s wounds are like self-reflexive eyBsus, the image of Christ’s wounds itself
confounds the subject. The description does notigecthe substance for contemplation; the
descriptionis the substance. To assert the viability of thisapkor as a superstructure for the
entire poem is too bold, but it does confirm theai@f dual readings of images in the period.
Protestants identified with the mouths metaphoenehs Catholics identified with the eyes.
Crashaw does not privilege one reading over theretithe reader is left to interpret the material
Crashaw provides.

The next stanza of the poem continues to portrayorollary image of eyes and mouths.
In this quatrain, however, Crashaw draws on spe€ifiristian symbology:
Lo! A mouth, whose full-bloom’d lips
At too deare a rate are roses.
Lo! A blood-shot eye! That weepes

And many a teare discloses. (47. 5-8)
The first half of the quatrain parallels in metaptie lips of the mouth (which itself serves as a
metaphor for the wounds of Christ) to the rose.d2a@dso symbolize the wounds of Christ, but

also a number of other abstractions (such as tbe®&nt of Penance and martyrdom in
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general). Ultimately, the symbolism of this mostgmeal of Crashaw’s poems appears
ambiguous enough to perplex the mind of a Protestader just as it appears affective enough
to transfigure the mind of a Catholic reader. Tla¢hGlic imagery is not so overt that it would
appear to a Protestant reader as distasteful.

Most of Crashaw’s poetry was not so corporealsfaa’s few overtly corporeal poems
tend to be used by critics to exemplify his entia@on, and to apply generalizations about his
aesthetic craft. Most of Crashaw’s poetry followsampartisan theological system; one which
could apply just as much to Protestantism as tbdliatsm. One of the more obscure poems in
Steps to the Tempig “Easter day,” which shows just how consistenstof Crashaw’s work
was with that of his contemporaries. The first ztareads:

Rise, Heire of fresh Eternity,
From thy Virgin Tomble:
Rise mighty man of wonders, and thy world witeeh
Thy tombe, the universall East,
Natures new wombe
Thy tombe, faire Immortalities perfumed Nest..(4%5)
Crashaw draws upon common motifs surrounding Chidkgath and resurrection. So common,
in fact, that Herbert uses many of the same dewchis “Easter.” The poem begins in much the
same manner as Crashaw’s:
Rise heart; thy Lord is risen. Sing his praise
Without delayes,
Who takes thee by the hand, that thou likewise

With him mayst rise:
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That, as his death calcined thee to dust,

His life may make thee gold, and much more, j{is6)>*
Both poems begin with Christ rising. The differeca subtle one; Herbert’s first line is
declarative, whereas Crashaw’s is imperative. GraghCatholicism appears evident, then, not
in his use of images, but in the grammar of hideseres. This bias is not so evident as to alarm
Protestant readers. As Herbert's poem continuesség much of the same symbolism as
Crashaw does. If anything, Crashaw’s poem provéde®re stimulating mental exercise than
that of the Protestant Herbert. The final two stésnaf Herbert's poem read:

The Sunne arising in the East,

Though he give light, & th’ East perfume;

If they should offer to contest

With thy arising, they presume.

Can there be any day but this,

Though many sunnes to shine endeavour?

We count three hundred, but we misse:

There is but one, and that one ever (22-30).
Thus, the symbols that began Crashaw’s poem—themaireast and the perfume—conclude
Herbert's poem. Both poets came from the samaltidradition, even if their theology was
different. This comparison helps to realign Crashath his aesthetic contemporaries, as
opposed to his religious contemporaries. Takerobtlte context of the author’s religious

biography, Crashaw’s poetry does not express séleat radicalism.

L All subsequent citations from F.E. Hutchinson Boe Works of George HerbgtOxford: Clarendon Press,
1941).
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The generic similarities between Crashaw and Herbere not lost on Crashaw, and the
usefulness of Herbert’'s devotional poetryftme Templevas apparent to Crashaw. In “On Mr. G
Herbert's booke...” Crashaw exclaims to an unidesdifiemale reader:

Know you faire, on what you looke;

Divinest love lyes in this booke

Expecting fire from your eyes,

To kindle this his sacrifice.

When your hands unty these strings

Thinke you have an Angell by th’ wing.

These white plumes of his heele lend you,

Which make every day to heaven will send you:

To take acquaintance of the spheare,

And all the smooth faced kindred there,

And thoughHerbertsname doe owe

Thesedevotionsfairest; know

That while I lay them on the shrine

Of your white handthey are ming(57. 1-18, emphasis mine)
Though Herbert influenced Vaughn more directly tRaashaw, there can be little doubt that,
when the “anonymous writer of the preface$teps to the Templmtroduces the book ‘Here’s
Herbert’'ssecond, but equall,” he underscored the obvieletionship between the two most
metaphysical of the mid-seventeenth-century dematipoets? However, Herbert was far from

the religious outcast that Crashaw became. Heveestno radical; rather, he was praised by his

