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T.S. Eliot “The Metaphysical Poets’

By collecting these poems from the work of a generation more often named than
read, and more often read than profitably studied, Professor Grierson has
rendered a service of some importance. Certainly the reader will meet with many
poems already preserved in other anthologies, at the same time that he discovers
poems such as those of Aurelian Townshend or Lord Herbert of Cherbury here
included. But the function of such an anthology as this is neither that of
Professor Saintsbury's admirable edition of Caroline poets nor that of the Oxford
Book of English Verse. Mr. Grierson's book is in itself a piece of criticism and a
provocation of criticism; and we think that he was right in including so many
poems of Donne, elsewhere (though not in many editions) accessible, as
documents in the case of "metaphysical poetry." The phrase has long done duty
as a term of abuse or as the label of a quaint and pleasant taste. The question is
to what extent the so-called metaphysicals formed a school (in our own time we
should say a "movement"), and how far this so-called school or movement is a

digression from the main current.

Not only is it extremely difficult to define metaphysical poetry, but difficult to
decide what poets practise it and in which of their verses. The poetry of Donne
(to whom Marvell and Bishop King are sometimes nearer than any of the other
authors) is late Elizabethan, its feeling often very close to that of Chapman. The
"courtly" poetry is derivative from Jonson, who borrowed liberally from the
Latin; it expires in the next century with the sentiment and witticism of Prior.
There is finally the devotional verse of Herbert, Vaughan, and Crashaw (echoed
long after by Christina Rossetti and Francis Thompson); Crashaw, sometimes
more profound and less sectarian than the others, has a quality which returns
through the Elizabethan period to the early Italians. It is difficult to find any
precise use of metaphor, simile, or other conceit, which is common to all the
poets and at the same time important enough as an element of style to isolate
these poets as a group. Donne, and often Cowley, employ a device which is
sometimes considered characteristically "metaphysical"; the elaboration
(contrasted with the condensation) of a figure of speech to the farthest stage to
which ingenuity can carry it. Thus Cowley develops the commonplace
comparison of the world to a chess-board through long stanzas (1o Destiny), and
Donne, with more grace, in A Valediction, the comparison of two lovers to a pair

of compasses. But elsewhere we find, instead of the mere explication of the



content of a comparison, a development by rapid association of thought which

requires considerable agility on the part of the reader.

On a round ball

A workman that hath copies by, can lay

An Europe, Afrique, and an Asia,

And guickly make that, which was nothing, Al
So doth each teare,
Which thee doth weare,

A globe, yea, world by that impression grow,

T7ll thy tears mixt with mine doe overflow

This world, by waters sent from thee, my heaven dissolved so.

Here we find at least two connexions which are not implicit in the first figure,
but are forced upon it by the poet: from the geographer's globe to the tear, and
the tear to the deluge. On the other hand, some of Donne's most successful and

characteristic effects are secured by brief words and sudden contrasts:
A bracelet of bright hair about the bone,

where the most powerful effect is produced by the sudden contrast of
associations of "bright hair" and of "bone." This telescoping of images and
multiplied associations is characteristic of the phrase of some of the dramatists of
the period which Donne knew; not to mention Shakespeare, it is frequent in
Middleton, Webster, and Tourneur, and is one of the sources of the vitality of

their language.

Johnson, who employed the term "metaphysical poets," apparently having
Donne, Cleveland, and Cowley chiefly in mind, remarks of them that "the most
heterogeneous ideas are yoked by violence together." The force of this
impeachment lies in the failure of the conjunction, the fact that often the ideas
are yoked but not united; and if we are to judge of styles of poetry by their abuse,
enough examples may be found in Cleveland to justify Johnson's condemnation.
But a degree of heterogeneity of material compelled into unity by the operation
of the poet's mind is omnipresent in poetry. We need not select for illustration

such a line as:



Notre dme est un trois-mits cherchant son Icarie;

we may find it in some of the best lines of Johnson himself (1he VVanity of Human
Wishes):

His fate was destined to a barren strand,
A petty fortress, and a dubious hand,
He left a name at which the world grew pale,

To point a moral, or adorn a tale.

where the effect is due to a contrast of ideas, different in degree but the same in
principle, as that which Johnson mildly reprehended. And in one of the finest
poems of the age (a poem which could not have been written in any other age),
the Exequy of Bishop King, the extended comparison is used with perfect
success: the idea and the simile become one, in the passage in which the Bishop

illustrates his impatience to see his dead wife, under the figure of a journey:

Stay for me there; I will not faile

To meet thee in that hollow 1 ale

And think not much of my delay;

I amr already on the way,

And follow thee with all the speed
Desire can make, or sorrows breed.
Each minute is a short degree,

And evry houre a step towards thee.
At night when I betake to rest,

Next morn I rise nearer my West

Of life, almost by eight houres sail,
Than when steep breath'd his drowsy gale. . . .
But heark! My Pulse, like a soft Drum
Beats my approach, tells Thee I come;
And stow howere my marches be,

I shall at last sit down by Thee.

(In the last few lines there is that effect of terror which is several times attained

by one of Bishop King's admirers, Edgar Poe.) Again, we may justly take these



quatrains from Lord Herbert's Ode, stanzas which would, we think, be

immediately pronounced to be of the metaphysical school:

So when from hence we shall be gone,
And be no more, nor you, nor I,

As one another's mystery,

Each shall be both, yet both but one.

This said, in her uplifted face,
Her eyes, which did that beauty crown,
Were like two starrs, that having faln down,
Look up again to find their place:

While such a moveless silent peace

Did seize on their becalmed sense,

One would have thought some influence
Their ravished spirits did possess.

There is nothing in these lines (with the possible exception of the stars, a simile
not at once grasped, but lovely and justified) which fits Johnson's general
observations on the metaphysical poets in his essay on Cowley. A good deal
resides in the richness of association which is at the same time borrowed from
and given to the word "becalmed"; but the meaning is clear, the language simple
and elegant. It is to be observed that the language of these poets is as a rule
simple and pure; in the verse of George Herbert this simplicity is carried as far as
it can go--a simplicity emulated without success by numerous modern poets.
The structureof the sentences, on the other hand, is sometimes far from simple,
but this is not a vice; it is a fidelity to thought and feeling. The effect, at its best,
is far less artificial than that of an ode by Gray., And as this fidelity induces
variety of thought and feeling, so it induces variety of music. We doubt whether,
in the eighteenth century, could be found two poems in nominally the same
metre, so dissimilar as Marvell's Coy Mistress and Crashaw's Saznt Teresa; the one
producing an effect of great speed by the use of short syllables, and the other an

ecclesiastical solemnity by the use of long ones:

Love, thou art absolute sole lord
Of life and death.



If so shrewd and sensitive (though so limited) a critic as Johnson failed to define
metaphysical poetry by its faults, it is worth while to inquire whether we may not
have more success by adopting the opposite method: by assuming that the poets
of the seventeenth century (up to the Revolution) were the direct and normal
development of the precedent age; and, without prejudicing their case by the
adjective "metaphysical," consider whether their virtue was not something
permanently valuable, which subsequently disappeared, but ought not to have
disappeared. Johnson has hit, perhaps by accident, on one of their peculiarities,
when he observes that "their attempts were always analytic"; he would not agree

that, after the dissociation, they put the material together again in a new unity.

It is certain that the dramatic verse of the later Elizabethan and early Jacobean
poets expresses a degree of development of sensibility which is not found in any
of the prose, good as it often is. If we except Marlowe, a man of prodigious
intelligence, these dramatists were directly or indirectly (it is at least a tenable
theory) affected by Montaigne. Even if we except also Jonson and Chapman,
these two were notably erudite, and were notably men who incorporated their
erudition into their sensibility: their mode of feeling was directly and freshly
altered by their reading and thought. In Chapman especially there is a direct
sensuous apprehension of thought, or a recreation of thought into feeling, which

is exactly what we find in Donne:

in this one thing, all the discipline
Of manners and of manhood is contained;
A man to join himself with th' Universe
In his main sway, and make in all things fit
One with that All, and go on, round as it;
Not plucking from the whole his wretched part,
And into straits, or into nought revert,
Wishing the complete Universe might be
Subject to such a rag of it as be;
But to consider great Necessity.

We compare this with some modern passage:

No, when the fight begins within himself,
A man's worth something. God stoops o'er his head,



Satan looks up between bis feet--both tug--
He's left, himself, i' the middle; the soul wafkes
And grows. Prolong that battle through his life!

It is perhaps somewhat less fair, though very tempting (as both poets are
concerned with the perpetuation of love by offspring), to compare with the

stanzas already quoted from Lord Herbert's Ode the following from Tennyson:

One walked between his wife and child,
With measured footfall firm and mild,
And now and then he gravely smiled.
The prudent partner of his blood
Leaned on him, faithful, gentle, good,
Wearing the rose of womanhood.
And in their double love secure,

The little maiden walked demmure,
Pacing with dowmward eyelids pure.
These three made unity so sweet,

My frozen heart began to beat,

Remembering its ancient beat.

The difference is not a simple difference of degree between poets. It is
something which had happened to the mind of England between the time of
Donne or Lord Herbert of Cherbury and the time of Tennyson and Browning; it
is the difference between the intellectual poet and the reflective poet. Tennyson
and Browning are poets, and they think; but they do not feel their thought as
immediately as the odour of a rose. A thought to Donne was an experience; it
modified his sensibility. When a poet's mind is perfectly equipped for its work, it
is constantly amalgamating disparate experience; the ordinary man's experience is
chaotic, irregular, fragmentary. The latter falls in love, or reads Spinoza, and
these two experiences have nothing to do with each other, or with the noise of
the typewriter or the smell of cooking; in the mind of the poet these experiences

are always forming new wholes.

We may express the difference by the following theory: The poets of the
seventeenth century, the successors of the dramatists of the sixteenth, possessed

a mechanism of sensibility which could devour any kind of experience. They are



simple, artificial, difficult, or fantastic, as their predecessors were; no less nor
morte than Dante, Guido Cavalcanti, Guinizelli, or Cino. In the seventeenth
century a dissociation of sensibility set in, from which we have never recovered;
and this dissociation, as is natural, was aggravated by the influence of the two
most powerful poets of the century, Milton and Dryden. Each of these men
performed certain poetic functions so magnificently well that the magnitude of
the effect concealed the absence of others. The language went on and in some
respects improved; the best verse of Collins, Gray, Johnson, and even Goldsmith
satisfies some of our fastidious demands better than that of Donne or Marvell or
King. But while the language became more refined, the feeling became more
crude. The feeling, the sensibility, expressed in the Country Churchyard (to say
nothing of Tennyson and Browning) is cruder than that in the Coy Mistress.

The second effect of the influence of Milton and Dryden followed from the first,
and was therefore slow in manifestation. The sentimental age began early in the
eighteenth century, and continued. The poets revolted against the ratiocinative,
the descriptive; they thought and felt by fits, unbalanced; they reflected. In one
ot two passages of Shelley's Triumph of Life, in the second Hyperion, there are
traces of a struggle toward unification of sensibility. But Keats and Shelley died,

and Tennyson and Browning ruminated.

After this brief exposition of a theory--too brief, perhaps, to carry conviction--we
may ask, what would have been the fate of the "metaphysical" had the current of
poetry descended in a direct line from them, as it descended in a direct line to
them? They would not, certainly, be classified as metaphysical. The possible
interests of a poet are unlimited; the more intelligent he is the better; the more
intelligent he is the more likely that he will have interests: our only condition is
that he turn them into poetry, and not merely meditate on them poetically. A
philosophical theory which has entered into poetry is established, for its truth or
falsity in one sense ceases to matter, and its truth in another sense is proved. The
poets in question have, like other poets, various faults. But they were, at best,
engaged in the task of trying to find the verbal equivalent for states of mind and
feeling. And this means both that they are more mature, and that they wear

better, than later poets of certainly not less literary ability.

It is not a permanent necessity that poets should be interested in philosophy, or

in any other subject. We can only say that it appears likely that poets in our



civilization, as it exists at present, must be dzfficult. Our civilization comprehends
great variety and complexity, and this variety and complexity, playing upon a
refined sensibility, must produce various and complex results. The poet must
become more and more comprehensive, more allusive, more indirect, in order to
force, to dislocate if necessary, language into his meaning. (A brilliant and
extreme statement of this view, with which it is not requisite to associate oneself,
is that of M. Jean Epstein, La Poésie d" anjourd-hui.) Hence we get something
which looks very much like the conceit--we get, in fact, a method curiously
similar to that of the "metaphysical poets," similar also in its use of obscure

words and of simple phrasing.

O géraninms diaphanes, guerroyenrs sortiléges,
Sacrileges monomanes!

Emballages, devergondages, douches! O pressoirs
Des vendanges des grands soirs!

Layettes aux abois,

Thyrses am fond des bois!

Transfusions, représailles!

Relevailles, compresses et ['éternal potion,
Angélus! n'en ponvoir plus

De débacles nuptiales! de débacles nuptiales!

The same poet could write also simply:

Elle est bien loin, elle plenre,

Le grand vent se lamente anssi . . .

Jules Laforgue, and Tristan Corbiére in many of his poems, are nearer to the
"school of Donne" than any modern English poet. But poets more classical than
they have the same essential quality of transmuting ideas into sensations, of

transforming an observation into a state of mind.

Pour 1'enfant, amounrenx de cartes et d'estampes,
L'univers est égal a son vaste appétit.
Abh, que le monde est grand a la clarté des lampes!

Auxc yeuxe du sonvenir que le monde est petit!  |Baudelaire]



In French literature the great master of the seventeenth century--Racine--and the
great master of the nineteenth--Baudelaire--are in some ways more like each
other than they are like any one else. The greatest two masters of diction are also
the greatest two psychologists, the most curious explorers of the soul. It is
interesting to speculate whether it is not a misfortune that two of the greatest
masters of diction in our language, Milton and Dryden, triumph with a dazzling
disregard of the soul. If we continued to produce Miltons and Drydens it might
not so much matter, but as things are it is a pity that English poetry has remained
so incomplete. Those who object to the "artificiality" of Milton or Dryden
sometimes tell us to "look into our hearts and write." But that is not looking
deep enough; Racine or Donne looked into a good deal more than the heart.
One must look into the cerebral cortex, the nervous system, and the digestive

tracts.

May we not conclude, then, that Donne, Crashaw, Vaughan, Herbert and Lord
Herbert, Marvell, King, Cowley at his best, are in the direct current of English
poetry, and that their faults should be reprimanded by this standard rather than
coddled by antiquarian affection? They have been enough praised in terms which

nn

are implicit limitations because they are "metaphysical" or "witty," "quaint" or
"obscure," though at their best they have not these attributes more than other
serious poets. On the other hand, we must not reject the criticism of Johnson (a
dangerous person to disagree with) without having mastered it, without having
assimilated the Johnsonian canons of taste. In reading the celebrated passage in
his essay on Cowley we must remember that by wit he clearly means something
more serious than we usually mean today; in his criticism of their versification we
must remember in what a narrow discipline he was trained, but also how well
trained; we must remember that Johnson tortures chiefly the chief offenders,
Cowley and Cleveland. It would be a fruitful work, and one requiring a
substantial book, to break up the classification of Johnson (for there has been
none since) and exhibit these poets in all their difference of kind and of degree,
from the massive music of Donne to the faint, pleasing tinkle of Aurelian
Townshend--whose Dialogue between a Pilgrin: and Time is one of the few

regrettable omissions from the excellent anthology of Professor Grierson.



IN English writing we seldom speak of tradition, though we occasionally apply
its name in deploring its absence. We cannot refer to “the tradition” or to
“a tradition”; at most, we employ the adjective in saying that the poetry of
So—and-so is “traditional” or even “too traditional.” Seldom, perhaps,
does the word appear except in a phrase of censure. If otherwise, it is
vaguely approbative, with the implication, as to the work approved, of some
pleasing archaological reconstruction. You can hardly make the word
agreeable to English ears without this comfortable reference to the
reassuring science of archaology.

Certainly the word is not likely to appear in our appreciations of living or
dead writers. Every nation, every race, has not only its own creative, but its
own critical turn of mind; and is even more oblivious of the shortcomings and
limitations of its critical habits than of those of its creative genius. We know,
or think we know, from the enormous mass of critical writing that has
appeared in the French language the critical method or habit of the French;
we only conclude (we are such unconscious people) that the French are
“more critical” than we, and sometimes even plume ourselves a little with
the fact, as if the French were the less spontaneous. Perhaps they are; but
we might remind ourselves that criticism is as inevitable as breathing, and
that we should be none the worse for articulating what passes in our minds
when we read a book and feel an emotion about it, for criticizing our own
minds in their work of criticism. One of the facts that might come to light in
this process is our tendency to insist, when we praise a poet, upon those
aspects of his work in which he least resembles anyone else. In these
aspects or parts of his work we pretend to find what is individual, what is the
peculiar essence of the man. We dwell with satisfaction upon the poet’ s
difference from his predecessors, especially his immediate predecessors; we
endeavour to find something that can be isolated in order to be enjoyed.
Whereas if we approach a poet without this prejudice we shall often find that
not only the best, but the most individual parts of his work may be those in
which the dead poets, his ancestors, assert their immortality most vigorously.



And [ do not mean the impressionable period of adolescence, but the period
of full maturity.

Yet if the only form of tradition, of handing down, consisted in following the
ways of the immediate generation before us in a blind or timid adherence to
its successes, “tradition” should positively be discouraged. We have seen
many such simple currents soon lost in the sand; and novelty is better than
repetition. Tradition is a matter of much wider significance. It cannot be
inherited, and if you want it you must obtain it by great labour. It involves, in
the first place, the historical sense, which we may call nearly indispensable to
anyone who would continue to be a poet beyond his twenty—fifth year; and
the historical sense involves a perception, not only of the pastness of the
past, but of its presence; the historical sense compels a man to write not
merely with his own generation in his bones, but with a feeling that the whole
of the literature of Europe from Homer and within it the whole of the
literature of his own country has a simultaneous existence and composes a
simultaneous order. This historical sense, which is a sense of the timeless as
well as of the temporal and of the timeless and of the temporal together, is
what makes a writer traditional. And it is at the same time what makes a
writer most acutely conscious of his place in time, of his contemporaneity.

No poet, no artist of any art, has his complete meaning alone. His
significance, his appreciation is the appreciation of his relation to the dead
poets and artists. You cannot value him alone; you must set him, for contrast
and comparison, among the dead. [ mean this as a principle of a&sthetic, not
merely historical, criticism. The necessity that he shall conform, that he shall
cohere, is not one—sided; what happens when a new work of art is created is
something that happens simultaneously to all the works of art which
preceded it. The existing monuments form an ideal order among themselves,
which is modified by the introduction of the new (the really new) work of art
among them. The existing order is complete before the new work arrives; for
order to persist after the supervention of novelty, the whole existing order
must be, if ever so slightly, altered; and so the relations, proportions, values
of each work of art toward the whole are readjusted; and this is conformity
between the old and the new. Whoever has approved this idea of order, of the
form of European, of English literature, will not find it preposterous that the
past should be altered by the present as much as the present is directed by



the past. And the poet who is aware of this will be aware of great difficulties
and responsibilities.

In a peculiar sense he will be aware also that he must inevitably be judged
by the standards of the past. I say judged, not amputated, by them; not judged
to be as good as, or worse or better than, the dead; and certainly not judged
by the canons of dead critics. It is a judgment, a comparison, in which two
things are measured by each other. To conform merely would be for the new
work not really to conform at all; it would not be new, and would therefore not
be a work of art. And we do not quite say that the new is more valuable
because it fits in; but its fitting in is a test of its value—a test, it is true, which
can only be slowly and cautiously applied, for we are none of us infallible
judges of conformity. We say: it appears to conform, and is perhaps individual,
or it appears individual, and may conform; but we are hardly likely to find that
it is one and not the other.

To proceed to a more intelligible exposition of the relation of the poet to the
past: he can neither take the past as a lump, an indiscriminate bolus, nor can
he form himself wholly on one or two private admirations, nor can he form
himself wholly upon one preferred period. The first course is inadmissible, the
second is an important experience of youth, and the third is a pleasant and
highly desirable supplement. The poet must be very conscious of the main
current, which does not at all flow invariably through the most distinguished
reputations. He must be quite aware of the obvious fact that art never
improves, but that the material of art is never quite the same. He must be
aware that the mind of Europe—the mind of his own country—a mind which he
learns in time to be much more important than his own private mind—is a
mind which changes, and that this change is a development which abandons
nothing en route, which does not superannuate either Shakespeare, or
Homer, or the rock drawing of the Magdalenian draughtsmen. That this
development, refinement perhaps, complication certainly, is not, from the
point of view of the artist, any improvement. Perhaps not even an
improvement from the point of view of the psychologist or not to the extent
which we imagine; perhaps only in the end based upon a complication in
economics and machinery. But the difference between the present and the
past is that the conscious present is an awareness of the past in a way and
to an extent which the past’ s awareness of itself cannot show.



Some one said: “The dead writers are remote from us because we know so
much more than they did.” Precisely, and they are that which we know.

[ am alive to a usual objection to what is clearly part of my programme for
themétier of poetry. The objection is that the doctrine requires a ridiculous
amount of erudition (pedantry), a claim which can be rejected by appeal to
the lives of poets in any pantheon. It will even be affirmed that much learning
deadens or perverts poetic sensibility. While, however, we persist in believing
that a poet ought to know as much as will not encroach upon his necessary
receptivity and necessary laziness, it is not desirable to confine knowledge to
whatever can be put into a useful shape for examinations, drawing—rooms, or
the still more pretentious modes of publicity. Some can absorb knowledge,
the more tardy must sweat for it. Shakespeare acquired more essential
history from Plutarch than most men could from the whole British Museum.
What is to be insisted upon is that the poet must develop or procure the
consciousness of the past and that he should continue to develop this
consciousness throughout his career.

What happens is a continual surrender of himself as he is at the moment to
something which is more valuable. The progress of an artist is a continual
self-sacrifice, a continual extinction of personality.

There remains to define this process of depersonalization and its relation to
the sense of tradition. It is in this depersonalization that art may be said to
approach the condition of science. I shall, therefore, invite you to consider, as
a suggestive analogy, the action which takes place when a bit of finely filiated
platinum is introduced into a chamber containing oxygen and sulphur dioxide.

II

Honest criticism and sensitive appreciation is directed not upon the poet
but upon the poetry. If we attend to the confused cries of the newspaper
critics and the susurrus of popular repetition that follows, we shall hear the
names of poets in great numbers; if we seek not Blue—book knowledge but
the enjoyment of poetry, and ask for a poem, we shall seldom find it. In the
last article [ tried to point out the importance of the relation of the poem to
other poems by other authors, and suggested the conception of poetry as a
living whole of all the poetry that has ever been written. The other aspect of
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this Impersonal theory of poetry is the relation of the poem to its author. And
[ hinted, by an analogy, that the mind of the mature poet differs from that of
the immature one not precisely in any valuation of “personality,” not being
necessarily more interesting, or having “more to say,” but rather by being a
more finely perfected medium in which special, or very varied, feelings are at
liberty to enter into new combinations.

The analogy was that of the catalyst. When the two gases previously
mentioned are mixed in the presence of a filament of platinum, they form
sulphurous acid. This combination takes place only if the platinum is present;
nevertheless the newly formed acid contains no trace of platinum, and the
platinum itself is apparently unaffected; has remained inert, neutral, and
unchanged. The mind of the poet is the shred of platinum. It may partly or
exclusively operate upon the experience of the man himself; but, the more
perfect the artist, the more completely separate in him will be the man who
suffers and the mind which creates; the more perfectly will the mind digest
and transmute the passions which are its material.

The experience, you will notice, the elements which enter the presence of
the transforming catalyst, are of two kinds: emotions and feelings. The effect
of a work of art upon the person who enjoys it is an experience different in
kind from any experience not of art. It may be formed out of one emotion, or
may be a combination of several; and various feelings, inhering for the writer
in particular words or phrases or images, may be added to compose the final
result. Or great poetry may be made without the direct use of any emotion
whatever: composed out of feelings solely. Canto XV of the Inferno (Brunetto
Latini) is a working up of the emotion evident in the situation; but the effect,
though single as that of any work of art, is obtained by considerable
complexity of detail. The last quatrain gives an image, a feeling attaching to
an image, which “came,” which did not develop simply out of what precedes,
but which was probably in suspension in the poet’ s mind until the proper
combination arrived for it to add itself to. The poet’ s mind is in fact a
receptacle for seizing and storing up numberless feelings, phrases, images,
which remain there until all the particles which can unite to form a new
compound are present together.

If you compare several representative passages of the greatest poetry you
see how great is the variety of types of combination, and also how completely
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any semi—ethical criterion of “sublimity” misses the mark. For it is not the
“greatness,” the intensity, of the emotions, the components, but the
intensity of the artistic process, the pressure, so to speak, under which the
fusion takes place, that counts. The episode of Paolo and Francesca employs
a definite emotion, but the intensity of the poetry is something quite different
from whatever intensity in the supposed experience it may give the
impression of. It is ho more intense, furthermore, than Canto XXVI, the
voyage of Ulysses, which has not the direct dependence upon an emotion.
Great variety is possible in the process of transmution of emotion: the
murder of Agamemnon, or the agony of Othello, gives an artistic effect
apparently closer to a possible original than the scenes from Dante. In

the Agamemnon, the artistic emotion approximates to the emotion of an
actual spectator; in Othello to the emotion of the protagonist himself. But
the difference between art and the event is always absolute; the combination
which is the murder of Agamemnon is probably as complex as that which is
the voyage of Ulysses. In either case there has been a fusion of elements.
The ode of Keats contains a number of feelings which have nothing particular
to do with the nightingale, but which the nightingale, partly, perhaps, because
of its attractive name, and partly because of its reputation, served to bring
together.

The point of view which I am struggling to attack is perhaps related to the
metaphysical theory of the substantial unity of the soul: for my meaning is,
that the poet has, not a “personality” to express, but a particular medium,
which is only a medium and not a personality, in which impressions and
experiences combine in peculiar and unexpected ways. Impressions and
experiences which are important for the man may take no place in the poetry,
and those which become important in the poetry may play quite a negligible
part in the man, the personality.

[ will quote a passage which is unfamiliar enough to be regarded with fresh
attention in the light—or darkness—of these observations:
And now methinks I could e’ en chide myself
For doating on her beauty, though her death
Shall be revenged after no common action.
Does the silkworm expend her yellow labours

For thee? For thee does she undo herself?

15
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Are lordships sold to maintain ladyships

For the poor benefit of a bewildering minute?
Why does yon fellow falsify highways,

And put his life between the judge’ s lips,

To refine such a thing—keeps horse and men
To beat their valours for her?---

In this passage (as is evident if it is taken in its context) there is a
combination of positive and negative emotions: an intensely strong attraction
toward beauty and an equally intense fascination by the ugliness which is
contrasted with it and which destroys it. This balance of contrasted emotion
is in the dramatic situation to which the speech is pertinent, but that
situation alone is inadequate to it. This is, so to speak, the structural emotion,
provided by the drama. But the whole effect, the dominant tone, is due to the
fact that a number of floating feelings, having an affinity to this emotion by no
means superficially evident, have combined with it to give us a new art
emotion.

It is not in his personal emotions, the emotions provoked by particular
events in his life, that the poet is in any way remarkable or interesting. His
particular emotions may be simple, or crude, or flat. The emotion in his poetry
will be a very complex thing, but not with the complexity of the emotions of
people who have very complex or unusual emotions in life. One error, in fact,
of eccentricity in poetry is to seek for new human emotions to express; and
in this search for novelty in the wrong place it discovers the perverse. The
business of the poet is not to find new emotions, but to use the ordinary ones
and, in working them up into poetry, to express feelings which are not in
actual emotions at all. And emotions which he has never experienced will
serve his turn as well as those familiar to him. Consequently, we must believe
that “emotion recollected in tranquillity” is an inexact formula. For it is
neither emotion, nor recollection, nor, without distortion of meaning,
tranquillity. It is a concentration, and a new thing resulting from the
concentration, of a very great number of experiences which to the practical
and active person would not seem to be experiences at all; it is a
concentration which does not happen consciously or of deliberation. These
experiences are not “recollected,” and they finally unite in an atmosphere
which is “tranquil” only in that it is a passive attending upon the event. Of
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course this is not quite the whole story. There is a great deal, in the writing of
poetry, which must be conscious and deliberate. In fact, the bad poet is
usually unconscious where he ought to be conscious, and conscious where
he ought to be unconscious. Both errors tend to make him “personal.”
Poetry is not a turning loose of emotion, but an escape from emotion; it is not
the expression of personality, but an escape from personality. But, of course,
only those who have personality and emotions know what it means to want to
escape from these things.

I
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This essay proposes to halt at the frontier of metaphysics or mysticism, and
confine itself to such practical conclusions as can be applied by the
responsible person interested in poetry. To divert interest from the poet to
the poetry is a laudable aim: for it would conduce to a juster estimation of
actual poetry, good and bad. There are many people who appreciate the
expression of sincere emotion in verse, and there is a smaller number of
people who can appreciate technical excellence. But very few know when
there is expression of significant emotion, emotion which has its life in the
poem and not in the history of the poet. The emotion of art is impersonal. And
the poet cannot reach this impersonality without surrendering himself wholly
to the work to be done. And he is not likely to know what is to be done unless
he lives in what is not merely the present, but the present moment of the
past, unless he is conscious, not of what is dead, but of what is already living.
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It needs literary eriticism to do justice to Eliot.
F. R. Leavis, ‘Eliot’s Classical Standing’, Lectures in dmerica,
. 52.

In Cape Town [Eliot) was entertained by Mrx Justice Millin and
his wife, Sarah Gertrude Millin, the novelist and biographer
whose books were published by Eliot’s firm ... That night before
going to bed Mrs Millin was brushing up her acquaintance with
Eliot’s verse ... when her eye fell on ‘Burbank with a Baedeker:
Bleistein with a Cigar’, and particularly these lines:

The rats are underneath the piles.

The Jew is underneath the lot.
Mrs Millin was a Jew. She went and rapped on Eliot’s door,
asked whether he acknowledged these lines (he did) and then

asked him to leave her house next morning.
T. 8. Matthews, Great Tom, 163.
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position), he must accept that a plurality of targets for the poem’s
animus does not make equivocal its hostility towards the Jews. It
would be as absurd to suggest that the Jew is anything other than
repellent as to suggest that the house is anything other than a
tenement. Gerontion does not occupy a mansion, nor is his Jewish
landlord a culiivated and handsome philanthropist. It cannot
plausibly be argued that Gerontion’s self-scepticism undermines “his’
account of the Jewish landlord. Those lines in the poem depend for
their effect on a received notion of Jews. It is an effect that takes for
granted a certain version of Jewish history. That notion, and that
version, are real in the poem.

CHAPTER 3

~ “Sweeney Among the Nightingales’, ¢ Burbank’, and

the poetics of anti-Sematism

PRELIMINARY

Notwithstanding my efforts to avoid reductive analyses, and my
resolve to respect the literary nature of the texts examined in the

. preceding two chapters, there may be resistance to what I have so far

argued. This resistancé, which can be more than just a defensive
reflex or the pain of wounded admiration, must now be considered.
It is likely to derive from a tendency to elevate literature to an
instance of ‘Art’, and a parallel tendency to diminish ‘ anti-Semitism’
to mere rant. These tendencies have the effect of severing any relation
between the two, because, so it is commonly believed, ‘the artist
never rants’. This severance is bogus. There is no necessary
incompatibility between the language and forms of poetry and the
verbal thrusts of anti-Semitism. In this chapter I will try to show up
some of literature’s pretensions. My object is to prove that the study
of the anti-Semitism of ‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales® is the
proper concern of literary criticism. I expect thereby to discredit
literature’s claims to immunity from anti-Semitism.

