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English Abstract

There are two purposes of this study. First, tpelishe myth that regards
Thomas Carlyle as a sage or prophet&adoras an aesthetic unity, and, second, to
debunk the myth that assumes a conflict betweamseiand religion, matter and
spirit, as well as between philosophers and saenith Thomas CarlyleSartor
Resartus

Carlyle was traditionally supposed to be a “saggpet” who rejects science
and matter, an8artorwas regarded as an aesthetic unity to transmiC#rg/lean
philosophy of religion and spirit. The two mythsv/eébeen consolidated in many
social, cultural, and literary studies and neectae@nation.

This dissertation comprises four chapters. The éinspter deals with the
demystification of Carlyle as an “Author-God” torggate new meanings and create a
new genre. It also questioBartoras an “aesthetic unity” to reflect the author’s
sagacity and to stand for a modern bible. To berpneted through Michael
Foucault’s archaeological studartorwill be demonstrated as a discursive museum
to exhibit the transitions and vicissitudes of thbts in reference to science, matter,
and scientists.

Chapter Two treats the religious significance oflge’s “Torch of Science.”
Through the theory of a mutually productive relasbip between science and
religion, this chapter will reveal the sacrednesthe “Torch of Science.” Not a
destroyer of faith, the “Torch of Science” servesaaeligious vehicle to explore the
exterior/material world and the interior/spiritualiverse. Instead of criticizing the

“Torch,” Carlyle encourages the proper use of smesnd expects spiritual reform
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from the “Torch.” The main target of Carlyle’s prttus is not the “Torch of Science”
per sebut itsstatus qugi.e., the abuse of science dominated by utifitsem and
mechanism.

In Chapter Three, based on his contemporary natuealogy, the philosophy of
“Natural Supernaturalism” will be analyzed as Cla'/belief in the mutually
productive interrelations between spirit and madiewell as the visible and invisible.
Never thinking matter as “litter,” Carlyle deeme tbpiritual and the material as two
sides of wholeness, corresponding to and suppoetict) other. Never questioning
man’s use of matter, Carlyle advises his readepen their inner eye with faith, to
penetrate the material form with fantasy, and ®Ged’s truth in the “whole.”

In Chapter Four, with the references to Carlyle&sspnal experiences, “science”
as a vocation in the 1820s and 1830s, and thegamloy of science and the scientist
advocated by William Whewell, “Diogenes Teufelsddatwill be reanalyzed and
reinterpreted as an ideal proto-scientist wandeaimd) pondering solitarily in the dark.
Moral, spiritual, religious, and philosophical, tha@entific thinker purports to defeat
the furtive invasions of mechanism and utilitargani Not simply “God-born Devil's
dung,” “Diogenes Teufelsdrockh” encapsulates tis¢ @i Carlyle’s clothes
philosophy: a wise speculative scientist searchinghe truth of God hidden in every
corner of the natural world.

Instead of criticizing science and matter, Carlgléact laments that man no
longer trusts the invisible and the interior bus ladl his head, heart, and hand
contaminated by mechanism and utilitarianism. fpaitsal and moral reform,
Carlyle places his hope on the scientist holdiigrah. Through the intertextual
reading ofSartor, this study shows the interplay, conflict, coratilbn, and evolution
of the thoughts in reference to Carlyle’s conterappiconcepts of science and

religion, matter and spirit, as well as scientastsd philosophers.
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Introduction

Sciencevs. Religion

“Never mind whether religion and science were el
conflict; they were increasingtjoughtto be in conflict.”
(Welch 34)

“To change the image radically, what we have inrtimeteenth
century, from Schleiermarcher and Hegel on, is laothassive
effort at mediation or synthesis, a uniting of tlegy and
science.” (Welch 37)

During the twentieth century, it was widelylibeed among the popular as well
as the intellectual that there had been alwaysamarklationships between science
and religion since the sixteenth century. The autimi@s triggered by the scientists
such as Nicholas Copernicus (1473-1543), JohanepeK(1571-1630), Galieo
Galilei (1564-1642), and Charles Darwin (1809-18&2)e the typical examples to
support the conflict theory. The Copernicus’s asbraical revolution (1514), namely
the heliocentric (sun-centered) theory, was extehgbelieved to be the initiation of
the war between science and religion in historyeAthree-century struggles finally,
for the warfare-theory believers, the scientifieakition at last reached its eventual
victory and overcame religious authority in 183% tyear when Darwin published his
Origin of Species

Due to the ideology of the warfare relatiotmimen science and religion, some
thoughts were believed always oppositional to exbbr. Deeply rooted in the
twentieth-century minds, the concept of “scienaeplied the physical world, matter,
reason, and truth, while that of “religion” refedrto the invisible world, spirit,

irrationality, and superstition. With these allusspa scientist was supposedly a



Chang 13

rationalist and enlightened thinker, who embradedfaith of “to see is to believe.”

To the contrary, a religious man was usually assumigitional and superstitious, not
able to judge by reason but by instinct. To stabeenplainly, among the
twentieth-century minds, concepts of science ardsthentist signified cleverness and
rationality while those of religion and the religist denoted ignorance and
muddlehead. The famous incident of the 1860 eneolmgtween Bishop Samuel
Wilberforce and Thomas Henry Huxley is one of thestrpersuasive examples to
portray the idée fixes of a scientist and a rehgst This dramatic incident not only
indicates the victories of science and reason mlgyion and superstition but also
marks the ultimate break of science from religiod ¢he scientist from the yoke of

the Church.

|. The Huxley-Wilberforce Encounter in 1860

During the warring quarrels over Darwinism in thelmineteenth century, a
representative science-religion warfare openedoiteveen Wilberforce the Bishop
and Huxley the scientist at a meeting of the Briissociation in Oxford on June 30,
1860. Soon after Darwin’s publication Ofigin of Specie$1859), Wilberforce and
Huxley debated on the issue of evolutionism: Wiltkere poured scorn on Darwin’s
evolution theory, while Huxley, the mouthpiece loé tautonomy of science, bearded
Wilberforce and defeated the “prelatical insoleand clerical obscurantism” (Lucas
1996). Since this dramatic event, Wilberforce thes illustrated as an emblem of the
stubborn, banal, and irrational Church, and Hux@g as that of the clever, vital, and
reasonable science. Not merely popular in therlateteenth century, this historical

event of the Wilberforce-Huxley encounter was plewaduring the early and mid
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twentieth century as well.william Irvine, for instance, once adopted thismatic
encounter to caricature the ignorant and muddledsthdshop and to glorify the
intelligent and rational scientist in his 1955 bpAkes, Angels and Victorians: The
Story of Darwin, Huxley, and Evolution

Even if popular, the 1860 Huxley-Wilberforce enctairhowever should not be
considered a reality. In “Wilberforce and HuxleyLAgendary Encounter,” J. R.
Lucas states that even if “[tlhe legend of the eimter between Wilberforce and
Huxley is well established,” the account yet “mhbeta largely legendary creation of a
later date” (1996). IDarwin’s Forgotten Defenders: the Encounter between
Evangelical Theology and Evolutionary Though N. Livingstone also argues that
the 1860 encounter should be more fictional thana¢Livingstone 33-35) because
there was never the first-hand reference recortiagontents of the belligerent
repartee between the two representative men.

The two studies above share a common ground: tiseofl” of the 1860
religion-science encounter should be a legendameglity; it is more of a fiction
fabricated by the later-day intellectuals. Lucasep that this encounter is of
significance because it denotes the divergencésoiplines. Before 1860, “a largely
amateur and unprofessional public” could easilyayescience (Lucas 1996).
However, after 1860, science gradually became “mbeeclosed shop...from which

amateurs [were] more and more excluded” (Lucas 199§ Locus, the importance

1 According to Colin Gauld’s research, “Referenaethe Wilberforce-Huxley encounter were found
in 63 books. The earliest report was dated 189@upkshed in 1960) while the latest was 1991.” In
Gauld’s research, it shows that among the 63 nef@®about the meeting, the major emphasis of the
encounter is not the substance of the speechés dfvb significant men but the impressions of the:t
the ignorant and conservative Wilberforce defeatiegclever and rational Huxley. Cauld intends to
prove from the references that, Wilberforce-Huxéegounter, whether a reality or not, is of powerful
influence to strengthen the impression of a warfalation between science and religion with the
circulation of scientific knowledge (Gauld 2007).

2 J. R. Lucas. “Wilberforce and Huxley: A Legend&nmcounter”
(http://users.ox.ac.uk/~jrlucas/legend.ht@riginally published inThe Historical Journgl22, 2
(1979), pp. 313-330, This page was revised on Masf,3996, and most recently revised on August
17th, 2008. 2008 08 23. D. N. Livingstomzarwin’s Forgotten Defenders: The Encounter Between
Evangelical Theology and Evolutionary Thoughtand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987.
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of the encounter consists not in proving the cohBietween two systems of thoughts
but in signifying a cultural phenomenon; that igridg the end of the nineteenth
century, science was no longer a study toleratiegparticipation of any
unprofessional man, such as Wilberforce the BisAopund the 1860s, science
should have already turned to be a “specialty irctvhon-professionals [were]
disfranchised from the right to express an opini@lnicas 1996).

Livingstone brings up a similar opinion in his sguas well, pointing out that the
1860 encounter might be an imagined legend popguéiisting among the
intellectuals of the 1890s. Similar to Lucas, Liystone considers that, at the end of
the nineteenth century, there was a rise of neansisis who intended to distinguish
themselves from the influence of the Church anstrike out a new field of their own.
Livingstone analyzes further that, inasmuch asnisgies’ consciousness of a
necessary separation from the influence of the €happeared in the 1890s, there
would not have been vehement hostility betweerbtbleop and the scientist during
the 1860s, the age of Darwir@xigin being published. If the concept of warfare
between science and religion was not yet concietizeing the 1860s, among the
amateurs or laymen in the years while Thomas Gadgmpose&artor Resartus
(1830-31), there should not have been thoughtslgfious and scientific animosities
against each other. Carlyle’s criticism thus shawdtbe targeted at science per se.
Supposedly there might have been a more precisetdbjat Carlyle intended to
attack.

Though seeming not a reality, the imagination obmbative relation between
science and religion in the past centuries was lpojgwcirculated in every field of the
studies in the twentieth century. Many disciplineshe academic studies had the
concept of a warfare theory rooted. In the literfegld, too, the ideology of a

science-religion war, whether in an implicit or &g way, dominated scholars’
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analyses in the twentieth century. In the analpdélse early nineteenth-century
writer like Carlyle, hostilities between sciencalasligion as well as matter and spirit

were usually supposed truths and hardly questioned.

Il. Emery Neff's Study of Thomas Carlyle and John Mil

In the last chapter aZarlyle and Mill(1926), “Old Foes with New Faces,” Neff
concludes the three-hundred-page study with a cegrpt: “Who knows how much
more the cooperation of Carlyle and Mill, the ifgetual leaders of the mid-century,
might have accomplished?” (393) Once friends andigats of each other, Carlyle
and John Stuart Mill broke their friendship anddree foes possessing opposite
ambitions and styles. Neff considers that, duehe fncompatibility of their
temperaments,” the “design of cooperation” betwientwo representatives of the
Victorian society became “fatal” (393). “Carlyleha “Mill,” in Neff’s study, hence
stand for two models of the recurrent battles betwduel intellectuals: “the
contrasting types like Mill and Carlyle, scientistsd artists, positivists and
transcendentalists, individualists and authoritegjaonstantly recur in the world”
(393-94). Their ideas, beliefs, values, thoughtsl, methodologies to knowledge are
so diverse that “[i]t is probable that their diwsiwill be eternal, or at least until the
success of Carlyle’s jestingly imagined ‘Heaven kel Amalgamation Society”
(396). According to his own words, Neff determitlest there is no possibility of any
mutual interrelation between not only Carlyle andl But also the values they
represent—science and art, positivism and transcgatism, as well as reason and
religion.

Titling his bookCarlyle and Mill: an Introduction to Victorian Thaint, Neff
apparently indicates that Carlyle and Mill are tsyonbolic figures to represent two

streams of ideas in the Victorian society. In thedfidn analysis, Carlyle is influenced
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by German idealists while Mill by French PositigisCarlyle is religious as well as
spiritual while Mill scientific as well as matenstic. Within the two streams of
thoughts, suggested by the metaphor of “HeaverHatigd' dwells bare interrelation
but an unbridgeable gulf. Metaphorically, then, iNefserts an ever confronting force
of science in contrast to religion, matter to $pas well as a scientist to a religious
philosopher. This assumption obviously takes fanggd the binaries of
science/religion, matter/spirit, and scientist/pedpher in Carlyle’s age.

Though first printed in 1926, Neff&arlyle and Millwas still influential in the
mid-twentieth century and had its reprints in 195264, and 1974. The success of the
Neffian study indicated that the assumptions oftitemks between science-religion,
matter-spirit, and scientists-philosophers in tadyenineteenth century were
undoubtedly realities and generally agreed amohglacs. In the twentieth-century
researches, Carlyle unquestionably stood for tidpopher” of “religion” and
“spirit"—the keywords that could be synthesizedthg term, transcendentalism—in

contrast with the “scientist” of “science” and “rtet”

[ll. Carlyle in M.A. Abrams’s Natural Supernaturalism

Not merely belonging to the camp of religion in figaf dualism, Carlyle also
represents an artist to inherit the theologicalitran of Christianity in M.A.
Abrams’sNatural Supernaturalisnil971). By applying Carlyle’s term Bartor
ResartusAbrams titles his remarkable study on RomanticsMNatural
Supernaturalism: Tradition and Revolution in Romahiterature With Carlyle’s
paradoxical phrase, Abrams analyzes the commoiifisegmce among Romantic poets
and philosophers in both England and Germany. “Maupernaturalism”
henceforth signifies a specific terminology to destoate the Romantic spirit—-“to

naturalize the supernatural and to humanize theeli68)—and to link the
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revolutionary spirit of Romanticism with the Chigst tradition in literature.

To categorize Carlyle’Sartor Resartug the trend of Romanticism, Abrams
supposes that Carlyle’s protagonist, as other Rtimsis do, undergoes a similar
“self-formative educational journey” (Abrams 30Rjke the Romantic poets,
Teufelsdrockh wanders in the wild nature, “thetsolé of the North Cape’SR135),
to seek spiritual healings. Troubled by the spadirisis in a sense of insecurity
between the outward chaos and the inner desir&kdh@antic pilgrim journeys to
guest possible reconciliations between the exteligsrder and interior harmony. In
such interpretation, Teufelsdrockh’s biography dabites at the moment of “The
Everlasting Yea,” in which, religiously, he percesvan ultimate omnipotent power
that governs the order and harmony of the entireeuse.

Purposefully, Abrams aims to apply Carlyle’s “nafusupernaturalism” to
interpreting Romantic poets’ secularized theologyesfantics unconsciously inherit
the theological tradition of Christianity and tréersthe religious concepts, images,
and patterns to the secularized form in naturerjmeted in this way, Carlyle’s “The
Everlasting Yea” is conceived as “a secularizedhfof devotional experience”
(Abrams 65). To align religion with Romanticism, r&ns is contributive to revealing
the “assimilation of Biblical and theological elemi&to secular or pagan frames of
reference” (66) in Romantic poets. He argues thaigh considered hostile to
Christian religion, the Romanticists could neverag® the “religious formulas” that
had been “woven into the fabric of our languages)(6n his analysis, “natural
supernaturalism” hence represents a cardinal termanifest the unbreakable

Christian tie woven in the works of Romanticistsaasl as of Carlyle.

IV. Some Inquiries about the Studies of Carlyle andsartor Resartus

Due to the science-religion conflict assumptionNeff’s study for instance) as
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well as the unbreakable Christian tie woven in @aid work (such as in Abrams’),
the twentieth-century studies ab@artor Resartusisually explicitly or implicitly
related the issue of transcendentalism to the warkbreakable bond to Christiarty.
Due to the work’s umbilical cord linking religiomd religion’s hostile relation to
science, the famous “Torch of Scienc8R(1) in the opening obartorthence turned
to be a target of Carlyle’s criticism. For instanttee “Torch of Science’ expels
Mystery and reduces Creation to a material protessaments Tess CosslettTine
‘Scientific Movement’ and Victorian Literatuf@982: 1).In her analysis, Cosslett
assumes that “science” is synonymous with ratisnand materialism. The
mechanistic powers of reason and matter effacenthiasic force originating from
intuition and soul. The “Torch of Science” hencerdars the Mystery of the Creation
Myth in Christianity. Tantamount to a religious tiation,Sartor Resartun
Cosslett’'s analysis therefore aims to go for s@eneason, matter, and mechanism.
Instead of an exception, Cosslett’s assumptiongeagrally the agreement hinted or
declared in the twentieth-century studies—Carllle transcendental philosopher
should be of a Christian origin, devoting himselttiticizing science, matter, as well
as the scientist.

However, as investigated by Lucas and Livingstdfia,reality there was

neither apparent break nor vehement hostility bettehy a fabrication of conflicts

® The issues of transcendentalism or religion cadibeovered in the studies as follows:
“Transcendence through Incongruithie Background of Humor in CarlyleZartor Resartu$ (Abigail
Burnham BloomThe Victorian Comic Spirit: New Perspectivesl. Jennifer Wagner-Lawlor.
Aldershot, England: Ashgate: 2000. PP153-72.) Bleatticle is about Carlyle’s usage of irony to
reveal his idea of transcendentalism. “Coleridg8antor Resartus (James TreadwellWordsworth
Circle. 1998 Winter; 29(1): 68-71). This essay is aboutylizls transcendentalism in relation to
Coleridge’s Romantic thoughtSartor ResartusA Philosophy of a Mystic.” (Yukihito HijiyaThe
Carlyle Society Papers-Sessih891-92. Edinburgh: Carlyle Soc..; 1992. PP41-Bljjjya’s article is
on Carlyle’s Romantic spirit, about the pilgrimilfsconsciousness and inner life. “‘Shadow-Hunting’
Romantic IronySartor Resartusand Romanticism.” (Janice L. Han&judies in Romanticism978;
17:307-33). “Adam-Kadmon, Nifl, Muspel, and the Bibl Symbolism ofSartor Resartus(Joseph
Sigman.ELH 1974Summer; 41 (2): 233-56). “The Pattern of Cosiea inSartor Resartu$ (Walter
L. Reed ELH1971 Sept; 38(3): 411-31.) An&artor Resartuand the Problem of Carlyle’s
‘Conversion.”™ (Carlisle MoorePMLA: Publications of the Modern Language Assooiaif America
1955 Sept; 70(4): 662-81.
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between science and religion in the early nineteeantury, did Carlyle assuredly
intend to design a story that simply targets s@@n€ Carlyle indeed aimed to
criticize science per se, why did he state defiyitieat he could not find any solution
in either English or French philosophies but havtitn to the “scientific
watch-tower” ER2) of the German to look for the key to straighter his
contemporary spiritual crisis? Or, if Carlyle indeeemed that the modern science in
his age was guilty of spoiling his contemporargstitual progress, why did he
declare his belief of an integration of man andirets well as being and nothingness
by stating, “This [the integration] is no metaphors a simple scientififact’ (199)?
Furthermore, if science was unquestionably in opiposto spirit and religion during
his age, entirely synonymous to mechanism and mésen, why did Carlyle praise
Teufelsdrockh’s philosophy in one of the concludamgpters oBartorwith the
phrase, “this $cience of Clothéss a high one, and may with infinitely deeperdstu
of thy part yield richer fruit” (203).

According to the evident passages found in Cagyd&/n work, | opine that
what Carlyle intended to criticize should not be thorch of Science” itself.
Provided that Carlyle took his philosophy of clatles a “science” and considered the
philosophy to integrate the microcosm with macroc@s a “scientifidact,” the
conception of “science” igartorshould stand for a more positive and prominent
meaning. The tendencies to take the “Torch of &&as a negative term and as
Carlyle’s object of ridicule might probably be cespondent to the twentieth-century
assumption of the science-religion struggle inghst centuries. The binary
opposition of science and religion thus severedygathe Christian philosopher from
the “Torch of Science,” simultaneously tagginggen with spirit and science with
matter. The past analogy of religion with spiritlastience with matter, gradually,

caused the word “science” Bartoran ambiguous term and made the reading of
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Sartora torturous journey. The warfare assumption in fiactlly helped understand
the difficult work but incidentally created morestéacles to entangle the reader in the
whirlpool of Carlyle’s thoughts.

Therefore, what if there was not warfare relatietween science and religion,
matter and spirit, as well as scientists and pbpbers/religionists during Carlyle’s
early age? What if in reality Carlyle did not ditlgcaim at attacking “science” in
Sartorbut others? And what if during Carlyle’s age thewes positive correspondence
than hostile belligerence between science andoelgTo get rid of the haunting
assumption of the warfare theory, | then intendxamine Carlyle’Sartorfrom a
more positive viewpoint to treat the science-religinterrelation. With this new
aspect, the Neffian binaries represented by CaagteMill supposedly may be
shattered, and Carlyle’s imagination of an “Amalgaion” of “Heaven and Hell”
may turn to be possible.

During the late twentieth and the early twentytfesnturies, doubting the
conflict thesis, some scholars have started toaree the warfare assumption and
expanded new discourses concerning the scienceeligion interrelationship$.
Recent significant publications about interactibesveen science and religion
include: “Dispelling Some Myths about the Splitween Theology and Science in

the Nineteenth Century” (1996) by Claude Welictorian Science in Context997)

* Nowadays, there are many academic institutes wgrii the subject of “science and religion
interrelation.” For instance, Metanexus Institutéhe United States is a global institute assergblin
scholars from departments of theology, history pinitbsophy of science, medical ethics, chemistry,
and so on to deal with the subject of science-@iigelationship. The website is
http://www.metanexus.netih Cambridge University in England as well, thex&he Faraday Institute
for Science and Religionhttp://www.st-edmunds.cam.ac.uk/faradayDther scholarly searches for
the issue of “Science and Religion” can be foundhenfollowing websites: “Counterbalance: Science
and Religion Project’http://www.counterbalance.odg/The Center for Theology and Science”
(http://www.ctns.ordl, “Science and Religion: Scholarly Organizatiowl &kesources”
(http://www.religiousworlds.com/science.himlintegral Science Organization: Individuals ahdir
Works Relating to Integral Sciencdit{p://www.integralscience.org/‘Science and Religion Forum:
Seeking both Intelligibility and Meaninghftp://www.srforum.org), “Institute of Religion, Science,
and Social Studies’hftp://www.religion.sdu.edu.cj)/“Global Perspectives: on Science and
Spirituality” (http://www.uip.edu/gpss_majgr/and “The Boston Theological Institute: Scienod a
Religion” (http://www.bostontheological.org/programs/sciencel_aeligion.htn).
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edited by Bernard Lightmacience and Theolo@$998) by John Polkinghorne,
Consilience: The Unity of Knowled@&998) by E. O. Wilson, bothhe Foundations
of Dialogue between Science and Religip®98) andscience and Religion: An
Introduction(1999) by Alister McGrathiRocks of Ages: Science and Religion in the
Fullness of Lifg1999) by Stephen Jay Goulscience & Religion: A Historical
Introduction(2002) edited by Gary Ferngre®cience and Religion 1450-1900: From
Copernicus to Darwirf2004) by Richard G. Olson, etc.

Generally, among these studies, there are genieniddsties. Firstly, they expect
to discover new discourses within the supposedidgbéable gulf between science
and religion. Rather than oversimplifying the scemeligion relation as severe
hostility as the previous studies have done, the stadies intend to disclose
possibilities and complexities between the twoigigtes. Secondly, the new
science-religion scholars unanimously believe b&bre the end of the nineteenth
century, science and religion shared a mutualieglasupporting and corresponding
to each other. In other words, between the twaplises, there were harmony and
interaction rather than malice and belligerencerdly) these studies all agree that,
instead of a reality, the conflict theory is mofeasocially constructed discourse
during the late nineteenth and the twentieth cegguAbout a hundred years, the
misconception of science-religion struggles hasipmz our conception of the
science-religion relation and misled our undersiagdf the past history. The new
studies hence propose to expel the myth of thelicoasumption for the purpose of
collapsing the disciplinary boundaries, looking foutual interrelations among
different fields of studies, and reexamining thetsdudies misled by the warfare
thesis.

In this dissertation, the new study about the mutiarrelation between science

and religion thus will be introduced to reexamitiee“Torch of Science” in Carlyle’s
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Sartor. Rather than getting bogged into the conflict disse and simply criticizing
science and matter based on the Neffian binary sippo, this study will hav&artor
been analyzed by demolishing the borderlines batwerence/religion, matter/spirit,
and scientist/philosopher in order to representenfaithfully Carlyle’s concepts of
“science,” “matter,” and “scientist.” | will argugat, more than criticizing science,
matter, and the man of science, Carlyle in truttt@iges and foresees the danger of
the possible breaks of the harmonious relationwédxt science/religion, matter/spirit,
and the literary man/the scientific man. By fabtiiog a Clothes Philosophy, in a
ridicule tone, he then proposes to remind his coptaries of the intrusion of
materialism, mechanism, and utilitarianism that Wating about gaps and ruptures to
break the integrated unity into two poles. Carlydver aims at strengthening the
break between science and religion or matter amd.dpstead, anticipating and
worrying the probable breaks of science from religimatter from spirit, and the man
of science from that of classics/religion, Carlyldact, on one hand, purports to
criticize the utilitarian use of science as weltlas materialization of religion among
his contemporaries and, on the other, prospecétgdonm his readers of the true
meanings, values, and uses of “science” and “waligi

There will be four chapters in this dissertatioheTirst chapter includes a
literature review and an introduction of theordtizases. From the review, this study
will reveal the problems of the past analyses farence to Carlyle an8artor, that is,
the beliefs in the sage theory and in the unityhmirom the theoretical discourses of
Roland Barthes and Michael Foucault, the myth afy@aas a transcendentalist sage
will be questioned an8artoras an aesthetic unity to center the themes ot spid
religion will be dispelled. Freed from the sage andy myths, both Carlyle and
Sartorthen will become texts and discursive sites togmaihthe confrontations,

transitions, as well as vicissitudes of diverseugius.
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The second chapter will aim at justifying Carlyl€l®rch of Science” and
revealing the “Torch’s” religious significances.aihe reexamination of the new
studies to assert the mutually productive relabietween science and religion in the
nineteenth-century England, the main target thalyt@antends to criticize irsartor
will appear: it is not the “Torch of Sciencpér sebut itsstatus quoln other words,
instead of intrinsically problematic, science igicized by Carlyle because his
contemporaries use science improperly with thearitions dominated by
utilitarianism and mechanism. For Carlyle, the ‘Gfoof Science” is of religious
powers. Rather than destroying religious faith, Thech of Science” serves as a
sacred vehicle to explore not only the exteriorérat world but also the
interior/spiritual universe. Accordingly, Carlylewer intends to avoid and criticize
the “Torch;” instead, he encourages the propeiifiseience and even takes the
“Torch” as a potent vehicle to restore and refonea gpiritual world.

In the third chapter, the inseparable interrelabetween spirit and matter as
well as the indivisible mutuality between the visiland the invisible isartor will be
explored. To analyze from the concept of naturablbgy that was once popular
during Carlyle’s early age, | will argue that Céelgleems the spiritual and the
material as the two sides of a unity—*a whole,Gwd—that always correspond to
and support each other. Through his theory of ‘fr@isupernaturalism,” Carlyle thus
proclaims his faith in a mutually productive retatibetween the matter in the
physical world and the spirit in the metaphoricairla. Instead of a break between
matter and spirit, from the matter in “nature” d@hd spirit in the “supernatural”
Carlyle perceives the philosophy of a “whole.” Matshould not be jettisoned; yet,
the seer has to open his inner eye to penetrateudghilosophy clothed in matter.
Since matter is significant to be the “purse” toad the spirit, Carlyle never advises

to take off the Clothes or to break off from mattather, he instructs his reader to
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open the inner eye and to be wise for seeing hedruth of the “whole.”

In the fourth chapter, | intend to examine Teufeds#th the protagonist in
relation to “science” by references of Carlyle’sgmnal experiences, “science” as a
vocation in the 1820s and 1830s, and the philosgplsgience and the scientist
advocated by William Whewell (1794-1866). As lorgg@arlyle openSartorwith
the “Torch of Science,” the protagonist named Tisdi®@ckh supposedly represents
the holder of the Torch to propagate Science. Uffdledrockh is highly related to
science, then, who is he? More than a literary oramphilosopher, Teufelsdrockh
should be a proto-scientist, an ideal scientiste¢anoral, spiritual, religious, and
philosophic simultaneously. As the mutual relati@iween science and religion, the
relation between the literary/religious man andgbientific man is harmonious and
correspondent as well. For the ideal man of scigifeepurpose of the scientific study,
hence, is not for utilitarian application but reétigs exploration and spiritual
improvement. In such circumstances, as a religsoientist, Teufelsdrockh reveals
that, on one hand, science is moral and religiausgg Carlyle’s early age, and on the
other, a scientist’s task is to discover the pplebf God’s law in nature and to
practice His love and wisdom hinted in the prinegol

In Coda, there will be concluding remarks abouiggfes and negotiations of the
thoughts in “Carlyle” andSartor.” First, not simply a Victorian sage to seek religs
solace and spiritual progress by creating Teufelddr, “Carlyle” as a proper name
indicates the confrontations, conflicts, and compses of the ideas of
science/religion, spirit/matter, as well as therhbiry/religious man/the scientific man
in the 1820s and 1830s. Secondly, more than ahetestinity to illuminate
transcendentalisngartoras a discursive museum exhibits the quarrels kecons
of the conflicting ideas in reference to sciendafren and matter/spirit. As indicated

by G. B. Tennyson that “Carlyle’s scientific inditions have never been very
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thoroughly explored” (21 note), hopefully, this dyuwill provide new insights into
“Carlyle’s scientific inclinations” and new thoughon science and religion around

1820s and 1830s in England through the perspectitbe nineteenth-century

science-relation relations.
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Chapter One

Carlyle, a Victorian Sage?

In English departments in particular...it has beethinkable
entirely to ignore the prose writings of figuresas Carlyle,
Arnold, Ruskin, and company. But at the same titrteas been

hard to know quite what to do with them. (Collidi)1
[It is] language which speaks, not the author. (iBzs 168)

[A] text is made of multiple writings, drawn fromamy cultures
and entering into mutual relations of dialogue oplgr

contestation. (Barthes 171)

. Introduction

Walter Whitman highly praised Thomas Carlyde‘a representative author, a
literary figure” (par. 2) of the nineteenth centumyan elegiac prose. For Whitman, it
was not merely Carlyle’s “literary merit” but hisouch of the old Hebraic anger and
prophecy” (par. 5) that made him a great poet fdgie. Whitman then added further
that it was not appropriate to use the term, “peapti to describe Carlyle’s value;
rather, “prophet” would be proper since “it meamtle whose mind bubble[d] up and
pour[d] forth as a fountain, from inner, divine spaneities revealing God” (par. 5).
Three decades later, in Robert Huntington Fletsh®History of English Literature
(1918), Carlyle again was praised as “a socialrafigious prophet, lay-preacher, and
prose-poet, one of the most eccentric but oneefribst stimulating of all English
writers” (Par. 1). Since then “prophet-poet” wasiast synonymous with Carlyle
from the late nineteenth century to the early tvetht

Due to Whitman'’s appreciation and the early twehtmentury scholarly

appraisal, “Thomas Carlyle” the name almost equidteserm, sage-prophet, during
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the years from 1860s to 1980Sartor Resartusreflecting its author’s sagacity,
hence stood for a modern spiritual-bible to moaald life-philosophy. To ally Carlyle
to a sage an8artor Resartuso the Bible, generally, the traditional twentietntury
scholars all agreed that, firstly, Carlyle was asmous “Author-God” purposefully
creating a unique philosophy, elevating Carlyl¢hesfounder of nineteenth-century
transcendentalism. SecondBartor Resartusvas an aesthetic unity structurally
organized and rhetorically coherent to center Geidytheme of moral philosophy of
man and man’s life.

The “sage-prophet” discourse was problematic bexaogake the author as
an ultimate creator and the text as a completey,ustholars mistook the author as the
origin to produce meanings, and the work as astaxdily-arranged structure of an
aesthetic unity. They opined that, first, the autlvas able to create a never-said
discourse, able to dominate the meaning, to warkhie author’s own intent, and able
to combine all contested meanings congenially th edher. Second, they supposed
that there was necessarily an aesthetic unitygavitrk to combine the rhetoric,
imagery, structure, and theme in the work via thigar’s intention, forming
compatible interrelations between author and warritic, consequently, was
responsible for revealing the center of the worlt e;mdiscover the aesthetic
interrelations hidden within the labyrinthine meags. Based on these assumptions,
the twentieth-century traditional studies of CalghdSartorthus mainly focused on
the aesthetic unity of the work and the moral pagsoof the author.

To regard Carlyle as a prophet-sage Sadoras a moral-philosophical
instruction, the traditional scholars in fact s@red both the author and the book. To

be hallowed, the author was supposed to precedaottieto ‘hourishthe book”

®> Around 1930s and 1940s, however, due to the fisé&aism and the eruption of the Second World
War, Carlyle lost his reputation of a prophet-pioethis early affiliation with Goethe and Schillas
well as his enthusiasms about German Romanticishtranscendentalism (Tennyson 1984: xiv).
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(Barthes 170). The author and the book hence “f§tantomatically on a single line
divided into abeforeand arafter’ (170). For instance, the author, Carlyle, stood f
the father of the boglSartor, which represented the child to deliver faithfuttye
father’s idea and for posterity. Carlyle, the tim@rsdentalist, then spontaneously left
his noble spirit to his childsartor. “Carlyle,” as the name of the father, thus tyguifi
the center of thoughts, aigartor, as a pious child, signified an aesthetic unity to
convey the central idea of the author-father, Qarljhe author-father was sacred and
noble, since he was the fountainhead originatiogghts and wisdom, and the
book-child was stable and dependable, becauseskeris pouring from the book
were true to the author’s intention. There seerndgktclear boundaries between the
author-father and the book-child. The father-auitationed himself high in heaven
to leave his message in his book-child in the maedaorld. The responsible and
trustworthy book-child never betrayed the fathedsnmand and never diverged from
its duty of advice, instruction, and moralizatidxwccording to such an interpretation,
there were necessarily the stable and reliablereitgions between Carlyle the
author-father an@artor the book-child.

The hallowed author-child assumption of modernisgichowever, overvalues
the author. Due to the characteristics of the nmemi-neither transparent nor
steadfast—the author is by no means the ultimaggnaand the sole creator of the
work and the work itself is on no account an adgthmity able to combine the
conflicting opinions and to work for morality onlyhe position of Carlyle, instead,
should not be as high aloft as heaven but an iedérbde to point a convergence of
multiple discursive practices among the complex wkineanings. More than a
transcendental figure to “create” meanings, thé@ushould be regarded as an agent
to transmit “already-said” meanings.

Furthermore, the hallowed author-child assumptien misinterprets the
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book-child as a closed territory. Meanings, howedae to their characteristic
referring and deferring, are never stable withirmasumed intact-border of the work.
Meanings thus exceed the supposed boundaries bbtileform, flowing across the
imaginary boundaries of the work. Without any lisnithe completion of the work and
its aesthetic unity hence never exists but turndmbe merely the New Critic’s
romantic imagination. Instead of taking the workaasaccomplished art, late
twentieth-century scholars then replace “work” bgxt,” to highlight the attributes of
borderlessness and intertextuality. Since theyarderless, meanings of a text can no
longer be self sufficient but will be interrelatedthe contexts of the text itself. The
text is never independent but always relying oreptbxts.

To regard a work as a text, then, neither the aughite origin of meanings nor
is the text the end of meanings. The “author cdp ibmitate a gesture that is always
anterior, never original” and the “the book itsslbnly a tissue of signs, an imitation
that is lost, infinitely deferred” (Barthes 170)aidely, neither is the author a
sanctified “Author-God” nor is the work an artistiaity and of biblical-like guidance.
Meanings, whether the “already-said” or the “nesaid” (FoucaulKnowledge25)
stream through the book, flowing over the bounthefbook itself, even, over the
author’s intentional control.

Provided that “a text is not a line of words relagsa single ‘theological’
meaning (the message of the Author-God) but a rduttensional space in which a
variety of writings, none of them original, blenddaclash” (Barthes 170), then, does
“Carlyle” still represent, as in George P. Lando®#lsgant Jeremiahne of the
“far-off Hebraic utterers, a new Micah or Habbuka&™bubble forth [his words]
with abysmic inspiration” (21)? On condition thhet‘oeuvrecan be regarded neither
as an immediate unity, nor as a certain unity,asoa homogeneous unity” (Foucault

Knowledge24), then, doeSartor still represent, in John Holloway’s prominédriie
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Victorian Sagean aesthetic unity “to express notions abouttbdd, man’s situation
in it, and how he should live” (1)?

Simply put, what is Carlyle? Is Carlyle indeed gaaous Author-God, not
only generating new meanings of Victorian prophlegyalso creating a new form of
the sage-prose writing? And what3artor Resartu IsSartorindeed an aesthetic
unity, not only faithfully conveying the Author-Gisdmeanings and independently
standing for other meanings?

The purpose of this chapter hence is to reexan@@ael{le” the author and to
review “Sartor Resartusthe text from the concepts of the author andtéxe¢. Instead
of honoring Carlyle the sage-philosopher and lagidire aesthetics and the morals in
Sartorin the manner of the New Critics of traditionaldits, | shall, first, reconsider
Carlyle the author from the concepts based on Bakltdeath of the author and
Foucault’s author function, and second, to reviamtorthe text from Foucault's
archaeological viewpoint. With the interrogationtieé author’s status and the work’s
unity, | will argue that, first, more than a stegxe of a Victorian prophetic sage,
“Carlyle” functions as a proper name to indicate fidaptation, transformation, and
modification of certain ideas such as sciencegiah, matter, spirit, nature, the
supernatural, scientists, and philosophers. Secontk than an aesthetic unity about
the spiritual elevation of a lost philosoph®grtorthe text stands for a discursive site
of the confrontation, conflict, and contradictiohnoultiple voices, resembling a
museum that exhibits the ideas such as the viditdeinvisible, the wise, the foolish,
the Baconian scientist, and the Newtonian scieafistrly nineteenth century
Britain.

Before freeing the author and the work from theitranal myths of an
all-powerful “Author-Father” and an obedient “book#d,” this study will start with

a review of the past studies in reference to CadyldSartor. This review is of two
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purposes: on one hand to discover the confinenwdnrevious studies and on the
other to delve into the blind points for furtheebkthrough. After an epistemological
review of the Carlyle studies in the past centyrilesn, there will be the

interrogations of the author and the work to sudcee

[I. The Modern Interpretations of Carlyle and Sartor Resartus
and Their Problems
(1) The New Criticism

With regard to the studies concerning Carlyle 8ador, Emery Neff, who
publishedCarlyle and Millin 1926andCarlyle in 1932, can be said to be the pioneer
of Carlylean studies. The earliest scholar of tlesv\Critic trend, Neff focused his
studies on the historical events during the nirrdteeentury, Carlyle’s biography,
Carlyle’s literary purposes and Carlyle’'s moraklass. In Neff’s analysis, “Carlyle
and Mill,” the two representative figures of thagieenth century stand for the
models of intellectual opposites in the recurrdnitgsophical battles: “the contrasting
types like Mill and Carlyle, scientists, and agjgbositivists and transcendentalists,
individualists and authoritarians, constantly reicuthe world” (1974: 393-94). Neff’s
analysis is typically the dualism to divide goodrir the evil, religion from science,
transcendentalism from positivism, as well as sfriom matter. For instance, Carlyle
is regarded as a stereotypical spiritualist, mstadind transcendentalist, while John S.
Mill (1806-73) is the stereotypical figure symbatig a utilitarian, mechanical, and
scientist. Even if not openly declaring it, Nefffact praised Carlyle greatly and took
sides with him because, during the early twentietitury, the demand for moral
lessons and spiritual sublimation in literaturdl ptievailed. Neff’s dualism in
analyzing Carlyle and Mill also indicates the sfgraince of literature to conduct

social responsibility.
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After Neff, however, the studies concerning Carlytal his “non-fiction prose”
were slumberous because during several decadesl®86s to 1970s, the dominant
Anglo-American studies fell into the myth that,3tefan Collini comments, “the
almost religious significance attached to the cphoé ‘literature’ was coming to be
focused on the Holy Trinity of poetry, drama and tlovel” (16)° “[N]Jon-fiction
prose,” neither poetry, nor drama, nor the novels wgnored because its form, “nearly
limitless” (17), resisted any categorization. Hgrdéfined and classified, the study of
non-fiction prose then undergone a spell of negot until the heyday of New
Criticism during the 1950s and 1960s was therecemed debate of the legitimacy in
research of “non-fiction prose writing,” includinigose of Carlyle’s, in orthodox
Anglo-American literary studies. A group of schalgkindled enthusiasm for
legitimating the studies concerning not only theksoof Carlyle, but also those of
John Newman (1801-90), John Ruskin (1819-1900) Matthew Arnold (1822-88).
These scholars discovered the similarities in n@techniques, aesthetics and
morals among non-fiction prose writers and stattechtegorize these writers and
their works. The studies of the “non-fiction proseenceforth increased from the
1950s and peaked during the 1960s.

In order to legitimate non-fiction prose writingkahn Holloway publishetdhe
Victorian Sage: Studies in Argumentl953, intending to define a new category for
the non-fiction prose writers in the literary field his study, Holloway on one hand
redefined writers, titling Carlyle, Newman, Ruslkind the others as “Victorian
Sages,” and on the other, generalized the aesthéterariness, and purposes (morals)
in the “sagistic writings.” Holloway assumed thatrithg the Victorian age, a new

mode of literary genre, “sagistic writing,” had gpg up—in the form of the

® The other reason for the stillness of the Carylely is the taboo of Nazism and Germanism during
and after the Second World War.
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“non-fiction prose” and for the purpose of moratigi He further induced that among
these sagistic writings, there were several atiefoin common. First, “[t]heir work
reflect[ed] an outlook on life, an outlook whichr fmost or perhaps all of them was
partly philosophical and partly moral” (1). Namellye sagistic writings were of
enlightening purposes, aiming to lead the readarghilosophical and moral life.
Second, in order to “[quicken] the reader to a waywacity for experience,” the sages
“work[ed] in the mode of the artist in words..., biytue of an appeal to imagination
as well as intelligence, and by virtue of a widd anbtle control over the reader’s
whole experience” (10). That is to say, the sageewonscious of the difficulty to
conduct the reader to “the good” and hence skijifapplied literary techniques of
imagination and narrative to tempt the reader’srigst.