92 F.E. Hutchinson, “Introduction;The Works of George HerbetOxford: Clarendon Press, 1941), xli.
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contemporaries for his “complete devotion to hiirg.” °° In his description of thethosof The
TempleandA Priest to the Templéiutchinson suggests that “in the lyrics [Herberthot
directly addressing the reader, but either Godrosélf. They are colloquies of the soul with
God or self-communings which seek to bring harmioty that complex personality of his
which he analyses so unsparingl{.Since Herbert's audience is not the reader, hisrpdoes
not preach. Crashaw’s verse operates in the sassh®fa
Herbert characterizes the moderate constitutianaifline English Protestantism in
“The British Church,” a faith to which most Englipkeople of the time subscribed. Herbert,
himself, was a main-line Anglican, and he depi¢telEnglish church metaphorically:
A fine aspect in fit aray,
Neither too mean, nor yet too gay
Shows who is bes
Outlandish looks may not compatre:
For all they painted are,
Or else undrest.
But, dearest Mother, what those misse,
The mean, thy praise and glorie is,
And long may be.
Blessed be God, whose love it was
To double-moat thee with his grace,

And none but thee (“The British Church,” 7-18;20)

%3 |bid, xxxvi.
9 Ibid, xxxvii.
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To Herbert, the English church maintains doctriradidity by not eschewing all ornament, but
by valuing imagery in moderation. Herbert doesattiack images themselves—rather, the way
those images are valued in the Church. Indeedstableshes a binary opposition between
outlandish painted looks and undressed imagesbifiaey implies that disregarding images all
together, as was the Puritan inclination, wasggdteretical (or at least doctrinally suspect) as
worshiping them in the first place. He even goefagnas to state that the Puritans “wholly [g0]
on th’ other side / And nothing wears” (23-24). blent’s “mean,” as exemplified by the
Anglican Protestants, mirrored to the aesthetiitien of metaphysical devotional poetry.
Devotional poetry is not idolatrous because metaptasks the iconography. Herbert’s
moderate point of view when it came to images rsgmeed the larger body of English
Protestants, who may have rushed to burn icongmifixes, but were more hesitant to burn
prayer books and, ultimately, Richard Crashaw’gji@lis poetry.

Ultimately, Richard Crashaw’s devotional poettg fbest into the generic categories of
meditative, emblematic, and meditative poetry. Eletked genres differ primarily from
sermons in that they are not intended to be didaatid they are not necessarily intended to
convey partisan doctrine. Rather, the poems themsalerve as catalysts for devotion. Crashaw,
though clearly a Catholic poet, did not write esthely Catholic poetry. Certainly Catholic
readers found many of his motifs and metaphorsli@mbut that is not to say that Protestant
readers found them to be alien. Indeed, the dinibetween Protestant and Catholic aesthetic
culture was not so concrete by the end of the geeath century as to prevent “rational” and
‘word-driven” Protestants from appreciating image~en poetry. As | have already illustrated
above, Protestant aesthetic theory developed mock stowly than Protestant public doctrine.

Though Protestants destroyed icons in the sixtesaritury, that iconophobic fervor did not
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extend to literature until well after the changesught by the Reformation had been solidified
through generations.

Outside of the seventeenth century, little doudgts in my mind that cultural bias
against Crashaw’s biographical circumstances lth®lais critical demise. Alexander Pope’s
uncomfortable relationship with his own Catholiciseflects larger issues with English critics
and Catholic poets. Shell writes that

though most critics within the last few decades Mdoe horrified at the idea,
critical discourse on seventeenth century religipostry is still highly prone to
denominationalist judgments : a variety of feelingigiculated or not, that there
are right ways and wrong ways to write devotior@tpy within the Christian
tradition. The critical history of Crashaw in tiveenntieth century also reveals, in
exaggerated form, a number of culture-bound assangabout how devotional
verse should be read. Both the writing and readfrrgligious poetry at this date
are tricky problems for those from non-Christialgiens, for atheists, or for the
agnostic majority; but they are no less for pracgcChristians, few of whom
would translate comfortably into the devotionaltatg of three or four centuries
earlier®
An examination of the genre of seventeenth-cerdemotional poetry, as a whole, without
consideration of the authors’ religious partisapsheveals a diverse range of sensibilities. To
bifurcate the genre as English and non-Englishsingilifies the seventeenth-century mind and
eventually leads to critical contradictions in as&, as there are more exceptions to partisanship

then confirmation of it.