In discussions of the supposed anti-Semitism of certain of his
poems, Eliot has been the beneficiary of a complex bundle of ideas

~ about poetic truth. These ideas have placed a ‘cordon sanitaire’

around poetry. They derive from the belief that while poetry has a
different and less direct relation with the world to prose, it is also
superior to prose. This is so because while poetry does not make
statements about the world, it discloses essential truths about it {or,
in the deconstructionist version, about language®). Poetic discourse is
thus both non-propositional and benevolent. It informs without
asserting, and what it discloses is enlightening. These ideas underlie
the tenets of both Symbolism, which provided the context for the
composition of Eliot’s poetry, and the New Criticism, which provided
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-'(a.ncl to an extent, continues to provide) the context for its reception
and study. Indeed, Eliot was an exemplary figure for the New Critics,

as de Man observed:

The perfect embodiment of the New Criticism remains, in many respects,
the personality and the ideclogy of T. S. Eliot, a combination of original
talent, traditional learning, verbal wit and moral earnestness, an Anglo-
American blend of intellectual gentility not so repressed as not to afford
tantalizing glimpses of darker psychic and political depths, but without
breakmg the surface of an ambivalent decorum that has its own compla-
cencies and seductions.*

Eliot wrote out of Symbolism for New Criticism, which ‘popu-
lariz[ed] ... the modernist idea of literature’® and was itself ‘ anchored
in non-purposive Kantian-symbolist aesthetics’.® Purportedly a
theory of all poetry, it aided brilliantly the explication of certain
kinds of poetry, while ignoring or undervaluing other kinds. The
aesthetics of these schools of poetry and criticism did not emerge fresh
from a theoretical void. They were related to older views about the
constitutive properties of poetry, and of literature in general. They
persist as influences on many of those critics of Eliot who would
neither regard themselves as New Critics nor regard his poetry as
Symbolist.

In the following two chapters I define and then reject two
arguments about the relation between anti-Semitism and poetry.
Both insist that anti-Semitism negates poetry: where the poetic
prevails, the anti-Semitic is deemed absent. The first asserts that since
poetry cannot be propositional, it lapses into prose when it descends
to anti-Semitism. The second asserts that since poetry discloses
truths, it cannot articulate the wicked, false doctrine of anti-
Semitism. To the extent, then, that there is anti-Semitism in Eliot’s
poetry, it damages-it. It exists in the form of a number of blemishes,
or incidental ‘ugly touches’. The ugliness of anti-Semitism disfigures
what would otherwise be the poetry’s unblemished beauty. The
obscurity of Eliot’s.earlier poetry and the candidly Christian nature
of his later poetry together encourage these defences. The poetry up
to and including The Waste Land resists. prose paraphrase, while the
poetry thereafter is too pious to be capable of fostering anything other
than virtue in its readers. Against the first argument I contend that
poetry can be propositional; it can present a ‘CASE for the
prosecution”’ (Pound, Canto xrv1), Literary works may specifically
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be written to dramatize and empower a set of beliefs.” Poems can
affirm; in consequence, they can lie.® Against-the second argument I
contend that poetry may, but need not, disclose truths. Anti-
Sernitism, which is mired in ugliness and loathing, does not make
poetry impossible. Indeed, not only can it provide the material for a
poem, it can be a poet’s inspiration, It can be a muse. I contend that,
on occasion, it was Eliot’s muse. ‘We could make it a rule’, the Jewish
critic A. Tabachnick wrote, ‘thatif a work is art it is not anti-Semitic,
even where the writer is an anti-Semite, and conversely, if a work is
anti-Semitic it is not art, even if the author is a great writer’.” If there
is such a rule, Eliot provided several exceptions to it.

POETRY AND THE PROPOSITIONAL

I begin with Cleanth Brooks’s essay ‘Irony as a Principle of
Structure’.’” He argues that metaphor, which dominates modern
poetic technique, interferes with the direct statement of propositions
by loading them with particulars. These particulars weigh down the
general meaning; the abstract is freighted by concrete detail. But
what exposes prose to the hazards of partialness and obscurity,
defines poetry. Abstraction takes us out of poetry; metaphor keeps us
within its borders. Poetry’s metaphors are not mere illustrations of
abstract statements, they are constitutive of the poem and are related
to one another as an organic whole. Their connection is not one of
mere contiguity, like the blossoms of a bouquet, but of interrelated-
ness, like the parts of a plant. They compose, they do not merely

decorate. They do not ornament the poem’s argument, they are its

argument. It follows that particular images must be examined in
relation to the sum of the poem’s other images. As with the plant’s
stalk, leaf, or hidden roots, they derive their meaning from the whole
poem, which is their context. This entails a re-evaluation of the
meaning of ostensibly general statements in poetry. Take the
apparently abstract ‘ Ripeness is all” in King Lear, and the apostrophic

‘Never, never, never, never, never’, The reﬂecnve first, just as much
as the protesting second, has to be understood as a dramatic
utterance, spoken by a particular character at a particular moment
in the play. The former is no more philosophical than the latter, Each
15 a component part of a complex, dramatic unity. This warping of
statement by context is the province of irony, hence the essay’s title.

;
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" Brooks admits to an overuse of the term ‘irony’: it is the best
available to point to the effects achieved by drama in consequence of
its organic nature. As with drama, so with poetry. Metaphor is to
poetry what character is to drama : guarantor of the situation-specific
nature of the language. Statements made in poems are to be read as
if they were speechies in a drama.

There are two objections to this gencral argument. First, if every
poem is to be read dramatically, poems that are dramatic monologues
lose their generic distinctness. Secondly, while lyric poetry may be
said to invite Brooks’s special reading, to read philosophical poetry
thus is to read it against its grain. Taken together these objections
suggest that Brooks has overshot his target, mistaking one kind of
poetry for poetry in general. Brooks neglects the differences between
poems in pursuit of a unifying principle. He neglects the similarities
in language uses in pursuit of a distinguishing principle. Against
Brooks I adopt the following propositions. Poetry and prose cannot
always be distinguished by reference to their use of metaphor. One
way in which some poems differ from others is the manner in which
the abstract is rendered. They can achieve a many-sided articulation
of a philosophical problem that discursive prose cannot match.
Poems that resist abstraction may yet thereby declare a general
position in relation to the abstractions they resist. Poems that do not
contain propositions may be otherwise referential. They can be
propagandistic, inciting readers to action.. They can make things
‘happen.”* They demand to be read in different ways and the
demands that they make may be part of their challenge. Finally, one
cannot escape the problem of poetry and politics — poetry and anti-
Semitism — by arguing a super-strong case for the non-referential
nature of poetry. The furthest that one can go is to insist upon the
special difficulties of reading poetry in the same way as fly-sheet
prose. I rely on Eliot’s own critical observations as authority for
_certain of these propositions. I also rely on his poetry, large parts of
which would be diminished to banality if read as ‘dramatic’ in
Brooks’s sense. I want to rescue that poetry from hanahty even at the
price of assertmg its anti-Semitism.

What is the effect of Brooks’s theory on any argument about the
anti-Semitism- of part of Eliot’s work? It makes it more difficult to
assert of a poem: ‘This is anti-Semitic’. It makes it very difficult to
assert of its author: ‘He is an anti-Semite’. It effects a severance both
between poet and poem and between the voice of the poem and the
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voice in the poem. Reading a text dramatically creates a space in
which to argue one of two alternative cases: first, that an opinion
expressed within it is rejected by the textitself, or second, that the text
makes no assertions more general than those that are relevant to the
specific situation it addresses. The first case acknowledges that the
text itself has an opinion, endorsing or rejecting other opinions
expressed within it. The second denies precisely this: the text is merely
the showcase for those opinions. The two cases are often confused, For
example, it is often claimed of The Merchant of Venice that neither the
anti-Semitism of the Venetians in the play, nor the play’s own
hostility to Shylock, is sufficient to indict the play of anti-Semitism.
The play itself does not assert anything about Jews in general, only
about the Jews on the stage during its performance; the statements
about Jews in general are made by others on the stage who speak
under the pressure of their own defined circumstances. While these
characters may purport'to make hostile claims about Jews as a whole,
the play robs these animadversions of their generality, enclosing them
in a context and ensuring that they are trapped in the specifics of
their utterers’ dramatic situation. So on this account the play hovers
on the brink of, but does not collapse into, anti-Semitism. That is the
second case. However, in its refusal to admit the abstractions of its
characters (that is, their anti-Semitism), it may be said to repudiate
those abstractions. And at this point one reverts to the first case, that
is, the proposition that the play rejects the opinions that its characters
voice, either because of the essential difference between what they say
and what it is, or because as an aspect of its mode of existence, it
ironises those opinions.

I reject both these accounts, and against them I contend that the
shift from hostility to Shylock to hostility to Jews in general is
achieved by the play, that such a shift is accordingly possible in any
play, and therefore possible in any poem too (like Brooks, I assume
the equivalence of play and poem). The refusal to admit of this
possibility is one of the difficulties with Brooks’s general argument.
Wrongly, he refuses to recognise that a poem can endorse a speaker’s
‘dramatic utterance’, thereby assuming the burden of a general
position that would othel wise be a feature only of a subordinate part
within it. Venetian anti-Semitism, endorsed by the. play’s own
hostility to Shylock (by which I mean his given character and fate),
amounts to the anti-Semitism of The Merchant of Venice. Shylock is ‘a
very Jew’ (m, ii. 100); he has a  Jewish heart’ (1v, i. 80). The play is
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an anti-Semitic work of art.'® There is no saving gap here, nor is there
any equivalent such gap in ‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’.
Brooks would (by application of his general position}, and Ricks
. does, tentatively but expressly, argue otherwise. The New Ciritics, in
their founding distinction between poetic discourse where metaphor
is constitutive, and non-poetic discourse in which metaphor is
ornament or interference, do not address the problem posed by non-
poetic discourses whose propositional impact is dependent upon
metaphor. Concede that propaganda may rely upon metaphor to

advance its propositions and the argument about the essentially,

metaphorical nature of poctic language, and hence its non-prop-

ositional status, wobbles. Eliot made the same point: ‘Metaphor is’

not something applied externally for the adornment of style, it is the
life of ... language ... we are [completely] dependent upon metaphor
for even the abstractest thinking’.'® Take, for example, the mis-
representation of a nation’s heterogeneous Jewish population as part
of an international army of rats. This is both metaphor and
misrepresentation, or misrepresentation by metaphor. Recommend-
ing the expulsion of these Jews thereby becomes a moderate proposal,
given that rats are usually destroyed: ‘ Cannot we as easily shove the
vermin across Turkey? ' This is propaganda reliant for its persuasive
force upon a poetic effect. Similarly ‘Sweeney Among the Nightin-
gales’ is a poem reliant for its aesthetic force upon an anti-Semitic
effect. I want to test Brooks’s case against this poem.

Ricks wears Brooks’s clothes in his explication of the poem. Of the
sinister effect achieved by the withholding of Rachel’s married (or
otherwise new) name, he comments: :

The effect is dramatic, in both senses of dramatic, and the line .., is beaded
with the sweat of two equally horrible fears: the fear that the terrors, here in
this sleazy dive, may be paranoid, and the fear that they may not be.!®

‘Dramatic’, that is, in the sense of being arresting, and also in
Brooks’s sense. Ricks leaves the issue of the author’s presence.far
behind : it is not Eliot’s anti-Semitism. His interest is in whether the
fear of Jews, not promoted by the poem but merely disclosed
confessionally by the poem’s narrator, is a response to a real threat.
Rachel may be gentle and nondescript, or she might be bestially
menacing. Ricks endorses a ‘robustly demotic account of the
dramatization of the narrator’ in the poem, which proposes that
¢[h]e does not know what the hell is going on’.'® There is, however,
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no reason to suppose the existence of a narrator. This is an’
unnecessary interpretive step, explaining nothing. It is a feint, the
value of which is to enable the pleading of a special case about Eliot’s
anti-Semitism. The poem perplexes. By attributing that perplexity to
a phantom narrator one escapes perplexity oneself. It becomes his
perplexity rather than one’s own. But the resultis that at this moment
of attribution, which is also the moment of escape, one has abandoned
the poem.

‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ is enclosed by Agamemnon’s
agony, The epigraph quotes his cry when felled by his wife: ‘Alas, T
am struck deep by a mortal blow.’ The concluding stanza returns to
the scene of his murder, but this time the cry is silent, obscured by the
sound of birds, his body dirtied by their waste. Within this frame the
poem presents a sequence of low actions. Sweeney is stumped on a
chair in a dive. Probably drunk, his arms hang by his sides, his legs
gape. A caped woman slides off his lap onto the floor, tugging the
tablecloth and knocking a cup over. This interior is at odds with the
atmosphere outside. It is night. The air is thick with the portentous.
Clouds obscure the moon, the stars are veiled, the sea stirs distantly.
Sweeney has company. A waiter brings in exotic fruit. Another man,
first met sprawling at the window sill, leaves the room and leans back
into it through a window. Grinning, mouth framing gold fillings, he
is a picture of sinister crassness. He is Jewish, as is the second,
predatory woman in the scene. Her name is ‘ Rachel née Rabinovitch’.
All we are told about her is that she “Tears at the grapes with
murderous paws’. That is enough. In this powerfully condensed
sentence, which does much more than merely give a name and
describe an action, Eliot concentrates three horrors — of Jews, of
women, and of animals. A sense of danger is insinuated, associating
the scene inside with the nocturnal disturbances outside. The two
women and the man are, perhaps, plotting together. Itis also possible
that the man. might be conspiring with just one of them, or even
intriguing against both of them. They are all customers. Their host
talks with someone elsc at the door. Nightingales sing near a convent,
just as they did when Agamemnon was hacked to death by his wife
Clytemnestra. Indifferent to time and culture, they celebrate their
song, and defecate, thereby diminishing by their presence, and
degrading by their evacuations the dead king’s tragedy. ‘Birds of the
air will tell of murders past? / I am ashamed to hear such fooleries’,
remarks Machevill in The Jew of Malia,'” a favourite play of Eliot’s.
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The poem’s principal effect, of which the Agamemnon/Sweeney
pairing is the chief cause, is of an extraordinary literary dissonance,
yoking Greek tragedy with a fractured and experimental poetic
melodrama, farcical and vicious in equal measure. The later, tamer
Eliot of The Confidential Clerk and The Elder Statesman trod on safer
ground, among more consonant harmonies designed to make classical
and modern drama complementary. .

It is as if the spaciousness of Aeschylean drama, the terrible
significance of Agamemnon’s death, has been emptied and replaced
with something altogether meaner and more trivial. That space is
filled with sordid, indecipherable detail. Tragedy has not put the
quotidian in its place; the quotidian has instead intruded to rob
tragedy of its pretensions. This is worse than Agamemnon dying as
Icarus, in the corner of the picture. The birds do not just sing by him,
as they would in Bruegel. They defecate on him. It is a spoiling,
anticipatory variation on a theme that Auden later made his own. It
is also an inverting of the Oresteian pattern. In Aeschylus’s trilogy,
the murder of Agamemnon was the second in a series of three deaths.
In Eliot’s poem, it inaugurates, and ends, an unvelated and less
predetermined sequence, one of ambiguous ‘acts, menacing silences,
and lewd gestures. Agamemnon was first perpetrator and later
victim, clearly one, and then clearly the other, in a mirroring play of
guilty deed punished by guilty deed, the avenger assuming the
burden of the crime avenged. Sweeney and the others are in the toils
of no such logic. They are among neither the violators nor the
violated, lacking both the knowledge of the former, and the innocence
of the latter. In place of the Oresteia’s narrative simplicity, the poem
substitutes murky uncertainties. It offers ambiguous but close detail
(the fruit, the foliage) in order to avoid offering explanations,
showing, se to speak, the trees because it cannot divine the wood,
then returning to Agamemnon’s story to disclose — by contrast and
literally — the wood (‘the bloody wood’). It dwells on contiguities
because it cannot identify causalities. Why is Sweeney there? Are the
two women in league? Ifso, against whom? What s their occupation?
Whose ‘ gambit’ does the man ‘decline’, and why? (The ‘Therefore’
of the seventh stanza establishes no obvious connection.) What is the
host discussing, and with whom? Aeschylus tells you everything you
need to know. Eliot, by contrast withhclds the information that
would make the poem’s narrative intelligible. He shows Sweeney in
a room with (amongst others) Jews — predatory women, sinister men.
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The presence of these Jews is disquieting, because while their
intentions cannot be guessed, their ill-will can be assumed. They age
drawn from an anti-Semite’s imagination. But he does not give any
reason for their presence, nor does he identify the nature of the threat
that they pose. It is therefore also a perplexed imagination.

Just as the Oresteia assumes Homeric mythology so is anti-Semitism
taken for granted by “Sweeney Among the Nightingales’. Yet while
the former truly provides an explanatory context for the plays, the
latter ouly purports to do so for the poem. Both Homeric mythology
and anti-Semitism offer explanations intended to make sense of
puzzling misfortunes in human life, the one by the intervention of the
gods, the other by the intervention of the Jews. But while the former
give meaning to the plays, the latter deny it to the poem, which
hesitates before the larger claims of anti-Semitism. Jews are not
malign Olympians who dispose of humankind by manipulative
wizardry. The poem alludes to a world of squabbling gods and
goddesses while refusing to endorse a darker world of conspiring
Jews, Though offensive in its jibing at Rachel, the poem creates
suspicion without delivering certainty. It will not reveal the Jew

underneath the Jot. It circumscribes anti-Semitism while adopting it.

Jews are unpleasant. But though the women may be base and
rapacious, and the men coarsely unappealing, they are not soldiers in
a disciplined army at war with Christian civilisation. They are not
rats. They are not even mysterious — the poem knows Rachel’s real
name. Fears are greater than realities. Olympian jealousies and
rivalries may have dominated Greek life, thereby accounting for its
direction, but positing an international Jewish conspiracy does not
help to explain modern times. Eliot’s anti-Semitism is at its closest, in
this poem, to an aspect of Weininger’s: ‘[the Jew] is non-moral,
neither very good nor very bad, with nothing in him of either the
angel or the devil’,1®

When the anti-Scmite feels at ease and unthreatened by Jews, he
regards Jewish assimilation with contempt, mocking the efforts of
those who try to conceal or abandon their Jewishness. In times of
social dislocation and anxicty, the anti-Semite regards the same
phenomenon as evidence of malign intentions. Anti-Semitism there-
by passes back and forth between disdain and consternation,
contempt and fear, snobbery and paranoia. In ‘Sweency Among the
Nightingales’, the most poised of Eliot’s anti-Semitic poems, the
account of Rachel and the grinning man are derived from the
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disdain, the contempt and the snobbery. Rachel does not fool Eliot;
~ he knows what she is. He can fix her in a formulated phrase.

The anti-Semitism of the poem is akin here to that of de Man’s
wartime article “The Jews in Contemporary Literature’.'® The
authors are similarly secure in their superiority to Jews. De Man
complains that vulgar anti-Semitism, which regards post-war culture
as degenerate because it is Judaised, condemns an entire literature.
In such a context, a person who values modern literature could -be
taken to believe that it is indebted to the Jews, a myth to which Jews
themselves have contributed. Though they have been important in
the disordered and phoney life of Europe since 1920, literature obeys
its own laws. The modern novel, for example, still follows Stendhal’s
definition of it as a mirror carried down an open road. Gide, Kafka,
Hemingway, Lawrence, and others simply hold up this mirror to the
interior life of their'characters, thus continuing rather than breaking
with past traditions. The same is true of recent poetry. Modern
literature is not just a product of its times, and therefore the Jews,
though now important, cannot take credit for it. Indeed, their
insignificance in literature is surprising given that their detached
intelligence is especially relevant to novel writing. Jewish writers
have always been second rank, which is comforting. If even novelists
have been able to protect themselves from Jewish influence, itis a sign
that our civilisation is healthy. Segregating the Jews in a colony
isolated from Europe — a solution to the Jewish problem — would thus
have no damaging cultural consequences. We would lose some
mediocrities, and literature would continue to develop according to
its own laws. )

De Man and the Eliot of ‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ may
be taken to agree: repellent and untrustworthy though they may be,
Jews do not matter as much as vulgar anti-Semites think. Putting the
poem in the context of the article helps make this point. I should add

. that putting the article in the context of the poem helps make a
second point. It demonstrates the folly of those, like Derrida,?*® who
argue that de Man’s opening repudiation of ‘vulgar anti-Semitism’
makes problematical (even if it doesn’t aitogether deny) the anti-
Semitism of the rest of his article. Scoﬁ'ing at vulgar anti-Semitism,
and scoffing at the vulgarity of anti-Semitism are distinct activities.
Anti-Semitism has always had rival versions — de Man picked the one
that accented scorn for Jews over the one that accented fear of them,
It was an arrogance made easy by the miserable conditions in which

i
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Jews were then being forced to live. It is this, indeed, that makes the
article especially squalid. It is triumphalist, celebrating the power-
lessness of the Jews, at an historical moment of persecution and
humiliation for them. De Man adds his own celebration to the sum of
those other Fascist crowings over Jewish defeat,

‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ flirts with but refuses the
notion of a Jewish conspiracy, and is thus to be compared to ‘The
Hollow Men’, another poem that scorns conspiracies and the vanity
of conspirators, successful or otherwise. Hollow men conspired with
Brutus to assassinate Julius Caesar, and with Guy Fawkes to blow up
Parliament. It is the vanity of the unregenerate to assume that they
have the power to intervene in history and redeem it. It is the folly of
one kind of anti-Semite to credit Jews with the power to intervene in
history and possess it. Eliot’s poetry is contemptuous of the claims of
both. By a coincidence, that anti-Semitic fantasy of Jewish con-
spivacy, The Protocols of tlze Elders of Zion, was published in England in
February 1920, the same month and year as Ara Vos Prec.?* Eliot’s
sinister Jews would have been instantly recognisable to readers of The
Ttmes and those other journals which gave credence to the genuine-
ness of The Protocols.?® It is ‘Burbank’, however, rather than ‘ Sweeney
Among the Nightingales’, that comes closest to their outlook. The
pretension of Sir Ferdinand Klein matches Bleistéin’s grossness. He is
the corruption at the top, Bleistein is the rottenness below. How does
one explain Jewish power? How can one account for Sir Ferdinand’s
authority over Princess Volupine? *The Jews vanquish’, says Hegel,
condensing to an epigram one of anti-Semitism’s paradoxes, ‘but
they have not battled”.? It is out of this paradox — Jewish weakness,
Jewish power — that conspiracy theories are born. Yet in Eliot’s
poetry, one might say, they are stillborn.

Attributing the anti-Semitism to a voice in the poem, and thereby
neutralising it, ironically becomes the means by which the poem’s
own critique of a certain form of anti-Semitism is itself blanked out.
Analysis of the poem’s effects is falsely resolved into amateur
psychology, and one considers: does the narrator witness the scene or
imagine it? Is this an exterior or an interior landscape" Reality or
fantasy? Ricks, readmg for clues, discovers the answer in the poem’s
failure, when using “née’, to give the married name. It is fantasy; the
poem is exonerated.* Yet the poem’s title does not suggest the
existence of a narrator nor does the poem itself use the first person.
‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ is not a dramatic monologue.
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Title, form, and content are against the presence of a narrator.
Entities are not to be multiplied beyond necessity: the interpretation
of this poem does not require the postulate of a narrator — that
redundant, extra entity.? Furthermore, the poem’s Modernist edge
disappears with his introduction. The complex spinning out of
relations between the Oresteia and its own invented narrative
vanishes. Instead, it is read as the outpourings of a deranged mind.
Confession takes the place of literary experiment, and verisimilitude
becomes the measure of its success. The narrator is mad, the poem is
his discourse.*® But the poem is not thereby so much explained as
explained away. ‘ Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ is less mediated,
more demanding, than this, and protecting it from the charge of anti-
Semitism thereby converts it from something extraordinary into
something much duller. Insofar as this reading works, it does so at the
price of making the poem banal.

Yetitis not a banal poem. Itis an anti-Semitic, Modernist work of
considerable complexity and interest. The anti-Semitism and the
Modernism go together. Introducing the notion of a narrator entails
the misreading of the poem as a puzzle concealing an answer
signalled by clues. With ingenuity the answer will be discovered. This
misses the point of the poem, which is precisely that there is no
answer, The Jews comprise the clues to the question: what is the
danger that the poem is attempting to understand? But the clues do
not provide the answer, which the poem leaves suspended. Exegetical
~ ingenuity is not a relevant talent to bring to this poem. It obstructs

one’s reading, distracting one from the text toward, amongst other
things, Jewish conspiracy. (Anti-Semitism is to ‘Sweeney Among the
Nightingales’ what the notes to The Waste Land are to the poem itself:
- bogus answers to the naive question, ‘what is going on?’) This is
where the anti-Semitism fits in. The poem suggests: though anti-
Semites claim that the existence of Jews explains misery, identifying
the Jew in the narrative of your suffering may not lead to a discovery
of its cause. Sceptical of anti-Semitism’s larger claims, the poem
adopts a more limited version. It is the anti-Semitism of the club, not
the platform. It accents the snobbery, not the fear. It meets Jews with
scorn rather than hatred. The Jews do not conspire like Homeric gods
against humankind. ‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ is thus the
most poised of Eliot’s anti-Semitic poems. It places Jews; but it also
places anti-Semites, It draws on their overdrawn, poisonous anxieties
to effect a connection with the universe of Greek tragedy (where the
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poem speaks, as Yeats mcompletely appreciated, ‘in the great
manner’®). An unsettling poem, it invokes anti-Semitic anxieties in
order to stoke its atmosphere of threat. Jewish menaces are invariably
mysterious: ‘many Jews toiled at that ebscure conspiracy against
Christendom, which some of them can never abandon’ (Chester-
ton®®). The poem is not a serious stab at arguing Jewish conspiracy;
it does not adopt what has been termed the ‘deadliest kind of anti-
Semitism’.?? It knows that this is a fiction, but exults in its artistic
possibilities.

Indeed, the poem provides opportunities for anti-Semitism that
pamphlet prose denies. Compare, for example, Pound and Eliot on
‘Rabinovitch’. In wartime broadcasts from Italy, Ezra Pound would
name Jews and ‘servant[s]| of Jewry’, who were America’s true
enemies. On one such occasion he named Frances Perkins, to whose
surname he appended, with a pseudo-revelatory flourish, ‘née
Rabinovitch or something equally Oriental’.?® Frances Perkins wasa
Roosevelt adviser, a New Deal administrator, and, for a period,
Secretary of Labor. She was not Jewish, though she is said to have
shared Roosevelt’s openness to advice from Jews,*! and Perkins was
her maiden and not her married name. This phrase represents a small
debt owed by Pound to Eliot, who was, in the matter of literary anti-
Semitism, the better craftsman. Pound could not match the charged
economy of Eliot’s anti-Semitism.

‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’ is exemplary in this regard.
Just like ‘Gerontion’, it repudiates a Victorian precursor poem by a
pointed anti-Semitism. The poem is Arnold’s ‘Rachel’,*® which
celebrates the life of the great French actress, a ‘Greek-soul’d artist
... Sprung from the blood of Israel’s race.’ Born in a ‘mean inn’, her
stage was the ‘French Theatre’. She experienced, as we do, the
contending influences of *Germany, France, Christ, Moses, Athens,
Rome’, but her genius and glory were all her own. She was simply
and superbly ‘Rachel’. In Eliot’s counter-poem, Rachel has not
escaped the ‘mean inn’, her place of business. Her degraded gestures
are antithetical to her.namesake’s sublime performances. Inescapably
and wholly Semitic, yoked to her family name, she knows nothing of
Athens and Rome, or Christ. She is instead a succinct reworking of
five distinct anti-Semitic themes.

Tirst, she is a product of those fantasies of feminine evil in fin de siécle
culture described by Bram Dijkstra in fdols of Perversity. Rachel is a
predatory Jewish woman (or ‘Jewess’, which evokes ‘tigress’), like
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those other murderous Jewish women, Salome, the cause of John the
Baptist’s death, and Judith, who decapitated Holofernes. These two
women figured prominently.in the cultural imagination of the late
nineteenth century. Salome was celebrated as an ‘essentially Semitic
type... with the sensuous and soulless beauty of the tigress rather
than the woman’.?® Drumont described the actress Rachel as ‘a litde
Bohemian tigress, a lascivious Jewess’.* Though farcically dimin-
ished, Rachel too is half-beast, possessing paws that tear rather than
hands that caress or supplicate. Dijkstra has noted that in the art of
that time, the ‘bestial Jew’ commonly was represented to be woman’s
closest degenerate companion in an otherwise civilised world.
‘Salome and Judith were both Jewish women, as the intellectuals of
the turn of the century did not tire of pointing out.’ As such, Dijkstra
observes, they ‘combined the crimes of women with those of a
“degenerate race”’.*® Maurras wrote of a Semitic witch who “did
harm by evil magic, withdrew her spells and cast them agatn ... the
thick smoke of her lair, the pernicious fever present in the heavy air
added to the effect of the incantations which she chanted from the
depth of her throat. She agitated men’s hearts.”® Something of this
atmosphere is intimated in Eliot’s poem.

Secondly, and relatedly, Rachel is a whore; ‘nightingale’ is slang
for ‘prostitute’. Associating Jewish women with: prostitution is a
stock anti-Semitic practice; in late nineteenth-century France, for
example, it was a commonplace. For Maupassant, the ‘Beautiful
Jewess® was an obligatory brothel ‘ type’. ‘It is the Jewesses’, asserted
Drumont, ‘who provide the largest contingent of prostitutes in all the
great capitals.”®” Pound connected Jews with prostitution and sexual
excess.’® The superior sensuality of Jewish women was a familiar
literary theme: ‘He thought of what Gallagher had said about rich
Jewesses. Those dark Oriental eyes, he thought, how full they are of
passion, of voluptuous longing!’;*" “the mere term *Jewess” ...
brings to my mind somevague, mysterious, exotically poetic image of
all I-love best in a woman. I find myself dreaming of Rebecca of
York’;*® ‘What voluptuous yet touching purity, love, sweetness,
goodness, shone in that wondrous face that might have been gazing
down from the minarets of Jerusalem.’®’ The Jewish prostitute is a
degraded version of that theme — think of Baudelaire’s ‘affreuse
Juive’, vile but available to the poet, in contrast to his frigid beloved,
‘reine des cruclles’.? Eliot degrades the theme still further by
denying Rachel any allure. Hence the poem’s seedy location by the
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River Plate, attributable to the then topical anti-Semitic charge that
Jews ran the White slave trade. South America was one of its centres.
The anti-Semites ignored the small Jewish involvement, the un-
usualness of the phenomenon in Jewish history, the fact that Jewish
traffickers dealt mainly in Jewish women, and the widespread and
effective opposition to it from within Jewish communities. Anti-
Semites regarded the trade as another instance of immutable Jewish
vice. Their account owed much to the ‘blood libel’, that is, the -
canard that Jews abduct and murder Christian children at Passover;
it bore little relation to the reality of commercial vice.*®

Thirdly, Rachel is a creature from anti-Semitism’s bestiary. For St
Jerome Jewish prayers were as ‘ the grunting of a pig and the braying
of an ass’. “The Jews’, preached St John Chrysostom, ‘behave no
better that pigs or goats in their gross lasciviousness and excessive
gluttony.’** In the Middle Ages non-Jews who married or cohabited
with Jews were prosecuted for bestiality.* In nineteenth-century
France, once again, Jews were identified with vultures, crows, apes,
monkeys, hyenas, jackals, foxes, wolves, dogs, goats, pigs, rats,
snakes, crocodiles, toads, sharks, worms, locusts, fleas, spiders, slugs,
and wasps.®® A German anti-Semite of the same period expressed the
view that Jews had ‘the tenacity of a snake, the cunning of a fox, the
look of a falcon, the memory of a dog, the diligence of an ant, and the
sociability of a beaver”.*” Browning drew from a similar bestiary with
ironic effect in ‘Holy-Cross Day’, where Jews complain about being
crammed into church for an Easter sermon: ‘Higgledy- piggledy,
packed we lie, / Rats in a hamper, swine in a sty, / Wasps in a bottle,
frogs in a sieve, / Worms in a carcass, fleas in a‘sleeve.’®® Eliot’s Jews
vindicate the Pythagorean doctrine expounded in The Merchant of
Venice * [t]hat souls of animals infuse themselves / Into the trunks
of men’ (1v. i. 132—3). Representing Rachel as an animal is another
way in which Eliot relates the anti-Semitism of the poetry of 4dra
Vos Prec to its larger themes. With the rat-like Bleistein, the lupine
Rachel belongs in the company of ‘[a]peneck Sweeney’, the ‘red-
eyed scavengers’, the reptilian ‘silent vertebrate in brown’, and
the rankly feline Grishkin. As for ‘Gerontion’: the Jew squats, the
goat coughs, companions in an animal realm. While Shylock at least
is ‘a creature that did bear the shape of man’ (1. ii. 274), Rachel’s
paws ensure that no one can doubt her animal nature. Her * desires’,
like Shylock’s, ‘[a]re wolvish, bloody, starv’d and ravenous’ (iv.
i. 137-8). Sheis not the Swinburnian ‘ Lady of Pain’ whose ‘ ravenous
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tecth ... have smitten’,*”* but a low Jewish woman whose paws
tear. ’

Fourthly, Rachel is the Jewish daughter of a Jewish father. Her
name is the clichéd sign of that relationship: ‘what Moses does not
obtain by subservience and flattery ... his. pretty daughter Rachel,
prattling in French, conversant with romances and herself not averse
to a little romancing, does.’® In Eliot’s fictional social register,
Rachel could have been ‘née Klein’ (or ‘nde Nathan’, as she is
named in the poem’s French version, the translator correctly
perceiving that any recognisably Fewish name would do®')."She is the
type of the convert: in the thirteenth-century collection of religious
tales, The Dialogue on Miracles, the Jewish daughter who converts to
Christianity against her father’s wishes is named Rachel.?® She is also
related, as the daughter of Rabinovitch, to all those other, often
faithless, literary daughters of Jewish fathers. She is sister to
Shakespeare’s Jessica and Marlowe’s Abigail. She appeats in
Smollett’s Peregrine Pickle and in numerous nineteenth-century novels
and plays. Among the variations played on the theme, in ‘Rebecca
and Rowena’, Thackeray’s comic continuation of fwanhoe, she
repudiates her faith and marries the hero, whilein an American novel
of approximately the same period, her infatuation with a Gentile
debtor of her father leads to her death.?® She represents a theme that
was all but played out by the time Eliot came to write his ‘Sweeney’
poem, in part because modern anti-Semitism denied just that
possibility of redemption through conversion on which the theme was
predicated. Still, it lingered on at the margins of James’s The Tragic

Muse, and in an enfeebled state in Waugh’s Decline and Fall. It had

become a literary cliché, fit only for trivial ‘romances’ such as
Glossop’s The Jewess of Hull. Lessing provided an early challenge to
this theme, by writing a play about the adopted daughter of a Jew
who grieves when she learns that he is not her natural father and that
she was born a Christian (Nathan the Wise) ; George Eliot challenged
it by writing a novel about a son who returns to the faith of his Jewish
mother (Daniel Deronda). Eliot evoked the theme in a phrase, but /e
challenged it by making his Jewish daughter odious.®*

Fifthly, Rachel attempts to deny her Jewishness by repudiating her
surname. Eliot restores it, thereby enacting the anti-Semitic practice
of revealing the Jewish origins of men and women who, for the worst
of attributed reasons, are thought to deny those origins. ‘Jews’,
remarked Santayana, ‘are ashamed of their race.’® They often

.

