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What is a Poet? to whom does he address himself? and what language
is to be expected from him?—He is a man speaking to men: a man,
it is true, endowed with more lively sensibility, more enthusiasm and
tenderness, who has a greater knowledge of human nature, and a more
comprehensive soul, than are supposed to be common among mankind.

e ——

e —

—William Wordsworth!

‘ What is poetry? is so nearly the same question with what is a poet? that
‘ the answer to the one is involved in the solution of the other. For it is
a distinction resulting from the poetic genius itself, which sustains and
modifies the images, thoughts and emotions of the poet’s own mind. The
poet, described in ideal perfection, brings the whole soul of man into
activity, with the subordination of its faculties to each other according
to their relative worth and dignity.

—Samuel Taylor Coleridge?

A Poet is the most unpoetical of any thing in existence; because he has
no Identity—he is continually in for—and filling some other Body—
The Sun, the Moon, the Sea and Men and Women who are creatures of
impulse are poetical and have about them an unchangeable attribute—

the poet has none; no identity—he is certainly the most unpoetical of
all God’s Creatures.

—John Keats®

Poets are the unacknowledged legislators of the world.

! —Percy Bysshe Shelley*
1 [ xvi ]
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Those figures that I have dubbed “Brown Romantics”—the “Eurasian” or
“East Indian” Henry Derozio (1809-1831), the Afro-Guianese “Creole” Egbert
Martin (1861-1890), and the Australian Henry Lawson (1867-1 922)—struggled
to achieve the status of legislators in their own right in order to challenge the
dominance of English poets, mobilizing Romanticism against Romanticism. To
study these poets is thus to grasp the relation of the techniques that inhibited
independent development as well as those thar ask us to see British Romanticism
as a socially progressive discourse. For this reason, I suggest, it is wrong to under-
stand the ambivalence that these writers demonstrate in laying claim to European
literary lineage within a psychological problematic, whether that defined by Frantz
Fanon’s model of a split colonial subjectivity or that described by Harold Bloom’s
“anxiety of influence.” To the contrary, I will argue, the uneasy relationship of the
peripheral Romantics to the colonizer’s literary language presents us with a liter-
ary field symptomatically responsive to the ineradicable antagonisms organizing
the sociocultural field that British literature bequeathed to members of its empire.
Brown Romantics are, in every way, “unacknowledged legislators,” figures compet-
ing for relative privilege within their particular cultural arenas bur in terms of what
Pascale Casanova has described as “the world republic of lerters,” a field of “literary
rivalries . . . and struggles, which are always international.”*®

To describe the relation of colonial literatures to the imperial center, 1 have
labeled the colonial poets “brown.” In so doing, I want to ironize what might, at
face value, be taken as a rather crude descriptor of racial difference, and, by thus
calling attention to racial identity, challenge that basis for considering their poetry
as a simple expression of it. To put it another way, “Brown Romantics” are not
marginalized because they are brown; on the contrary, they are “brown” because
they are marginalized. Their capacity to participate as poets in the cultural field is

restricted by their relationship to the colonizer prior to their participation in it,
which in turn exposes the racial dimension of “the world republic of letters.” This
relationship makes it impossible for the colonial writer to enter into the cultural
field free of a stigmatizing mark of difference, a sign of inferiority that operates in
exactly the way race operates in empire—namely, to justify a form of subjugation
so natural, indeed so evident, to the colonizer that it hardly requires any justifica-
tion at all.”

The marginalization of the Brown Romantic is of course the consequence
of an asymmetrical balance of power berween center and periphery. Nevertheless,
I find it instructive to think of the relation between the Brown Romantic and his
English counterpart—the White Romantic—as one of positional symmetry. 1

[3]
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criticism might have seen it. Rather their struggle represents a desire to realize
the promise of plurality in Shelley’s formulation, that the peripheral poet might
equally serve as what Immanuel Kant would call “Mirgeseszgeber” or “co-legislator.”
Kant uses the term in Theory and Practice as an epithet for “citizen” in order to sug-
gest that all citizens have the right to participate in defining the laws to which they
are subject.!* Along these very lines, Brown Romantics appealed for full citizenship
in the world republic of letters. In order to do so, they first had to establish the
symbolic status of the emerging nation within the broader context of the globe.

National Poets

Over the course of the eighteenth century, as Suvir Kaul puts it, “the ‘stuff of the
natior’ . . . is naturalized in and through the work of poets,” such that the nation
“pervades their sense of self and vocation . . . [and] becomes an inescapable part of
the paraphernalia of their craft.”'* As a result of such politicization of poetry along
nationalist lines, the Romantic era witnesses the rise of the figure of the national
poet, a widespread effort to consolidate cultural identity through the institution of
poetry. This is evident, but why poets in particular emerge as what Emerson would
call “representative men” is not so easy to determine. Virgil Nemoianu suggests
thar, in Eastern Europe at least, we have Byron to thank for this development.
His celebrity (and his heroic death) became the model for such poets as Adam
Mickiewicz (Poland), Sindor Petéfi (Hungary), and Mihai Eminescu (Romania),
as well as Dionysios Solomos in Greece, Alexander Pushkin in Russia, and Esteban
Echeverria in Argentina, all national poets in their own right.'®

Across the British colonies, we find poets more like Robert Burns and
Thomas Moore providing a model that inspired what Katie Trumpener calls
“bardic nationalism” and Mary Ellis Gibson applies to nineteenth-century Indian

poetry. Trumpener writes:

Responding to Enlightenment dismissals of Gaelic oral traditions, Irish
and Scotrish antiquarians reconceive national history and literary history
under the sign of the bard. According to their theories, bardic perfor-
mance binds the nation together across time and across social divides; it
reanimates a national landscape made desolate first by conquest and then

e e b B -
by modernization, infusing it with historical memory.

Bardic nationalism can thus be understood as an assertion of the essential con-

nection between poetry and orality, as well as between orality and an authentic
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sharply divided along lines of taste and political ideology (which, of course, went
hand in hand)."® The challenge for the would-be poet-legislator was how to unite
these readers into a cohesive nation. As my readings will demonstrate, Brown
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In their attempt to produce a unified sense of community, these poets
C(‘m.ffonted irreconcilable forms of diversity, and they used the climate of culcural
dmsmnsﬂwithin their actual readership to argue for their qualifications as poets to
serve 3-? representative men.” Starting off on this conceptual ground, I see their
:;Sil;:sci[:fhiie:iz?e'::i]o[;aj;cm.ries‘as Brown Romantics as a process defined by
value of indigenousgltraditi:n :V la[i};;:h;rendf}" ided fe.adCTShIPS hat Pmed d'lc
and Martin produced second cillec[i t a[}? [h'e Sl Botl:l o o
theit debut volumes, and bl " s;ms that differed rather substantxallzr fror.n

et to a}.apeal 4[0 what Martin called “public
national readership, a: hiin:;ele:yv;;)i,f?:dd;almg wx[h. the san'.le.division wi[hir? the
rom a rabidly anti-imperial rhetoric to

one marked by j i
mpe i i
geneity of Y P tial (and white) pride. In order to accommodate the hetero-
1y of aesthetic temperaments ch

ohi
hips, these poets sought to create the

21
taste.” Lawson pursu

aracterizing their respective national reader-
very taste to which they appealed—one that

(6]

WORLD LITERATURE AND WORLD LEGISLATION

corresponded to neither the indigenous nor the print cultural standard, though it
contained elements of each. This tactic had as much to do with gaining the atten-
tion of the imperial center as it did with bringing together the nation, a balancing
act that proved impossible to maintain.