Holloway justified the studies of non-fiction proseTl he Victorian Sage
through categorizing the common ground of theippses and deducing the
universality of the literary techniques among tle4fiction prose writers. He
reasoned that on the surface the sages argueckdifiein theories, but in a deeper
sense, they were characteristically the same iptadp*“illustrative incidents” (12)
and their use of “figurative language” (13) to tdineir difficult arguments into simple
stories for their reader’s to grasp their meani¢ferent in opinions, all of the
Victorian sages were keen to “[quicken] the read&B) with their new philosophies
by similar techniques. The sages hence on the ané Wwere conscious of their
contemporary socio-cultural problems and on therm#lware of their duties to rectify
the people. In Holloway’s criticism, for instang¢ke Victorian sages acknowledged
their outstanding intelligence and reckoned theweseto be above the common
people and piercing into the future and managiegwreafter. Holloway’s sages
hence were saints, standing aloft beyond the mésseeir sensitive perceptions and

special mission.
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Among all of the prose writers in Hollowayl$e Victorian SageCarlyle was
the most typical model of the traditional sage, at® adopted illustrative incidents
and figurative language to create easily the undedsknowledge for the
“Life-Philosophy” (Holloway 21). In purpose, Cargyl'want[ed] to state, and to
clinch, the basic tenets of a ‘Life-Philosophy’”1(2 and he believed that “Knowledge
of God comes from confident belief in Him” (22). literary method, Carlyle was
gifted in using “Biblical language” and “wildestetoric” (24) to create persuasive
effect and to succeed in his moralizing purposedldway considered th&artor, “In
a word...[was]anti-mechanis(23). To convey this central tenet, in Holloway’'s
view, Carlyle adopted three techniques to achibeepurpose ofdnti-mechanisrin
his philosophy. First, he used “a wild, passioraatergy run[ning] through [his work],
disorderly and even chaotic, but leaving an indelimpression of life, force, vitality”
(26). Second, Carlyle was gifted in using “the daéimation of discussion” (27) to
give impression to his readers. The third featdr@arlyle’s work was his prosperous
usage of figurative language in rhetoric devices tiot only helped his readers easily
become involved in the mythic character but alsosinmportantly, create the
literariness of his work, pushing his work into tegitimate category of English
literature.

Holloway'’s study, principally, aimed to recognizetlegitimate status of the
non-fiction prose writings in literary studies,dompete the non-fiction prose with the
Holy Trinity of poetry, drama, and the novel. Evédeclaring that his study was “not
evidence for one theory” (290), in fact, Hollowashgeved redrawing the boundaries
of “non-fiction prose” writing and to redefine thmitless genre through the purpose
and technique. His definition of “sage literaturthdugh, was not theoretically
successful, and stirred up a wave of “drawing thengaries” for non-fiction prose

later. During the 1960s, there was proliferationhaf studies concerning the “sagistic
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writing.” For instance, G. B. Tennyson’s subtleestigation ofSartor Resartusm
Sartor Called Resartus: The Genesis, Structure,stygte of Thomas Carlyle’s First
Major Work published in 1965. Edited by George Levine arehkel MaddenThe

Art of Victorian Proseappeared in 1968. Albert J. LaValley publisi@atlyle and the
Idea of Modern: Studies in Carlyle’s Prophetic kétire and its Relation to Blake,
Nietzsche, Marx, and Otherand George Levine issu&tie Boundaries of Fiction:
Carlyle, Macaulay, Newmaim 1968 as well. The interest in drawing boundafa
non-fiction prose multiplied further during the I®7and the 1980s. The latest study
to emphasize the “style” and “technique” of thedsavriting” was George Landow’s
Elegant Jeremiahs: the Sage from Carlyle to Maiterblished in 1986.

Landow, similar to but more confident than Hollowagdeavored to redefine
the “genre of the Victorian sage” and elucidatedlliterariness and aesthetics of
non-fiction prose writings. He assumed that thesse&gwriting was unique because it
was neither simply fiction due to its specific miquarpose, nor sermons, due to its
trait of imaginative narrative. In a revised and@ensed article, “Elegant Jeremiahs:
The Genre of the Victorian Sage,” published in 198hdow redrew the boundaries
of the non-fiction prose by comparing the sagistitings with the sermon and the
novel. “[Bly clarifying some of this genre’s basltemes and techniques,” Landow
“suggest[ed] how to relate sagistic prose to ogares, such as the novel and
sermon” (38), and illustrated the differences andlarities among the three genres.
After the comparison, Landow then concluded thedugh formally similar to the
novel and rhetorically akin to the sermon, the dfien sages’ non-fiction prose had
its singularity obviously distinct from the novelgthe sermon. That is to say, there
should be clear-cut boundaries differentiating fiotien prose from the other two
genres.

In order to delineate the borders of the genredbanfirstly defined the writers
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of the non-fiction prose as prophetic sages, emipipWhitman’s praise of Carlyle:
“Walt Whitman, we remember, commented that ‘Carlybs indeed, as Froude terms
him, one of those far-off Hebraic utterers, a newa¥l or Habbukak. His words
bubble forth with abysmic inspiration,” and he appngly quotes Froude’s
description of him as ‘a prophet, in the Jewishsseof the word™ (21). With
Whitman'’s account, Landow demarcated a specifiagaf writers resembling the
Hebraic prophets who spoke “abysmic inspirationalter the common people’s will
and behavior in an age of turmoil.

Secondly, Landow outlined the features of the smgigritings. To compare the
Victorian sage with the interpreter or the exegetihe Old Testament, Landow
argued that “the [Victorian] sage ... read the sighthe times” (22) as the sages did
in the Old Testament, and thus, in content, bothatticient and the Victorian sages
expressed their concern for contemporary unresfi@nde happiness. That is to say,
both sagistic writing and sermon shared similappurand profundity. Technically,
however, the sagistic writing was more complicatexth that of the sermon. Landow
argued that the “Victorian sage...adopt[ed] not dhly general message of the Old
Testament prophet but also the quadripartite p&ttef23) to create anethod (25)
of implicit persuasiof. Different from the sermon that instructs and adistoes with
a threatening tone, the sagistic writing was maceptable with its imaginative

narrative and placid tone. More refined in rhet@me more philosophical in content,

" According to Landow’s definition of the quadrifgetpattern of the Old Testament prophet writing
is:
first...called attention to their audience’s presgmgvous condition and often listed individual
instances of suffering; second, they pointed oat $luch suffering resulted directly from their
listener’s neglecting—falling away from—God’s lathjrd, they promised further, indeed
deepened, miseries if their listeners failed tanreto the old, and forth, they completed the
prophetic pattern by offering visions of bliss thatuld be realized if their listeners returned to
the ways of God. (1989: 23-24)
8 Landow believed that the Victorian sage writersegally operated this implicit persuasion while
preaching. Within implicit persuasion, the sagensee to state to his audience that “I| deserve your
attention and credence, for | can be trusted, anchatter how bizarre my ideas or my interpretations
may at first seem, they deserve your respect, gtiantion and ultimately your allegiance becausg th
are correct and they are necessary to your wetlgfief1989: 25).
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non-fiction prose hence was deserving of schokatigntion. Due to these three
specific features—prophetic sage, moral purposstha#c rhetoric, and amicable
tone—Landow then justified the study of non-fictigrose and simultaneously made
“the discursive prose of the Victorian sage a Vialleiditerary exercise” (Clubbe x).

From the 1950s to the 1980s, from Holloway’s sutjge<f a probable genre
to Landow’s confident clarification of a distinotgre, and though there were
differences in argument, studies concerning Vietomnon-fiction prose shares two
common traits. First, these studies basically bgdanto traditional New Criticism, for
they especially emphasized the aesthetics, litezas, and unity of the sagistic
writing. Second, their efforts to legitimate nontion prose writings not only boosted
the status of “non-fiction prose” to the level ofaginative writing but also
disengaged the spell of “background” and “contdstinting “the non-fiction prose”
(Collini 4). In other words, with the wave of thieidy of the sagistic writing, these
scholars purposefully promoted non-fiction proselgtto weigh equally with the
“Holy Trinity” of literature in orthodox Anglo-Amacan literary studies.

Among these enthusiastic studies of the Victoreges however, there were in
general two problems. First, the definition of “tt@nscious prophetic sage”
composing didactic non-fiction prose is problemdiic traditional scholars seemed
to mistake the author to be God-like. The non-dictprose writers were generally
considered to be wise philosophers who knew wellgiist, saw through the present,
and previewed the future. Not only did their conpemaries take the prophetic
philosophers as wise sages, but also the philossphemselves were conscious of
their specific position to shoulder the duty of dooting the people. Hence, in their
writings, the sagistic prophets consciously wartiedreader to be good and pure for
the ultimate salvation. Their dictating tones tamvand to persuade implicitly

suggested that the sages took themselves to bethéseand superior to the common
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people. They were not only “authors” to write andmarn but also “God’s
messengers” to guide and to protect the peopled8&she author himself and his
contemporaries, modern critics also elevated the’satatus to that of the ancient
saints: “Readers of Carlyle and Ruskin similarlygeéved their obvious indebtedness
to Jeremiah, Isaiah, Daniel and other Old Testampeghets” (Landow 21). The
sainted position lifted the author to a quasi-devatatus like God; the sage hence
turned to be a “God-Author” of the people and dlféa-author” of the work. That is

to say, the sage-author was endowed with omnippi@ners in the New Critical
studies.

The second problem of the traditional study wastloelern critics’ expectation
of a harmonious aesthetic unity to the work. Dutheomodern critics’ emphases on
literariness and rhetoric, the sage’s works wersidered to possess a unified
cosmos in which dwelled an inner balance and atnets harmony. Every image and
symbol hence should be well-interrelated with eattter, and the similes and
metaphors were doubtless well-designgte work itself was an impenetrable and
confined unit, without any conflict or contradiaticand without any relation or
kinship linking the external world. In a word, imet New Criticism, both the Victorian
prose writers and their works were contained withegeneric border of the sagistic
writing. The author, termed as a “sage,” was a \wlaosopher who spoke God’s
language to command the people, and the work,dhdintion prose, was a
well-arranged art due to its definite rhetoricavides and distinct thematic concerns.

However, is the author indeed the ultimate origimeanings or a God-like
designer that speaks first? According to Bartheéd'® Death of the Author,” if
meanings are never stable but always referringhteroneanings anterior to
themselves, what the author says is never thalimieaning. The author, in Barthes’

view, is more of an imitator of mixed meanings tlmnoriginator of all-powerful
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meanings (170). Further, is the work itself reallynified and stable completeness
without any break, but concentrating entirely amohle theme? As long as meanings
are never neutral but always referring to othermregs, textually and contextually,
meanings hence ought to overflow the boundary @ftbrk and connect other
meanings. A work, hence, is by no means the emdl afeanings but one node among
meanings. Through trying to legitimate the studyo-fiction prose by canonizing
the author and the work and sealing them in saiptsitions, the New Critical
scholars have overvalued the author’s originalitgt averlooked the meaning’s
textual and contextual reference and deferencepldreof legitimating non-fiction
prose in the literary study, hence, met its boétdnat the end of the twentieth century.
Luckily however, cultural criticism during the 1990pened-up new perspectives for

the Victorian prose research.

(2) Cultural Criticism

After the studies on “sagistic writing,” the Newit@ral studies concerning
Carlyle and the other Victorian prose writers dasesl. The wave of the “cultural
criticism,” greatly influenced by Raymond WilliamGulture and Societpublished in
1958, might be the main reason. The term, culem&gshed the boundaries of the
book and created new subjects. Rather than focusiragtistic style, aesthetic form,
and literary technique, the cultural-critical sdrslat the end of the twentieth century
turned to take intertextual relations into consadien.

One of the prominent studies to examine Carlyle Sador from the aspect of
cultural studies and intertextual relations wagpRalessop’€arlyle and Scottish
Thought published in 1997. One of the most successfulirallstudies of Carlyle by
far, Jessop’s study can be divided into three phrtthe first, Jessop reconsiders

Carlyle’s status in the academic field of philosgptot literature. Rather than taking
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Carlyle as a literary figure in nineteenth-centlitgrature, Jessop relocates Carlyle
among his contemporary Scottish philosophers agxiaraines Carlyle as a
philosopher in the school of “Reidian Common Ser{¢&-26). In the second patrt,
Jessop illustrates Carlyle’s relations with histeamporary Common Sense
philosophy and details Carlyle’s theories. Furtdessop also expounds the common
agreement between the philosophies of Hume, Reaidyiltbn, and Carlyle
philosophies.

The general argument of the Common Sense Philosophlgort, is the belief
of a harmonious relation between the dualistic sgmms. For the Common Sense
philosopher, there should not be any distinct bieetkveen the two extremes of “the
heaven and earth, light and darkness, the mindrendody” (107). The Reidian
philosophers prefer to “propose a philosophicaltpms' by choosing the “middle
way between the extremes of alternative monisttesys” (106), that is, between
idealism and materialism. Rather than relinquishirgmind in materialism or the
body in idealism, the Common Sense philosopherscree mind as analogous to
matter” (107) and intend to harmonize the two erzs. One of the Reidian
philosophers in the Common Sense Philosophy, Gabglieves in an amicable
relation between mind and body, heaven and hethdrthird part, Jessop thus
discusses Carlyle’s short essays Sadorin regard to the Reidian philosophy. Jessop
argues that Carlyle’s text “strives to unify minadabody, faith and skepticism, it
ultimately accepts that any humanly achieved harmation of the polarities dividing
human existence is achieved only through strugggeisiflawed by the very
ceaselessness of the quarrel between the two” I{1dgssop’s interpretation,
Carlyle’s mind-body philosophy is similar to Hegetlialectic.

Besides Jessop’s literary-philosophical study oryt& from the end of the

twentieth century to the present, there were fdwlses interested in Carlyle and his
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Sartor. Even if the New Critics once intended to elevtaeeliterary position of
non-fiction prose, the study of “non-fiction prosa’fact is still unpopular at the end
of the twentieth and into the early twenty-firshtugries. It is probably because, as
Collini frankly points out, “In English departmernitsparticular...it has been
unthinkable entirely to ignore the prose writinggigures such as Carlyle, Arnold,
Ruskin, and company. But at the same time, it le@ linard to know quite what to do
with them” (14). The limitlessness of non-fictiorope unfortunately does not enlarge
the scope of study but seem to restrict it instetghing to open up more territories
for more fruitful discussions, Collini then suggeatnew method that blends the
advantages of New Criticism and Willian@ulture and Societynay probably assist
to unfold new visions.

In “From ‘Non-Fiction Prose’ to ‘Cultural Criticistii Collini then tries to find
a middle way between New Critics’ sage writing ttyeand Williams’s cultural
criticism in order to break new ground for furtliéscussion of non-fiction prose
writings. In both New Criticism and Williams’s cukial criticism, Collini finds their
flaws. He argues that the New Critics’ sage writihngory mainly focuses on “the
tensions and limitations in the category of ‘litewr@" (21). That means that the

critics are ambitious to equal non-fiction prosetiwgs with the “fictional’ status of
discursive and novelistic prose” (21). Hence, &tgrtechniques in the work’s
unifying cosmos become the gist in the New Critgtaldies. The emphases on the
“imagination” and “literariness” however fall ineobias against the cultural and
ideological significances in the work itself, sifdew Criticism makes the writers “an
annexe to a narrowly formalist conception of ‘lgemre,” which, among other things,
led to a neglect oivhatthey were saying as a result of an excessive esigphahow

they were saying it” (26). That is to say, the raiics assess too much the form than

the content of the prose writer, overemphasizimgsifgnificances of the literariness in
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non-fiction prose. In order to modify this flaw tfe sage writing theory, Collini then
recommends William<Culture and Societwith regard to socio-cultural significance
as a valuable means to balance the formal inctinatnd to produce new possibilities.
For Collini, like the sage writing theory, Williarsultural criticism, however,
has its own weakness too: it creates “a sharp pitharsion in English intellectual
history of the period.” A Marxist, Williams overugs the opposing camps between
the dominant liberal culture represented by utibias and traditional ethics
represented by moralistic elites. This binary donstends to create a good versus evil
contradiction: the one who clings to the trendnaf mmoral tradition is good while the
other who obeys the hegemonic liberal culture ik B\eff’s binary opposition that
compares Carlyle the moralist and Mill the scidgntione of the examples resembling
Williams’s “tradition and culture” criticism. CoHi criticizes Williams' division as
too oversimplified and distorting, because Victargociety is thus split into two

sharp groups:

on the one hand, a hegemonic position made upsselzafaire liberalism in
politics, rational economic man in political econgrand the priority of
individual liberty in social ethics; and, on thdet hand, a tradition of protest
or critique embodying a more holist, more spirifumbre ‘romantic’, and

ultimately more generous notion of human life aadia relations. (24)

Within William’s binarism, traditional writers suds Carlyle, Ruskin, and Arnold
represent contributors promoting the key ideas efats and the moral instructors to
guide the development of the people and the sodibigse moral sages stand up for
the good tradition, that is, “the ideas of the nhbiealth of the nation, of human

wholeness, or of the distinctiveness of human tsgikior imaginative activities”
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(Collini 23). They are great defenders who consaécethical values and guard
against the utilitarian invasion according, to Veiths’ argument.

Collini, however, argues that there is fallacy ifl\ms’ research of the
Victorian moralists’ moral defense against bourgenilture: “This is Victorian
society against something that is also Victoriatiety’, or in other words that the
moral values, social ideas and persuasive resothlreggiraw upon are not ‘set over
against social actuality’, but are among the pafrthat actuality’” (24). That is to say,
Williams’s attempt to unveil the actuality of sagidy the division between the
tradition and the culture in reality opposes thaldy itself, since the dominance of
utilitarian culture in the Victorian society is igality the actuality of the society.

Collini hence claims a more balanced study to apel-middle way between
the New Critics’ sage writing theory and Williamssltural criticism. From the New
Critics’ limitedness, Collini claims to study thevhat” of non-fiction prose from a
socio-cultural perspective rather than to study‘tmw” of the author to achieve
literariness through specific aesthetic technigé&esm Williams’ weakness, Collini
suggests to have “a flexible and eclectic kindndéliectual history... to remedy some
of the distortions [William] ha[s] been discussin@6). Collini’s claim for a “flexible
and eclectic kind of intellectual history” seemsprobable because it may possibly
bring about “the fullest and most illuminating caeterization of figures and
episodes,” in which there is “no monopoly to onelaratory idiom and according no
automatic priority to social circumstance, indivadiintention, intellectual tradition or
any other single analytical dimension” (26).

Simply put, Collini’s suggestion of a “flexible amatlectic” study of non-fiction
prose should be a search that emphasizes botbxhieself and the text’s intertextual
relations with its socio-historical references.afply this new study to Carlyle’s

Sartor, there are two aspects. On one hand, rather #aispng in the discourses of
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the “how,” as in previous studies, the new studyudth endeavor to discover the
“what” in Carlyle’s text,Sartor, focusing not simply on the literariness but, more
importantly, on the textual significances with reygo Sartors textual and contextual
meanings. On the other, rather than emphasizingpagific intellectual history, the
new study should try to be more objective and eéiceac exhibit the confrontations
and interrelations of diverse ideological systemmglicitly or explicitly, mingled
together within the&artorthe text. In other words, instead of falling intbe fallacy of
underlining aesthetic techniques in New Criticiamd éntellectual struggles in
Williams’ interpretation, the goal of a new studySartor should try to disclose

LT3

“what” is “said,” “unsaid,” and “yet-to say” i®artor by centering on the intertextual
significances of the text itself within the sociolaral context of early nineteenth
century English intellectual history.

In order to open up a new perspective in Carlyady, this study follows
Collini’s suggestion to concentrate on the studiheftextual and intertextual
significances ofartor. The textual considerations of Carlyle eé®aktorthen will
release Carlyle from the godlike author and saggtipa and theSartoras a spiritual
bible and from an aesthetic unity. To free Cartile author, | argue, the notion of
Barthes’s “death of the author” and Foucault’s fetfunction” will be beneficial,

and to freesartor from the aesthetic yoke, Foucault’s concept oftaeological

study” will be profitable

lll. Problems of Carlyle the Author-God
And Theories about the Author
To begin with, what does the word, “author,” me&@if?at is the purpose of the
author’s name? What are the relationships betwseauthor and the society he

dwells in? And what is the relationship betweenah#hor and his work? In “The
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Death of the Author”’(1968), Roland Barthes decl@e®w age to review the subject
of the author; on one hand, he downgrades the afribra the transcendental
Author-God position, and on the other, he elevitegext’s position from merely a
passive carrier of the Author to an active partibgp in meaning production.

To analyze this from the linguistic perspectivertBas revolts against the
traditional assumption that the author is the wdtienorigin of meanings in traditional
literary studies. He argues, “Linguistically, th&l@or is never more than the instance
writing, just ad is nothing other than the instance sayih(Barthes 169).
Resembling all of thés whose sayings are never beyond the linguistiesysall the
writings of the author are by no means above timeptex network of the language,
but are within it. As long as what the author s@ysever beyond the linguistic system,
the author’s meanings in the work are in no wagioél. The meanings that the
reader receives from a work are the meanings nedalaewed by the author, who in
fact is a meaning borrower of the linguistic netwatho hands over already existing
meanings to his reader. It is hence “language whpeaks, not the author; to write is,
through a prerequisite impersonality ..., to readt point where only language acts,
‘performs,” and not ‘me’ (168). In Barthes’ analysthe author never represents a
theological simile, but a transfer, or an agentosén“hand, cut off from any voice,
borne by a pure gesture of inscription (and of xygression)” (170). Simply put, what
the author performs in a work is not originalityt lbiie repetition of already-said
meanings. It is thus language in the author thealkp, not the author who personally
speaks.

Since the author is not an “Author-God,” the ulttmareator of meanings, the
spoken words in the work are freed from the au#tsowell, becoming “a tissue of
guotations drawn from the innumerable centers tticel’ (Barthes 170). Instead of

representing an aesthetic unity, the work is amdpget, interwoven amid the
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complex web of socio-cultural meanings. Accordiodhte attributes of language,
always referring to other meanings and always defgits own meaning, not only is
the author by no means the origin of meaningsataat the meanings of the text are
never finished. The text is a site “to mix writings counter the ones with the others”
(170). The text never presents a monologue frohealbdgical Author; rather, it
explicitly or implicitly contains the interwoven sio-cultural complexities of various
subjects and meanings. The cost of an absent athoibrings forth the significance
the intertextual relationship between the textfitsed the context. Since meanings
are always beyond the author’s control, exceedntfidwing with other (implicit)
meanings in the language system, one key to liteesearch then would be the
intertextual exploration of textual meanings.

In 1969, Foucault published “What is an Author?fiodify Barthes’s “The
Death of the Author.” Opposing Barthes’s idea teetthe author as merely an absent
site in which to convey already-existing meanirgscault argues that “the author”
functions as well to impart specific meanings. Mtiv@n simply a physical individual,
“the author” symbolizes the “characteristic of thede of existence, circulation, and
functioning of certain discourses within a sociefiybucault, 1991: 202). To put it
simply, rather than eradicating the author as Bartloes, Foucault revives the author
to take it as a site of plural selves and a nodaufiple meanings.

Resembling Barthes, Foucault rejects the traditiassumption regarding the
author as a transcendental figure, that is, theecas well as the origin of discourse.
However, different from Barthes who radically upiothe existence of the author in
“The Death of the Author,” Foucault argues thatehgpty space left by the eradicated
author should be replaced with new interpretati®ather than taking the author as a
real physical individual, Foucault assumes the @utid be a “proper name” with

which convey the socio-cultural meanings at theenth@t the author is situated. In
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other words, the proper name of the author doesrefar purely and simply to a real
individual,” but “gives rise to several selvesstveral subjects” (Foucault 1991: 205).
To study the author hence means to study the cobatelke author; the proper name

of the author indicates more than the physicahiddial but the socio-cultural
meanings of the author’s location.

Foucault retraces the rise of sanctifying the autihéhe modern age. From the
eighteenth century onward, the fashion of “authmmstruction” (Foucault 1991: 203)
started to riselnheriting the Christian tradition to take thelautdirectly signify the
work, modern literary criticism “uses methods sanilo those of Christian exegesis
employed when trying to prove the value of a texity author’s saintliness” (204).
The author precedes the meaning and stands algihtiéhe text, representing a
genius creator of transcendental spirit. The autheainted to indicate “the principle

of thrift in the proliferation of meanings” (209)@sequently, the author is defined as

” o ”

“a constant level of value,” “a field of conceptwaltheoretical coherence,” “a
stylistic unity,” and “historical figure at the @sroads of a certain number of events”
(204). In short, the author is constructed to bexzanranscendental figure—a
prototype of a certain discursive style, a modapecific value and moral, and a
founder of particular theory.

The problem of the twentieth-century “sage theamythe Carlyle study arises

from what Foucault indicates the modern customaotfior-construction.” The New

® In fact, Foucault concludes four functions of guhor in “What is an Author?” Though in the age
that “what difference does it make who is speaKirf§@ucault “Author” 210), Foucault analyzes the
status of “the author” and concludes that “the aritfs functional in four ways. First, the author
functions to indicate the “juridical and institutial system that encompasses, determines, and
articulates the universe of discourse” (205). Toipsimply, the proper name of the author marlkes th
boundaries of the profane and the sacred, beyotid éither punished or sainted. Second, the caiiteri
to judge how the author differs socially and cidtlyr Once sacred in an age, the author may become
illicit in discourse in another. Third, our concefitthe author is not generated from the discoafdbe
producer spontaneously but “the result of the cemplperations which constructs a certain rational
being we call ‘author™ (203). Namely, how the aaitlis interpreted is related to how the discousse i
operated. Forth, the proper name of the author doesefer purely and simply to a real individdal,
rather, it “gives rise to several selves, to sehvaubjects” (205). Namely, the author in reality is
different from the author as the proper name tacate a series of works.
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Critics hence have mistakenly assumed that theoatgla transcendental figure to
guide a literary fashion and to usher in a new titgr®uring the 1960s-1980s wave
of “sage theory,” Carlyle is identical with a wighilosopher inheriting the Jeremiah
of the Christian tradition. The keyword “sage” soi#s the author and elevates the
author to the position similar to “God.” The auth@sembling God the Creator,
becomes an intelligent genius that creates ideagnates principles, and generates
meanings. For modern critics such as Neff, Hollgveayd Landow, Carlyle is an
original writer for he invents the transcendentafé-Philosophy” that shows the
people how to be immune from the early nineteesethtwary materialism,
mechanization, and utilitarianism. Except creatimgtranscendental life philosophy,
Carlyle the Author-God represents the synonym é\a literary genre—non-fiction
prose writing—as well. Of its own principles, rhetg and aesthetics, Carlyle’s
“non-fiction prose” form is very different from thteaditional literary forms of poetry,
drama, and fiction prose. Carlyle the Author-Goddeeturns out to be not only the
originator of “Life-Philosophy,” a moralist in andustrial world, but also a founder

of a new literary form, “non-fiction prose,” in tlieodern critics’ interpretations.

% The modern interpretation of Carlyle as an AutBod, | suuggest, excludes the modern anxiety of
study in the field of literary criticism. Accordirtg one of Foucault’s “author functions,” how arteor

is interpreted is related to how the discourse atgsrat a certain age. The “sage theory” in theemod
age to transcend the author and the genre sugpestsharacteristic of the mode of existence,
circulation, and functioning” of the discoursedfie mid-twentieth century. That is to say, the wake
the “sage theory” concerning Carlyle and other fiotien prose writers indicates an anxiety of study
in the field of literary criticism.

Hidden under the enthusiasm of modern critics tlledloway and Landow who intend to revive the
study of non-fiction prose, there dwells the modanriety to explore the purpose and the value @f th
non-fiction prose writings. In order to legitimdtee “sage theory,” some critics take Carlyle as the
main subject to elaborate the sage theory in mapdgr and others connect the non-fiction prose
writers with the already legitimated fiction proseters to prove the equivalent values of the tivot
only does the sage theory indicate the modern gnixiestudying non-fiction prose writings, but also
the results of the “sage theory"—moralism and asgts—demonstrate the modern anxiety about
literary principle and effect. In principle, anyeliary work should be of aesthetic values; in ¢ffany
literary work should be moralistic. The discour§ésage theory” concerning Carlyle the Author-God,
in other words, indicates a mode of existence, @sgpand functioning of modern criticism. As a
discourse, the “sage theory” implicitly shows thedarn anxiety for discovering the ultimate “center”
and the absolute “truth” in literature. Rather tliaerpreting the historical reality of Carlyle theal
individual in the early nineteenth century, moderiticism in fact reflects the reality of its own
philosophy and values.
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To avoid the fallacious assumption of regardinglamlas an Author-God—as
a pure originator of meanings, a genuine educdtoravals, and a sacred prophet to
speak merely God’s word, truth—this study interamitake Carlyle as a discursive site
of multiple voices converging, conflicting, and cpramising. “Carlyle,” the proper
name attached t®artorthe text, will represent a discursive node of “salselves”
and “several subjects,” revealing not merely hisspeal experiences and ideas but
also collective ideologies and circumstances w@aglyle the individual was writing.
This study then will not praise Carlyle as a geraind the originator of
transcendentalism, the founder of Clothes Philogoghd the pioneer of the genre of
non-fiction prose. Instead, this study will takeaviCarlyle said as the “already
existing or yet-to-appear” discourses—the discaursgther independent nor
distinguished but inter-relational to other dissms and texts—to characterRartor
the text as a certain mode of discourse.

Even if there are discourses confronting and ccinfig, this study does not
mean to prove that Carlyle is of a split charaatetSartoris segmented. Foucault
elaborates that even if there is never general@aafity among all discourses, the
proper name of the author “serves to neutralizectimtradictions that may emerge in
a series of texts: there must be—at a certain lefvieis thought or desire, of his
consciousness or unconscious—a point where contrawé are resolved, where
incompatible elements are last toed together aaroegd around a fundamental or
originating contradiction” (Foucault 1991: 204).€lTauthor, as the “point where
contradictions are resolved” does not signify ateeto organize all the
inconsistencies technically. Rather, the authordararious discourses, consciously
or unconsciously, perceives the contradictiondsfaexious about the discord, and
then looks to discover possible concurrences anttemgicompatibilities.

So to be interpreted, “Carlyle” the author thusicates a site of an utterance.
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The speaker of this utteran&artor, consciously or unconsciously perceives the
crises caused by the incongruities of his age apédas to seek the possibility of
reconciling the disharmony, such as the impendneghs of science form religion, of
matter from spirit, or of the scientist from thelpbopher. In other words, explicitly
or implicitly, Sartorthe text exudes the convergences, confronts, bhasve
compromises the conflicting discourses, such asetlsarrounding science and
religion in Carlyle’s age. Different from the prewuis studies that consider Carlyle as
an intelligent transcendentalist who advocates bttty significances of religion,
spirit, as well as the transcendentalist, thistudl demonstrate that “Carlyle,” the
author’s proper name, signifies multiple voices aadous contradictions, arghrtor
the text is Carlyle’s discursive museum to exhibé diverse thoughts conflicting and
compromising during the early nineteenth centuryther words, instead of stressing
simply one pole of the conflicts—science kedigion, matter vsspirit, and scientist
vs.transcendentalist-this study suggests that “Carlyle” representssautisive site to
show the possibility of harmonizing and integratihg two aspects of ideas, that is,
the amalgamation of science and religion, matterspirit, as well as the scientist and
the transcendental philosopher.

Obviously, Carlyle’s intention to reconcile the tywoles is distinctive ifsartor
because a true philosopher, for him, is the “Pbipd®r’ who “station[s] himself in
the middle.... The Philosopher is he to whom the H#jthas descended, and the
Lowest has mounted upSartor50). Simply put, the “in-between” is the goal of

Carlyle’s Clothes Philosophy.

IV. Problems of the Aesthetic Unity
And Foucault’'s Archaeological Study

Similar to the “Author-God” assumption, to suppasgodlike author as the
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origin of meanings, and to regard a work as a ceteplnity, is problematic as well.
The assumption of a work as an integral aesthatictsire tends to take contradictory
discourses and incongruous voices as “the otheal’tiaes to have them eliminated
and silenced. As Foucault declares inAnehaeology of Knowledg¢he past studies
aspired to discover the unity of a text, intentibnenoring, reducing, and dispelling
the inconsistent, the discordant, and the contradidor the purpose of retaining the
unity of a work. Similarly, the past researcheSaftorwere generally dominated by
the “aesthetic unity” assumption and thus tendeshtphasize merely the work’s
artistically well-arranged structure. The stresgranunity of a work, however, is
problematic since the unity assumption inclineedglect the discourses of the
opposite and exclude thoughts inconsistent witlcdrger. For instance, the thoughts
of matter and science are usually excluded for #reyobviously incongruent with the
theme of transcendentalism in the past studies.

Due to the unity assumption, “the Torch of Sciensaisually the specific target
culled to be criticized because it is an “otheldt belonging to the categories of
religion, spirit, and transcendentalism. This egu of the Torch of Science in the
past studies needs reexamination because Carbiasseever directly to refuse
“science” inSartor, instead, he takes the “Science of Clothes” dsgh one” SR
203). That is to say, the unity assumption to aatieg “the Torch” as a heterogeneous
voice to tarnish the unity @artorseems to overlook Carlyle’s initial purpose of the
composition ofSartor. Instead of regarding “the Torch of Science” asaher” to
spoil the unity of transcendentalism in the pastlists, | will argue that “science” in
Sartorshould be a valuable account to examine the cotdtions of thoughts, the
departure of ideas, and the interrelations of cptscéThe Torch” thus should not
represent an object to tarnish the unity of a ttandental theme but a “torch” to light

up the as-yet-unexcavated relics burie®antorthe text, that is, the confrontations of
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the traditional concept of science versus the emgrgpncept of scientism during the
early nineteenth century (interpreted in Chapteo)lthe departure of the concept of
religion (spirit) from the concept of science (neatt(Chapter Three), and the
interrelations of the concepts of science and imigChapter Two), spirit and matter
(Chapter Three), as well as a scientist and atsaiphilosopher (Chapter Four).

In order to discover the buried relics, to dispokthe unity myth, and to
unchain the sainted work, | propose Foucault'sringgation of a total history in
Archaeologywill be of assistance. In traditional studiesjdiigns believe that history
is of a spirit, of a specific purpose, and of l@jiconsequences. Foucault terms this
traditional concept of history as a total histahgat is, a concept founded on the
assumption of an orderly, purposeful, and tele@alghistory. To presume an orderly
and logical history, traditional historians intemtally ignore the interferences,
ruptures, contradictions, and discontinuities stdny. This ignorance results from the
presumption of a law of a necessary causality stohy. Due to the belief of the
necessary causality, historians tend to play tlkeeabreasonable judges to sort the
material, to reorganize sequences of events, arehtoange their relative
significances while facing disorderly and disarreshgnaterial and literatures of
history. There are hence orders and general ptexiptentionally discovered or
created to adapt to the casual law of history. &loee, even if the literatures are
chaotic, there are always positive and reasonatdéions among events and
statements.

Further, so the argument runs, from the generajizediples among the events
or statements, traditionally, historians infer sipgrit of a specific age, illustrate the
progressive trajectory of the age, and endow tleevdth moral purpose. History, thus,
is of conscious, spirit, meanings, and intenti@imilar to human life, history has its

birth and death, moving from a beginning and towarand; resembling to life that



Chang 54

grows, history develops, evolves, and then progetsvard the heavenly realm, that
is, the perfect status of human civilization inlemhium. History, then, resembles
life.

Foucault however opposes the teleological assumpigosees in the traditional
studies of history; he considers that the concéhetotal history defies history itself,
through bestowing symbolic meanings on historyakgies that the subjectivity of
history—consisting of consciousness, symbols, nmegiand spirit—is no more than
an illusion produced by the historians’ neglectha discontinuity, reduction of the
causality, and over-interpretation of the eventsidault, rather than taking history as
an organic life, regards history as a material ciifjgat contains neither meaning, nor
purpose, neither conscious, nor spirit. In histtirgre are ruptures, breaks,
discontinuities, and contradictions, instead ofdagcausal relations. As a neutral
object, history then becomes an open space, camgetiisparate events, among which
there is neither exact connection nor causalityalene any transcendental unity, truth,
or center.

As long as history is without any subjectivity, lault then claims that the new
study of history “would deploy the space of a drspm” in stead of “draw][ing] all
phenomena around a single center—a principle,ré,spiworld-view, an overall
shape” (199110). A historian, hence, should not interfere iadarcing meanings and
creating a spirit of history, but should objectivekpose the appearance of history
without any attempt of allegorical interpretations.

Further, Foucault criticizes the concept of toyaktrguing that all
epistemological fields share a similar assumptioreater. Because of the unity thesis,
scholars tend to ignore heterogeneity, searchuiojestivity, and conclude a totality
for any knowledge, book, or author. Any forms obluledge are endowed with

specific spirit, principle, and purpose. That is&y, the belief a “totality” prevails in
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all the discursive arenas.

In the traditional study of Carlyle, too, the taabnalysis dominated the
academic field, generally assuming Carlyle as & gdgosopher an8artorof a
specific aesthetic unity. Of a particular totalBartorthe text was granted as having a
transcendental spirit purposefully conducting pedpivards a better morality
through Carlyle’s theme of spiritual elevation. 38 revealed in his distinguished
literary manner of “Bildungsroman”. Centering thartscendental spirit, the
heterogeneous voices, such as the discourses oorgscience, matter, and the
scientist, were unintentionally neglected or ini@mally silenced in the past studies.
However, instead of being muted, these discouts#iemaintain their significance and
always allowSartorto connect with the text’s socio-cultural denotasio

In order to reveal the muted discourses burietiénaissumption of unity,
Foucault suggests an archaeological study of lyistioat is, a new perspective to
avoid the researchers’ intentional interruptiormcieating meanings based on a myth
of unity. In the traditional humanistic studies gichieve the “totality” assumption,
researchers unconsciously interfered in textualarsato produce meanings and
create the totality. In the new historical studyvewer, Foucault advocates that
researchers should not subjectively partake inywiog) meanings but should
impersonally expose the text’s interrelations viishcontext. The meanings thus
revealed from the text may probably be contradjctoregular, and inconsistent, not
able to be unified by any reduction. The incohemrgnomena for Foucault, however,
are more valuable because they are able to deratasitie disparate discourses and
exhibit the true face of a text or a discourse.

In the archaeological study, contradiction and nsistency will therefore no
longer impede scholars’ research but are treasaresholars to extract further

meanings. To face ruptures and breaks, the arabgieal researcher therefore will be
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always excited, because, for Foucault, “contradittiare neither appearances to be
overcome, nor secret principles to be uncoveredy e objects to be described for
themselves, without any attempt being made to gecfvom what point of view they
can be dissipated, or at what level that can bieabzed and effects become causes”
(1991: 151). That is to say, rather than an “otlleat should be suppressed, the
contradiction serves as a threshold to disclosedh&ontation, the entanglement,
and the interrelation of different systems of thoisg Contradiction, hence, are not
knots, but “the differengpaces of dissensid(il52), that is, theSpacesrepresenting
“two ways of forming statements, both characterizgaertain objects, certain
positions of subjectivity, certain concepts, amdtsgic choices” (153). The
inconsistency in a text hence is by no means ‘faiteal one” to show “two
contradictory propositions about the same objecttwo incompatible uses of the
same concept” (153). Contradictions, to the cogtistand for a discovery of the
crossover point of “two ways of forming statemen(tE33)—the point of two systems
of thoughts striking each other, for instance,ttaditional concept of science
confronting the rising concept of scientism as vaslthe traditional concept of a
spiritual philosopher encountering the rising cquiad a scientist during Carlyle age.
To deal with this crossover point of two the sysseshthoughts, the
archaeological researcher will not give undue erashta the significance of any
particular system. The archaeological researclosveklier, prefers to reveal the point
of confrontation, to expose all the voices of difiet systems of statements, and to
juxtapose these systems of thoughts without amyference or value judgment. The
archaeological study, hence, is similar to a dsigermuseum in which there are
displays of different systems of ideas. Every statiet, every discourse, and every
idea are excavations of history. Among the excawatinone is superior to the other

or preferable to the scholar; they are equally leitdnl in the museum of ideas. In this
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study ofSartor, then, | will not emphasize solely transcendestalor spiritualism in
the interpretation oBartor. Instead Sartorwill be interpreted as a contextual knot to
reveal the confrontations of diverse ideas andesoin regard to science, religion,
matter, spirit, as well as what it is to be a pédlpher and a scienti§artorhence
represents a discursive museum to display vicidsgwf these ideas during the early
nineteenth century.

Due to its unbiased evaluation, the archaeologitaly will potentially help
pierce the illusions of a transcendental centeraandesthetic unity in the previous
Sartoranalyses of the past century. Different from tlaglitional studies in regard to
science, matter, or the scientist as “the othemiti@ry to the themes of religion, spirit,
and the transcendental philosopher, this studynassuhaSartorcontains more than
one system of thoughts. Based on Foucault’s arébgieal analysis, and different
from Christianity or German Romanticism, the sugab%ther” voices associated
with science and matter will no longer be contradits but a crossover point to
reveal thoughts like religious science, spiritu@ttar, and the philosophical and
spiritual scientist. In short, rather than centgrom a transcendental thensartor
will appear to be a text-museum exhibiting the rageneity of thoughts and
statements during the early nineteenth century.

Not only will theSartortext be free from the myth of aesthetic unity, Ilaras
well will no longer be fixed under the label ofraiscendental sage prophet. Carlyle
of course still represents one of the most sigaiftqhilosophers of early nineteenth
century England. However, the proper name of Cadyggests more than
transcendentalism but a space where diverse theagbembled. So to be interpreted,
greater than a mere moralist who promoted religid spirit and repressed other
voices, Carlyle should be regarded as a large-éeatilosopher who senses a

problem, records the phenomena, and then demastiat expectation to reconcile
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the (ongoing and oncoming) breaks between the whitgligion and science, spirit
and matter, as well as the philosopher and thaesielnstead of inclining to either
side, Carlyle in reality stations himself at theddie way between the two poles of
each pair of thoughts; on the one hand, to warptbbable breaks between the pairs,
and on the other to anticipate compromises in betywsince “The Philosopher,” says

the wisest of this age, “must station himself ia thiddle” SR50).
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Chapter Two

The “Torch of Science”

In a world existing by Industry, we grudge to
employ fire as a destroying element, and not as a
creating one. However, Heaven is omnipotent, and
will find us an outlet. $R32)

In which case, must it not also be admitted thist th
Science of Clothds a high one, and may with
infinitely deeper study on thy part yield richeuift
that it takesscientific rankbeside Codification, and
Political Economy, and the Theory of the British

Constitution. SR203, italics mine)

l. Introduction

Carlyle’s “Torch of Science” in the New Criticalusties usually represents a
target of criticism. For instance, the “Torch afi€nce’ expels Mystery and reduces
Creation to a material process,” comments Cossldthe ‘Scientific Movement’ and
Victorian Literature(1984: 1). To analyze the “Torch of Science” asabject of
Carlyle’s abhorrence, traditional scholars like slet generally regard Carlyle as a
sage-prophet who founds transcendentalismSanrtbr Resartugas a modern
spiritual-bible that reflects the sage’s philosomth which to instruct and guide the
reader in an age governed by machines and scienttes typical traditional
“sage-prophet” discourse, “Carlyle” stands for #dy@aonymies of religion, spirit, as
well as transcendentalism, a8drtorfor those of the Bible and morality. Due to the
general agreement on the twentieth-century cortfiiebry of science and religion,
“Carlyle” and “Sartor Resartus,” the synonymiespirit and religion, are granted the

status of keywords against the notions of sciemadter and machine. Carlyle’s
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“Torch of Science” in the opening paragraptBaitorhence reasonably represents
Carlyle’s mark of criticism because the machinegr€h,” for the use of “science,” is
doubtlessly the obstruction to hinder the progodsspirit, soul, morality, and
humanism.

