ANNOTATIONS TO WORDSWORTH

Annotations to Wordsworth’s Poems

London,‘ 1815, Dedicated to Sr G Beaumont

Titles marked “X” in pencil in the table of Contents are: Lucy Gray, We Are Seven, The
2lind Highland Boy, The Brothers, Strange Fits of Passion, [ met Louisa, Ruth, Michael . . . ,
Lzodamia, To the Daisy, To the small Celandine, To the Cuckoo, A Night Piece, Yew Trees,
She was a Phantom, I wandered lonely, Reverie of Poor Susan, Yarrow Unvisited, Yarrow Vis-
i=d, Resolution and Independence, The Thorn, Hartleap Well, Tintern Abbey, Character of a
Happy Warrior, Rob Roy’s Grave, Expostulation and Reply, The Tables Turned, Ode to Duty,
Miscellaneous Sonnets, Sonnets Dedicated to Liberty, The Old Cumberland Beggar, Ode—In-
=mations, &c.

PREFACE

“z1ce vidi] The powers requisite for the production of poetry are, first, those of observation and
description, . . . whether the things depicted be actually present to the senses, or have a place
snly in the memory. . . . 2dly, Sensibility, . . .

One Power alone makes a Poet.—Imagination The Divine Vision

“»ace I]Poems Referring to the Period of Childhood :

I see in Wordsworth the Natural Man rising up against the Spiritual Man
Continually & then he is No Poet but a Heathen Philosopher at Enmity
zgainst all true Poetry or Inspiration

#1GE 3] And I could wish my days to be
Bound each to each by natural piety.

There is no such Thing as Natural Piety Because The Natural Man is at
- Enmity with God

“»1ce43] To H.C. Six Years Old
This is all in the highest degree Imaginative & equal to any Poet but not
Superior I cannot think that Real Poets have any competition ~None are
gzreatest in the Kingdom of Heaven it is so in Poetry
(7AGE 44
Influence of Natural Objects

In calling forth and strengthening the Imagination
in Boyhood and early Youth.

Natural Objects always did & now do Weaken deaden & obliterate Imagi-
nation in Me Wordsworth must know that what he Writes Valuable is Not
0 be found in Nature Read Michael Angelos Sonnet vol 2 p. 179 ¢

_2ace 341 Essay, Supplementary to the Preface.
I do not know who wrote these Prefaces they are very mischievous & direct
contrary to Wordsworths own Practise

“#a6E 364) From what I saw with my own eyes, I knew that the imagery was spurious. In nature
=very thing is distinct, yet nothing defined into absolute independant singleness. In Macpherson’s
work, it is exactly the reverse; every thing (that is not stolen) is in this manner defined, insu-
lzted, dislocated, deadened,—yet nothing distinct. It will always be so when words are substi-
::Idr e((;ot things. . . . Yet, much as these pretended treasures of antiquity have been

[ Believe both Macpherson & Chatterton, that what they say is Ancient,
Is so
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