The poetics of anti-Semitism Cogu

concealed their names, anti-Semites said, the better to deceive and
subvert. It was once the practice to ‘unmask’ revolutionists: ‘The
real name of Chernov ... 15 Feldman. The real name of Steklov ... 1s
Nahinkes, German Jew... As for Lenin, everyone knows that his
name is Ledeblum’ ;% in 1920, a book listed the ‘ pseudonyms’, ‘real

 names’, and ‘race’ of the Bolshevik leaders, most being ‘revealed’ as

Jewish.®® These remarks of Céline are mercly a fantasy version of an
anti-Semitic commonplace: ‘The Jews, you know, they’re all
camouflaged, disguised, chameleon-like, they change names like they
cross frontiers ... anything at all ... that throws people off, that sounds
deceptive.’® Part of the poise of *Sweeney Among the Nightingales’
derives from the poem’s assurance that it has not been ‘ thrown'off” by
the Jewish Rachel. When Jews were not conspiring together, they
were attempting integration. This too should not be permitted. Jews
should not be allowed ‘to pretend to be Christians’, as the Prussian

. Friedrich Wilhelm IIT put it, rejecting a petition from a Jew for

permission to change his name; ‘for some time’, the king complained,
‘the Jews have been adopting names which mean that they can no
longer be recognised as Jews’.®® Liberated from the gates of their
legal ghettos, Jews were to be confined in a ghetto of names. In 1922
Hilaire Belloc suggested that one of the causes of anti-Semitism was
the Jewish ‘ assumption of false names and the pretence of non-Jewish
origin in individuals’.®® In a letter to Pound, Eliot praised Louis
Zukofsky for not concealing his origins: “his verse is highly intelligent
and honourably jewish’;** by ‘honourably’, Eliot means ‘openly’.
Rooting out the Jew behind the Anglicised name was a party game
for the Jew-conscious; thus Eliot wrote to Pound, ‘Burnham is a Jew .
merchant, named Lawson (sc. Levisohn?)’.% Others have played a

- similar game: ‘Viscount Beaconsfield - an Israelite by birth (né

Disraeli)2.% Likewise, Christopher Hitchens can’t resist mocking
Ralph Lauren’s phoney ‘ Edwardianism of dress’ by unmasking his
phoney surname: ‘Ralph Lauren, née Lipschitz’.** Lauren, a
purveyor of Anglophilic snobbery, is put in his place by a superior
snebbery.

Eliot’s anti-Semitism was thus compacl. ‘Rachel née Rabinovitch
tears at the grapes with murderous paws’ is a line derived from a
cluster of literary and anti-Semitic clichés: conventions exhausted
through overexi)osure, and abuse staled by repetition. What un-
promising material! With great virtuosity, Eliot turns that material
into art. He compresses it into a single, powerfully charged sentence,
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and thereby restores its resonance and its menace. The conventions
acquire new life, the abuse, a sharper edge. Our sense of this poet’s
vocation has to be enlarged to take in his aesthetic commitment to

anti-Semitism,

ANTI-SEMITISM AND THE NON-PROPOSITIONAL

If I have been wrong so far, and poetry does by its supposed
‘statement-denying dynamic’®® refuse the propositional, does this
make the phrase ‘anti-Semitic poetry’ oxymoronic? Is the tension
between the two such that either poetry refines anti-Semitism into
something pure, or anti-Semitism degrades poetry to the level at
which it is no longer poetry, so_that one has only to ask: does anti-
Semitism cease to be anti-Semitic, or poetry cease to be poetic, when
attempts are made to write anti-Semitic poetry? Until now I have
treated anti-Semitism as if it were simply a series of false and wicked
propositions. about Jews. I have assumed that to be anti-Semitic,
poetry must thereby be propositional. T have disputed the contention
that poetry thereupon ceases to be truly poetic and becomes
something else, posing as poetry. I have argued that, to the extent
that anti-Semitism can be characterised as propositional, it is not
inaccessible to poetry. I now approach the problem from the opposite
end and consider the degree to which poetry can suit an anti-
Semitism that precisely is nof propositional. I develop my case by
reference to Symbolist poetry, partly because I take Eliot’s poetry to
be explicable by reference to Symbolism, and partly because poetry
of this kind is the least susceptible to such an argument. Indeed, one
might suppose that its esoteries, its intangibilities, and its rarefied and
personal visions, would make it invulnerable to the conformist
vulgarities of anti-Semitism. As Mallarmé put it: ‘Le sens trop-précis
rature / Ta vague littérature’.®® To be sure, poetic language in
general would seem to sit uneasily with anti-Semitism. Too gen-
erative of ambiguity, designed to be read with too heightened a sense
of nuance, and of the plurality of meanings, surely {(someone might
insist) poetry demands to be set apart from the flat statements of the

bigot? Isn’t the language of anti-Semitism ‘heavily dependent on’

clichés’, while the poet’s task precisely is to ‘ renounce the comforts of
cliché’?%" Doesn’t anti-Semitism speak solely in the more limited
language of prose, and in particularly debased forms of prose at that?
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Is it not articulated ecither in the clotted, polysyllabic prose of
‘scholarship’, or in the telegraphic sentences of the political agitator,
harsh and direct? T'o which one answers: yes, it is true that to study
anti-Semitism is to immerse oneself in stultifying treatises, and
slogans one step away from assaults. But such lumpen texts do not
represent the limit of one’s research — poems have to be studied too.
To think otherwise would be to misunderstand the elastic scope of
anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism is not limited to a series of opinions. It
derives from corrupt- imaginations that neglect truth; it is a
‘passion’.®® It lives in fiction;.it is, in Maurice Blanchot’s phrase, a
‘portrait-accusation’.®® It comprises a parcel of descriptions of  Jews’

_ that are adverse, and hostile, but also incoherent and contradictory.

The descriptions of ‘ Jews” in Eliot’s Symbolist poctry are pulled out
of that parcel.

. The following, from an article written in 1898 by J. K. Huysmans,
has the force of a disagreeable revelation for Eliot’s readers. It
discloses his affinity with an aspect of Symbolism that is unpleasant
and not wholly contingent. Here are the Jews of a Symbolist:

They were hideous with their skulls covered with astrakhans, their glassy
eyes bulging as if on stalks, their mouths like unbandaged wounds, their
beards like dirty yellow vegétation, their cheeks puffed-out and crimson, like
the raw backsides of monkeys. They stank like animals; all the horror of
immiscible tribes was there ... a detailed map of all the vices; they seemed to
me to represent, in their features, in the lines of their faces, the folds and
crevasses of innumerable bankruptmes a whole chart of the geoglaphy of
greed and money-making.™®

Huysmans’s novel A4 Rebours is one of Symbolism’s principal texts.
Mallarmé dedicated one of his most opaque texts to its protagonist,
des Esseintes.” Huysmans has a place both in Arthur Symons’s 7he
Symbolist Movement in Literature (1899), and in Edmund Wilson’s dxél’s
Castle (1931). While Symons’s book introduced Symbolism to Eliot,
Wilson’s book introduced Eliot to a reading public perplexed by
Modernism and its relation to Symbolism. Huysmans continues to
figure both in studies of Symbolism and anti-Semitism.” He gave
public support to organised anti-Semitism: ‘I am an anti-Semite,
because I am convinced that it is the Jews who have turned France
into the sad country, agitated by the lowest passions, the sad country
without God, which we now see.’”® His Symbolism and his anti-
Semitism make common cause in the passage quoted above. In the
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dramatising of an extreme emotion, in the exotic, abundant, and
vertiginous use of metaphor, in the visionary pose that it strikes, and
in its combination of fantasy and revelation, it is a Symbolist prose
poem masquerading as a piece of reportage. When Symons said of
Huysmans that he has ‘a brain all eye, a brain which sees even ideas
as if they had a superficies’, that he ‘cares only to give you the thing
seen, exactly as he sees it, with all his love or hate, and with all the
exaggeration which that feeling brings into it’, and that ‘no one has
ever invented such barbarous and exact metaphors for the rendering

" of visual sensations’,” he could have had (though he did not have)

this passage in mind.

This illustration of the Symbolist possibilities of anti-Semitism, and
the anti-Semitic possibilities of Symbolism, helps to make my general
argument, which is that while Eliot’s poetry is Symbolist, and its anti-
Semitism is of this kind, the anti-Semitism also represents a crisis in its
Symbolism. Anti-Semitism marks the site of the poet’s struggle
against the non-propositional nature of his poetry. It represents the
point at which he engages with the world, and with a kind of human
experience that is social and collective, rather than hieratically
personal. The anti-Semitism is therefore both an effect of the poetry’s
Symbolism and an effect of its struggle against it

Though in *From Poe to Valéry’, Eliot avoided acknowledging his
own debt to the Symbolist tradition at the point where one would
most expect it,”® his other assessments were not so disengaged.
Edmund Gosse’s belief that late nineteenth-century French poctry
had no influence on ‘English-metrical writers’ showed, Eliot had
said, that he was ‘completely out of touch with modern poetry’.”
Even as late as 1946, when praising * the tradition which starts with
Baudelaire, and culminates in Paul Valéry’, he remarked that
without it his own poetry ‘would hardly be conceivable®.”” Certainly
Eliot’s indebtedness to French Symbolism -has been a critical
commonplace since Axel’s Castle. Donald Davie endorsed and built
upon this commonplace in ‘Pound and Eliot: A Distinction’. From
his early Laforguian exercises to the paraphrase in translation of
Mallarmé in ‘Little Gidding’, Eliot remains, for Davie, the one poet
writing in English ¢ centrally in the symboliste tradition’.” Wilson, in
typically brisk fashion, lists its characteristics. There is the Symbolist
poct’s desire to approximate the condition of music. There is a
blurring of the distinctions between the real world and the imaginary
world, and between the perceptions of the different senses. There is
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an attempt to communicate unique personal feelings. The poet
chooses arbitrary symbols to stand for special ideas of his own and the
symbols are, Wilson says, a ‘disguise’ for these ideas, not tokens of
them.” By contrast with Dante, whose symbolism is ‘conventional,
logical and definite’,*® the symbolism of Mallarmé is vague and
suggestive, obliquely allusivc rather than direct and specific.

Davie, who combines an exposition of Symbolism with a Symbolist
account of Eliot’s poetry, emphasises the musical, anti-propositional,
and reflexive, aspects of the tradition. This is an advance on Wilson’s
account of Symbolism, which has a fin de siécle quality. Davie
recognises that these aspects appeal to the Symbolist poet because
they allow for a poetry that is not merely non-propositional, but non-
referential. He thus scorns the hunt for meaning in * A Gooking Egg’,
an especially difficult puzzle poem for Eliot critics.®® The mind’s
capacity to make connections that cannet be made in the external
world is Symbolism’s'revelation. It represents a yoking together of
disparates, which exceeds metaphor. Symbolism is the poetry that is
produced when metaphor is rejected as inadequate. It is poetry
beyond metaphor, without anchorage in reality; in I. A. Richards’s
terms, ‘vehicles’ cut loose from their ‘tenors’.®? Kermode, in his
exposition of the aesthetics of Symons and Pater, explains it thus: ‘the
work ... must not mean but be. The art that most perfectly achieves
this state is music; in poetry there are difficulties of the sort that start
barren arguments about the status of the poet’s thought extracted
and discursively considered ... [music is] the one art divinely void of
meaning.’®® The Paterian critic would argue that it is as absurd to
postulate anti-Semitic Symbolist poetry as to postulate anti-Semitic
music. Except that it is easy to imagine such music, which could take
themes associated with Judaism in order to mock or silence them.
One cannot wholly escape ‘meaning’, even in music,

The Symbolist assimilation of poetry to music helped one Jewish
critic, Harold Rosenberg, to avoid taking personally the insults of
‘Gerontion’ and ‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’:

Why should I resent Eliot’s poem for its Jewish landlord repulsive to the
aristocrat who lost his property? Alas, says, Eliot, in the modern world there
is no entailed real estate, no integrated culture, no ‘roots’, no high ritual,
nothing but capitalism, Jews, and progress, tsk, tsk. I take this music as I do
that of a Hungarian stnug trio in a restaurant with atmosphc:e (the very
restaurant of ‘Rachel née Rabinovitch’): So aristocratic, dancers in genuine
ermine. What if the waiter is a White Guardist and an ex-pogromchick?
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Another chilled vodka, please! It is quite a different thihg when Eliot puts

down his harmonica, mistakes himself for the dispossessed Prince RomanofT,
and’ proposes communities with No JEws signs on them.?

This is to degrade the music of poetry to mere background ambience.
The flippancy of tone masks an argument in a state of some
desperation. There is no difference between the propositions Rosen-
berg derives from *Gerontion’ and from After Strange Gods, Yet the
first is acceptable to him, while the second is not. The distinction
between prose and poetry has rarely looked so threadbare.

It is easy to characterise anti-Semitic discourse in Symbolist terms.
Anti-Semitism blurs the distinction between the real world and an
imaginary-one. It too, when covert, may be vague and suggestive.
Like Symbolism, anti-Semitism also posits arrangements that do not
correspond to any that obtain in the real world. And while none
of -this should be taken as contending either that anti-Semitism is
inadvertently Symbolist, or that Symbolism is potentially anti-
Semitic,®® there is sufficient congruence between the two to make for
the possibility of anti-Semitic, Symbolist poetry. This is a possibility
that distinctions between the literary and the non-literary, the
fictional and the mythic, cannot frustrate..

Frank Kermode has argued that ‘[f}ictions can degenerate into
myths whenever they are not consciously held to be fictive. In this
sense anti-Semitism is a degenerate fiction, a myth; and Lear is a
fiction. ’®" This is too categoric. Anti-Semitism does not consist solely
of lies. It is also bulky with descriptions, which is why it cannot be
defeated by counter-proofs and refutations alone. It is a way of
imagining Jews, a pernicious, elaborate fiction, and not just a series
of theorems about the Jewish people. Furthermore, Kermode’s
distinction depends either on imputing a reflexive consciousness to

the work, which is fanciful, or on making the sincerity of the author .

determinative, which is futile. Ifit depends on the first, it imports the
pathetic fallacy into literary criticism: if on the second, it imports a
variety of the intentional fallacy especially difficult to defend.
Kermode is also too easy on himself. Since there is nothing in Lear to
relate it to the genocidal anti-Semitism of Buchenwald, the myth/
fiction distinction seems manifestly just. But what if, instead of Lear,
‘Burbank’ had been Kermode’s example? Is it myth as fiction? What
does it mean to ask of that poem: does it consciously hold anti-
Semitism to be fictive? Tt does not ironise, it embraces, anti-Semitism.
Kermode’s argument does not admit of the possibility of
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anti-Semitism being anything other than a degenerate fiction, that
is, ontologically non-literary. Yet while ‘Burbank’ is ‘ consciously’ a
pocm, that is, one which owns its' formal properties, it does not
consciously hold its anti-Semitism to be fictive. If anti-Semitism is a
degenerate fiction, and ‘Burbank’, as a poem, is a fiction, how does
one understand the anti-Semitism of ‘Burbank’? The answer is that
one cannot. Either Kermode’s distinction has to go, or the poem,

But if Kermode’s general argument does not work, and it is true
that Symbolism may accommodate anti-Semitism — as. Eliot’s anti-
Semitic Symbolist poetry suggests — it is equally true that there are
tendencies in anti-Semitic discourse that pull away from the
Symbolist toward the unequivocally assertive, thus moving not so
much from the Mallarméan to the Dantean (to adopt Wilson’s
distinction}, as from the Mallarméan to the comic-strip caricatural.
Eliot’s poetry suggests this, too. It ds.this tension between ac-
commodation and rejection that I now want to consider.

It can be approached by an examination of the notion of the
‘symbolic’: ‘in 1918 or 1919 such a reference to the Jew as a symbol of
capitalist—industrialist exploitation was hardly more prejudicial than
it would be today to refer to the Scot as cheese-paring’®® (my italics).
This remark of Spender’s is plainly unsatisfactory: identifying the
Jew with the evil of the modern world is to focus upon him an animus
far greater than anything likely to be directed at supposed skinflints.
(The ‘Jew joke’, remarked Orwell, is ‘always somewhat more ill-
natured than the “Scotch” joke’.*”) More importantly, however,
Spender also neglects to place this ‘symbolic’ Jew in the context of
the Symbolism of the poem, For him Bleistein is symbolic in the sense
that he is a token for something else. To borrow Wilson’s charac-
terisation of Dante’s symbolism, ‘Bleistein’ is a conventional, logical
and definite symbol. This Jew stands for ‘capitalist-industrialist
exploitation’ and, by implication, nothing else. The relative inno-
cence of the poem’s anti-Semitism is held to lie exactly in this
supposedly thin and unremarkable rendering of a typical Jew.
Spender imagines Bleistein to possess the'flat fixity of an anti-Semitic
caricature in a broadsheet. In its propagandistic edge of incitement,
it is the polar opposite to the diffuse evocations — the semantic *blur’
— finessed by a Symbolist poetry which is, in this sense, like all other
kinds of poetry, only more so. Symbolism has therefore been treated
as paradigmaticaily poetic, and invoked by those like Brooks and

_ Sartre who argue a strong case for distinguishing prose from poetry.*®
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I have three comments to make on this.

First, this ‘jew” is much more than the cipher of Spender’s reading.
‘Burbank’ adopts the anti-Semite’s doctrines of the unity and
wickedness of the Jewish people, and the trans-historical struggle

“between Jews and Gentiles. The title, and the poem’s characters,
together amount to an acknowledgment of the truth of those doctrines
by the related pair Bleistein and Klein, and the opposing pair
Burbank and Bleistein. The poem itself rehearses some major themes
of anti-Semitism in the space of its eight stanzas. It is densely packed,
both complex and succinct. Oblique, ironical, and allusive, the poem
is also occasionally direct, and sometimes prosaically flat. A bravura
piece, it has to be explicated with patience. It takes time to do justice
to the multiple injustices that ‘Burbank’ does to Jews.

Secondly, achieving these complicated effects is just what Sym-

bolism is good at. In ‘Burbank’ Eliot achieves in a twenty-four line
poem ‘what prosy anti-Semites cannot cram into two-volume
treatises. His Symbolism is both a technique of compression and a
method of reconciling: contradictory meanings. Anti-Semitism’s
confusions become the suggestiveness of ‘Burbank’. Defending the
range of allusions in ‘Burbank’, I. A, Richards wrote: ‘These things
come in ... for the sake of the emotional aura which they bring and
the attitudes they incite. Allusion in Mr Eliot’s hands is a technical
device for compression. The Waste Land is the equivalent in content to
an epic. Without this device twelve books would have been needed: ™
‘Burbank’, if not quite an epic, is still a match to any Jew-hating
treatise in the pregnant fullness of its anti-Semitism.

Thirdly, the poem’s Symbolism actually encompasses both the .

Dantean and the Mallarméan, and shuttles back and forth between
the starkly categoric and the allusively suggestive. There is the anti-
Semitism of ‘ The jew is underneath the lot’, which is conventionally
symbolic, and the anti-Semitism of ‘A saggy bending of the knee’,
which echoes other such sneers and caricatures (‘the Jew with
crooked heel, / crooked nose and baggy slacks’*®). But there is also
the anti-Semitism of ‘A lustreless protrusive eye / Stares from the
protozoic slime’, which evokes reptilian associations without ex-
plicitly making them, and the anti-Semitism of ‘Who clipped the
lion’s wings’, which insinuates an answer without expressly articu-
lating it.

The title ‘Burbank with a Bacdcker: Bleistein w1th a Cigar’ is a
Baedeker to the poem, presenting a contrast, and by implication
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inviting a choice. It also invokes an anti-Semitic cliché. The
American carries with him a Baedeker; the Jew has a cigar. Their
needs are expressed in these artefacts: for the one, a textbook of
permanent treasures; for the other, an instrument of ephemeral
pleasure. The cigar offers immediate gratification and is the symbol
of both plutocrat anc father: both witnesses to and beneficiaries of
the labour of others. The contrast has the attenuated force of cliché.
It thus immediately suggested itself to the anti-Semitic Rupert
Brooke, when describing two kinds of American, There is ¢ the tall,
thin type of American, with pale blue eyes of an idealistic,
disappointed -expression’ and by contrast, there is the ‘small,
bumptious, cager, brown-faced man, with a cigar raking at an
irritating angle from the corner of his mouth’.”® In his survey of
London’s East End, Walter Besant described a Jewish shop proprietor
with ‘a large cigar... between his lips; it is a sign and a symbol”.™
‘The smell of the cheap cigar puts the final touch’ X remarked
Wyndham Lewis, to anti-Semitism’s picture of the Jew; even by the
end of World War I1, it was still supposed that Jews ‘wear gold
watches, [and] smoke mgars’ o6

The first three stanzas of the poem are about Bu:bank the second
three are about Bleistein, the seventh stanza introduces Sir Ferdinand
Klein, and the last stanza returns to Burbank. The poem opens with
an account, in the idiom of a detective’s report, of Burbank and
Princess Volupine’s rendezvous in a ‘small hotel’. It then shifts idiom
when observing what happens thereafter to each. The middle stanzas
savage Bleistein, concluding with lines that obtrude from the poem
like a fist. Sir Ferdinand Klein is ‘entertained’ by the Princess. Klein
and Bleistein are a complementary pair: the one effortlessly philistine,
the other bogusly aristocratic, and both Jewish. The poem concludes
with Burbank in meditative pose, brooding on Venice and other
mysteries. ‘Burbank’ may be read as a Symbolist rendering of a
Jamesian theme. It is constructed out of two kinds of engagement
with Venice, There are the meetings of Burbank and Klein with
Princess Volupine. There are also the encounters of Burbank and
Bleistein with the culture and history of Venice.,

The undiscriminating nature of the Princess’s attentions allows for
two possible inferences. It is prostituted Venice, either extending
hospitality to Jew and Gentile alike, or else submitting to a specifically
Jewish pimping. The courtesan’s degraded impartiality toward her
clients is a parodic, anticipatory version of The Waste Land's
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embracing of ‘ Gentile or Jew’. It may also be read as postulating one

part of the two-part, and typically contradictory anti-Semitic sexual .

fantasy of Jewish women as prostitutes (Rachel née Rabinovitch) and
Jewish men either as pimps who exploit non-Jewish women or as
‘pleasure-loving ... businessmen [who] pursue Gentile girls”. *7 Either
way, however, Princess Volupine is to be contrasted both with
Burbank’s republican lack of title, and with Sir Ferdinand Klein’s
newly acquired handle. The pairings tell their own story of defeat:
the republican seduced by the aristocratic; the aristocratic subordi-
nated to the plutocratic. Burbank submits to the Princess just as she
herself ministers to Sir Ferdinand. Venice was once both republican
and independent, but can only re-establish contact with its past
through its tourists, representing aspects of that past. In that sense
both Burbank and Klein become part of the texture of the poem’s
evocation of Venice. They represent ways of imagining both its civic
decline and its waning power as a literary subject. Venice has lost a
double independence. Assimilated into Italy, the city also has been
absorbed into the many-literary treatments of it. It has lost its
distinctness. Visit Venice and you visit Italy; write about Venice and
you write about Browmng, or Gautier, or Shakcspcare or James,
writing about Venice. ‘Burbank’ makes both points. The impossi-
bility of gctung to the essential Venice — the absence of an ‘essential’
Venice —is a frustration relieved only by the pocm s ready ability to
gct to the essential Jew. An anti-Mosaic mosaic, ‘Burbank’ is also a
compressed Baedeker to literary Venice.
The poem does not damn Klein and Bleistein in order to praise

Burbank. His brooding is as debased as his romance. Each is as trivial -

as the other, while both are conducted in obscurity. His rendezvous
with Princess Volupine takes place in the secrecy of an hotel; his
reflections on Venice are hidden in mysteries. This ‘meditation’ is
impossibly complex and obscure. As a subject for reflection, ‘Time’s
ruins’ is demanding enough. Taken together with (all) ‘seven laws’,
a satiric purpose becomes evident, The sterility of Burbank’s engage-
ments is rendered by a text of exceptional literary pregnancy. For
example, the first stanza’s ‘ They were together and she fell” alludes
to Tennyson’s ‘The Sisters’,*® a violent revenge poem. It is a dra-
" matic monologue, spoken by one sister of another. The poem is about
the shame of seduction, and the extremities of disgrace and revenge.
It is about madness and loyalty, and it has a single voice of com-
manding individuality. In each particular, the poem reverses ‘Bur-
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bank’. The banalities of clichéd thought and clichéd sex, not passion,
is its theme. The brief, trite exchange between Burbank and Prinicess
Volupine is matched by the ponderous banality of Burbank’s subse-
quent musings. Burbank is equally incapable of sin and meditation.
Just as he does not truly ‘fall’ following his encounter with the
Princess, so his brooding on Venice’s decline does not elevate him.
When Bleistein appears, he assumes the representative form of the
anti-Semite’s Jew. The poem stays outside him. We share what
Burbank thinks; he is our fellow. Bleistein is merely part of what we
see; he has no ‘inner life’.”® Inside Venice, the poem surveys the city,
describing its residents, sketching its place in literature. It speaks of
Venice by gathering texts that take it as their subject. Then:
‘Chicago Semite Viennesc’. The cities of ‘Burbank’ have different
lives. While Venice is unnamed and thus elusive, ‘Chicago’ is a bare

noun and ‘Viennese’ a sclf-explanatory adjective. The second is

alien in its lack of feature, the third has the fatigued presence of a
cliché. “Viennese’ invokes a conventional, xenophobic sense of the
city: promiscuous, decadent, heretical, Jewish. The poem blurs the
distinction between what Venice is, and how it has been imagined.
The city is evoked by fragments of other evocations of Venice.
Bleistein’s perspective on it is subaqueous, where the most primitive
forms of life are first quickened: * A lustreless protrusive eye / Stares
from the protozoic slime / At a perspective of Ganaletto.” Bleistein
‘stares’ because he does not understand. Jews lack an aesthetic sense,
They can neither create nor appreciate art. They are either bogus
artists or traders in the art of others. They are fakers or dealers. This
rehearses a farniliar anti-Semitic jibe. Maurras, for example, claimed
that no Jew could understand Racine’s ‘Dans ’Orient désert, quel
devint mon ennui’.*® These views have their origins in eighteenth-
century aesthetics, as Sander Gilman explains: ‘The sense of the
beautiful became one of the major touchstones distinguishing
between the civilized and the barbaric. And the Jews were among the
barbarians.” A Jewish critic of the time complained of the denial to
Jews of ‘any sense of the beautiful, good, [or] noble’.*® A modified
version of this libel allowed Jews an aesthetic sense, and thus a
measure of creativity, but deriving only from Jew;sh tradition,
Consider this remark of Eliot’s:

The poetry of Isaac Rosenberg... does not only owe its distinction to its
being Hebraie: but because it js Flebraic it is a contribution to English
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literature, For a Jewish poet to be able to write like a Jew, in western Lurope
and in a western European language, is almost a miracle.!%

‘The two versions of the libel T have just described are thus represented
by Bleistein and Rosenberg respectively. Eliot’s eccentric praise of the
Jewish poet is consistent with his larger deprecations. ‘That a Jew
can do this!® registers the surprise of the anti-Semite.-What is it to
write like a Jew? Richard Wagner explains: ‘The Jew speaks the
language of the country in which he has lived from generation to
generation, but he always speaks it as a foreigner.’'* A Jew cannot
compose German music; when he purports to do-so, he deceives. The
jcwish composer could only compose music as a Jew by drawing on
the ‘ceremonial music’ of the synagogue service, 2 ‘nonsensical
gurgling, yodelling and cackling’. These 1hythms ... dominate his
musical 1magmatlon ;10 they are irresistible. So while the talented
Jewish composer is dlsquahﬁed by his race from composing German
music, he is disqualified by his talent from composing Jewish music.
Rosenberg was luckier. He was able, by ‘almost a miracle’, to write
in English ‘like a Jew’. The difference between Eliot’s anti-Semitism
-and Wagner's is defined, on this point, by the possibility of this
‘miracle’.

The poem’s sixth stanza presents a landscape drawn by an anti-
Semite. ‘Piles’ can be great fortunes or ancient, lofty buildings. They
can be supporting timber posts for bridges, or driven into river beds
or marshes. A ‘pile’, furthermore, can be the reverse side of a
coin, or downy, short hair such as a rat has. ‘Burbank’ draws-on
all these meanings. ‘ Piles’ evokes the buildings and the timber posts,
the fortunes and more particularly the coins, and the rats. These rats
are related obscurely to the wealth, both at its source as well as being
the cause of its undoing. They are so closely to be identified with
what they destroy that, by the synecdoche ‘piles’, they become it.
“The jew is underneath the lot’ is to be glossed as first: Bleistein’s
-subaqueous perspective, ‘star[ing] from the protozoic slime’,

. is beneath even that of a rat, Jews being lower than vermin; and
secondly: the world, which is rotten but perplexing,-is to be explained
by reference to the Jews, their influence’ and power. This is
a common enough anti-Semitic trope: ‘[the Jewish people are]
indestructible and humiliated, the enemy of mankind and its eternal
slave’.!% The Jews are ‘underneath’ both in the sense of being the
most worthless, and in the sense of being the most significant, as
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when one asks, ‘what’s at the bottom of all this?” (As in: “The Jews
here are at the bottom of most of our troubles and will someday
suffer for it’;'% ‘[Jews] are always to be found at the bottom of
every new vﬂlainy’;“” ‘[the] subterranean and invisible influence
[of the Jews]”.') Jews, asserts Eliot, will make money out of
anything, even rats’ pelts; in the early twentieth century the
American fur industry had a predominantly Jewish character.®®
Jews become, in the poem’s extravagant spasm of disgust, furry rats
themselves.