% Alsion Shell,Catholicism, Controversy, and the English Literamagination 103.
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CHAPTER 4: EXPANDING THE GENRE: EDWARD TAYLOR

Among the so-called Metaphysical poets, Edward draytcupies a peculiar position.
Taylor was born in England, but spent much of ifiésih New England. He wrote his most
famous collection of texts, tHereparatory Meditationsbetween 1682 and 1725. Though his
collections of poetry were not published on a jmgipress, evidence suggests that it was
circulated in the community. Not only was Tayloogeaphically separated from the other poets
typically categorized in the genre, but he was libgioally radical. Taylor, as an American
Puritan minister, serves as an exemplar of thewltsion between intellectual doctrine and
devotional poetry. Puritan iconoclasm and metamlaygioetry are ultimately incompatible, and
Taylor's poetry is either “too homely to be properffective in sacred poeti?'or it is too
sacred to be metaphysical in its conceit. Neitliéh@se conditions is true for the corpus of
Taylor's work. What stands out about Taylor maytheg the explicit doctrine in his sermons
does not always extend to the implicit doctrindis poetry. Taylor's sermons exemplify
orthodox Puritan doctrine of the most extreme sbatjlor sincerely believed that Catholicism
was evil. His sermons decry Catholicism and magmAmglicanism almost uniformly.

Taylor’s poetry, however, does not express sudctrid@l conformity. This seems
especially true with regard to Taylor’s treatmenth@ Eucharist and of sacraments in general.
Taylor’s religious poetry served primarily a metita purpose; he wrote poetry in order to
prepare for sermons. Thus, Taylor represents thaphgsical sensibility to an even greater
extent than the other poets of the period in tieatMork was primarily private. He did not write

to convey a message to others; his poetry serveldsexely as a devotional catalyst. This

% Kathleen Blake, “Edward Taylor’s Protestant Paetion-Transubstantiating MetaphoAtmerican Literaturet3
(1971): 1-24
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catalytic effect does not align with any particuliactrine, and certainly not with the dogmatic
absolutes Taylor pontificates in his sermons.

Edward Taylor’s position on the Sacrament of thetauist was not static in his poetic
work. It reveals that he held it to be a very paedpsubjective event, in which the recipient of
the sacrament is physically and spiritually changgeen that the recipient was sufficiently
prepared to receive the sacrament with devotiomalitation upon its affective power. However,
this quasi-gnostic interpretation of the sacramehich Taylor reenacts a number of times in the
Preparatory Meditationsstands in stark contrast to the conservativecstémat he takes in his
debate with Solomon Stoddard over the effectivenéfise half-way covenant, and over
Stoddard’s decision to open communion to non-membghis congregation. What Taylor
actually believed on the subject remains largeBlavant, but what this apparent divergence of
ideas on the Sacrament reveals is that Taylor—#met®of his time—had a different purpose
for poetry than they did for sermons. Any attengpstiperimpose rigid Puritanism onto Taylor’s
meditative poetry fails because there exists nbumity of doctrine—in fact, at least in the
technical sense, like Crashaw, there was no decti all. They are not doctrinal texts—they
are devotional texts. To locate Taylor’s texts dheblogical spectrum oversimplifies their
“sensibility” and reduces their ultimate purposeéhtat of propaganda.

This chapter serves to demonstrate that EdwardTf,ayhose actual theology stands as
far removed from Crashaw’s Catholicism as is pdes#mploys many of the same images,
motifs, and structures as does Crashaw. This cagsgpeimplies not only that Protestant and
Catholic doctrines did not always manifest themseiw poetry, but that Taylor and Crashaw
ultimately imagined the same purpose for poetrythBbargue, wrote poetry as raw material for

devotion. The texts themselves did not contairatievers; rather, they provided the catalyst by
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which the reader of the poetry could meditate ahfard the answers. The answers are different
for Protestants and Catholics, as Taylor's sermeassure, but the means can be the same. This
chapter demonstrates how a Catholic reader cotddoiret Taylor’s poetry in a Catholic way,

just as | have previously demonstrated how Crashaagtry can easily fall in line with the work
of other Protestant metaphysicals.

Taylor draws his aesthetic theory from the doctoh€alvinism and of predetermined
election. One of the most significant componentthf doctrine, at least in terms of how it can
be applied to aesthetics, emphasizes the intrfaen nature of man, as opposed to the
intrinsically divine nature of God. Puritan theojoglies primarily upon a clear bifurcation
between the converted and the unconverted. InParttan congregations determined who
would receive the Sacrament of the Lord’s Suppseti@n whether or not church attendees
demonstrated sufficient proof of their “conversexperience.” The standards for this level of
proof were, naturally, not always uniform. None#ss, the purpose of Puritan poetry in this
essentially fallen world appears remarkably digtirmam the aesthetic teleology of Old World
devotional poets.