However, if Carlyle was indeed rejecting science gegarding it as a
mechanical device to destroy spiritual and moragpesses of his contemporaries,
why did Carlyle term his philosophy the “ScienceGdbthes” and honor his Science
of Clothes with “a scientific rank” besides scies@# Codification, Political
Economy, and the British ConstitutioBR203)? If indeed disdaining science and
regarding science as a destroyer of spirit, whysdoarlyle’s mouthpiece,
Teufelsdrockh, turn to the German “scientific watotver” (2) for theoretical and
philosophical inspiration? These evidences suggesthe term, “Science,” in
Carlyle’s diction does not seem to possess a negateaning but rather probably
signifies a positive one. In other words, whahire are no distinct breaks between
the notions of science and religionSartoras twentieth-century scholars had
assumed.

“To change the image radically,” states Claude Weic'Dispelling Some
Myths about the Split between Theology and Sciemt¢ke Nineteenth Century”
(1996), “what we have in the nineteenth centugnfiSchleiermarcher and Hegel on,
is both a massive effort at mediation or synthesisniting of theology and science”
(37). Welch'’s study shows that, rather than cotifigwith each other, science and
religion seem to be in amicable agreement with edlclr in the nineteenth century.
If there is indeed no conflict between science @hdion during Carlyle’s age, then,
what is the true meaning of Carlyle’s “Torch of &me?” If the Torch is no longer
Carlyle’s target of criticism, then, what is Cad main subject of ridicule?

With Welch’s inspiring statement and the complexsik in regard to science
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and religion, this chapter then proposes to reemartiie notion of “science” in
Carlyle’s age and isartor. Supposedly, if there is no science-religion bréakng
Carlyle’s age, the “Torch of Science” should novimved as a destructive machine
to impede the spiritual and moral growthSartor. Moreover, serving as a vehicle to
light and guide, what if the “Torch” metaphor to dify “Science” signifies the
meaning of sacredness and religion? Then, if tlecf” is religious, how is it also
science? Is it as sacred as the lighting attribtitee torch? Furthermore, if the Torch
of Science is sacred and no longer stands foratiget of Carlyle’s criticism, what
does Carlyle really worry about? What is the trusig that Carlyle perceives,
warning his readers to avoid when it comes?

Methodologically then, this study will juxtapoSartor with its textual and the
contextual references: Carlyle’s “Signs of the T&#h@829), “Characteristics” (1831)
and his contemporary views of “science”, to lookdamore precise significance of
Carlyle’s “Torch of Science” and to discover thépipal target of his criticism. To
begin with, an adumbration of the complex theorg@énce-religion relation brought
up by many twenty-first century historians of scerand religion will be introduced
in the first part of this chapter. Contrary to theditional conflict theory assuming
distinct breaks between science and religion iwviptes centuries, the complex thesis
argues that there were, in reality, mutually praokecinterrelations between science
and religion in the past centuries. Since thereenesas a hostile relation between
science and religion in the past centuries, instimond part this study will first regard
science as an impediment to hinder the progregedasoul. Carlyle in reality aspired
to harmonize the traditional ethics of religiontwihe new value of the mechanical
uses of science. Second, rather than merely seag@gmechanical tool, Carlyle’s
“Torch of Science,” intrinsically functions as diggous means to illuminate the

interior and the exterior worlds. And third, instieaf taking science as a destructive
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force to prevent spiritual reform, Carlyle in fdosters a hope to apply the “Torch of
Science” to shoulder the mission of spiritual anarahreforms via the Torch’s

sacredness and potency.

Il. The Twenty-first Century Complex Thesis of Sciece-Religion Relation

During the twentieth century, according to poptdalief, people believed that
there had been conflicts between science andaaligithe past centuries. Events
involving Copernicus, Kepler, Galilei, and Darwireke the persuasive examples to
substantiate the historical conflicts. Among thegents, the publication of Darwin’s
Origin of Specie$1859) was usually assumed the fatal incidentitogtabout the
ultimate break between science and religion imtleglern age.

For twentieth-century schola®yigin of Speciesvas an enemy to religion
because Darwin’s evolution apparently defied tradal Christianity by the
adaptation theory and by the mutability of speci€he Origin of Speciebecame the
foundation of a new history of the world,” Noel Aarmdiscovered in his 1967 study,
because “The issue was not simply whether scholaykt re-interpret the Bible but
whether the beloved story of man’s Creation andHbed was rubbish” (100).
Darwin’s Origin hence was critical because it seemed to initistevaage of science
departing from religious dogma.

To examine the science-religion relation in thet gastury, John Hedley Brooke
observes that “[t]he assertion of incompatibiligtween a Christian and a Darwinian
world-view often hinged on the antithesis betwelkance and design” (1991: 304).
The story about God'’s creation of the world andigithg beings in “Genesis”
suggests that God'’s divine power intervenes iraffers of man and that He manages

all the ranks of beings and all the laws of thevieedy body. Every being and all
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matter are placed at fixed positions under God/séiprinciple and, being endowed
with most abilities and duties, man is God’s fat@being to carry out His mission on
earth.

Darwin’s adaptation theory however negates the mgflCreation and Flood
because it is not God but blind chance respons$iblthe “order in the world” (Annan
101). Rather than being divinely fixed in form gpakition, all living beings are
mutable, to adjust themselves to environments. Tihiss“chance” which decides the
existence of all beings instead of God’s will i ttreation and selection of all lives.
God’s preference and special care for the humantran turns to be man’s arbitrary
imagination. God is not the designer and chancerbes the key factor of evolution.

Darwin’s theories of “natural selection” and “blistlance,” after 1859,
gradually displaced the Biblical accounts, becdaskction” and “chance”
superseded God’s authoritative power. Cruel orsgandatural powers take the place
of the benevolent Godin the views of the twentieth-century historiangrin was
reasonably a revolutionary scientist to overtum @hristian authority. For them,
“Darwin” signified a pivot marking the end of theutnal interaction between science
(represented by Darwin®rigin) and religion (Judeo-Christian tradition). The
interrelation between the two intellectual systesosn petered out and finally reached
their fatal break in the Huxley-Wilberforce Encoenin 1860.

In the past few decades, however, historians ehse and religion have started
to reassess Darwin’s relation to religion and tisumle toward God by references to
different estimates and discoveries. In the eaiti@rpretations oOrigin, it appeared
that Darwin’s defiance of Christianity was geneddbg his revolutionary spirit.
Darwin hence was necessarily deemed an atheiste Soholarly researches on the
newly discovered but once unnoticed documents, iewvdave recently revealed a

rather different history. For instance, while frgng&tating his fluctuation between
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belief and disbelief in his diary and letters, Damstill never purposefully denied the
existence of God. In a letter writing to John Faelpn the ¥ of May 1879, Darwin

confessed:

But as you ask, | may state that my judgment ditestuates. Moreover whether
a man deserves to be called a theist depends atefimition of the term: which
is much too large a subject for a note. In my nexsteme fluctuations | have
never been an atheist in the sense of denyingxikeeace of a God.— | think
that generally (& more and more so as | grow ol@et)not always, that an
agnostic would be the most correct description pfstate of mind. (Quoted,

Darwin Correspondence Project

Not only did Darwin declare his “state of mind” kalso his work oozed with
his faith. According to Brooke’s investigation$tience and Religion: A Historical
Introduction(1991), “origin,” the metaphor Darwin adopted froine Old Testament,
is a term “possible to read into his [Darwin’s] ctusion a set of meanings and values
associated with a biblical religion” (275). Explogi Darwin’s correspondence,
Brooke observes that Darwin in reality intendedaffdiate his theory with the Old
Testament by the metaphor, “origin,” instead ofiagrto challenge the Creation myth
by his evolution theory. According to Brooke, Damwvas never an atheist; he “often
presumed to know that a rational Creator wouldhaste distributed His creatures
around the globe in the patterns that [Darwin] f@lhkad discovered” (276)n other
words, though theoretically constituting an intragaradox in hi©rigin, Darwin
personally still assumed that there was a rati@neator to distribute His creatures,
which indeed evolved according to the changes wife@enments. In Brooke’s

interpretation, the ultimate Creator hence neveisres from Darwin’s mind
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(275-277)** What Darwin did inOrigin was but to modify the Creation Myth in the
Bible.

The conceptual and rhetorical interrelations betwssence and religion occur
not only in Darwin’s correspondence but also inudoents of other nineteenth-
century scientists. An advocate of Darwinism, THdxley (1825-95) was not able to
sever all ties with religion either. For instanteorder to advocate the significance of
scientific education for the populace, Huxley a@ola religious metaphor, “lay
sermons” (Brooke 1991: 31), as an analogy to eragmupeople to attend schools.
Lyon Playfair (1819-98), “one of the most energspokesmen for applied science in
nineteenth-century Britain,” Brooke notices, alsie¢lared that ‘science is a religion
and its philosophers are the priests of naturel).(&rom Darwin’s confessions,
Huxley’s analogy, and Playfair’s rhetoric, the newdences plainly indicate that even
if there were doubts concerning Christianity anel Bible, the Darwinian
evolutionism in the nineteenth-century did not gbisusplit science from religion. In
other words, conceptually, Christianity de factd dot die out but retained its power
among the scientists and laymen during Darwin’s #dearwin and other scientists
in the 1850s and 1860s still possessed faith,arl880s Carlyle supposedly would
not have relinquished religion either.

Many new documentary findings in the past decades lgradually altered the
traditional arguments and subjects in regard tcsthdy of the Victorian
science-religion relations. In subjects, scholarsomger concentrated on studying the
scientific influence upon intellectual dimensioikl|zoology, psychology or

anthropology? In the traditional studies, scholars tended tealisr how the

1 According to Brooke, even if Darwin intended togmasize his respect for and belief in Christian
by using the term, origin, controversially, Darvgi@volutionism was revolutionary per se. “Two quite
different meanings could therefore be attachedaonih’s Origin—that it was consistent with a
biblical religion...and, conversely, that it undermhit” (1991: 276).

12 For example, J. A. V ChappleBzience and Literature in the Nineteenth Cenpurplished in 1986
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nineteenth-century scientific accomplishments aff@écontemporary cultural and
literary texts. Cosslett$he ‘Scientific Movement’ and Victorian Literatye984) is
one of the examples in which she states that beygiroposes “to trace some of
those ‘great ideas’ as they appear both in thensfiewritings of the time, and in its
other literature” (3). The new historians of Viator science-religion relation however
veer their research aspect towards the contexati@izof science. What matters in
the new study, declares Bernard Lightman, shoulth&ésubtle interplay of

Victorian science with its social and cultural aaxtt (4). The traditional studies
minded the scientific effect on other works, wthe new studies weighed the
interrelation of science and its context.

In arguments, as well, scholars of the new stuchesiged their research topic in
regard to the nineteenth-century science-religeation by abandoning the conflict
assumption and veering towards the possibility thfemry based on harmony. They
deemed that to assume an abrupt break betweerts@ed religion arbitrarily
overlooked the documents recording the accommaaabetween the two
intellectual practices and passed over the commexextual relations of the two.
Gary Ferngren, a historian of the history of scegritben states iGcience and

Religion: Some Historical Perspectivi®02):

While some historians had always regarded the D+@ffete [conflict] thesis as
oversimplifying and distorting a complex relationshn the late twentieth
century it underwent a more systematic reevaluafibe result is the growing

recognition among historians of science that tiegigsnship of religion and

focuses mainly on the intellectual significancesaénce in every field—such as astronomy, chegistr
paleontology, geology, zoology, psychology, antimtogy, etc, and the relations of these studies
manifested in the Victorian literature. Tess Cadssl&he ‘Scientific Movement’ and Victorian

Literature’ published in 1982 is another example, in whicts§lett first expounds “the values of
science” and then illuminates the symptoms of tlees exemplified in the works by Tennyson, G.
Eliot, Meredith, and Hardy.
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science has been much more positive than is sometinought. Although
popular images of controversy continue to exemphgy supposed hostility of
Christianity to new scientific theories, studies@ahown that Christianity has
often nurtured and encouraged scientific endeawdhite at other times the two
have co-existed without either tension or attenaptsarmonization. If Galileo
and the Scopes trial come to mind as examplesrdfico they were the

exceptions rather than the rule. (ix)

For the new scholars of the history of science ctir&lict thesis, also termed the
Draper-White thesi§® the warfare thesis, or the military model, distdtte history of
science and religion in the past through an ovessfivation of an either hostile or
amiable relation of science and religion. For tee/rscholars, there were probably
some doubts about the biblical myths and discomvtgtht Christianity in the
nineteenth century and the belligerent warfareflyistwas not the only form of the
science-religion interaction.

The twenty-first century scholars unanimouwsjyee that, rather than
constituting reality per se, the warfare theorgnizre of a discursive production once
popular during the late nineteenth and twentietitw@es. To trace the possible
beginning of the “warfare” imagination, scholarssaefence regard John William
Draper (1811-82) and Andrew Dickson White (1832-8)2df the late nineteenth
century as the probable founders conceptualiziage¢hms of “warfare” and
“conflict.” Draper publishedistory of the Conflict between Science and Ratigio
1874, and White releasétistory of the Warfare of Science with Theology in
Christendonin 1896. The two pioneering volumes with referetacéhe history of

science soon concretized the imagination of “waffand “conflict” by the titles,

13 The origin of “Draper-White thesis” will be expted later.
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instantly causing fermentation and pervasion oif thestile impression. The
metaphor, warfare, gradually turned from a desegbhrase to a prescriptive one.

However, Welch asserts that “the ‘warfare’ has atmmthing to do with the
actual history of theology or of science in theatéenth century” (31) in “Dispelling
Some Myths about the Split between Theology andrfaei in the Nineteenth
Century” (1996). He continues, “[n]ever mind whetheligion and science were
really in conflict; they were increasingligoughtto be in conflict” (34). For instance,
in the Preface télistory of the Warfar€1896), instead of challenging religion, White
in fact declared his confidence in religion: “Myraaction is that Science, though it
has evidently conquered Dogmatic Theology baseilaital texts and ancient
modes of thought, will go hand in hand with Religiand that, although theological
control will continue to diminish, Religion ... widiteadily grow stronger and
stronger” (vol.1. xii). In Welch'’s study, White alsppears to be “a friend to religion”
(30), because the Bible for White is not “an oramia fetish, but a revelation of the
ascent of man and of the ‘eternal law of righte@ssr—the one upward path for
individuals and nations™ (31} In recent studies, “White” thus no longer représen
a doubter to relinquish religion but a believesé&ek the possible accommodation
between science and religion. Though titling hiskoWarfare White does not mean
to assail religion but aims to criticize the dogisiat of the Catholic Church. God
remains sacred for White, who in reality requésésreform of the Church instead of
the reform of Christianity itself.

If White, one of the radical scholars to criticiatigion in the late nineteenth

century, still possessed faith in God and lookedHe possibility of a congenial

4 Furthermore, in hiScience and ReligigmBrooke, too, argues that there are flaws in Dragad
White's supposition of the “conflict” and “warfarglfgument. Brooke considers that “They share a
defect in common with all historical reconstructitiat is only concerned with extreme positions.yThe
neglect the efforts of those who have regardedstieand religious discourse as complementary
rather than mutually exclusive” (1991: 35).
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relation between science and religion, then inmntied of Carlyle, the philosopher of
the 1830s, there might not have been a combatiggme but a sympathetic relation
between science and religion.

Alister E. McGrath argues ifihe Foundations of Dialogue in Science &
Religion(1998) that the warfare discourses, like manyrodiecourses, are
productions of economic, cultural, social, and focdi constructions. He traces one of
the possible sources of the conflict theory, fimgihat the emerging liberation intent
since the Enlightenment might be one of the motivesyitate the break of science
from religion and to reinforce the twentieth-ceytaryth of a “perennial conflict”
(1998: 25) In McGrath’s analysis, the heart of the Enlightemthmovement centered
“the quest for liberation from the political, ralys, social and intellectuahcien
régime (1998: 22). Embedded in the concept of liberatitvere was a dual relation:
the old and authoritative organization versus a aed/free energy. The new forces of
the liberating party meant to overthrow the oldhauitative power of the past in order
to reestablish freer systems to serve the peogevd®n the tradition in the past and
the innovation in the modern, conflicts and stregghrose. Though there were
various representatives of the authoritative iagbn, religion that had lasted for
centuries was always considered the principal tasfjhe libertine’s defiance
(McGrath 1998: 23).

For the Enlightenment libertines, Christianity reggnted a symbol of tlaacien
régimein the dualistic warfare structure. Contrasteth®conservative Christianity,
natural sciences that had reformed people’s knaydexd the universe soon turned
into “a potential weapon of assault in this tagdcGrath 1998: 23). McGrath reasons
that the recurrent mythological metaphor of “Promeets” in the early modern art and
literature, exuded the intellectual’s anticipatmfrthe new science to serve as a

weapon subverting the oppressions of the traditimsétution (23-25). Percy Bysshe
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Shelley’sPrometheus Unboungortraying Prometheus stealing fire for the peopl
was usually adopted as the example to praise thvesoience as a means to break the
fetters of the past in order to attain freedom.WHAtometheus’s stolen fire, man’s life
undergoes many changes, from handiwork to mechi@mizdrom superstition to
reason, and from theocracy to democracy. PrometheuRomantic hero hence
represents an emblem of freedom, and the stolerasitransforming human life and
mind symbolizes science. Thereupon, Prometheusiesthe symbol of the science
used to release man from superstitions and irralitoes, which however are the
emblems of dogmatic Christianity. Science therffiseied with the modern and
freedom, and religion is attached to the past eadtltion. In McGrath’s interpretation,
the warfare relation between science and religienefore is more of a concept
gradually concretized by the libertine’s desireffeedom since the Enlightenment
and finally arriving at its apex in the late niretecentury.

According to the new studies in the late twentmhtury, since the warfare
theory is more of an ideological construction tlaaality, there should be other
forms of relation between science and religion.@dmg to Brooks’ study iiscience
and Religionthe nineteenth century science-religion relationsct are complicated
and diversified. Generally, there are principaliyee forms. First, “religious beliefs
have served asmesuppositiorof the scientific enterprise insofar as they have
underwritten that uniformity” (19). The Bible pral@s a presupposition of an orderly
universe created by an intelligent Creator whodwmsealed His laws in nature.
Scientific studies hence propose to discover ttentaegularities in nature, thereby
revealing the intelligent Deity’s omnipotence anddom. In the primary stage,
therefore, science never means to resist religiogtrine but to serve Christianity to
observe God’s principles evidenced in nature (1p-22

In Brooke’s analysis, the second mutual relatiolwieen science and religion is
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that “religious doctrines have also offershctionor justification” (1991: 22) for
scientific research. To unfold God'’s principlescogation, nature is primarily God’s
sanctuary book. Since God has revealed himselfanwo books: the Book of his
words (the Bible) and the book of his works (natuseudying nature should be
perceived as constituting just as religious arvagtas reading the Bible. Deep within
a scientist’s soul, hence, there are faith and/piesttead of scorn and defiance toward
Christianity. Scientific study, too, is religiousdause it purports to glorify the
greatness of God. In such interpretation, “of alluit, the study of experimental
philosophy [is] most likely to engender a spiritpéty, perseverance, and
humility—the hallmark of Christian virtue” (22) bagse the Creator in the Bible can
enhance the researcher’s fear and esteem to caiaterijis works in nature (22-23).

Thirdly, “religious beliefs ...have also supplietbtive$ (Brooke 1991: 23); the
aims of these are to better the world and creataahly utopia. Scientific scholars
believe that scientific research can glorify God afso relieve man from suffering.
They presuppose an unending improvement of thedwaortl infer the probability of
arriving at the millennium in the Bible through pot scientific achievements. In
other words, there is always “religious motivatlwehind scientific inquiry” (24).
Studying science thus is a religious mission: szaver God’s laws, to arouse man’s
reverence for God, and to improve the status quadwancing to the promised land
(23-24).

In the late twentieth-century new studies, histwmiaf science and religion
observed that there are mutual and complicatedreéiédions, instead of a distinctive
rupture, between science and religion in the pasturies. The warfare imagination
popular during the early and mid twentieth centutiaus is but the misprision, as
McGrath argues, “marred through the dominant useibfaristic and imperialist

metaphors (most notably that of ‘warfare’) in iesdription” (1998: 3). Never in the
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states of “warfare” and “conflict” as White’s anddper’s titles suggest, the
science-religion relation was in fact amicably etated during the nineteenth century,
since, states Brooks, “statements about God atehséats about nature are closely
interrelated. They are designed to show how theécdd@nd scientific concerns have

been mutually relevant in the past” (1991: 11).

[l. The “Torch of Science” in Sartor Resartus

(1) Carlyle’s “Torch of Science”

The “Torch of Science” was once regarded as the maaget of Carlyle’s
criticism in the past studies. Based on the neemag-religion discourses, the
significance of the “Torch of Science” is reverdean a utilitarian conspiracy to a
religious vehicle to reveal not only the materiadl @xterior world but also the
spiritual and interior universe. Rather than ag¢agf Carlyle’s satire, the “Torch of
Science” stands for the metaphor of a powerful magp light up the natural as well
as the spiritual worlds.

In the past studies, due to the “unity” assumptientering upon the theme of
transcendentalism, the notion of scienc&amntorwas either ignored or criticized.
Prejudiced by the conflict theory of the sciencigren relation, the twentieth-
century critics were easily led by a science-religdualism to exalt religion and spirit
and denounce science and matter. The key wordrisej” inSartor hence usually
appeared to be a discursive victim misrecognizethbyarfare-theoretical
interpretation.

Instead of simply denouncing “science” itself, tingh the “torch” metaphor,
Carlyle in reality exposes a further complicatedigecultural denotation of the

concept of science in his age. The word “scien@sspsses more than one meaning;
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it is relative to diverse socio-cultural significas in the arenas of science, religion,
philosophy, and history. In other words, “sciengeSartor serves as a discursive
node to exhibit diverse thoughts and ideas crissing at the nexus of the key word.
In order to discuss the tangling thoughts and ideasecting “science,” this study
will start with the analysis of the “Torch of Sceai in the opening oBartor.
Resembling the key signature on the musical naotaifacomposition, the
opening chapter, “Preliminary” @artor, signifies the work’s pitch, setting the work’s
theme at the wise use of science, to apply sciaa@means to investigate the
physical as well as the metaphysical worlds. Thenapy sentence, an a-paragraph
long sentence, has already demonstrated, perhdigsinictively, Carlyle’s attempt to

adopt science as a vehicle to accomplish the oelggand moral reform of his age:

Considering our present advanced state of cultotlenaw the Torch of
Science has now been brandished and borne abdltmaere or less effect, for
five-thousand years and upwards; how, in thesestiesgecially, not only the
Torch still burns, and perhaps more fiercely theerebut innumerable
Rush-lights, and Sulphur-matches, kindled theaatnot also glancing in every
direction, so that not the smallest cranny or dégyiroNature or Art can remain
unilluminated,—it might strike the reflective mimdth some surprise that
hitherto little or nothing of a fundamental chagacivhether in the way of

Philosophy or History, has been written on the sctopf Clothes.§R1)

Rhetorically, Carlyle devises a comparison betwaeas of the illuminated by
the “Torch of Science” with the “unilluminated” tweate tensions for his thrusts in
the opening sentence. This long sentence congist®@arts, the present participle

in the front followed by a main clause after a dadte present participle, too,
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consists of two parts divided by a semicolon. I pinevious part of the present
participle, joining “our present advanced statewfure” with man’s use of “the

Torch of Science” for “five-thousand years and umsd Carlyle states his cognition
of a causal relation between culture and scienge td the “Torch of Science”, man is
civilized and society is progressing. In this opgnphrase, Carlyle apparently
demonstrates his confidence in the power of “s@&hw better human society. The
confidence that Carlyle asserts here demonstrajes@ral agreement among the
Victorian contemporaries: human civilization evaweith man’s use of science.

In the second part of the present participle dftersemicolon, Carlyle further
illustrates the present condition of the “TorchSaience” in his time. To be fiercer
than ever, the Torch, whether as big as “Rush-4gigbt as small as “Sulphur-
matches,” blazes every corner of human world, lgawio “smallest cranny or
doghole in Nature or Art ... unilluminated.” With sies, Carlyle affirms that the
Torch is a constructive tool to explore the humamlevthoroughly, whether the grand
area or the tiny nook as small as a cranny, whekigescience of the physical (nature)
or that of the human (art). The present particifilerefore, exhibits Carlyle’s belief
and confidence in the power of the “Torch of Scegrto brighten the human world
and guide human progress. To sum up, the firstgddhte long sentence creates an
optimistic tone to celebrate the Torch with whiolitluminate” the world.

However, Carlyle’s tone shifts suddenly after tlasldin the main clause, not
only posing his interrogation of the Torch’s effigebut also pointing right away the
weakness of the Torch to be unilluminated in “thbject of Clothes.” Carlyle
intensifies his mocking tone soon after the dasthkyphrase, “it mighstrike the
reflectivemind with somesurpris€ (italics mine), to remind his “reflective” reader
to ponder why they are so careless in neglectiagttbject of Clothes, an area closest

to the human body, most common in daily life, anmstrapparent in sight. This
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neglect is “surprising” for Carlyle since, as mentd in the present participle, the
Torch is so powerful that “not the smallest cramnygloghole in Nature or Art can
remain unilluminated.” It is so surprising for Gdd that the subject of Clothes, so
basic in life and so obvious in sight, interestshes a philosopher nor a historian.
More forcefully, Carlyle’s mocking tone is reinfaa by the use of the word, “strike,”
which functions as a pun.

On the surface, tostrike the reflective mind” means to “impress on the
reflective mind to have more contemplations ofghbject of Clothes.” That means,
apparently, that Carlyle seems to encourage tlectefe mind to pay attention to the
overlooked subject. In a deeper sense, howevesirike” also suggests to rub a
match head to ignite, to produce fire and light:‘Jiike” the reflective mind, hence,
means more than impressing on the mind the sigmdie of the ignored subject.
Moreover, to “strike” the “reflective mind” indistictively signifies that the mind is in
fact not “reflective” but dim and blunt, needing radriction and percussion in order
to be “struck” to become more contemplative anaims$ul for lighting up the subject
of Clothes. Rather than praising the reader far theflective” minds, in the subtle
tone, Carlyle cunningly criticizes the reader ferrty too thoughtless to leave the
Clothes a barren subject and simultaneously intemdgike his reader to kindle
interests in this subject by his ironic compliment.

Within this long sentence, which is also the opgmaragraph o$artor, Carlyle
technically creates tensions and ironies. By tbbrigue of comparison, Carlyle
delineates tensions between the impression of &golscience and the fact of
ineffective science as well as between the alrdadyinated area and the not-yet
illuminated area. The tone is ironic because, segiyppowerful, the “Torch of
Science” in fact fails to shine on the most basid abvious area of human life,

Clothes. In the present participle, the Torch iw@dul to flame thoroughly so that
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not even the smallest cranny escapes its lightt ypetcomes impotent in leaving the
subject of Clothes vacant in the main clause. Tdmeparison between the powerful
Torch and the impotent Torch then produces ironicivhighlights Carlyle’s question:
why the Torch is unable to illuminate the subjegcCmthes. In this interpretation, the
target of Carlyle’s criticism, therefore, is noetfiTorch of Science” per se but its
status quoit is not the problem of the Torch itself but thelgem of the user of the
Torch; it is not the fault of the Torch itself khe fault of how the Torch is adopted to
light up the world.

In other words, Carlyle in reality is confident e&ding the power of the “Torch
of Science,” thinking it a powerful vehicle with wh to observe the world and guide
the advance of humans; yet, he is discontentedtivlpresent situation of the Torch,
which is too myopic to neglect the field of the @les. To deem the “Torch of
Science” as a powerful, valid, and indispensibtd to explore the world on one hand,
and to consider the user as the main problem t&evetne Torch on the other,
Carlyle then enthusiastically expects to redefirettue attitude and usage of the
powerful Torch, in order to help the vehicle toyutlaborate its capacity for
accomplishing its task of enlightenment. Thougheheconsisting of only one
sentence, the first paragraphS#rtor explicitly exhibits Carlyle’s main theme: to
have a good use of science in order to enlightenams and better the world.

After affirming the power of the “Torch of Sciencafd pointing out its present
myopia in the first paragraph, Carlyle further slitates his anticipation of the Torch’s
domain by the symbolic metaphor, “Clothes,” in fbbowing paragraphs. Carlyle
insists that, more than calculatingly noticing gneat subjects, Science should also
heed the trivial matters; more than practicallyevig the visible objects, Science
should also respect the invisible region. Carlyleooe hand criticizes his

contemporaries for being too calculative to careatyeor the practical and visible
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subjects and on the other hand, expects to adgisbhtemporaries’ attitude in
applying the Torch. For Carlyle, man’s proper atté in using science should not be
motivated “by expediency, by Rewards and Punishgyehtit should be aroused by
the inner goodness originating from “the mysteriGedf-impulse of Whole man,
heaven inspired, and in all senses partaking ofrtfigite” (CH 74)

To apply the same technique in the first paragr@gatulyle adopts a comparison
between what Science has explored and what Sclesceot yet discovered to reveal
his contemporaries’ present myopia in using thefpin the second and third
paragraphs in the first chapter, “Preliminary.’the second paragraph, Carlyle praises
the accomplishments of Science by listing numbégeat achievements in the fields
of physics, astronomy, navigation, geology, geogniosthe areas of “Social
Contract,” “the Standard of Taste,” “the Migrationfsthe Herring” SR1-2), and even

in biology and psychology that concern man’s phaisamd psychological faculties:

Man’s whole life and environment have been laidroged elucidated; Scarcely
a fragment or fibre of his Soul, Body, and Possessibut has been probed,
dissected, distilled, desiccated, and scientifycddécomposed: our spiritual
Faculties, of which it appears there are not a fewge their Stewarts, Cousings,
Royer Collards: every cellular, vascular, musciliasue glories in its Lawrences,

Majendies, BichatsSR2)

In the long list of the scientific achievements tiiorch of Science” appears to be
capable of probing not only every corner of thebkesworld (either above the head or

beneath the feet), every subject of human lifdnégithe great issue of Social Contract

5 The notions of the attitudes of “expediency, redsaaind punishment” will be discussed later in the
section on “The General Contamination of the Medatwlrn the Use of Science and Carlyle’s Urge to
Reform.”
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or the small subject of “Intoxicating Liquors3R2]), but also every segment of man
himself (either the visible cell or the invisibleyzhe). With the long list of the
glorification, it seems that no event, matter dsjeat on the earth can escape from the
powerful light of the Torch. However, just afteetbompliment, Carlyle suddenly
reverses his tone from confidence and conceit tiotdand distrust. He soon turns his
respect for the Torch’s achievement to the sulijettie third paragraph.

Carlyle questions why, though so potent to sparkkevery corner of human
life and environment, the “Torch of Science” howegsiees not extend its energy to

the subject of Clothes:

How, then, comes it, may the reflective mind rep#wit the grand Tissue of
all Tissues, the only real Tissue, should have loeste overlooked by
Science, —the vestural Tissue, namely, of wooleotloer cloth, which man’s
Soul wears as its outmost wrappage and overallreutné@is whole other Tissues
are included and screened, his whole Faculties Wwoskwhole Self lives, moves,

and has its beingBR2)

In order to strengthen the significance of the sabpf Clothes, Carlyle compares
“the only real Tissue” that “man’s Soul wears” wittan’s “whole other Tissues,” i.e.,
man’s physical tissues. The “vestural Tissue” &s‘thutmost wrappage and overall,”
not only to “include” man’s physical tissues andhtve faculties,” but also to
“screen” man’s “whole Selves” and “being.” To reddo Carlyle’s theory of the
“tissue” through taxonomy, one of the most popslasjects in Victorian learning,
one can easily understand Carlyle’s principle agslfication: the physical tissue is
merely one of the divisions, parallel to the digrss of “faculties,” “Selves,” and

“being”, under the subject of Clothes.
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To include man'physical tissuand ‘whole
faculties, the physical, visible, and outward
realm of the bodily tissue and faculties

The vestural Tissue;
the subject of the
Clothes; the grand
Tissue of all Tissues;
the outmost
wrappage and overal

To screen man’swhole Selvésand “beingd,
the metaphysical, invisible and inner realm of
man’s self and being

Fig. 1: Carlyle’s Theory of “Tissue”

To contain not only the physical, visible and outsdveealm of the bodily tissues and
faculties but also the metaphysical, invisible amter realm of man’s self and being,
the Clothes then unquestionably appear to be ‘thedyTissue of all Tissues,” and
the subject of Clothes turns to be a significastiessneeding contemplation of the
“reflective mind.” That is to say, if “every cellai, vescular, muscular Tissue glories
in its Lawrences, Majendies, and Bichats,” it isaasonable to have the more
important subject of Clothes belonging to a largass “quite overlooked by
Science.”

About this neglect, rather than criticizing the dioto be impotent to light up
“the grand Tissue of all tissues,” Carlyle indicatkat it is “some straggling,
broken-winged thinkéf...soar[ing] over it [the subject] altogether heedlgSR2).
Thus, instead of questioning the Torch per se,yW&apoints out that it is the thinker
who is too shortsighted to apply the Torch, mistdkéeaving the subject of Clothes
in an “obscure region” (2). The thinker wronglydtire[s] man as @lothed Animdl
without discovering that man in fact “is by natarBaked Animaland only in certain
circumstances, by purpose and device, masks hims€lbthes” (2). Between the

“Clothed” and the “Naked,” a “philosophic thinker.f looldness, lynx-eyed

% The subject of the “broken-winged” thinkers wié biscussed in Chapter Three, “Natural
Supernaturalism Redefined.”
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acuteness” (5), like Carlyle, can perceive a spat@able for researchers to delve
into knowledge, a space yet still vacant and batdes contemporary
“broken-winged” thinker, however, only “cast[ingh @wl’s glance,” myopically
regards “Clothes as a property...as quite naturalsaodtaneous” (2) to be justly
ignored, without noticing the difference betweea t€lothed” and the “Naked.” To
adopt Shakespeare’s saying, Carlyle explains, ‘\@egatures that look before and
after: ...we do not look round a little, and see wkaiassing under very eyes” (2).
Due to the limitedness of the blear-eyed thinkkoszon, the powerful tool of the
Torch thus is utilized to mostly explore the biglausible subjects but barely the
small, trivial and even invisible subjects.

Carlyle believes that knowledge is everywhere. Alnght and negligible area
contains invaluable knowledge as long as the thidkes not fear the “unprofitable
diligence” and “devious courses3R3) and does not calculatingly choose subject
“[by] geometric scale” (3). Carlyle then takes preal examples from natural realities
to illustrate the significance of the seeminglghtiand trivial objects similar to the
Clothes: “be it remarked, that even a Russian stéys tumuli and gold ornaments;
also many a scene that looks desert and rock-bfsandthe distance, will unfold
itself, when visited, into rare valleys” (3). Thdugeemingly vacant and infertile, the
pettiness unexpectedly comprehends the treasyneilosophy and wisdom:
“[d]espise not the rag from which man makes Pagrethe litter from which the earth
makes Corn” (53). Carlyle then argues that “[r]lgiMiewed no meanest object is
insignificant; all objects are as windows, throwghich the philosophic eye looks into
Infinitude itself” (53). Therefore, there is noféifence between great objects and
petty matter, between visible subject and invisibseie; it is, however, the difference
between how a calculative mind and a philosophitk#éér view the world and to

apply the “Torch of Science”.
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Thinking that knowledge should be everywhere, Qarlgen looks for
Germany, the “learned, indefatigable, deep-thinkBegmany” ER2), to come to his
aid. In Carlyle’s age, while English and French stit mired by the influences of the
French Revolution and Napoleonic invasions, “then@a can stand peaceful on his
scientificwatch-tower.. to tell the Universe ...what o’clock it really i§2-3 italics
mine). He veers toward the German philosophy bexaccording to David Knight's
research on the science in 1830 Germany, “one dmddoth speculative insights
and also highly empirical research and teaching).(6he “scientific watch-tower,” a
high platform not only for looking far and broadtalso for approaching God and
heaven, symbolizes a combination of the “specugatigights” and the “empirical
research and teaching.” Rather than denouncingsej€arlyle hence discovers in
Germany the philosophy “to bring a dynamical spirib science” (Knight 63). With
the spiritual permeation in science, though theee'iaging, struggling multitude here
and elsewhere”3R2) in the contemporary English and French, ther@arare still
spiritually “peaceful” to immerse themselves “soldyn from hour to hour” in the
“preparatory blast of cowhorn” (2-3) for tellingethworld the truth of the time (“tell
the Universe...what o’clock it really is”). Symbolita the “solemn German” able to
see the truth becomes the ideal philosopher inye&limagination. Similarly, the
“scientific watch-tower,” to comprehend both of thignificances science and spirit,
emblematically illustrates Carlyle’s ideal mannéstudy, that is, empirical research
with speculative insights.

The “Torch of Science” ifsartor, in such interpretation, thus does not signify
mechanism or utilitarianism to destroy the elevatd spirit; instead, it is a powerful
investigating vehicle for Carlyle, to reinforce thdvance of the human spirit as long
as the philosopher stations himself right in therstific watch-tower and equips

himself just with the tool of the Torch. With therth, a philosophic thinker is
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without any fear of “an unprofitable diligence8R3) but solemnly “has his way” (3)
to discover “someut-lying, neglected, yet vitally momentous progir(8 italics

mine). Once a subject “overlooked by science,” k#st the “grand Tissue of all
Tissues,” thus will be excavated since it is a ‘Wi&dlly momentous [province]” to
bury “the hidden treasures’ (3). In the openingaftor, bringing up the problem of
the common neglect of his contemporary “broken-wththinker,” Carlyle then poses
his purpose in “Chapter | Preliminary” clearly, thg to introduce a German
philosopher and his philosophic book on the sulpé€lothes to English intellects
who, unfortunately, have had their “free flightidiought” cramped by the
“immediately practical tendency on all English cuét and endeavour” (4). Compared
with the German philosopher, the English intellacks “the free flight of Thought,”
and compared with the German philosophy, the Emglisture is too practical to
neglect “abstract Thought” (2).

To be analyzed from his ideal philosophy and plojpdeer from Germany,
Carlyle’s position on and anticipation of the “Thraf Science” becomes apparent.
First, Carlyle takes the “Torch of Science” as ampising vehicle that can illuminate
not only the grand, the physical and the visiblg,diso the trivial, the metaphysical
and the invisible. To link the visible to the inWike, the physical to the metaphorical,
Carlyle tactfully uses the metaphor of “tissue,thoead the outmost layer, Clothes,
through the middle, the bodily tissue, with theearmost, the Soul and the being. The
principal plan ofSartorthus is exposed: to hold the “Torch of Sciencelhtestigate
from the outmost vestural Tissue to Man’s innerIS8acond, to be discontented with
his contemporary common neglect of the spiritua general tendency toward the
practical, Carlyle expects to introduce the Germlaifosophy, combining science and
spirit, to reform his contemporary English scieresgcience in which “pure Science,

especially pure moral Science, languishes amorigngéish” (4). Third, due to the
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expectation to reform, implicitly, Carlyle pointsitthis contemporary conundrums in
the use of science, to fear “an unprofitable diligg” to rely on practical purpose,
and to lack spiritual and moral tendencies. In othards, what Carlyle in reality
criticizes inSartor should be the utilitarianism, pragmatism and maeidm popular

among his contemporary English intellectuals.

(2) Carlyle’s “Torch of Science” and Religion
To take the Torch of Science as a powerful vehiliduminate the exterior and
the interior worlds, Carlyle, however, is not therger. The “torch” treated as a
metaphor to signify scientific endeavor to exaltdGanagic sign can be traced back
to the seventeenth century when the rational seiehoature came to the fore. The
XLII emblem and epigraph in Michael Maier’s alchealibook’ Atalanta fugiens
(1617) can be taken as one of the evident exampléastrate the “torch” as a vital

tool to assist a chemist in exploring the naturerehGod has left his divine signature.

17 Alchemy is a kind of study to combine the studytaf physical and the spirital.
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Fig. 2 The 4% Epigraph ofAtalanta fugiensNature, Reason, Experience and Reading
must be the Guide, Staff, Spectacles and Lampntiathmat is employed in Chemical
Affairs. The Alchemy Web Sitieevity.com. 1996. March 18, 2009.
<http://www.levity.com/alchemy/atl41-45.htmI>

Published in Latin, Maier'atalanta fugienss an interesting book incorporating fifty
emblems with an epigram and a discourse for eadiiegm The torch metaphor
appears in Emblema XLII, in which a chemist caredamp to follow the footsteps of
the Goddess Nature in the wild at night. Epigramdh# says: “Nature, Reason,
Experience and Reading must be the Guide, Stadict&ples, and Lamp to him that is
employed in Chemical Affairs® The main theme of Discourse XLII rephrases what
the Epigramma says, that is, the required quaktigs which a successful chemist
should be equipped.

Though merely portraying the mundane world, Mai&rsblema XLII exudes
religious themes: the chemist’s task is to obsémeantelligent Creator’s principle of

Creation concealed in the orderly-designed nafAsergued by Brooke iScience

18 The translation is adopted from the website, <Htgvity.com/alchemy/at41-45.html>.
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and Religion “religious beliefs have served apr@suppositiorof the scientific
enterprise” (19); the purpose of the scientifiadgthence means to serve Christianity
to prove the omnipresence of God who leaves hisavsagns in nature. To study
nature then means to perceive God, because stuthgrigook of God’s work (nature)
is as religious as reading the Book of God’s wdtlds Bible). The chemist, wearing
spectacles, with a lamp walking in the dark in Mai&mblema XLII similarly
illustrates the religious theme: it represents laoscientist is able to discover the
divine signature through empiricism by reading rain the mundane world. The
required equipment for a faithful scientist shobéthe Goddess nature as a guide,
reason as a staff, experience as spectacles, aditigeas a lamp. Simply put, to
exercise reason, to follow experiences, and to gead authors, allows the scientist
to unfold divine secrets hidden in nature.

The lamp, the lighted torch among the requiremétscientific research, is
of significance because without the torch, therg@ewill be blind, seeing nothing in
the dark, and going astray. A torch is a lightingamne, helping the scientist in
“seeing the light” outwardly and inwardly. The stlist hence is able to see the light
in the exterior dark and to “see the light (undensg)” in the inner murk. In other
words, the lamp not only kindles exterior natueading the scientist to stagger in the
dark wild, but also enlightens the interior, ingiguiding a scientist to “understand”
nature and to perceive God’s designing principlé® scientist needs to have a
lighted torch to reveal God’s sacred Book in Nattinen, he can not only accomplish
his scientific enterprise but also devote his adgheents to Christianity religiously.