Native Informants

Colonial literatures obviously were not pure expressions of the cultures that
produced them. They were, as Kwame Anthony Appiah writes of African novels,
“written by readers of English, French, and American novels, raised with a colonial
canon in which, to put it crudely, narrative is the short story or the novel and
literariness is something you learn about in the Anglophone world, by reading
English Romantic poetry.”* “English Romantic poetry,” in my own view, is not
the synecdoche it becomes in Appiah’s formulation. For writers across the empire,
to the contrary, Wordsworth, Byron, and Shelley provided paradigms of literari-
ness itself, True, there were other paradigms as well: Derozio admired Hafiz and
Tasso; Martin drew inspiration from Poe and Emerson; and, establishing his rela-
tionship to the anti-imperial, populis[, bardic tradition, Lawson wrote, “I'd sooner
Jaugh with Bobbie Burns / Than sneer with titl'd Byron.”? Nevertheless, each of
these poets felt compelled to define himself as such in relation to the tradition of
English Romanticism. Each adopted its formal and thematic concerns in order to
claim that he himself was the source of literary value and that his poetry, then, was
worthy of representing the spirit of the nation.

London had its own sense of what colonial literatures should look like. A
review of Derozio's first collection in London's Oriental Herald asserted that Dero-
zio should stick to writing about “[tJhe present condition and future prospects
of India” rather than try to imitate Byron and Moore.* Taking up the same line
of critique, the same English reviewers who lambasted Martin’s first collection
of poetry for its religiosity, welcomed the turn to tropical themes in his second
collection. In similar fashion, we find Lawson praised in London’s Academy for
“giv[ing] us Australian life, whether of the station or the mines, of the bush or the
city, from within,” and with practically the same stroke attacked for his lack of
sophistication. In the patronizing terms of the reviewer, “Manner will, of course,
come later . . . just now Australia is still too young, too busy, to be bothered with
it The rather consistent critical demand for auto-ethnography on the part of
these poets gives voice to the European desire to see colonial culture as an object
of knowledge, not as the site of serious literary production.

[71]
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Brown Romantics, then, were expected to f““‘:]ﬁ"“ "ISG““Q(.“"C il.lformants,”
not only in the anthropological sense of the term lln" a Sfo as 13)'3"‘ Spivak uses i,
that is to say, as the “name for that mark of exl:?u sion r'om”tlblc name of Man—,
ng out the impossibiliry of the ethical rclan'on. 1 f]o not mean by
oncept to suggest that the BrownﬂR_omanmcs V\.ICIE in any sense sub-
altern figures outside the “circuits of citizenship.”” They had '"-dCCd been called—
directly by reviewers and indirectly by the demimd of”the literary market—o
represent those who would otherwise be without speech”: the Hindu widow, the
“superstitious” Caribbean Negro, or the laborers of the Australian bush. Yet this
very limitation on acceptable subject matter effectively denied Brown Romantics
full citizenship in the republic of letters.

By way of example—and as a means of introducing one of the poets I discuss
at great length below—I want to consider the following qualification to an otherwise
positive review of Derozio’s first collection in the Quarterly Oriental Magazine. Com-
menting on Derozio's use of imagery in the poem “Heaven,” the reviewer dismisses
the versification as “unexceptionable” but then goes on to wonder:

mark crossir
adopting this ¢

But where did our author learn, that “Heaven” was a fabulous land of
bubbling fountains, perennial streams, and fields blooming with never-
fading flower, that lend their perfume to the atmosphere, and trees per-
petually loaded with luscious fruits? We may meet with such a descrip-
tion of “Heaven” in the pages of Arabian fiction; but we certainly do not
expect to find it in the writings of Christians. It may be urged, that our
author has availed himself of a poetical license, and thar its use in the
present instance ought to have silenced captiousness: but our objection
is too weighty and important, to be so easily removed, and we maintain

that the sacredness of the ground, which the author was treading, ought
to have secured it from all trifling.?

The implications are clear:
but is under the spell of ¢
leads him to “trifie”

the heathen poet is not writing from his own experience
o T2 ERD
Oriental” literature (Arabian, Indian, whatever), which

with Christi i e .
sacred image; hristian tradition. His failure to restrict the archive of
gery marks Derozio’s work as less

the review prol
mpts a letter to the edj
T3 editor of the Indi
identifies himself as “Peter Plain. ndia Gazerte from a reader who
)

,
by identifying the biblical who roundly denounces this one critical remark
Chaudhuri finds textual e s(;’ el e images chapter and verse. Rosinka

Vidence to suggest that the letter was written by Derozio

than serious poetry. This portion of
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himself: “It was obviously not possible for him to sign his own name . . . but it
is doubtful any one else could have written such a letter in such detail or in such
2 manner.”® To this T would add that the review had nevertheless achieved the
objective of silencing Derozio in that it forced him into a position from which he
could speak only through the voice of an alter ego.

This act of epistemic violence exposes the broader inequities of the cultural
field by “crossing out the impossibility of the ethical relation,” in Spivak’s words.
Derozio’s reviewer grants colonial poets’ status as “Man,” therefore binding them
to the English reader by an ethical tie. Yet, in one and the same gesture that
reviewer excludes him to a subordinate position within that category where the
Brown Romantic cannot challenge the aesthetic tradition of the colonial power.
By talking back to empire in an anonymous letter to the editor, Derozio performs
what I consider a paradigmatically Romantic gesture. In combating the reviewer’s
sense of appropriate imagery, he also creates a basis on which these antithetical
interlocutors can come to agree. That is to say, Derozio’s response asserts the right
of a Brown poet to speak as a man within an imagined community founded on

cosmopolitan ideals.

Cosmopolitans

Brown Romantics turned to poetry as the means by which a more hospitable
cultural field might emerge, a republic of letters forged around the ideals of global
participation. I locate the model for this kind of cosmopolitanism in Kant, not, as
one might expect, in his later political writings but in the Critique of Judgment.*® In
the section on the Antinomy of Taste, Kant argues that, in marters of taste, there
may be contention, but it must be coupled with a “hope of coming to terms.”!
Disagreement is understood in this context as the potential for agreement among
a community of subjects, the possibility of peaceful accord. This proto-Romantic
claim anticipates a kind of literary cosmopolitanism that we see operating in the
Brown Romantics, whose struggle with the imperial center is coupled with a de-
sire to establish a field in which the colonial poet could contest taste as part ofa
transnational dialogue among peers.