The doctrine of election applied not only to thenamstration of the sacrament, but to the
viability of aesthetic products. Indeed, TaylorgaBuritan “metaphysical,” believed that “the
only true poetry that does niolot, blur, jagandjar is the heavenly poetry of praise—the praise
of Godin heavennot on earth® This doctrine consciously rejects monophysite Aridn
tendencies in the Protestant churches to emphidmasorporeal—not the ethereal—nature of
Christ. Taylor's Puritan metaphysics placed Godrelytin the divine sphere. Access to that

sphere was possible only through conversion angiyels, election. Taylor therefore believed

" Charles Mignon, “Edward Taylor's ‘Preparatory Medions;’ A Decorum of ImperfectionPMLA 83. No 5
(1968): 1424.
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that “art is thus related to electiotf "Effective divine poetry in the Puritan sensilyilieflected

a truly divine essence. In other words, good dewveatli poetry was only good because it was
divinely inspired, just like the soul of the elegas divinely inspired. Thus, Taylor’s justification
for emblematic poetry was that “suitable singingeanth is determined by the operation of
grace, the nearest correspondence to glory... ar@istiygoet is to have a religious muse: the
Holy Spirit.”*° The grounds for the justification for Grace inasgre, of course, a slippery slope.
The divine inspiration of a poem could only be jaddpased on its aesthetic standards. It is in
this way that Taylor, as a Puritan, fits genericallth Crashaw and the other less-Puritanical
metaphysical devotional poets.

Taylor represents what | have suggested through@miessay—that to define all of these
poets as “metaphysical” disrupts the generic conatiies between them, and is based largely
on an historically removed Presentist reading. Wtletaphysical” comes certain associations
with the Baroque sensibility and Catholic iconodmaprhese attributions may describe
Crashaw’s historical context, but certainly not [ba. To consider the generic attributes of
devotionalpoetry makes much more sense, given the paradesveard Taylor. The teleology
of devotional poetry shows more unity than the devanetaphysical label. Indeed, a significant
difference may be that

Taylor's main desire is really for salvation, naigtic fame; his competition is
therefore not with other religious poets (eitherah&Vigglesworth or

‘metaphysical’ Herbert), bwvith himself for God’s Gracehe failure of his own

% |bid.
% |bid.
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hyperboles in the decorum of inperfection only veall defines his fallen position
both as a man and as an artist.

This internal competition, | might suggest, prowdee basis not only for Protestant devotional
poetics within Reformed theology at large but fastBstant “misreading” of Catholic poetry.
Taylor’s Puritan poetry fits into the genre of daenal poetry, first and foremost, before it fits
into the genre of Metaphysical poetry. An essemifiérence exists between the label of
“metaphysical” and the label of “devotional.” Trarther defines a category through a
backwards-looking lens of primarily aesthetic cigm. The latter, however, defines a category
based upon the way its components functioned witieir own time, and how their audiences
received them. Thus, the former relies necessapbn Presentist aesthetic and historical
taxonomies, and provides for an obvious differdmetsveen Taylor and Crashaw. A “Puritan”
metaphysical appears to be a contradiction of tebuisthe accidents of devotional meditation
are very much the same for Protestants and Cash@icly the affective quality, as | have
suggested, differs significantly in terms of dawogxi

This argument requires a fundamental clarificabbRuritan aesthetic theory at large.
Indeed, the radical Protestants who braved thewiterness of northern New England in the
late seventeenth century remain vastly misundedsten by literary historians outside of the
area of early American literature. | must underscas Carol Bensick argues, that there is “a
dimension of joy, even fun, to Puritan spiritudlignd that Edward Taylor’s poetics “have
demolished the stereotype of the Puritan as somaeteemined to spoil everyone’s futf*As

with the religious variability in England duringetearly seventeenth century, Puritan culture in

19pid, 1425.
191 carol Bensick, “Preaching to the Choir: Some Aebiaents and Shortcomings of TayloBsd's
Determinations' Early American Literature28. (1993): 133.
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New England was not uniformly didactic. Especiatifedward Taylor’s early years, the extant
historical evidence suggests a Puritanism stiihgyo identify itself.

In Taylor's Meditation #108, the speaker reflegi®m Matthew 26.26, which narrates
that “And as they were eating, Jesus took breadipéessed it, and break it, and gave it to the

1920n the problematic grammar of the last clause,

disciples, and said, Take, etitis is my body
which inspires the Catholic doctrine of the Read@nce and has fueled all historical Eucharistic
controversies in the Church, Taylor fires that
It [correct belief] Consubstantiation too Confounds
Bread still is bread, Wine still is wine; it'srgu
It transubstantiatiodeadly wounds
Your touch, Tast, sight say true. The Pope’s areh
Can bread and Wingy words be Carnifide?
And manifestly bread and Wine abide? (II. 108. 83nphasis miné}’
It seems initially that Taylor rejects both Condabsiation and Transubstantiation equally, but
his treatment of the latter is in fact far moreegev | suggest that Taylor means by “confound”
the more mild sense: “To discomfit, abash, putianse, ashame” which usually occurs in the
passive, as it does in this cd3&He still conveys the doctrine is wrong, but hense¢o find
fault primarily in the fact that it necessarilyies upon an ecclesiastical structure to support it.
The most important lines in the stanza are “by wdrg Carnifi'de” — Taylor is not rejecting the

power of the sacrament’s effect; rather, he isctejg the power of a priest to control that effect.