With the “Torch of Science,” Carlyle’s philosoptitunker inSartoris as

religious as Maier’s alchemist endeavoring to discdthe hidden treasures” “in the
immeasurable circumambient realm of NothingnesshNigtt” (SR3). Carlyle’s

lynx-eyed thinker, never renouncing the Torch, pguiimself with the Torch of
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Science while wandering in “Nothingness and Nighgtause the Torch will guide
him with its light to traverse the wild in the daxkreveal the unknown in the soul,
and to resolve the secrets of the Divine.

As a metaphor, Carlyle’s Torch not only follows thaditional concept of a
scientist’s lamp but also alludes to God’s lightCireation too. IrGenesis;God said,
‘Let there be light,” and there was lightGén1l: 3-4). In the Bible, light is a sacred
gift from God to bring order, wisdom, improvemead spiritual elevation. God’s
light to illuminate the world and to enlighten mgenerates the awe and esteem in
man, who then imitates God in creating an artifisght, the “Torch of Science,” for
lighting up and improving the world. As argued bsoBke, “religious doctrines have
also offeredsanctionor justification” (1991:22) for scientific reseatdhe religious
man thus creates the “Torch of Science” by imigtBod’s light and applies this
Torch to discover God’s secrets of creation. As '&bght governs both the physical
and the metaphysical worlds, giving universal armtahorder, so man’s light, too,
illuminates both of the visible and invisible was|deading man’s material and
spiritual progresses. The man-made light, the Taedsembling God’s light, directs
man to the same goal: to help man become enligtifenelized and progressive for
approaching the state of millennium. The man-magte therefore should be
religious rather than offensive.

Carlyle trusts light and believes that light isasated with God. “Light has
come into the world; to such as love Light, so aght. must be loved, with a
boundless all-doing, all-enduring love. ...Do we albeady know that the name of
the Infinite is Good, is God? ” (CH 103) As Maieakhemist, Carlyle’s wise
philosopher is an empiricist as well, wanderinghie dark to observe “the mystery of
the Infinite” in nature, which is “a mystery...thraugll ages, we shall only read here

a line of, there another line of” (103). For Caelylod’s words (the Bible) are hidden
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in God’s work (nature) too. God’s secrets are it in the “System of Nature! ...
[that] remains of quitenfinite depth, of quite infinite expansionSR193). And the
laws of nature are God’s words: “We speak of thiive of Nature: and truly a
\olume it is,—whose Author and Writer is God” (193).

In order to reveal God’s words in nature, Carlylgise philosopher should
prepare for himself the “Torch of Light.” Teufelsdkh describes the highest man that
he honors: “hiutwardand hisnward endeavour are one: ... [the] inspired Thinker,
who with heaven-made Implement conquers Heaveuadbr.. [with] Light...
Guidance, Freedom, ImmortalitySR171-72, italics mine). With “Light,” the
inspired Thinker can discover the outward world atsb “see the light” of the inner,
i.e. to “understand” inwardly. Since “Understandiagndeed thy window” (167),
seeing through the window with a Torch of light ihspired Thinker thus will
understand the divine signature inscribed in naaumekalso perceive with his inner
eyes God’'s wisdom hidden in the inward “wild-wellbgr Chaos” (148). Carlyle
believes that the inspired Thinker has “vision” §L4vithin his Soul. As the inner
vision is lighted up through the “window,” the inwda'dark wasteful Chaos” will
soon turn into a “blooming, fertile, heaven-encosygel World” (148). The Torch
hence functions materially and technically as \aslkpiritually and religiously. It
lights up nature and God’s work outwardly and kasdihe inner vision too, for
helping the philosopher to conquer the inner cHanseeing God’s light inwardly:
“Let the inward and the outward be Light!”

As Brook argues, “of all pursuit, the study of espeental philosophy was most
likely to engender a spirit of piety, perseverarazed humility—the hallmark of
Christian virtue” ER22). Carlyle’s “Torch of Science,” as well, engerslhis
protagonist’s spirit of piety, perseverance and iitynwWandering in the natural wild

to seek the truth, Teufelsdrockh finally achieves state of the “Everlasting YEA” by
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realizing that “One BIBLE | know, of whose Plendngpiration doubt is not so much
as possible; nay with my own eyes | saw the GodisdHwriting it” (146-47). In wild
nature, Teufelsdrockh no longer sees “chaos” utBiBLE”". Both the “BIBLE” in
nature and the Bible in words originated from “Go#fand.” The two Bibles are in
fact “One.” In the state of the “Everlasting YEA2ufelsdrockh hence no longer
doubts but humbly and faithfully believes in theviDe and His writings. Like

Maier’s alchemist who discovers God by followingura humbly with a Torch in
hand, Teufelsdrockh too travels alone to the NBute to face his inward
predicament through pursuing God’s truth. Aftestjoiurney, Teufelsdrockh therefore
conquers his inner disbelief and doubt, witnessed'sSsignature, perceives God’s
wisdom, and finally achieves a state of inner haryn@eufelsdrockh’s long
wandering in the “Nothingness and Night” hence jsuaney into God'’s light.

In nature, Teufelsdrockh sees God'’s light and p&ceives God Himself: “Or
what is Nature? Ha! Why do | not name thee Go&R142) Holding the Torch of
Science to wander in the dark does not cause Beltelkh to deny God; instead, to
wander with the Torch, he has piety and esteemrgtatkand has his belief and
confidence in God increased: “Like soft streamiafyselestial music to my
too-exasperated heart, came that Evangel. The tssive not dead and
demoniacal ... but godlike, and my Father’s!” (1423cing the Infinity represented
by nature, Teufelsdrockh soon feels that “the iselliee needed to be annihilated”
(145). Before nature and before God, man shouldubbeble. Even if man is proud of
his great advancement, any human invention, thectTof Science” for instance, is
but an imitation of God’s Creation, Which is far rm@normous than any of man’s
trivial inventions. Teufelsdrockh then advisesit@iader to be pious and humble
because “Thought without Reverence is barren, psrpaisonous” (51). He reminds

his reader that “Man’s Unhappiness ... comes of meatess” (143) because human
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achievement in every field causes man to be tdecsakeited and arrogant to forget
the origin of his greatness, that is, God. It ®tigh (imitating) God, instead of
depending on man’s self, that man is able to ré@chatness.” Humble, pious and
perseverant, Teufelsdrockh the empiricist wanderére wild is a sincere believer
obedient to Christian virtue, since he believexvié God. This is the Everlasting
YEA” (145).

Religion not only serves as a “presupposition”@éstific enterprise,” offers
“sanctiori for scientific research and engenders “Christiatue,” but also supplies
“motives (Brooke 191:23) for empirical studies. The mosver depending on
science derive from the desire for increase, gramith development. Though
bringing advances, for some traditional ninetear@htury people, science is
monstrous because it causes great changes. Hov@ardrie is fascinated with
“change,” because “Change, indeed, is painfuleyetr needful; ... [it is] necessity of
great Change... [it is] the product simplyinEreased resources. the oldmethods
can no longer administer” (CH 100). Probably bnmggpains, change is necessary
since after the temporary throes, there will imefeased resourcéshat the “old
method cannot produce. By no means doubting the new atetbcience, Carlyle in

reality defends it, looking forward to the use oiesice:

What is it... that in our own day bursts asunderiteds of ancient Political
Systems, and perplexes all Europe with the fe&hafnge, but even this: the
increase of social resources, which the old saw&thods will no longer
sufficiently administerThe new omnipotence of the Steam-engifewing
asunder quite other mountains than the physicaletat our economical
distresses, those barnyard Conflagrations themseive frightfulest madness of

our mad epochheir rise also in what is a real increase: increasf Men; of
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human Force; properly, in such a Planet as ours, thost precious of all

increase® (CH 100, italics mine).

Science brings increase; increase suggests develdpm an age of change, an age
looking for advancement, science then represeptsraising vehicle to better the
world and to construct an earthly utopia for apphoag the biblical millennium.

Never assuming that the advancement of sciencetsride developments of
spirit and religion, Carlyle, to the contrary, ertain that “the bodeful Night” (CH 98)
will end, because the “progress of man towardsdrigimd nobler developments of
whatever is highest and noblest in hiras not only prophesied to Faith, but now
written to the eyes of Observatiq98, italics mine). Human development is twofold,
outwardly, the scientific, the social, and the isiial, and inwardly, the spiritual, the
moral and the religious. To hold the “Torch of $we” with sincere Christian faith,
Carlyle believes, the observing lynx-eyed philosaphill be able to see and to
increase both the inward and outward. In other wo@arlyle’s wise philosopher
never tends to deny but always to have both FaithLéght, the Faith to believe that
“from the bosom of Eternity there shine for us sl guiding stars” (CH 103) and
the Light to assure that “we are in progress” (98).

Rather than simply signifying science, Carlyle’®f@h of Science” in the
opening paragraph &artoris full of abundant meanings. As suggested by &oltiic
the “unity” assumption is problematic becausetfitinsically supposes an “other” and
intentionally excludes the other. The tradition@ahscendental” assumption in
dealing withSartor, too, presupposes “spirit and religion” as theteeand “science”
as the other. Under the “unity” assumption, reabbnshe themes of spirit and
religion should be elevated, while the themes @ and matter should be rejected.

This assumption then causes breaks, contradictmusdiscontinuities between
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science and religion in the interpretatiorSafrtor.

However, to have a more meticulous look of CarylEdrch inter-textually with
references to his contemporary science-religicaticels, Maier’s alchemical book,
and Carlyle’s “Characteristics,” the “Torch” shindifferently. It is a medium
congenially bridging science and religion. On oaad the Torch is scientific: it is a
man-made Light to function as a powerful vehicléédp the scientist to light up
nature (God’s work). On the other, the Torch iggieus, an imitation of God’s Light,
implying God’s omnipotence. Made purposefully toveeChristianity, the Torch
investigates the nature where God leaves His sigaautwardly and reminds man of
“Let there be Light!” inwardly, to arouse man’s fyi@nd esteem for God.

Furthermore, the Torch metaphor also reveals Gaslyworld view, that is,
between the interior and the exterior worlds, tre@emutually related interrelations
rather than breaks or divisions. Ideally, Carlyédidves that the Torch shines
simultaneously inwardly and outwardly, and thusliblet of Torch should be able to
reach both the visible and the invisible, the ptgisand the metaphysical, and the
material and the spiritual. This assumption, tajws from the belief of “God’s
omnipotent Light.” As God’s Light guides man outalyrand inwardly, so man-made
light, to imitate God’s, should lead man to seaxgteriorly and interiorly. The “Torch
of Science” hence helps man see the light in natndesee the light (understand) in
soul; it opens man’s eyes and insight.

However, intriguingly, why does Carlyle argue iwda of the “Torch of Science”
at this crucial moment? Why does Carlyle have tpleasize the mutual relation
between science and religion as well as betweemtrd and the outward? What
kind of crisis is Carlyle worried about? As suggelsby Foucault, the rise of a
statement indicates an incident that brings com&tions and contradictions. The

contradictions are not knots or ends, but ggatesto represent “two ways of
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forming statements, both characterized by certhjaats, certain positions of
subjectivity, certain concepts, and strategic obsli¢FoucaulArchaeologyl51).
Carlyle’s argument about the “Torch of Science,adl, implies “two ways of
forming statements,” reflecting the confrontatidriveo ideas, that is, the value of the
religious and the spiritual in tradition in confiieg with the rising attention to the
material and the utilitarian in his age.

Due to the rapid progress in economies and incsst@arlyle’s contemporaries
indulge themselves with lavishness, concentratiegeiy on “the clay-given mandate,
Eat thou and be filléd(SR138-39). Regretting that his contemporaries are too
utilitarian, material and mechanistic to ignore $ipéritual, moral and religious,
Carlyle then avows the significance of “the Godegivmandate” (138). I8artor,
criticizing the Torch ironically to focus merely dme great, the physical and the
visible but overlooking the trivial, the metaphyadiand the invisible, Carlyle then
brings up his main thesis: the necessarily mutiakion between the scientific and
religious, the physical and metaphysical, the maedand the divine, as well as the
interior and the exterior. “The Torch of Sciencaljle to light and to reform, is
therefore a sacred vehicle to unite man and Gottemand spirit, and science and
religion.

Carlyle’s criticism of the Torch reflects his worand his hope: the worry about
the break of science from religion, sprit from regtand man from God, as well as
the hope to pass the crisis and rejoin the twop@arlyle’s “Torch” metaphor then
not only indicates his contemporary crisis but alemonstrates his reform
imagination. More than renouncing science by daingy the Torch, Carlyle in fact
intentionally adopts science as the foundation ugbich to rebuild the fortress of the

spirit.
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(3) The General Contamination of the Mechanical irthe Use of Science
And Carlyle’s Urge to Reform

Carlyle’s “Torch of Science” interpreted by Fouadiah analysis appears to be
a discursive space in which to denote confrontatmfiitwo streams of thought, the
decline of the traditional ethical vs. the riseaafew value related to the use of
science. Then, what are the differences betweelititmal ethics and the new value in
holding the “Torch of Science” to investigate theegior nature and the interior
universe? What are the intrinsic principles oftitaglitional ethic and the new value?
And why is there the new value rising to offend tifaglitional ethic of science?

For Carlyle, the traditional value in regard to ttmacept of science should
domain “the two great departments of knowledge—eilsvard ... [and] the inward”
(ST 105). However, during his age, there was amgéngerest in the mechanical to
deal with all aspects of human life, including trse of science. He declares that there
is “amighty changen our whole manner of existence” (103 italics a)inrAnd this
“change” is a stealthy tendency of the mechanabntaminate “not only our modes
of action alone, but our modes of thought and fegl{103). Due to the “mighty
change,” gradually, “[men] are grownechanicaln headand inheart as well as in
hand They have lostaithin individual endeavour and matural force,of any kind”
(103 italics mine). From the hand to act, to thacht® think and the heart to feel,
men’s “whole manner of existence” (103) undergbesgreat influence of the
“mighty change.” Step by step, men lose their hé@ti¢he invisible, the inner, the
metaphysical, and the divine since only the visiid the tangible are trustworthy.
Without faith, men neither look for the “internanbection” (103) through
discovering the “natural force” with their “indivighl endeavour[s],” nor follow the
traditional intellectuals like the wandering alchistin Maier's Emblem. The men of

the new value, instead, solely depend on “exteroaibinations and arrangements,
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for institutions, constitutions, for Mechanism afeosort or other.... Their whole
efforts, attachments, opinions, turn on mechané&md,are of a mechanical character”
(103). The new men of the mechanical characteretbee, look merely toward the
external and exert their efforts simply to the bigj disregarding the inner and the
invisible. The rising new value, in Carlyle’'s pheashus refers to the “mighty
change,” that is, the mechanization of men’s “whuobkmner of existence.”
Disappointed and dissatisfied, Carlyle criticizieattthis “mighty change”
“sufficiently indicates the intellectual bias ofightime” (ST 105). The intellectuals
have lost their inner eyes and the perception e¢ifgy the light;” they see solely the

external:

That, except the external, there are no true segrtbat to the inward world (if
there be any) our only conceivable road is throinghOutward; that, in short,
what cannot be investigated and understood medhanicannot be investigated

and understood at all. (105)

Carlyle’s contemporary intellectuals misinterptet tTorch of Science” as simply a
tool to investigate the “Outward” and to overlodkée inward world.” To deem the
inner as “no true sciences,” the intellectuals eahe “state of Science” (103) to go
astray. Consequently, “the Metaphysical and Moci¢i&es are falling into decay,
while the Physical are engrossing, every day, mespect and attention” (103). Not
merely the physical and the visible worlds are gedigg dominated by the mechanic
calculation, the metaphysical and the invisible ld®ican not escape from the yoke of
mechanism, eitherPhilosophyScienceArt, Literature all depend on machinery”
(102 italics mine). This complaint is similarly ts¢d inSartoras well: “pure Science,

especially pure moral Science, languishes amorigngéish” (SR4). No longer
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trusting the “pure moral Science” that refers te 8cience able to light up the world
and enlighten people in the traditional concept)y@&is contemporary intellectuals
incline themselves toward the new value of scien¢be mechanical trend.

To be mechanical, the intellectuals are datowe and blind to see through the
appearance. Each calculatingly “teaches and pesctiee great art of adapting means
to ends” (ST 100), attaching themselves to “countip and estimating men’s
motives..., [to] curious checking and balancing, gofladjustments of Profit and
Loss” for the purposes of “guid[ing] them to theine advantages” (108). In other
words, the intellectuals no longer mind the “whiolerard Sea of Light and Love’SR
49); they become the “man who cannot wonder, whesamt habitually wonder (and
worship)” (51). Spirit, moral, and religion are &t in their hearts and minds; what
they do care about are technical “Mensuration anch&ration” (50) in “all
Laboratories and Observatories” (51). The intellals, hence, tangle themselves in
the “Logic mills, to grind out the true causes affécts of all that is done and
created” (ST 112). They do nothing and they doaneate; they are far from the ideal
intellectuals represented by Maier’s chemist—takanprch, wearing spectacles,
wandering in dark wild, and investigating the deitnuth manifested in the mundane
matter. Looking for merely “Profit and Loss” andissating only the “true
advantages,” the intellectuals become empty hedatis‘aPair of Spectacles behind
which there isn0 Eyé (SR51 italics mine). Carlyle here ridicules his conparary
intellectuals of the new values, who seem to eth@mselves with the tool of science
apparently but are in reality without an “Eye,” tlhg the physical Eye to probe the
appearance (clothes) for seeing into the truthelsas the insightful Eye to observe
the truth in perceiving the divine.

Carlyle, then, traces the possible origin of thgmy change mechanism, and

indicates that the “last class of our Scotch Meyaians had a dim notion that much
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of this was wrong” (ST 104). Among the last classithe Scotch Metaphysicians,
according to Carlyle, it is John Locke who splite tphilosophy of the mind” (104)

from the study of all sciences. Locke’s

whole doctrine is mechanical, in its aim and orjgmits method and its
results...: it is a mere discussion concerning thgiroof our consciousness, or
ideas, or whatever else they are called; a gehiiory of what we see in mind.
The grand secrets of Necessity and Freewill, oMir&’s vital or non-vital
dependence on Matter, ofir mysterious relations to Time and Space, to God,
the Universeare not, in the faintest degree touched on iretieguiries; and

seem not to have the smallest connexion with tt{@64 italics mine)

Apparently, for Carlyle, Locke’s philosophy disredsithe mysterious and thus causes
the regression of philosophy and the predicamestieince in the present. Though
discussing “the origin of our consciousness, oagjeLocke overlooks the “grand
secrets of Necessity and Freewill,” the first causkthe universe, and the mysterious
relations between mind and matter, between marGantd Without concern for the
issues of the mysterious, Locke’s philosophy heeealts in the present overlooking
of “the moral, religious, spiritual condition ofdlpeople” (106) and in the
contemporary keen pursuit in “their physical, pieadt economical condition” (106).
Tragically, this society inclines to worship thed®y-politic” and slight the
“Soul-politic” (106).

The man of the “Soul-politic,” according ta@yle, refers to the man who
“deals much in the feeling of Wonder, insists oa tiecessity and high worth of the
universal Wonder”$R50). For the man of the “Soul-politic,” “Wonder is.the basis

of Worship: the reign of wonder is perennial, indestible in Man” (50). Simply put,
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Carlyle’s Wonder is the invisible, the spiritudietmetaphysical, and the religious,
which cannot be investigated purely by the physeyais or the mechanical tools but
have to be dug out by the deep thinker who faithfcérries a lamp walking in the
dark nature. The men of the “Body-politic” are “lioghoppers, and treble-pipe
Scoffers, and professed Enemies to Wonder” (51)0"adnnot wonder” but “walk
through [their] world by theunshineof what [they] calledruth, or even by the
hand-lamp of what [Teufelsdrockh] call[a}jtorney-Logi¢ and explain all, ‘account
for all, orbelieve nothing ofit(51 italics mine).

Instead of walking in the dark wild of the mystersoNature and holding the
Torch to light the outside and the inside like tiaglitional “true intellectual” (CH 74),
the men of the new value in the “Body politic,” twaiut any belief and faith, walk
under the sunshine and have “the hand-lamp” tol&xpand “account” for the
mysteries in nature falsely. They are “illuminatcepticswalk...in full day-light,
with rattle and lanteri (SR51 italics mine) to investigate the world “withshi
dissecting-knives and real metal probes” or by fenhoek microscopes... and
anatomical blowpipe” (ST 105). Seemingly able te,4be man of the new value in
reality sees no truth but blindly believes in theamanical tools that solely examine
the exterior. “[T]houghhe Sun is shinifig SR51 italics mine), the man of the
“Body-politics” is the fool without insight. Rididung the man of the new value as
“Dilettant[i] and sandblindPedant[s]” (52 italic mine), Carlyle is confidehgt it is
not that “the reign of wonder is done, and God'sldall disembellished and
prosaic” (52), but a tragic regression of sciermcbdcome “the mechanical and
menial handicrafts” (51).

Carlyle takes Dr. Cabanis’s statements cariiegr‘thought” inRapports du
Physique et du Morale de ’'Hommas an example to explain the privation of the

spiritual and the invisible among his contempostndies in “Signs of the Times.”
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For Dr. Cabanis, thought is a sort of matter “sextdy the brain;” it is “a product of
the smaller intestines” (ST 105) [shit] insteadhafthing related to the spiritual or the
metaphysical. Carlyle regrets that Dr. Cabanis,artbe representatives of the new
thinkers, is so blind to “[walk] through the lantlwonders, unwonderirig105
italics mine). The man of the new value has neitaigh nor belief, seeing by no
means “Poetry and Religion” (105), because he nmechlly dissects wonder and
analyzes mystery. Science, therefore, in Carl@esumption, gradually loses its
traditional ethics, that is, the reverence for b exterior and the interior worlds,
but attaches itself to the mechanical, to tracestyehe seeable in the exterior world.
In “Carlyle’s Denial of Axiological ContentiScience” (1988), Charles W.
Schaefer, similarly, argues that Carlyle “assisésreverential-poetic perspective by
boldly impugning science for the manner in whickntangles itself in the ‘clothes’
which cover the most urgent questions; by remindhisgage that just our being here
at all is the chief wonder; [and] by exposing teedency of science to lapse into
scientism” (16). Though not boldly declaring thatrigle does not deny but favor
science, Schaefer points out that Carlyle intendfcall] attention to the furtive
tendency of science to lapse into scientism” (Ii@plicitly, there is a discursive
space for defending an ideal type of science iny&s imagination between
Schaefer’s lines. From the “science” to “scientisthere is a distance. Schaefer
argues that Carlyle impugns his contemporary seiécause it “entangles itself’ in
merely the exterior (clothes) without noticing theerior (the reverential-poetic
perspective). In other words, the present scietact¢us on the exterior) differs from
the past science (to concern both the interioreattérior). What Carlyle impugns,
suggestively, is the present science, i.e., saantinstead of the past science, i.e., the
pure science of the inner and the outer. In Scinaede/n term, what Carlyle denies is

the “axiological content in science” (10), thattise science to be imbued with the
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calculative estimation of “Profit and Loss” (ST 3@d to “replace wonder with
explanation in the name of science” (Schaefer 12).

More than a denier of his present sciencéyféas in reality an early
nineteenth-century leader of an ethical reformoiérsce. Different from his
contemporary social and political reformers whoafesally demand structural and
formal rearrangement, Carlyle deems that an ineslution is far more fundamental
and essential. Similar to the political reformeaylyle is enthusiastic about pursuing
the great happiness of the people. Yet differesnfthe political reformers who
interest themselves in the exterior circumstanebs;h is “itself the sign of a
mechanical age” (ST 106), Carlyle insists that manéat happiness “depends on the
mind which is within us, not on the circumstancdsol are without us” (106). For
Carlyle, “Give us a reform of Government!” (106)ag no means the solution; to the
contrary, “the necessity and infinite worth of magyaodness” (106), that is, the
“divine spirit” rising from “the mystic deeps of ma soul” (108), serves as the
ultimate principle of man’s great happiness. Ineotlvords, man’s happiness starts
with the inner liberation of the soul rather thhe butward emancipation of the form.
Carlyle, hence, is a reformer of spirit and morAlsd to embark on the reform,
science is the opener.

To reform science from the within, Carlyle then lgmeas the attributes of
science. According to his own definition, scienoenprises two aspects, the dynamic

and the mechanic:

To speak a little pedantically, there is a sciemic®@ynamicsin man’s fortunes
and nature, as well as bfechanics There is a science which treats of, and
practically addresses, the primary, unmodifiedésrand energies of man, the

mysterious springs of Love, and Fear, and Wonddgnthusiasm, Poetry,
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religion, all which have a truly vital andfinite character; as well as a science
which practically addresses the finite, modified&lepments of these, when
they take the shape of immediate “motives,” as hafpeward, or as fear of

punishment. (ST 107)

The science of dynamics, about “forces and enérgms “the mysterious springs of
Love...and Wonder,” implicitly, refers to the “Soublgic.” It is a system dominating
the invisible, the spiritual, the metaphysical, dnel religious. Carlyle worships the
science that “deal[s] chiefly with the Dynamical’0{) by the “wise men” “in former
times” (107). The past philosophers of the dynaiscence areénlightenedovers”
(107 italic mine) such as “Moralists, Poets or tlewho, “without neglecting the
Mechanical province..., [apply] themselves chieflyeégulate, increase and purify
the inward primary powers of man” (107). In otherds, Carlyle deems that the
possible reform should depend on the “enlightegdrs” to deal with “the
Dynamic.”

Yet, the science of mechanics, the “finite” caubgdimmediate ‘motives’™
for “practical” reasons, suggestively refers to tBedy-politic.” It is a system reining
in the visible, the material, the physical, ande@ethly. Ideally, it is only with the
Torch of Science that a philosopher is able totsedight in the dark. Carlyle grieves
for the mechanical science in his age, becausphih@sopher no longer holds the
Torch to walk in the dark butnder the sunshine in the day tirfiehe Euphuist of
our day differs much from his pleasant predecesgarintellectual dapperling of
these times boasts chiefly of his irresistible pmacity, his twelling in the daylight
of truth,’... [and] dwelling in the rush-light of ‘closet logic’{ST 112 italics mine).
The thinkers of the new values, in Carlyle’s viewyppare not sincere philosophers of

“the free flight of Thought” $R4), but the “broken-winged thinkers” (2) self-



Chang 101

conceitedly boasting their haste and unprofitahldiss. The new thinkers,
shortsightedly “look before and after” (2) in themall “closet” and vainly hope to
discover “truth” in the daytime. They are no longjee traditional philosophers, like
Maier’s chemist, following the footprints of natuseith a lamp, to discover the
divine signature during the night time, but mecharalculators who “deal
exclusively with the Mechanical province; and ocging themselves in counting-up
and estimating men’s motives, strive by curiousckiregg and balancing” (ST 107).
They are so sly and cunning that they “wisely [cwe{” (107) stories and excuses to
cover up “those same ‘motives” (107) for gainingittfProfit and Loss” and “their
true advantage” (107). Tragically, these cunning ti@nkers exist not solely in the
field of science; in the fields of art, literatureligion, politics, etc., are men of the
“strong Mechanical character” (111), too. Thatosay, not only the exterior world
but also the interior are contaminated by the meiclah For Carlyle, therefore, his
contemporary predicament does not reside in theapam of science and industry; to
the contraryit is the infiltration of mechanism into every def human life and soul
causing the present crisis.

To trace the possible derivation, Carlyle regahdsdoubt of the invisible and

the loss of belief as bringing about this infilicet of mechanism.

The truth is, men have lost their belief in theisible, and believe, and hope,
and work only in the Visible.... This is not a Retigs age. Only the material,
the immediately practical, not the divine and $pdi, is important to us. The
infinite, absolute character of Virtue has passed a finite, conditional one; it
is no longer a worship of the Beautiful and Goaudk; the calculation of the

Profitable. ... Our true Deity is Mechanism” (ST 111)
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Due to this crisis of the mechanism, Carlyle “cglfor change (ST 117), looking
forward to the progress of man’s soul to a “higheavenly freedom” (117) in “Signs
of the Times” (1829). His reform intention, the dmd for change and progress, is so
urgent that he claims again the seriousness aktheal of “the eye of Observation”

to lead men “towards higher and nobler developmehtghatever is highest and
noblest” in “Characteristics” (1831). Bartor (1833-34), then, Teufelsdrockh, the
lynx-eyed wise philosopher from Germany, is Cattylacarnated ideal philosopher
of the traditional ethics of the past to propadheeindispensable reform of spirit,

morals, and religion in men’s “whole manner of éxce” (ST 103).

To shoulder Carlyle’s reform task, Teufelsdrocklesloot give up the “Torch
of Science,” but takes it as his lamp in the lorghhof the North Cape to discover
the truth. Undergoing physical and spiritual tortsan wild nature, Teufelsdrockh
finally sees the “Light”that “is with man’s Soul as it was with Natur&R148). The
world of the interior, the spiritual and the retigs hence harmoniously integrates the
exterior, material and physical in Teufelsdrockiésv experiences. Consequently,
nature is neither “the wild-weltering Chaos” nordark wasteful Chaos” but “a
blooming, fertile, heaven-encompassed World” ofiitigl48). From the trivial and
“obscure region” (2) that the calculative owl-eydhker overlooks (2),
Teufelsdrockh successfully discovers truth frome“ttestural Tissue...which Man’s
Soul wears” (2). The Clothes Philosophy then igddpoed, the philosophy about the
interior and exterior, the visible and invisibledathe physical and the metaphysical
worlds. Empirically investigated by the “Torch ofi€nce” to light the inner and the
outer, Teufelsdrockh’sScience of Clothésurns to be “a high one” that “may with
infinitely deeper study on thy part yield richeuit (203 italics mine).

Science, an investigating vehicle to illuntenthe interior and exterior,
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therefore, appears to be a powerful and sacredwian handled by the owl-eyed
thinker of the new values, the Torch loses its pawehe daytime, unable to
illuminate either the inner or the outer.

To conclude, it is the user’s attitude and mana@istg science to be
mechanical, not the “mechanical attribute” of scertself that brings about the
calculative scientism and contaminates man’s useiehce, making it mechanical
and material. It is man’s loss of the dynamic igam@ to science that results in the
mechanization of science, not that science itaekd dynamics. Simply put, it is
science’s status quo, instead of science per aec#luses the prevalent mechanical
condition of science during Carlyle’s age. Scietimrefore is by no means the main
target of Carlyle’s censure; rather, it is theiftettendency of mechanism
encompassing men’s “whole manner of existence”ehgenders Carlyle’s sense of

crisis and anticipation of reform.

Table 1: The Conflicts Reflected by the Torch oifeBce

Concepts about | Traditional concept of The contemporary crisis of
science science (to domain the [ science (the inward

inward and the outward) | department falling into decay

Also termed by | The metaphysical science Scientism, the mechanical
Carlyle moral science, pure sciencgience, the utilitarian

science, the calculative science

The attributes of| the science of dynamic: | the science of mechanics:
science treating the primar forces| about the finite, modified and
and energies of man, the[ immediate motives—profit and

mysterious springs of loss
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wonder; the infinite

character

The philosopher| The lynxeyed philosophg The owl-eyed calculator in

of science from Germany England
The philosopher| The “Soul-politic” to The “Body-politic,” without
belong to believe wonder, worship,| any belief and faith, to trust
and the invisible merely the superficial and
visible

IV. The “Torch of Science”

Instead of renouncing science as Cosslett comneiiise ‘Scientific
Movement’ Carlyle in reality is a defender of the “Torch®dience,” imbuing
science with religious meanings and a sacred nms¥iith the Torch metaphor,
Carlyle’s science is inevitably symbiotic with Mégereligious scientist and God’s
Light. Science and religion, in Carlyle’s viewpaqititerefore, are by no means hostile
to each other but mutually productive.

Regarding the “Torch of Science” as a sacredtmachrry out the reform
mission, Carlyle assumes that, first, science shturictionally investigate the
interior and the exterior, the invisible and visibdnd the metaphysical and the
metaphysical and, second, it should also indiscrataly observe not only the grand
issues of gravitation or the planetary system Iad the trivial objects in the “obscure
region” such as “the vestural Tissue.” Carlyle &edis that God leaves his divine
signature in every corner of the world, even inghghtest and the most negligible

area. As long as the thinker sincerely believesveawlders, the divine truth will be
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revealed.

Since the Torch of Science carries religious megs)iinvestigating powers,
and a sacred mission to reform, Carlyle in realdgs not intend to ridicule science in
the opening oBartor. To the contrary, the critical and mocking ton&Cimapter | of
Book First implicitly reveals the impending crigishis age, a general myopia
affected by mechanism among Carlyle’s contempasa8iartor hence illustrates a
transition of ideas, the ideas of philosophy, sogemeligion, mechanism, reform, and
the ideas of the status and vista of a philosopher.

A Foucauldian analysis reveals ti&#rtor Resartugas a discursive horizon,
exhibits the confrontation of thoughts and departfrideas: the decline of traditional
ethics vs. the rise of the new values in the winodaner of human existence, the
gradual loss of the wise philosophical thinkertg. increase in the calculative
pragmatist, and the languishment of pure sciencthesgrevalence of mechanical
thought. The Torch metaphor exposes the steal{btyiirel of the term, science, from
religion in the history of Carlyle’s age. Even i&flyle intends to denote “science” as
a term containing reference to both the interiat e exterior worlds, the
widespread usage of the term to signify the aspittte mechanical has gradually
altered the meaning of “scienc&artorhence marks the transformation of “science”
from its broader sense in the early and middletegr@h century to a stricter sense in
later decades; that is, from the significance ef‘ftate or fact of knowing"QED) to
the synonymy of “Natural and Physical Science,’strieted to those branches of
study that relate to the phenomena of the matenizlerse and their lawsQED).

The contradictions revealed Sartor, hence, are not the warfare relations between
science and religion, but the confrontations of] dabates over, the issues of
philosophy, science, religion, and the nature efghilosopher.

To juxtapose contextual references to the scieeligion relations during



Chang 106

Carlyle’s age and textual references in “SignshefTimes” and “Characteristics”
with Sartor Resartugthis study discovers that the true conundruncase in
Carlyle’s age derives not from the science-religsogak, but from the indifferent
trampling of the mechanic over the dynamic in appects of human existence.
Furthermore, for Carlyle, it is the contemporargedsion with the mechanic, the
exterior and the visible that turn science intdiadomachine seeing nothing in the
daylight. Carlyle, therefore, does not aim to dedhtre relinquishing of science in
Sartor Resartysbut rather, he proposes to propagate the indsstelity of spiritual,
moral, and religious reforms in all manners of hareaistence, including in science,
in order to push the social progression and theackment of human civilization.
Carlyle clearly reveals in the opening®Hrtorthat the “Torch of Science” is the key

to realizing the required reforms.
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Chapter Three

“Natural Supernaturalism” Redefined

For Matter, were it never so despicable, is Sy,
manifestation of Spirit.... The thing Visible, nayeth
thing Imagined, the thing in any way conceived as
Visible, what is it but a Garment, a Clothing oéth
higher, celestial Invisible, ‘unimaginable, forndes
dark with excess of bright 5R49)

“The Philosopher,” says the wisest of this age, Smu
station himself in the middle”: how trueSR50)

I. Introduction

Though calling for a spiritual reform in an age doated by mechanism and
utilitarianism, Carlyle never proposes denyingtieeessity of matter in the secular
world. In Sartor, spirit and matter do not stand as opposites lictinfj with each
other. On the contrary, spirit and matter are mudually productive relationship:
matter symbolizes the spirit, and the spirit supgporatter. Spirit and matter are not
two ends of a binary opposition but two sides efshme coin, reciprocally allied.
Visible matter—imaginable and tangible—is by no me&espicable” in Carlyle’s
thought, but represents “a Clothing of the highelestial Invisible” to symbolize the
spiritual and the supernatural, namely, God. Irstdfacontradicting each other,
visible matter in the natural world and the invisibpirit in the supernatural
correspond with each other $artor Resartus‘Natural supernaturalism” hence
should be defined as the material nature symbdithe invisible supernatural and
the spiritual supernatural nurturing visible nature

In regard to Carlyle’s natural supernaturalism,HJAAbrams’s “to naturalize
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the supernatural and to humanize the divine” (68)ds as the most prevalent and
persuasive explanation. Borrowing from Carlyle’sgupxical term, “natural
supernaturalism,” Abrams identifies Natural Supernaturalism: Tradition and
Revolution in Romantic Literatutbe irreducible religious heredity buried in the
themes of individualism and secularization in teeofutionary Romantic writings.
He argues that “the writings of Wordsworth and Biglish contemporaries reflect[ed]
not only the language and rhythms but also thegde#ihe imagery, and many of the
central moral values of the Bible, as well as oftdfi, the great poet of Biblical
history and prophecy” (32). Hence, even if WordsWwantended to claim his own
“great Argument” (28) to distinguish his writing®m his ancestor’s, namely,
Milton’s, in reality “[b]Jehind Wordsworth’s prograrior poetry wad?aradise Lost
and behindParadise Lostvere the Holy Scriptures” (32).

Taking Ludwig Wittgenstein’s statement that “We aa¢ contributing
curiosities, but observations” (Abrams 15) as Imalgtical base, Abrams believes that
no one is able to escape from one’s culture angulage and hence no one is able to
contribute novelty. What one can do is merely teeslee and repeat the ancient. He
then argues “the fact is that many of the mostrdistze and recurrent elements in
both the thought and literature of the age had trégin in theological concepts,
images, and plot patterns” (65). With such an prieiation, Wordsworth’s
revolutionary “high argument” is but the “assimidat of Biblical and theological
elements to secular or pagan frames of referer@®" Therevolutionaryspirit of
Wordsworth and his contemporaries, in both Gernmaard/England, thus had its root
in Christiantradition, because Christianity had been “woven into theid¢adf our
language, control the articulation of our thinkin@®6). “Natural supernaturalism,” in
Abrams’s interpretation, therefore stands for “tunalize the supernatural and to

humanize the divine.” His argument is instructioe lie reminds radicals that
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Romantic writings are perhaps revolutionary in tii@im but traditional in their
content.

In order to prove the significance of theigpe@nsible religious tie in Romantic
writings, Abrams utilizes the metaphor of a “culiaiimg and procreative marriage
between mind and nature” as a secularized forrhefiarriage of God and his
redeemed bride on earth in order to stress thédbieal as well as teleological
themes in Romantic writings. He deems that, fotainse, Teufelsdrockh’s spiritual
renovation in wild nature represents the repeateddla of the Romantic marriage of

“mind and nature.” Abrams’s pattern of analogypparent: a: b:: c: d, that is,

God: the redeemed bride on the earth::
mind: nature::

the supernatural: nature

This analogy also implies:

the invisible: the visible::
the religious: the secular::

the spiritual: the material

Under this dualistic analogy, Abrams’ propositiomts out to be obvious: to bring up
the significance of the unbreakable “divine” tramhtto bind the Romantic revolution.
Though taking the spousal of mind and nature tbakte his keynote of
“natural supernaturalism,” Abrams’s emphasis howevainly falls on the “mind” as
the “supernatural” ends. He shows how the propbet-grows spiritually to cross his

inward crisis through diverse “circuitous journey&brams chp3, chp4, chp5). The
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alienated poet at first feels lost in the mundanédvand finally regains faith and an
integrated self in the paradise on earth. In Abtsustsucture of analysis, the “mind”
as well as “the supernatural” seems to be the gooiiat, while the “nature” appears
as a backdrop. What is significant resides in timer world, and the external world is
a mere setting that reflects what is working in ph@phet-poet’s interior universe.
With such emphasis in his analysis, Abrams thusahaias in treating the spousal
metaphor of mind and nature. He has his eye on mimet than on matter, and
simultaneously, he inclines to interpret “the smad¢ural” more than to elaborate
“nature.”

Hence this study intends to modify Abrams’s by eagiting the other side, the
material, the secular, and the visible, in his gtialstructure of analysis, that is, the
“nature” side in Carlyle’s philosophy of “naturalgernaturalism.” If Abrams’s study
aims to claim the significance of the theologicabiition in Romantic writings,
including in Carlyle’s, this study proposes to Hight the significance of the physical
world in Carlyle’s writing. To adopt the same ideam Wittgenstein as Abrams does,
this study has its analysis founded on the statethatt “We are not contributing
curiosities, but observations” as well. Since ne @aable to escape from the
language and culture in which one dwells, the eairlgteenth-century natural
theology that valued the Book of Nature highly mighave been woven into Carlyle’s
thoughts too. The subject of “nature” under thialgiical scheme, then, will no
longer play as a foil to the mind but have its askiaracteristics and attributes in
relation to the other subject, “the supernaturghe visible and the material therefore
will no longer function as the specific “form” dfi¢ “secularization” in a
revolutionary age but one of the keynotes in Caidypbhilosophical dialectic.

This chapter hence has two aims. The first airo snalyze the attribute and

function of “matter” in Carlyle’s “Clothes Philoshp.” | opine that Carlyle never
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intended to relinquish “matter” on account of tregrsdentalism. Rather, matter as
well as its mechanic order in the mundane worl8antor has its own divine
significance and spiritual function: matterSartor serves as a visible medium to
perceive God and a tangible vehicle to accomplmtitgal reform. Similar to
Abrams’s, this study also assumes that the tex@mgyeaks the novel but repeats
what is whispering in the context, and thus Caldylespect for “matter” is not simply
his own idiosyncrasy but a reflection of the conpenary ideology of natural
theology. Carlyle’s “natural supernaturalism” there can be treated as an aesthetic
revision of natural theology, similar to William Ieg's in Natural Theology(1802),

and his Clothes Philosophy can be viewed as a metmmal adaptation of Paley’s
“watch analogy.”

The second aim of this chapter will be the elabhonadf Carlyle’s concept of
the universe, the “whole.” | assume that Carlyleangerceives a separation between
the natural and the spiritual, or the material fithve divine; instead, what he
perceives is the rupture between the “subjectiveflavirom the “objective” world in
the minds of his contemporary intellectuals. Tlsabisay, without thinking of the use
of “matter” as a hindrance to spirit and God, Clarip reality deplores the
“subjective” bias of his contemporaries in ignorihg “objective” universe, that is,
the “whole” harmoniously integrated matter andigpiine visible and the invisible, as
well as the natural and the supernatural. Whaty&ais criticizing, inSartor, thus, is
not “matter” but his contemporaries, who are blohti® the objective universe (the
whole), ignoring the supernatural half, but seairgrely the mechanic half of the
whole. He imputes the spiritual crisis in an unti@asociety to the foolish, not to the
use of “matter.” Matter, due to its function symhwoig God, should be weighed
equally with “spirit.” Matter and spirit correspomnal each other; they stand for two

poles of “the whole” in Carlyle’s “Clothes Philodop”
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To begin with the argument that Carlyle is an aggite reformer to strengthen
the faith in an invisible God based on visible math “nature,” this study will firstly
start with an adumbration of Carlyle’s early stglileis intimacy with natural

theology, and the importance of “matter” in natyrhilosophy.