I would illustrate how the Brown Romantics work toward this end by
returning to the case of Derozio’s “Heaven” and focusing on the composition of
the poem rather than its reception. The poem is written, according to its open-
ing note, in “Imitation of Lord Byrons ‘Know ye the land where the cypress and

[91]

by
e

i

\mer




\NTRODUCTION

g here t© Byron's Oriental tale, The Bride of Abydos,

’ o is referrin
myrdle.” Derozio 18

which begins:
Know ye the land where €
Are emblems of deeds that

Where che rage of the vulture, il
now madden to crime:

he cypress and myrtle
are done in their clime?
the love of the rurtle,

Now melt into sOrrow

-+ “Imication” opens by mimicking the dactylic tetrameter, diction, and
Derozios ~Imi

syntax of the English original:
Know ye the land where the fountain is springing,
Whose waters give life, and whose flow never tﬂ,nds;
Where Cherub and Seraph in concert are singing
The hymn that in odour and incense ascends?®?

While we could certainly read this echo asa form of flattery, the poem clearly does
something quice different with the Orientalist landscape than Byron does. While
Byron names the East “the land of the Sun” (line 16) and has its “beams ever shine”
there (line 6), Derozio calls attention to the Orientalist epistemology that orga-
nizes what knowledge we can derive there (“Know ye”) along a set of geopolitical
axes in relation to the sun.** In doing so, Derozio redraws these axes so that they
define a space where God's glory eclipses the light of the sun:

Know ye the land, where the sun cannot shine,
‘Where his light would be darkened by glory divine;*

Where Byron's poem refers to the Ottoman Empire, Derozio refers to the Chris-
tian Heaven, which he later names “love’s hallowed empire.”* The epithet suggests
a revision of the imperialism undergirding Byron’s Orientalism. But even though
one c:,mno[ fail to detect that Derozio has built his poem in contention with
?:::S’SK’O ‘;;PS:‘;Z:T:C:::EWissed as a sirf\ple act ?f res'istan.ce. I.ndeed, it
predecessor in order to sus[aine(hlmo aAc?r.l(emulu S re}anonshxp with ?us famou’s

e possibility of ‘coming to terms” with Byrons
terms, Derozio has entered into an agreement

g a heterogeneous cultural field llowing for a
M6 pen e ; eld as allowing
- que of Oriental; s
I his s inced e ism has a cosmopolitical end.

distinguish this kind of Ko then, in my view, it is of paramount importance to
tan cosmopolitanism, which pursues the ends of univer-

Orientalism. To recast it in Kantian
to disagree, implicitly endorsin,
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sal hospitality by allowing for disagreement, from the other strains of Romantic cos-
mopolitanism. The cosmopolitanism that English Romanticism espoused and that
colonial Romantics would then rehearse served to exaggerate differences berween
cultural groups rather than to eradicate them. When Leigh Hunt advocates the “love
of looking abroad upon men and things” in 7he Examiner or Shelley insists that the
good poet “must put himself in the place of another and of many others,” both are
proceeding to do 50 on the basis of what Spivak would consider a limited and homo-
geneous “name of Man."” The same charge of bigotry can be leveled at the Brown
Romantics: Derozio’s work features anti-Islamic sentiment, Martin figures all non-
Christians as heathens in need of saving, and Lawson was a rabid white supremacist,
thoroughly committed to the eradication of Asians in particular.”® These incidents of
religious and racial intolerance warn us not to idealize Brown Romantics as figures of
resistance to the oppression of white Western imperialism, even as we locate within
their appeals for citizenship the desire for a more hospitable republic of leters.

Brown Romanticism

My argument is consistent with the aims of the figures I consider in the chapters
that follow, the purpose of which is to shift the field of Romantic scholarship
and criticism toward the ideals of universal hospitality by calling attention to its
genuinely unacknowledged legislators. The critical lineage for such a project traces
back to the pioneering work on Romanticism and gender of the 1980s and 1990s.
Projects such as Anne Mellor's Romanticism and Feminism and Romanticism and
Gender and Gary Kelly's Women, Writing, and Revolution, 17901827 not only
worked to revise the canon but also to attend to the way women's writing, in Mary
Favrer’s phrase, “interrupts canonization.”® The outcome of such “interruptions”
was not just a broader collection of Romantic texts, but a new means of theorizing
subjectivity and intersubjectivity in the Romantic era. The present book similarly
aspires to do more than identify the absence of colonial writers from the Romantic
canon. Instead, by reading Derozio, Martin, and Lawson as Romantics, I want
to define as quintessentially Romantic a dialectic between dissent and agreement
in which the conflict over taste proceeds in the name of peaceable reconciliation.
If world literatures are, in Casanova’s phrase, “combative literatures,” Romantic
world literature, I want to show, is distinguished by the fact that its struggles are
governed by Kant's “hope of coming to terms.”®

To develop this argument, I have chosen to focus on authors rather than
cultures and on works rather than discourses. A glance ar the excellent work on
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era of European cultural history.*? There have been useful attempts to think, in
David Armitage and Sanjay Subrahmanyam’s titular phrase, “the age of revolutions
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similar perspective in Romantic Globalism (his dates are 1750—1830) and in Global
Romanticism (1760-1820).% By contrast, | want to look at how Romanticism
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work for geographically peripheral Romantic poets that feminist scholarship and
criticism has done for overlooked women writers. Here, especially, I sec a possible
convergence of my own project with that of other critics. The aspiring national
poet, compulsory native informant, and conflicted cosmopolitan are arguably posi-
tions that authors such as Felicia Hemans and Anna Lactitia Barbauld assume, even
though the role of the nation’s literary “ambassador” (Nemoianu’s epithet for the na-
tional poet) was almost invariably figured as that of a man. To offer but one example,
in her poem, “A la patria” (1874), the Dominican poet and educator Salomé Urena
makes use of bardic tropes to proclaim a new day for her people:

con santo regocijo descuelgo mi laiid,
para decir al mundo, si te juzgs vencida,

que, fénix, resucitas con nueva j| d:

[with holiest joy I take up my lute,

to tell the world, which deemed you dead,

that you, Phoenix, are resurrected with youth anew;]*

Urefia serves as a synecdoche of all the poets necessarily excluded from this study,
thus as the means of emphasizing its overarching purpose: to define a more global
Romanticism—one that looks beyond the Anglophone world—as the horizon of
my own project and, I hope, of scholarship in the field. Let me close this introduc-
tion with an expression of my hope that other scholars will sec where and how to
extend my engagement with a set of poets who laid out the stakes, limits, and risks
of writing Romantic poetry in “other” parts of the British Empire. Through such an
effort, I believe, it may just be possible to release the Brown Romantic from a posi-
tion, to some degree shared with women and working-class writers of the nineteenth
century, that endowed those poets who were not only white and male, but could also
claim, by virtue of their privileged education, the authority of poet-legislators of the
world. The only way I sce to realize the perpetual dream of a public sphere founded
on an agreement to disagree is to undo the logic of the exclusive inclusion, and to
begin to acknowledge those participants within the republic of letters who have been
excluded from the body of poetry that determines the laws of literature.
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HENRY DEROZIO AND THE BEGINNINGS
OF INDIAN ROMANTICISM

I have read translations of the most celebrated Arabic and Sanscrit
works. I have conversed both here and at home with men distinguished
by their proficiency in the Eastern tongues. I am quite ready to take the
Oriental learning at the valuation of the Orientalists themselves. I have
never found one among them who could deny that a single shelf of a
good European library was worth the whole native literature of India and
Arabia. The intrinsic superiority of the Western literature is, indeed, fully
admitted by those members of the Committee who support the Oriental
plan of education.!

HOMAS MACAULAY’'S 1835 MINUTE onIndian edu-
cation, with its now infamous characterization of Eastern literatures, was delivered
six years after the Indian poet Henry Derozios death, yet the central assumption
from which it works—the superiority of European cultural achievement over that
of Indians (and Arabs)—was already widespread during Derozio’s lifetime. This
assumption was not uncoritested: the very Orientalists whom Macaulay recruits
in support of his argument were among his chief opponents, advocates of a system
of education that would cultivate natives of India by widening access to their own
literary tradition. Still and all, even the most sincere proponents of Indian literary
studies rely on a narrative of cultural development in which the West is not simply
conceptually above the East—in other words, superior—but temporally abead of
it. For Orientalists and Anglicists alike, India was out of sync with literary moder-
nity, at best quaint or wondrous, at worst barbaric or primitive.

This construction of India—which fits Johannes Fabian’s description of
“allochronism,” or cultural phenomena belonging to another (allos) time (chro-
n0s)—remained relatively consistent throughout the Indian education debates of

[19]
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To explain the interaction of literature and colonization, Derozio uses an extended
agricultural metaphor familiar to nineteenth-century audiences:
flower, rooted in the soil of the country,
of this metaphor that most interests De

literature as
nourished by the poet. Yet it is the failure
rozio: no amount of cultivation will yield
a native literature. Nor will “colonization,” a term that carries its own horticul-

tural connorations, “remove the evil” thar stunts the growth of a national literary
tradition. Why these two strategies are futile is left undetermined. Derozio resigns
himself to the mystery of literature’s inability to thrive on its own and sets aside his
comments on colonialism for “some other day” Unfortunately, Derozio never did
take up commentary on this subjecr again as promised. It would be interesting t0
hear how he understood his relationship to colonialism, which strikes me as more
complicated than the opposition voiced in this passage would suggest.
Derozio’s mother, Sophia Johnson, was an English settler in India (his fal}}"
was Portuguese, and there is evidence of native Indian ancestry on his father’s it
as well), though his indebtedness to British colonialism goes beyond blood. The
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poet was educated at Drummond’s Academy in Calcutta, a school distinguished
for educating Indians alongside European children, and he was exposed at an
early age to the philosophers of the Scottish Enlightenment and English Romantic
poets. He embraced the secular, even atheistic philosophies of these groups, to the
point where he was eventually ousted from a teaching position at the Hindu Col-
lege. Indeed, Rosinka Chaudhuri detects a strong Shelleyan presence in Derozio’s
life and work, noting the “enabling radicalism of lifestyle and philosophy that
Derozio introduced to Calcutta . . . [which] had a deeper impact on the evolving
psyche of Bengali modernity than anticipated at the time.”¥ Whatever his pro-
fessed thoughts about the usefulness of colonialism to the development of Indian
literature, Derozio’s capacity to adapt the authors and ideas introduced to him
through colonial education suggest a cultural hybridity that made him well suited
to bring Romanticism to the task of formulating Indian nationalism.

That he is both indebted to and skeptical of the colonial mission does not
seem to trouble Derozio. To circumvent the issue of poetic origins, he refuses the
available narratives of literary development and turns away from the twin notions
of cultivation and colonization. As he puts it, “Without being able to satisfy my-
self why Literature does not thrive in India, I have come to the determination of
tearing out the leaves of my Scrap-book, and sending them for publication to one
of the newspapers.”® In doing so, Derozio also revises the horticultural metaphor:
Indian literature will not develop organically because it must be pulled together
from scraps, its “leaves” spread across in the pages of the local paper. Instead of
a vertical model of literary production—in which literature springs up from the
soil—Derozio offers a horizontal one, which empbhasizes distribution and access:
“there is no chance of anything being read,” he declares, “unless in the columns
of a Gazerte.”

To translate this revision of the colonial model of literary production into
historical terms, we might describe Derozio’s model of literary production and
reception as spatial rather than temporal. Against the allochronic assumptions
of both Orientalists and the Anglicists with whom they argued, Derozio asserts
India’s coevalness and his position as poet within a present-day literary field that
is competitive, dynamic, and, importantly, transnational. This desire for coeval-
ness, according to John Grant, Derozio’s friend and the chief editor at the India
Gazette, was thoroughly self-conscious: “To bring out a book,” Grant writes, “was
to [Derozio] . . . a very serious undertaking, because one of the first considerations
was, that the book should se//. To render this probable, he felt it necessary to give
in to what he believed to be the general taste, and was therefore obliged to adopt
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other producers in a field that places supreme value on originality.
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Poetic Fame

The preface to the 1827 volume introduces Derozio as an Indian in pursuit of
transnational recognition: “Born, and educated in India, and at the age of eigh-
teen [the author] ventures to present himself as a candidate for poetic fame.”
This “poetic fame” is a particular kind of distinction, one that is itself poeticized,
romanticized. It does more than make the poet known; it makes the poet known
as a poet, a figure possessed of a particular cultural privilege in the early nineteenth
century. Rooted in anxiety over the devaluation of poetry brought on, perhaps,
by the expansion and diversification of the reading public, poetic fame became a
matter of legitimacy rather than popularity. In the particular context of Calcurra,
it meant distinction within a burgeoning public sphere, one that existed “on a par
with London as a center of publication through the 1860s."° To achieve poetic
fame within such a context meant, according to the Romantic ideology of the
period, to transcend that very context, to exist above and outside the cultural field.