He continues:

192 Gospel of Matthew, 26.26he King James BibléLondon: 1611), (emphasis mine).

103 All subsequent citations from Daniel Pattersonktiyard Taylor'sGod’s Determinationand Preparatory
Meditations A Critical Edition, (Kent, OH: Kent State UP, 2003)

194 OED. “confoundy.® The Oxford English Dictionary2nd ed. 19890ED Online Oxford University Press. 27
Apr. 2007.
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What monstrous thing doth Transubstantiation
And Consubstantiation also make
Christs Body, having a Ubique-station
When thousands sacraments men Celebrate
Upon a day, if th’Bread and wine should e’re
Be Con-, or Trans-Substantiated there? (1. 19824)
The sense Taylor implies here that the problem thiélse sacramental doctrines lies in their
mechanistic application; in his eyes they do nquime contemplation on the part of the
recipients, and their effect is not contingent uppmitual preparation. By pluralizing the
“sacraments” and drawing out the hyperbolic imafggmnousands of people taking this sacrament
in one day, Taylor trivializes the doctrinal antilgical aspects of the Sacrament, but not
necessarily their effect. Likewise, by employing trerbal forms “con” or “transubstantiated,”
Taylor emphasizes agency—that is, that a priest parsecrate the sacrament. The bread and
wine do not transform themselves, and the Sacrareguires outside intermediation in order to
manifest.

Taylor's obsession with the Eucharist was symptan@dtiarger Puritan Sacramental
concerns, all of which translated into Puritan laetsts. The role of the Sacrament of the
Eucharist in Puritan culture was a very importam.dBecause the “Protestants rejected the
assumption—crucial to most ritual practices—thataie zones of time and space were
sacred,** the function of the Eucharist, as ritual, wassharce of constant debate. New
England Puritans were caught in the path of culthranges that were the tangential results of

the Reformation a century earlier. Such culturanges involved “a range of phenomena,

195 David Hall, Worlds of Wonder, Days of Judgement: Popular ReligiBelief in Early New Englan¢New York:
Knopf, 1989), p. 167
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including the differentiation of institutional futians (the giving of a once religious institution a
more temporal, pragmatic purposte transformation of religious places into secuaes..
broadly conceived, such changes are marked bydifgimg of the boundaries between religious
and political institutions**° The Puritan meetinghouse serves as a prime exahiies shift in
the spatial orientation of religion. Indeed, theetiveghouse served just as much a secular
purpose as it did a religious one. It was bothlfgptecular and totally religious, and this concept
transferred to Puritan culture at lardéWithout the ritualistic practices of the Cathaied
Anglican rite faiths to differentiate secular frogligious, the Puritans were forced to interrogate
ritual practices like the Sacrament more closefyldr’s anxiety on this issue was not unique by
any means; the idea of a performed sacramentaitesf@nds, in some ways, at odds with Puritan
iconoclastic ideology. In the end, it was the palblature of this sacramental debate that forced
Taylor to assert a more rigid position on the esielgical circumstances surrounding the Lord’s
Supper.

Taylor’s private meditational theology and his peisermons display significant
structural differences. This difference presengs leypocrisy than it does a dual ontology for
Puritan thinking. Indeed, “this ambivalence is lgal dual nature. On one hand, the Puritan
pastor was personally concerned with his own salwabn the other hand, he had as his charge
all the souls of his parish. This provided the watibon for the expression of Truth in clear,
convincing ways.... That idea of balance can be ge@aylor's sermons*® What this dual
ontology means is that Taylor's meditative poetigyrhave had a different teleology than his

sermons, but both of them emphasized the same Trhdugh Taylor's sermons are more

1% Gary Kucharpivine Subjection: The Rhetoric of Sacramental Dievain Early Modern EnglandPittsburg:
Duquesne UP, 2005), p. 4

197 Eor a more complete discussion of the Puritan epiien of space, see David D. HaNorlds of Wonder, Days
of Judgmentl77-165 and 166-212

1% pid, 20.
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blatantly in line with Puritan theology, his poettigough ornamental on the surface, appears
strictly orthodox once deconstructed:

... critics have suggested that while Taylor certairdes ornate poetic structure

and language, his use is distinctive and compléalytan. Norman Grabo in his

introduction o theChristographiasermons discusses the Catholic and Anglican

methods of mediattion and expression and then adest “Though he has a great

deal in common with the Catholic mystic and meditatradition, both Protestant

and Puritan expression give sufficient precedenT&ylor’s practice”...

Taylor... expected and exploited a “common intellatttontext” found only in

the unique situation of the Puritan community of\Nengland®®
This common intellectual context provides for Pamitypology, and Taylor’'s freedom to
experiment with metaphor. Therefore, Taylor's matap may indeed be based on the same
material composite elements (or accidents) as @vaslor Herbert’s, but the teleology of those
metaphors serves ultimately to undermine the metapghemselves, and to underscore the fallen
nature of human language. Miller explains in gatail that “[Taylor] uses metaphorical
language, then recognizes its inherent failure,fanadly realizes its redemption in the doctrine
of the Incarnation. The metaphor holds importaraé las a theological and a stylistic
device.™? Whereas the iconographic poetry of Crashaw isydesi to affect piety in itself,
Taylor’'s poetry is designed to demonstrate its ¢ailare to affect, and to point the reader
towards the onlgompletely effectivenetaphysical conceit; the Incarnation itselfHowever,

whether a Sacramental metaphor works towards itsamgtruction or towards the affection of

1091pid, 23.
1191pid, 25.
11pid, 24.
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the reader, its accidental composition remains#me. The interpretation of metaphor remains
totally dependent upon the reader’s own theology.