Identifying Jews with rats is an anti-Semitic commonplace, and
entails a recommendation: expel them, or exterminate them! Thus:
‘If you want to avoid the bubomc plague, send the yids to
Panama’;*!? “this usurious vermin’ should be exterminated ‘like
trichinae and bacilli’ ;111 For us, the Jews are only a passing pest and
a cholera.”*® ‘[Rothschild] belong[s] to the rodent order; he looks
like a rat, a colossal Leviathan of a rat”;*?® ‘the Jerusalem of filth,
stinking of rats, in which Jews, covered in muck, scrambie for picces
of gold’;** “this poisoned rat [Reinach] behind the woodwork’;M?
‘[a fictional Jew:] a dirty, greasy rat [with} a strange power over
women’;*'® ‘[ Jewish refugees to Australia:] weedy East Europeans
...slinking, rat-faced men’;™7 ‘[ Jewish refugees to England:] the
unwashed verminous alien’ ;'8 ‘[ Jewish immigrants] live like rats in
a hole—1 cannot find words bad enough for them.’™® Pound
fulminated against ‘importations ancient and modern from the
sewers of Pal’stine’.'*® ‘Freud, Bergson’, he wrote, were ‘crawlin’ in
through all the crevices. **! American ‘sovereignty’, he insisted, had
been ‘handed over to VERMIN’;*** elsewhere he wrote of ‘usury
vermin’.'® In a short, typically apodictic piece written in 1939,
Pound declared: ‘We want an European religion. Christianity is
verminous with semitic infections.”*** Anti-Semitism’s most poison-
ous invective hisses in ‘Burbank’. ,

However, such is its formal poise that though not a monologti:% it
seems to call for an actor’s delivery. With * this or such was Bleistein’s
way’ one imagines a pose belng struck. “Money in furs’ is another
histrionic moment: one imagines the sentence lispingly spoken, with
satirical relish. It evokes a raconteur’s mimicry. The lines ‘She
entertains Sir Ferdinand / Klein’ offers ancther opportunity for
comedy, the enjambment allowing for a comedian’s sense of timing,
the drop to Klein deferred by a pause that promises something
significant but delivers something small (something klein). Add
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Burbank’s musings and it becomes clear that this is a poem to read
aloud, in different voices.

Klein shares his forename with Ferdinand of Aragon, who expelled
the Jews from Spain, Giving Klein that name, like linking Bleistein
with anti-Semitic Vienna (indeed, ‘the most anti-Semitic city in
Europe’*®), is one of the poem’s jokes on the Jews. It associates them
with their persecutors. He is not the only ‘little’ Jew in Eliot’s poetry.
Lady Kleinwurm (‘little worm®) and ‘little Ben Levin the tailor’
figure in the pre-Pound version of The Waste Land.**® Anti-Semites
refer to Jews as ‘little’ when they have the confidence to mock: ‘this
little Jew [Hore-Belisha] who was inflated to become Minister of War
in time of grave national emergency’;'*” ‘There were thousands of
little chairs and almost as many little Jews; and there was music in'an
open rotunda, over which the little Jews wagged their big noses’;'*®
‘And when the little sheenies die / Their souls will go to hell’; 129
‘undersized Semites’;'®® ‘The Jews...fell into both littleness and
arrogance: into the littleness of being content with anything, with
small gains and private safety; and into arrogance in proclaiming
that, in their littleness they possessed the highest good’;'®' ‘[of
Disraeli:] a little great man’.*®® In a characteristic anti-Semitic
trope, contempt is allied to fear: ‘ the small may bring down the great
by using suitable weapons’.**® The poem clips Klein’s wings by the
mocking pause between the grandeur of his title and forename and
littleness of his surname.*** And then a new sentence, and a question:
‘Who clipp’d the lion’s wings / And flea’d his rump and pared his
claws?’ If the poem has an answer to Burbank’s question it is Klein.
Change the punctuation from a full stop to a comma and the culprit
is disclosed: ‘Klein, who clipp’d the lion’s wings ...” Clipping, fleaing
and paring: do these emasculate or simply manicure? Has Klein
subdued the lion or is he merely its ignoble personal servant?
Clipping and paring could render Venice, the winged lion, powerless;
fleaing it would perform a necessary but menial service. The first is'a
threat, while the second is a propitiatory, servile gesture. The poem
is divided between the two. Klein is both domesticator and domestic,
or in a stronger version both degrader and degraded. In the first role
he is savaged, in the second he is derided. ‘Burbank’, unwilling to
choose between the two, adopts both by its own act of emasculation.
This points to the incoherence of anti-Semitism: the dual gesture of
defeat and scorn. Either Jews are omnipotent or they are con-
temptible. If the first, their dommance cannot be combated. If the
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second, their existence cannot provide an explanation for the injuries

for which the anti-Semite would hold them responsible. The anti-

Semite always secks to have it both ways, yoking together in his
account of the Jew the most disagrecable though contradictory
characteristics, While the poem hovers over this dilemma by its
punctuation, it favours scorn over defeat. Hence the full stop. The
anti-Semitism of ‘Burbank’ is defined by that period.

Ricks writes of ‘Burbank’: ‘ the effect of the article, “The J ew?”
to disparage all Jews ... while nevertheless leaving open a bolt-hoie
for the disingenuous reply that a particular Jew only is meant.”**
The criticism of the poem’s anti-Semitism becomes a criticism of the
poem; ‘Burbank’ has failed to dramaitise the prejudice and therefore
has fallen victim to it. Good poems cannot be anti-Semitic. Ricks’s
critical practice here submits to the slogan: ‘Dramatise or condemn’
He dramatises ‘Gerontion’ and ‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’,
and condemns ‘Burbank’. What Brooks was able to do with
‘Ripeness. is all’,’*® Ricks is unwilling to do with ‘The jew is
underneath the lot’. He is right. Indeed, it is this refusal that makes
his analysis of the poem superior to the analyses of certain other
critics. For example, Ronald Bush proposes, and James Longenbach
agrees, that it is not Eliot speaking in the poem but ‘an [Henry]
Adams-like compatiiot’. Bush-adds that we-do not ‘see’ Bleistein
“through the lens of an objective narrator but through Burbank’s
refined yet debilitating senstbility’.**” That is, Burbank is an anti-
Semite. If this is what he ‘sees’, he must hate Jews. Bush is too
nonchalant about the poem’s anti-Semitism to make this point
expressly; it is there by implication of his argument only. Longenbach
goes slightly further. He argues generally of the poems of dra Vos Prec
that their ‘layer of self-consciousness does not always save [Eliot]
from the implications of the anti-Semitism or anti-feminism of the
poems’ personae’. 138 Not always? Against these evasions and half-
readings it is my case that Eliot manipulates anti-Semitism in
‘Burbank’, But to what purpose?

It could be argued that ‘Burbank’ economically rehearses, and
subverts, the clichés associated with- the innocent abroad and the
malign philistinism of Jews. Such an argument would go as follows.
While the poem’s anti-Semitism is harsh, hysterical, and concise, it is
also uncertain. ‘The jew is undernecath the lot’ refers ncither to
Bleistein nor Klein. Dislocated from the poem’s narrative, this line:
perplexes by positing the dominance of Jews while also representing
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them in a state of degradation and squalor. Its slogan—hke mmphcxty
jars, a dissonance that derives from a sharp division in the poem’s
tone —a street shout, against the library murmur of Burbank’s
musings. And the street shout doesn’t quite work as a shout. It is
alienated in its context and so compressed that it articulates more
than a slogan could convey. What would otherwise come close to an
incitement, instead becomes part of the puzzle. ‘Burbank’ puts anti-
Semitic discourse on display, and thereby unmasks it. ‘Naturally
scorning [such a] credulous view of the world’, the poem presents
anti-Semitism as a ‘visible object’.'®® Looked at in this way, it is
susceptible to a deconstructionist analysis: ‘To deconstruct a poem is
to indicate the precise location of its figuration of doubt, its uncertain

notice of that limit where persuasion yields to a dance or interplay of -

tropes.’**® What would otherwise have been read as the central
proposition of the poem’s anti-Semitism instead has been disclosed as
‘its figuration of doubt’, unmoored from reference and divided
within itself, One could say that Eliot has kept the arguments open
and the poetic object closed.™! One learns about anti-Semitism when
one reads ‘Burbank’. The poem purports to assent to it, while in fact
- undermining it by the play of its language, which cannot be
straitjacketed by the rigidities of anti-Semitic discourse. The poem
makes its readers work; it does not work on its readers. It is not
manipulative; it is resistant to manipulation. To describe it in
language borrowed from an account of another poem, also read as
univocally political, ‘it confounds the clarity’ of anti-Semitism.'**
Jerome McGann, advancing a sophisticated version of this argument
in relation to a work most resistant to it, Pound’s Canios, thus asserts
that *poetry may not be “totalitarian” even when its ideology is’.
Certain lines in the Cantos ‘open to critical thought those ideologies to
which the poetry has committed ltself >. This is something that
‘poetry always does’. 143

This is an argument one can respect, though I reject it. In
‘Sweeney Among the Nightingales’, anti-Semitism is indeed interro-
gated. Some of its claims look weaker after a reading of the poem. In
The Rock, anti-Semitism of a certain kind is repudiated expressly. But
in ‘Burbank’ itis equally expressly endorsed. This can only be denied
if one holds that every ostensibly anti-Semitic poem must, as a
principle of its poetic being, undermine anti-Semitisim’s dogmas. To
adopt this position is to ignore the differences between poems. Some
will guery anti-Semitism, others may endorse it. They cannot avoid
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its contradictions, so even those poems that promote anti-Semitism to
that extent ‘expose’ them. Yet the contradictions that they expose
are evident in every anti-Semitic pamphlet pushed through a door,
and in every anti-Semitic speech delivered at a rally. When one
witnesses the collapse of a process of reasoning in an anti-Semitic
poem, it is not the operation of literary language at work but the
pressures of anti-Semitism’s own irrationality. Identifying ‘illogic’ in
an anti-Semitic passage is not in itself evidence that its author is ‘iil
at casc with his prejudice’.*®® On balance, therefore, the above
interpretation is too generous, conforming with the worst aspect of
deconstruction, ‘its dreary and repetitious discovery of tiresomely
familiar “inherent strains and contradictions™’.**® While the anti-
Semitism of ‘Burbank’ is elusive, it is also capturable. Though the
poem subjects anti-Semitism to intense pressure, it holds up. This
exemplary modern poem, thus ‘full of gaps and full of lights, filled
with abhsences and overhourishing signs, without foresight or stability
of intention, and ... so opposed to the social function of language’,'*°
yet finds a place for anti-Semitism. Indeed, anti-Semitism is
embraced as an opportunity for a modern poem; it also represents a
moment’ of recoil from that indeterminacy of meaning which is

. modern poetry’s regime. ‘The task’, wrote Eliot of Kipling’s poetry,

‘is the opposite of that with which we are ordinarily faced when
attempting to defend contemporary verse. We expect to have to
defend a poet against the charge of obscurity: we have to defend
Kipling against the charge of excessive lucidity.’*®” The anti-
Semitism of ‘Burbank’ is precisely of this excessively lucid kind ; it is
both the occasion for the poem, and an ‘anomalous element within it.
It is a challenge both to our understanding of the nature of modern
poetry and of the aesthetics in which that poetry has been cultivated.

Let me return to the impact of a first reading of ‘Burbank’. The
anti-Semitism is unmistakable. It reaches out like a clear signal to the
reader, bemused by everything else in the poem. There is the
music hall, open-palmed gesture of Bleistein, his fat cigar and
subhuman, dead eyes; there is the manipulative, corrosive sophisti-
cation of Klein; thére is the destructive philistinism of them both, and
their parasitic homelessness; and there are the rats that spread
plague, noiselessly and invisibly destroying what they infest. The
poem demands a careful reading, one that takes us some distance
from our first impressions. But to forget those impressions is an error.
‘Burbank’ does not ironise anti-Semitism —it is not a love mas-
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querading as a hate. When the world becomes too variogsly cc‘;rpple.x
to grasp, simplifications seem to become necessary. Anti-Semitism is
the great simplifier. It offers coherence and comfort. Il:l the wiords of
Eliot’s mentor, Charles Maurras: ‘Evcrything‘seems 1mP0531b'1f{, or
frightfully difficult, without the providential arrwa}l of z}nu-S’cl:;l;ntlsm,
through which all things fall into place and are mmpl%ﬁed. .
Eliot’s own account of the place of ‘subject-matter” in a Symbolist
poem is germane. He proposes that ‘it is important as means: the end
is the poem. The subject exists for the poem, not the poem for th'e
subject.’*? If this was right, one might say of ‘Burbank’ that anti-
Semitism is its means. It enables a Symbolist poem to be written, with
nothing in view but itself** But Eliot is wrong, and so it would be
wrong to leave the problem at this point. He postqlattis a mistakenly
complete distinction between ‘poem’ and ‘s_ubject , and a false
antithesis between Symbolist and non-Symbolist poetry. Insofar as
the two entities can be abstracted, it is perhaps better to argue that
the relation between ‘subject’ and *poem’ is dialecticai,.that is to say,
reciprocally shaping. Specifically, anti-Semitism is not just one topic
amongst others that the Symbolist freely may choose without tha_.t
choice having implications for his poetry. When a poet cho‘oses thn‘:
‘subject matter’, he discloses his relation to Symboysm. The means
corrupt the ‘end’, thereby ensuring that the complicated, corrupting
anti-Semitism of some of Eliot’s earlier poetry produces a com-

plicated, corrupt Symbolism. An account of the Symbolism of Eliot’s

poetry that is not also an account of its occasional anti-SemiFism is
thus incomplete. The anti-Semitism is evidence (?f a Sy_mbohsn:l in
crisis. Its appearance represents the moment at which the impressions
of a sensitive, self-dramatising poet have become the prej}ldiccs of a
vicious group. The intuitive has become the programimatic, a_nd !:he
vague and suggestive, a fantasy of h.alf—ghmpscd conspiracies.
Symbolist obliquity promotes anti-Semitic obloquy. ' '

This is similar to Gabriel Pearson’s argument in ‘Eliot: _An
American Use of Symbolism’.'® He maintains that for Eliot,
Symbolism was both his patrimony and his\ pred1ce_1ment, and _tha:t
this predicament in turn became a central issue of his poetry. Ehc?t 5
poetry does not celebrate but struggles against the ‘self-s‘ubstantwe
verbal universe’ that it creates. It is marked by ‘the intolerable
wrestle / With words and meanings’, a contest that can lee,zcisgo the
extreme conclusion that ‘The poetry does not matter’. ’ For
Symbolism, the referential aspect of language is something to
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overcome, an obstacle to the realisation of the ideal poem.*®® Hence
the privileging of music as the model art form. For Eliot, by contrast,
this dimension of language in poetry is both inevitable and necessary.
He rejects the goal of ‘ pure poetry’, because © poetry is only poetry so
long as it preserves some “impurity” in this sense: that is to say, so
long as the subject matter is valued for its own sake’.2% Pearson asks:
what poctry can a Symbolist write if he acknowledges that words ‘are
[also] ... social deposits and repositories of social acts’ P15

To which one answers: anti-Semitic poetry, and Christian poetry.
Each reaches out to relate words to forms of existence outside
language. In its barbarisms; anti-Semitism degrades the word’;

Christianity’ is the triumph of ‘the word’ become Word. The
language of anti-Semitism is abandoned for soundless violence. The
language of Christianity is transcended by voiceless prayer. Anti-
Semitism is realised in the infliction of humiliations, Christianity in
the rituals of worship. Acts-of persecution, acts of reverence — anti-
Semitism and Christianity are each-integrally gestural as well as
linguistic. Pearson correctly identifies the Christian resolution to
Eliot’s dilemma: ‘Eliot took the logic of Symbolism to an extreme -
and then attempted to return it to experience by connecting the word
with the Word.”*®® But there is also the anti-Semitic resolution.
Pearson’s case for the affinity of Symbolism with anti-Semitism is an
external affair, to be described in political terms as a ‘resistance
against the debasements of bourgeois democratic mass society’. This
gives Symbolism an ideological dimension, allowing him to identify
the anti-Semitism in Eliot’s work as central to it because it is central
in ‘Gerontion’, which is itself ‘central to Eliot’s poetic practice’,1%7
This is worth saying, though too contingent to Eliot’s poetics to be
helpful in the present context. I propose instead the following as
Eliot’s anti-Semitic resolution. ‘

It is'to return Symbolism to experience by connecting ‘the word’
with “the jew’. In opposition to the upper-case ‘Word’, there is the
lower-case ‘jew’. The word reaches upwards to one and downwards
to the other. “The jew’ is the lowest, to be found in places beneath the
reach even of wharfrats, in the protozoic slime. Christianity and anti-
Semitism themselves represent two possible extremes of experience.
The Christian wishes to become that which he worships; the anti-
Semite wishes to crush that which he fears and despises. The
ambition of the first is effacement of the (sinning) Self; the ambition
of the second is erasure of the ( Jewish) Other. Christianity and ‘the
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- jew” are thus in polar contrast in Eliot’s poetry. Eliot insisted, it will
be recalled, on the impossibility of a Christian anti-Semitism.**® This
self-serving and erroneous claim becomes intelligible in the context of
what I have just been describing. Such a combination would make
his poetics incoherent, pulling his poetry in opposite directions. What

- can a poetry of the ‘Word’ have to do with the ‘jew’?

Ay P e

GHAPTER 4

‘Dirge’, ‘ A Cooking Egg’, The Waste Land,
and the aesthetics of ugliness

THE UGLY AS A PROBLEM AND A5 A PROJECT

‘Beauty is difficult’ (Ganto Lxx1v), remarked Pound in 2 work which

.explores the limits of the beautiful in order to transgress them. *The

pocts loved by Ezra Pound are tired of Beauty’, wrote John Butler -
Yeats to his son, ‘since they have met it so often...I am tired of
Beauty my wife, says the poet, but here is that enchanting mistress
Ugliness.”* In ‘The Serious Artist’, Pound praised the ‘cult of
ugliness’ as ‘diagnosis’.®* Wyndham Lewis derided, while also
reflecting in his own work, the fashionable modernity of the ugly: ‘It
did not take [Picasso] long to see that “beauty’” was the last thing his
contemporaries demanded of the artist. And since then he has never

looked back — a long succession of novel brands of idiocy, acromegalic

sluggishness, hysteria and abortion have continually poured from his
brush.’® C. K. Stead has observed: ‘With the establishment of Eliot
as a major critic and poet, “Truth” was out as a simple test of poetic
merit; so was “Beauty”.’® So much for Modernism; now for the
Jews. At the end of Richard Sheridan’s The Duennd, the duped Jew is
abused: ‘Dare such a thing as you pretend to talk of beauty? A
walking rouleau! — a body that seems to owe all its consequences to’
the dropsy! — a pair of eyes like two dead beetles in a wad of brown
dough? —a beard like an artichoke, with dry shrivelled jaws that
would disgrace the mummy of a monkey!’® According to Sander
Gilman, it was a ‘commonplace in the anthropological literature’ of
the late nineteenth and early-twentieth century, that Jews ‘coyld
never be truly . beautiful’.® ‘Anti-Semitism’, Phillipe Lacoue-
Labarthe suggests, ‘is primarily, fundamentally, an aestheticism. (In
his essence, the ““Jew” is a caricature: ugliness itself.)** According to
Hegel,  With the Jews, the state of independence was to be a state of
total passivity, of total ugliness.”® Indeed, one commentator has

11i
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obscene utterance was doomed: there was no allowed distance of the
sort that had long since insinuated itself in dramatic representation,
separating the words the actor spoke from those the charaqtf:r sp9kc,
even when phonically identical’ (ibid., 122). Anti-Semitism is a
similarly strong ‘solvent’.

155 Ricks 1988, 30.
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regarded’, remarked John Crowe Ransom, ‘as the ultimate mode of
the great minds’ (quoted in Gelpi 1990, g). Irony continues to enjoy a
good press: see Rorty 198g, ch. 4. -

11 Objecting to Auden’s ‘apophthegm’ (from ‘In Memory of W.B.
Yeats’), Richard Ellmann observes that ‘events cannot be separated
from the emotions to which they give birth, nor roused human feclings
from subsequent events’ (Ellmann 198g, 85). It is for this reason that
K.eats’s account of ‘ the poetical Character’ is unsatisfactory: ‘It has as
much delight in conceiving an Iago as an Imogen. What shocks the
virtuous philosopher, delights the cameleon Poet. It does no harm from
its relish of the dark side of things any more than from its taste for the
bright one; because they both end in speculation’ (Keats 1987, 157).

.12 Cohen 1991, 306.

13 Eliot 1918, 114.. .
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in the world. Thestruggle we are waging is of the same kind asin the past
century, that of Pasteur and Koch. How many diseases can be traced
back to the Jewish virus? We shall regain our health only when we
exterminate the Jews’ (quoted in Lang 1ggo, 16).

Ricks 1988, g1.

Quoted ibid., g2.

Prologue: Marlowe 1979, g.

Weininger 1906, 30q.

De Man 1988, 45.

Derrida 1989, 205—10. Derrida considers the article to be ‘ nonconform-
ist”. He is wrong. The disdain for ‘vulgar anti-Semitism’ probably
stemmed from an instinct of self-defence. De Man had praised modern
literature in earlier columns. Only vulgar anti-Semites, he contended,
could take that to mean that he was endorsing the Jewish contribution
to that literature. Flesch, making a related point, interprets the article as
striking a bargain with the Nazis: ‘the Nazis can have the Jews if they
leave literature, especially French literature, alone’ (Flesch 1989, 179).
Cohn 196%; Holmes 1979, ch. g.

Though The Timeslater changed its mind : Cohn 1979, 155. During his
detention at St Elizabeth’s, Pound urged visitors to read the ‘Protocols’
(Tytell 1987, 304}. In a wartime radio broadcast, he alleged that the .
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broadcast he put the point more succinctly: ‘Certainly they arc a
forgery, and that is the one proof we have of their authenticity’ (Pound
19%8a, 198, 283).

Hegel 1971, 190. .

Ricks suggests implausibly that withholding the new. surname is more
sinister than Rachel herself: ‘But in Eliot’s line the surname which is
now Rachel’s is remarkably - just because unremarkedly ~ withheld in

- a way that is sinisterly inconceivable in any world of social remark;
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what is sinister is such a dark way of speaking, much more than any
darkness possessed by Rachel’ (Ricks 1988, 31). This is fanciful.
Rachel’s ‘tear[ing] at grapes with murderous paws’ cannot be regarded
as less sinister than the failure to follow convention when naming her:
I apply Occam’s Razor to Ricks’s reading of the poem: *if everything
in some science can be interpreted without assuming this or that
hypothetical entity, there is no ground for assuming it’ {Russell 1961,
462-3). Russell says that he has found it most useful in logical analysis.
It also has its uses in literary criticism. :

This-is a ‘critical reflex: ‘the strange or deviant is brought within a
discursive order and thus made to seem natural ... If all else failed, we
could read a sequence of words with no apparent order as signifying
absurdity or chaos and then, by giving it an allegorical relation to the
world, take it as a statement about the incoherence and absurdity of
our own language ... Much of Robbe-Grillet can be recuperated if we
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CHAPTER ONE

With Automatic Hand

WRITING THE WASTE LAND

In memory of Donald Gallup (1913—2000),
Bibliographer of T. S. Eliot and Ezra Pound

TO STUDENTS OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY modernism, 1971 was the
year when Valerie Eliot published a facsimile edition of The Waste Land's
prepublication manuscripts. The event invited new accounts of the poem'’s
development and fresh assessments of how that might bear on our under-
standing of the poem.! One year later Hugh Kenner and Grover Smith
published essays which, while differing sharply in premises and procedures,
reached a consensus that part I1I, “The Fire Sermon,” was the earliest por-
tion of the poem to have been written, probably around midsummer 1921,
followed first by parts I and Il and then by IV and V (these latter com-
pleted in December 1921).2 Their efforts were followed in 1977 by Lyndall
Gordon’s attempt at “Dating The Waste Land Fragments,” a wide-ranging
survey which addressed both the principal parts of The Waste Land and
the various drafts and ancillary poems.? In the end, however, Gordon re-
mained divided over the claims of two sharply incompatible hypotheses
for dating the principal parts of The Waste Land and concluded that the
question was, at least for the present, “unresolved” (“DTWLE,” 146). In
1979 there was still another consideration of the dating by Peter Barry.*
Barry urged a complicated chronology which assigned priority to the first
leaf in the typescript for part I, a passage recounting a rowdy night on the
town in Boston (assigned to April-May 1921), followed by all of part III {Sep-
tember-October), then the rest of part I and all of part II (early Novernber),

1



and finally parts IV and V (November—December). Finally, in 1984, Ronald
Bush offered a reading of the poem which echoed Smith’s and Kenner’s
thesis assigning priority to part III, and relied on Gordon’s conjecture that

a specific fragment, the one beginning “London, the swarming life,” might

date from as far back as 1918.°

By 19835, however, debate had come to a standstill, and since then a
lack of new evidence or argumentation has effectively put a halt to discus-
sion, What had once seemed a new dawn has turned into a lunar landscape,
with critics condemned to refracing the dusty tracks left by Kenner, Smith,
Gordon, and Barry. At the same time, ag Christine Froula has lately noted,
more recent criticism has increasingly drawn upbn the prepublication
manuscripts to offer “readings that cross easily between the 1921 and 1922
texts,” despite legitimate uncertainty about the date or status of virtually
all the prepublication manuscripts.® Indeed, as Froula’s repeated refer-
ences to “the 1921 manuscript” and “the 1921 text” indicate, the specificity
of the prepublication materials—their heft, their material and historical
density—has been leveled by a process of abstraction into “text,” or even
“the 1921 text,” that definite article urging a monolithic entity that is at
odds with the experience of pondering the undated, disordered scraps
that jostle one another in the facsimile edition. That experience inevitably
raises a host of questions. Did one passage or fragment antedate the others
and preserve the trace of an ofiginal program which had later dissolved?
Were specific passages composed all at once or in discrete and discontinu-
ous moments? Were the ancillary poems conceived as independent'works
or meant to form part of the poem’s texture? Was the poent’s composition
a straightforward progress or did it entail more entangled loopings? If we
are to address these questions, if we are to restore the specificity of the
prepublication materials and assess their bearing on critical understand-
ing of The Waste Land, we must first return to the manuscripts themselves,
revisiting the debates which ground to a haltin the mid-198os. More con-
cretely, we must resolve the vexing question concerning the priority of
parts I and II versus part III, a question that hinged on the identity of a
typewriter that mysteriously disappeared. Then we must establish a
chronclogy for the entire corpus of prepublication materials to furnish
a coherent account of the poem'’s production, assaying its significance for
long-standing debates about the plan or program which shaped the poem’s
composition. And last, we need to integrate those considerations into a

2
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' history specific to the early twentieth century, a culture of the book that

gravitated around that epitome of modern communication flows, the type-
writet, and that recognizably modern protagonist, the typist. “Such an ex-
ercise needs no apology,” wrote Hugh Kenner at the outset of his own at-
tempt to address the prepublication manuscripts some thirty years ago.
“The Waste Land is still a determinant of modernist consciousness, post-
modernist also if it has come to that, and the profit- . . may be that we

. shall learn a little more about the history of our own minds” (“UA,” 24).

©r, as Bzra Pound put it in his preface to the facsimile, “The more we
know of Eliot, the better” (TWL:AF, vii).

CONFESSIONS OF A TYPEWRITER
The first two scholars who attempted to date the Waste Land manuscripts,
Hugh Kenner and Grover Smith, agreed that the principal question was
the problem of the typewriters—three of them, to be exact. One was es-
pecially distinctive: its characters were discernibly larger than those of the
others, and, as Valerie Eliot noted that it had been used with the kind of
“violet ribbon used by Pound” (TWL:AF, 63), both critics inferred that this
machine was Pound’s. Eliot must have worked on it while visiting him in
Paris in January 1922, they reasoned, and it had been used to type fair
copies of parts IV and V of the poem because these were apparently the
last to be drafted and had still not been typed when Eliot came to Paris
(“UA; 24; “MOTWL.” 131). That left a more difficult question: what was
the relationship between parts I and II, typed on a second kind of type-
writer, and part I1I, typed on a third? The facts were both suggestive and
confusing: suggestive because in theory the different typewriters offered
a key to identifying discrete levels or times of composition; confusing be-
cause in practice there seemed to be no way of establishing the chronology
of their usage.

These typewriters produced characters generally rather similar in ap-
pearance, Yet on closer scrutiny they can be distinguished from each other
by several features. One is the minuscule forms of the letters t and f. In
the typewriter used for parts I and II (Fig. 1), the descender of the lower-
case t ends with a finishing stroke that-seems oddly constricted, curving
back sharﬁly as it rises toward the cross-stroke above. Similarly, the as-
cender of the lowercase fconcludes with an arc that curls back toward the
‘character’s body, giving it a crabbed appearance, and it ends at a point



high above the level of the cross-stroke. The characters from the other
typewriter, the one used for part III, are recognizably different (Fig. 2).
The finishing stroke of the lowercase t culminates in a wide, stately curve,
arcing beyond the length of the cross-stroke above, while the ascender of
the lowercase falso finishes with a wide, graceful arc, circling downward
until it nearly touches the cross-stroke below. Moreover, this machine pro-
duced apostrophes and quotation marks that are notably elongated; numer-
als such as 2 and 3 without serifs; alignment that is straight and even, as
opposed to the often wobbly alignment of the other machine; and characters
that are crisp and well-defined, as opposed to the worn appearance of the
other machine (“UA,” 24; “MOTWL,” 131—132). There is one other distinc-
tion that Kenner and Smith did not notice: the machine with apparently
wider characters, the one used for part III, actually allocated less space
per letter than the other, 2.10 mm, while the machine with the crabbed
finishing strokes (parts I and II) allocated more, 2.12 mm.

Both Kenner and Smith concluded that part III, typed on the 2.10
typewriter, was the earlier material, though they did so on very different
grounds. Kenner noted that much of the material in part 111 was written
in elegiac quatrains (a stanza pattern so named because of its use by
Thomas Gray in his famous “Elegy in a Country Churchyard”). The same
stanza, he observed, had also been used by John Dryden in his “Annus
Mirabilis,” a poem that celebrates the reconstruction of London after the
fire of 1666 and elaborates a sustained analogy between modern London
and ancient Rome. Eliot published a review of a new book on Dryden on
9 June 19215, allowing us to infer that he was reading in Dryden in May.-
Further, on 9 May he had notified fohn Quinn that he had “a long poem

in mind,” and that it was “partly on paper” already.” Thus, Kenner con- °

cluded, the material “partly on paper” was probably the typescript draft
for part II1. And even if this typescript draft was not completed by 9 May,
it was certainly completed shortly thereafter, and certainly preceded the
composition of parts I and II. The 2.10 machine, with its rounded, stately
finishing strokes was Eliot’s “London typewriter” (“UA,” 25), which had
first been used to type part I11; while the 2.r2 was “the one he used at Lau-
sanne” (“UA,” 38).