This revised basis for authorizing one’s place as poet is responsible for the
Romantic representation of the poet as a solitary genius, one whose authority is
bound up with his unsociability. Actual poets, however, were frequently sociable.
Derozio, for instance, was well known and well liked among the Bengali literati,
and he participated actively in the coterie culture of the educated elite. And yet his
work frequently depicts the poet as a solitary and thus socially marginal figure, as
we see in such poems as “Tasso,” “The Poet’s Habitation,” and “The Poet’s Grave.”

In his poem to Torquato Tasso, he writes of the Iralian poet, confined to a
hospital for the insane:

Yet while thy spirit in a prison pined,
And while thy grief almost to madness grew,
Thy minstrelsy was wafted on each wind,
On every breeze thy fame triumphant flew,
And spake, through every land, of thy immoral mind.""

crosses temporal and spatial boundaries, as it ex-
e thirteen lines that comprise the poem,
”), where the extent of Tasso’s

Poetic fame, Derozio suggests,
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Tasso's physical sequestration in St. Anne’s hospital comes t0 signify the

cultural alienation of the consecrated poet. From this position outside s‘:ic-l-ety’
Derozio suggests, Tasso attains global poetic recognition. In fact, the same edition
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of Jerusalem Delivered from which Derozio takes his epigraph notes thar the p
. . 0e;
«yas translated into the Latin, French, Spanish, and even the Oriental i

almos[ as soon as it appeare
and Byron had already begun to recognize the Italian poet for his genius and s
life, a point t0 which Derozio alludes in the poem’s penultimate line, “ney, i

bards . . . worship at thy shrine.”? This consecration of poets by poets is obvionixs.l.
a selfoserving strategy. It reasserts the cultural value of poetry, which is as benef; cia)i
to the consecrator as t0 the consecrated. In this case, Tasso not only reaffirms .

importance of poetry to society, but also calls attention to the translingual naturz
of poetic fame, which implies that greatness transcends any particular cultural

lan

) & . g Buages

4”12 In Derozio’s own time, Romantics such a5 Goeg[hj
€

identity.
This poeric project is visible as well in “The Poet’s Grave,” which draws is
epigraph from Thomas Campbell’s “Ode to the Memory of Burns”:

O deem not, 'midst this worldly strife,
An idle arr the Poet brings:

Let high Philosophy control,

And sages calm the stream of life,

*Tis he refines its fountain-springs,
The nobler passions of the soul.™

Campbell’s in memariam is very much about a national Scottish tradition. Campbell
credits Robert Burns with teaching “patriot-pride” to the “high-souled peasantry,”
providing the “Scottish exile” with the “memory of his native land” and recalling for
the Scottish soldier “[t]he scenes that blessed him when a child.”* Tellingly, the lines
Derozio excerpts are among the only ones in Campbell’s poem that reference neither
Scotland nor identifiably Scottish tropes. In his selection, then, Derozio translates
Campbell’s nationalist iteration of Burns's poetic fame into a more generaliud state-
ment about t'he social function of the poet, whose craft is no “idle art.”

o e i s e e
den, solitary shore.”16 “’l'hef iVC esxd-e the ocearls foamy surge,/On 20 4

- e,” he continues

Cod and let his ashes lie
0]
and unmourned; save, when the seamew’s cry

I .
s wafted on the gale, as if ’twere given

For hi )
or him whose hand is cold, whose lyre is riven!

There, all in silence, let him sleep his sleep;

No dream shall flit into that slumber deep—
[24]
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No wandering mortal thither once shall wend,
There, nothing o’er him but the heavens shall weep,

There, never pilgrim at his shrine shall bend,
But holy stars alone their nightly vigils keep!"”

Mourned only by “seamew’s cry” and the heavens, the consecrated poet is decid-
edly unpopular, yet his poetic fame seems limited only by the cosmos.

A similar geography is described in “The Poet’s Habitation: A Fragment,”
which begins by situating the poet in a specific locale, only to erase its specificity:

It should be an Aegean isle,
Where heaven, and earth, and ocean smile,
More like an island of the blest
Than aught that €er this world possessed;'®

Both poems present the poet as a hermetic figure, and both describe the sounds of
the wind and the waves so as to suggest a kinship between poetic voice and nature.
Yet there are key differences between the poems. Most obviously, one is about
death, and the other about life—the “Grave” on the one hand and the “Habita-
tion” on the other. The latter poem also introduces a companion for the ideal poer,
a “tender soul more soft and fair / Than all the gathered sweetness there,” though
the maiden seems more part of the landscape than a cohabitant, fairer perhaps
than the rest of the scenery yet just as passive.'” In any case, the poet and his love
are cut off from the rest of society: “None should be near me there, and none /
Should share my happiness—but one—"%

More telling than the “cender soul” in the poem is the presence of the first
person here, which is absent from both “Tasso” and “The Poet’s Grave™: “And
on this island I should live / Without the joys that man can give.”" “The Poer’s
Habsitation” features the speaker’s sclf-reflexive identification as a poet. This self-
awareness complicates the idealized construction of the poet as existing outside
the social sphere. We might note the modal logic of the poem, which contrasts
with the jussive logic of “The Poer’s Grave.” Where that poem is built arotind
hortatory verbs—“Be it beside the ocean’s foamy surge,” “let his ashes lie,” .le[
him sleep”—“The Poet’s Habication” confronts the impossibility of transcending
the boundaries of geography.”* Where the poem insists that the poet should‘ dwell
upon “an island of the blest,” it also suggests that he cannot: “But,. .. this/ ’Iz
ah! too like unearthly bliss—"; the poem concludes, “’Tis all a poets dream—.

The fragmentary nature of this final line, which breaks from the established pat-

S
tern of tetrametric couplets, acknowledges the trope of the transcendent poet &
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realizable ideal. Tn “The Poet’s Habitation,” Derozio confronts the problex;
an unrea * R X . .

of carthliness. His effort to place the poet imaginatively outside a geographicqlly
rder proves illusory: This poem—the last in the VOlume‘breaks

d social 0
grounde . . . .
g the world to which the speaker, no longer lost in his rever.

off without describin

jes, must return. R “The Pocts Habitation”
;
“Tasso.” “The Poet’s Grave,” and “The Poet’s Habitation thus reveal, 1o ke

Mary Ellis Gibson’s phrase, Derozio’s “cchplex poetic gEogr;‘{phy_”“ According to
this geography, spaces outside the recogmzab},e borders of soc1e'fy become the locus
of poetry, the promisfd land of “poetic fam?. Ho.wever, Derozio’s romanticization
of poets and poetry is more than naive universalism. For even as Derozio aspires
to the status of such consecrated poets as Tasso or Burns, it is the transnationa]
recognition of Campbell and Byron, consecrating poets, that he actively pursues in
the 1827 volume. That is to say, by participating in a dialogue about poetic uni-
versality, which exceeds the boundaries of time as well as space, Derozio establishes
his currency as a real-world poet, “born,” as his preface states, “and educated in
India.” In doing so, he asserts his relevance to the early nineteenth-century world
republic of letters.