Beyond the defeatist teleology of Taylor's metapmdich necessarily relies on the
superimposition of a theological structure thasexiundamentally outside the text, close
readings of Taylor's meditations reveal that hjeeton of Catholic theology and affective piety
in general was based more on practical, as oppgogbeological, grounds. Taylor’s attacks
against the ecclesiastical administration of theaaent would seem to suggest that the
ordained do not have any more power over the adimation of the sacrament than a typical
layman. This rings true in his other meditatiohsgiems, as they each function like a “miniature
sacrament,” with climactic structure. John Gatta &igued that “in their immediate historical
context and in propositional substance, Taylor&wa of the Supper were not only orthodox but
stubbornly conservative... especially from Taylorisistence that the requirement of testified
regeneracy be maintained by those who would apprtecsacred banquet? But, Gatta also
suggests that the Sacrament “in its American Ruftem... lacked most of the sacrificial
overtones included in the Roman Catholic and ekierAnglican ritual.**® Neither of these
statements is consistent with the brutal physigalitTaylor's private motivations. In fact,

Taylor glorifies the sacrificial nature of the saecrent in Poem #17 from the Second Series of the
Preparatory Meditations
They type, thy Veane phlebotomized must bee
To quench thus Fireto other blood nor thing
Can Do’t. Hence thou alone art made for mee

Burnt, Meat Peace, Sin, and Trespass offering

12 j0hn GattaGracious Laughter: The Meditative Wit of Edward [Bay(Columbia: Missouri UP, 1989), 83-84
3 1bid, 96
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Thy blood must fall: thy life must go |

Under the wrath of God must every fry. (Il. 13-20 emphasis mine).
If the conservative position on the Sacrament esfits sacrificial implications, Taylor here does
not affirm the conservative position. Not onlysstentire poem blatantly sacrificial, but that
sacrifice is fundamentally a physical one. Taylarse of the conceits of blood quenching the fire
of hell as well as the juxtaposition of “burnt” atrdeat” to “peace, sin, and trespass” situate this
poem as a meditation on the physical sacrificetofst. However, if the we situate the poem
within the generic context of devotional poetryjates not dictate doctrine, and it does not have
to support a particular theological system. Siiig poem was written in preparation for
Taylor’s delivery of the Sacrament, the contradictbetween his self-evident beliefs and his
public performance of the orthodox Puritan Lordigpfer appears blatant.
Taylor's sacramental poems do not emphasize #talecessity destifiedregeneracy, as that
would imply affective agency on the part of thelesm@stical structure separate from that of the
lay people. Thé&reparatory Mediatione€mphasize a singular sacramental union between one
man’s “meditated” soul and Christ’'s essence.

The similarities between Taylor and his Englishemtors extend beyond cursory
abstractions. Indeed, there exist a number of paemaylor's MeditationsandDeterminations
that not only mimic the same structures used bgl@wa, but employ strikingly similar images.
Taylor's modus operundihroughout his preparatory poetry relies primaoitya powerful
metaphysical conceit that links the sacred to tidénary; the divine to the domestic. In this way,
“he follows Ledesma and Crashaw when he rendersgawvents in homely terms™*

One of Taylor's most dominant image sets involvasceits that counterpoint the

Sacrament of the Eucharist to various culinaryfeas. Taylor's Meditation 81 from the Second

14 A J. Smith Metaphysical Wit(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1991), 241.
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Series serves as a particularly good example sinttatif. If Crashaw’s conceits receive criticism
for their Catholic perversity and overly gratuitaustaphors, Taylor's cannibalistic kitchen-
Eucharist almost certainly falls in line with Cras¥s metaphors. Taylor reflects on the
hyperbolic notion of the Eucharist’s substancéhmthird stanza:
What feed on Humane Flesh and Blood? Strange mess!
Nature exclaims. What Barbarousness is here?
And Lines Divine this Sort of Food repress.
Christs Flesh and Blood how an they bee goodréhe
If shread to atoms, would too few be known,
For ev'ry mouth to have a Single one. (Il. 8412)
This language does not reflect what one would ex@pé&talvinist/Memorialist sermon on the
sacrament to argue. However, just as Crashaw’sypdees not dictate Catholic doctrine,
Taylor’s verse does not have to dictate PuritaniBne. poem becomes even more explicit later:
Thou, Lord, Envit'st me thus to eat thy Flesh,
And drinke thy blood more spiritfull than wine.
And if | feed not here on this rich mess,
| have no life in mee: no life Divine.
The Spirtuall Life, the Life of God, and Grace
Eternall Life, obtain in me no place (ll. 81.-32)
This stanza stands out because of the second arfdutth lines. Taylor states confidently that
Christ’s blood is “more” full of spirit than wind@.he implication of that comparison is that
Christ’s blood, or the accident of the EucharstNOT wine, but rather essence. The third and