Grover Smith reached the same conclusion by a complex body of as-
sumptions and inferences. First and foremost, Smith assumed that the
passage depicting Madame Sosostris in patt I derived from Aldous Huxley’s
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1 Text typed with the typewriter that allocates 2.12 mm per character, used for o
parts | and Il of The Waste Land. From Valerie Eliot, ed., The Waste Land: A Facsimile

and Transcript of she Original Drafts (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1971), 10.

portrait of a fortune-teller in Crome Yellow, a novel published in November

1921. If 0, he reasoned, parts | and II, both typed with the 2.12 mac_hine,
could not have been written earlier. Second, Ezra Pound had once remarked,
that the passage beginning “Summer surprised us . . contained “ snatches
of conversation heard by Eliot from his fellow patients” in Lausanne
(“MOTWL,” 132).° I so, Smith inferred, it reinforced the hypothesis that
parts | and 11 were written after Eliot’s journey there in November 1921.
Third, Vivien Eliot’s written comments on one Copy of part 11 indicated
that she was surprised when she saw it for the first time; and though
Smith did not éxplicitly state this, apparently he assumed that “the first
time” could only have been in Paris in January 192.2. If so, it corroborated
the view that parts I and I were primarily composed and typed in Lausanne.
That inference, in turn, became the premise fox another. If parts T and I1
were composed and typed in Lausanne, then Eliot must have taken this
typewriter with him: “Itis assumed that Typewriter [2.12] was a portable
machine and that Eliot took it to Lausanne” (‘MOTWL,” 133). And from
this premise, yet another inference followed: part 111 was neither composed
nor typed in December in Lausanne, for Eliot would have used the same
typewriter to do so; “it follows, then, that the fair (typescript] copy of Part
11 was made before Eliot left England on Novembet 18” (“MOTWL," 133).
tndeed, it was very likely that “Part II1, or some prototype of it, existed by
the time Eliot and Vivienne went to Margate about the middle of October”

("MOTWL," 133)°



2 Texi typed r, used for part [Il of
The Waste Land. From Valerie Eliot, ed., The Waste Land: A Facsimile and Transeript of the
Original Drafts {(New York: Harcourt Brace, 1971), 30.

.

Kenner and Smith, then, agreed that part I1I, typed on the 2.10 ma-
chine with the rounded #'s and f’s, had been written and typed before parts
1.and 11, typed on the 2.12 machine. Part III was for Kenner “the earliest
continuous stretch of the poem” (“UA,” 25), for Smith “the first germ of
The Waste Land” (“MOTWL,” 133). They also agreed on its date of compo-
sition: Kenner assigned it to May 1921, or not long thereafter; while Smith .
thought it had “probably” been composed by early May, and in any case
sometime before Eliot left for Margate in mid-October 1921 ("MOTWL,”
133). Finally, they concurred that the 2.12 typewriter, the one with the
crabbed finishing strokes used for parts I and II, was firmly linked with
Eliot's experience in Lausanne: for Kenner it was “the one he used at Lau-
sanne” (“UA,” 25), for Smith “a portable machine . . . that he tock . . . to
Lausanne” (“MOTWL,” 133). But that claim entailed an obvious puzzle: if
Eliot used this typewriter in Lausanne to type parts I and II, why did he
not use it to prepare a typescript of parts IV and V as well? Why, in fact,
bother to prepare a fair copy of parts IV and V by hand if one had a type-
writer at one’s disposition? Smith never considered the question, but Ken-

ner clearly anticipated it: when Eliot prepared part IV, he reasoned, “a
typewriter” was “for some reason inaccessible” (“UA,” 41). It was at least
an answer, however vague. (“For some reason”? What reason?) To Smith’s
hypothesis that Eliot had taken a “portable machine” with him to Lausanne
there was a still stronger objection. For when Eliot went on to Paris in
January 1922, why did he use Ezra Pound’s typewriter to prepare type-

 seripts of parts IV and V? Had he jettisoned his own typewriter while in

Lausanne, or lost it while en route to Paris?
Lyndall Gordon, writing seven years later, struggled to address these

. questions. She was the first to consult the manuscripts themselves and

to-focus on evidence offered by study of their papers. By collating the kinds
of paper used in the Waste Land manuscripts with those used in poems
whose dates of composition were already established, she hoped to date

- notjust the major parts of The Waste Land but all the fragments and inde-

pendent poems. For our purpose, her comments on the chronology of
parts I and II, versus part I1I, are the most important. Having examined
the typescripts of other poems by Eliot, Gordon was aware that the 2.12
typewriter, the one with the crabbed finishing strokes, was used not only
for parts I and 11 of The Waste Land but for numerous poems that Eliot
had composed much eatlier. Gordon, in fact, dubbed it “his Harvard type-
writer” (‘DTWLE, 144), implying that he had used it at least since 1914,

. perhaps even earlier. But if so, its usage typified not Eliot’s stay in Lausanne
" buthis everyday life in London, and therefore it would seem that parts I

and I had been written not late in 1921 in Lausanne but earlier. And this

- suspicion was buttressed for Gordon by other evidence. First, parts I and

I1.were written on the same kind of paper as a poerm titled “Song for the
Opherion,” and since “Song” had been published already in April 1921, in
the Tyro, parts I and II presumably had been composed long, long before
the Lausanne period (late November—December) urged by Kenner and
Smith. Second, the original opening of part I had described a raucous
evening in Boston, a scene redolent of the Night-town episode in Ulysses,
which Eliot was reading in manuscript in early May 1921, so corroborating
an’ earlier dating of parts I and 1I. And third, Eliot’s letter of 9 May to
Quinn, stating that his “long poem” was already “partly on paper,” could

‘be.deemed further confirmation: “on paper” might refer not to part I11 or

some part of if, as Kenner and Smith had urged, but to parts I and IT.
But against this scenario were two arguments that Gordon found



compelling. Eliot, she assumed, would always show any new poems almost
immediately to Pound. Eliot and Pound are known to have met briefly in
mid-October 1921, when Pound returned to London for a week, and since
Pound’s letter describing their encounter to John Quinn made no reference
to Eliot’s new poem, it could only be because no major poem was yet in

- existence. Also, Gordon accepted Smith's assumption that the name of

Madame Sosostris came from “Sesostris the Sorceress” in Huxley’s Crome

Yellow, published in November 1921 and completed only in August 1921

-—much too late to permit the inference that parts I or IT had been-com-
posed in the spring of 1921. On these grounds Gordon rejected her first
hypothesis and advanced another. Since nothing about a major poem had
been mentioned to Pound in mid-October, nothing had yet been composed.
Immedjately thereafter, Eliot went to Margate, taking only a few fragments
assembled from poems written much earlier, and there wrote part III,
“The Fire Sermon.” The different typewriter used for this manuscript, the

. 2.10, was “an office typewriter” (“DTWLE,” 145) that he presumably bor-

rowed from Lloyds Bank. (The idea that a bank would lend out office equip-
ment may strike some readers as a bit far-fetched.) After leaving Margate,
Eliot had returned to London, then traveled to Paris for a few days. It was
there that Pound made his first comments on part II1. Eliot next proceeded
to Lausanne, where he composed parts 1 and II, then IV and V. Gordon
confessed, however, to being puzzled by an obvious objection to this view:
why had Eliot typed only parts I and II in Lauganne, and not IV and V?
She concluded: “The story of The Waste Land’s composition in 1921 re-
mains, as yet, unresolved. There are two possible hypotheses and one can
do no more at present than weigh one body of circumstantial evidence
against the other” (“DTWLE," 146). '
Gordon’s account revealed the impasse which had been reached in
efforts to date the Waste Land manuscripts which were based primarily
on the facsimile edition. Even her attempt to draw on the papers used in
Eliot's earlier poems rested on a documentary base too slender to resolve
the outstanding questions. [t was only in 1988, when Valerie Eliot published
the first volume of Eliot’s letters through 1922, that scholars could gain a
panoramic view of his correspondence, a precondition for an account of
his writing practices that would have sufficient breadth to address not
only the vexed debate about the typewriters but also the papers used in
the fragments and independent poems affiliated with The Waste Land. If

%‘.\("

we could collate data about the papers that were used in the Waste Land
manuscripts with corresponding data from Eliot’s letters from 1914 to
1922, we would have reasonable grounds to infer the manuscripts’ dates,
for most of Eliot’s letters are dated, and those that are not can be conjec-
turally dated with sufficient accuracy. ‘

Mrs. Eliot’s edition of The Letters of T. S. Eliot, vol. 1 1898—1922, printed
transcriptions of 509 letters by Eliot. (It also contained 3 by his first wife,

- Vivien, and 40 by various third parties.) Not all the 509, however, were

derived from extant originals. For 16 letters included in Valerie Eliot’s edi-
tion, the text was taken from published transcriptions, the originals being
10 longer extant (chiefly letters to the editors of periodicals); for another
13 letters, the originals turned out to be held in private collections that
could not be consulted. In addition, there are 6 letters for which the origi-
nals have been lost since they were first located by Mrs. Eliot; and for 2

- other letters, both from Eliot to his brother Henry and both dating from

December 1922, [ did not obtain permission to examine the originals
(though these last two would not affect the dating of the Waste Land manu-
scripts).” In short, there were 37 published letters whose originals I could
not examine, leaving 472 of the published letters whose originals 1 con-
sulted. In addition, 1 have examined another 166 unpublished letters
which were omitted from the 1988 edition: all together then, 638 letters,

~ written on more than 9oo leaves. These letters, together with synoptic

descriptions of the paper on which they were written, are registered in

" Table 1, pages 158—175. In addition, I have examined more than 200 leaves

of Eliot's student papers, which range in date from 1910 to 1915 and are
‘held at the Houghton Library of Harvard University. These are described
in synoptic form in Table 2, pages 194~195. Finally, I have also examined
more than a hundred leaves containing poems and essays by Eliotin a

. variety of libraries, and these are described in Table 3, pages 198-199.

Taken together, more than 1,200 leaves of Eliot’s writing have been ex-

" amined, ranging over a-decade, from 1913 to the end of 1922.

The evidence from these documents tells an unequivocal story about
the 2.10 and 2.12 typewriters. In all of Eliot’s student papers from 1913 to
1915, in all his typed letters from 1914 up through 6 July 1921, and in all
the typescripts of his poems and essays during the same period, Eliot

‘_ uses only one typewritez, the 2.12 machine with the crabbed finishing

strokes, the one also used in typing parts I and Il of The Waste Land. Type



from the 2.10 machine with wider finishing strokes (the one used in typ-
ing part I1T) appears for the first time in a letter to Richard Aldington,
dated 8 September 1921 (LOTSE, 468-469), and it appears in every type-
script letter and essay that Eliot wrote thereafter until the end of 1922.
Moreover, evidence of the 2.12 machine vanishes forever, at least in Eliot’s
usage.

What brought about this change of typewriters is sketched in a letter
by Vivien Eliot to Eliot’s brother Henry, witten only three days after Henry,
together with his mother and sister, had left England on 20 August 1921.
Eliot’s mother and sister had been staying in the Eliots’ flat at 9, Clarence
Gate Gardens for some ten weeks since their arrival on 10 June, while
Eliot and Vivien had moved to a temporary flat at 12, Wigmore Street. Re-
turning to their old flat in August after the Eliot family had vacated it,
Vivien wrote to Henry: “And the typewriter? What does that mean please?
You can hardly have mistaken them in (as Tom insists) the circumstances.
But whatever it means, you are shown up as an angel. A bloody angel, as
they say over here. . . . Tom will write about the typewriter” (LOTSE, 465~
466). As he did finally, though not until six weeks later, on 3 October: “I
was most painfully touched at finding that you had secretly left your type-
writer behind instead of my old wretched one, which I hope will not fall
to pieces” (LOTSE, 472). Henry, it is now clear, had done something re-
markable when he lefi the Eliots’ flat and England on 20 August: he had
taken away Eliot’s old typewriter, the 2.12 with the crabbed finishing strokes,
the one Eliot had used a few months éarlier to type parts I and IT of The
Waste Land, and in its ﬁlace left behind his own, newer machine, the 2.10
typewriter with the wider strokes, the one that Eliot would soon use to
type part I1I of The Waste Land.

In retrospect, we can see all too plainly how the speculative arguments
about the dating of The Waste Land's parts went astray. One mistake was
the repeated attempt to postulate an opposition between a “London type-
writer” (“UA,” 25) and “the one {Eliot] used at Lausanne” (“UA, 38) or
even “a portable machine . . . that he took . . . to Lausanne” (“MOTWL,
133), or “an office typewriter” (“DTWLE” 145) which Eliot borrowed and
then mysteriously lost while in Lausanne. The other was the assumption
that the name of Madame Sosostris in part I could only be derived from
the character of Sesostris the Sorceress in Crome Yellow, and hence that part
I could have been written only after Huxley’s novel was published, in No-

@ ,

vember 1921.1 As if Eliot were incapable, on his own account, of using

‘that most comimon expression “so so” to invent a name meant to suggest

equivocation.

PAPER TIGERS

Evoking the holidays in France which he had spent together with Eliot in
the summer of 1919, Wyndham Lewis recalled that his companion pos-

sessed a curious habit: “I hope I shall not be destroying some sentimental

illusion if T record that to my surprise my companion entered most scrupu-
lously in a small notebook the day’s expenses. This he would do in the
evening at a café table when we had our night-cap. There was not much

. more he could spend before he got into bed.” Eliot was a frugal man, at

léast in the years 1914~1922. Despite earning a relatively substantial salary

 at Lloyds Bank from 1917 onward, he was beset by worries over money,

prompted chiefly by Vivien's many medical expenses and the need to keep

" acottage in the country where she spent much of her time. His frugality

extended to his consumption of paper as well: he seemns to have purchased
relatively small batches of paper that would last at most a few months,

 often only a few weeks, before he would purchase another (see Table 1).
- As a consequence, his letters can serve as a control base for establishing
: ."ch’e dates of the prepublication materials of The Waste Land. No, we cannot
i ici'en’gify the precise day on which a given passage or poem was composed;
. but often we can establish the week or weeks, and more broadly we can
" establish a working account of the poem’s documentary evolution and an
 -understanding of its composition—up to a point. And yes, the boundaries
' of that point will need to be carefully delineated later.

. The twenty-six documents which make up the Waste Land manuscnpts

can be divided into four principal groups. One consists of the manuscripts
- and typescripts which contain the text {or a large block of 1t) for each of
" the five parts of the published poem:

12 Burial of the Dead, typescript, 3 Il.
2. A Game of Chess, typescript, 3 IL.

. 3. .A'Game of Chess, carbon copy typescript, 3 1l.

. 4. The Fire Sermon, typescript, 5 Il.

5. The Fire Sermon, carbon copy typescript, 5 1.
6. Death by Water, autograph fair copy, 4 1L



7. Death by Water, typescript, 4 1l.
8. What the Thunder Said, autograph fair copy, 6 1L.
9. What the Thunder Said, typescript, 2 1L

A second group consists of autograph fragments and independent poems
which were written contemporaneously with the main text of The Waste
Land; the fragments were wholly or partly incorporated into parts I and
I11, while the independent poems were ultimately set aside:

' FRAGMENTS

10. “Those are pearls,” autograph, 1 L., incorporated into part T

1. “O City, City,” “London, the swarming life,” autograph, 1 1., incorpo-
rated into part I1I

12. “The river sweats,” autograph, 1 1., incorporated into part I11

13. “Highbury bore me,” autograph, 1 1., incorporated into part I

14. “On Margate Sands,” autograph, 1 1., incorporated into part I11

15. “From which, a Venus Anadyomene,” autograph, 1 L., incorporated
into part III, then rejected

INDEPENDENT POEMS

16. “Elegy”/“Dirge,” autograph, 1 1.
17. “Dirge,” autograph fair copy, 1 L.
18. “Exequy,” typescript, 1L

A third group consists 6f four poems, conserved in five documents, which
are known to have been written some years before The Waste Land, though
there is no agreement concerning their precise dates:

19. “The Death of St. Narcissus,” autograph draft, 1 L.

20: “The Death of St. Narcissus,” atitograph fair copy, 11, of Whlch five
lines, with alterations, are incorporated into part I

21. “The Death of the Duchess,” typescript, 2 11, of which six lines % h
alterations, are incorporated into part IT

22. “So through the evening,” autograph, 1 1., of which eight lines are in-
corporated into part V

23. “After the turning,” autograph, 1 1, of which one line was incorporated
into part V

A fourth group consists of two brief poems, of which no part was ever in-

corporated into The Waste Land: : e

2.4 “I am the Resurrection,” autograph, 11
"Song [for the Opherion],” typescript, 1 L

Flnally, there is the title page, which was added to the manuscripts in
]anuary 1922, after Eliot had returhed from Paris to London.

The earliest stratum of materials consists of three poems, of which
two {“After the Turning” and “So Through the Evening,” TWL:AF, 108
109, 112—113) provided lines incorporated into part V, while the third (“I
am the Resurrection,” TWL:AF, 116-111) lefi no traces in The Waste Land.
“From the handwriting,” Valerie Eliot urged that all three “were written
f;iboﬁ_t 1914 or even earlier” (TWL:AF, 130). Certainly all three are on the

" same kind of paper, which measures 267 x 205 mm and has a thickness
- of 0.12 mm. Each has a watermark reading “Linen Ledgei;” which measures

36 % 124 Tm, and a distinctive pattern of quadruled lines. Though Eliot
used several varieties of paper bearing the watermark “Linen Ledger” dur-

* ing the academic year 1913-1914 (see Table 2), these can be distinguished
+ from one another by their thickness and different patterns of printed lines.

Only two exemplars match the paper used in the three poems. One is
Eliot's “Notes on Eastern Philosophy,” dated 3—10 October 1913, the other
his notes on “Perry: Philosophy 25, dated 2 October 1913. These leave
little doubt that the three poems should be dated to the same period, be-
tween 2 and 1o October 1913.

" The second stratum of materials consists of two poems, one of which
(“The Death of St. Narcissus,” TWL:AF, 9o—93) is conserved in both draft

and fair-copy form. Five lines from this poern became, after revision, lines

26-29 of part I of The Waste Land. Six lines from the other poem, “The
Death of the Duchess” (TWL:AF, 104-107), became, after alteration, lines
108110 and 136-138 of part I of The Waste Land.

The draft version of “The Death of St. Narcissus” is written on paper
which measures 262 x 203 mm and has a thickness of 0.09 mm. The pa-
per is laid and has eight chainlines which appear as vertical lines on the
leaf at intervals of 28 mm. It also has a watermark reading “EXCELSIOR /
FINE / BRITISH MAKE,” measuring 71 x 125 mm. The same sort of paper
turns up only once in Eliot's correspondence, in a letter to Ezra Pound
which is dated 15 April [1915] from Merton College, Oxford (Fig. 3). Tellingly,
however, the same type of paper also was used for three of Eliot’s student
essays, titled “{On Matter],” “[Matter and Form],” and “{Aristotle: Definition



3 Excelsior Fine watermark, with chainlines; letter from T, S, Eliot to Ezra Pound,

15 April f1g15]; courtesy of the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Yale
University.

of ... ]" (see Table 2, items 35-37.1). None is dated, but all clearly stem
from the same period when, as he explained in a contempbrary letter, he
“was Wntmg papers for Joachim on Aristotle” (LOTSE, 98; Harold Henry
Joachim was the Fellow and Tutor in Philosophy at Merton College). The

penciled first draft of “Mr. Apollinax” appears on the same paper (see Table
M

3, item 16), and we may assume that this poem should also be assigned
to the same period, mid-April 1915.”

" The fair-copy version of “The Death of St Narcissus” is written on
paper which measures 250 x 198 mm and has a thickness of 0.10 mm.
The.paper. has no watermark, but it does have eight horizontal chainlines
at_inffervals of 27 mm. The paper is also quadruled, forming an identi-
fiable pattern: the horizontal lines begin 29 mm from the top edge of

' ,-.-;the'leaf, occupy a block of space that measures 207 mm and contains

24 lines, and come to an end 14 mm from the bottom edge of the leaf
(01:29.207(24).14). No such paper appears in Eliot’s correspondence, nor
among his student papers. The same sort of paper is used, however, for
the autograph fair copy of “Mr. Apollinax,” written in black ink (Table 3,
item 17), Since Eliot typically made fair copies shortly after writing a draft,
the fair copies of both poems should be assigned to May 1915.

" “The Death of the Duchess” is written on paper which measures 258 x
202 mm and has a thickness of 0.07 mm. Ithas no watermark but is laid,
-with nine horizontal chainlines at intervals of 27 mm. The same paper

~-appears in a small group of five letters by Eliot, all written between 5 and

7-September 1916 (o Eleanor Hinkley, his mother, Henry Eliot, Harriet
‘Monroe, and ]. H. Woods; see Table 1). The poem should also be assigned
to jthe same period, early September 1916."

" The third stratum of material for The Waste Land consists of a single

-"pO‘é\I‘Il, “Song [for the Opherion]” (TWL:AF, 98-99). A brief work of fifteen

ines, it was published under the pseudonym Gus Krutzsch in the firstis-
‘sue of Wyndham Lewis’s new journal the Tyro, which appeared on 9 April
1921.% The typescript, with corrections in black ink and pencil, is on paper
‘which measures 263 x 200 mm and has a thickness of 0.07 mm. The pa-
peris laid, with eight vertical chainlines at intervals of 26 mm. It also has
a watermark, “BrIT1sH BOND [ [device: S entwined with B],” which lies

" horizontally on the leaf and measures 65 x 125 mm. There are three differ-

ent papers among Eliot’s correspondence which have the British Bond
watermark, but this one (which I shall designate British Bond [B]) is distin-

- guished from British Bond [A] and British Bond [C] by having chainlines

(Figs. 4, 5).* In Eliot’s correspondence it was used for sixteen letters which
date from 13 September 1920 to 30 January 1921, a period comprising
nearly twenty weeks.?” 1 suspect, however, that “Song” was written at the
very end of this period, around 23-30 January 1921. For on 30 January,



A British Bond [B} watermark, with chainlines; letter from T. S. Eliot to Scofield
Thayer, 10 January 1921; courtesy of the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library,
Yale University.

when Eliot wrote to Scofield Thayer, the editor of the Dial, to apologize
for the poor quality of a “London Letter” he had sent him-only “a week
ago,” he added a comment about his recent writing: “But remember it is
the first writing of any kind that I have done for six months; and therefore
- it came very hard” (LOTSE, 435). There is every reason to credit EIiot’Ltesu
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5 British Bond [C] watermark, without chainlines; letter from T. S. Eliot to Scofield
Thayer, 21 May 1521; courtesy of the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library,

Yale University.

mony, and on the basis of it we should assume that “Song” was written
not long after his “London Letter,” in late January 1921.”

The fourth stratum of materials for The Waste Land marks the begin-
ning of the poem as it was eventually published. It comprises four docu-
ments: first, a verse fragment beginning “Those are pearls” (TWL:AF,



122-123), one line from which is incorporated into the next document;
second, the typescript of part I (TWL:AF, 4—9); third and fourth, the type-
script and carbon of part II (TWL:AF, 1015, 16—21). All these are found
on paper which measures 264 x 203 mm with a thickness of .08 mm.
The paper has a watermark reading “srrrisH Bonb / [device: S entwined
with BJ,” which lies horizontally on the leaf and measures 66 x 123 mm.
What distinguishes this paper from the British Bond paper used in “Song”
is that is has no chainlines.

The British Bond [C] paper also was used for seven letters by Eliot
from the first half of 1921: -

DATE RECIPIENT LOTSE PP. NO.
13 February Mother 436 T329
9 May John Quinn 450 T343
21 May Scofield Thayer 453 T345
22 May Robert McAlmon 449 T.342
22 May Dorothy Pound 456 T34y
(15 Junie) Mary Hutchinson U.82
15 June Leonard Woolf 457 T340

(The letter to Robert McAlmon is incorrectly assigned to 2 May in Mrs. .
Eliot’s edition.) In addition, the same paper appears in the typescript of
Eliot’s “London Letter, May 1921” for the Dial, which appeared pubhshed
in the June issue.

In his correspondence from this period, Eliot made three references
to his work on the poem. Writing to Sydney Schiff on 3 April, he com-
mented (LOTSE, 444): “My poem has still so much revision to undergo
that I do not want to let any one see it yet, and also I want to get more of
it done—it should be much the longest I have ever written. I hope that
by June it will be in something like final form. I have not had the free-
dom of mind.”

Nearly three weeks later, on 22 April, apparently replying to a query
from John Middleton Murry, Eliot observed: “It is true that [ have started
a poem” (LOTSE, 444). More than two weeks later again, on 9 May 1921,
Eliot wrote to John Quinn: “I am not anxious to produce another {book
of criticism] for a year or two; and meanwhile have a long poem in mind
and partly on paper which I am wishful to finish.” But there were also

&

problems: “The chief drawback to my present mode of life is the lack of
 continuous time, not getting more than a few hours together for myself,
.- which breaks the concentration required for turning out a poem of any
length” (LOTSE, 4571).
. Given the preponderance of letters on British Bond {C} which date
fromthe period g—22 May, as well as the “London Letter, May 1921 which
~ ‘must have been posted by 1 May or thereabouts, it seems safe to say that
.+ the typescripts of paris I and 11 were produced during this period, and
" thatthey represented a summation of work that had been in progress
since March or February, perhaps even the last week of January.” Eliot
had good reason for attempting to sum up his work on the poem at just
this time: his mother, together with his sister Marian and brother Henry,
:was due to arrive in Englénd on 1o June, and since Eliot and Vivien were
to vacate their flat for them, now was an appropriate time to summarize
hiisprogress to date. No doubt there were other autograph drafts and frag-
fierits, aside from “Those are peaxls,” which were jettisoned when Eliot
prepared the typescripts in mid-May. How many, we shall see later.
" "2 Two qualifications need to be added to this account. The first concerns
" the first leaf of the typescript for part I, “The Burial of the Dead,” which
portrays several incidents in the course of a drinking binge that takes place
“one night in Boston. The protagonists go to a vaudeville show, stop ina
‘brothel, and later are saved from being arrested by the police through the
intervention of a Mr. Donavan, a respectable citizen who boasts about his
itifluence down at City Hall. The episode loosely recalls the closing portions -
of the “Circe” episode in Ulysses, with Mr. Donavan playing much the
.same'role as Corny Kelleher. Joyce evidently sent a copy of both the “Oxen
.. 6fthe Sun” and “Circe” episodes to Ezra Pound in April 1921. On 20 April
-Pound wrote to a friend: “Joyce’s new chapter is enormous—megalo-
“scrumptious—mastodonic.”® Four days later he reiterated this view to
 his mother: “Joyce next chapter great stuff."® Itis not clear whether Pound
forwarded the manuscript to Eliot or Joyce sent it to him independently,
“though it is far more likely that Pound did so just after 9 May.” Eliot must
have read the material quickly, since he returned the manuscript to Joyce
“ort 21 May and commented specifically on what he termed “the Descent
into Hell” or “Circe”: “I have nothing but admiration; in fact, I wish for my
-own sake that I had not read it” (LOTSE, 455). The very next day he also
. wrote to Robert McAlmon, praising “Oxen of the Sun” for its “marvellous



parody of nearly every style in English prose from 1600 to the Daily Mail”
(LOTSE, 450), and in a letter written the same day to Dorothy Pound he
exclaimed: “The unprinted manuscript [of Ulysses] is even finer stuff than
the printed” {(LOTSE, 456). While the precise chronology of this complex
of events is unclear at several points, it seems likely that the Boston inci-
dent, typed on a separate leaf, was a late addition to the typescript which
had originally begun on leaf two, with “April is the cruellest month.” If

50, it may explain why what was then the provisional title of the poem as

a whole, “He Do the Police in Different Voices,” is so conspicuously out
of alignment with the block of the text on the first leaf of the typescript.
In this scenario, both the title for the whole poem and the page numbers
of leaves two and three were added when the Boston incident was incorpo-
rated into the already existing typescript in late May 1921.

That scenario invites a second qualification to our tentative dating

of parts I and 1. For if it is true that the first leaf of part I, the leaf that
follows a lead from Joyce in recounting a drinking binge in Boston,
was added to the typescript only sometime after g May, it follows that the
earlier or original version of part I consisted only of the four verse-
paragraphs that we also have in the published poem, the result of Pound’s
having deleted the drinking episode when he later edited the poem in
Paris. That scenario is confirmed by a letter from Wyndham Lewis to Syd-
ney Schiff, the generous patron who was funding the first issue of Lewis’s
new journal, the Tyro. Reporting on his progress in gathering materials
for the issue, on 7 February 1921, Lewis wrote: “Everything is practically
now complete. . . . Eliot T saw 2 nights ago. He is doing his article apace.
He also showed me a new long poem (in 4 parts) which I think will be
not only very good, but a new departure for him.”? Lewis, we must infer,
had seen part I of The Waste Lond in its original state (“in four parts”), be-
fore it acquired a fifth part, the beginning scene of the drinking binge
which was added three months later, sometime in May 1921. If so, Eliot’s

- progress had been rapid at first. Beginning sometime after 23 January,

when he completed his “London Letter” (“the first writing of any kind I
have done for six months”), he had already completed part I much as we
have it today by 5 February, when he showed it to Lewis. Distracted by the
two essays he was writing for the Tyro, by another on “Prose and Poetry”
for Harold Monro's Chapbook, by two more substantial ones on “Andrew
Marvell” and “John Dryden” for the Times Literary Supplement, and by yet
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" another “London Letter” due at the Dial, Eliot progressed slowly in writ-

ing part 11 during the period from February to April. With his mother and

family due to arrive on June 10, sometime toward mid-May he summarized

His progress so far, preparing the typescript of parts I and II and adding
a new beginning, the incident of the drinking binge influenced by “Circe,”
to part I

RECONNOITERING
Before we address the fifth stratum of materials in the Waste Land manu-

; ',.  scripts, we must briefly recall the events which engulfed Eliot in mid-192r,
* and which shaped the conditions of his writing in this period. On 10 June,

Eliot’s family arrived in London, where they would stay for ten weeks be-

 fore leaving on 20 August. Eliot's mother and his older sister, Marian,
" stayed in the Eliots’ flat at g, Clarence Gate Gardens, while Eliot and Vivien
" moved into some portion of a flat taken by Lucy Thayer, sister of Scofield

Thayer {editor of the Dial) and a friend of Vivien's since 1915. Eliot's brother
Hentry, meanwhile, would be lodged in a separate room at 41, Gordon
Square. But with Vivien still feeling poorly, as she had been since Febru-
ary, it was decided in early July that she would go out “to a place in the
country on Chichester harbour” (LOTSE, 459), while Henry would leave
Gordon Square and join Eliot in the flat at 12, Wigmore Street.

Tt was at this moment, however, that Lady Rothermere first broached

a plé.n for publishing a literary and cultural journal, an idea that eventually

led to the creation of the Criterion. In the short term, it threatened consid-
erable correspondence to work out the terms of her support and Eliot’s
participation, and by mid-July, Vivien was called back from the country to

~help. Now Eliot, Vivien, and his brother Henry were “encamped in an attic

with a glass roof” (LOTSE, 46x) at Wigmore Street, as Vivien put it, or in
“very confined and-uncomfortable quarters for three people” (LOTSE,
4671), as Eliot put it. There they would stay for the next five weeks until
the Eliot family departed. When they left, as we have seen, Henry Eliot
took away Eliot’s old typewriter, the one he had used since early 1914 at
Harvard, and left in its place his own, much newer machine as a present.

The Eliots themselves spent yet another week at Wigmore Street and
moved back to Clarence Gate Gardens only on the weekend of 27~28 Au-
gust. Both Eliot and Vivien were increasingly ill. To Mary Hutchinson he

" wrote on 1 September: “Also I am feeling completely exhausted—the



departure of my family laid us both out—and have had some splitting
headaches” (LOTSE, 467). And six days later he reported to Richard Alding-
ton: “My wife has been very ill, we have had to have new consultations,
and to make matters worse we have been moving from Wigmore Street
back here” (LOTSE, 468). There were also pressing commitments for
journalism. In late August he wrote his regular “London Letter, Septem-
ber rg21” for the Dial, his first essay typed on the new 2.10 machine that
Henry had left him. On 16 September he “finished an article, unsatis-
factory to myself, on the metaphysical poets” {(LOTSE, 469—470), his review
of Herbert J. C. Grierson's anthology, Metaphysical Lyrics and Poems of the
Seventeenth Century: Donne to Butler, which would appear the next month
in the Times Literary Supplement.® By the end of September, Eliot’s condition
was so poor that Vivien arranged for him to see a “nerve specialist,” who
promptly advised Eliot to “go straight away for three months complete
rest and change and . . . live according to a strict regimen which he has
prescribed” (LOTSE, 471). But because plans for the Criterion had now
crystallized and called for Eliot to produce a first number in January 1922,
he took a further ten days to postpone the journal’s planned appearance
and wrap up affairs in London. It was during this interval, on 1o October,
that Ezra Pound arrived in London, where he stayed for eight days with
his mother-in-law, Olivia Shakespeare, at 12, Brunswick Gardens in Ken-
sington. Pound met Eliot on the evening of 12 October (Wednesday), went
to Oxford to visit Yeats on 13 October, and reported to his wife, Dorothy,
on 14 October: “Eliot at last ordered away for 3 months---he seems rejuvi-
nated [sic] at prospect.”® ‘

Finally, on 15 October, Eliot left for Margate, accompanied by Vivien.
Vivien stayed with him at the Albemarle Hotel, Cliftonville, until 31 October,
then returned to London, leaving him alone. But already by 26 October
she had reported to a friend that Eliot was “getting on amazingly,” looking
“younger, and fatter and nicer” (LOTSE, 479). Eliot, in the solitude of a
seaside resort grown quiet after its high season, stayed for another twelve
days, then returned to London late on 12 November.