II. Carlyle’s Early Studies and Matter
(1) Carlyle’s Early Studies

Before becoming a professional writer, Carlyle wase a student of natural
philosophy. Around 1814 and 1815, when enterind.theversity of Edinburgh,
Carlyle had taken the required courses for minietetudents. However, just after
one year, he abandoned his ministerial studieswanéd to the studies of
mathematics, mineralogy, and geology. G. B. Tennysuserves it to be “[lless a
cause than a consequence of his loss of faith wggsr@occupation with natural
philosophy” (19). Carlyle’s rejection of ministryaradoxically, aimed to grasp the
truth of God that he found unable to be apprehemasad the ministerial studies.
Since Christianity could not solve the perplexeddnof the young Carlyle, science
stood as a probable means to offer answers. Fawtay-first-century reader,
Carlyle’s transfer from religion to science seembé an odd gesture; for the
nineteenth-century people, however, his changebwaa reasonable choice because
natural philosophy, termed as science in the twérdycentury, was “conceived of as
the handmaid of religion” (19).

For Carlyle the young scholar, natural philosoptaswever a weapon to attack
his loyalty to religion but one part of “a synth&sfTennyson 20) that hopefully could
“unite in meaningful harmony in the multiplicitie§ modern life” (20). Natural
philosophy in the young Carlyle’s mind, hence, “egped as a way to bridge the gap

[of science and religion], not as a cause of i0)(Between natural philosophy and
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theology there was not a break: the study of theena world did not mean to deny
the research in the spiritual, and the study ofshigtual world did not mean to
abandon the recognition of the material world. Yaeng Carlyle in reality held that
the material world comprehended the spiritual wisdnd the supernatural world left
its symbol in the natural world.

In order to deepen his faith in God, Carlyle chibeeknowledge of geology as a
channel to explore the divine secret. “Geology tixeskeystone science of the first
half of the nineteenth century” (Tennyson 21), #r&lGermans were masters in this
field. Carlyle thus was not simply interested inr@an literature but also fascinated
with German science, especially with the studyeadlggy. Like his model, Johnna
Wofgang von Goethe (1749-1832), who was experbgtry, theology, as well as
optics, the young Carlyle also broadly read wrisig religion, literature, and natural
philosophy—the sciences such as “Buschiiggography (Carlyle SR62),
Saussure’s chemistry, Cuvier’s zoology, and Plaganathematics? Besides his
contemporary scientist, “he knew Newton” (Tenny2ai too. For this voracious
young reader, the knowledge in the fields of sa@etiterature, and religion never
contradicted to but correlated with one another.

During the years to compoSartor(1830-31), Carlyle’s relation to natural
philosophy was never less than that to literateglegion, and history. In the early
nineteenth century, natural philosophy was oné&efstandard disciplines among
English intellectuals, and Carlyle personally adiieah to this study. In 1834, his
profession in natural science even promoted hifthi Chair of Astronomy at

Edinburgh” (Tennyson 23), a position Carlyle coesatl seriously but finally rejected.

9 According to Tennyson’s research, Carlyle readitSare, Cuvier, and Playfair, and he knew
Newton” (21). Nicolas-Théodore de Saussure wasiasSshemist; Baron Georges Léopold Chrétien
Frédéric Dagobert Cuvier a French naturalist aradagist; and and John Playfaire a Scottish scientis
Playfair was professor afiathematicsind professor aiatural philosophyat theUniversity of
Edinburgh Illustrations of the Huttonian Theory of the Eaphblished in 1802 was one of his best
known books.
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Carlyle’s endeavor in the physical world, hencejemeonfused his interest in the
metaphysical, and his curiosity to nature nevedérad his affection of the
supernatural. He never considered the incompatiloktween science and religion,
matter and mind, as well as nature and the supeaiasince for “the great majority
of British intellectuals, science and theology weratually informing means of
investigating God’s world... [and] its practitionet® not in general recognize that
gap [between science and theology] to begin witates Colin Jager ithe Book of
God(4). In other words, matter in nature never stabdpposite poles to spirit in the
supernatural, and any scientific investigations ihie physical substance never aimed
to prod Christianity and irritate God. Since thes&s never a gap between matter and
mind, Carlyle was quick to “[make] free use of ampés drawn from natural science
like geology to advance arguments” (Tennyson 223.thus reasonable that matter
corresponded to spirit, and science to religiothanCarlylean universe. “The Torch

of Science” in the opening &artor, for instance, is one of the typical metaphors to
demonstrate Carlyle’s free use of the consonantvegle® matter and spirit as well as
science and religion.

For the early nineteenth century, Carlyle was uap&onal in embracing the
concept of a harmonious relation between mattersaid, as well as science and
religion. To the contrary, due to the ideologyud tlesign argument rooted in natural
philosophy, every educated mind believed in “a deltvergence of religious belief
and scientific investigations” (Jager 4). Duringi@a’s age, one of the most
influential and widely read books to theorize natynhilosophy was William Paley’s
Natural Theology; or, Evidences of the Existence Atiributes of the Deity,

Collected from the Appearances of Nat(k802). Though Paley (1743-1805) was not

“the most original or inspiring thinker,” Jagert&ts, “[e]very university-educated
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man would have encountered Paley’s works at le@s during his career” (108j.
Not odd, Carlyle read Paley¢atural TheologyDarwin even praised Paley’s “watch
analogy” in one of his 1859 letters: “I don’t thihkardly even admired a book more
than Paley’s ‘Natural Theology.’ | could almostrfoerly have said it by heart” (qtd.
Cosslett 25§ Natural theology was a concept not only wide-spraring the
eighteenth century but also generally believedhértineteenth. During the
prevalence of Darwin’s Origin of Species, Paleyistch analogy,” yet, was still the
most compelling theory for discursive expositiomsriany of the scientific writings,
such as Hugh Miller'The Testimony of the Roqd8856) or Geology in its bearing
on the Two Theologies, Natural & Revea{@857) and Frederick Templefhe

Relations between Religion and Scie(®87).

(2) Matter in Natural Theology

There are principally three beliefs in the phildsppf natural theology. First,
within the physicality of matter, there is spiftiecond, behind the mechanistic system
of matter, God is the master who operates the metd all pieces of matter. In other
words, the laws and principles of matter deriverfra universal omnipotent, God.
Third, between matter and spirit, there is a mutektionship, reciprocally
responding to each other. The true meaning of mettesists of two parts, the
exterior form and the interior significance of neatiA natural philosopher, hence,

does not see merely the matter’s appearance lwupafseives its spirit. To study the

2 n his study of Paley iithe Book of God: Secularization and Design in tbenBntic Era Jager
indicates that directly or indirectly, every unisity-educated man and orthodox clergyman was
influenced by Paley’s design argument. Though & Ward to estimate Paley’s influence on moral and
religious thoughts in the early nineteenth-centangland, Jager however demonstrates the popularity
of Paley’s books among intellectuals. For examptey’'sPrinciples of Moral and Political
Philosophy‘became a required text at Cambridge by 1786, iwitlvo years of its publication, and
retained this status well into the nineteenth agntu As for Natural Theologyit had gone through
twenty editions by 1820—more than one per year5j§10

2L Darwin’s statement here is quoted from Cossl&tnce and ReligiofThe original source,
according to Cosslett, is from Darwirlife and Letter1887) vol. 2, p219.
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exterior form of matter in nature, therefore, isomvenient way to God because He
has already hidden His wisdom in every piece otenan the natural world.

The concept of spirit within matter in fact wasther a new nor a revolutionary
idea in the nineteenth century, because naturdggphy had already had its tradition
rooted in ‘mechanistiqhysics” (Brooke 1991: 117) of late seventeenttiiogy
science. Different from the ancient sciences, a c@wception concerning “particles
of matter” (118) had emerged in the seventeenthucgrand henceforth the natural
world became an apparatus able to be analyzed thematical formulae. “The basic
postulate of the mechanical philosophies was thatre operates according to
mechanical principles, the regularity of which dsnexpressed in the form of natural
laws, ideally formulated in mathematical terms”¢Bke 1991: 119). For the
seventeen-century scientists, such as Robert Bo§le7-91) and Issac Newton
(1642-1727), to adopt a mechanistic metaphor téa@xphe physical world, hence,
did not mean to expel God and the myths of CreatrmhFlood in Genesis; instead,
for scientists like Boyle and Newton, the formutdehe mechanical world were not
the proofs of the absence of God but the direaenges of God’s omnipresence in
every piece of matter.

For Boyle, Nature was “not a separate agent” (Beob®91:132) but “a system
of rules, according to which those agents, andtties they work on, are by the
great Author of things, determined to act and sufigtd. Brooke 1991:132). Boyle
believed that the laws of Nature were inherentliyGod’s devising” (132) because
his understanding of mechanical physics reliedtbe fact that matter exhibited
certain properties” and “the choice of which pramsrto bestow on matter had been
God’s” (132). To compare man who had spirit withia corporeal body and who was
able to have his spirit work upon matter, Boylastesd that the Spirit of God, as well,

voluntarily worked upon matter and installed imit'very agile and invisible’ sort of
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fluid, for which the ternspirit commonly used” (Brooke 1991: 135). Though
mechanical and physical, matter was inherentlypaftsn Boyle’s thought, and God,
of course, was the origin of the spirit.

Newton?? as well, was one of the mechanistic philosopHerkis famous essay,
De gravitationg(1687), “he argued that space is eternal in dumadiod immutable in
nature precisely because it is ‘an emanative efiteternal and immutable being”
(Brooke 1991:139). The physical form of space Newton, was by no means
momentary and fickle but of the essence to endier@a&ly and to be changed by
none. The physicality of space could traverseithadtion of time and the ruination
of natural power because, Newton believed, “in i all things contained and
moved” (qtd. Brooke 1991:139). It was also thigdfedf an omnipresent God within
every physical body that prompted Newton’s law aftion—"because God is present
in all places, He isnoreable by His will to move bodies (and thereby tovicand
reform parts of the universe)” (139). In Newton’sndh the story of an omnipotent
and omnipresent God in the Bible was not a superstor myth; rather, God was
indeed so real that every matter of the physicatepn the Book of Nature responded
to every word of God’s will in the Book of Scripgur

Matter in the physical nature to contain God’sisind power in reality was not

a pagan idea but had been revealed in the Bibles&m 19, for instance:

! The heavens declare the glory of God:;
the skies proclaim the work of his hands.
% Day after day they pour forth speech;
night after night they display knowledge.
% There is no speech or language
where their voice is not heard.

22 1n Brooke’s study, Newton is not an atheist assteometimes assumed to be in previous studies.
Brooke argues that to take Newton as a scientisétagainst religion is “a superficial view, for
Newton was deeply concerned with the action of (ddsuman history” (1991:137).
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* Their voice goes out into all the earth,
their words to the ends of the world.
In the heavens he has pitched a tent for the su
> which is like a bridegroom coming forth from hiavlion,
like a champion rejoicing to run his course.
® It rises at one end of the heavens
and makes its circuit to the other;
nothing is hidden from its heat. (19: 1-6)

God’s glory, speech, and knowledge are poured ft@heaven onto every corner of
the earth. Everyman of the world, even if usingfieent language, is able to
acknowledge God'’s words written on nature. The thebthe sun is one of God’s
universal languages to display His glory. Gravtatand motion, as well, are the
universal laws governed by God. Newton’s devotmsdience thus was not
rebellious but religious since he helped expose’$Gmmnipotence and omnipresence.
Similarly, the material worlds in the Bible as wa#l in Newton’s universe were
spiritual. As it was said in the Bible, that thealien’s “voice goes out into all the
earth,” so Newton claimed “He necessarily exisergwhere” (Brooke 1991:139).

Besides Boyle and Newton, the seventeenth-centedical scientist, J.B. Van
Helmont (1579-1644) also declared his belief thiaé hatural world [was] a system
of seedlike entities,” in which there were “semispirits that penetrated matter
giving it specific properties” (Brooke 1991:72). $dartes (1596-1650) expressed his
belief in an omnipotent being reigning over the imobf matter and stated: “From
the mere fact that God gave pieces of matter vamoavements at their first creation,
and that He now preserves all this matter in bairthe same way as He first created
it, He must likewise always preserve in it the sajuantity of motion” (qtd. Brooke

1991: 74¥® Accordingly, God left his Spirit in His creatioRor the

% Descartes states this argumen®iinciples of philosoph{1644).
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seventeenth-century and many of the eighteenthipephilosophers, it was
generally believed that the universe was a mectiasigstem and the operator of this
well-designed machine was God. To state it diffdyenatural philosophers believed
God not only created every piece of matter andgimature but also implanted in
all His Creations spirits. To discover the law ature therefore was as religious as to
read the Bible. Even if “mechanistic,” matter imlity was of spirit internally.

During the nineteenth century, Paley’s “watch agglan Natural Theologywas
one of the most compelling explications to accdanthe correspondence between
design and God, matter and spirit, as well as seiamd religion. Deeply impressed
by Newton’s “celestial mechanism” (McGrath 1999 ,92aley also concerned the
visible-physical world as a complex and purposefatchine able to be apprehended
by understandable principles and regularities. #ggested by his subtitleEVidences
of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity, Gxétd from the Appearances of
Nature; Paley’sNatural Theologyroposed to expound “the existence and attributes
of Deity” through the physical appearance of naamalogized by a simple law.

In order to make the theory of natural theologyrdelligible one, Paley opened
his Natural Theologyy the analogy of a stone as a creation of Godllgaa watch

as a creation of man:

In crossing a heath, suppose | pitched my footrejastone and were asked
how the stone came to be there: | might possibéyvan that, for any thing |
knew to the contrary, it had lain there for eveat would it perhaps be very easy
to show the absurdity of this answer. But suppds&d found avatchupon the
ground...when we come to inspect the watch, we pegcethat its several parts
are framed and put together for a purpose, e.ythlkes are so formed and

adjusted as to produce motion, and that motioregolated as to point out the
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hour of the day.... [T]he watch must have had a makeat there must have
existed, at some time, and at some place or ahertificer or artificers who
formed it for the purpose which we find it actuaibyanswer: who

comprehended its construction, and designed its(R8

One perhaps could not answer the question whetana,sa substance, came from;
Paley however suggested that, to compare man'simge design, a watch, with the
stone in nature, one hence could easily grasghlbattone might have its designer as
a watch might. Paley believed that everything mworld was by no means futility
but a manifestation of wonder produced by God.theowords, as a watch was
contrived by a meticulous watch designer for reckgiime, so matter in the visible
nature was designed by a deity for specific purpoBaley’s analogy thus appeared

apparent:

watch: the watch designer:: stone: the nature desi@>0d)

Like a material watch containing a creator’s inisiintention, in the stone, the
physical substance in nature, there was God’s giidégrmotive and consideration.
Due to the matter/spirit correspondence, to obstr@ghysical world, consequently,
was the most direct method to discern God. Fontheteenth-century intellectuals, to
read the book of nature hence was as religious esatl the book of Scriptures.
Meanwhile, between 1794 and 1807 in America, ToRege (1737-1809)
published a book—Fhe Age of Reaspalso popular in England—that principally
treated natural theology as well. Like Paley, Paideocated that God’s benevolence

and wisdom able to be discerned in nature:
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Whereas the Bible had been written by men, nata®thve handiwork of God.
Whereas the Bible had suffered corruption througymg and translation,
nature had an indestructible perfection. Wherea®ible portrays a passionate
God, changeable and vindictive, nature shows Hilmetonmutable and

benevolent. (qtd. Brooke 1991: 193)

More radical than Paley however, Paine argued duttnat “theology was merely the
study of human opinions concerning God, whereamsei was the study of the divine
laws governing nature” (193). The powers of the BobScriptures in Paine’s
argument were of less significance compared witlselof the Book of Nature. The
words in the Scriptures may probably be distorted @misunderstood by human
capacity, while the evidences in the nature werd'ssdirect creations. To explore
divine purposes and universal laws in nature wa®ee effective and persuasive
method to reveal the universal wisdom buried inrtfaerial form; to study the Bible
translated by man’s thoughts however was circuiemgsunfaithful. More reliable
than the Bible, scientific research stood for Giarsreligion, in Paine’s analysis,
because scientific values were the “defense[s]lofsian theology” (194).

In sum, founded on the design argument, both Pabeyd Paine’s natural
philosophies based their arguments on the deducfitinom designto God” (Jager
2). To observe the natural world, natural philosaphdiscovered that every substance
in the visible world was by no means bootless lhspecific purpose and function. To
infer the general regularities and principles amoragter in nature, they believed that
the system and order in the visible world was moaecident but a meticulous and
subtle design produced by a certain omnipotent pdwem the “design” visible in
nature, natural philosophers deduced an encomgassght to govern the entire

visible world, namely, God. The visible and physiearld consequently turned out to
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be a perceptible medium for people to discerntiesible and spiritual world. The
substance therefore suggested God, and matteeingirit. To observe the physical
matter on earth, for the early- and mid- nineteémtillectuals, was to perceive the
spirit of the invisible God.

Paley’s and Paine’s theories about the orderly meisim as God’s purposeful
contrivance in fact sounded reasonable and comgnai early nineteenth-century
minds. The new technological inventions, such Estepes, watches, steam engines,
steam locomotives, etc., were so complicated aactipal that, besides altering
man’s life, it obviously suggested the rationaldgmplexity, and intelligence of
man’s ability to contrive machines. As the complexentions came out of man’s
purposes to improve the present life, so God’'sgiessin nature were created
intelligently, rationally, and purposefully for thrgogress of the universe. In Paley’s
scheme of natural theology, there is a harmony &&tmGod, machine, and nature.
God, the Creator of the universal machine, dematettrHimself in the appearance of
nature. To perceive God meant to investigate aathée the regular principles of the
nature. Therefore, the philosopher who loved sa@eard nature devoted himself in
Christian religion simultaneously. And the youngl@a was one of the natural
philosophers to dedicate himself to both the studieGod and nature.

Comprehended within his contemporary natural-thgiold ideology, the young
Carlyle, a natural philosopher as well as a religidevotee, should not be simply
defined as an artist rejecting science or a theatognoring matter in the mechanical
world. Like many other contemporary natural thea@og, Carlyle also believed that
the mechanical structure of the universe was ofstandental connotations, and that
to read both the Book of Scriptures and the BooKature will lead toward the same

end, the truth and wisdom of God.
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[1l. Matter in Sartor Resartus

(1) Natural Theology and Matter

We speak of the Volume of Nature: and truly a Voduin
is,—whose Author and Writer is God. To read it! Dit®u,
does man, so much as well know the Alphabet therédth its
Words, Sentences, and grand descriptive pagescaloatd
philosophical, spread out through Solar Systemd, Tdrousands
of Years.... It is a Volume written in celestiaktoglyphs, in the
true Sacred-writing; of which even Prophets areplgapat they
can read here a line and there a li$RR193-94)

In a representative chapter®drtor Resartuys‘Natural Supernaturalism,” the
concept of natural theology, akin to Paley’s waaohlogy, seems to loom. Between
nature and the supernatural, there is neither icomibr incongruity but congenial
harmony and mutual relations. Under the temporBEh@usands of Years”) and spatial
(“Solar Systems”) structures, every being and dbjethe universe imply God’s
wisdoms and words. Any observation of the visikdéure, where God leaves his
“hieroglyphs,” leads towards the invisible God. TB®ok of Nature weighs as
significantly as the Book of Scripture because Hmibks are the media of man to
God. Realizing the symbolic worth of the Book oftit&, wise prophets such as
Teufelsdrockh and Carlyle feel joyous to read Gedsds and wisdom hidden in
“the Volume of Nature,” that is, the “true Sacredtimg.” Namely, in the material
form of the world, “the Volume of Nature,” the Cgdan prophets never nose out
shadows to hide God’s light but feel enlighteneddmd’s physical evidence. Material
nature coexists harmoniously with the spiritualesmptural in the eyes of the wise
prophets. The spiritual does not supersede theri@latnd neither the supernatural

exceeds the natural. Instead, nature is the keyaofto God, and matter is the
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medium of mind to spirit.

Since the spiritual and the material interrelatéhveiach other, as does the
supernatural and the natural, “every star,” “evgngss-blade” and “every Living
soul” (SR198) are the proofs of God’s existence. The BddKaiure corresponds to
the Book of Scriptures for the young Carlyle: “Theawest thou that this fair
Universe, were it in the meanest province thernsdf) very deed the star-domed City
of God” (198). Similar to Paley who uses the wadollogy to explain the nature-God
relation, Carlyle takes the natural world as Gdd&estial hieroglyphs” to imply
God's profound wisdom hid in nature. In this regapart from reading the Bible,
reading nature can also help to grasp God’s light\artue, according to Carlyle’s
“hieroglyph” analogy. Matter in the physical woildCarlyle’s “natural supernatural”
theory, like that in Paley’s and Paine’s naturalggophies, shows the sagacity of
God in the spiritual and the supernatural.

In the Carlylean cosmos, there are two layers @ithiverse. One is the visible
and material world, i.e. nature, where living barand inanimate objects dwell in.
More correctly, the concept of nature here, diffi¢feom the wild nature of bushes
and animals, is the nature of every behavior, consbn, and institution of all beings
and objects. This nature thus includes the soeia lof human beings because all that
can be perceived by the “body’s ey&R199) belong to the category of nature.
Nature in the Carlylean cosmos contains matteotf the organic and the mechanic,
of both beings and objects. The other layer ofGhb/lean universe is the invisible
and spiritual world, i.e. God’s supernatural wosdich contains everything about
the spirit, soul, virtue, and morals. Things canm®perceived by the “body’s eye”
belong to the category of the supernatural.

Based on the natural-theological concept betweerCHrlylean nature and

supernatural, visible and invisible, there is neéwastility or incompatibility, but



Chang 125

mutually productive interrelations. The invisibledasupernatural God presents His
wisdom in material nature, and man’s reading ofvikédle and material nature can
help apprehend the truth of the invisible God. &adrockh’s “properly the higher
and new Philosophy of Clothes” (38) suggests thisinal-theological theme because
of the link between “clothes” with “philosophy” hmat the intimate combination of
the physical with the metaphysical. Clothes arplofosophy, and God’s vesture,
namely, nature, contains God'’s soul, the superahtur

Because God'’s clothes, nature, are of connotaiiyeficances within, matter
weighs heavily in the Carlylean natural superndigma Matter is the “Symbol’$R
163) of God. Too ungraspable and too unrealizabéemysterious God needs to cast
His wisdom, morality, and principles into physisabstances, from which man can
discover God’s token. Nature, or matter, hence doésnean pettiness, humbleness,
or worthlessness, but the vesture of God, funatigiais the vehicle for man to reach
God. With the symbolic vestures, man is able t@*$&od and to comprehend His
lessons, because “the Infinite is made to bleredfitgith the Finite, to stand visible,
and as it were, attainable there” (165). The indimherges with the finite, and the
invisible hides in the visible. The material vestof God exhibited in nature, hence,
becomes so indispensable because every mattéeisidible embodiment of a
Thought,” to “[bear] visible record of invisibleitigs...in the transcendental sense,
symbolical as well as real” (165-66). In other warthe visible and material universe
“is but one vast Symbol of God” and “what man hithsebut a Symbol of God” as
well (165). Physical matter, in the Carlylean cosmeeighs importantly to signify
God and to make concrete the invisible.

Worrying that his readers may be misguided by tligexts of transcendentalism
and supernaturalism to scorn and overlook the sogimices of the visible and the

material, Carlyle advocates, from Teufelsdrockluge, the value of matter in the
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physical world in the “Adamitism” of Book First. linis chapter, Teufelsdrockh
declares that he is neither an “Adamit8R44) nor given to “Sansculottism” (48).
For the radical Adamites, the possibility to rettwAdam’s innocent age means to
pass through the ceremony of taking off all theamal forms of the clothes. Doffing
matter, symbolically, indicates taking off secusardens and transcending the
mundane world simultaneously. With this nostalgstgre, the Adamites expect to
recall the truth and virtue in the remote ancienes. Like Adamites, Teufelsdrockh
realizes that the soul is concealed in matter. Hewedby contrast, he does not agree
that the gesture of disposing of all the matewyahlsols can summon up past virtues.

Teufelsdrockh, in fact, is positive toward the ftiog of the clothes in the
secular world. Clothes are signs to stabilize anehaintain social orders.
Conservative in the concept of social structureifdlsdrockh believes that social
orders are the precious fruits of historical eviolutand are always promoting the
improvement of human culture and society. Thereforder cannot be destroyed
simply in the name of Adamite nostalgia, which npagbably lead backward to
barbarism. Denying the gesture of taking off adl thothes as the only means to recall
past values, Teufelsdrockh argues that the acbmedonment of matter in fact cannot
bring back heavenly innocence and spiritual freedBorthe contrary, instead of
discarding the established order, man should revizénherent capacity of “the
mystic faculty” SR196) that can pierce the material form of the @stlopen the
inner eye, and reveal the invisible spirit alreagyden inside. In other words,
different from his contemporary “Sansculottist” wtilemand a social revolution,
Teufelsdrockh advocates an inward revolution. Tmess the bloody French
Revolution, Carlyle does not consent to the radicahner to destroy the present
system to gain equality. Compared with destructi®erlyle prefers to reform

inwardly from the heart by awakening man’s intuitibvan to tear off the symbolic
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clothes and to demolish the already-existing ocagwardly.

The visible matter never spoils Teufelsdrockh’sngdé spiritual reform but backs
man’s improvements in varied aspects and achiewassmsuperiority among all
beings. Matter is man’s tool to alter life, and 6@les are but one exampl&R31)
among all of the man-created tools. Moreover, maatdy is a form of the material
tool to carry spirit, too: “without Clothes, coulte possess the master-organ, soul’s
seat, and true pineal gland of the Body Social’).(Aatter for spirit or body for soul
is not an obstacle but a carrier. The human bodyesathe soul and matter sustains
the social. As clothes are the matter to brackeit,spo are bodies the “PURSE[s]”
(48) to contain soul. Furthermore, to avoid thelezamisconceiving matter as litter,
Teufelsdrockh argues that man’s gift to use math@rpromote man aloft over his

physical limits:

Weak in himself, and of small stature, he [manidtaon a basis...insecurely
enough.... Three quintals are a crushing load ifor the steer of the meadow
tosses him aloft, like a waste rag. Neverthelessaneuse Tools, can devise
Tools: with these the granite mountain melts imgbtl dust before him; he
kneads glowing iron, as if it were soft paste; ssa&sin his smooth highway,
winds and fire his unwearying steetiwhere do you find him without Tools;

without Tools he is nothing, with Tools he is €0 italics mine)

“Man is a tool-using Animal” (30), the most influtgad and powerful animal among
all beings. Man'’s ability to manipulate tools helps to create all kinds of
possibilities and conquer all difficulties. Withals, hence, “progress he has made”
(31). Matter—such as “the first wooden Dibble ...thdasverpool Steam-carriages, or

the British House of Commons” (31)—are signs of imantellect and progress, and
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then, should not be abandoned.

Clothes, one of the widespread man-created tamtgtibn technically and
socially. On one hand, clothes are “for defenc&)(4n clothes, man is “as in a warm
movable House ...wherein that strange THEE of thatessng, defying all variations
of Climate” (43). On the other, “Clothes gave udiuduality, distinctions, social
polity; Clothes have made Men of us” (30). The apiof class distinction in
Carlyle’s philosophy stands not for opposition ltkat in French Revolution or
Marxism, but represents order, regularity, and iratbality.” Clothes are symbols of
social position to signify each person’s respotigyin a cooperative society. Social
order distinguishes duties and creates stabilgpck, Teufelsdrockh exclaims:
“Society, which the more | think of it astonishes the more, is founded upon Cloth”

(45).

(2) Matter and Spirit, Nature and the Supernatural,
as well as Visible and the Invisible
The most obvious example to depict Carlyle’s pusitittitude towards the
concept of tool—matter—appears, surprisingly, i tfGenter of Indifference” of Part
Il, that is, in the turning point @artor ResartusWhile wandering “in the solitude of
the North Cape”$R135), Teufelsdrockh confronts “a man, or monstgwho is]
shaggy, huge as the Hyperborean Bear” (136). Atdhiical moment, this monstrous

and barbarous stranger,

counting doubtless on his superior statue, and etirid make sport for himself,
or perhaps profit, were it with murder, continuestlvance; ever assailing me
with his importunate train-oil breath; and now laasanced, till we stand both

on the verge of the rock, the deep Sea ripplingdjte down below. What
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argument will avail? On the thick Hyperborean, ciér reasoning, seraphic
eloquence were logerepared for such extremity, I, deftly enough, Wiaiside
one step; draw out, from my interior reservoirsidficient Birmingham
Horse-pisto] and say, “Be so obliging as retire, Friend... arith wromptitude!”
this logic even the Hyperborean understands; fastigh, with apologetic,
petitionary growl, he sidles off; and expect foicaial as well as homicidal

purposes, need not return. (136 italics mine)

Right at the moment being face to face with théckiHyperborean,” any sweet or
threatening reasoning takes no effect. Only byttgefaking out the
“sufficient...pistol” from his “interior reservoirstioes Teufelsdrockh save himself
from the peril of nature—the Hyperborean Bear a6 agethe deep Sea.

His successful escape from the danger of natutdelBelrockh explains, should
be attributed to his deft use of a tool—the pistslch I hold to be the genuine use of
Gunpowder: that it makes all men alike taBR136). With the help of the matter,
pistol, Teufelsdrockh overcomes his physical weaknsymbolically taller than the
Hyperborean Bear. Teufelsdrockh hence concludés“davage Animalism is nothing,
inventive Spiritualism is all” (136). This deduati@xpresses two significances of
Teufelsdrockh’s Clothes Philosophy. First, as dssedl earlier, Teufelsdrockh claims
that he is by no means an Adamite who advocatesetbe to the age of the fig leaf,
as emblemized by the Hyperborean Bear image. Thasdiuge as a bear, without
any tools, the Hyperborean’s bully merely gives $ethairs. The most threatening
weapon, for Teufelsdrockh, lies not in the supefiigure, but dwells inside the
“interior reservoir.” Man’s dexterous use of toblslps him leave Adamite nudity,
barbarous ignorance, and dull irrationality. To dhéime pistol rationally, men are of

more power to conquer exterior difficulties andeéscue his life. The Hyperborean
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metaphor hence implies Teufelsdrockh’s doubt ofrétern to the Adamite society,
which in fact not necessarily enhances man'’s sgirimprovement but probably
causes man'’s socio-cultural recession.

Secondly, and more importantly, Teufelsdrockh’seimgus combination of the
pistol with the “interior reservoir” successfullysinuates his theme of spiritual
progress founded on the deft use of a material id@ pistol is more than a simple
material tool; its location, the “interior reservosuggests its spiritual significance.
Teufelsdrockh’s pistol from the interior reserviirso powerful to intimidate the
Hyperborean Bear because his pistol contains ipoeers.The material pistol is of
enclosed spiritual forces, and this spirit appetrde visible as long as its power is
displayed in the material form of the pistbhe matter is of a soul within, and the
soul manifests through the appearance of matter.

The inner power wrapped in the material pistol ieplTeufelsdrockh’s attitude
toward using the tool-using principle. Instead @mpulating tools arbitrarily,
technically, and intentionally, one should usetti@—matter—piously, spiritually,
and morally. To ally the pistol with the inner resar, Teufelsdrockh justifies “the
cunningest mechanism3R137) with the “inner’ image. The matter can beifml
as long as the manipulator uses it with a spiritunal moral aimln other words,
matter is by no means guilty; it is problematicyomhen the user neglects the
“interior reservoir.” Without a soul within, any man-created matter cardpce
negative consequences, but with noble spirit, matgey bring out positive meanings.
In Teufelsdrockh’s term, “inventive Spiritualisma#.” The “inventive Spiritualism”
implies Teufelsdrockh’s main thesis of his ClotRéslosophy—any manipulation of
man-made matter should depend on transcendentaliaigm. Man-created matter,
like God’s Creation of the physical universe, shla@ly on the use of the spirit.

Between spirit and matter, there are therefore aliytproductive interrelations: the
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spirit supports matter and the matter demonstthtespirit. This argument echoes
Paley’s “watch analogy,” aesthetically delineatthg productive relationship between
matter and spirit in the scheme of natural phildsop

In Sartor, another vital aesthetic metaphor that implieshiéenony of matter
and spirit, nature and the supernatural, as wehasisible and the invisible appears
in Chapter One and Two, “Genesis” and “Idyllic’®bok Second. A
semi-autobiography of Carlyle, Book Second reconésgrowth of Teufelsdrockh
from infancy to youth, from childhood innocencepkdcent agonies, to his young
spiritual loss caused by unsuccessful job-huntimdyramance. Finally, spiritually
wandering through the inner hell of “The Everlagtio,” Teufelsdrockh overcomes
his mind’s devil in “The Center of Indifference.u&denly to have an epiphany in
“The Everlasting Yea,” he transcends the inner desk to come across God’s light
and to gain a spiritual rebirth.

Entitled “Genesis” and “ldyllic,” the two chaptesse emblems of
Teufelsdrockh’s happy boyhood in “Celestial NepeittsR68) where he feels no
sorrow, no pain, no worry, no pressure, but harmdayrganize Teufelsdrockh’s
disorderly material, the English Editor discoverattall of the materials concerning
this Eden-like period are enveloped in a bag witagg “theLibra Bag” (SR61).

Libra, a symbol of harmony, to note the beginnifh@ prophet’s birth, parallels
“Genesis” in the Bible that records the beginnifighe universe. Symbolically, the
Libra metaphor signifies Carlyle’s cosmic view bétbeginning of the universe, that
is, to begin with harmonies between spirit and erathan and God, nature and the
supernatural.

The harmony between nature and the supernatuagpiarent in Carlyle’s
“Genesis,” which details Teufelsdrockh’s mysteridirsh. By no means an ordinary

person born from mortal parents, Teufelsdrockh brasight by “a StrangerSR62)
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to a childless couple. The baptized “red-colourddnt” in a “green-silk Basket”
appeared to be “an invaluable Loan” (63) to fuliile expectant parents. Similar to
the miracle of the Virgin Mary'’s birth, the childie parents mysteriously had a baby,
whose real father was God. Teufelsdrockh’s “trugiBeing and Father is in Heaven,
whom with the bodily eye [he] shalt never beholdt dnly with the spiritual” (65).
This statement on one hand informs the origin efglophet and on the other hints
his mundane duties to propagate the way of marotbl§y “the mind’s eye” (199).

Even if born from God the Father, in fact, Teufetsdkh is nurtured by the
Mother Earth. “Kind Nature, that art to all a bafuitmother; that visitest the poor
man’s jut with auroral radiance; and for thy Nunsglhast provided a soft swathing of
Love and infinite Hope, wherein [Teufelsdrockh] veaxand slumbers,
danced-round...by sweetest DreamS8R68) The symbolic mother of Teufelsdrockh,
then, is the physical nature that gives warm emggand enriches the youth’s soul.
The young Teufelsdrockh’s early happiness henceetefrom not merely the
inherent innocence descending from God the Fatiteslbo the material plentitude
nursed by the Mother Earth. In other words, rightha beginning of the universe,
there is libration between heaven and earth, FatheémMother, Soul and Body, as
well as Nature and the Supernatural. The “GenesiSartortherefore represents a
realistic picture of Paley’s natural theology irrfpaying the integration of celestial
spirit and terrestrial nature. Heaven and Eartkh lboadling life, collaborate to “breed
a fresh Soul” and to [breed] a fresh (celestialyE®6). The “fresh Soul” has settled
in the physical “Egg,” the heavenly spirit is wraolup in hospitable nature, and
supernatural vigor dwells in the corporal bodyTéufelsdrockh’s Libra” bag hides
the secrets of the beginning of universe and tife:mutually productive collaboration
of heaven and earth, Mother and Father, body ankl satter and spirit, as well as

the physical and the metaphysical.
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Carlyle’s natural supernatural integration symbadizn “Genesis” resembles the
natural-theological concept in PaleiNsitural TheologyLike Paley, Carlyle does not
intend to take natural theology to replace the agkreligion in the Bible. On the
contrary, regretting the decline of the Christialigion, Carlyle reinterprets Christian
mythology from a modern manner and roots the migsteaf the Bible in a modern
character of the industrial age. The intertextyalitJesus Christ and Teufelsdrockh
hence combines the ages of mythology and industewvorlds of miracles and
mechanism, and the religions of the revealed aad#tural. Instead of denying the
Creation and the invisible world of God in the BipCarlyle successfully joins the
Christian myth aesthetically with a modern taletifging the revealed theology that
is gradually losing its credibility in an age foll new sciences.

Between the two poles of Libra dwells the invisiilerld of God, spirit, myth,
the supernatural, and the visible world of Earthfter, reality, and nature. In the
Carlylean cosmos, the two poles of Libra correspoitd each other, without any
incompatibility or break. Symbolically, Teufelsdkdts happiness and delight
collected in the Libra bag suggests Carlyle’s iaddgéctive universe in which
Teufelsdrockh is completely free of subjective bilaghis Carlylean ideal objective
universe, between the visible and the invisible,dblestial and the terrestrial, and the
natural and the supernatural, none is better; epermts on the other. Teufelsdrockh
hence quotes Saint Chrysostom and exclaims: “tleeSHEKINAH is Man” ER49),
because in the ideal objective universe, one pezsdbod while seeing man. Between

God and man, the visible and the invisible, thenea boundary, but mutual reliance.

(3) The Separation of the Subjective Universe frorthe Objective
Even if the objective universe consists of two meglthe visible and the invisible,

Carlyle laments in “Signs of the Times,” howevéatt“men have lost their belief in
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the Invisible, and believe, and hope, and work amlghe Visible” (Carlyle ST 111).
Carlyle’s contemporaries have bias against thingsible and against religious faith.

His age is no longer “a Religious age” (ST 111}, &subjective universe in which

Only the material, the immediately practical, @ tlivine and spiritual, is
important to us. The Infinite, absolute charactevidue has passed into a finite,
conditional one; it is no longer a worship of theatiful and Good; but a

calculation of the Profitable. (111)

The invisible realm that Carlyle longs for seemb&émonexistent for modern people,
who merely see and trust the visible and the nedteCarlyle regrets the separation of
the mutual reliance between the visible and thesible in the modern world, and
advises that “Not the invisible world is wantingr ft dwells in man’s soul, and this
last is still here” (ST 117). Apparently, Carlylescerns well that the problem of the
visible-invisible break does not happen in the otoye relationship between the two,
but comes about from the subjective attitude ofséer. In other words, it is
subjective ignorance of the invisible that leadsiodern unable to perceive the
harmonious wholeness in the objective universe wedowith both the visible and
the invisible.

From Teufelsdrockh’s observation, there are tweldayf man’s knowledge
about the universe. One is the objective univeeseqived by “the wise’§R198),
and the other is the subjective universe senséthbyfoolish” (198). The universe in
the eyes of the wise is the natural supernatutagjmation, the visible and invisible
collaboration, and the material and spiritual irg&tion. The universe in the eyes of
the foolish, however, is a half universe dominatestely by the material, the visible,

the mechanical, and the physical. The wise seemWmsable through the visible; the
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foolish, however, sees solely the visible, unablpénetrate the material to meet the
invisible. Hence, “Nature, which is the Time-vestaf God, and reveals Him to the
wise, hides Him from the foolish” (198).

For Teufelsdrockh, the wise is distinct from thelfeh because both perceive the
universe by different organs. The wise sees theeuse with his inner eye—“the
mind’s eye” SR199)—that penetrates matter, turning the subjeatiodd transparent
and lifting the wise toward the supernatural. Vifita sharp inner eye, the wise
transcends the time-space hindrances of man'sdugainiverse and, then,
straightforwardly enters the realm of the infiraied the eternal, that is, the objective
reality of the universe (199). The foolish, howemyerates merely his physical
eye—“the body’s” (199). The physical eye binds fbeish to the subjective universe,
yoking him with the want of matter and profit. Covéd to the subjective world, the
foolish hardly penetrates God’s time- and spacstures, unable to transcend the
boundaries of the physical world. He merely peregithe subjective universe of
matter, never knows the reality of an objectiveverse, and on no account spies the
wisdom of the supernatural.

Further, Carlyle argues that “the mind’s eye” of thise is different from “the
body’s” of the foolish because the two “eyes” apemted by different “reasons.” The
wise uses “Pure Reason” (48) to control his “miredje,” while the foolish uses
“vulgar Logic” (48) to command his “body’s eye.” @liPure Reason” is a form of
“healthy Understanding,” which is “not the Logicatgumentative, but the Intuitive,
for the end of Understanding is not to prove and fieasons, but to know and
believe” (CH 71). With the “Pure Reason” to “Undersd” healthily, the wise
intuitively discovers the world beyond the realmboflily eye’s, acknowledges
objective reality, and believes in the supernaturaé wise, hence, is also termed “the

man of insight,” “the Discoverer, or even Knowerlj.
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Also termed “the man of logic,” “the Reasoner” (CH), the foolish however is
mechanical and intentional due to his dependendletvulgar Logic.” “Logic is
good, but it is not the best” (71-72). Logic comfsnand materializes the foolish, who
then “cannot prosper” but becomes a “SystematicTdrabriser and Word-monger”
(71). His ‘vital intellectual force lies dormant or extinct, hisaldforce is
mechanical, conscious; ... it is foreseen that, wireze confronted with the infinite
complexities of the real world, his little comp#eeorem of the world will be found
wanting (71). In other words, the foolish is noteato realize “the infinite
complexities of the real world,” namely, the objeetuniverse, for his sole
dependence on the little vulgar Logic aborts hisamscious intuition and healthy
understanding.

The foolish, the Systematic, looks orderly and tegis in an inferior

circumstance. Yet, the wise, with his inner eyeenigben, stays in a higher one. The

wise seems to “[have] no system’ but in realiig fn a state of healthy
unconsciousness” and “his system is in high or¢l€H 67). For instance,
Teufelsdrockh’s chaotic studio shows emblematidailyy‘state of healthy
unconsciousness” working in an “unsystematic higirder.” To the wise such as
Teufelsdrockh, he does not care for logical argurbehintuitive truth; he does not
juggle with terms but reigns some “winged word”Y;7Bhe thoughts of the wise soar
and their words fly. “Only by some winged word, ged as the thunderbolt is, of a
Luther, a Napoleon, a Goethe, shall we see theulif§ split asunder, and its secret
laid bare” (72). Beyond the orderly system of thbjsctive world, the wise witnesses
the “secret” of the objective universe “laid bare.”