fourth lines of the stanza further go against Gastidoctrine by implying that the Eucharist is
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literally necessary to “divine life.” The Puritanarine on the subject of salvation does correlate
the Eucharist to conversion, but the conversiaidfitaot the memorial that takes place though
the Eucharist, determines “divine life.” The poeomcludes with more imagery that would
appear, in a sermon, as doctrinally suspect frétardan perspective:
Oh! Feed mee, Lord, on thy rich Florendine.
Made of the Fruites which thy Divinity
As Principall did beare (more Sweet than wine)

Upon thy Manhood, meritoriously.

If | be fed with this rich fare, | will

Say Grace to thee with songs of holy skill 11.81-66)
First, the image of men feeding on Christ’s fleslome that Taylor eschews in his sermons and
in his argument against the half-way covenant. 8algp Taylor establishes quite clearly that the
Eucharist feast takes place “upon [Christ’'s] Mandieenot, as Puritan doctrine might suggest, a
feast in memory of his divinity. The poem places é#dmphasis on the corporeality of Christ as a
surrogate to the impossible description of hisrdtyi This methodology—that is, to overwhelm
the senses of the reader with hyperbolic sensoag&®s with the goal of transforming the soul
(or the mind), is exactly the same methodology use@rashaw. Taylor was, however, totally
opposed to Crashaw’s theology. In fact, Taylorckisehe exact same symbolism that he uses in
this poem in his sermons. However, the conclusfdhepoem offers some explanation of
Taylor’'s reasoning, as he casts the effect of t@eé@nent as a means to hone his own poetic
craft. In this way, the poem becomes a meta-denofiaylor describes the divine affection of
the Sacrament in verse—the receipt of which shoefide his muse and allow him to compose

better holy verse—in order to be both a better stémiand a better poet. This imagery is not
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designed to reflect doctrine, as he does not uséhis sermons. What it does suggest, however,
is that the same imagery that Catholics could sse@art of their liturgy could be used by
Protestants in private devotion to hone their smal their wit with the ultimate effect of
preaching the Word more effectively.

Edward Taylor’'s poetry displays what we read todayglear Catholic images and
structures. What we know for sure, though, is Tregtlor was no Catholic, and eschewed any
association with the Church he deemed to exemghldyantichrist. It would make no sense for a
Puritan minister to write Catholic poetry in ordemprepare him for Puritan sermons. The logical
conclusion that we can draw from that paradox rbadhat the poems did not embody doctrine,
nor were they designed to. They were merely tanlsone the mind of a minister. Though we
read certain doctrinal associations in the imagedgy, it seems that those indications were not
apparent to or necessary for the seventeenth-gergader. There are instances where
Crashaw’s language seems more Protestant in itpasition than some of Taylor’s language in
his more perverse meditations. This contradictipgag&s more to a different understanding of the
genre of devotional poetry than it does to sudtenlbgical uncertainty on the part of the poets.
If considered generically, the similarity betweeraghaw and Taylor illustrates aesthetic
continuity instead of theological difference.

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

Richard Crashaw’s poetry occupies only a few pagesost anthologies of English
literature, if it is printed at all. In theongman Anthology of British Literature: Volume IBie
Early Modern PeriodCrashaw lacks even a mention . By comparisom Dminne occupies
twenty pages, Herbert occupies fourteen, and evae obscure poets from the period, such as

Mary Wroth and Richard Lovelace, get at least sav@ages each. Crashaw’s complete works
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have been out of print since 1970. In fact, the glete works were only published in three
editions throughout the entire twentieth centutye T.C. Martin text went through two editions,
while the George Williams text had only one. Asdarcriticism goes, thélLA International
Bibliographyidentifies 233 sources with even a cursory mentio@rashaw. Many of these
sources are only tangentially related to Crash&oety of work, and very few consider it as a
whole. This compares to Donne, who has 2,717 enimniehe same database. One issue of the
John Donne Journalas devoted to Crashaw, but many of the artitiesein focused on
theoretical approaches to a few of Crashaw’s téxtiact, most criticism from the second half of
the century takes Crashaw’s discordant religioudeod as a given.