He stayed for less than a week, from 12 to 18 November, when he de-
parted. for Paris, again accompanied by Vivien. In Paris they stayed in the
Sixth Arrondissement at the Hotel Pas du Calais, 59 rue des Saints Péxes,
where Ezra and Dorothy Pound had been residing until only a few weeks
before. Pound and Eliot certainly met during the brief period when Eliot
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was in the city. But it seems unlikely that Pound would have had enough
time to go'through The Waste Land. Eliot departed for Lausanne, on either
21 or 22 November, leaving Vivien behind in Paris.” In the weeks ahead
she would receive little companionship from the Pounds, who were pre-
occupied with other matters. On 1 November they had moved into a studio
at 70 bis, rue Notre Dame des Champs, and Pound was soon busy painting
the walls and constructing furniture. More alarmingly, on 13 December,

+ Dorothy was hospitalized for an abscess on her left forefinger; it required

surgery to cut off the tip of the bone, and she remained in the hospital
until 27 December.?® In Pound’s extensive correspondence Eliot’s visit went
almost unnoticed, except for one letter written on 5 December to Scofield
Thayer: “Eliot seemed fairly well when I saw him on his way through Paris
last week”® .

In Lausanne, Eliot stayed at the Hotel St. Luce, a quiet pension, from
24 November until 2 January, when he returned to Paris. Lausanne, he

“wrote on 4 December, was a “very quiet town, except when children come
- downbhill on scooters over the cobbles. Mostly banks and chocolate shops”

(LOTSE, 490). But it was there, amid “banks and chocolate shops,” that
Eliot finished his draft of The Waste Land. Now, having set out the parame-
ters of Eliot’s movements from June through December of 1921, we can
turn to the remaining strata of his manuscripts.

MORE PAPER TIGERS .
The fifth stratum of matetials for The Waste Land comprises five documents.

" The first is a single leaf containing two independent poems, both in auto-

graph, “Elegy” and the first draft of “Dirge” (TWL:AF, 116~119). The second
is also a single leaf (TWL:AF, 43—49), this one containing a section of
verse of twenty-six lines, beginning “The river sweats.” With very light re-

3  visions, this became lines 266-291 of the published poem. The third
.. document is yet another single leaf (TWL:AF, 50-51) which contains a

section of verse of nineteen lines, beginning “Highbury bore me,” a draft
for two of the three songs of the Thames-daughters. With the excision of
ten lines and some further revisions, these became lines 291-299 of the
published' poem. The fourth document is another single leaf (TWL:AF,
52—53), which containis twelve lines after cancellations, beginning “On
Margate Sands.” With no revisions at all these became lines 300-311 of

the final poem.



The fifth and final document is a single leaf (TWL:AF, 36—37) whi

contains two fragments. One consists of seven lines and begins, “O City,

City”; the passage was later lightly revised to becoine lines 259-265

the published poem. The other consists of twelve lines and begins, “London

the swarming life”; this passage became lines r06-119 in the typescri
of part 111 which Eliot typed up later in London.

These five documents were written on a distinctive type of paper. Each

leaf measures 227 x 177 mm and has a thickness of 0.1z mm. The pap

is “wove” rather than laid—that is, it has no chainlines—but has a water-
mark reading “HIERATICA / BOND / BRITISH MAKE [ J. S. & ¢° L™.” The water-
mark is vertical on the leaf, and measures 45 x 48 mm. Hieratica Bond

was a popular brand of paper, and it is hardly surprising that other instang

of it should turn up in Eliot’s correspondence. The first time is in late

1914, but the size is very different {226—227 x 152 mm), and the pap

has a printed letterhead reading “Merton College” (see Table 1, T.1g and

T.23; for the sake of clarity we'll call this paper Hieratica Bond [A]).%]

also turns up for one letter of August 1918 (Table 1, T.143), but once agai

the size is very different (224 x 151 mm; we can call this paper Hierati

Bond [B]).* And it even turns up a third time in 1919 (Table 1, T.218 and
T.222), but this time its size differs more sharply still (178 x 114 mm; we'll

call this paper Hieratica Bond [C]).*

The fourth time that a Hieratica Bond paper appears in Eliot’s corre-
spondence {Hieratica Bond [D], see Fig. 6}, its size exactly matches that
of the five documents we have been discussing. And the dates of its usage

are revealing:

[a]

h

of

pt
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DATE RECIPIENT NOC.

16 November 1921 Harold Monro - U.89

[16? November 1921] Sydney Schiff T.382, LOTSE, p. 486
17 November 1921 Mary Hutchinson U.go

17 November 192t Richard Aldington T:383, LOTSE, p. 487
30 Novemnber 1921 Ottoline Morrell T:38s, LOTSE, p. 490
6 December 1921 Jacques Riviére U.92

Eliot, in other words, began to use the Hieratic Bond [D] paper in his cor-

respondence in the first letters that he wrote after his return from Mar-
gate to London. Quite plainly, the paper was part of 2 small supply which

g

6 Hieratica Bond watermark; letter from T. S. Eliot to Harold Monro, 16 November i921;

. courtesy of Donald Gallup.

| hehad purchased while in Margate, the remainder of which he then pro-

ceeded to use up while in London. The Hieratic Bond [D] passages, then,

‘were all composed while Eliot was in Margate, an inference which is
. confirmed by Eliot himself. For while still in Margate he wrote on [4? No-

vember] to Sydney Schiff: “I have done a rough draft of part of part I1I,
but do not know whether it will do, and must wait for Vivien's opinion as



to whether it is printable. I have done it while sitting in a shelter on the
front—as I am out all day except when taking rest. But I have written only
some fifty lines” (LOTSE, 484—-485). If we now take the passages written
on Hieratica Bond [D] and count not the total lines written but only those
passages which were not deleted, and correlate them with the published
poem, we see a distinct pattern:

HIERATICA BOND [D] PASSAGE NO. LENES

PUBLISHED POEM
“O City, City” (TWL:AF, 36-37) 7 lines 259—265
“The river sweats” (TWL:AF, 48~49) 25 lineg 266-291
“Highbury bore me” (T'WL:AF, 50-51) g lines 292-299
“On Margate Sands” (TWL:AF, 52—53) 12 lines 300311

Total 53 lines

These passages, then, were plainly the ones that Eliot had in mind whén
he wrote to Schiff that he had “written only some fifty lines.” They were
in good enough shape for Eliot to regard them as an identifiable unit: “a
rough draft of part of Part I11.

But a word of qualification needs to be entered here. Eliot plainly
wrote these passages sometime after Vivien left—either on 30 or 31 Octo-
ber—since she had not yet seen them, and before he wrote to Schiff. But
when did he write to Schiff? Eliot’s letter to him is dated simply “Friday
evening,” and the date of [4? November] is Mrs. Eliot’s conjecture. But is
this the best conjectural date? Eliot’s letter to Schiff complains that Vivien
“tells me very little about her own health, in spite of my complaints.” The
plural “complaints” implies {a) that Eliot has already received several let-
ters or notes from Vivien, and (b) that in reply to them he has already
complained at least twice, something it would have been difficult to do in
only four days’ time. Instead, it seems more likely that the letter to Schiff
should be conjecturally dated to Friday, 1x November, and therefore that
the passages in question were written between 31 October, when Vivien

-left, and 11 November, the most likely date when Eliot addressed Schiff.

There are further implications which can be drawn from Eliot’s com-
ments to Schiff. We should recall that the four passages that I have listed
immediately above do not exhaust the Hieratica Bond [D] documents.
Three texts are conspicuously not included in Eliot’s account to Schiff: th‘@

}
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two independently titled poems, “Dirge” and “Elegy” (both written on one
- leaf), and the passage beginning “London, the swarming life” (this last
* written on the same leaf that contains “O City, City,” though separated

3 from it by a line that slashes across the middle of the page). Let us deal

first with the independently tifled poems. Eliot makes no mention of them
. to-Schiff. It is possible, of course, that he makes no mention of them be-
- ‘cause they were not yet composed—in other words, that they were com-
" posed only after he had written to Schiff on 1t November, and before he
. returned to London on 12 November. But that seems rather unlikely. And
- if they were not composed after the Schiff letter, if instead they were com-
* posed before, then Eliot’s decision not to mention them carries the impli-
" ‘cation that the independent poems “Elegy” and “Dirge” were not viewed
as part of the long poem which he had been discussing with Schiff since
" . April, but were conceived as independent works. I suspect that this was
the case, and there is further evidence for it in the w;iy that Eliot treats
“the independent poems. For Eliot never mines them for lines or passages
2. 4o be inserted into The Waste Land. Instead, they are conceived as having
" their.own integrity. And this treatment differs sharply from how he treats
¢ the poems and passages contained in the first two strata of materials which
date from October 1913 (‘After the turning” and “So through the evening”),
" tnid-April 1915 (“The Death of St. Narcissus”), and September 1916 (“The
Death of the Duchess”). These, though originally conceived as indepen-
_ dentor potentially independent works, were now in 1921 considered sim-
ply raw material from which lines and | passages might be wrested—quite
“Idifferent from the independent poems which Eliot wrote in the course of
>"1,9’21, such as “Dirge” and “Elegy,” or later “Exequy.” Those poems, written
- contemporaneously with the drafts of The Waste Land, were a concession
“toEliot’s concern that his long poem might not be long enough to make
- up a book, and they were intended to do just that—make up a book. In
. éffect, their place was later assumed by the notes to the poem.
-+ .. The third text not mentioned in the letter to Schiff is the twelve-line
_ passage, beginning “London, the swarming life,” written on the same leaf
‘that contains “Q City, City” Unlike the independent poems, which were
either incorporated into the larger poem nor treated as raw material from
- which'individual lines or passages might be wrested, this passage was in-
orporated, with alterations, into the typescript draft of part III (and its
~garbon) that Eliot produced the next week while in London (TWL:AF,




30—31 and 42~43, lines 106-119). Why was it not mentioned to Schiff?
There are two possible reasons. The first is that Eliot was describing a co-
herent “part of Part 111, the section that was to become part III’s conclusion
and stretch across lines 259-311 of the published poem. Since “London,
the swarming life” formed no part of that coherent section, there was no
need to mention it. At the moment he was writing to Schiff, it was simply
a fragment that might or might not be later incorporated into part I11, too
trifling an affair to announce to a devoted reader and friend. The second
possibility is that it simply had not yet been composed. On that hypothesis,
it was written still later, sometime during the span of six days when Eliot
was back in London (12—18 November), hurriedly preparing the typescripts
of part ITI, hastily packing for Lausanne. Possible, but not very lﬂcelyﬁ Better
to assign it to the period between 31 October and 11 November, with the
other Margate or Hieratica Bond [D] materials.”

The sixth stratum of manuscript materials for The Waste Land con-
- sists of two typescripts of part IT1, a top copy and a carbon (each five leaves);
one independent poem titled “Exequy” (one leaf), which is also in type-
script; and an autograph draft of ten lines, beginning “The rivers tent is -
broken,” which has been written on the verso of leaf one of the typescript
part I11. For the moment we can set this last text aside and deal with the
other three documents. All three documents are preserved on the same
kind of paper, which measures 265 x 202 or 203 mm and has a thickness
of 0.06 mm. The paper has eight chainlines, which are vertical, at intervals
of 25.5 mm. [t also has a watermark reading: “vERONA LINEN.” It measures
14 x 128 mm. ‘

Dating the typescript copies of part III presents little difficulty. Incorpo-
rated into each is the fourteen-line passage beginning “London, the swarm-
ing life” (TWL:AF, 30-31 and 42—43, lines 106—119) which Eliot had re-
cently drafted in Margate, the passage preserved in autograph draft on the
same leaf as the “O City, City” passage (TWL:AF, 37). The typescripts,
therefore, can only have been produced afier the Margate or Hieratica
Bond [D] passage, and can only have been produced when Eliot had access
to the new, 2.10 typewriter which Henry Eliot had given to him as a gift
when he left England on'zo August. That dovetails with what we already -
know: that Eliot did not have access to his typewriter when in Margate,
since the eight letters and the Hieratica Bond [D] passages and poems
which he wrote there were all written by hand. It follows that these type-
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. - scripts were produced in the brief interval between Eliot's stays in Margate

and Lausanne, the period of little less than a week, from 12 to 18 November,
when Eliot was in London again and had access to his typewriter. It is
pe- most likely that the independent poem “Exequy” was also typed up during
k. thesame period. .
l ‘Having dated these typescripts to the six-day period when Eliot was
back in London, or between his stays in Margate and Lausanne, we can
" also discern the broad azc of Eliot’s intentions in producing them. Knowing
that he would be away in Lausanne for some six weeks, and planning to
+ make a final effort to bring his long poem to completion, Eliot was assem-
- bling a working version of the materials he had so far written, a neatly
typed “working draft” which he could consult while in Lausanne. Not that
Eliot managed to fulfill his good intentions: he plainly failed to type up
the autograph leaves which form the fifth or Margate stratum of materials
for The Waste Land (apart from the passage “London, the swarming life”),
those that correspond to the closing portion of part III of the published
poem (lines 259-311). Probably he simply didn’t have enough time.

- While we can pinpoint the moment when these typescripts were pro-
. duced, and integrate that knowledge into a coherent account of Eliot’s
* ' travel and writing plans, we can only speculate about when Eliot first wrote
the rough drafts which he must have used (and then jettisoned) as he pro-

duced the typescripts of part I1l and “Exequy.” When were they written?

Not, plainly, during the Margate period from 15 October to 12 November,

when he was writing the autograph drafis (“O City, City,” “The river sweats,”

“Highbury bore me,” and “On Margate Sands”) and the independent poems
(“Dirge,” “Elegy”) which we have already discussed. The rough drafts that
went into making the typescript of part III must date from earlier. In fact,
there are really only two periods possible: one, the period from 20 August

" to 15 October which followed his family’s departure for the United States;

the other, the period from 1o June to 20 August when his family was visit-
ing and he was staying at Wigmore Street. The later period, 20 August to
15 October, seems less likely. Eliot was busy moving back into his flat from
{20 Augustto 2728 August, occupied with typing up his “London Letter,
: September 1921” for the Dial in early September, pressed with writing
; “The Metaphysical Poets” in mid-September, obliged to visit the Woolfs
in late September, and worried by his health and hastily planned departure
for Margate from 1 to 14 October. It is more likely that he wrote the rough

.
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drafts that went into the typescript of part I11 during the ten weeks when

his family was visiting, a lengthy period (1o June to 20 August) when he 3

was wholly free from his regular round of social obligations, the dutiful
visits to Mary Hutchinson, the Woolfs, the Schiffs, and Richard Aldington.
Though we cannot be certain, this period is the more likely candidate.
Finally, we must turn to the passage that we momentarily set aside,
the autograph draft of ten lines beginning “The rivers tent is broken”
(TWL:AF, 24~25), which is found on the verso side of leaf one in the “Fire
Sermon” typescript, the top copy. These lines are, of course, the famous
opening to part III of The Waste Land. It is possible that they were drafted
contemporaneously with the production of the typescript, the period be-
tween 12 and 18 November before Eliot left for Lausanne. And if so, they
would have been thought of as a fragment awaiting some future destina-
tion. But such a scenario defies what little we know of Eliot’s composi-
tional practices at this time: if his comments to Sydney Schiff are indicative,
he wrote with the idea in mind that a new draft would form part of
sorething already in progress or definitely planned, “a rough draft of part
of Part IT1,” for example, rather than just writing for the sake of writing.
Yet if that is true, then it is much more likely that he wrote what would
later begdme the beginning of part III only when he was actually in need
of a beginning to part ITI. That was hardly the case when he was back in
London from 12 to 18 November. Then he had a firm, perhaps even too

“firm, beginning for part III:

Admonished by the sun’s inclining ray,
~ And swift approaches of the thievish day,
The white-armed Fresca biinks, and yawns, and gapes,
“Aroused from dreams of love and pleasant rapes.
(TWL:AF, 22—-23)

Moreover, Eliot believed that the seventy-two-line passage about Fresca
formed the beginning to part 11T not just when he was briefly in London
from 12 to 18 November but during the entire time when hé was in Lau-
sann€, from 22 November to 2 January, so much so that while there he
even drafted another passage of seventeen lines, “From 'which, a Venus
Anadyomene” (TWL:AF, 28-29), that was to be inserted into the Fresca
passage between lines 56 and 7. By now, of course, it will be obvious that
Eliot needed a beginning for part III only after Pound, in Paris, had re-
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© . peatedly run his pen downward across the entire Fresca passage, with
nine swift gashes, one so deep that it scored the paper and allowed the
ink-to bleed through to the verso side. Appropriately, it is on that very
. verso, and literally right on top of the ink left by Pound’s pen, that Eliot
wrote “The rivers tent is broken.” For when in Paris, as we shall see in
K- ‘more detail below, Eliot lacked paper and had to borrow some from Pound.
. To write a new beginning to part I11, then, he used the only paper to hand,
2 ._the'discarded old beginning to part II1. In short, Eliot wrote this passage
in Paris, probably between 5 and 1o January. It was the last passage that
he composed for The Waste Land, wedged into the middle of the poem,
.," -and preserved in a documentary stratum that antedated its composition
. bytwo months.

_ The challenge posed by the passage beginning “The rivers tent is bro

-lgen, throws into relief a potential problem which until now has remained
%, onlylatent, a tension between the poem’s documentary stratification and
jfcs compositional stratification. That tension surfaces only twice in Waste
Fand manuscripts, both times within the sixth documentary stratum which
we have just discussed. It surfaces here, with “The rivers tent is broken,”
and it surfaces again with the two typescripts for part Il, which, though
‘typed between 12 and 18 November in London, were clearly written eatlier
{Between 10 June and 20 August, in my view). For the moment we need
not+tease at the implications of that tension, since it has no practical conse-
‘quences for dating the prepublication manuscripts. '

- The seventh stratum of materials for The Waste Land consists of four
documents: the autograph fair copies of parts IV and V of the poem
"‘fWL ‘AF, 54—61 and 70~79); an autogtaph fair copy of the independent
oem “Dirge” (TWL:AF, 120); and the autograph passage of seventeen
hnes, beginning “From which, a Venus Anadyomene” (TWL:AF, 28-29),
hich was inserted into the Fresca episode.

- All four are written on paper which measures 270—271 x 208 mm
and has a thickness of 0.06 mm. The paper is wove, and so without chain-
lines. It also lacks a watermark. It has, however, a distinctive pattern of
violet quadrules: the horizontal lines, which begin 21 mm from the top
edge of the leaf, consist of twenty-seven lines that occupy a block of space
.that measures 234 mm and cotne to an end 16 mm from the bottom edge
.of-the leaf (or: 21.234(27).16). The paper is not of the quality which Eliot
‘normally used in his correspondence. It should be no surprise, then, that
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it appears in only one letter, a note from Eliot to Sydney Schiff, dated 19
December 1921 and written when Eliot was in Lausanne. As scholars have
long suspected, these materials were composed between 21-22 November,
when Eliot left for Lausanne, and 2 January, when he returned to Paris
with the sheaf of manuscripts which Ezra Pound would now edit.

The eighth stratum of materials for The Waste Land consists of two
documents, the typescripts for parts IV and V of the poem (TWL:AF, 62—
69 and 82-8g). The paper used in each is briefly described in Table 4
(pages 200--201), an account that need not be repeated here. The papers
do not match any found in Eliot’s letters, and for an obvious reason: we have
no surviving letters from Eliot for the period between 25 December 1921
and 20 January 1922, and it is very likely that these papers were simply
borrowed from Ezra Pound. The violet typewriter ribbon and the large
sized typewriter (its individual characters are 2.54 mm in width) are recog-
nizably those of Ezra Pound. There can be no doubt that these typescripts
were prepared in Paris sometime between 2 January 1922, when Eliot ar-
rived from Lausanne, and 16 January, when he left Paris to return to Lon-
don. It is reasonable to infer that the typescript was made early in the visit,
between 2 and 5 January. ,

Because we are tracing both the compositional and documentary strata
of the prepublication materials, we must devise an additional or ninth
stratum here to account for the ten-line passage beginning “The rivers
tent is broken.” Composed by Eliot to serve as a new beginning for part
111 after Pound had removed the entire Fresca passage, it represents the
last streich of continuous writing that Eliot did for The Waste Land.

The tenth and final stratum of the Waste Land materials consists of
a single typescript leaf that contains the poem’s title and an epigraph from

~ Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness. The paper measures 263 x-203 mm

and has a thickness of 0.06 mm. It has eight chainlines, which are vertical,
at intervals of 25.5 mum. It also has a watermark (“vERoNA LINEN") that
measures 14 x 128 mm. The same type of paper appears in two letters by
Eliot from January 1922: one, dated 20 January 1922, addressed to Scofield

" Thayer (T.391, LOTSE, 501; see Fig. 7), the other dated [26 January 1922]

to Ezra Pound (T.394, LOTSE, 504).*

The second of these is'the more important, for it replies to Pound’s
comment in a letter written two days earlier on “24 Saturnus,” or January
(LOTSE, 497-499): “I doubt if Conrad is weighty enough to stand the ci-
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§30° 7 Verona Linen watermark; letter of T. S. Eliot to Scofield Thayer, 26 January 1922;
- courtesy of the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Yale University.

2 “tation.” In his reply of 26 January, Eliot asked: “Do you mean not use Con-

3 .rad quot. or simply not put Conrad’s name to it? It is much the most appro-
W priate I can find, and somewhat elucidative” (LOTSE, 504). Though Pound’s

* response was diffident (“Do as you like . . . re the Conrad; who am I to
" grudge him his laurel crown” [LOTSE, 505)), Eliot decided to jeitison the
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epigraph by Conrad and find another. All of which makes clear that the
- single leaf which we have been discussing, containing the Conrad epi-
graph and the title of the poem, was the topmost sheet of the nineteen-
page manuscript seen by Pound on 24 January, containing the penultimate
version of The Waste Land. It had never formed part of the materials which
Pound saw in Paris between 2 and 15 January 1922, nor was it part of that
nebulous entity which recent scholars have called “the 1921 text.” It was
typed between 16 January 1922, the day Eliot returned to London, and 20
January, the day he probably sent the typescript off to Pound. Sadly, the
rest of the famous nineteen-page manuscript has never been found and
was probably discarded by Eliot when he made a final draft of the poem
sometime after 30 January; but if the missing manuscript ever does turn
up, we can be sure that it will have been typed with the same 2.10 ma-
* chine which Henry Eliot had left behind on 20 August 1921, and that it
will be on paper bearing the Verona Linen watermark.

Having completed our tour through the prepublication manuscripts . X
which are reproduced in Valerie Eliot's facsimile edition, we can sum-

marize our conclusions in a synoptic table:

Stratumt 1

Dates: 2—10 October 1913, Cambridge, Massachusetts
“After the turning” (TWL:AF, 108109}
“So through-the evening” (TWI:AF, 112—113)
“I am the Resurrection” (TWL:AF, 110-111)

Stratum 2
Date: ¢, 15 April 1915, Oxford
“The Death of St. Narcissus,” autograph diaft (TWL:AF, go—g1)
Date; May 1916, London
“The Death of 5t. Narcissus,” autograph fair copy (TWL:AF, 92. 93)
Date: September 1916, London
. “The Death of the Duchess” (TWL:AF, 104-107)

Stratum 3
Dates: 23—31 Januvary 1921, London -
“Song for the Opherion,” autograph draft (TWL:AF, 98-99)

Stratum 4

Dates: typed 9—22 May 1¢21; missing drafts for lines 176 of the published
poem composed between 23 January and 5 February, shown to
Wyndham Lewis on 5 February; missing drafts for part IT composed
between 6 February and ¢ May; missing draft for Boston version
-of “Night-town” incident (TWL:AF, 4—5) composed c. 21 May.

“Those are pearls,” autograph draft (TWL:AF, 122—123)

part I, typescript (TWL:AF, 4—9)

part I, typescript (TWL:AF, 10-15)

part 11, carbon typescript (TWL:AF, 16--21)

Stratum 5 -

" Dates: composed 31 October to 11 November 1921, Margate

“Elegy” and “Dirge,” first draft (TWL:AF, 1:6-119)
“O Cily, City,” autograph draft (TWL:AF, 36-37)
“The river sweats,” autograph draft (TWL:AF, 48-49)
“Highbury bore me,” autograph draft (TWL:AF, 5051

. _ “On Margate Sands,” autograph draft (TWLAF, 52-53)
“London, the swarming life,” autograph draft (TWL:AF, 36—-37)

' - Stratum 6
> Dates: typed 1218 November 1921, London; composed 1o June to 20 August

1921, London
part III, typescript (TWL:AF, 22-23, 26—35)
pari 111, carbon typescript (TWL:AF, 38-47)
“Exequy,” typescript {TWL:AF, 100-101)

':Il)étes: composed 5—10 January 1922, Paris (see also Siratum g)

“The rivers tent,” autograph draft on part I11, typescxipt, leaf 1, verso
(TWL:AF, 24—25)

. Stratum 7

Dates: composed 22 November—3i December 1921, Lausanne, Switzerland
part IV, autograph fair copy (TWL:AF, 54-061)
. partV, autograph fair copy (TWL:AF, 70-79)
- “Dirge,” autograph fair copy (TWL:AF, 120-121)
“From which, a Venus Anadyomene,” autograph draft (TWLAF
28-29)




Stratum 8

Dates: typed 2—5 January 1922, Paris
part IV, typescript (TWL:AF, 62—-69)
part V, typescript (TWL:AF, 82-89)

Stratum g
Dates: composed 5—10 January 1922, Paris; preserved on document from
Stratum 6.
“The rivers tent,” autograph draft on part III, typesczipt, leaf 1, verso
(TWL.AF, 24~25)

Stratum 10
Dates: typed 17-22 January 1922, London
Title page with epigraph, typescript (TWLAF, 2—3)

The creation of the title page for a penultimate version of the poem
marked only a passing moment in the protracted conclusion to the poem’s
genesis. Even after Eliot returned to London on 16 January, his manuscripts
now bearing Pound’s editorial interventions, the poem had still not assumed
the shape we know today. Writing on 20 January to Scofield Thayer to
offer him the poem for publication in the Dial, Eliot briefly characterized
his new work as “a poem of about four hundred and fifty lines, in four
parts” (LOTSE, 502; italics mine). Remarkable as it seems to us, Eliot was
planning to issue the poem without part IV. But evidently he had second
thoughts about this plan and reinserted part IV into the poem again within
afew days. A few days later, however, Eliot had third thoughts when writing
again to Pound on 26 January, asking: “Perhaps better omit Phlebas also???”
(LOTSE, 504). Pound replied with characteristic vigor: “I DO advise keep-
ing Phlebas. In fact I more’n advise. Phlebas is an integral part of the
poem; the card pack introduces him, the drowned phoen. sailor, and he
is needed ABSoloootly where he is. Must stay in” (LOTSE, 505).

For Eliot, at least, the decision to retain part IV effectively marked the
end of his actively composing the poem, a process that had required just
over a year of time, from the final days of January 1921, when he had first

" begun the draft of part I that he soon showed to Wyndham Lewis, to the

final days of January 1922, when he was absorbing the last admonitions
of Ezra Pound. Indeed, in contemporary letters Eliot repeatedly alluded
to the length of time it had taken him to write the poem. When Scofield

L0
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Thayer offered him $150 for the poem (sight unseen), Eliot refused be-
cause the sum “did not strike me as good pay for a year’s work” (LOTSE,
507); he had no intention of accepting such a figure “for a poem which it
_has taken me a year to write” (LOTSE, 515). The yearlong séga of the poem
had indeed reached its end. But the story of its coda, the composition of
the notes, was just beginning. ‘

Even after he had acceded to Pound’s demand that part IV, the ten

"lines of “Phlebas,” be restored, Eliot still faced a nagging problem which
had intermittently troubled him throughout the time when he had been

composing The Waste Land. The poem was too short to make up an inde-
f)endent book. Worse still, Pound had vetoed the idea of including what
Eliot called the “miscellaneous pieces” {three independent poems, “Song,”
“Exequy,” and either “Dirge” or “Elegy”), or what Pound termed “Those at

“.* end” (LOTSE, 504). Moreover, Eliot’s concern over this question had been
 exacerbated by that of an eminent authority, the American publisher Horace
Liveright. Back in January 1922, when Eliot had first returned to Paris

from Lausanne, he had been introduced by Pound to Liveright, who was

'. ;cfaveling in France and England in search of new authors. Liveright had
., * promptly agreed to offer. Eliot a $150 advanice for the poem and a royalty of
k.- 15 percent, largely on Pound’s recommendation, as he hadn't yet read the

poem. But already on 11 January, Liveright, by then in London, had written
to Pound about his concern over the poem’s length: “I'm disappointed
that Eliot's material is as short. Can't he add anything?” he pleaded with

. Pound, who doubtless relayed his worry to Eliot, still in Paris.*

T was Liveright's suggestion that Eliot “add anything” which ultimately

* led Eliot to furnish the poem with notes. While they might not make the
- poem long enough to suit Liveright, they would suffice to make up a small
+ volume which could be published as a deluxe or limited edition in the

event that Liveright balked. On 16 February, having learned from his friend

. :Conrad'Aiken about Maurice Firuski, a publisher of deluxe editions who
' was situated in Cambridge, Massachusetts, Eliot wrote to pursue this

prospect:

Your name has been given me by Conrad Aiken. . . . I under-
stand that you issue these books in limited editions, and that
for the volumes yoﬁ take in this series you give a sum down
in advarice royalty.



- My poem is of 435 lines; with certain spacings essential to
the sense, 475 book lines; furthermore, it consists of five parts,
which would increase the space necessary; and with title pages,
some notes that I intend to add, etc., I guess that it would run
to from 238 to 32 pages.’

But Firuski was slow to reply, and by 12 March Liveright had confirmed
his interest in publishing the poem as a book. When Liveright finally sent
a contract in mid-June, however, Eliot was alarmed at the vagueness of its
terms and turned to John Quinn, the New York lawyer and cultural patron
who had generously handled Eliot’s contracts with his previous American
publisher, Knopf, without charging a fee. To Quinn, therefore, he wrote
describing his new work: “I have written . . . 2 long poem of about 450
words [lines], which, with notes that I am adding, will make a book of 30
to 40 pages” (LOTSE, 530). Even now, four months after his letter to
Firuski, Eliot had still not completed the poem’s notes, and at best had be-
gun “adding” them. But “with notes that I am adding” may well have been
more a pious aspiration than a statement of fact, and as late as mid-June
1922, Eliot may not have written even a portion of the poem’s notes.
Meanwhile, the deadline for submission of a final manuscript, if the
book was to be included in the autumn list, was fast approaching: “Live-
right said he would print it for the autumn if he had the poem by the end
of July” (LOTSE, 531). When Liveright, around ¢ July, sent Eliot a letter
suggesting that he was amenable to the revised contract that Quinn had
proposed in the interim, Eliot hurriedly addressed the problem of a type-
script in a letter to John Quinn, dated 19 July: “As it is now so late I am
enclosing the typescript to hand to him when the contract is complete, or
to hold if he does not complete. I had wished to type it out fair, but I did
not wish to delay it any longer. This will do for him to get on with, and [

shall rush forward the notes to go at the end” (LOTSE, 547). If Eliot really ;

had begun “adding” the notes in mid-June, he must have proceeded very
slowly if he hadn’t finished by mid-July. Plainly it was a task he approached
.with diffidence, even indifference.