In regard to the vitality of the reasoning facudfithe “Pure Reason” of the wise

is dynamic, while the “vulgar Logic” of the foolisk mechanical. The dynamic Pure

Reason flies across the confinement of the subgtibundaries, piercing the
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superficiality of words. Spontaneously and uncomssly, the dynamic Pure Reason
generates infinite vigor and the rhetoric of theewprospers (CH 71-73). His words,
full of imaginative and fantastic power, fly ovéietrestrictions of the body’s eye. He
is a man of insight, operating the dynamic Pures@edo discover truth and create
poetry. The mechanism of vulgar Logic, however,alsvstays on the surface of the
word, even if oratorical, and is in fact artifici@howy and pretended, the orators of
mechanical vulgar Logic are “system-makers anddeud of logical card-castles”
(72). “[W1]ith all his logical tools,” the system-rker is able to juggle with languages
and to flourish his depth, but if “you wanted hionfind you [answers], [it] is not
forthcoming” (72). Carlyle believes that the Orgtas Artificial and the Rhetoric is
Natural because “The Orator persuades and callie#fahim, he knows not how;
the Rhetorician can prove that he ought to haveyaeled and carried all with him”
(72). Consciously reigning visible knowledge, theafOr in fact knows mechanically
and perceives nothing. However, unconsciouslyateti by the invisible power

within, seemingly confused, the Rhetoric is thetphilosopher of profound wisdom.

Table 2: The Differences between the Wise and dadi$h:

The wise The foolish
Also termed A man of insight, the A man of Logic, the Reasoner,
Discoverer, or a Knower a system-maker, or a

Word-monger

The universe The objective universe; the | The subjective bias

they perceive whole

The eyesight Both the visible and the Merely the visible world;

invisible worlds; both nature | nature; and matter
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and the supernatural; both

matter and spirit

The organto see The mind’s eye; the inner eye  physical eye; the body’s

eye

The reason The dynamic Pure Reason The mechag@arviogic

Their relation to | A Rhetoric, naturally and An Orator, consciously and

words and the | intuitively prospering winged | pretentiously juggling with

use of language | words words
Purpose of To know and to believe; an | To prove and to find reason; an
knowledge healthy understanding argumentative persuasion

(4) Carlyle’s Contemporary Social Disease in All Felds

For Carlyle, his contemporary social disease ie ‘Mechanical Age, the Age of
Machinery” (ST 100) derives from the spread and/@&ion of the mechanical vulgar
Logic to every layer, arena, and rank of the sgcidot only in the areas of industry
and science, but also in the fields of philosoaini, religion, and morality, there is no
longer the philosopher of the dynamic Pure Rea8dot the external and physical
alone is now managed by machinery, but the inteandlspiritual also.” (101). For
Carlyle, the problem of his contemporaries resiu@sn the break of matter from
spirit, of man from God, and of science from radigi On the contrary, society has
become mechanical because the modern forgetstaraah vitality, his intuitive inner
eye, and the objective universe, but gives wap¢éonechanic vulgar Logic.

Taking the sciences in France and Britain as exesn@arlyle laments that his

contemporary natural philosophers no longer mirdsghiritual and moral but
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succumb to the physical and mechanical:

the Metaphysical and Moral Sciences are fallingagiewhile the Physical are
engrossing, every day, more respect and atteritianost of the European
nations there is now no such thing as a Sciend&imd; only more or less
advancement in the general science, or the spsmeices, of matter. (Carlyle

ST 103)

For Carlyle, science is an encompassing knowlettgésh in all manner of waters,
with all manner of nets"§R4). More than studying merely the physical andemat
world, science should probe the metaphysical aadfiiritual as well. Different from
the twentieth-first century science, Carlyle’s scie ends not in practical purposes,
but moral and spiritual ones. Since the purposgudy the natural world aims to
“body forth the Finite from the Infinite” (“Charaatistics”), the natural philosophers
hence should rely on the mind’s eye and master tlygiamic Pure Reason.

Even if, ideally, studying nature targets the wisdaf the infinite, Carlyle
however argues that, among his contemporarieqyasediverge from an
encompassing knowledge to become a one-dimendiaoalledge merely interested
in the visible. About the invisible, Carlyle’s itiectuals are disinterested: “The
science of the age, in short, is physical, chemp®siological, in all shapes
mechanical” (ST 103). To take Mathematics for eximnpnce “the highly prized
exponent of all these other sciences, has alsateeomore and more mechanical”
(103). Mathematical philosophers are concerned mdteoperational analysis than
theoretical organization; hence there is “more Mathtics than ever; but less

Mathesis” (104). Carlyle regrets, then,
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No Newton, by silent meditation, now discovers slgstem of the world from
the falling of an apple; but some quite other tN&wton stands in his Museum,
his Scientific Institution, and behind whole baiésrof retorts, digesters, and
galvanic piles imperatively ‘interrogates Natusetio however, shows no haste

to answer” (102).

The scientists lose their conviction and faithytkde not pursue “internal perfection,
but ... external combinations and arrangements” (b@8puse, for scientists of
Carlyle’s age, “except the external, there arerne sciences” (105). There are breaks
between Carlyle’s concept of science and his coptearies’: Carlyle’s contains both
the visible, physical, and invisible, metaphysiwaklds, while his contemporaries
narrow their scientific scopes to the practical pndooseful in the material world. In
science, Carlyle cares for the spiritual and merals, while his contemporaries
distrust the invisible but dedicate their liveshe profitable ends.

Not only are the intellectuals in scientific fieldsastered by the physical and
visible world, but also the religious scholars taieen in by the material and mundane
world. The religious heroes in history fought fdmrGtian religion were in Carlyle’s
view the wise with inner eyes, for whom “their k& object was ... worth nothing. It
was boundless Invisible world that was laid barthsimaginations of those men;
and in its burning light, the visible shrunk asceodl. Not mechanical, nor produced
by mechanical means, was this vast movement” (9). Tthe past religious martyrs
lived for faith and conviction, ignoring the mundgprofit and loss but minding
solely the spiritual and moral fulfillment becauséen did battle, in those old days,
not for Purse-sake, but for Conscience-sake” (109).

In contrast, the present religious intellectuaterad to merely calls of the

mechanical and profitable. The “mystic deeps of 'maoul” (108) no longer dwells
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in the man of religion. Without the inner eye ahd tlynamic Pure Reason, men are
“blinded in their minds, have grown to ‘live withbGod in the world™
(“Characteristics”). The “Christian Religion of éatiges has been continually
dissipating itself into Metaphysics; and threateaw to disappear, as some rivers do,
in deserts of barren sand” because “Religion, dikelse, is conscious of itself, listens
to itself; it becomes less and less creative, mitedre and more mechanical”
(“Characteristics”). Oratory overcomes Rhetoriajl Amtificial overturns Natural. In

religion, the mechanical dominates the spirituaekduse, grieves Carlyle, “Our true

Deity is Mechanism” (ST 111). In an age masteredneghanism, religion is never

a thousand-voiced psalm from the heart of Man sarhiisible Father, the
fountain of all Goodness, Beauty, Truth, and rexeéah revelation of these; but
for the most part, a wise prudential feeling graeshdn mere calculation; a
matter, as all others now are, of Expediency anlityjwwhereby some smaller
guantum of earthly enjoyment may be exchanged far lrger quantum of
celestial enjoyment. Thus, Religion too is Prdityorking for wages; not

Reverence, but vulgar Hope or Fear. (113)

Except scientific and religious intellectuals zeslly long for terrestrial profits,
artists and writers, too, disregard the “infiniimonies of Nature and man’s soul”
(ST 114). “We praise a work, not as ‘true,” butstsong’; our highest praise is that it
has ‘affected’ us, has ‘terrified’ us” because “Biais no longer the god [an artist]
worships” (114) and sales volume is the sole condakewise, “Virtue is Pleasure, is
Profit; no celestial, but an earthly thing. Virtiwoonen, Philanthropists, Martyrs are
happy accidents; their ‘taste’ lies the right waf?’15). Moral deeds are material and

superficial labels made public to earn reputatidre root of virtue is on no account
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“hidden, buried form the eye of the sui8R165). Anything concerning the
metaphysical—the spiritual, the moral, the religipand the poetic—are possessed by
the mechanic; because “we worship and follow @@wer; which may be called a
physical pursuit” (ST 115).

For Carlyle, an unprecedented crisis of the sglitlecay bursts in his age: the
spiritual breaks from the material, and the meatamanages the dynamic. The
crisis of this break is not a reality of the objeetuniverse, but the modern people’s
subjective misconception, because “Men are growchau@cal in head and in heart,
as well as in hand” (ST 103). Man’s mechanizatibhead, heart, and hand derives
from man’s loss of faith in the invisible and hesaf of opening the inner eye. Man’s
dynamic Pure Reason is blind and inert and his mswious winged-words are
dormant. Man is confined to his subjective bias, @otisequently, unable to discover
the objective universe that contains simultaneotisymaterial, the natural the
spiritual, and the supernatural.

Different from the man who rests in the “glass ’béHT 117) of mechanism,
Carlyle believes in the internal harmonies betwaam and God, matter and spirit, as
well as nature and the supernatural. He then uhgepeople to open the inner eye
and be aware of the dynamic Pure Reason—the kegdiesito cure the foolish in the
mechanical age. He reminds his people: “man ighetreature and product of
Mechanism; but, in a far truer sense, its creatdr@oducer” (110). Owing to
inheriting God’s noble spirit and dynamic creatiorgn is able to create minute and
delicate machines. God creates man and man creatdsnes; man symbolizes
God’s wisdom and machines symbolize man’s intell€se machine created by man,
therefore, should serve man, who, yet, should motst himself to the man-made
machine and be arbitrarily manipulated by the mewharinciples of profit and

pleasure.
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The break of mind and matter in reality causes/theng Carlyle to be regretful
and sarcastic. Not merely politically shown in “Ssgof the Times” and
“Characteristics,” his melancholy appears aesthlyiin the quasi-biographgartor
Resartusas well. Though cynical in tone, Teufelsdrockhvbwaer is sincere, serious,
and faithful. Like Carlyle’sSartor, Teufelsdrockh’Clothes, their Origin and
Influence too, aims at awakening the inner eye, enliveti@gntuitive
unconsciousness, and activating the dynamic Puasd®e By elevating the spiritual
faculty of the man, Carlyle, as well as Teufels#lgexpects to link the modern’s

bias in the subjective universe with their lostHan the objective.

(5) Fantasy

Though advocating a necessary link between theestiog and the objective
universes, Teufelsdrockh in reality realizes tHéalilty to pass through the gap from
the visible to the invisible, from matter to spifitom man to God, and from nature to
the supernatural. According to Carlyle’s theoryg tlatural world is the medium to
send messages in “celestial hieroglyphs” and “thevéfse is but one vast Symbol of
God” (SR165). Peering at nature seems to mean seeinggthiotHowever, the fact
is that the natural world is not transparent and’&lght is by no means easy to be
grasped by the body’s eye. There is clothing te higk true wisdom of the
supernatural.

Teufelsdrockh explains that the universe is impeié¢ because “deepest of all
illusory Appearances, for hiding wonder...are youo fyvand fundamental
world-enveloping Appearances, SPACE and TIMER(95). Time and space, like
cocoons, wrap all of God’s creatures as well as siace his birth. To cover up His
creation by time- and space- vestures, God makes e his divinity and makes

seen His spirit. The time- and space- vesturepamgoseful to represent His wisdom,
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intellect, and morality. Among all creatures, mimm,instance, is one of the physical
bodies wrapped in the time-space vesture. Evemiénal in the outward form, a
“celestial Me” (195) hides. Namely, within everyysical creature, God’s spirit is
enveloped. Conscious of God’s intention to creattten and to cover His spirit
within, the wise apprehends well “that Time and &pare not God, but creations of
God” (196). Hence, the vehicle to reach God shooldbe the body’s eye fixed on the
physical faculty. According to Teufelsdrockh an@yshe key to God’s spirit, to the
supernatural wisdom, lies in man’s inner “mysticuties” (196).

Hidden in the “inner reservoir'—mentioned in Tew@ockh’s Hyperborean
encounter—the “mystic faculties” in factf@ntasy that is, an “organ of the God-like”
(SR164). It is “not our Logical, Mensurative facultyit our Imaginative one,” (166)
with which “[man] there by, though based, to akseng, on the small visible, does
nevertheless extend down into the infinite deepb®finvisible” (164). In
Teufelsdrockh’s philosophy, fantasy functions @sa to penetrate the substance of
the material and to transcend the opacity of thesible. Fantasy helps take off God’s
time- and space- vestures to bare His wisdom dndtin As long as one possesses
the faculty of fantasy, one is able to surmountdhstacles of time and space, because
“wouldst thouplant for Eternity then plant intdhe deep infinite facultiesf man, his
Fantasy and Heartwouldst thou planfor Year and Daythen plant intdis shallow
superficial facultieshis Self-love and Arithmetical Understandimghat will grow
there” (169 italics mine). Fantasy opens the ireyer and enlivens the dynamic Pure
Reason; by the intuitive vigor of the two, the wis@ble to reach the supernatural.

Teufelsdrockh, further, adopts mythological metapho portray the mystic
faculty—fantasy—that can transcend the time- aratspvestures and rises above
the visible to meet the invisible. First, “Fortuasthad a wishing Hat, which when he

put on, and wished himself Anywhere, behold he Wasre” SR195). The wishing
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Hat is a metaphor of fantasy, with which, “Fortursatriumphed over Space ... [and]
annihilated Space; for him there was no Whereabwvas Here” (196). Resembling
Fortunatus, the wise with the hat of fantasy camtph over space, annihilating
boundaries and soaring toward the infinity, i.e@ tlowhere but here. Moreover,
Teufelsdrockh adds, if fortunate enough to equipime-annihilating Hat,” the wise
will be more powerful to wish himself “Amwhere straightway to b&here..shooting
at will from the Fire-Creation of the world to Esre-Consummation” (196). No time
confines the wise, who is able to fly through iftiinEternity, hence, becomes
seizable; nowhere (“Weissnichtwo”) and no timelayao means remote and
inaccessible. Nowhere becomes now-here and no@oemes on time.

Teufelsdrockh then adopts Orpheus and his Lyreesécond example to
explain the imaginative power of art. The art aftésy can generate imaginable
power to topple the wall, pierce time and spacd,teanscend the restriction of matter.
With fantasy, one resembles Fortunatus to weami@gic Hat or Orpheus to play the
magic Lyre, freely cutting across time and spa¢e Visible and finite world, hence,
turns out to be transparent; the invisible anchitdiuniverse is everywhere, anytime,
and simultaneously nowhere, no time. Meanwhile, manges in God, and matter
melts into spirit, because the “I” is “a Ghostagsual and authentic as heart could
wish; well-nigh a million of Ghosts were travelitiie streets by his sideSR199).
With fantasy, the wise becomes weightless and gtherobjective universe.

Fantasy is the intuition of a philosopher and distait is a dynamic power of
the inner eye as well as a power similar to madriégs&very the wisest Soul lies a
whole world of internal Madness, an authentic Deraampire; out of which, indeed,
his world of Wisdom has been creatively built tdwget and now rests there, as on its
dark foundations does a habitable flowery EartlaFrfR195). The power of

madness, seems to “[have] no system,” symbolizgthe disorderly structure of
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Sartor, because “his system is in a higher order” (CH#&Z), The philosopher of
fantasy is prosperous in rhetoric, winged in woflisjrishing in metaphors, and

flying away from the mechanism of oratory. Teufetstkh explains further that, not
only philosophers and artists, but also intellelstimscience and religion, should bear
the “characteristic” of “spontaneity” and “uncornsesness” (CH 72) to free his

fantasy from the yoke of the mechanism.

(6) Whole

With the intuitive operation of spontaneity and ansciousness, the wise with
fantasy never senses the break between mattepaitdrean and God, as well as
nature and the supernatural. The wise is nevemusedfwith the fissures in the
objective universe and by no means doubts its wiesle The foolish, however,
operating merely his conscious faculties, is limhiby his bias and confined to the
mechanical world. He depends excessively on ondersgistem, blinds his
spontaneity, ignores his dynamic powers of uncanssiand closes simultaneously
his inner eye. Therefore, the foolish never setfsefmvisible world around him, let
alone perceives it, understands it, and even ledigvit. He has no fantasy but
oratory. His vulgar Logic and oratory generate mafrhis doubt and disbelief, and
his syllogistic wordplay distances him from God apdtit. Instinctively, he feels a
break within himself and considers society to lo& sind in need of incessant
reformation. Carlyle then adopts “the PhysicianhArism” (CH 67) to indicate the
critical problems of the foolish at the very begimmof “Characteristics™: “The
healthy know not of their health, but only sickid sick are conscious of their
malady because they ignore tivehbl€’ already within him but seek outward remedy
to fulfill the inner lack. Carlyle suggests thatlfen we feel ourselves as we wish to

be, we say that we aveéhole€’ (CH 68). In other words, the inward search of the
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already existing spirit to fulfill one’s wholenesshe objective universe—is far more
healthy and significant than outward reform or tation.

Teufelsdrockh realizes that “the Divine Essende ise revealed in the Flesh,”
(SR199) and that matter and spirit should be a “whimidiarmony. Between matter
and mind, nature and spirit, none is superior €dtner but one responds the other:
“Or what is Nature? Ha! Why do | not name thee G@Itot thou the ‘Living
Garment of God’? Oh Heavens, is it, in every dé#gl, then, that ever speaks
through thee; that lives and loves in thee, thasliand loves in me?” (142). Not only
are matter and mind, nature and spirit, man and‘@&bdles” but also “origin of
Evil...arises in every soul, since the beginninghe world” (143). The Evil in the
soul does not mean to hinder the progress of ting 3pt functions as a propellant to
drive the soul towards perfection. Teufelsdrockpeets his readers to realize
thoroughly that every substance, like every sgsipart of the whole and none should
be disposed of, sinc& he whole is greater than the paiow exceedingly true!” (40).
The full name of the fictional professor, Diogefiesifelsdrockh, “the God-born
devil’s dung,” hence, becomes a rhetorical metapiitine “whole” to combine good
and evil, matter and spirit, heaven and hell, and @&nd Deuvil.

The “whole” is the true wisdom of Carlyle’s philggwoy. In the “whole,” the wise
philosopher transcends the matter/spirit and maah/figtinctions, entering the
objective universe already within his “inner res®ry The openness of his inner eye
helps him to enliven fantasy and the dynamic Pwas@n. In such circumstances, the
wise sees beyond the visible marks of social rafike.king is by no means nobler
than a carman in his eyes, since “To the eye o R@ason what is he? A Soul, a
Spirit, and divine Apparition”$R48). The flesh of the soul integrate with eacteqgth
and in between there is no difference. Seeingldshfthe wise simultaneously senses

the soul. Through the carman’s “wool-rags” (48) tten sees “a Universe, with azure
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Starry Spaces, and long Thousands of Years” (4&use the material clothes of the
carman “is sky-woven, and worthy of a God” (49)eTbolish, who cannot tell the
Spirit under the “wool-rags,” mechanically notidbs tatters and judges of the
carman and cannot tell his beautiful soul.

For the wise, the physical and the metaphysicairaegrated: mind clothed in
the body, spirit wrapped in the matter, the invisiymbolized by the visible.

Teufelsdrockh therefore concludes:

The beginning of all Wisdom is to look fixedly olothes, or even with armed
eyesight, till they becomigansparent“The Philosopher,” says the wisest of
this age, “must station himself in the middle”: howtrue! The Philosopher is
he to whom the Highest has descended, and the tdassnounted up; who is

the equal and kindly brother of alSR50 bolds mine)

Between the spirit, the “Highest,” and the mattére Lowest,” is no gap but a
harmonious joint. The mind integrates matter anttenaepresents the mind.
Teufelsdrockh’s full name, Diogenes Teufelsdrodidmce symbolizes the sum of
“the Highest” and “the Lowest,” the wholeness & ffhysical and the metaphysical,
and of the visible and the invisible. Between “Hhighest” and “the Lowest,”
Teufelsdrockh, right at the “middle station,” sify@s Carlyle’s wise philosopher. The
English Editor, hence, exclaims that “The grandarajeled peculiarity of
Teufelsdrockh is, that with all this Descendentalie combines a
Transcendentalism” (48). The man with a gorgeowsngo the mysterious eye of
Teufelsdrockh may become degraded “below most dafmdoile the man with
tatters may become exalted “beyond the visible ldeayalmost to an equality with

the Gods” (48). The visible matter, under the mystes inner eye of Teufelsdrockh,
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does not mean humbleness, equal to dung and deatine contrary, the material and
the spiritual are two sides of a coin, complemegntareach other. Hence, “For Matter,
were it never so despicable, is Spirit, the matatesn of Spirit” (49).

Resembling Paley’s natural theology, Carlyle’s natsupernaturalism involves
the complementary relationship between nature asdi&s well as matter and spirit.
The whole of Carlyle’s natural supernaturalismelRaley’s natural theology, is
teleological, looking forward to the progress ohfan spirit and society. Optimistic in
the harmonious relationship between matter andt sparlyle’s natural
supernaturalism advocates the belief that the maakill not eat out spirit, matter

will not swallow up mind, and science will not gnaivGod, because

On the whole, as this wondrous planet, Earth,usneying with its fellows
through infinite Space, so are the wondrous desgtiembarked on it journeying
through infinite Time, under a higher guidance tbars.... Go where it will, the
deep HEAVEN will be around it. Therein let us hdnape and sure faith. (ST

117-18)

The progress of astronomical science, hence, datedestroy Carlyle’s dependence
on God; on the contrary, the mechanical laws anithemaatical rules of nature expose
God’s wisdom further. The mechanical progress efrttaterial world exemplifies the
inner progress of the spiritual universe. Everyghimot merely the orbit of heavenly
body but also the progress of human soul, is ufttlerhigher guidance then ours.”
And only depending on “hope and sure faith” is ab& to grasp the wisdom of the

whole in Carlyle’s natural supernaturalism.

(7) Teufelsdrockh, the Emblem of the Whole
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Sartor Resartusbelieved to be a biography of Carlyle (Petersb#b3), is
chaotic in structure but in fact has its philosopigden in a higher system. To adopt
a formless structure, Carlyle merges wild wingealights in the structure of
spontaneity and unconsciousness. Teufelsdrockhrisusgh journey hence symbolizes
Carlyle’s early inward progress: from a suspicidosbter to a hopeful believer, from
his misconception of a separation, to his belied @fhole, from his foolish bias
relying on mechanical matter, to a wise man sewiitiy an inner eyeSartor, a
biography recording Carlyle’s personal spirituadgness, thus describes his
experiences, from physical blindness to spiritusternment. His physical journey in
nature and spiritual journey in the supernaturalfiy accomplish his wisdom and
forges his inner eye.

To describe the characteristics of Teufelsdrodké,English Editor once

exclaims that, in Teufelsdrockh,

we find consummate vigour, a true inspiration; usning thoughts step forth in
fit burning words, like so many full-formed Minersassuing amid flame and
splendour from Jove’s head; ... all the graces amdrieof a wild Imagination,

wedded to the clearest Intellect, alternate in bawicissitude. SR22)

To combine the opposite forms of energies, Teufetdd is the emblem of Carlyle’s
“whole”—the “wild Imagination” of Minerva (Diana)lps the “clearest Intellect” of
“Jove” (Zeus); the reason symbolized by Jove’s h@ad the “consummate vigour, a
true inspiration” suggested by the burning flaméixferva. Neither wild and chaotic,
nor rational and orderly, Teufelsdrockh blendsttixe characteristics, stationing
himself between the two extremities. Implanted eénifElsdrockh the character then, is

Carlyle’s ideal image of a true philosopher to tigtia himself in the
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middle"—between “imagination” and “Intellect,” beé&n consciousness and
unconsciousness, between oratory and rhetoric, degtvitynamic and mechanic,
between nature and the supernatural.

Like a prophet’s book, Carlyle’s biography,vesl as Teufelsdrockh’s, reveals a
Jesus-like wise man, who once suffered disbelidfragains his conviction finally.
From disbelief to conviction, the prophet philosephepresents a savior sent by God
from the Heaven who not only propagates the sicguiite of belief in God, but also
prophesies salvation by God’s supernatural powersording to this prophetic theory,
as long as they open their inner eye, trust thermatl harmonies between nature and
the supernatural, God and man, as well as mattesp@int, men will be able to
perceive the objective whole of the universe, tatiral-supernatural integration of
God. In other words, to see God, one should stntlveing in the middle and
believing in the whole.

Through the magic birth of Teufelsdrockh myth, @&ricreates a modern
Apocalypse to declare the new heaven and new édtthanism is not always to be
our hard taskmaster, but one day to be our plahtinistering servant; that a new
and brighter spiritual era is slowly evolving itisidr all man” (ST 117). The

Carlylean Apocalypse, supplementary to the Biblwoaates millennialism.

IV. “Natural Supernaturalism”

Doubtless, Carlyle is a religious prophet, gitgalist, and a transcendentalist.
However, while propagating his spiritualism andhg@endentalism, Carlyle does not
simultaneously declare to relinquish matter foigiels purpose. On the contrary,
Carlyle adopts a mutually productive relationshaiveen matter and spirit to create a
new philosophy and to lead the people lost in tieemanical age towards a religious

and spiritual end. In the clothes philosophy ofl@als, the “clothes” denotes the
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outward material world, and the “philosophy” siges the inner spirit. The “clothes
philosophy” hence signifies “Natural Supernaturalis—a philosophy echoing the
nineteenth-century natural philosophy. Though sntid Paley’s watch analogy,
Carlyle’s natural supernaturalism is not duplicatibowever; it just unconsciously
whispers the voices of its age. Unintentionallyrl@a’s text is interwoven with the
context of his age; his natural supernaturalismrtektualizes his contemporary
natural philosophy.

To parallel the then natural philosophy andiylels Natural Supernaturalism in
readingSartor, the conventional conception of matter/spiritescie/religion, and

nature/supernatural splits fade out, and new bistinctures are exposed:

the wise vs. the foolish
the inner eye vs. the bodily eye
the invisible vs. the visible
the Pure Reason vs. the vulgar Logic
the objective universe vs. the subjective world
the dynamic fantasy (imagination) vs. the mech#émitking

the supernatural vs. nature

Carlyle does not detest matter; what he intenddame instead are the foolish who
see with the bodily eye and think with vulgar LagBarlyle’s purpose of natural
supernaturalism is clearte-advocate fostering one’s inner eye and Pure Beas
order to transgress the limitations of the subjpeetivorld and mechanical thinking in
order to approach God’s supernatural divinifgased on Carlyle’s contemporary
natural philosophy to mingle the two ends of natund the supernatural than to sever

them, the complexity dbartor Resartuss both lucid and understandable. In short,
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Carlyle never rejects science or matter but adwesctite wise use of science, matter,
and the machine with one’s dynamic inner eye arré Reason. Matter, science, and
nature are not the origins of mechanism, utilitaigen, and evil, since “This deep,
paralysed subjection to physical objects comedroat Nature, but from our own
unwise mode of viewing Nature” (ST 116). Simply pDarlyle has faith in matter,

since it is not litter, but the container of theérisp
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Chapter Four

Teufelsdrockh, More Than a Literary Man...

...the Tailor is not only a Man, but something of @&or or Divinity. Of
Franklin it was said, that “he snatched the Thuriden Heaven and the
Sceptre from Kings”: but which is greater. [It is] how a man is by the
Tailor new-created into a Nobleman, and clothedomty with Wool but

with Divinity and a Mystic Dominion.§R217-18)

What were the implications of romantic notions ehis for the image
of the scientist? ... First, the Romantics promotedrcept of creative
genius as transcending rules and conventions impaet, and science.
Second, they encouraged the idea that such gemisisntimately bound
up with an extraordinary personality—one capablbrefiking with
conventional methods to achieve great discovebigisalso likely to
transgress traditional norms of behaviour .... Hese...that the question
of Newton’s character appeared..., put by Wordswartth Carlyle....
(Yeo 1993:139-40)

l. What is Carlyle’s “Tailor"?

In one of the concluding chaptersSdrtor Resartus‘Chapter Xl Tailors,”
Carlyle exclaims that “What too aadl Poets and moral Teachensut a species of
Metaphorical Tailors”$R218, italics mine). For Carlyle, Poets are ofgndicant
role because ideally it is “who but the Poet fireide Gods for men” (218). Due to
the two statements, generally, there is alway®thmtion of Carlyle’s Metaphorical
Tailor with the Poet. The Carlylean transcendesitéience seems to straightforwardly
direct the Poet. If not the Poet, there is usuailyassumption that the Carlylean
transcendentalist must be a literary man.

However, does Carlyle indeed suppose a transceald#rshould be a poet or

a literary man? If indeed a transcendental Tada literary man or a poet, why does
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Carlyle claim “Close thyyrort open thyGoethé (SR145)? And why does Carlyle
take Benjamin Franklin (1706-1790), the man to dfeh] the Thunder from Heaven
and the Sceptre from Kings” (217), as one of thélematic ideals of the Tailor?
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832) is genesalbyimed to be a literary man
owing to his literary successesSorrows of Young Wertét 774),Wilhelm Meister’s
Apprenticeshif{1795-96), andFaust(1808)>* However, Goethe dedicates himself to
the study of optics more than to literature andelvels himself to be the only person
greater than Newton to know the truth in the saewiccolors (Eckermann “Dec. 30,
1823 par. 8; Uberoi 17). With regard to Franklinpugh he composed “The Way to
Wealth,” he has never been lauded for his liteemsbut his political and scientific
achievements. According to Carlyle’s descriptior-cdnklin, the one to “snatch
Thunder from Heaven and the Sceptre from Kingsghklin obviously appears to be
a professional of the laws of nature and polittctead of literature. If Franklin is a
scientist and a politician in Carlyle’s mind, afdioethe is more than a literary man
but a scientist, does Carlyle indeed suppose hisguaphical thinker should be a
Poet?

Otherwise, if Carlyle claims to “close tiByron,” whether to be “a Poet” or
not should not be the only estimation of a Carlglphilosopher. During Carlyle’s
composition ofSartor(1830-31), Lord Byron (1788-1824) was already anprent
poet in Europe and a trendsetter in the Dandiagdéé.SThis international poet
however does not win Carlyle’s admiration. If inst Byron the poet, Carlyle’s
contemporary prominent man of letters to repret@ngreat prophet of the age, what
kind of person of what kind of characteristics, stand for the Carlylean great mind?

To take the “Tailor” chapter as the clue to heré the possibility, Franklin and

24 Carlyle’sSartor Resartusvas primarily influenced by GoetheéSorrows of Young Wertand
Wilhelm Meister’s Apprenticeshipot byFaustus In Sartor, Carlyle mentions botBorrowsand
Wilhelmtwice.
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Goethe may be two of the representatives to symbdjthe world’s] Hierophant and
Hierarch, or even its God” (218). To compare Goethe Franklin, a common ground
is science: both are familiar with science andthemselves scientists. Presumably,
there seems to be some attributes related to ‘seien Carlyle’s imaginations of his
ideal philosopher.

With regard to Carlyle’s ideal philosopher, Teuéitsckh is the incarnation.
The investigation of Carlyle’s Metaphorical Taileence should be focused on
Teufelsdrockh, the character. Thus, what is Tedfelskh, if the Carlylean
philosopher is not necessarily a poet? What if @safockh is more than a literary
man? If not merely a literary man, what possiblyesifelsdrockh? If Carlyle claims
the significance of the “Torch of Science” in theeaing ofSartor, what is
Teufelsdrockh the protagonist in relation to thechoand Science since he
supposedly is the holder of the Torch to reveakth#n? Furthermore, if Carlyle
sympathizes with the use of matter by declaringura supernaturalism,” what is the
significance of matter for Teufelsdrockh? Or, mgpecifically, what is the
significance of matter in Teufelsdrockh’s Clothdsl&ophy? Moreover, if there
seems to be the attribute of “science” in Carlyleiggination of his ideal philosopher,
what is the attribute of science presented in Tedfeckh the philosopher?

This chapter thus proposes to examine Teufelsdrtekiprotagonist as the
incarnation of Carlyle’s ideal philosopher@artor. | suppose that, in Carlyle’s mind,
the Metaphorical Tailor is not necessarily a paed bterary man. Instead, there
should be a more significant attribute when it centeedeciding whether a man is a
transcendental philosopher or not. This meanstthia¢ a poet is good but not

sufficient; the obligatory attribute of a true Géelan philosopher resides in other

% Goethe was a specialist in optics, plant morphglagd homology, and Franklin was a prodigious
inventor who created the lightening rod, bifocasges, the refrigerator, etc.
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requirements. Besides, in terms of the importariceeoTorch and the theory of
“Natural Supernaturalism,” | assume that “scienocajlicitly plays a pivotal role in
Carlyle’s composition of the character of Teufetstkh. As long as Carlyle never
disdains science and matter and personally getdvied in scientific studies at an
early age, the significances of science may pragbla®imerged into Teufelsdrockh the
character, making the Carlylean ideal philosopbdyet more than just a literary man.
In order to grasp a more explicit image of Teufadstth, the exploration of
Teufelsdrockh’s relation to science and matter wdagcome necessary, because
Sartor starts with the Torch of Science to claim “NatUsalpernaturalism” and ends
with Franklin the scientist as the typical Metapbak Tailor. In the following research,
then, there will be two parts. The first is a syreé Carlyle’s interrelation with
science and the men of science at an early ag®382° In this section, there will
be sketches of Carlyle’s contemporary socio-cultciraumstances in reference to the
development of science as a legitimate disciplime the emergence of the scientist as
a respectable profession. The second part comsigi® sections. In the first section
there are theories concerning the philosophy @@ and of the scientist proposed
by Carlyle’s just contemporary philosopher of scegrwilliam Whewell
(1794-1866) A few discussions of Carlyle’s ideal science aciértists will also be
analyzed by the comparisons of the Whewellian &edarlylean thinking minds.
After having grasped Carlyle’s relations with hsmtemporary science and the man
of science, the second section will undertake tfayses of 1) Teufelsdrockh the
character—his study, his profession, his strugdissawareness, and his theory, 2)
the solution of the riddle hidden in the bizarrenea “Diogenes Teufelsdrockh,” and 3)

the true meaning of Carlyle’s Tailor in Clothes|Bsophy.

% gsartoris composed in 1830-31.
27 Carlyle was born in 1795, one year after Wheweli'h.
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II. Carlyle and Science:
Science and the Man of Science in the Early Ninetetth Century

More than being just a literary man, Goethe—Caldyteodel—was also a
scientist. Though renowned for M¢erterandFaust Goethe wrote also
Metamorphosis of Plan{d790) andlrheory of Colourg1810). To break the common
impression, J. P. S. Ubeori’s study shows that o#dtad probably devoted more
time to his scientific studies than to all his p@sd poetry” (17). Confident of his
study of natural philosophy and his achievementniting Theory of Colours
(1810)?® Goethe proudly stated, “I, amongst millions, am ¢imly one who knows
the truth on this important subject [of light]” (Eermann “Dec. 30, 1823” par. 8). He
believed his theory of colour to be more succedgsiah Newton’s and greatly
resented being judged as a failure in scienceemifit from the modern concept of a
scientific treatise of light, Goethelheory of Coloursvas filled with philosophical
contemplation of the art of science and the the@bhght and dark. More than a
scientific thesis, Goethe’s theory of light wastret same time, a religious,
philosophical, and literary meditation.

Similar to his model, Goethe, Carlyle was not amliterary man but also a
scientific scholar. More than just a literary m@ayrlyle was once a devotee of
science—in mathematics, geology, geometry, magnegsc. Besides absorbing
himself in German philosophy and literature during 1820s and '30s, Carlyle was
simultaneously engrossed in German science. Dtinege decades, Carlyle largely

involved himself in the profession of science, g@ang mathematics scholar and

% Goethe’sTheory of Colourss a philosophical-scientific treatise to analjigat and darkness.
Goethe’s theory of light is fundamentally differédram that of Newton'©Optics(1704). Goethe’s
quality of light is homogenous, but Newton’s isdregeneous.
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tutor?® a critic and reviewer of science, and an appliéan€hairs at universitie¥.
He tutored in mathematics, wrote scientific trezgjsand translated scientific theses to
earn his living during the 18285.He was proud of his mathematical abilities during
1834, the period after finishirfgartor,and applied for the chair of astronomy at
Edinburgh University (Meadows 133; Tennyson #3Accordingly, neither was
science seen as being a despicable field, nor wiag Bcientific considered to be
immoral or irreligious from Carlyle’s point of vieweaching science, studying
science, working for science, and even being séiemtere ordinary habits and
customary manners in Carlyle’s life. Composed ichsa milieu,Sartor supposedly
should similarly have exuded a positive and prospeattitude to the treatment of
science, of the man of science, and of being s@ient

In the early nineteenth century, in reality, theses no distinct division between
writers and scientists. Some writers were themsedeeentist as well, but felt no
contradiction in possessing dual status and fekplib between the two vocations.
Many contemporary intellectuals were gifted in ieéds of both letters and science,

and hence were themselves comfortable at being®xpeboth areas. Since there

% |n 1817, Carlyle’s name firstly appeared in pestan “ingenious young mathematician,” because he
provided Professor John Leslie (the authoEleiments of Geometry, and the Plane Trigonometry
[1817]) with the solution to the problem of how ‘tiovide a straight line, whether internally or
externally, so that the rectangle under its segrsleall be equivalent to a given rectangle” (Tennyso
19). In 1819, Carlyle first gained an income fracieace, by undertaking a translation of an articie
mineralogy (19). Carlyle tutored the Buller brothér 1822. Between 1820 and 1823, Carlyle
contributed articles to thedinburgh Encyclopedia

%0 |n 1827, Carlyle applied for the Chair of Moralil®kophy at the new London University. Even if
considered, Carlyle did not win the position. Ii288similarly, he applied for the Chair of Moral
Philosophy at St. Andrews. This time, even althohgtobtained a testimonial from Goethe, he failed
again. The position went to a safer person, RevCbok. In 1834, Carlyle applied for the Chair of
Astronomy at Edinburgh University (Tennyson 23-Riadows 133). Failing again, Carlyle did not
manage to find employment in any official institutiof science, even if he strongly expected to.

31 Carlyle’s theses and reviews of science incliteblem in Leslie'Elements of Geometr{1817),
Review of Pictet'Sravitation(1819-20), “Remarks on Prof. Hansteen'’s ‘Inqui@mcerning the
Magnetism of the Earth™ (1820-21), “Outline of PréMohs’s New System of Crystallography and
Mineralogy” (1820-21), and “Baillie'8/etrical Legend’(1821). Carlyle’s translation of scientific
treatises include$?ortion of Malte Brun'sGeography1821) and_egendre’'sGeometry (1824).
References about Carlyle’s scientific writings eited from G. B. Tennyson’s Appendix 8artor
Called Resartus

32 Finally, this position went to Thomas Hendersoen(lyson 19).
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were no contradictions between science and let®is a man of science thus was
never inconsistent with being a man of lettershigstudy of the scientist as a
profession in the nineteenth centuryTine Victorian Scientist: The Growth of a
Profession(2004), Meadows observes that “[w]riters frequgntientioned scientific
ideas, and even sometimes the scientists them&¢Meadows 133). Between
scientists and writers, there was never hostilitgtead they frequentlyoVerlappedn
their views” (133, italic mine). Writers were theahges not only sometimes scientists,
but were usually also on friendly terms with scigist

For instance, more than being a philosophical gachty man, Carlyle was an
expert in geology and was acquainted with Charkdsbage (1792-1871) and Charles
Lyell (1797-1875). Carlyle’s best friend was ‘father surprisingly, the highly
materialistic Tyndall. The two became so close,tvéien Carlyle’s wife died, Tyndall
took him for a holiday in the South of France tdph&m get over it” (133-34§>
According to Meadows'’s study, the scientific comneation turned out to be steady
organizations from the 1850s to the late 1870sBé&jore the 1850s or, more correctly,
before Darwin’s publication ddrigin of Speciesscientific concepts still maintained
an amicable relationship with the thoughts of tbehnities, and the men working in
science were still on good terms with the men eadag philosophy, theology, and
the classics. In both vocation and conception, ofdetters and of science overlapped.
They shared aoth-and relationshipinstead of an either-or division, in Carlyle’s
youth. More precisely, the early nineteenth centitieyary man was simultaneously a

scientific man sometimes. There might be simplyliteeary man or the scientific

3 Charles Babbage studied mathematics at Cambridgetsity and became a professor at
Cambridge. Charles Lyell was educated at Oxfordvehsity. He was an expert in geology, supporting
the gradual theory — that the earth changed grdraher than catastrophically. Hsinciples of
Geologywas once the most influential book in the nineteeentury and was important for helping
Darwin to develop the idea of evolution. John Tyh{iE820-93) studied physics in Germany and was a
professor of Natural Philosophy at the Royal Instin. He was well-known for his study of heat
radiation and as a popularizer of science (Meadb}s
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man, but there were also those men who were profesds in both fields. Carlyle was
one of these examplaspt only a literary man but also a scientific expe

In the first half of the nineteenth century, thiigtion of intellectuals being
expert in both science and the humanities was emmymon because the concept of
“science” involved a wider scope than is the ca®a.riScience” indicated not only
the empirical research of the natural world, babdhe inner perception of the
philosophical, idealistic, and religious meaninfighe universe. During this period,
science was not yet an independent disciplinewastappended to those of
philosophy and religion. In the early nineteenthtaey, classics and religion were
popular studies in universities, while “science”swaore of a hobby for the ambitious
amateur who majored in classical, philosophicalyel as religious learning. Not yet
a legitimated discipline, “science” was therefoferuiltiple significances but denoted
simply the empirical study of the natural world.

More clearly, “natural philosophy” was a more prevd term to our modern
concept of “science,” that is, the study of natunaltter and phenomena. However,
different from modern science in the twentieth ceptnatural philosophy in the early
nineteenth century contained religious significanage well. To investigate “nature”
meant to study divine creation. Within “divine diea,” there was not merely the
laws of nature, but also the “philosophy” of GotheTearly scientific study of nature
accordingly involved not only the subject of theille world but also that of the
invisible, namely, the spiritual, the philosophidhle religious, and the moral. The
twentieth century notion of science—indicating #ipecific study of visible
substances and excluding any idealistic consideTsti-in reality had not yet been
conceptualized during Carlyle’s compositionSzrtor because the “divorce between

science and consideration of values” started “sthedate nineteenth century” (Yeo
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1993:4)%* Before this conceptual divorce, science dealt witral duty and
philosophical purposes, and a man of science walse aame time, spiritual and
religious. Due to this ideological circumstances tiotion of “science” in Carlyle’s
recognition was far different from ours at the pr@sime, but with a wider scope.
His intimation with scientific study, also, was hg means exceptional and accidental.
Moreover, Carlyle might even be a representatigeré of a religious and literary
man of science.

Carlyle’s composition oSartor (1830-31) was published in the early span of
the transition from natural philosophy to moderiesce, in the period which still
treated science from an idealistic perspectiveiiuthis period, there was a “close
integration of science within a Christian culturarid the men of science were in
reality “clerical scientists” (Yeo 1993: 30-3%).For the clerical scientists during this
period, investigating nature did not simply meardgtng the superficial phenomena
of the visible world. On the contrary, to study #gearance of nature was a
preparatory stage for a more significant purpost@finner truth, that is, to perceive
truth by discovering the laws that God left in tiréverse. “Nature” as a study was

empirical and material as well as religious andgsaphical. InSartor, too, nature

3 |t was in the 1930s that Edmund Husserl commenttethe development of his present science and
indicated that modern science was falling intoisi€rFor him, European science on certain levels w
successful, but in reality had nothing “to say gblmuman ideals and aspirations” (Yeo 1993: 4). In
other words, it was not until the early twentieémtury that science gradually became independent of
philosophical and religious thoughts.