Crashaw'’s religion has typically been used to tyfile exception to the rule of 87
century poetry. Crashaw is, essentially, the “to€atholic” among his contemporaries. His
personal religious beliefs have stereotyped the misypoetry has been read, and the unfortunate
result of that typecasting has been critical disgance the time of Alexander Pope. The only
major literary figure since his own time to praSeshaw was T.S. Eliot, and though Eliot’s
praise of Herbert and Donne resulted in an expaadanterest in critical examination and praise
for the “metaphysical”’ poets, Crashaw remainedxaegtion. Eliot did praise Crashaw just as
highly as he did the others. Why, then, has thentgjof criticism labeled Donne as the best
and Crashaw as the worst of the metaphysical pdede®d, | post this question: had Crashaw
been a Protestant, like Herbert, with baroque teciés, would his reputation have been so
negative? As | have shown, the differences betwtsbert and Crashaw’s style are cursory.
Other than a few poems on the fringe of Crashaarpus, the majority of his work was

mainstream.
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Crashaw’s devotional poetry employs the same imagdamotifs as Edward Taylor’s.
However, few critics have blasted Taylor’'s poetsyparverse or gratuitous in content. Since
their content is relatively similar, one can onbnclude that the biographical circumstance of
Crashaw’s Catholicism has led to a gross misunaedstg of his body of work. This
biographical circumstance did not seem to matteCfashaw’s contemporaries. His work was
published a number of times during thé"Tentury, even at the height of Puritan control of
government and press. Certainly, Crashaw’s Catisolicost him personally. He was removed
from his university position and ultimatetie factoexiled from England. However, no extant
evidence suggests that his work received the sait@stn. In his own time he was considering
equal to Herbert, and, in fact, better than sonth@how more-published poets of the period.
Thus, there exists a fundamental paradox surrogrmdrashaw’s interpretive history. It has been
my goal in this essay to redefine the genre of senth-century devotional poetry against the
historical grain. It is the historical circumstarst@rounding the author, not the aesthetic
circumstance surrounding the poetry that leadkitoparadox.

Devotional poetry, as a genre, is not didactict@al materialism does not distinguish
between aesthetic and non-aesthetic genres of fextsuch, New Historicist readings of
devotional poetry align the content of verse witl tontent of contemporaneous sermons and
religious pamphlets. There exists, however, acaitlifference between a devotional poem and
a devotional pamphlet. Individuals or organizatipneduce pamphlets when they seek to press a
particular issue into the public mind. Typicallgese documents do not mask their partisanship.
If they did not profess a particular ideology, #herould be no reason to print them en masse.
Devotional poetry, on the other hand, was usuallypninted to change the mind of the

population or to convince them to think a certasywLike icons, devotional poetry assumes that
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the reader has some kind of theological interpretdtamework. Crashaw, Herbert, and Taylor
do not provide a dogmatic foundation in their ppetfihat foundation is assumed to be located in
the mind of the reader so that the reader can gntpéoraw material provided by the poet
towards the ultimate goal of honing his soul. Tiza¢ material in itself is not partisan.

Beyond the generic misunderstanding that has caubédrcation between Crashaw’s
poetry and that of his contemporaries, a grosssawgtification of the theological history itself
of the time period is partly to blame. Critics dndtorians typically characterize seventeenth-
century England as unquestionably Protestanttifeoupper levels of the Church and the State,
there exists no doubt in my mind that this was.tH@wever, theological homogeneity does not
exist within the Protestant churches today, aréitainly did not exist then. The heterodoxy,
especially when it came to private devotional pcacthat Eamon Duffy characterizes as a part
of the early English Reformation no doubt continuedl into the 1% century. The notion of
what iconoclasm truly meant did not translate fygmysical images to literary images until much
later. What this means is that, though many Pratéseaders of Crashaw’s poetry were
iconophobes, and may have actively participateatierdestruction of Church art, there is no
indication that their attitudes translated to Atere. The fact that Puritan iconoclasts like Edlvar
Taylor wrote poetry with the same Sacramental laggtthat his Catholic enemies did, all the
while preaching against that language and thosgesm&om the pulpit, implies that either he
was a liar and a heretic (not likely) or that himdy and the mind of his generation, simply did
not translate public doctrine to private aestheigist away. By the time Jonathan Edwards took
Taylor's pulpit, the rationalist mind of the W8entury had solidified, and no such affective
language exists in Edwards’s body of work. Thidaspite that he and Taylor no doubt shared

the same theological worldview. Taylor, howeveill Bad a Renaissance mind, with hints of the
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medieval, in which poetry had an affective powetrémsfigure. Even if Puritan doctrine
eschewed that concept, it did not escape the poputal for a number of generations.

If Edward Taylor, a poet, did not find Baroque iraagto be heretical, then it appears
almost certain that Crashaw’s lay readership didind that same imagery heretical. No doubt
his Catholic readers probably found his poetry m@eful than his Puritan readers, but most of
his readers were in fact English Protestants. élislers viewed his work as equal to Herbert’s,
and none have questioned Hebert’s allegiance t&uigéish church because of his aesthetic
sensibility. This paradox ultimately suggests faitestants who read Crashaw did not know or
did not care that they were reading a product @ah@eism, because the Catholicism that now
seems apparent in Crashaw’s poetry was no difféneaesthetic structure and content than the

Protestantism that they found in the works of Caash Protestant contemporaries.
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