Indocentric Universalism

Derozios engagement with the Romantic themes of poctic greatness and the uni-
versality of poetry reflects a desire to converse in the terms of his contemporaries
in Britain, but not surprisingly, reviewers desired something rather different of
Derozio. Finding his poetry poor in the loco-descriptive details expected of an In-
dian poet, several of his earliest reviewers commented on the lack of Indian subject
macter in the 1827 volume. The /ndia Gazerte, noting that Derozio’s “actual local
obser.\,r,ation" was limited to Bengal, wished to see him “muse amidst the ruins of
Pelhl H l.he New Monthly Magazine simply noted that his first volume “contains
;:::cld")d:;‘;;:i:ij;ggih m.afer.ial's.in the way of sentiment or.illustrationf."zs
bis death), Ry Kini rlozms mmil reception (a.nd nearly tl-'urry ye.arslz ter
and Scott and Shelley; Panclg oamimid, 'Hen'ry Deroto- was'blt[efl v elatS
nearest to him % Der;zio's e: . 0'01 efd’ 1_" P search f'm'matenal“[hmgs [ha; liy
race” is that, by imitating the ;:ntla f“_lmg as what Kipling calls “the poet ol t ;

tefivs Sty omanticism of Keats et al., he abandoned the loc
But thi e gt ’
versal [ht;i};::ffs:lfz:j:i:lmdho]d up. For whe.n Derozio gestures towar(% upr
y does—he does so in “Indiar” terms. Thus, in his
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ars poetica, Poetry,” Derozio offers up a transcultural vision of poetry’s capacity to
animate the soul that reveals itself as the product of an Indocentric imagination:

Sweet madness'—when the youthful brain is seized

With that delicious phrenzy which it loves,
It raving reels, to very rapture pleased,—

And then through all creation wildly roves:
Now in the deep recesses of the sea,

And now to highest Himaloy it mounts;
Now by the fragrant shores of Araby,

Or classic Greece, or sweet Italia’s founts,
Or through her wilderness of ruins;—now
Gazing on beaury’s lip, or valour’s brow;

Or rivaling the nightingale and dove

In pouring fourth its melody of love;

Or giving to the gale, in strains of fire,
Immortal harpings—like a seraph's lyre.—7

The poem is something of a formal anomaly. The first two quatrains are borrowed
from the Shakespearean sonnet. But the ninth line shifts to thyming couplets. The
poem also lacks a strong volta, turning instead on the subtle transition from prepo-
sitional phrases to participial ones in line ten (again refusing the Shakespearean
tradition of turning at thirceen and the Petrarchan tradition of turning at nine).
As goes the sonnet form, so goes the sonner’s logic structure.

Rather than state, develop, and complicate a lyrical argument, Derozio of-
fers a wandering logic, one that “wildly roves” rather than syllogistically progresses.
The poem travels from East to West and from present to past. The journey back
in time recalls the poet’s journey in Shelley’s Alastor, where the visionary sees in
the ruins of the Near East the “thrilling secrets of the birth of time.”?® As Saree
Makdisi notes, Shelley’s time traveler presents a paradox: “If this #s a move back in
time, are these temples and palaces not alive, rather than being dead? And if this
is not a move back in time, then where are the living people of the present”® The
same problem appears in Derozios poem, as the “youthful brain” is transported
to “classic Greece, or sweet Italid’s . . . / . . . wilderness of ruins.” In this case, it is
the seat of Western civilization that is both glorified as the source of things and
imaginatively evacuated of its present culture.

In this way, “Poetry” exemplifies what Makarand Paranjape identifies as Dero-
2i0s “systemaric and structural hybridization.” For Paranjape, “it is not possible to

[27]
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explain or understand a poet like Derozio merely by speaking of influence and imj,
tion. In fact, whatever he borrowed, he superimposed in his local, Indjap mater-;.
creating a new idiom in English poetry.”®' This “new idiom,” I would add, is ;O,
o matter of radical innovation but a strategy for individuation, a way for DeroZ't
to establish his position as a current and relevant cultural producer with 4 diStinlc(Z
cultural perspective. From the outset of the 1827 volume, Derozio works to define
his role as an Indian poet who is part of a broader, transnational poetic project.

The collection opens with an epigraph from Thomas Moore’s “To the Harp
of Erin”: “If the pulse of the patriot, soldier, or lover / Have throbbed at our lay
’rwas thy glory alone; / T was but as the wind passing heedlessly over, / And al| the,
wild sweetness I waked was thy own.”” Derozio then mobilizes the trope of the
harp toward his own nationalistic ends. The opening poem, “The Harp of India,”
echoes the sentiment voiced in his earlier comments on the absence of a vibran,
modern Indian literacure: “Thy music once was sweet—who hears it now?”* Asin
the carlier essay, Derozio identifies himself as the source of a new literary tradition,
concluding, “if thy notes divine / May be by mortal wakened once again, / Harp
of my country, let me strike the strain!”> Despite the absence of “local, Indian
material,” and despite the obvious indebtedness to Moore’s Irish trope, Derozio
makes clear that what is at stake in his poetry is the very notion of Indian national
identity. If, as Kipling would have it, Derozio’s Romanticism leads him away from
“things that lay nearest to him,” it nevertheless leads him toward an idea of Indian-
ness that distinguishes him from other Romantics.

The harp of the opening poem, as Gibson argues, becomes an important
symbol of Derozio’s “bardic nationalism,” his effort to define India through poetic
performance. Yet it also raises a number of questions: “For whom,” Gibson asks, “was
the poet to play the harp? And why a harp rather than a craditional Indian instrt-
ment:™” While there are no easy answers to such questions, Derozio’s employrrfﬁﬂf
of the trope does offer us a clue about the function of the poet in shaping the BaHeE.

The harp reappears in “The Maniac Widow,” a poem about a woman wh'O
waits for her husband to return from war. Knowing he is dead, she imagines h;sf
boat nearing shore and hears him calling her. She responds by throwing l?erse )
into the ocean in order to reunite with her beloved in death. “The Maniac Wld-owl
features no identifiably “Indian” details, and in fact, the poem adopts the medleva]
Portuguese form of the cantiga de amigo, a genre in which the male poet ml{CE:OtIO
the persona of a woman who sings of love, often for a lover who has gone
sea perhaps never to return., Through the medium of the woman’s voice, the P"_":t

R
expresses saudade, “the bittersweet, nostalgic yearning tha, in later centuries

| (28]
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retroactive critical analysis: “(tJhe consolidation of empire in [ng;
. . G 3 . . . ndia |
to the colonial-national discursive binary, which in turp later 8ave rig,

made j
de it 5o Atractjy,

for us to see Derozio as a proto-modern, nationalist cultural herg
ro.” T,

this anachronistic construction, Paranjape sees Derozio as trying to ¢k Ounge,
Indian cosmopolitanism.” The poet’s identity as an East Indian madape.an “Eagt
outside the box of identity politics at a time when the public sphere we him think
open. In a sense, I would argue, both Gibson and para“iape gl as. Especially
sessments. Derozios poetic persona exploits the bardic n ctinth

in order to claim a cosmopolitan sensibility that promo
belonging. It is by serving as the voice of India that De
participate in a cosmopolitan conversation with such men as Moore, Shelley, ang

Byron. Reciprocally, it is his ability to speak beyond the nation, to engage with th,
. P . . . . ’ the
universal, that legitimizes his position as national poer.