When Ezra Pound requested a copy of the poem in order to show it
to James Sibley Watson, Jr., the co-owner of the Dial who had been en-
trusted with negotiating for the serial rights to the poem after Eliot had
quarreled with his colleague Scofield Thayer, Eliot replied on 28 July: “I

%

. will let you have a copy of the Waste Land for confidential use as soon as I
can make one. Of the two available copies, one has gone to Quinn to pre-
sent to Liveright on completion of the contract, and the other is the only
one I possess” (LOTSE, 552). If this second copy of the poem was an exact
replica of the copy sent to Liveright, it, too, lacked the notes. Though we
" cannot be entirely certain, it appears that the notes were not completed
“until early August, and that they were then posted directly to Liveright.
' Only then was The Waste Land completed in the form that we know it today.
By 15 September, Eliot could tell Pound, in a brief postscripttoa letter
bout other matters: “Liveright's proof is excelleni” (LOTSE, 570). Eliot -
~ was much less happy, though, with the printer who produced the Criterion
~version of the poem in London. To Richard Cobden-Sanderson he wrote
- on 277 September, “I am also sending you the manuscript and the proof
+"of the first part of my poem, so that you may have a record of the undesired
alterations made by the printers” {(LOTSE, 574). And on 3 October, Eliot

seleven and will explain why I have done so” (LOTSE, 576). But at last the
“long travails of the poem were drawing to a close. Two weeks later, on 16
- October, the first number of the Criterion appeared, containing the first
ublication of The Waste Land, without notes. Publication of the poem in
he Dial, an American magazine, took place a few days later. Five weeks
frer that, about 1 December, the poem appeared for the first time as an
ndependent book, complete with notes, issued by the American firm of

oni‘and Liveright.”

.

NNECTING THE DOTS

ost of the prepublication manuscripts for The Waste Land are typescript
d autograph fair copies rather than drafts, documents which Eliot as-
embled from extant drafts in anticipation of a turning point in his private
ife:{parts I and T1 in May before the arrival of his family in June; the type-
Cript of part 111 between 12 and 18 November, before he left for Lausanne).
afts; in contrast, can tell us more about the process of composition. If
we set aside the materials produced before Febniary 1921, or strata 1to0 3,
hen:we have only seven or eight autograph drafts extant: seven if we think,
ls:Mrs. Eliot does, that “Highbury bore me” and “On Margate Sands”
,ormed‘:i single draft; eight if we think, as I am inclined, that these were




separate drafts. If we arrange them in order by their length, from ishortest
to longest, and then note how many lines from each draft were retained
in the final poem, the result would look like this: )

NO, OF LINES SURVIVING IN
PASSAGE LINES PUBLISHED POEM

“Those are pearls” (TWL:AF, 122-23) 5 I
“O City, City” (TWL:AF, 36-37) 7 7
“Highbury bore me” (TWL:AF, 5051} .8 8
“The river’s tent” (TWL:AF, 24—25) IO 10
“On Margate Sands” (TWLAF, 52-53) | 12 12
“London, the swarming life” (TWL:AF,

36-37) 2 o
“From which, a Venus Anadyomene” ‘

(TWL:AF, 28-29) 17 0
“The river sweats” (TWL:AF, 48—49) 25 25

Total 96 63

Whether these figures are the product of seven or eight drafts, it remains
remarkable how short was a typical draft by Eliot: 13.7 lines in length if
they represent seven drafts, only 12 lines if they represent eight. Moreover,

since on average only two-thirds of a draft typically survived into the pub-

lished text, it is equally remarkable how many drafts it would have required
to make a poem of 433 lines. If the 63 lines that have survived into the
final poem represent seven drafts, it would have required forty-eight drafts
of comparable average length. If they represent eight drafis, the poem
would have required fifty-five such drafts. (These calculations suggest that
between forty and fifty drafts may have been lost or discarded during com-
position.) The trick in writing such a long poem, then, was how to stitch
together between 48 and 55 separate drafts. Connectedness, plainly, was
a pressing problem.

Of the seven drafts that survive- (henceforth we shall follow Mrs. Eliot’s
view that “Highbury bore me” and “On Margate Sands” are a single draft),
one went into the making of part I (“Those are pearls”), while the other
six went into part III. Of those six, we recall that four were composed in
Margate between 31 October and 11 Novernber, and that three were already
conceived as forming a “part of Part III” by about 11 November, when Eliot
described them to Sydney Schiff—“O City, City” (TWLAF, 36-37), “The

Tiver sweats” (TWL:AF, 48-49), and “Highbury bore me” (TWL:AF, 50-53).
Together they make up lines 259—311 of the poem as published and form
the conclusion to part I1L. What unites the three is an associative logic dic-
tated by motifs of music and the river, both fused (after line 266) by the
ghostly echo of Wagner’s Rhine-maidens, now the Thames-daughters. For
. our purpos¢, we needn't tease out all the possible implications of these
" passages, the subject of considerable debate.” [nstead we want to stay
ki close to the surface of the poem, to the associative logic and syntactic pat-
'A . terning which shape the flow of composition. The first of the three passages
starts up just after the loveless coupling of the young man carbuncular
and the unnamed typist, a scene followed by two lines that quote from
- The Tempest (already quoted in part I), then surge eastward across the
cityscape of London, as if traveling from the flat of the typist toward the
_heart of the financial district, the City (already invoked in part I):

~ “This music crept by me upon the waters”
" And along the Strand, up Queen Victoria Street.

* Now the poem resumes with a new draft:

" O City, City, I have heard and hear
The pleasant whining of the a mandoline
T Outside/Beside a public bar in lower Thames Street,
7 And a clatter and a chatter in-the bar from within
Where fishmen lounge and-losfe-and-spitat-meon at noontime
eut-there/where the walls
-7 Of Magnus Martyr stood, and stand, and bold
ﬂ&eiﬁeyﬁﬂ{splendour of Corinthian white and gold
' Inexphcable (TWL:AF, 36-37)"

W'hat is striking in this draft is the repeated tension among three conflict-
- -ingimperatives: the ambition to assert connectedness to earlier parts of
- the poem (and especmlly to earlier passages in part III) through either re-
{. peated images or syntactic and aural pattermng, a countervailing tendency
:fo-turn away or digress into new subject matter that threatens to prove a
.:dead end; and a discernible woryy that the assertion of connectedness will
be too obvious. The phrase “T have heard and hear,” for example, resolutely
K> recalls “But at my back from time to time [ hear” (a line that appears twice
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in the earlier portions of part I11), but is also vexed by the need to be differ-
ent, to avoid mere repetition.® When not working to establish external
connectedness to previous portions of the poem, local revisions enhance
an assertion of internal relatedness within the draft passage itself: the
word “Beside” replaces “Outside” so as to reiterate the plosives of “public
bar” and “pleasant,” while “there” (in “there the walls of Magnus Martyr”)
must give way to “where” so as to create-exact syntactic repetition (“Where
fishmen lounge” and “where the walls”). Yet this way of proceeding also
courts the risk of too much repetition, of being rather too obvious in its
way of agserting relatedness, a dilemnma that is played out in the last line
of the “O City, City” passage: the phrase “inviclable music” obviously
echoes the “inviclable voice” of the nightingale in part II—much too obvi-
" ously, we want to say. And so it must be deleted, to be replaced instead
with “Inexplicable splendour,” a phrase which reinforces aural connected-
ness with the preceding lines (still three more plosiyes), but which is no
Jonger too obvious in reinforcing the motif of music. “Inexplicable splen-
dour” now harks back to “inviolable voice,” but in a very muted way, having
‘changed the ground of likeness from an auditory to a visual register. So
muted, in fact, that the passage effectively reaches an impasse: for if one
risk that attended this passage had been the danger that it might become
t0o obvious in emphasizing music (“inviolable music”), the other was that
it would simply trail off to nowhere, twist away into a dead end, tuming
into a “withered stump” of composition, we might say. And so it does.
True, 2 marvelous “withered stump”—but still a “withered stump.” And
the passage comes to an end. There is no choice now except to begin again,
which is precisely what Eliot will do in his next draft.

And just as we see these procedures at work ata micro-level, so they
can also be discerned at a macro-level. For when Eliot completes the three
drafis that now form the ending to part I1I, with their insistent stress on
music, the river, and nymphs or watery semideities (the Thames-daughters),

the conclusion ism't just good, it is too good: it seems strangely unrelated

to part I1’s opening, the seventy-odd lines of acerbic couplets that depict
the wealthy socialite Fresca. The only solution is to force the Fresca passage
into having more relatedness with the conclusion, and that is just what
Eliot does in the draft that he subsequently writes in 'Lausanne. As before,

the point of connection must be water, and so Eliot puts a large asterisk
i

and the command “insert” directly opposite a passage about Fresca’s read-
ing habits, her immersion “in a soapy sea [ of Symonds “Walter Pater-
Vernon Lee.” Once more he begins, this time transforming Fresca intoa
version of Venus rising from the sea:

From which, a Venus Anadyomene

* She stept ashore to a more varied scene,

_ Propelled by Lady Katzegg’s guiding hand,
She knew the wealth and fashion of the land.
(TWL:AF, 28-29)

And so it continues for another thirteen lines, all in what Pound called
the “too loose” manner of Eliot’s pastiche of Pope {TWL:AF, 38—39). (The
image of Venus Anadyomene even furnishes a neat echo of the “gilded

shell” in which Elizabeth and Leicester sail, in the Thames-daughters’

song.) But our concern here is not with the passage’s success or failure

‘but with the kind of order which is dictating the composition of the poem:

that order is fundamentally contingent and retrospective. It is not, in other
words, an order being achieved as the realization of a plan or program,
dictated by some predetermined notion of mythic structure of ritual pattern;
what The Waste Land achieves are always relative and incremental orders

' pf coherence that are local, contingent, and retrospective in nature.

Which brings us to the last of the six drafts written for part I1I, the
one written so late that it is effectively the final extended passage of the

" poem, penciled in only after Pound had gutted the eighty-seven lines de-
= -voted to Fresca. As before, when drafting “From which, a Venus Anadyo-

mene,” Eliot starts with the same givens inherited from his earlier compo-
sition of the ending to part IIl, music, the river, and nymphs or 'watery
sernideities: : :

The rivers tent is broken and the last fingers of leaf
Clutch and sink into the wet bank. The wind
- . Crosses the brown land, unheard. The nymphs'are departed.
(Sweet Thames etc.)
The river bears no empty bottles, sandwich papers
Ga Newspapers, cardboard boxes, cigarette ends
Or other testimony of summer nights. The nymphs are departed.
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(And their friends, the loitering heirs of City directors)
Departed, have left no addresses.
By the waters (T'WL:AF, 24—25)

In one sense, this passage does exactly what it was meant to do: it “antici-
pates” the City location, the motifs of music and song, and the nymphs
(or Thames-daughters) that appear at part ITI’s end. Its diction resonates
with calculated echoes that extend both bacloward and forward, with “clutch”
looking back to part I (“What are the roots that clutch?” line 19}, or “brown,”
glancing not only back to a line in part I (“Unreal City, / Under the brown
fog . ..,” lines 60—6r1) but also ahead to its repetition in part IIT (“Ijnreal
City / Under the brown fog . . .,” lines 207—208), and still farther ahead
to the brown tones that dominate the opening of part V (“the sandy road”
[332], “the mountains of rock” [334], the “mudcracked houses” [345], and
“dry grass” [355]) and culminate in the mysterious figure “gliding wrapt
in a brown mantle, hooded” (364). And because this new introduction so
closely “anticipates” the terms of part III's conclusion, part I1I now-acquires
an envelope, circular, or ring structure in which music, nymphs, and City

location appear at both the beginning and the end, a structure that all the ;

more firmly sets off the little five-line coda which has been excluded from

the circle’s interior and so contrasts all the more violently with, and com- 3 :

ments all the more damningly on, what has come before it:
To Carthage then I came

Burning burning burning burning
O Lord Thou pluckest me out
O Lord Thou pluckest

burning

Surely it does. Surely the desolating power of the coda has only been en-
hanced by the new introduction to part IT. And yet many readers, I think,
rnay still deem the introduction to part II1 a bit forced, a tad strained; And
signs of such strain are all too readily detected: why is that we are being
asked to bid farewell to nymphs who, until this point in the poem, have
never appeared? How can we say “good-bye” before we’ve managed to
mutter “hello”? And doesn’t this transparent rupture in logical-causal re-

latedness work to undermine the very assertion of connectedness which
NN
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- this passage was meant to achieve through the use of anticipatory repe-

- tition? Or is it perhaps the-other way around? For isn't it the case that the

- factitious use of repetition to intimate connectedness, say at the beginning
_and ending of part 111, works to disable, to neutralize, fo annihilate the

claims to logical and spatiotemporal connectedness which are elsewhere
5 bemg asserted, say in the line “and along the Strand, up Queen Vlctorla
to the locale of the City? Such attention to the demands of the dityscape,

aind to an implied logic of spatiotemporal coordination, is rendered otiose
by the competing claims of a wholly different kind of order that is organized
around the use of repetition and pattern to suggest symbolic depth, reso-

nance and development. The outcome is something of a standoff: the in-

_c;emental moments of coherence which The Waste Land fashions are not
é)i_‘n]y local, contingent, and retrospective in nature, they are also driven by
conflicting imperatives derived from their claim to modes of coherence
-~ one appealing to repetition and pattern to invoke symbolic depth, reso-
nance, enhancement; the other appealing to the kind of logical, causal,
d spatiotemporal connectedness typical of narrative—that are deeply
gpijftradictory, perhaps even self-canceling.

_ Yet that self-canceling quality is not solely or strictly an effect of juxta-
position. Consider the tensions at play in one especially notable instance
repetition and patterning which spins around the phrase “Unreal City”
iﬁat turns up with artful symmetry in parts I, I1[, and V.

'~ Unreal City
=+ 1 -Under the brown fog of a winter dawn (60—63, part I)

. ' Unreal City,
" Under the brown fog of a winter noon (207-203, part I1I)

Readers, by this point, will reasonably expect the next variant to run:

. Unreal City
Under the brown fog of a winter evening

Or perhaps:

Unreal City
Under the brown fog of a winter twilight

But instead the poem offers up:
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Falling towers
Jerusalem Athens Alexandria
Vienna London

Unreal (374-377)

Patterm, in this stunning sequence, dissolves into something that resemblés
patter—the schemata of a list, that lowest of all literary forms, unorganized
by any syntax; a bare heap lacking even the fig leaf of a comma. Surely
repetition and pattern have been invoked in this sequence of passages;
but just as surely they have also been undermined in a histrionics of non-
relationship. “Unreal City / Under the brown fog of . .
are led to infer, has somewhat the same status as the “inviolable music”
which flickered into view when Eliot was drafting the “O City, City” pas-

2 that phrase, we

“sage. Itis obvious, the poem seems to say; it is too obvious. And the effect

is wickedly corrosive, for it also decomposes the claim to connectedness
and resonance advanced by the repetition of “brown”—the “brown land,”
the “sandy road,” or the “brown mantle, hooded.” Here are likenesses, the
poem murmurs, but likenesses that only turn into illusions. So perhaps
the real work of signifying, we reason, is being done somewhere else: per-
haps there, in that grim catalogue of toponyms, or in the kind of spatio-
temporal connectedness which place names imply, connectedness that is
a property both of realistic fiction and of our sense of the world to which
such fiction lays claim. But of course, we have already traveled “along the
Strand, up Queen Victoria Street” once before, and we have seen where
that led. ,

Consider another example, the verse paragraph that makes up the
poem's famous opening, with its surfeit of lexical, syntactic, and thematic
gestures toward pattern and cohesion, some of which I have highlighted
for emphasis:

April is the cruellest month, breeding
Lilacs out of the dead land, mixing
Memory and desire, stirring

Dull roots with spring rain.

Winter kept us'warm, covering 5
Earth with forgetful snow, feeding

A little life with dried tubers.

Summer surprised us, coming over the Starnbergersee

iy

" With a shower of rain; we stopped in the colonnade,
And went on in sunlight, into the Hofgarten,
And drank coffee, and talked for an hour.
Bin gar keine Russin, stamm’ aus Litauen, echt deutsch.
When we were children, staying at the archduke’s,
My cousin’s, he tock me out on a sled,
And ] was frightened. He said, Marie, ' 15
Marie, hold on tight. And down we went. '
In the mountains, there you feel free.
I'read, much of the night, and go south in the winter.

IO

© Hereis pattern and repetition—and with a vengeance. As sentence after
.. . gentence uncoils, new modes of syntactic and lexical patterning spring
2. into shape, creating recognizable if evanescent zones of coherence.” No
L one, after all, can miss the five participial constructions that set off the
line endings in lines 1-6, or the insistent use of six adjective-noun pairings
‘. (;’cruellest month,” “dull roots,” “spring rain,” “forgetful snow,” “litle life,”
. and “dried tubers”). A second and overlapping zone of coherence springs
up at line five with the appearance of the poem’s first pronoun, an “us”
' first echoed and then elaborated in lines eight, nine, and thirteen before
g1v1ng way to “me” (14) and “I” (15, 18). Still a third zone, overlapping with
' the second, looms into view at line eight, stretching to at least line thirteen
dnd typified by words that-are either German (“Starnbergersee,” “Hof-
garten”) or associated with a German-speaking area, the former Austria-
Hungary (“archduke”). While yet a fourth zone, overlapping again with
both the second and third, begins to materialize at line ten with the con-
> junction “and,” which is artfully reiterated at lines eleven {two times), fificen,
- sixteen, and eighteen. And we might identify still other tonal zones within
" this verse paragraph—the gnomic sobriety of the opening or the conver-
5 ééﬁonal banality of the closing, separated by the uneasy oscillations of the
nuddle—whﬂe we would certajnly agree that a semantic vein that concerns
" the seasons flickers across the entire verse paragraph “April” (1), “spring”
‘(4) “winter” (), “summer” (8), “winter” (18). Yet one may legitimately
“wonder why should there be no “auturnn” in this catalogue of the seasons,
: 1f catalogue it be; or why the catalogue follows no discernible order. And
1s s the winter that occurs in “Winter kept us warm, covering / earth with for-
getEul snow” really identical with the one that occurs in “I read, much of
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the night, and go south in the winter”? The one is oracular, the other in-
sipid. Yet the effect of their conjunction is devastating: for here repetition
functions not to intensify semantic likeness but to eviscerate it. Likeness,
again, is giving way to illusion. And indeed, a similar movement occurs
over the paragraph’s entire trajectory, which begins by intoning a pattern
of oracular solemnity but ends by reporting empty patter—those final
spasms of vacant thought, twitching like the limbs of a dying animal.

The problem, then, is not in recognizing the syntactic and lexical repe-
titions that unfold in the opening verse paragraph. If anything, they are
not just discernible but are too readily discernible. Five participial construc-
tions; six adjective-noun pairings; eight first-person pronouns; six in-
stances of the conjunction “and”—in only eighteen lines? Their obvious-
ness seems to urge their unimportance; it is not here that the poem is
doing the real work of offering an account of the world. And that impres-
sion is reinforced by another: the assertions of connectedness may be re-
markably insistent, but the connectedness itself isn’t really vivid; it remains
inert and extraneous, like so much scaffolding erected around a building
that remains obstinately and mysteriously invisible. (Even today, eighty
years-after the poem was first published, critics disagree about that build-
ing’s shape or how many rooms it-contains, still divided over how many
speakers are voicing these lines.) As zones of coherence loom into sight
and recede, like ghosts who beckon us down darkened paths that repeat-
edly issue in dead ends, they insinuate that the poem’s real reckoning
with the world must be happening elsewhere: perhaps in the intersection
and overlap of those evanescent zones; or in the interchange of oracular
solemnity and cosmopolitan banality, in the overall play of opacity and
transparency. Or perhaps somewhere else altogether.

Critics have not, of course, been slow to respond to that insinuation.
After all, one “somewhere else” is quite explicitly indicated in the first
note which immediately follows the poem proper: “Not only the title, but
the plan and a good deal of the incidental symbolism of the poem were
suggested by Jessie Weston’s book on the Grail legend: From Ritual to Ro-
mance . . ." But surely this is just one more dead end, perhaps the deadest
of them all. The Waste Land has as much to do with Grail legends and vege-
tation rituals as Ulysses has with the rickety schema that Joyce concocted
as he neared the end of his masterpiece. Both writers, as publication ap-
proached, worried that their works might seem too disordered, too struc-
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tureless for contémporary readers and critics, and each responded by hint-
ing that his work was governed by an arcane logic that could be recon-
structed “by any who think such elucidation of the poem worth the trouble”
But the core of The Waste Land is not to be found in the turgid speculations
of Jessie Weston, or in the pseudo-arcana of vegetation rituals.

Critics have also been fond of turning the poem into a narrative in

" which there is a “protagonist” or (in more Grail-inflected versions)“quester”
who, it some mysterious way, moves through the poem’s scenes. And

there is a sense in which this responds, however crudely, to one aspect of

- the poem. Although much attention has been given to Pound’s role in

cutting out three major narratives from the draft poem {from parts I, I1I,
and IV), not enough has been given to his insistence that the final ten
lines of the original part IV be retained as an independent part. Pound

“was typically laconic when explaining his view, offering a rationale that

borders on tautology. “Phiebas is an integrgl patt of the poem; the card
pack introduces him, the drowned phoen. sailor, and he is needed ABSo-
loootly where he is” (LOTSE, 505). Yet his appeal to the cards dealt out by

. Madame Sosostris is suggestive, for it implies that he assigned her and

the card pack a certain degree of authority. Threadbare authority, perhaps,
but enough for the needs of the poem. “She must,” one critic has observed,
“provide the dots that the rest of the poem must connect into a semblance
of plot.”* This is a perceptive account, provided we understand that its

key word is really “semblance,” to be taken in the strong sense as “an as-

sumed or unreal appearance of something; mere.show.” What The Waste

" Landneeded wasn't plot or narrative coherence, but the likeness of a plot,
. -one that would instantly dissolve into illusion. For it requires only a mo-

ment to recall that Madame Sosostris is a charlatan, or that the drowned

* Phoenician sailor isn't even a card in the traditional Tarot pack. And when

she discloses the drowned Phoenician card, the text swiftly divorces itself

' from straightforward narrative, intruding cruelly: “Those are pearls that

were his eyes. Look!” Phlebas the Phoenician, whose reappearance (repe-
tition} at first promises narrative connectedness between the first and later

. parts of the poem, turns out to be another figure in the poem’s grim histri-

onics of nonrelationship. The Waste Land doesn't have a narrative; instead,
it has the scent of a narrative, hovering in the air like a perfume after
someone has left the room. '




THE OFFICE BOMBSHELL

Histrionics: an exaggerated, wild quality; and fierceness, a notion compris-
ing wildness and rage, even cruelty—The Waste Land thrives on those
dark qualities. To say that, admittedly, is to depart sharply from our received
notion of Eliot as a neoclassical poet. But depart from it we must. “It has
been too tempting for too long,” one of Eliot’s most astute readers has re-
cently observed, “to assimilate the poem to the events that came later in
the decade, even shortly later, to see it as safely predicting the dispositions
of the mid- and late twenties: the poem as proto-Anglican, crypto-classical,
or neo-monarchist.”* Indeed, to read the ten essays that Eliot wrote in
1921 while working on The Waste Land is to discern the discontinuous but
coherent outline of an aesthetics deeply at odds with the notions of deco- -
rum, repose, sobriety, and equilibrium typically associated with neoclassi-
cism.* One key word in Eliot’s critical vocabulary is “surprise,” a term he
stresses again and again. Writing about Andrew Marvell in February 1921,
Eliot notes “the high speed, the succession of concentrated images” in
Marvell's “Coy Mistress,” then observes that these are the basis for another
effect: “When this process has been carried to the end and summed up,
the poem turns suddenly with that surprise which has been one of the
most important means of poetic effect since Homer.” Citing another pas-
sage by Marvell, Eliot remarks: “There is here the element of surprise . . .
the surprise which Poe considered of the highest importance, and also
the restraint and quietness of tone which makes the surprise possible.”* -
Writing in early April, when now well into work on part I1 of The Waste
Land, he praises Dryden's “Mac Flecknoe” because it offers “the most fun
.. . the most sustained display of surprise after surprise of wit from line
to line. . . . Dryden’s method here is something very near to parody”; while
in the same essay he dismisses a passage by Abraham Cowley because it
lacks “the element of surprise so esgential to poetry.”* Writing in mid-june,
when at work on the first half of part III, Eliot reformulates his view of
“surprise”: “The strange, the surprising, is of course essential to art. . . .
The craving for the fantastic, for the strange, is legitimate and perpetual;
everyone with a sense of beauty has it."¥ The strange, the surprising, the
fantastic, something very near to parody . . . these are terms at some re-
move from the cool sobriety conjured byl“Tradition and the Individual
Talent.” Not that “Tradition and the Individual Talent” doesn’t encapsulate
certain Eliotic agpirations which will grow more prominent over time, so
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much so that Eliot himself will eventually enshrine it as the gateway inio
that vast graveyard known as his Selected Essays. But that was much later.
In 1921, instead, “Tradition and the Individual Talent” was only one of sev-
eral options facing Eliot, and in relation to The Waste Land, “The Road Not
Taken” might be the most appropriate title for it. And the road taken? The
strange, the surprising, the fantastic, something very near to parody . ..
histrionics. '
Similar terms preoccupy Eliot over the course of 1921, among them
“ferocity.” Praising Marie Lloyd, the music hall star whose death a year
later would elicit one of Eliot’s finest essays, he praises her for having “wit”
that is “mordant, ferocious.” Of Nellie Wallace, another music hall star
whom he admired, Eliot writes: “The fierce talent of Nellie Wallace . . .
holds the most boisterous music hall in complete subjection.”® He finds
some of H. M. Bateman's caricatures compelling because they “continue
the best tradition from Rowlandson and Cruikshank. They have some of
the old English ferocity” And he adopts with relish Baudelaire’s dictum
concerning caricature: “Pour trouver du comique féroce et trés-féroce, il faut
passer Ia Manche” (To find comedy that is ferocious and very ferocious,
one has to cross the English Channel).* A related if more muted term is
“intensity,” and the cognate words “intense” and “intensify.” They appear
twenty-one times in Eliot's essays from the first half of 1921 (“The Roman-
tic Englishman,” “The Lesson of Baudelaire,” “Andrew Marvell,” and “Prose
and Verse”). But Eliot also deploys another term far more extreme than
“Intensity”” Quoting Dr. Johnson late in 1921, he praises the metaphysical
poets because in their works “the most heterogeneous ideas are yoked by
violence together® A few months earlier he praises Baudelaire over Dry-
den because he “could see profounder possibilities in wit, and in violently
joined images."? While around the same time he enthusiastically takes
up Baudelaire’s view on the distinctive trait of English comedy: “le signe
distinctif de ce genre de comique éait la violence” (the distinctive sign of this
kind of comedy was violence).% Ferocity, intensity, violence, companions
to the strangg, the surprising, the fantastic, something very near to parody:
here is the core of Eliot’s aesthetics while he was writing The Waste Land.
Which is why, of course, his essays of the time also show him so responsive

to caricature and music hall, modes of cultural production which thrive

on wild exaggeration, hyperbolic repetitions which pivot on the play of
likeness and illusion, a grotesque machinery of extremism.




If The Waste Land repeatedly engages in a histrionics of nonrelation-
ship which effectively undermines the modes of connectedness (repetition,
narrative) that the poem elsewhere takes pains to assert, nowhere do the
tensions between these assume starker form than in the grisly puppet
show staged by the typist and the young man carbuncular at the heart of
the poem, the middle of part I1I. The typist, after all, is repetition personi-
fied, her task to repeat someone else’s words, whether dictated aloud or
transcribed in longhand; while the young man carbuncular is a paradigm
of the stranger or intruder whose arrival sets in motion the mechanics of
event and plot, sparks narrated activity. Their story is a narrative of repe-
tition, in the sense that their loveless coupling is inferred to be but one
in a protracted series of similar encounters; while it is also a repetition of
narrative, in the sense that it elaborates topoi associated w1th representations
of the typist in realist and naturalist fiction of the period 1910-1922. (We
shall examine those topoi shortly.) Moreover, a juxtaposition of narrative
and repetition serves to structure the presentation of their encounter from
beginning to end: a laconic narrative, divided into three scenes or tableaux,
is punctuated by the stark repetition (three times) that demarcates the
presence of the observing “I Tiresias.”

Little wonder that Eliot, in a note which he wrote as much as one year
later, should assign this episode exemplary status: “What Tiresias sees, in
fact, is the substance of the poem.” True, that is “a declaration that critics
have tended to view rather sceptically,” as Carol Christ has noted, and the
rationale behind their skepticism has been voiced by another critic: “But
it is doubtful . . . whether Tiresias attains within the poem as a whole the
importance that Eliot attributes to him in his Note on this passage. . ..
The persona of Tiresias fails to control the tone of the whole passage and
the result is a failure of proper impersonality.”s

Still, we may harbor suspicions about the standard that is guiding
such. evaluations. For it assigns “Tradition and the Individual Talent” a
normative function epitomized in the phrase “proper impersonality,” while
that essay presents an aesthetics radically incommensurate with the sort
" articulated in the essays Eliot wrote while producing The Waste Land. We
need, in short, to revisit a scene so casually dismissed by Eliot’s admirers,
a scene which also brings us back—by what arcane logic?—to the subject
we first began with, the typewriter. For in the period that ran from Eliot’s
birth to roughly 1920, the typewriter and the typist were virtually one,
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&esignated by the same term, “typewriter” Confessions of a Type-Writer, a
sensational novel published in 1893, recounted the seduction of a young
woman by a caddish swindler, not the fantastic avowals of a machine; just
as Confessions of a Typewriter; or, Merciful Unto Me, a Sinner (1963, 1910),
recounted a similarly lurid tale but culminated in the heroine’s discovery
of Christian Science. Or consider the play Miss Robinson, performed in

" 1918 and published in 1920: it shows us Lister, horrified by his mother’s
' plan to marry off his brother to the young secretary who has been working

for their father, exclaiming, “You can’t expect Him to marry a typewriter.*

Itis difficult today to appreciate just how unprecedented it was to
make a “typewriter,” or typist, a key protagonist within a serious poem.
Before The Waste Land typists had appeared almost exclusively in light
verse that was humorous or satirical in nature.’ Fiction was the medium
which most fully registered the growing presence of typists in offices after
1885, fizst in short stories and then, after 1893, in novels. Only quite re- |
cently have literary scholars and historians taken note of the typist in
fiction, in three essays which together assay seven novels (all British) pub-
lished between 1893 and 1936.5¢ In general the typist, as a subject of cultural
representation, has been tacitly-dismissed as unworthy of serious study,
an object of misogynist scorn. For millions of women, however, clerical
work offered the first occupational alternative to teaching or nursing and
marked a massive change in their range of experience. The phenomenon
was at once international, spreading from the United States to Britain,
then France and Germany, and irveducibly local, with specific histories in
different couniries, even cities. , .

In 1921, when Eliot was writing The Waste Land, female office workers
were still relatively new, more so in Britain than in the United States. In-
creasingly employed in nearly all kinds of business, typists were especially
concentrated in the insurance and banking sectors, both centered in the
City, or finandial district, of London. In March 1917 Eliot began to work
for Lloyds Bank, already a huge corporation and the second-largest of the
“Big Six” British clearing banks which had emerged after decades of merger
and acquisition activity that straddled the turn of the century” The process
was just drawing to an end during Eliot's early years at the bank, as Lloyds
absorbed four last banks during the period 1918—1923. As a result of this
horizontal integration process, Lloyds represented an immensely powerful

" concentration of capital which was now expanding into the international



arena. (In 1911 it had purchased Armstrong & Co., with branches in Paris
and Le Havre, and in 1917 it entered into a fifty-fifty parmership with Na-
tional Provincial Bank to create the Lloyds and National Provincial Foreign
Bank; by 1938 the firm had twelve branches on the Continent, serving

‘British companies operating in Europe and British nationals abroad.) In-

directly, it was this expansion which led to Eliot's employment. For it was
a friend of Vivier's family, L. E. Thomas, then the chief general manager
of National Provincial Bank, who gave Eliot his letter of introduction to
Lloyds. Eliot was duly assigned to the Colonial and Foreign Department,
with its offices at 17 Cornhill Street in the heart of the City, one of several
abutting buildings owned by Lloyds.