% In the early nineteenth century there was genesalielief ina unity of truthto combine every field

of learning—science, religion and the arts. This We assumption that “all truths — theological,
poetic, and scientific — were in harmony” (Yeo 1998). That is to say, it was generally believeat th
there was only one truth in the universe. Durirgy1B50s, this assumption however was smashed by
Darwin’s publication o©Origin of Specie§1859) because “scientific criticism of the theofy

evolution by natural selection released a numbeoaflicts within science itself” (30). Darwin’s

Origin thus brought “truth complex® making the unity assumption controversial. Gralyualith the
pivotal appearance of Darwin@®rigin, the material and the visible world started tcsbparated from
the spiritual and the invisible. Consequently, ¥in man’s belief in natural theology also began t
shatter (Yeo 1993:31). Composed around the perloehvthe unity of truth started to shat®artor
showed, on one hand, the contemporary belief ispiét-science, moral-science, and religion-scgéenc
unities and, on the other, Carlyle’s anxiety witigard to the breaking of spirit from science argd hi
urgency with regard to the reform of science byispnd moral means.
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indicated not merely the “external Natur&R117) of the wilds but also the “Living
Garment of God” (142). From Carlyle’s observatidrihe “Mountains” and “rocks”
(142) came his “natural philosophy” of nature-asdGa@arment and
God’s-spirit-hidden-in-nature.

Though probably familiar with science, during tivstfhalf of the nineteenth
century, for any young man to make science hisetax@s difficult and risky before
the appearance @rigin. Being a man of science required special ardodrgaeat
financial support, since “science” was more of amugement than a certain career.
During this period, most undergraduates enterelddnigducation to look for
opportunities for working in the Church or being thellow of a university college.
To take Cambridge and Oxford for example, the dith@ education was to train
people for traditional professions such as medjdime law, and the Church
(Meadows 35), since these vocations guaranteeabieshcome and social status. As
for the men who took science seriously, they weostiy amateurs who were not only
rich, but also ambitious to research the naturaldv@hey were mostly clerics or
professors curious about investigating nature @asiime, or responsible for specific
scientific business associated with a certain stpbkition. Without any institutional,
familial, or even marital support, it was almospissible to achieve one’s aspiration
for being a man of science by depending merelyraiscown enthusiasm. In 1830,
Babbage once made the well-known cry by complaifiingt there was no such
career in science” (Yeo 1993: 34) since to geyfuilolved in the study of science
required wealth and time, unlikely except for mie Darwin who inherited money
from his family. As long as science was not yet@ald avenue to success in the early
nineteenth century, the literary and philosoph@ailyle, who showed his zeal for
reforming science in terms of spirituality and miyaby the Torch inSartor, might

be greatly interested in science.
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Though unpopular and difficult in terms of makingvang, a few scientific
jobs were available in the early nineteenth centingse jobs, however, attracted only
very low salaries. The men who were interestedi@ngific study thus needed to look
for other means of support, officially or privatéMeadows 117). Mostly, the
academic world was the first choice for its stapitif position and comparatively
generous salari€$. Carlyle, too, once expected to obtain a stabléiposn a
university (1827, 1828, and 1834)but all attempts failed. If unable to find a sexur
position at any university, the man of science tloeked for other sources of money:
publication, editing, marrying a wealthy wife, amheriting a large sum of money
(Meadows 121-2238 Without any familial backing, financial problem®xe serious
for zealous scientists. Fortunately, to marry althgavife (as Carlyle did), or to
inherit property (as Darwin did) could help theestist break free from worry and
poverty (121). If not fortunate enough to havethance of marrying into wealth or
inheriting riches, the man of science had to depmnbdimself by publication and by
editing popular journals in order to earn extra eyo(L21). In general, during the first
half of the nineteenth century, the study of sceewas a luxury that demanded money
and time, and thus only wealthy and well-educated,nand certainly not lower-class

men or women, were allowed to amuse themselvesseitntific research (Yeo 1993:

% To give a general idea about the value of the ganrthe Victorian age, the present-day £100 is
equivalent to about £5,400 pounds in the 1830s ¢{/dea 2-3). For instance, Edward Frankland
(1825-1899), an expert on sanitation problems, ava a professor at Owens College in Manchester
in the second half of the Nineteenth Century. Hiisual salary was £300 pounds in total, a
middle-class salary as a college professor (Meaddwsl8).

37 cCarlyle’s experiences of pursuing a position ie #itademic world are illustrated in noted3@his
chapter.

% In order to fulfil his passion for the study ofogeetry, Carlyle indeed sacrificed his study for the
ministry at Edinburgh University and turned to uridking scientific translation, publication, and
editing. Eventually, Carlyle married Jane Bailli@dh, an only child of Dr. John Welsh and Grace
Baillie Welsh. John Welsh was a wealthy businesswiamran a medical practice at a staging post and
personally owned a station in the local commuditythe age of eighteen, Mr. Welsh died of typhus
and Jane inherited a large fortune. Due to hell@tteial horizons, Jane surpassed and looked down o
most of her suitors. After rejecting several adagebus marriages, Jane then met Carlyle and was
fascinated with his dream of being a writer. Fipadlt the age of 25, the wealthy girl married Clarly

for his genius. Carlyle, thus, was fortunate enaiegimarry a woman with both innate and familial
dowries (Uglow “Jane Welsh Carlyle”).
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35).

Besides, among many intellectual activities in ensities, scientific research
was never a favorite subject, and did not possessare position because, compared
with other disciplines such as classics and thgplegience had a much lower status,
and was not even a rival (Yeo 1993: 32-33). Irhsaisituation, only for those who
possessed considerable wealth and extreme inter@stscience a possible profession.
That is to say, “scientific activities” in the eanineteenth century were, in fact, both
marginal and laborious. With few participants ae@ Supporters, science as a career
was neither favorable nor valuable. Though inagbéss most people, science
however was not strange to the educated, sincededbics and mathematics were
emphasized equally in any field of higher educatAma result, intellectuals were
trained both literarily and scientifically to belalto handle the humanities and
science simultaneously.

Due to the overlap of humanistic and scientificdsts, and due to the difficulty
of survival for a scientific man in the early niaehth century, Carlyle supposedly
should have had a great interest in science andeatbpnections with science. As
discovered by Tennyson, “Carlyle’s studies in natphilosophy co-exist with his
studies in literature and history” (Tennyson 2R)his youth, “[r]eligion, natural
philosophy, history, literature—these were Carlylearly interests; and he held them
with no concern that they were necessarily incorbjet(22). After giving up his
studies for the ministry at Edinburgh University feasons of religious conviction
around 1814 and 1815, he then turned to the stiiggalogy. The rise of interest in
German literature, intriguingly, derived from harkly devotion “to uncover the
secrets of geology (or geognosy) and mineralog¥},(@hich he believed hid the true
knowledge of God. Due to his belief in God, Carlglened to geology; due to his

interest in geology, he read the abundant pubdtinatin German. Then, intriguingly, it
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was Carlyle’s devotion to German geology that edis in-depth study of German
literature and the birth @artor.

Not merely interested in science, Carlyle eveniBeed his stable career for
the risk of working for scienc&. Due to his disappointment with his contemporary
education, Carlyle quit his studies for the minjisit Edinburgh University. After
leaving university, in order to earn his own livjri@arlyle tutored the Buller brothers
in mathematics, Carlyle’s specialty. Later, hetsthto write scientific reviews,
scientific treatises, did translations and editeidrtific essays’ For Carlyle, to leave
the study for the ministry in reality was an inated risky decision because this
rejection meant him having to renounce his vocatiotine Church, a job guaranteeing
a stable income and social status. Carlyle hae tgrbatly ambitious with regard to
science. How else could he be willing to surrerderself humbly to the uncertain
low salary associated with being a part-time turanslator, and science editor, since
choosing science as a career required consideiatdeand money? I8artor, more
than depicting his failure in romance, chapterg#ledt“Getting Under Way” and
“Sorrows of Teufelsdrockh” explicitly reflect Catéys predicament associated with
“quitting College” SR90) “[t]o find by study of [him]self, and of the@und [he]
stand[s] on” (91). Instead of following the easyiphy depending on the institutional
safeguards, Teufelsdrockh turned to “Self-help”)(8Fat is, the road not taken. To
have such faith and courage, Carlyle should hakentéhe study of science as being a
sacred deed and the man of science as being amalolel am of the opinion that the
Torch of Science represents the sacred sciencthahd@eufelsdrockh is the noble

scientist in Carlyle’s imagination. The sacred scelights the world and enlightens

39 According to Tennyson’s meticulous researcBamtor Resartus‘Carlyle’s scientific inclinations
have never been very thoroughly explored” (21 nate)st studies merely pay attention to Carlyle’s
literary and philosophical contributions due to Hugence-religion complex assumption.

% His first money from doing translation came in 284a translation of an article on mineralogy”
(Tennyson 19). To translate mineralogy, Carlylsupposed to have an elementary knowledge of
mineralogy.
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the people, while the noble scientist searchesvtiréd, meditates upon the theory of

the universe, and instructs the people in Godis knowledge.

lll. More than a Literary Man...: Teufelsdrockh and S cience
A. The Whewellian Scientist and the Carlylean Scidrst
During Carlyle’s composition dbartor, the term “scientist” in reality did not

then exist. The term, “scientist,” usually adoptedienote a certain group of
professionals who specialize in investigating reltoratter, had not yet been created
until Whewell’s coinage in th@uarterly Revievior March 1834 (Ross 9}. On its
appearance, the term was not generally accepteddiaad was seriously criticized
by most learned scholars, including Michael Fargd&@1-1867) and Thomas
Huxley (1825-95). It was not until the end of theeteenth century and the early
twentieth century that the term, scientist, wasigedly recognized and considered to
be a standard term to indicate the man of scieRoeg 10-32). Before the
popularization of “scientist,” most of the “sciest8” preferred to be called “the men

of science” or identified as a specialist suchgeologist,” “chemist,”
“mathematician,” or “botanist” (Meadows 2; Ross 2:-1'The man of science” thus
was more commonly used and was a general termvir both specialists and
amateurs interested in or expert at any field ofirzh philosophy during the
nineteenth century.

Not yet a legitimated term in common usage, butsiformative stage,

“scientist” was muddled with diversified controvies over the characteristics of the

*L The term, scientist, first appeared in Whewebgiew of Mrs. Somerville’s boo®n the

Connexion of the Physical SciendéesheQuarterly Reviewior March 1834 Vol. 51, pp. 58-61 (Ross
9). In 1840, Whewell again suggested the usageeoferm, scientist, in hiBhilosophy of the Inductive
Sciences*We need very much a name to describe a cultivatscience in general. | should incline to
call him aScientist Thus we might say, that as an Artist is a MusicRainter, or Poet, a Scientist is a
Mathematician, Physicist, or Naturalist” (qtd. R4a€5. Both Carlyle and Whewell were in the period
in which there was an increasing consciousnedseof¢cessary division of professions and discipline
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man working for an indefinite scope of “science’tidg Carlyle’s composition of
Sartor. In regard to the discourses concerning the shagfia scientist and the scope
of science, generally there were two schools, emgin and idealism. The empiricist
school, also termed Baconianism, valued the utlitg application of science and
thus expected scientists to be good at observatdrcollection. The idealist school,
termed as Newtonism, however, valued more the marrad ethos of science and thus
assumed scientists to be not only intellectualfiedi but also morally gootf. As

stated by Foucault, the proper name of an authaseérves to neutralize the
contradictions that may emerge in a series of t€2891: 204). | assume that Carlyle,
as the proper name 8hrtor,implies his contemporary “contradictions” of the
conflict between the Baconian and the Newtonianesaxf thought. That is to say, if
every text is an exhibition of the multiple voiaaanfronting, conflicting, and
compromising, 1partorthe text should be a textual museum to displayl 8#9s and
1830s arguments over the discipline of the scieatid the methodology of scientific
study between the two schools, and 2) Teufelsdrtlo&ltharacter should be the
discursive site to reflect Carlyle’s philosophianglering over what an ideal scientist
should be.

During the 1820s and the 1830s, Carlyle was nobtihe person to worry about
the discipline of a man of science and the epistegyoof a scientific study. In reality,
Whewell was the most significant figure as a plojadser of science during Carlyle’s
early years, advocating the proper discipline efrtran of science and the moral
necessity of the philosophy of science. Though rega@ught that modern science

originated from the seventeenth century, it wasnduthe Nineteenth Century that,

*2 In the early nineteenth century, from the enchefeighteenth century to the 1830s, the main stream
concerning science and the scientist inclined ¢ddlealist school. During the 1830s and the 18#1@s,
debates between the two schools became apparetiraed vehement. It was after J.S. Mill’s revision
of “Benthem” in 1859, also the year of Darwin’s fioition of Origin, that the scientists of the
empiricist school gradually became the majorityq ¥993: 180-85, 188-89). In Carlyle’s composition
of Sartor, it was obviously based on the dominance of tealidt school.
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first, “scientists became professionals with a giggnt role in society” (Meadows 1)
and, second, science was seen to be importanuiagdn, in industry, as well as in
government policy (Meadows 1; Yeo 2001: 65-88).dBethe mid nineteenth century,
the scope, methodology, discipline, publicatiompudarization, and education
concerning science were still uncertain, but wagrowersial and disputable. The
uncertainty of science made the delimitation oésce as a new discipline
philosophical and debatable, because it was retatdte method of training, the
endowed duty, and the social responsibility ofiargtfic man. Foreseeing a new
profession to come, Whewell was the philosopher whs most enthusiastic over
upgrading the instruction of science at universitthe early nineteenth century.
Gifted in mathematics and astronomy, and an expéhie theory of tides,
Whewell however was “concerned in defining and efabng the bounds of
science... and to articulate the norms and practitgsod science” (Ruse 8-9). A
professor of moral philosophy at Trinity Collegegr@bridge, Whewell gave a great
deal of thought as to how to formulate scienceramdependent study and how to
train a man of science as a moral specialist. ldatsmuch of his research considering
the philosophy of science and the scientist, attergpo define the borderlines of the
new field of science and the new vocation of therdst in their early stages of
formation.History of the Inductive Sciencé€s337) andPhilosophy of the Inductive
Science$1840)® were major achievements with regard to his phidgoof good
science and the good scientist in higher educa8onply put, Whewell’s ideal
science is “a combination afppriori concepts or ideas applied to empirical
discoveries and generalizations” (9), and his ideantist is awhole mai (Yeo

1993: 129) of “the union of intellectual and moeaktellence” (132).

*3 Though publishing hislistory of the Inductive ScienemdPhilosophy of the Inductive Sciendes
1837 and 1840, Whewell in reality had already egped most of his philosophy of science in his early
writings in theBridgewater Treatiseduring the 1820s.
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In order to realize Whewell’'s concepts concernicigrsce and the scientist, it is
necessary to have a glimpse of the early ninetemitury debates on the sphere and
the methodology of science, as well as the disogpdind the character of the man of
science. In the early decades of the nineteenttuggrBaconianism and
Newtonianism were the two main discourses in refeego the issues of science and
the man of science. In terms of the debates wihnekto the concepts associated with
the two issues during the 1820s and the 1830subgects principally focused on six
interrelated aspects: the position of the scientémmunity, the methodology of
scientific research, the ethics of science, theiplise of the scientist, the morals of
the scientist, and the image of the scientist.

Before 1831, the Royal Sociéfywas the most significant scientific
community associated with the important men ofrsme Due to its severe elective
system based on elitism, it allowed only a few ¢ to join the Society each year,
the Fellows of the Royal Society were normally reesor great minds such as
Newton. As for the amateurs interested in sciem@me medium level working in
science, there was no possibility of becoming a bemith the prevalence of
science and the increase in the number of scieméfearchers in the early nineteenth
century however, science gradually became a priofessid the number of
professional scientists multiplied. Many intelleaisitherefore urged the need for
greater access to the Royal Society, but theyvedea cold shoulder and a refusal. In
1831, due to his disillusionment with the elitisndaa dissatisfaction with the
conservatism in the Royal Society, William Vernoareburt (1789-1871) then
founded the British Association of the Advancem&iscience (the BA), to welcome

any amateur practitioners of science and to cantiko their research, efforts donates

* The full name of Royal Society is Royal SocietyLohdon for the Improvement of Natural
Knowledge. It is a learned society, founded in 1666 still exists in the present day.
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(Russell 168-92). Different from the Royal Societyich gave weight to the
gentleman intellectual and highly respected thentald genius, the BA welcomed all
kinds of enthusiastic amateurs interested in seiefisce membership was not strict,
but egalitarian and democratic.

If the attitude towards the role of scientistshe BA was amateurism or
institutionalism, it was, by contrast, professiasral, elitistism and individualistism in
regard of the role of scientists in the Royal Sgc{&eo 1993: 129). For the leaders of
amateurism such as Harcourt, the “institutional enofiproducing knowledge” by
“many smaller minds” (126) might be able to promaiere of the advancement of
science, while for the supporters of professionals seen in the Royal Society, such
as Whewell and John Herschel (1792-1871dhe spontaneous freedom of the
thought of the great individual was the major fobedind scientific advancement and
social progress (129).

Though never directly mentioning the two conflicfidiscourses, Carlyle
however hinted at his preference for the profesgiblewtonianism compared with
the institutional Baconianism. The abandonmenti®ftudy for the ministry within
the institution of the university suggested hissmmative inclination towards the
Newtonian great mind of the Royal Society. His a@mn for Newton also showed
his preference for the elitism. 8artor, Carlyle ridiculed the institutional mode of
learning in the college represented as a large hangcal structure” full of Statistics

of Imposturé (SR84). Under the institutional system, the professord students of

%> John Herschel, trained in mathematics at Cambyidigs an astronomical observer in the Southern
hemisphere and also a pioneer contributor to tlemse of photography (Meadows 5). With regard to
the issues of the scope of science, John HersclishedPreliminary Discourse on the Study of
Natural Philosophyin 1831, which was the first book aimed at taksegentific method into
consideration, to explain the role of science ®ghblic, and to advance the role of science in
education (Yeo 2001: 65). Coincidently, Herschpiiblication ofPreliminary was in the same year as
the formation of British Association (the BA). Snaround 1831 that has been a scientific revolution
in the study of the history and philosophy of scefYeo 2001: 66; Fisch and Schaffer 1988: vi) with
more and more personal publications and publicroegdions related to the methodology,
epistemology, and the pedagogy of science.
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the institution were not the respectable specudatbphilosophy, but “Musical and
Literary Dilettanti” (96).

Due to the different attitudes with regard to tteatment of scientists, the
cultivation of a professional scientist in the ingtonalism varied from that in the
intellectualism. For the empiricist of institutidisan such as Harcourt of the BA, “the
gradual accumulation of empirical observation wasented as the guarantee of
sound progress in the science; theory and hypathesiere said to be dangerous”
(Yeo 2001: 265). To cultivate a scientist, the aemjst school thus emphasized the
need for massive collections of data” (265). Whethman gifted in theoretical
contemplation or not was never the consideratidhénnstitutional system, since the
lack of any previous scientific training was newatisadvantage and would not be
biased either (265). In the institutional systene, $cientific progress therefore
depended more “upon collective effort, rather tbpon the achievements of gifted
individuals” (265). Since the empiricist scientigenerally presumed “a cooperative
pursuit embracing all classes and talents” (26¥y twere proud of their democracy
that embraced all participants.

Emphasizing collection and observation, the emaiigcientists were trained to
mind merely the visible world and to slight theisilsle. They were always a
well-disciplined group of observers who operatectinaaically in order to discover
and collect evidences in the physical world (enghie studies of geology, botany,
zoology, astronomy, etc.). From the discoveredsfatie empiricist then inferred a
common rule among the first-hand proofs and deegapscientific principle. Due to
this methodology, the institutional empiricist gpretd fact to theory
epistemologically: they believed that only the bisiand the provable facts were the
truth and were true knowledge. As for the invisjlthee inexperienced, as well as the

unproved in the physical world, these were notsiliigiect of scientific inquiry (Yeo
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1993: 176-85).

In Sartor, it was not “science” itself but this empiricist®ol of science that
Carlyle in reality abhorred, since this school tedsonly the visible and believed
merely “the Outward; ...what cannot be investigated anderstood mechanically,
cannot be investigated and understood at all” (89).1The dependence on the visible
physical world in the empiricist school causedien of science to neglect his
intrinsic intuition and imagination, simultaneouslpcking his religious faith and
morality. Instead of rejecting science per se, Waih fact advocated the need for the
ideal science, that is, the true science prima&olycerning the invisible and the
spiritual as found in the Newtonian intellectualism

For the scientist of the intellectualism, it wae thvisible world, instead of the
visible, that was the aim of science; it was treptly, instead of fact, that was the
object of natural philosophy; and it was speculatiastead of collection or
observation, that was the methodology of scienitfguiry. In the cultivation of a
philosophical scientist, the training in how toleot facts was, of course, necessary;
the investigation of the visible world however wat the most important aspect. The
key to the true science still lay in the sciensigtélief in an a priori axiom in any
mode of scientific research. The discipline of aMdmian scientist hence gave weight
to generating the highest principle of the univdrgeultivating a faith in God. Based
on this religious faith, the scientist of the itéetualism generally believed that all the
evidence of design and order in the material wanigas originally generated by the
Author of the universe (Yeo 1993: 120) and, thhse,urpose of science should aim
to describe the laws inscribed in the Creatiorhefintelligent Mind. Due to the belief
in an a priori Intelligent Mind, and a consciousitipehe Newtonian scientist thus
was always the most faithful and moral researcher.

As well as Whewell, Carlyle believed that the gmn@ain of science should be
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the most faithful and moral intellectual. In “Cheteristic,” Carlyle showed his
admiration for the ideal intellectual who alwaypk&od in mind via a “healthy
understanding” (CH 71). For Carlyle, differing fratre institutional way of thinking
that disdained the invisible world by physical atvs¢ions, “the end of [the healthy]
Understanding is not to prove and find reasonstdkhow and believe” (Ch 71), that
is, to know the invisible and to believe in Godbioth the Whewellian and the
Carlylean perceptions of an ideal scientist, ndy oras intellect the necessary quality,
but also morality and faith were the guaranteedireqents.

In the early nineteenth century, it was generadlijdved that “human moral and
intellectual capacities were closely related” (M&®3: 187) since both capacities
were endowed by Divinity. It was hence generallsead that the scientist talented
enough to exercise his intellectual capacity wassipecific chosen person to possess
divinely-given endowments for carrying greater @spbilities for revealing God’s
demonstration in the physical world. The scieniifiguiries hence were not only an
intellectual practice but also a moral duty, beedihe practice of science was
likewise a “proper use of Divinely given intelleeficapacities” (187).

In Whewell’s terms, the great scientific mind teeecise its imagination and
intuition to perceive the invisible and intangibteeory” of the universe, was the
inductive thinker, a faithful interpreter of natuiéeo 1993: 116-44, 176-205). For the
Whewellian inductive scientist, the most signifitpnocess in scientific research was
speculation Through a long course of pondering, a big thewag supposedly
produced to expound the divine principle and puepafsCreation. Rather than
looking for petty evidence or collecting materiatsthe empiricist did in the Baconian
school, methodologically, the inductive scientistyally an erudite and philosophical
man, wandered and pondered, speculating on ama @xiom of God’s universal law.

The purpose of science for the inductive mind vasintellectualism aimed at
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revealing God and proving His doctrines.

However, the empirical scientist, the deductivesoggng mind in Whewell’s
terms, undertook scientific research by discoveewigence, explaining the
superficial laws, and proposing the possible apgibnis. Deductive reasoning
diverged from inductive thinking, primarily in teeof their beliefs and their habit of
mind. There were ruptures between religion andnseién the deductive mind.
Whewell commented that the scientist of the emairschool generally “displayed a
lack of religious conviction” and thus “none of feewas a great discoverer” (Yeo
1993: 121). Not holding a faith in God, and notgcthe intrinsic value of knowledge
while researching, the amateur scientist of thatutgonalism school of thought
merely took the power and utility of the productsoience to heart instead. Practical
and utilitarian, they looked for the instant resnitd the immediate application. The
purpose of science, for the deductive mind, hena® not looking for the internal
worth of the visible substance and for revealingttiue knowledge left in the physical
world. Rather, the deductive empiricists were dalitve and indifferent practitioners,
seeking merely superficial interest and tangiblegbi¢s.

The ideal inductive thinker and the empiricist detdee thinker explored
different types of scientific inquiry for differepurposes. Carlyle’s ideal scientist or
Whewell's inductive thinking mind speculated on toncealed truth that already
existed here and now in God’s Creation; the emgliscientist or the deductive
reasoning mind however tended to “[generate] neth'tr(Yeo 1993:122) or to
multiply new inferences for utilitarian operatiofi$ie inductive thinker meditated
philosophically on the petty subjects which seenaelde “self-evident and certam
priori” such as “the laws of motion and gravitation” (122d pondered spiritually
the theology and teleology of the discovered ewdelNet the deductive mind

enthusiastically looked for new discoveries, pakstgly generalized the
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experiments, superficially explained the law, anduasitively expected practical
utilization. For the inductive mind, it was spedida, instead of collection that was
the method of science, and it was religion, instafadtility, that was the purpose of
science.

Teufelsdrockh, in Carlyle’s portrait, is typicabyWhewellian inductive thinker.
Rather than heedlessly “[soaring] oveBR2) and overlooking the “quite natural and
spontaneous” (2) objects in the physical world,fémsarockh “[looks] around a little”
and “[sees] what is passing under our very eyes’l(iBtead of lightly taking for
granted the already-existent, Teufelsdrockh regtrelsnost ordinary matter, Clothes,
as “an accident” for scientific study, for it comts not only the facts, history, and
utility of clothes, but also the philosophy of mafhJife, and of the true knowledge of
God. Clothes, for Teufelsdrockh, do not stand foommercial product, but a
fountain of philosophical contemplation. What Tdsdieockh the “speculative
Radical” (47) intends to discover from the pettytiia clothes, is therefore the
universal axiom. His aim in studying clothes is ffieligion but for benefit.

Having the deity in mind, the inductive thinker $hwas a moral and
transcendental theorist. The disconnected obsenstwere never troublesome,
because his faith could help him transcend thdMsvidence to realize the
fundamental laws and to perceive true knowledge @uhe distinguished ability to
perceive God’s law, the inductive thinker was als/éhye greatest mind compared
with the normal amateur; he was part of the elitéree union of intellectual and
moral excellence” (Yeo 1993: 132). Different frohetamateur’s humble
understanding, the intellectual elite exercisedntied twofold: to reveal the
concealed truth in Divine Creation on the one hamnd, to perceive “moral evidence
and poetic beauty” (123) of the Divine on the other

The deductive mind, however, was the collectoragts who was confined to
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the visible world. Representing the “comparativielynble office” (Yeo 1993: 121),
the deductive mind of the institutionalism was achamnical observer working for
physical substances and using utilitarian calomtesti Without faith and morality, the
empiricist tended to be bothered by the disordeslysequences of their evidence.
Carlyle criticized the deductive mind as “the marogic” (CH 71) whose only
“whole force [was] mechanical, conscious” and ttimas not able to “prosper” (71)
but to betangled“in syllogistic mail of prodf(71 italics mine). Without the “winged
word,” the deductive thinker could never see thiotlge physical substance with “the
free flight of Thought” §R4) but had to be locked into the system of loganfined
within the visible and tangible, and losing anydsganeity [and] unconsciousness”
(CH 72). With all his head, heart, and hand (ST)i@frisoned in the visible and
physical system, the amateur empiricist was theeesaperficial and mechanical.

Due to the different habits of mind and methodadsgif research, the images
of the scientists of the different schools wer® alwerse. The deductive mind of the
institutional amateurism had no individual identighile the inductive mind of the
idealistic intellectualism was always the heroiaigs prominent due to his personal
endeavours and his outstanding successes. Withdregthe institutional amateurism,
scientific attainment should occur due to the coapen of many minor scientists,
who thus possessed no individual identity but regnéed a collective authority under
the name of the institution. All scientists represe a public body, rather than a
distinguishable individual (Yeo: 1993:120-29). éwrhs of conservative
intellectualism, however, the scientific individwahs a great mind who worked alone
for years in order to produce a big scientific agleiment. For the individualistic
professional, Newton as an example, the role ofrtsiution was obscure, yet the
individual talent was the seed to accomplish stfientesearch.

From Whewell’'s point of view, as well as in the mipin of many
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intellectual’s?® Newtori” was the archetype of an ideal inductive thinkeor&tthan
an observer ofwhatoccurred,” Newton discovereavhyit occurred” (Yeo 1993:
130). More than generalizing the discoveries sugalfy, Newton thought at the
highest level, transcendently looking for the ulibelaw of the physical cause with
faith and moral integrity (132). More than depemgdam institutional support, Newton
was a solitary genius speculating alone upon atigira

Different from the amateurs of the “relatively huebffice,” the scientific
great minds such as Newton were always “an extnaarg personality” apt to
“breaking with conventional method to achieve giiatoveries” and “likely to
transgress traditional norms of behaviour” (Yeo3:989). The ideal scientist was
always a recluse, retreating from the society, feom “distractions of social and
political life” (135). In solitude and, sometimeatarkness (141), the creative genius
immersed himself in meditation, to experience thghnecal possession through losing
his physical connection with the mundane world {1@hly in solitude and retreat
could the creative scientist meet the transceng@ner, perceive the divine, and then
reveal the truth, because exile was “the meanssiglt into the natural world”
(137-38). Carlyle also regarded Newton as the gl@olitary genius in retreat and
commented: “by silent meditation,” he discovereel thystem of the world from the
falling of an apple” (ST 102). Instead afrfit[ing] with a party’ or hiding himself “in

his Museum his Scientific Institutiof (102, italics mine), Newton was the scientific

% Not only for Whewell and Carlyle, but also for ¢emporary intellectuals such as Herschel,
Hamilton, and Forbes, Newton represented the aypbaif an ideal scientist due his great discoveries
and moral integrity (Yeo 1993: 132).

*" See P129-131 of Yeo 1993. In Newton and Flamstegd835), Whewell illustrated why Newton
was a supreme theorist and Flamsteed merely a leussblonomical observer. For Whewell, Newton
was an ideal scientist because he was a “whole passessing both intellect and morals, while
Flamsteed was merely an observer “not meet[ingjritedlectual and moral standards of the
philosopher” (Yeo 1993: 133). Not only intelligdmit also moral, Newton was a philosophical savant
of virtue and faith. Whewell presented Newton nwst jas “a superlative practitioner of [the indueliv
method but as the embodiment of the virtues” (Y883t 143). In contrast to common amateurs,
Newton often got lost in meditation and knew notatvhe did.
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geniusquietlyworking for science in thpastoral.

Never directly mentioning the contemporary debates the differences
between a utilitarian humble man in the Baconianana an intellectual great mind
in the Newtonianism, Carlyle however implicitly icdtes this contention by his
preference for the Newtonian school with his caabf Teufelsdrockh and his
detestation of the Baconian school with Teufelskineccomplaints about his learning,
professors, and friends in school. In the educatiorstitution, Teufelsdrockh is
unsatisfied with the lack of theoretical trainimgd disappointed with the poverty of
spiritual fulfillment. In despair, the Carlyleant@tiectual then resolves to start a
solitary journey in the pastoral domain, determgnio ponder personally over the

“why” that God has already left in nature.

Table 3: The Conflicts Reflected by the Whewell@mcepts of Science and the Scientist

The Newtonianism; the The Baconianism; the
Newtonian School; the Baconian School; the BA

Royal Society

Also termed Professionalism; elitism; tl Institutionalism;
idealistic scientist; the individualism; amateurism;

moral and transcendental| the empirical scientist; the

theorist collector of facts
Methodology Observation and collectiof Merely observation and
most importantly, collection;fact

speculation on an a priori

axiom;theory

The faculty in Intuition and imagination] Reasoning and
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scientific research speculation—to explore theexplanation—to explain the

why “what”

In Whewell’s term| The inductive thinking min The deductive reasoning mind

Purpose of sciengeReligion Utility
Image of the A heroic genius to ponder| The “relatively humble
scientist and wander solitarily in the office”

pastoral

B: Teufelsdrockh as a Scientific Great Mind of theNewtonian School
(1) “When the blind lead the blind, both shall fallinto the ditch.”

Although never remarked iBartor, Carlyle worried a lot about his
contemporary education being dominated by the nmecakinstitutionalism just as
Whewell did. Carlyle’s anxiety about the “all-ovepping Hypocrisy Branch"§R84)
invading all aspects of human life was vividly pased in Teufelsdrockh’s disdain of
the institutional education within Teufelsdrockh@ymnasic and Academic years”
(78). During his pedagogy documented in the Bagrpiq Teufelsdrockh “show[ed]
himself unusually animated on the matter of Edwceit{80), about which what he
respond[ed] [was] but “anger” (80). With his firsew of the “the Hinterschlag
Gymnasium” around the age of thirteen, his “evijslhegan” (78), for his teachers
“were hide-bound Pedants, without knowledge of mature” (80) and thus “his
Greek and Latin were ‘mechanically’ taught; Hebssarce even mechanically; much
else which they called History, Cosmography, Ploipds/, and so forth, no better than
not at all” (79). What the young Teufelsdrockh tiged in his early pedagogy was a

mechanical cramming, from which he learned merg]yriumerable dead Vocables”
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(80) stuffed by the pedagogue “in whose own inwatldere [was] no live coal, but
all [was] burnt-out to a dead grammatical cind&0)(

For Teufelsdrockh, the institutional educationnanimate because within the
whole pedagogical system, there is no spirit. Mundike vegetables, should grow
not simply with “etymological compostSR80). More importantly, it should be

cultivated with “mysterious contact of Spirit” (8apnly through teachers’ “fire of
living Thought” (80) can the young “Thought” be Hied and animated. Modern
education, in Carlyle’s opinion, is unprofitableterms of enlightenment, for during
the schoolmen’s “pilgrimage towards Truth” (CH 7&ygen if there are “the faithfulest
endeavour, incessant unwearied motion, often graatal vigour,” there is however
“no progress” (CH 71). The reason for the futileodf Carlyle suggests, derives from
man’s dependence on logic and ignorance of insigi. “man of logic cannot
prosper” (71) for he is one of the “system-makers builders of logical card-castles”
(71). The logical card-castle perhaps looks goadljrbreality is fragile and easy
toppled, since within the building, the institutjdhe “whole force is mechanical,
conscious..when once confront[s] with the infinite complegsiof the real world,

his little compact theorem of the world will be fadiwanting” (CH 71).
Unfortunately, the mechanism in education doesndtwith Teufelsdrockh’s
completion of his “Gymnasic periodSR80). Instead, the university is a larger
card-castle of logic full of, not only mechanisnat lalso deception.

During the years of “a University manSR82) documented in the Bag
Sagittarius Teufelsdrockh’s experience of higher educatiomoidetter than the early
pedagogy but “in an atmosphere of Poverty and rmh@hagrin” (83). In the
university, Teufelsdrockh does not see promisétfad coming golden ages” (85) but
a “mechanical structure” full ofStatistics of Impostut€84). Little is taught in the

university, but much “fictitious-persuasive Procktion” (84) has been made. Full of
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“intellectual fabrication of every sort” (84), timghest educational institution for
Teufelsdrockh is nothing but “a square encloswrmished it with a small, ill-chosen
Library” (84). Within this card-castle enclosurbetProfessors are not noble and
moral intellectuals but “certain persons undertitie of Professors, being stationed at
the gates... and [paid] exact considerable admidgies™ (84). Rather than being the
“spiritual Nurses” of the “hungry young” (86), thBrofessors in the Nameless lived
with ease, with safety, by a mere Reputation, cantd in past times..They
themselves needed not to work; their attempts akiwg, at what they called
Educating, now when | look back on it, filled methva certain mute admiration”
(85-86).

Teufelsdrockh discovers that the disease of mesham the modern
educational institution, such as in “Rational Umsrgy” in Sartor, springs from the
general symptom of disbelief. In an “Era of UnbBl{&SR86), the “Rational

University,” “hostile to Mysticism” (86), no longéinds its nurture from spiritual
things but demonstrates a “sick, impotent Scephiti86). Since “all spiritual intents
become dead” (86), and man starts “not to ques{iGhT 87), “the end of man” turns
to be “an Action, not a Thought” (CH 88). He langhtwving to live in “the period of
Denial” (SR86), that is, the winter of the dissolution ofl“@lpinions, Spiritual
Representations and Creations” (86). In the s@iriuinter season, man never asks
himself the “unanswerable question: Who larthe thing that can say ‘I'” (39). Truth
emerges only when one meditates one’s “Exister®), oecause one is “alone with
the Universe, and silently commune[s] with it” (38) the word-castle of the modern
educational institution however, the “dead Vocabtemn men to be the “slave of
Words” (40) and encourages intellectuals to beé'fhkettante and sandblind Pedant”

(52). Scholars in the university are “logic-choppend treble-pipe Scoffers, and

professed Enemies to Wonder” (51). “The man whaoamwonder, who does not
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habitually wonder (and worship),” in reality hao*&ye” (51) and is blind even if he
walks “through [his] world by theunshin&to look for what he “callest Truth” (51,
italic mine). The professors are blind and theigiss are aimless. Teufelsdrockh
therefore feels sorrowful and sees no hope intutginal education, because “when
the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into ttiéch” (83).

With regard to the institutional blind, Herr Towgb the typical emblem of
the English ignoramus. Towgood, also “Toughg®RQ0), stands for the emblem of
spiritless, the physical, and the mechanic&antor, in Whewell's terms, Towgood is
the archetype of the “smaller mind” in “the compaaly humble office.” In
Teufelsdrockh’s view, Towgood has “a fair talemspeakably ill-cultivated...and
bating his total ignorance, for he knew nothingeptdoxing and a little Grammar,
showed less of that aristocratic impassivity, atehsfury” (88). Towgood, as
indicated by his name and interest, “Toughgut” @aking,” looks to be tough in gut
and fist, i.e., in his physical powers. Stronglesh though, Towgood is by no means
intellectually and spiritually special. Teufelsdkbcused to have some “genial hours”
(89) with this man, because Teufelsdrockh was amcker the condition of “foolish
Heathen” (89) to believe neither spirit nor Divinliut to embrace this “obsolete
sentiment of Friendship” (89). Though a friend atit, the high-born Towgood did
not have a noble heart but merely “aristocraticasgvity” (90). Except “being that
of Owning Land” (96), Towgood the aristocrat inligawas “little developed in him”
(96). Though studying in “a University where so s the notion of perfection”
had been expected, Towgood’s “studies had as et these of infancy” (89). For
Towgood, one of the “Musical and Literary Dilettér{®6), any thoughtful subjects
functioned superficially, merely “to serve as ttmtisomest fringing” (96). Rich in
aspects of the physical, economical, and familialygood however is, in fact,

humblein those aspects related to the spiritual, thewdpédve, and the moral.
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(2) “Thewholeis greater than the part.”

Realizing that “our Mis-education, make not bad sepmwaste not the time yet
ours, trampling on thistles because they have gclds no figs” $R89),
Teufelsdrockh finally turns to “Self-help” (87), Bguitting college” (90). Not able to
guide the youth to solve the “mighty Sphinx-ridd(87), the university cannot satisfy
the hungry young man, but appears to be “a deséfsavage monsters” (87). The
young Teufelsdrockh then “[quits] the common Fletherring-buses” to become “a
man without Profession” and to “sail in unknownsgd01). Leaving the university,
Teufelsdrockh soon discovers that “the Universmagestically unveiling, and
everywhere Heaven revealing itself on Earth” (10dthe whole Universe and
Nature, the “solitary rover” (101) sees “[h]ere &@oks... here is a whole Earth and a
whole Heaven, and we have eyes to look on them): @&ther than depending on the
“sandblind pedant” in the university, Teufelsdrodkins to Nature and the Universe;
rather than being a passivauscultatoi (93) following the logic-chopping Professor,
Teufelsdrockh relies on self-study. His “fellow Auwdtators...were Auscultators” to
dress, digest, and talk similarly (94). In theiesy[s]mall speculation” has been
found: “[s]ense neither for the high nor for theedenor for aught human or divine”
(94). The passive Auscultator “sailing in prescdheack, for fixed objects” (101) and
conforming to social expectations, represents treiproduct of the “mechanical
structure...in a corrupt European city” (84).

Tired of being entangled with “the passive Ausdoltship” (SR94),
Teufelsdrockh decides to “[open] the career forammf genius” (95) by aggressive
“Assessorship” (95). No longer satisfied with beapassive follower in the
“comparatively humble office,” Teufelsdrockh det@nes to rely on himself. Through

self learning and education, Teufelsdrockh stais finad Pilgrimings” (121), an
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objectless voyage attempting to attain a highdnre&imilar to Whewell’'s inductive
thinker in the Newtonian school, Teufelsdrockh atmars the institutional training and
begins to trust himself. Unshackling himself frome tyoke of the humble institution,
Teufelsdrockh veers toward “groping about” (92) timéverse, the truth, and the
sphere where his “combined inward and outward Gépdl{91) meet.

Unable to fulfil his greed for truth in the Namedddniversity of a nameless city,
Teufelsdrockh then “quietly lifts hiBilgerstab(Pilgrim-staff)... and begins a
perambulation and circumambulation of the terragsgdlobe” SR113). Retreating
“into the wilds of Nature” (115) for “unlimited Walerings” (114), this “solitary
rover” has his “internal Unrest [to be] his soledgance” (114). In solitude,
Teufelsdrockh’s “spiritual nature is neverthelessgoessive, and growing” (121),
even if he suffers from poverty and hunger. Sintita€arlyle’s personal experience,
of quitting the university and moving towards s¢igntraining, Teufelsdrockh leaves
the university in order to observe nature. The pewfession of Teufelsdrockh is that

of an observer of the physical world:

The rocks ... arrange themselves in masses of adugggantic character;
which ruggedness, however, is here tempered hygalsir airiness of form,
and softness of environment: in a climate favorabieegetation, the gray cliff,
itself covered with lichens, shots-up through agamt of foliage or verdure;
and white, bright cottages, tree-shaded clustenddhbe everlasting granite.

(115)

In nature, more than discovering the “Beauty” (1dBdhe wild, Teufeslsdrockh
perceives also its “Grandeur” (115). Not solelyip bf observation, discovery, and

experience, this voyage is undertaken in orderdrcg mystery and to found belief
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through speculation. Due to his “genuine Love aftfit (124), Teufelsdrockh
determines to shoulder “the Infinite nature of Duty24) in order to unseal his own
“sick ophthalmia and hallucination” (1248eeind‘God’s light” and realizing “His
heaven-written Law still [standing] legible and s&tthere” (124) are the ultimate
purposes of this physical journey.