! eir as-
otion of the Dationa| pog,

1es a transnation,) form of
r0zio authorizes himself ¢

The importance of the local and broader aspirations of the poet is visible in

the uncollected “Sonnet: To the Rosigundha,” which appeared in 7he Kaleidoscope
in 1829:

The fragrance comes upon my heart as ‘twere

A love-breathed sigh from bashful maiden fair,
So sweet, so soft. My inmost raptured sense

Of bounteous Nature feels th’ omnipotence.
Thou art like Goodness,—by the cold world’s eye
Unseen, unfelt; while breezes pass thee by,
Receiving a rich boon from thy sweet breast—
An odour like the breath of angels blest:

Thus, like petitioners they wake the sigh

Of incense pure from gentle Charity,

That from her home in shades unseen, unknown
Bestows her bounties, blest by those alone

Who feel their influence—the world ne’er knows

)
Where and for whom that flower of sweetness blows!*

-
As Chaudhuri writes, “What is striking about this sonnet addre_ssed- t;c‘;‘;s at
janigandha flower in its Bengali name is its very conception, el 3 ;shame
the same time an extremely individual mind as well as a strong a“dl m:ticulmrﬂ]
commitment to the local.”* We might add that the poem recalls the lf?owef/‘ é
metaphor voiced in the 1826 essay on Indian literature. Here the

- while T
- n i identity W
symbol of a native literary tradition—at once preserves its local i
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eling on the breeze. Notably this is not a poem about roots but about fragrance,
essence, that which reaches up toward the world.

And it is a poem about acknowledgment, poetic fame, as it were: the sonnet
reveals a tension berween the felt and unfelt, between the seen and unseen. In rais-
ing this issue, Derozio suggests that the question of Indian literature is not simply
a matter of production but reception. The responsibility for the development of
a native literary tradition does not fall on the poet alone but on “the cold world’s
eye,” which the poet might open.

The Fakeer of Jungheera

The Fakeer of Jungheera, Derozio’s most ambitious poetic project, tells the story of
Nuleeni, a widow who, as the tale begins, is preparing to sacrifice herself on the
funeral pyre of her Hindu husband. Before she can do so, she is rescued by her true
love, the titular “Fakeer,” or Muslim cleric. In response, Nuleeni’s father leads an
army against the Fakeer, leading to a final battle in which the Hindu army is forced
to retreat, but not before Nuleeni’s love is slain. When, the following morning, a
peasant comes across the Fakeer’s corpse, he finds Nuleeni dead as well, holding
her love in a final embrace. Her death, from either grief or suicide (the poem leaves
it unclear), fulfills the destiny laid out in the poem’s opening.

Derozio had experimented with the genre of the Oriental tale in “The
Enchantress of the Cave” in the 1827 volume. The poem, which tells of a war-
rior reuniting on his way to battle with the wife he believes he has left behind,
draws heavily on the conventions of Orientalist poetry developed by such poets
as Byron and Moore, whose The Giaour and Lalla Rookh, respectively, provide the
epigraphs for Derozio’s poem. Such poems clearly inform The Fakeer of Jungheera
as well. However, there are some important differences between the two poems,
beginning with the fact that the later poem does not include the epigraphic nods
to the poet’s contemporaries that figure so prominently in the first collection. If
“The Enchantress of the Cave” self-consciously situates itself beside the poems of
Byron and Moore, The Fakeer of Jungheera—just as self-consciously—establishes
its uniqueness even as it appropriates the genre of the Oriental tale.

One common device for nineteenth-century Orientalists was the use of
extensive explanatory notes, which Chaudhuri identifies as a “Western conven-
tion [rooted in] anxiety about authenticity, as there was a fear of fakes flooding a
receptive market.”# Such notes attest to historical accuracy and work to establish
the expertise of the Orientalist poet. The notes to 7he Fakeer of Jungheera also work
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¢ time, they reposition the poer, again
A eas. The poem’s early description of Jungheera, . st
rientalist i c?om  single Visit ©0 the site: “Although I once liveq neg tln
comes fr of Jungheera, I had but one opportunity of seeing :};};
ic spot. 1 had a view Of.the rocks from the opposice
- er. which was broad, and full, at the time I saw i, during the Fain
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d account of Forrest’s travels in the region (Sfe_ figure 1-1”)-

Forrest's description of the scenes he draws. as PlC“"eSq“le situates him iy,
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terms. Forrest’s representation of Jungheera emphasizes the picturesque quality of
the landscape: “The whole forms a pretty object as you run past in a boat; and the
thick and luxuriant foliage which crowds the summit, adds much to the effect of

the picture.”?

Derozios Jungheera, by contrast, while drawing on Forrest’s description
and drawing, employs the language of sublimity: “Jungheera’s rocks are hoar and
steep,” he writes, and he goes on to describe the madrasa there in increasingly

ecstatic language:

High on the hugest granite pile

Of that grey barren craggy isle,

A small rude hut unsheltered stands—
Erected by no earthly hands.*®

The Fakeer who dwells there takes on his own unearthly character, as Derozio
continues:

And never earthly eye has seen

His hallowed form, his saintly mien;
Some say its holy heavenly light
Would be for mortal view too bright;
As never eye hath dared to gaze

On Suryas everlasting blaze.*

The description that Derozio offers reminds one of Turner rather than Forrest, in
that it is majestically romantic rather than quietly picturesque. Even as Derozio
participates in the exoticization of his scene, turning the Indian vista into an
unearthly tableau, he exposes the limitations of Forrest’s picturesque construc-
tion. In this sense, he mobilizes one Orientalist strategy—representing the East
as unrepresentable—against another that presents India as an extension of the
picturesque landscapes of England. y

Derozio’s use of the sublime is bound up with his broader political critique
of sati in The Fakeer of Jungheera. In the first canto, picturesque description gives
way to sublime imagery as Derozio introduces Nuleeni’s impending fate. Thus he
describes the crowd approaching to witness the ceremony:

Lo! something moving o'er the plain
Like morning mist upon the main,
But dimly may the gazer’s eye
Its indistinct advance descry;

[33]
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moves—thus slow we find

Slowly it
# doubting mind:

Truth dawn upon the
At first, a cloud its hues appean
And then it rolling gathers near,
Just ray by ray, till robed in light,
It dazzling stands before the sight.
A glirtering throng advancenth nigh
With drum, and gong, and soldiery;™

Shortly afterward, Derozio echoes this representational strategy in aural terms,
Section VI presents a “Chorus of Women” singing of the glory that awajcs the
devoted wife after death: “Happy! thrice happy thus early to leave/Earth and its
sorrows, for heaven and bliss! /. . . / .../ Happy! thrice happy! thy lord shall
there meet thee, / Twined round his heart shalt thou ever remain.”*! The bouncing
dactylic lines of this section, however, disappear as, in the next section, the crowd

grows louder:

The distant listener might have deemed
So sweet the choral voices seemed,
So like a soft ethereal hymn
Heard far and faint by twilight dim,
If half his griefs he might forget,
That earth and heaven had kissed and met.
Advancing toward the grass-grown bank,
In many a gaudy group and rank
The throng proceeds; the holy train
Wiake into life the sleeping strain,
And loud and deep its numbers roll,
Like song mysterious o’er the soul.?

In‘each of these passages, Derozio challenges the capacity of the “gazer” or “dis-
tant Iis:ener” to frame the scene in picturesque terms: the “dazzling . . . glittering
throng” with voices “loud and deep” overwhelms the imagined audience. In doing
50, Derozio exposes the limitations of the Orientalis :

t picturesque, its inability to
capture the horror of social ills, as o]

particularly sazi. As he later writes, “O! could you

once gaze / On those whom mar
. tyrs now you fc — /"
magic of your golden dream!”s» poufondlydhem o dbral e

Paranjape has noted that most critics a
not primarily concerned with the practice o

gree that The Fakeer of Jungheera is
f sati. He argues that, in Derozio’s
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poem, “sati is merely an lexoti:: episode, with the poet’s trearment of it evidentl
.—ofnanuc.r.a[hel-' than serious.” That Derozio opted for Romanticism over po)i
litical act1v1im is ec':h(_)ed by sever'al readers. Rajeswari Sunder Rajan, for example.
writes that “Derozio is constructing a romantic tale, and it is the formal thrust ;‘
the genre that determines its message, rather than a social critique of women’; .
pression”iss and Gibson suggests that “social commentary and romance are urs1 -
companions in “The Fakeer.”>¢ =

It N :avorth noting, howe_ver, that there is an importanc social commentary
in Derozio’s romantic tale, which takes to task the reception of safi in the West
That is to say, whether or not the poem unequivocally condemns sati. .
without hesitation condemn the romanticization of (heyr'\tual. Derso;;zl;v:rf::z
reconfigure the Western gaze, the “mistaken opinion,” as he calls it in his notes
to the poem, “somewhat general in Europe . . . that the Hindu Widow’s burning
herself with the corpse of her husband, is an act of unparalleled magnanimity and
devotion.”” Among many examples of the Western reverence for the sati to which
Derozio alludes, one that was certainly familiar to him was the “Indian Bride”
section of Letitia Landon’s The Improvisatrice. Landon’s poem—which Derozio
excerpts for his epigraph to “Love’s First Feelings” in the 1827 volume—ells the
tale of Zaide, a young maiden whose wedding day becomes her funeral day when
she discovers her groom has died and throws herself on his funeral pyre.

Ay, is not this love?—
That one pure wild feeling all others above:
Vowed to the living, and kept to the tomb!
The same in its blight as it was in its bloom.
With no tear in her eye, and no change in her smile,
Young Zaide had come nigh to the funeral pile.
The bells of the dancing-girls ceased from their sound;
Silent they stood by that holiest mound.”

Here Landon capitalizes on public interest in widow-burning to describe it as a
sign of supreme devotion. That Derozio uses, to recall Sunder Rajan’s phrase, “the
formal thrust of the genre” of the Oriental tale to undermine this sentiment sug-
gests an alternate reading of the poem, one that emphasizes the political usefulness
of the genre.

Paranjape writes that “Nuleeni tries to commit safi twice, first unsuccessfully
beside her dead husband in the traditional manner, then in the more deadly if less
fiery fashion sanctioned by the conventions of western romanticism”®; Sunder Rajan
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before it was institutionalized in the home country. As early as the 1820s, when the
classical curriculum still reigned supreme in England . . . English as the study of
culture and not just language had already found a secure place in the British Indian
J—— um.”¢ Derozio would have been among the first generation—either in India
or in England—to read the Elizabethans and the Augustans as part of a continuum
of cultural development, the greatest authors from the greatest nation. Even as he
seemed tO subscribe to this model, placing supreme value on canonical English writ-
ers, he also qucstioned it, as I suggested at the outset of this chapter, interrogating the
idea that literature was rooted in the nation’s soil. Indeed, I would add, he offered up
an alternative model of canonicity, one that placed the Romantics at the center. And,
in doing so, offered one of the first versions of the Romantic canon.

It is a critical commonplace that, as Joel Faflak and Julia Wright put it, “the
Victorians invented Romanticism, or at least began the process of its institutional-
ization as a given of literary history.”® I would argue, however, that, by bringing
together diverse sources—some of whom would come to represent the “spirit of the
age” (e.g Byron and Shelley), others who would be generally ignored in discussions
of canonicity (e.g. Landon and Campbell)—Derozio defines the Romantics not
from a future position but from a peripheral one. By establishing his own poetic
practice in relation to a select body of British contemporaries, he consecrates those
contemporaries, elevates them to the status we now ascribe to the Romantics.
Decades before Victorian critics would identify connections between diverse early
nineteenth-century poets, Derozio established a dialogue between the popular au-
thors of the day, forging a relation berween sometimes very different authors.

Despite his efforts to enter into this dialogue, he was barred by reviewers from
entering into this emerging Romantic movement. Even those who emphasized his
role as innovator over that of imitator would end up excluding him from the class
of authors we now call “the Romantics.” From the outset, enthusiastic reviewers ac-
knowledged Derozio as the first “national poet” of India, the “beginning of a literary
era” as the reviewer for the Quarterly Oriental Magazine dubbed him.¥ But while
this would imply that he is an original and positioned to carry the tradition of India
into the modern era, the characterization does nothing to undermine the teleological

understanding of cultural development that underlies much of Derozios reception. In
h-century critics code as Western,

making progress toward a modernity that nineteent
ped literary culture strug-

Derozio represents, according to his critics, an underdevelo
gling to catch up. Whether Derozio stands for an India perpetually lagging behind
the West or an India looking to the future, their Orientalism prompts his critics to

understand him as a cultural anomaly outside of history.

[37]
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CHAPTER 1

Working against this tradition, reinserting the poet into his cultural mo
ment allows us to see how, whether Derozio belonged or belongs in the Romapyj.
canon, the Romantic canon, complete with its exclusions, inclusions, and j.

agreements, belonged to him.
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