Teufelsdrockh, the solitary wanderer pondering retin Whewell's terms is
typical of an ideal scientist, an inductive thinkand a genius philosopher of nature
similar to Newton. Teufelsdrockh, the ideal scisfhtiminds not merely the superficial
facts discovered in the physical world; more impotly, the internal Truth
conforming to God’s Law is his main aim. Teufelstkio's self-discipline through
journeying in nature aims at revealing God’s apaaiom and unveiling His
invisible Principle hidden in the visible, a mudlgler calling than collecting facts in
a museum. Instead of attending wfatoccurred,” Teufelsdrockh probes intalyit
occurred.” Seeing more deeply, Teufelsdrockh theasdot trust the “High
Air-castles ...cunningly built of Words ...bedded ...indic-mortar’ §R40). Visible
Words, for him, are but products of the conscioagit, not generated from “the man
of insight” or “the Discoverer,” but manufactureg he mechanical “Orator” and the
“Systematic and Theoriser and Word-monger” (CH Bliperficially, seeing merely
the “what,” the Orator, or the collector of fadteows only the partial, merely the
segments and divisions of a higher whole. Speagain the twhy,” however, “the
Rhetorician” “in the state of healthy unconscioussi€CH 72) can penetrate the
visibility and can transcend the mechanical sysieapproach the sphere of the
whole that seems to have “no system” but, in rgdlgs “in higher order” (CH 67,
72).

As Whewell suggests that the theory of a philosoplievhy’ is better than an

observer’s “what,” so Carlyle ventriloquizes froraufelsdrockh the theory of the
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unconscious Rhetorician’s “whole” to be better tila® conscious Orator’s “part”:
“The whole is greater than the pa(GR40). In Whewell's view, Newton is great
because he not only describes “what” occurredetbits of the lunar system, but
also explainswhy' there is this phenomenon of universal gravitaijgeo 129-38).
To expound thelaws of phenomerig132) is indeed systematic, but mechanical; to
perceive “a physicatausé (132) of those phenomena, however, is insighdafud
philosophical. In the factual “what,” only part tfe true knowledge of the Universe
is discovered. In the imaginativevhy,” however, the “whole” circumstances of “the
connexiorandrelation of facts” is rendered.

Similar to Newton, the great solitary philosophé&nature, Teufelsdrockh
attends to discovering the factual phenomena dhet Through a long course of
solitary journey in the beautiful wild, Teufelsekicfinally realizes the ultimate cause
of the whole universe. In the physical “what,” lees “this so-solid seeming World”
(SR41) is but “an air-image..the living visible Garment of G6¢41). To see God'’s
Garment is to know patrtial, that is, the extervahat.” Only by seeing through the
Garment, to transcend the exterior substance,h@aphilosopher apprehend the
“why” that causes the laws of the universe. Of seufGod” is the key to the “why.”

As Newton'’s theory of gravitation explains theitslof the lunar system, so
Teufelsdrockh’s theory of the clothes brings o@t kiry to “the Sphinx’s secret.” To
expound the “Cause-and Effect” (26) philosophyg“Hecret of Man’s Being” (40)
appears to be the physical existence in the viSWIHERE” and “WHEN" (40).

Man'’s being is but a mechanical factual “what.” dingh man’s “large Intuition” (38),
however, Teufelsdrockh penetrates the surfacd stiaktances and pierces the
invisible truth. The key to the “mighty Sphinx-riéd (97) becomes accessible. As
God is the operator of the lunar system in Newtgnévitation theory, so God, too, is

the key to the Sphinx secret in Teufelsdrockh’stiéde Philosophy.



Chang 188

(3) “[T]he whole world of Speculation might hencefath dig to unknown depths.”

Carlyle’s concept of the “large Intuition,” moregaisely put, is “speculation.”
In Whewell’s theory of a great scientist, the intive scientist also exercises
speculation with regard to perceiving Deity’s “@ntaxioms and first principles”
(Yeo 1993: 122). For Whewell, speculation is a pextieg faculty, allowing a
thinking philosopher to transcend the visible odilen to realize the ultimate laws of
the universe and to grasp the philosophy of God (Qaolyle too, speculation plays
the key to penetrating the clothes of visible faatsl to break the unknown mystery.
Rather than being logical, systematic, and meclari€peculation is by nature
endless, formless, a vortex amid vortices” (14t7js & complicated form of thinking
to combine both reason and imagination.

The most evident picture of Carlyle’s ideal spetiatacan be discerned from
Carlyle’s portrait of Teufelsdrockh the philosoplagd Teufelsdrockh’s methodology
to hisClothes PhilosophyTeufelsdrockh, a “speculative radicaBR47), personally
plays the embodiment of speculation. In describiihg style [of] our Author,” the
Editor accounts that Teufelsdrockh is of & true inspiration... of a wild Imagination,
wedded to the clearest Intellects, alternat[indjeautiful vicissitude” (22). As an
embodiment of speculation, Teufelsdrockh exhillits€arlylean two-stage exercise
of thinking through two faculties, intellect andagination. In the primary stage of
thinking, there is the operation of reason, orliate, in a conscious state. The first
stage of thinking remains immature and unfinistiedit exists still at the superficial
level. The “man of logic,” “the Reasoner,” and “tBescoverer, or even Knower” (CH
71) were the immature pedant accustom themselviee tiirst stage of thinking, that
is, the mechanical mode of thought. In the secoaglesof thinking, it is the operation

of imagination through intuition and instinct inrgystic unconscious state. Though
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wild and chaotic, the second stage of thinking amrst a vital force that can “dig to
unknown depth”$R20) and dive into the “very sea of Thought” (5).

For Carlyle, the complete process of thinking cstssof the two, intellect and
imagination, and a mature thinker can alternatelyreo and fro between the two
faculties. Teufelsdrockh, the incarnation of matimeking, namely speculation, thus

looks extraordinary to bear two lights of thinkifagulties:

His look...is probably the gravest ever seen: yit it. but rather the gravity as
of some silent, high-encircled mountain-pool, pedhthe crater of an extinct
volcano; into whose black deeps you fear to gdresd eyes, those lights that
sparkle in it, may indeed be reflexes of the hebv8tars, but perhaps also

glances from the region of Nether Fir8R23-24).

The embodiment of speculation, Teufelsdrockh matsfa combination of
contradictory forces—the heavenly light and thdistelfire as well as ordered
reasoning and chaotic imagination—the two forcdi®faat[ing] in beautiful
vicissitude.” As “a speculative Radical...of the velarkest tinge” (45),
Teufelsdrockh sees farther and deeper than ordpeople with his “tendency to
Mysticism” (49). Whatever he sees “has more thanoramon meaning, but has two
meanings” (49): the superficial meaning in theblisistate and the spiritual in the
invisible. The two processes, belief and actiorprctice “speculation” suggests that
an inductive scientist like Teufelsdrockh is mdrart simply an idealist but a
pragmatic practitioner as well. The Editor therefatentifies Teufelsdrockh as an
“Ideologist,” or “at least [Ideopraxist]: in thedd ... he lived, moved and fought”
(135). In other words, with belief, Teufelsdrockdsthis specific Idea of the world,

and with this Idea, he has his confidence in easpect of his conduct.
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“ldeo-Praxis,” speculation, therefore is ideal @mdctical.

For Carlyle, though seemingly chaotic, speculatiowever is not formless but
has its own system “in high order” (CH 67,72). Goasping the law of speculation,
the only key ionvictionandconduct Speculation “is by nature endless, formless, a
vortex amid vortices: only by a felt indubitablateenty of Experience does it find
any centre to revolve round, and so fashion iiséif a system” $R147). Hardly
perceived due to its unconscious state, speculahonld be clutched with one’s
conviction in the invisible and conduct physicahyorder to practice his belief in
God. Withbeliefandactionwith regard to the belief, then the mystic expece of
speculation from the “extinct volcano” could belized.

For Carlyle, speculation is higher than “any Caasd-Effect Philosophy”§R

26) because the inspirational speculation answelny™ instead of “what.” As the
Whewellian inductive scientist attempts to answehnyit occurred” rather tharw/hat
occurred,” Carlyle’s speculative radical intendgraat the Spirit of Clothe% (26)

that is in “the boundaries too often lie quite beg@ur horizon” (27). In other words,
instead of explaining “why | wear such and suchaan®nt, obey such and such a
Law” (26), Teufelsdrockh’s “proper province” (28mnges over the penetration of the
material-practical utilities and socio-cultural me®s of the clothes, and the
discovery of the “naked Facts, and Deductions” (#@han’s being in the universe.
Instead of simply presenting the miscellaneousestytistories, and significance of
clothes, Teufelsdrockh’s gist of the “new Philosppih Clothes” (38) proposes to
answer the “unanswerable questions: Whd atme thing that can say ‘I"” (39).
Carlyle thus comments that the “Profitable Speaatétshould answer the “painful,
captious, hostile question towards everything elteaven above, and in the Earth

beneath: Why art thou there?” (CH 90). The studshefphysical substance of the

clothes thus functions as a preparation for théh&urrexposition of the “Ulterior or
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transcendental portion of the SciencBRR03).

Thus, “[o]ur Professor’s method is not, ... that ofranon school Logic”$R
38). The Logic of the empiricist Baconian schodlyagives answers to the superficial
appearance of what-questions, “where the truthstaflid in a row, each holding by
the skirts of the other” (38). Much more profitalib@n the empiricist Logic,
Teufelsdrockh’s “practical Reason” mingles withlarje Intuition” (38) to compose
“a noble complexity, almost like that of naturegres in his Philosophy, or spiritual
Picture of Nature: a mighty maze, yet, as faithspkrs, not without a plan” (38).
Specifically, Teufelsdrockh’s methodology is theotatage thinking mechanism, i.e.
speculation—an intellectual combination of radiegiremes, the chaotic with the
systematic, the rational with the imaginative, #mellogical with the creative. For
Carlyle, the two-part universe, the visible andithasible, should be observed by
different apparatuses of thought. The systematiosral Logic is applied to treat the
visible part of the universe with the attributenaén’s visual observations. For the
invisible part of the universe belonging to thegielus and the spiritual, it is by man’s
chaotic-imaginative intuition that the highest piples and theories thus can be
expounded.

In his “Science of Clothes” (203), Teufelsdrocklerihbseparates his study into
two parts: “the Descriptive-Historical portion” afithe Speculative-Philosophical
portion” (SR37). In the Descriptive-Historical portion, he disses “merely the
Werden(Origin and successive Improvement) of Clothe§)(3hat is, to answer the
visible and superficial questions with regard te tiothes. In this portion,
Teufelsdrockh introduces his discussion of clotheginning with the “Fig-leaves” in
“Paradise” (27). From this “twilight region” (27 then continues his study
historically “from the Tower of Babel to follow théispersion of Mankind over the

whole habitable and habilable globe” and horizdptabm “the light of Oriental,
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Pelasgic, Scandinavian, Egyptian, Otaheitean, Axi¢te the] Modern researches of
every conceivable kind” (27). As “ddrbis Vestitug Teufelsdrockh gives his readers
the “view of the costumes of all mankind, in albodries, in all times” (27). The
“Speculative-Philosophical” portion of the Part TWwowever “treats of theMWirken,
or Influences” §R37), that is, the exposition of “the moral, palgi, even religious
Influences of Clothes” (38). Different from his ¢emporary science, Teufelsdrockh’s
study of clothes concentrates on philosophy bylkingethrough the “obscure region”
(2) to answer the question of “Who df(39). With its emphasis on “abstract
Thought” (2), Teufelsdrockh is confident that hisesice of clothes should be “a
promise of new Fortunate Islands, perhaps wholésaodered Americas” (39).
Contributive to all mankind, Teufelsdrockh’s Phibpdy of Clothes therefore, as
Carlyle wishes, functions as the Torch of Sciemckght the visible-physical world as
well as to enlighten the invisible-spiritual uniser

To light up both the visible and the invisible was] Teufelsdrockh'®ie
Kleider, the Science of Clothes, thus represents Carlygeal science, the science
practiced by speculation. Consisting of two pdbig, Kleidersignifies the two
aspects of speculation. The first part is the His&d-Descriptive portion dealing with
superficial and visible knowledge. The second fzaithie Speculative-Philosophical
portion in regard to the theoretical and invisitilgh associated with imaginative
intuition. Like Die Kleider, Teufelsdrockh also stands for the incarnatioGadlyle’s
concept of speculation. Teufelsdrockh is, on onedhaf “consummate vigour, a true
inspiration... of a wild Imagination”"§R22) and, on the other, of “the clearest
intellect” (22). Though chaaotic in its form and ¢ent, Carlyle’sSartor, resembling
Die Kleiderand Teufelsdrockh, also has its own principlea mgher order. Skillfully,
Carlyle’s composition oSartoris founded on the principle of speculation, tisatain

amalgam of intellect and imagination as well apraictice and idea. Though



Chang 193

seemingly a disorderly riddi&artor de facto represents Carlyle’s man-made
hieroglyph, similar to God'’s “celestial hieroglyghH494), in which there is of an

order belonging to the higher sphere that asksdfflisctive reader to decipher.

(4) “Call one Diogenes Teufelsdrockh, and he will open the Philosophy of Clothes.”

Similar to Newton, the solitary scientist “breakiwgh conventional method to
achieve great discoveries” and “likely to transgrgaditional norms of behaviour”
(Yeo 1993: 139), Teufelsdrockh is an extraordirenitary “Anchorite” SR218)
retreating to the wilds to speculate on the hightesbry of clothes. After realizing his
failure to depend on the empiricist institution éuresting after truth, Teufelsdrockh
abandons “the conventional method” of study inexd and relies on “Self Help” (87)
“in a new independent capacity” (101). “A solitapwer” (101), Teufelsdrockh then
begins his unusual study by “sail[ing] in unknoveas” (101) to explore the
“speculative Mystery of Life” (125). More than juséing a territory to display
evidence, “nature,” for the Whewellian and the @adn scientists, represents a
maternal womb for giving birth to inspiration arat fjenerating abstraction.
Desolately roaming in “nature,” Teufelsdrockh exeeces that “the Universe is
majestically unveiling, and everywhere Heaven rémgatself on Earth” (101).
Absorbed in the natural bosom alone, Teufelsdrdbkh perceives “the universal
Spiritual Electricity” (102) that guides him to wadar and ponder.

Resembling the archetype of the early nineteemiucg ideal man of science
in the Newtonian school, Teufelsdrockh values gufmhical theory above empirical
observation. As indicated by Carlyle, the word fasnbut a garment of thougHsRR
54). Teufelsdrockh also strengthens the weighhefinner significance in the
“Thoughts” (54) of the Speculative-Philosophicaltpm, instead of the hallowed

“Language” of the Historical-Descriptive one. Thesdription of the collected
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materials relating to the history and the employnhwéclothes in the first portion,
thus, serves merely as the initial setting for‘tietaphysico-theological
Disquisition” (58) of the science of clothes.

In order to reach the higher scientific and theoa¢goals of the Philosophy of
Clothes, Carlyle believes that Teufelsdrockh, thiéary thinker speculating in the
wilds, should be the key, becausgall one Diogenes Teufelsdrockh, and he will open
the Philosophy of Clothe$¢SR66). More than signifying “speculation” and “a real
thinking mind, “Diogenes Teufelsdrockh” as a namjgresents also the incarnation of
“the Philosophy of Clothes.” Simply put, Diogene=iielsdrockh is the embodiment
of the Philosophy of Clothes in human form. Notyomils thoughts and ideas, but also
his behaviour and actions are the personified elesrip express Carlyle’s ideal of
the essence of all Science.

In the traditional study, Diogenes Teufelsdrocké tlame, “as has been long
noted, signifies God-born Devil's dung, suggestimgnce the opposites of God and
the devil, heaven and hell” (Tennyson 200). To yaehim as a “child of both God
and the devil” (222), Teufelsdrockh seems to berpreted as a schizophrenic to
represent simultaneously both good and evil, heanehhell, as well as God and the
devil. However, if he is the incarnation of Carlgleleal philosopher and offers the
gist of the Clothes Philosophy, is Teufelsdrocktieied a psychotic individual? What
if Teufelsdrockh is more than a schizophrenic @ojgther? What if the key words,
“God-born Devil’'s dung,” signify more than theitdral meaning, but represent a
specific metaphor for Carlyle’s witty design? Basedthe discourses concerning the
early nineteenth century scientist, | assume teatélsdrockh represents the typically
Whewellian scientist of the“[d]ivinely given intelktual capacities” (Yeo 1993: 187).
As a specifically chosen great mind brought forgtthee Father of God, Teufelsdrockh

is endowed with the mission of grasping and propdgang the true meaning of life
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on earth. Both “Devil” and “dung” therefore shouddt be interpreted negatively to
suggest the wicked side of Teufelsdrockh; instdaswords denote implicitly the
purpose, method, and philosophy of Teufelsdrockldained mission in the mundane
world.

What are the true meanings of Carlyle’s “dark, dimi,” and “evil”? To
introduce the Professor, the Editor indicates thete seems to be an “incarnate
Mephistopheles”$R23) cloaked in Teufelsdrockh’s grave look, making
mysterious writer a mixture of “great terrestriabacelestial Round” (23). The Editor
explains that Teufelsdrockh looks to have the Msfoiphelean gravity due to the
“lights and sparkle” (24) burning in his eyes, fleshes that seem to shine “from the
region of Nether Fire” (24). About Teufelsdrockhsllish lights burning in his eyes,
Carlyle however does not endow it with any negativpessimistic significance.
Instead, in night and death, the seeming provifceath, Carlyle sees the great truth.
In “Characteristics,” Carlyle relates that the riighems to be nobler than the day,
since the “Night” possesses “purely transparemhataleeps” (CH 80). Similarly,
though fearful, Death “express[es] a great Truthts it is “properly the beginning of
Life” (CH 80). Silent and invisible, night and deahetaphorically denote the
mysterious power of the unconscious, that is, thecbnscious belong[ing] to pure
unmixed life... and the sign of creation” (CH 80)stead of being allied to
wickedness and hopelessness, death and night fiyleCaenote the portal to light
and heaven. Rather than being vicious and sirtfalevil and suffering that
Teufelsdrockh confronts and represents are thes$bliness be[ing] imagined for us”
(CH 91), “out of which man’s Freewill has to createedifice of order and Good”
(CH 90).

Since promising to help “create an edifice of oraled Good”, Teufelsdrockh’s

hellish fire burning under his glaring eyes is ahgsterious power able to assist the
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lost philosopher in transcending the harsh realitgain and doubt. In Carlyle’s terms,
this mystic power is Teufelsdrockh’s “wild Imagimat” (SR22), or radical
speculation. Carlyle assumes that from the vigiédm to the invisible, from the
lower sphere to the higher, from disorder to ordad from no to yes, there are the
hindrances that can scarcely be destroyed excegtdrgising one’s imagination and
speculation. The two intellectual faculties areviolent and destructive powers, able
to crush the blindness of the physical eye and tidseer to transcend the earthly
substance. The “Imagination” hence is “wild,” ahe t'speculation” is “radical.”

More explicitly, more than signifying vice and sthe metaphor of the “Devil” in
Teufelsdrockh’s name signifies his enigmatic foo€speculation, that is, the
“Metaphysical Speculation ... [to begin] in No or Hotgness” (CH 89).
Teufelsdrockh’s inherent devilish burning forcen@t a power defeating others; it is
instead a force “in boundless chaos, self-devouengender[ing] monstrosities,
phantasms, fire-breathing chimeras” (90). Teufelekin’s mystic force from the
inferno does not indicate the evilness of his astjdehaviour, or deed. Instead, the
energetic devilish force is thought to aid the demw to break through the “common
meaning” GR49) of the physical matter and how to grasp itkleh meanings, that is,
the theoretical and spiritual meanings. More thaokazophrenic character to possess
heavenly good and hellish evil simultaneously, &sdrockh in reality should be an
ideal “Thinker” of specific subversive force in Kishought” (CH 90).

As the “Devil” signifies speculation, or wild imawtion, the “dung” in
Teufelsdrockh’s name indicates the pettiness dringhess of the matter in his study,
that is, clothes. The significance of “the pettse$the researched matter” echoes
with Carlyle’s ideal investigated area of the TorAk it is brought out in Chapter One,
Preliminary, the Editor intends to introduce a nawlosophy that is discovered from

the “the vestural Tissue’SR2), an “obscure region” (2) “outlying, [and] negled”
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(3). Yet, though seeming “desert and rock-bound; f8s uninhabited area is, in
reality, a “vitally-momentous province” (3) in witichere are “hidden treasures” (3).
Though base, petty, and trivial like dung, the lodst are seams of gold, being stored
with the philosophies of man, the universe, and’siée on earth. Though petty and
dungy, the most trivial and neglected nothingnesgains the true philosophy of all
science and human life. Since treasure burieddrdting is not likely to be
discovered, the gold is only able to be mined l&y/#ise man...who counsel[s] that
Speculation should have free course” (3). Withdpiscific devilish force from inferno
helping to destroy the common meaning of matter sieculative man is willing to
dig dung. Thus, he is able to scoop out the truammg of any most trivial matter in
the universe, such as in the ignored clothes. Metiagally then “Teufelsdrockh,” the
“Devil's dung,” expresses Carlyle’s anticipatiorr Bm ideal philosopher: to be
energetic and subversive in thought and to be op@cled and unprejudiced in order
to treat every subject in the natural world.

The significance of the name, Diogenes TeufelsdreeiGod-born Devil’'s
dung”—, therefore, in literal terms, should d&vise speculative natural philosopher
born to be assigned the mission of searching fat'$=signatures in nature, by
digging out the most slighted regidfell and devil are not evil, and dung is never
base. On the contrary, “in the immeasurable cirgulmant realm of Nothingness and
Night” (3) there will be “new standards” and “newaliitable colonies” (3). In this
devilish dungy darkness Teufelsdrockh sees, nesaimistic terminal, but a
promising start, since “[t]his is no metaphorsitai simple scientifitact we start out

of Nothingness” (199).

(5) “[T]he Tailor is not only a Man, but somethingof a Creator or Divinity.”

Different from the modern concepts of “science” die scientist” in the
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twentieth and the twenty-first centuries, thoséhim 1820s and 1830s were still broad
and plastic in their views. As discovered by Meadpwriters and scientists often
“overlapped in their views” and in their vocatiofd83). A poet was not necessarily a
scientist, as Byron was, and a scientist was noesegarily a poet as Franklin was.
However, a poet was possibly a scientist and a gioetltaneously, as Goethe was.
Examined by the required attributes of a great noinscience in the early nineteenth
century according to the Whewellian philosophy@ésce, | assume that
Teufelsdrockh, similar to Goethe, represented digseientific man who crossed the
two borders, “station[ing] himself in the middIeBR50). To be illustrated,
Teufelsdrockh is placed in the intersection ofttle vocations, that is, in the hatched

common part of the two circles:

Fig. 3: the intersection of the two vocations, ploet and the scientist

In the Carlylean philosophy, the man of lettersas greater than the man of
science, nor is poetry holier than science. Cadgles not judge a person or a work
from the perspective of being “poetic” or “scierdjf and this is probably the reason
why Carlyle excludes Lord Byron, the poet, but é&x&@oethe and Franklin, both men
of science, irBartor. Thus, even though he was an eminent poet arehddetter
during Carlyle’s composition @artor(1830-31), Byron was never on his roll of the

“species of Metaphorical TailorsSR218). Instead of being a nobleman, Byron
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stands merely for a superficial “Clothes-wearingnig204), whose inside is never
his main concern, but “whose trade, office andtexise” merely “consists in the
wearing of Clothes” (204). Though termed a poet,oBylacks spirit and faith from
Carlyle’s point of view. On the contrary, it is Gbe, the German, who has “probably
devoted more time to his scientific studies thaaltdis prose and poetry” (Uberoi 17)
to win Carlyle’s admiration and reverence. AndiFranklin, the American, who
spends most of his life in politics and sciencéeathan in religion and poetry to be
esteemed and honored.

In “Byron” the Dandy, Teufelsdrockh sees merely $ibgl and superficial
“Happiness;” in “Goethe” however, he perceivespghédosopher to have spiritual and
interior “Blessedness” (145). For the general pyhib be a Byronic Dandy was
trendy and happy; however, Carlyle reminds his eemthat “there is in man a
HIGHER than Love of Happiness: he can do withouppiaess, and instead thereof
find Blessedness!” (145). Happiness is instantaneerficial; Blessedness probably
involves suffering and painful, but it is religiquaoral, spiritual, and permanent. To
be a Byronic poet may be happy on the surfacetdoe a Goethian scientist may be
happier and blessed from within. Vocation therefeneot the estimation a Carlylean
clothes philosopher; Carlyle’s criterion is spigtity.

Because the vocation is not the key, it turns olge easy to understand why
Teufelsdrockh cries out “Close tiByrort open thyGoethé (SR145) after his
spiritual undergoing and physical wandering in‘tBeerlasting Yea.” In this idiom,
Carlyle demonstrates clearly his major concerrey #re spiritual awareness, moral
integrity, and religious faith. That is to say, tfailor,” or the Carlylean “Creator or
Divinity” (217) should be the one to possess themeye for penetrating the physical
substance and to bear the speculation for disaoy¢he “why” of God.

Obviously, instead of preferring the man of lettiensart’s sake, Carlyle judges
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a person from the inside: the “Man is the spiritdegked in; not what he did, but
what he became’SR153). The criterion is one’s purpose, not oned,tand the end
alternates along with one’s purpose, not with tleehod—poetry or science. As long
as a man is working for a spiritual purpose, fa tituth, his utilization of science as a
tool can be both moral and noble, since his degergose will lead him towards
being moral. When working for superficial purpodeswever, “namely, the Money
thereof” (215), a man composing poetry can be inainamnd material, since his evil
purposes will drag him towards being immoral. liriere of one’s motive than one’s
vocation to decide on one’s position; it is more’smpurpose than one’s profession to
determine one’s morality in the Carlylean philospprherefore, a literary man like
Byron is not necessarily more spiritual and religidhan a scientific man such as
Franklin. Instead, it is one’s morality that det@res one’s inwardness and
faithfulness.

Then, what is Teufelsdrockh if he is more thartexdiry man? As suggested by
Carlyle’s personal experiences and Whewell's th@ditye early nineteenth century
science and of the scientist, Teufelsdrockh is @ibbpa scientific man and the object
of his study is clothes. Or, as indicated in Measl®tudy that there was an overlap of
the scientist and the artist in nineteenth cenfingland, Teufelsdrockh can therefore
be one of the examples to show the nineteenth gemtiellectual “overlap.” Further,
while Carlyle was composingartor, there was not yet any specific term to indicate
the Goethian poetic-scientist philosopher crossiregooundaries of science and
poetry. Hence, the term “Tailor” is created. In thetaphor “Tailor,” Carlyle implants
the attributes of his ideal philosopher—the “Ideogst” philosopher in the middle,
practically handling the Torch to investigate tlargent, the nature, and the
spiritually exercising his radical speculation tedtitate on the truth contained within.

Resembling the Whewellian scientists, the Carlyl&aitor is a religious and
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spiritual man. Moreover, since vocation is notéiseential requirement, spirit is. The
Carlylean Tailor such as Teufelsdrockh should logiired to have a more important
attribute, the ability to speculate. Conservativedligion but subversive in thought,
the Carlylean Tailor thus is a “speculative radicaiming to dig the truth out of
triviality. What is Teufelsdrockh? In shormore than being just a literary-scientific
man, Teufelsdrockh is a religious and subversivetsal “speculative radical.” To
illustrate this simply, Teufelsdrockh belongs taldie section of the intersection of

the three circles:

Fig. 4: Teufelsdrockh, a literary-scientific manvesll as a speculative radical

Similar to the Whewellian inductive scientist, Telstdrockh also represents a
Newtonian “whole man” of “the union of intellectuahd moral excellence” (Yeo
1993: 132). For this ideal philosopher, the mectalnitility of any observation of the
physical world is never the main concern; instelaé belief and truth of God should
be the only destination of all research. More taditerary man, Teufelsdrockh thus is
likely to be thought of as a philosophical proteestist of the 1820s and 1830s. The

Torch is the vehicle for investigation held in hend, and Science is the evidence of
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faith in the heart. Using the Torch, Teufelsdroekims to enlighten the people, and in
science, he expects to generate belief. With ligvipely given intellectual
capacities” (Yeo 1993: 187), Diogenes Teufelsdratidnefore is diterary-scientific
speculative radicalvho unveils the secret of the Sphinx riddle aredghilosophy of
man’s being in the universe, by his explorationhaf dungy “obscure region” of the

physical “vestural TissuesSR2).
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Coda:
From the Sagistic Carlyle to the Scientific Carlyle

...Iit is too reductive to see the major Victorian
moralists as chiefly concerned to articulate dquré of,
and alternative to, industrialism; rather, theiitings
manifest, above all, an attempt to get beyondatial,
sectarian or merely specialized perspectivesnib fi
somewhat to stand, intellectually speaking, fronicivh
the most ‘general’ assessments could be made.Coll
25)

Due to the assumption of a conflict between sciemzkreligion, and the
transcendental discourse of the past Carlyleanestuthe “Torch of Science” and the
material clothes ibartorare usually the targets of criticism. Science igeled to be
the destroyer of religion, and matter the obstaxkepirit. Since Carlyle is assumed to
be a sage-prophet to guide his reader to trandgbenghysical bondage and to defeat
the mechanical scientific view of the world, th@tagonist, Teufelsdrockh,
unqguestionably is the incarnation of the authdraasmit Carlyle’s transcendental
philosophy and his religious prophecy. Teufelsdioisktherefore usually interpreted
as a transcendentalist and a sage-prophet toggacérlyle’s aspiration for spiritual
reform by abandoning superficial clothes and meidahscience in his imaginary
world.

Yet, not only is the conflict theory a myth, bus@lCarlyle as an author-God
andSartoras an aesthetic-unity are myths. To free the adthon God’s position and
to break down the boundaries of the w@kstorbecomes an open text, inter-related
to other textual and contextual references. Asauisive museungartoris rich in

displaying the subtle nuances of the conceptsiefise, matter, and scientists in the
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early nineteenth century England. Not entanglethenmyth of conflict, science in
Sartordoes not attack religion; matter does not tiehgdpirit; and scientists are not
irreligious and utilitarian. For Carlyle, betwedretdualistic relations of science and
religion, matter and spirit, and philosophers aridrttists, there are mutual
associations and reciprocal interactions, instédxbligerent conflicts.

With regard to the concept of science, Carlyle do#saim to criticize but to
acclaim. Instead of having an antipathy towardrsme Carlyle demonstrates his good
intention for the use of the “Torch of Science” edg from the very opening of
Sartor. Not a destroying machine to hinder man’s spitiaued moral improvement,
the Torch of Science functions as an illuminatiegicle, one lighting the visible,
physical world, as well as for enlightening theigible, intangible spiritual universe.
With its illuminating capacity to reinforce the e&ion of man’s spirit and moral,
Carlyle’s “Torch of Science” does not stand foiraike of the mechanistic and of
utilitarianism; rather, the “Torch,” symbiotic witilaier’s religious alchemist and
with God’s Light, carries a religious significanaed a sacred mission to reform.
Though critical, Carlyle’s mocking tone 8Bartordoes not direct the “Torch of
Science” but the general myopia affected by thehaeical views of his
contemporaries. For Carlyle, the true conundrurscggnce does not derive from the
science-religion break but from the indifferentntiale of the mechanic over the
dynamic in all manner of human activities. Thatisay, what Carlyle is concerned
with is not the “Torch of Science” per se but thetiss quoit is not the problem of the
Torch itself but the problem of the user who addpésTorch to light up merely the
visible and superficial word\Never claiming to relinquish science, Carlyle achtes
the proper use of Science to approach the Truoaf.

Instead of within “science” itself, the true protvlen reference to science

resides in Carlyle’s contemporary “purpose” and timoel” in the use of science.
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During Carlyle’s age, there was a tendency for raaddal utilitarianism to
encompass all aspects of Carlyle’s contemporaripsadtural practices. He
discovers that pure science that once valued $pgitly is no longer popular but
languishing. What rises and prevails to replace gaience is a calculative
mechanical view that neglects the intangible wortlcriticize his contemporaries’
myopia in overlooking the invisible and the triyi@arlyle then advocates a reform,
the reform of man’s attitude through the “TorchSafience.” Able to “light” as God,
the sacred “Torch” thus should be adopted by thiegdphical wise with his inner
eye open and should be utilized for the religiougpse aiming to uncover the truth
of God.

Regarding the concept of matter, Carlyle neithkesat as litter that should be
jettisoned, nor promotes “Adamitism” that demarwisttip off all material clothes.
Instead, the material forms of matter stands fersymbol of the inner spirit and the
visible form of God. Not inferior to spirit as suggjed in Abrams’s study of “natural
supernaturalism,” tangible matter is weighted elguaith the invisible soul. In
Carlyle’s phrase, “Natural Supernaturalism,” thengyetrical relation of the two
terms indicates two equal sides. Both natural apeémshatural harmoniously
complement each other, one functioning as visibditd the other as sagacity. As long
as one is able to grasp simultaneously two aspéthe worlds, the physical and
subjective as well as the spiritual and the objectone is likely to acknowledge the
“whole” of the truth. In order to adumbrate thelpkophy of the “whole” lively,
Carlyle then creates the idiosyncratic Teufelsdnpdé practice his theory of “the
whole” by “station[ing] himself in the middle”: beten the “Highest” and the
“Lowest,” between the imaginative and the intelldt between the conscious and
the unconscious, as well as between the naturathensupernatural. Through

Teufelsdrockh, the embodiment of his philosophthefwhole, Carlyle then
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demonstrates his obvious respect for the matartadtance of matter and his belief in
matter as the “container” of spirit.

Carlyle indeed never worries over “matter” perBee true problem for him
resides in Carlyle’s contemporary disbelief in §péritual world and the invisible
universe clothed in matter. In his philosophy oftiNral Supernaturalism,” Carlyle
shows his worry of the foolish who exercise merelgson not insight, who see with
only their physical eyes not their inner eye, arbwelieve merely in the visible not
the invisible. The overlooking of the inner eye dhe interior world, for Carlyle,
derives from the pervasive mechanical invasiorllimanner of man’s existence,
such as in science and politics, as well as irditee and religion. Implicitly, Carlyle
demonstrates the impending decline of natural phpby popular during his age. No
longer believing that the natural world displaysdGaignature and that the discovery
of the physical substance signifies man’s religibakef, Carlyle’s contemporaries
tend to admire the mechanistic scientism, in wiaisly the mechanical aspect of
nature and matter is valued. Through his philospplayural Supernaturalism,
therefore, Carlyle advocates a necessary renaissdibe traditional natural
philosophy through reminding his readers to vaheertatural substance, which bears
religious meanings, and the supernatural powerhkvimprints its mark on physical
matter simultaneously. For Carlyle, th@ns not the problem of man’s use of matter
that causes his alienation from God; it is howewam’s blindness of the inner eye
and foolish reliance on the visible substance tradsled to the crisis of the
mechanistic and utilitarian views contaminating vaspect of man’s world.

Never rejecting science and matter, Carlyle doésegard scientists as
irreligious, unspiritual, and immoral either. Ap@to-scientist, Teufelsdrockh in
Carlyle’s imagination represents a pious, philoscgdhand radical, wise thinker to

defeat the furtive invasion of mechanical and tatilan thinking. More than
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symbolizing Carlyle’s philosophy of clothes, Tewi@ockh the idiosyncratic
character with a weird name, “Diogenes Teufelsdng€kod-born Devil’'s dung)”
suggestively indicates the 1830 debates over tistespology of the scientific
institution and the discipline of an ideal scientistween the idealistic Newtonianism
and the experimental Baconianism. Belonging tocthreservative Newtonian school
like Whewell, Carlyle also believes that the uss@énce should aim at evidencing
God and revealing God’s philosophy on earth, aatlttie training of a scientist
should center on his speculative insight and imetgre intuition. Teufelsdrockh,
religious in aim and speculative in research, gtaads for the emblem of Carlyle’s
ideal scientific thinker. In Diogenes Teufelsdrodkle character, Carlyle has his
natural supernaturalism capsulated. Rather thaplgibeing interpreted as
“God-born Devil's dung,” Diogenes Teufelsdrockhais incarnated form of Carlyle’s
central theme isartor. the truth of God is hidden in every corner of tla¢unal
world, even the most slighted region, and it iseatol be revealed only by a wise
speculative natural philosopher aware of his redigg mission

To claim his preference for an idealistic-philosmahnatural investigator of
the Newtonian school represented in Teufelsdro€ldnlyle insinuates his detest of
the practical-utilitarian natural collector of tBaconian school. The natural
philosopher in the Newtonian school aspires to@xphnd theorize God'’s principles
of Creation in the natural world, while the scishin the Baconian school simply
intends to observe and collect the superficial ewat scattered in nature. In
observation, the Baconian scientist sees merelgxttexior form, the clothes, of
God's Creation. Through speculation, however, dogbphical scientist not only
notices the exterior knowledge of matter but aleceives the interior wisdom of
God. Carlyle believes that the growth of the Baaarschool, the British Association

as one of the examples, will bring about spiritpdlijosophical, and moral declines,
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because the criteria of easy training and quicknieg in Baconian amateurism
produces solely the superficial and mechanical Hartaftsman, instead of the
philosophically speculative and moral scientistcieate Teufelsdrockh as the ideal
thinker to wander and ponder solitarily in the wil@Carlyle then urges the
reconsideration of his contemporary scientific edion and physical study,
strengthening the magnitude of humanistic valuepe with the utilitarianism and
mechanism in scientific education. OptimisticalDarlyle believes that the ideal
natural philosopher, or the speculative proto-d4@ésymbolized by Diogenes
Teufelsdrockh, will take up the religious missionunveil God’s wisdom in nature
and to reveal the universal secret in the Sphithotlei

Based upon the demystification of the theory obaflict between science and
religion, there are no longer hostile relations f@giprocal interactions between
science and religion, matter and spirit, as weB@&sntists and philosophers. Instead
of pessimism toward science and matter, Carlyleaddreats the two positively and
even defends the Torch of Science and the use iémngeools), because the Torch is
of sacred light and man is a tool-using animal. &espurning man working for
science either, Carlyle indeed is himself a religionan of science and characterizes
his Teufelsdrockh isartoras an idealistic, philosophical, moral, and relig
scientist, who investigates nature, the clotheSad, to reveal His truth cloaked in
nature.

Behind his sarcastic tone and witty jest, Carlglentical of the mechanistic
and utilitarian inclination of his contemporari@savery aspect of man’s life,
including in the church and literature. Carlyle Emts that man no longer trusts in the
visible and the interior but has all his head, heard hand contaminated by
mechanism and utilitarianism. He then proposegmefthe reform of man’s beliefs,

morals, and spirit. To achieve the religious, $pai, and moral reforms, Carlyle
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recommends the science of the sacred light asrtheipal tool. To hold the Torch in
hand, man will have his head and heart illuminasdde to see the physical evidence
and to perceive the invisible wisdom. To take Teaheckh the proto-scientist as an
example, Carlyle distinctly instructs his readextitio wander and ponder solitarily in
the dark, man can live up to the dream of a spilitenaissance and moral
regeneration.

Carlyle is not an eccentric writer “to articulater&ique of, and alternative to,
industrialism” (Collini 25). Never thinking industitism as evil, Carlyle believes that
any technology based on science is capable ofibgreout progress and
development. Instead, he looks forward to the nedtand spiritual progress by man'’s
use of science. As indicated by Collini, similatis contemporary prose writers,
Carlyle composeSartorto “find somewhere to stand ... from which the most
‘general’ assessments could be made” (25). Witnggsie advancement of science to
alter man’s life in history, Carlyle senses thesisrin the corruption of man’s soul and
heart. He then preaches the reader to look inwanaityto appreciate the invisible.
The “general” assessment that Carlyle and his copbeary reflective writers wish to
make is a revival of traditional values. Yet, thesival wish is not contradictory to the
progress of science. As long as science is akdsgist in the advance of human
society, it is capable of lifting the soul and frshg the mind too. Like his
contemporaries, anxious about his social condaioth concerned over the future,
Carlyle writes to express his solicitude and tovmte possible solutions.

Many critics, such as Michael Timko @arlyle and Tennyso(1988), tended
to compare the two Victorian writers and presunag &lfred Tennyson (1809-92) is
greater than Carlyle because, “[u]nlike Carlyle owtinored such issues as
Darwinism, Tennyson was always aware of them, diteded over them and

attempted to discuss them fully in his poetry” \xDue to his “refus|al] to
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acknowledge the idea that...humans could be relaté&pecies’™ (xii), Carlyle, in
Timko’s discussion is a “failed prophet” (xii). Teyson is greater because he is more
aware of “the implications of science” (76). Thdifay of Carlyle’s reputation thus is
reasonable because he is of “arrogance, selfishaedgarochialism” (77) while
facing the new sciences. Timko’s evaluation oftthe authors represents the
traditional assumption in respect to Carlyle andreson, arguing that Tennyson is
the greater author who meditates philosophicallyhenissue of science coping with
religion, and Carlyle a lesser thinker, contemplgimnerely on the issue of religion.
Tennyson then becomes the representative spokesinttaa Victorian

science-religion discourse.

Yet, Tennyson in fact was not the first Victorianter to meditate on the
confrontation and reconciliation of science andgreh. Carlyle inaugurates his
discourse of the science-religion interrelation3@Bearlier than Tennyson (1833).
Instead of refusing to acknowledge the idea ofrex@eas indicated by Timko, Carlyle
too was enthusiastic over the issue of an interogldetween science and religion, as
Tennyson was. Different from Tennyson, who was ip@sic and hesitant, Carlyle is
more confident in science and optimistic in the ofsscience. Different in tone, form,
and attitude, both authors however illustrate thmmlex confrontations of the new
study with the old tradition as well as the newidfalith the old faith in regard to
science and religion. Similarly, the two authorsndd see direct hostility between
science and religion; instead, both authors dematestomplicated and nuanced
interactions between the two discourses. Whethgexirag or not, both Carlyle and
Tennyson have science finally reside in their fagcause “it [science] [gives]
assurance of man'’s progress” (Timko 78). Due taniiennial imagination rooted in
Christianity, a science that brings about prograpglly should be indispensable. For

both Carlyle and Tennyson, the progressive effeéstience fits the spirit of
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millenarianism in Christianity.

In reference to the science-religion confrontatbthe 1830s, both the
authors’ names, Carlyle and Tennyson, simultangauahifest the appearance of the
science-religion discourse in the transition oflttianal agricultural society to
modern industrial-capitalist society. The two tegartorandin Memoriam
(1833-50), thus share an equal worth to exhibiieudy Victorian discourse of the
science-religion confrontation, to mark the intagplentanglement, conflict, and
reconciliation of the two systems of thoughts. femm’sin Memoriamis not the
only text that indicates the mutual connection lesmscience and religion.
Obviously, according to Carlyle’s characterizatairreufelsdrockh as an incarnation
of the reciprocal relationship between sciencerahdion, Sartoralso represents the
fact that science was religious and religion sufgzbscience during the 1830s. The
general agreement on Carlyle’s criticism of scieimc®artoris thus a myth, a

misconception based on the myth of twentieth-cgntonflict theory.
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