After two years Eliot was transferred to the Information Department,
a much smaller unit reporting directly to the bank’s board of directors.
Eliot himself was in daily contact with typists. He wa$ one of 7,400 em-
ployees engaged by Lloyds, and it was during the First World War that
women clerks had first appeared at the firm. By late 1918 they totaled
3,300, nearly 45 percent of the bank's labor force, With the war’s end, they
were soon being dismissed, and after 1920 women were engaged only for
typing or filing. (By 1925 there were still 1,500 left, all of them single, for
until 1949 women were obliged to resign upon marriage.) “My typist is
in a bad temper now because I gave a couple of letters to do to someone
else who happened to have nothing to do at the moment,” Eliot laments
to his father in 19x7 (LOTSE, 204). “I have half of a room, two gitls, and
half of a typist” he told his mother the next year, explaining, “I share a
typist with someone else” (LOTSE, 232). In September 1919, after com-
pleting his move to the new Information Department, Eliot tells his mother
that he is awaiting “a French typist for foreign correspondence”™ “Next
week I shall have an assistant and a typist to write my letters and do card
indexing, but last week [ have had to struggle through chaos myself, receiv-
ing hundreds of reports from Branches of the bank, classifying them,
picking out the points that needed immediate attention, interviewing
other banks and Government Departments, and trying to elucidate knotty
points in that appalling document the Peace Treaty” (LOTSE, 369).

It may seem a small matter, but it’s worth noting that comment about
doing “card indexing.” Card indexing was a relatively new office proce-
dure, one of many which attended what business historians have increas-

o

ingly recognized as “a veritable revolution in communication technology”
which took place between roughly 1890 and 1910.% The epiiome of that
revolution was the typewriter, first manufactured in 1873 but widely used
in offices only after 1890. Another was something as modest as the loose-
leaf (ring- or post-bound) ledger system, first marketed in 1894 to replace
the bound ledger books which had been used until then.®® Whereas be-
fore a client’s growing account had to be continued on the next available

- page at the end of a bound book, with laborious cross-referencing to con-

nect the two parts of the account, now it was possible to extend or add .
new accounts as needed. In effect the loose-leaf ledger introduced the idea
of intexchangeable parts to the office. It was soon followed by the card file
ledger, and then by the vertical file such as we still know it today. By roughly
1910 vertical filing was universal among larger firms. The recording of
outgoing correspondence was done through carbon copies, another novelty
which had also become standard in large firms by 1910, while the reproduc-
tion of internal documents for large firms was facilitated by the invention
of the rotary mimeograph in 1888, and the creation of new stencil papers.
Eliot, in short, worked in a new office culture which had only recently
taken form, an interlocking grid of new communications and storage-
and-retrieval technologies—typewriters, telephones, Dictaphones, adding
machines, duplicators, loose-leaf ledgers, card indexes, and vertical filing
systems. The typist was the epitome of that grid—capital concentrated
into flesh, flesh turned into a nexus of formal communication flows under
the impress of systematic management.

That was one aspect of the typist as a distinctively modern figure. An-
other was related to it, yet also in contradiction. The typist was one of a

| family of figures who represented the promise of modern freedom: an al-

legedly new, autonomous subject whose appetites for pleasure and sensu-
ous fulfillment were legitimated by modernity itself, by its promise that
those new technologies, harnessed under systematic management, would
ultimately enhance individual agency and create a richer life-world. (More
exotic members of this family included the aviator and the automobile
racer.) It was this belief which prompted early feminists to embrace the
typewriter and its emancipatory potential for women, even as they swiftly
noted mounting signs of betrayal {low wages, depressing workplace rou-
tines, the raw exploitation). And it was this same thematic which obliquely



lunch at city restaurants of the cheaper kind will realize the
truth of this. . . . Besides, grumble as the clerks might and did
at the quality of the food, it was not worse, and certainly far
cheaper, than that provided by the surrounding restaurants.

(TQB, 42—43)

These accounts of typists and food, though dating from 1903 and 1914,
were by no means irrelevant in the immediate aftermath of World War I.

When some 1,100 women who had been secretaries or typists in 1919 -

were asked to recall their work experiences, they stressed the subject of
food again and again. They recalled eating at Lyons or ABC tea shops and
getting “a boiled egg, ginger pudding with treacle and a cup of tea for
1/3d” Or, since even these cut into the weekly pay packet, “the large ma-
jority” took sandwiches. Some companies even paid their women for over-
time work with food: “Bread, jam and tea for one hous,” and “Scrambled
eggs, scones and tea for two hours.” Summarizing their recollections, an
unidentified writer commented: “It was not unknown for a gitl to faint at
*her work from lack of adequate nourishment.* And the topic persisted
as a topos in contemporary fiction after the war. Consider the following
scene from Money Iswt Everything, a novel published in 1923, which re-

counts a dialogue between Jim Rogers, who is a clerk at a City legal firm, -

and Elizabeth Tudor, a typist who lives alone and shares her daily lunch
with him in the garden of St. Paul’s:

This morning, however, as they sat on a bench watching the
sparrows feed on crumbs thrown them by lunchers, he did
venture to ask, when she offered him a chocolate, “Is that all
you've had for lunch?”

“I had a cup of coffee and a bun at an A.B.C”

“That's not enough.” '

“T dom’t want more. [ have dinner when I get home in the
evening.” )

He could give a pretty shrewd guess at the kind of dinner it
was—not the substantial appetising meal which, thanks to [his
sister] Letty’s skill as a cook, he found awaiting him on his own
return at night from the office.®

When novelists took up typists as fictional protagonists, they inherited
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the topics and topoi of contemporary journalism. Food was one. Lodgings
were another, and the small room, scarcely large enough to house a young
woman and her belongings, also became a fictional topos. “I had one small
room, at the top of a dreary old house, in a small turning off the Tottenham
Court Road,” says the first-person narrator of Tom Gallon's The Girl Behind
the Keys.® The single small room also presented a practical problem for
receiving visitors—the bed. When Fred Norman, a successful New York

¥ . lawyer in David Graham Phillipss novel The Grain of Dust (1911), goes to

visit the room of typist Dorothea Hallowell, he immediately notes this fea-

- ture: “It was a small neat room, arranged comfortably and with some taste.

.+ The bed was folded away into a couch—for space and for respectability.®

‘The room of Rachel Cohen, the typist working in the London office of the

New Insurance Society in Ivy Low’s The Questing Beast {1914), is equally
small and Spartan:

Besides the bed, the room contained a small enamelled wash-
stand, six deal shelves holding a good many books, and a little
table-crockery, a round table, two rush-bottomed “bedroom
chairs,” one fairly comfortable-looking upholstered arm-chair,
and a large knee-hole desk, fitted with a great many small
drawers and littered, not only with books and papers, but with
various articles of clothing, a bunch of bananas and a glass

jar half full of potted meat. (TQB, 8) ‘

And whether adopting the voice of the narrator or a character, .the

. novels often focus on female sleeping and undergarments, stressing their
Y. threadbare quality. In The Questing Beast, the narrator tells us: “Rachel

Cohen, rising twenty, standing barefooted in her meagre cotton nightgown
(they can only be got rather meagre for two and eleven three), looked like
a very tired child of thirteen years” (TQB, 9). A more elaborate account
appears in The Grain of Dust: “He went up with her [to her room] and
helped her to pack—not a long process, as she had few belongings. He

noted that the stockings and underclothes she took from the bureau draw- -

ers were in anything but good condition, that the half dozen dresses she
took from the closet and folded on the couch were about done for. Presently

- she said, cheerfully and with no trace of shame: You see, I'm pretty nearly
. inrags.”® The Grain of Dust is pertinent because Eliot evidently knew of

its author, David Graham Phillips, damning him in an essay he wrote in
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informed novels about typists, which often explore the boundaries of legiti-
mate desire through the blunt but pressing question of how far a young
woman should go in sexual relations with men.

But novels about typists did not emerge in a social vacuum. Often they
developed topoi first articulated in contemporary journalism. Consider what
might be called the food or diet debate, a subject taken up in an essay by
“Frances,” an otherwise anonymous journalist whose feature “Five O’Clock
Tea Talk” appeared in the popular British newspaper T.P.’s Weekly. {The news-
paper sold between 120,000 and 175,000 copies a week, reaching “an esti-
mated half a million readers, chiefly among the culturally aspiring urban
working- and lower-middle-classes.”)*® Frances notes widespread agreement
that the lunch food available to typists and secretaries is extremely poor:

Over the quality of that mid-day meal there need not be any -
contradictions. Goldsmith's inquiring citizen might pursue

his way from Broad Street to St. Paul’s . . . putting his head in
at the glass door of every tea shop he met, yet have naught to
report at his journey's end but “coffee or tea and roll,” with the
sometimes addendum of “sandwich,” or “sausage,” or “pastry,”
or “jam.” Can the girl-worker thrive and be happy on such fare,
and does it content her?®

Frances goes on to give a journalistic history of “the girl-worker of to-day”
The invention of the typewriter has led to the proliferation of typists, “the
crowds of girls who go hurrying through the city’s big highways morning
and mid-day and evening.” These, in turn, have given rise to another insti-
tution: “And ag the typewriter was responsible for the girl-worker as she
is to-day, so may she be said to be responsible for the tea shop.” But the

proliferation of tea shops has led only to increasingly poor diets for female

office workers. The root of the problem is low salaries, especially for “the
homeless girl™

For the girl who lives in a comfortable home and goes out to
business in order to have extra dress and pocket money, the
tea-shop lunch is well enough—a substantial dinner awaits her
when the day’s work is done. But the girl who has to provide

food, lodgings, and clothing out of a salary which does not

always reach a pound a week, and rarely exceeds thirty shil- g

lings, more often than not has to make her tea-shop lunch her
principal meal. She would die rather than confess it, and T
have heard her talk quite bravely of not being able to eat meat
or vegetables in the middle of the day, and pretend to look
forward to dinner, whilst I knew that it was only by the most
exquisite manipulation of her pence that cold meat supper
could be managed.

Frances wistfully urges that “a woman's restaurant” be established to meet

the needs of these workers, but holds out little prospect for immediate
change:

Mark the tone of resignation with which they at last ask for the
inevitable roll, or pastry, or sausage, or egg, or any of the other
edibles which will not map out beyond the eightpence or ten-
pence which forms the lunch allowance. . . . It does not require
very strong powers of observation to see that all those girls who
throng the tea shops would welcome any change which would
give them a chance of getting varied and palatable food. Their
sticking to the much-condemned rolls and coffees and pastries
is purely and simply a matter of purse—nothing else.

The problem was indeed genuine, and larger firms soon addressed
it by building “bars” on site to cater for their employees. One of the first
to do so was the Prudential Assurance Company, which, having completed
its new headquarters on Holborn in the City in 1906, soon employed
more than four hundred young women as office workers.® One of them
was Ivy Low, an aspiring writer who joined the firm in 1908 and later
drew on her experience in creating the setting for The Questing Beast (1914),
her novel about a typist named Rachel Cohen.® At one point the narrator
describes the lunchtime routine: '

Lunch time was a pleasant break in the day. The directors

of the New Insurance Society were too careful of their female
employees to allow them to go into the streets and seek their
lunch in crowded restaurants. . . . At any rate, whether they
admitted it or not, it was a distinct advantage to the girls that
they were ablé to get even an indifferent lunch in the office.
Anyone, that is to say any woman, who has attempted to get



late January 1923, just before beginning The Waste Land: “The conventional
literature of America is either wretchedly imitative of European culture,
or ignorant of it, or both; and by this standard one easily dispels ... Mr.
David Graham Phillips, with his exploitation of the Noble Fallen Woman
who, in England, has vanished into the underworld of romance.”® Eliot
was referring here to Phillips’s most recent and posthumously published
novel, Susan Lenox: Her Fall and Rise (New York: D. Appleton, 1917), which
recounts the heroine’s plunge to prostitution and her rise as a Broadway
star. But atleast he was familiar with Phillips, who enjoyed a considerable

reputation in the period 1900-1920, and Eliot may well have known his

earlier Grain of Dust. Likewise, Ivy Low's novel The Questing Beast could
easily have come to Eliot’s attention. Low was a good friend of Katherine
Mansfield and John Middleton Murry, and Eliot was in frequent contact
with Murry during the two years (1919—1920) when Murry edited the
_ Athenaeum and published thirty-three essays and reviews by Eliot.”” The
Questing Beast is doubly suggestive because Low uses the disarray of Rachel
Cohen’s room to index her character’s moral confusion, the trait that lets
her be seduced by a caddish young clerk named Giles Goodey—treatment
which has striking similarities to the narrative trajectory which, it has
been urged, Eliot adopts for the typist in The Waste Land.

These, then, were topoi of contemporary journalism and realistic
fiction which treated typists: a single room with cramped conditions, poor
food, a bed that doubles as a couch or divan, references to female garments

and undergarments. The Waste Land evokes them all in the eight lines of

its first tableaw:

At the violet hour, the evening hour that strives
Homeward, and brings the sailor home from sea,

The typist home at teatime, clears her breakfast, lights
Her stove, and lays out food in tins.

Out of the window perilously spread

Her drying combinations touched by the sun's last rays, '
On the divan are piled (at night her bed)

Stockings, slippers, camisoles, and stays.

Subject matter is being stressed here: details of setting, the props of the
realist and naturalist novel, are being summoned. And the voice of the
poem itself, Tiresiag, directs our attention to this fact: “I Tiresias, old man
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with wrinkled dugs / Perceived the scene .. .” (italics mine). We are, in short,
in a play or novel about a typist, and the plot line is predictable {“. . . and
foretold the rest”). :

But that is not all. For our novel or play about a typist also does some-
thing else here: it invokes poetry. Beginning at the midpoint of this passage
a quatrain slowly emerges into view, and by its end it lies spread before
us as neatly as “Stockings, slippers, camisoles, and stays.” Well, perhaps
not quité so neatly: for the meter of this passage is marked by deep un-
certainty, shifting uneasily between four and five stresses per line, ranging

" from nine to thirteen syllables, uncertainty that turns it into a sign of po-
. etry’s flimsiness, its fragility in the face of the modern world, or that tac-
itly asks a question about whether poetry’s traditional resources, rhythm

and rhyme, suffice for what the modern world can throw in its path-—a
typist, her room, a scene of urban squalor. But at least now we have the
rudiments of our story laid out before us: we have a typist, subject matter
of the contemporary novel; we have a “scene,” set with the props of realism
and naturalism; we have signs of poetry’s resoufces, or resourcefulness,
to be tested against the matter of modernity; and we have our more or

. less predictable plotline.

But “predictable” in what sense? What expectations about plot or genre
conventions would contemporary readers have brought to a scene that
turns around a typist? The answer to that question is more complicated
than we might expect, chiefly because of changes in the constellation of
popular genres that took up the typist as subject matter over the long pe-
riod that extends from 1890 to roughly 1925 Inthe eatlier decades, 1890
t0 1910, typists were depicted chiefly in two kinds of novel. One was overtly

"~ melodramatic, drawing on conventions and plotlines derived from late

Victorian melodrama. In these the heroine was typically threatened by

- the predatory desires of an unscrupulous employer, a villain who resorted
" to deception and violence to attain his end, and she was invariably saved

from danger by her beloved, the hero whom she would eventually marty.”
The other kind of novel was broadly realistic and was written by such Brit-

- ish authors as George Gissing, whose The Odd Women (London: Lawrence
- and Bullen, 1893) is one of the earliest explorations of “the New Woman,”

or Ménie Muriel Dowie, a “New Woman” writer whose novel The Crook

. of the Bough (London: Methuen, 18¢98) probes the contradictory expecta-
~ tions faced by women entering the new world of work. Their American
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counterpart was Henry Blake Fuller, whose novel The Cliff Duwellers (New
York: Harper, 1893) addresSed the life forms in the new skyscrapers being

. builtin Chicago. .

But in subsequent years, a period running from roughly 1910 to 1925,
the melodramatic novel vanished, its place gradually assumed by a new,
still-emerging genre, women’s romance, the genre that would later produce
Barbara Cartland and Catherine Cookson. In such novels the heroine typi-
cally experienced a series of temptations and tribulations, often precipitated
by an older and wealthier man, and ended by marrying another man of
considerable wealth—or, what comes to the same thing, her employer.”
Realism, mieanwhile, continued to serve as a countexweight. Less driven
by plot conventions than by protocols of treatment, it was an elastic mode
perpetually in search of subject matter which could not be represented
within the conventions of other genres, and increasingly it was turning
to that controversial topic, sexual activity outside or prior to marriage. It
was epitomized by such British authors as Arnold Bennett, Rebecca West,
and Ivy Low; of by American authors following in the tracks of Theodore
Dreiser and Upton Sinclair, writers like Sinclair Lewis, or the muckraking
journalist David Graham Phillips, or Wiriston Churchill, now forgotten
but from 1900 to 1920 “the author most widely read by the American
middle class”™ Between 1911 and 1922 each of the six authors published
a novel about a typist or stenographer, four of which portray a heroine
who engages in consensual sex before marriage—depictions which explic-

itly transgress the convention which had made the preservation of the
heroine’s chastity a governing device of melodrama and romance.” (One
of the novels, Ivy Low’s Questing Beast, was banned by W. H. Smith and
Son, which refused to handle it.) Yet it is precisely at this point that all four
novels encounter serious difficulties with plotting. For in the real world an
unmatried and pregnant woman of limited financial resources faced only
one prospect, the certainty of social ostracism, and most likely the necessity
of putting an illegitimate child up for adoption. But for novelists bent on
affirming the dignity of protagonists who engaged in consensual sex be-
fore marriage, that outcome could only validate the social prejudice they
hoped to question. The result was an impasse. Consider The Questing

. Beast. The heroine Rachel Cohen is first seduced by a caddish clerk named

Giles Goodey, then engages in consensual sex with a young actuary named
Noel Young and becomes pregnant. Low resolves the impasse by resort‘ir;g

b

to what can only be called a fairy-tale ending: the heroine’s landlady miracu-
lously possesses enough money to support her throughout her pregnancy,

- and meanwhile her former colleagues at the office type up the novel she

has been working on, which is soon published to critical acclaim and com-
mercial success. The final chapter jumps forward, leaping over seven years
and all potential complications: Rachel, still accompanied by the benevolent
landlady, is now a successful novelist living in an isolated village by the
sea, where she is successfully raising her child. Winston Churchill resolves
the dilemma by having the pregnant heroine, Janet Bumpus, be taken in
by two friends; the child’s father is soon murdered, and when the heroine-
mother dies only a few months after childbirth, the child is adopted by
her benevolent friends. Rebecca West, in a daring strategy, leaves the future
of the mother and child radically open and unresolved: the novel ends
just at the moment when the heroine reaches her decision to sleep with
the protagonist, even though she knows that he has killed his mother only
a few hours earlier, that he will soon be apprehended by the police, and
that she and he will never have a life together. Amold Bennett depicts a
heroine who frankly acknowledges her innate propensity to give pleasure
to a man (a woman’s frue nature, it is implied): she freely accepts her em-
ployer’s offer to lead a life of pleasure on the Continent; but when it is
learned that he is ;gravely ill, he hastily organizes a wedding, carefully
arranges his will in her favor, and conveniently dies within days, leaving
her the proprietor of the typing agency in London where she had been
employed. After childbirth she returns to London, admired and envied by

* all her former colleagues. Benmett is out to subvert the melodramatic and

romance convention which makes the seductive employer into a villainous
cad; but to do so he resorts to turns of plot as improbable and unmotivated
as those of the genres he is subverting. Yet his dilemma was highly repre-
sentative, shared by all the realistic novelists who wanted to shape a sympa-
thetic account of a young woman who, having engaged in consensual sex
before marriage, became pregnant: the consequences in the real world
were unspeakable, ineffable in the most literal sense, and could be evaded
only through recourse to a deus ex machina, a magical or fairy-tale ending.
In effect, the contradictory impulses at work in the realist novel's depiction
of the typist turned her into something strange and paradoxical: a figure
for what was resistant to figuration, a sign of what could not be signified
but had to be circumvented. ’



Which brings us back to the typistin The Waste Land, whose appear-
ance in the first tableau has been accompanied by a “scene,” set with the
props of realism and naturalism; signs of poetry’s resources or resource-
fulness; and the promise of a fairly predictable plot (“. . . and foretold the
rest”). These elernents, in turn, have been juxtaposed with two others.
One is the way in which the poem takes pains to assert an identity between
the typist and the figure for its own activity: “I too awaited the expected
guest,” says Tiresias in the brief interlude that separates the first tableau
from the second; “And I Tiresias have foresuffered all” (243), he will reit-
erate at the next interlude (italics mine). Both comments merely reinforce

an earlier identification drawn between the typist, Tiresias, and the modern .

machine, all three connected through reiteration of the word “throbbing”
in the passage which brings the typist onstage:

At the violet hour when the eyes and back

Turn upward from the desk, when the human engine waits
Like a taxi throbbing waiting,

I Tiresias, though blind, throbbing between two lives (215-218)

But that identification is further complicated by another element, the
poemt's oblique recognition that the typist exceeds the capacity of conven-
tional representation.” For which perspective is it that enables us to see,
at the same time, “the eyes and back” of that “human engine”?

All these elements make what happens next only the more startling.
For when the curtain next opens on the scene, the principal actress is
abruptly whisked off the stage:

. He, the young man carbuncular, arrives, -
A small house agent’s clerk, with one bold stare,
One of the low on whom assurance sits
As a sitk hat on a Bradford millionaire.
The time is now propitious, as he guesses,
The meal is ended, she is bored and tired,
Endeavours to engage her in caresses
Which still are unreproved if undesired.
Flushed and decided, he assaults at once;
Exploring hands encounter no defence;
His vanity requires no response,
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And malkes a welcome of indifference.
Bestows one final patronising kiss,
And gropes his way, finding the stairs unlit. ..

(231-2432, 247-248)

In the second tableau the typist vanishes entirely as an autonomous agent.
She exists only through the thoughts of the ydung man carbuncular, a
present-tense variant of free indirect discourse (“as he guesses, / .. . she
is bored and tired”), or as a pronominal object of his gropings (“Endeav-
ours to engage her . . ”). And as the passage goes on, she dissolves into
a ghastly/ghostly series of negations: “unreproved,” “undesired,” “no de-
fence,” “no response,” “indifference,” their horror amplified because four
of them are placed in the emiphatic position of ending a line of verse, rever-
berating with each other (“no defence”/“indifference”) and other rhyme
words (“tired” /“undesired” and “at once”/“no response”). The privative
prefixes (“un-” “in-” “no,”} throbbing across the desolate syntax sequester
the typist in a region of inexplicable, unbearable privation.

Nor is it just the typist who disappears in the course of the central
tableau. The young man carbunculaz, ag soon as he “assaults at once,” is
displaced with synechdoche (“Exploring hands encounter . . ") and then
vanishes under personification (“His vanity requires . . .”). Even his “final

‘patronising kiss” has nobody and nothing that serves as a grammatical

subject to bestow it; we must infer that “bestows” is governed—but is
anything being “governed” here?—by the subject of the preceding clause,
“His vanity.” Vanishing and vanity, both stemming from the Latin vanus,
meaning “empty,” or to cite a fuller definition: “1, that contains nothing,
empty, void, vacant; 2, empty as to purport or result, idle, null, groundless,
unmeaning, fruitless, vain.”” Void and vacant; groundless and unmeaning:

“stark terms, but they seem to be all that this conjuncture of repetition and

narrative leaves us. Yet is that all there is to “the substance of the poem,”
if we may borrow the language of the much-discussed note which Eliot
later provided for this passage?

That withering final kiss is horrific. It toys with a convention, of course,
one in which the novel makes a kiss into the climax of a scene, a chapter,
or even a whole work. And lodged within that convention is another, those
martial metaphors which crop up in the central tableau: “Flushed and



decided, he assaults at once; / Exploring hands encounter no defence” (italics
mine). No doubt the lover as soldier has a venerable pedigree in lyric
poetry, one that reaches back to Propertius and Ovid and flourishes anew
in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century poetry.” But by the early twentieth
century it has become fossilized language in the novel. Ivy Low adopts it
at the moment when Giles Goodey begins to seduce Rachel, a climactic
moment in the book. He has been reading aloud a manuscript in her
room, which she is typing up as extra work on a freelance basis, and during
a pause they both step to the room’s window:

Then Rachel turned and faced him, her eyes a little ghastly,
her cheeks suddenly flushed, her mouth almost imperceptibly
trembling. The little bells over their heads chimed ever so
faintly. Giles took a step towards her, and she suddenly shrank
back against the window, never taking her eyes off his face.
The sudden movement touched Giles. He stooped and kissed
her wrist. |
“Are you afraid of me, little girl?” he said.
“Oh, no, Giles, not of you,” said Rachel, looking at her wrist
with a quaint air of surprise. “Of me!” she continued, and
looked up at him with a crooked smile.
The appeal was double-edged. There was an invitation to
his chivalry and subtler invitation to his desire in it. “Poor little
gitl, I must help her,” suggested one voice, and “The fortress is
not impregnable. It wanis to be stormed!” clamoured another.
Another short step forward and Rachel was in his arms,
timid, unresponsive, but submissive. He kissed her dark head
several times, then bent it back and tried to quench a long
thirst at that traitorous mouth of hers. She remained cold and
bewildered—a girl under her first kiss. . . . Her acquiescence,
coupled with such a truly virginal quality of coldness, was
maddening, intolerable, adorable! (TQB, 150-157; ellipsis in
original) ’
Eliot’s use of the kiss could hardly be more different. It comes not as a cli-
max, but as willfully gratuitous anticlimax. What had promised to be a
narrative has given way to a world in.which characters vanish, actions are
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reduced to random flailings (“exploring hands”), and the conventions of
a seduction scene evoke only a grisly pantomime of nonrelationship.

The final tableau concludes with a ferocious coda, a savage travesty
of the novelistic scene where the typist, in the aftermath of her sexual en-
counter, finds herself alone and reflects on her deed. When Rachel Co-
hen wakes up the next morning;

She wondered if she had not plumbed the limits of disgust.
She could not believe that life would ever hold zest for her
again. A very plain person, who had never seen his face in

a glass and had had to form an opinion of his features from
his natural vanity and the features of other people, might have
felt, on being suddenly presented with a mirror, something

of the shock and horror that Rachel now felt. Exactly the ques-
tion that this person would most naturally ask was constantly
in Rachel’s mind: “Am I like that? I?” ... Rachel, hitherto
triumphant over other people’s weakness, now thought, in her
bitter humiliation, that none was so fallen that she was not
sister to. Again and again the memory of her pride in being
“not that sort of girl” stung her to fresh writhings. (TQB, 157;
ellipsis mine)

18 A similar moment occurs in Chickie, a popular novel by Elenore Meherin

that was serialized in newspapers in 1923 and turned into a successful
film in 1925. Here the protagonist, Helen Bryce, or “Chickie” (aged twenty),
has not been seduced by a caddish villain but has simply made love with
her fiancé, a twenty-five-year-old lawyer named Barry Dunne:

In her mind was a black sport of terror. It grew large—a stark
live thing, shaking her pulse with dread. It was the memory
of the night.

She shrank from it. It pressed down and seized her heart.
It was a dark, heavy beast crouching on her chest. She tried to
beat it off. It came nearer and blew warm, sickening breaths
in her nostrils. Fighting, she had to draw them down. Again
and again. . . . She hid from it—oh she would get away—push
off this thing of horror weighing so heavily on her breast. Be
free—be light again. . .. :



She hated herself. Turning on fthe pillow, her hair fell across
her face. With a viclent revu.lsio‘nishe flung it back. Oh, this
sickening contact with herself. If she could only get away from
her breath, from her own hands, from her feet that were so
cold they ached! If she could fly out of this body that held her

fast to the immutable yesterday.“"i

Disgust; shock, horror, bitter humiliajﬁon, terror, dread, memories that
sting, seize the heart, or weigh heavily ... . here is the lexicon of the contem-
porary novel when treating a postsedujction or postcoital scene. And here
is The Waste Land: | '

She turns and looks a moment in?the glass,
Hardly aware of her departed lover;

Her brain allows one half-fonnedithought 1o pass:
“Well now that’s-done: and I'm glad it's over.”
When lovely woman stoops to foll& and

Paces about her room again, alone,

She smoothes her hair with automatic hand,

And puts a record on the gramophone. (249~-250)

Horror and terror: they are the more powerfully present for being inscribed
in silence. ‘ . |

' But it is the “automatic hand” that is most arresting here, riveting the

reader’s attention. For in Western phﬂoéophy from Aristotle to Heidegger,

the hand has been invoked to signal the critical difference between the

human and the animal, at once the insi:rument of reason and its material

counterpart.® Yet the typist's gesture e;:rases precisely that boundary be-

tween willful human action and the helplessness of atttomatism. Paradoxi--

cally, at the same time it also invokes what might be called a lyrical tempo-
rality and effect: for it interrupts, shocks, and freezes the scene. Gesture,
here, is being summoned to substitute jfor speech, assigned a total expres-
sivity that rests upon the ineffability of \;\fhat is to be expressed. It becomes
the consummate figure for what carmot be figured, a sign of what resists,
exceeds, or dwarfs signification. Connm?sseurs of art history will inevitably
be reminded of how the hand was used. in early Byzantine churches to
substitute fora representation of God 4’: a time when it was deemed blas-

phemous to depict him on the assumption that divine form exceeded the
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limits of human representation.® Tellingly, Eliot himself urges that the
hand performs an analogous function in the Jacobean play The Duchess
of Malfi. Reviewing a recent performance of it in 1920, he singles out the
notorious scene in which the Duchess, trapped in a darkened chamber,
is deceived into kissing a severed hand, one which she is told is that of
her lover Antonio. It was “extraordinarily fine,” Eliot says, for “here the
actors were held in check by violent situations which nothing in their pre-
vious repertory could teach them to distort.” “The scene of the severed
hand,” as Eliot calls it, has an uncanny effect: it prevents the actors from
acting, prohibits the-presenters from representing. Frozen and contracted
in the clutch of rigor mortis, the dead hand dispenses with all mediation,
which can only “distort,” and is transformed into an eerie paradox: itisa
trope of not troping and, at the same time, is pure, unmediated communi-

cation. “Here,” writes Eliot in summarizing his view of the scene, “the

play itself got through, magnificently, unique.”®

What is it, then, that “gets through” the typist’s “automatic hand,” that
hand momentarily and yet forever contracted in a gesture charged with
communicating what is otherwise ineffable, unspeakable? Doubtless there
are many answers to that question, and ours can be only a tentative one,
a provisional extrapolation from two phrases perhaps insignificant in
themselves. One is a note that Eliot probably wrote in December 1921,
when in Lausanne under the care of the Swiss psychiatrist Dr. Roger Vittoz.
It is found in the margin of Eliot’s own copy of Vittoz's book, The Treatment
of Neurasthenia by Means of Brain Control. Opposite a sentence by Vittoz
which reads, “The muscles are at first more or less contracted and some-
times painful,” Eliot has penciled a single word: “handwriting” (LOTSE,
480 n. 1). The other phrase, somewhat strangely, is found in the final
words of The Waste Land. By that I do not mean the famous “Shantih shan-
tih shantih” which closes the published poem of 1g22 but rather the last
passage of text proper which Eliot composea, the passage that he wrote
in Paris in January 1922, after Pound had deleted the entire passage about
Fresca which had originally opened part 111, leaving Eliot no choice but
to find a new beginning. Oddly, it too begins with the image of a hand
contracted:

The rivers tent is broken and the last fingers of leaf
Clutch and sink into the wet bank. . . .



Yet it ends not with a phrase or even an image intended to suggest the
ineffable, but with ineffability itself, with speechlessness:

By the waters

What is unbearable, what cannot be written even when concluding the
poem, is the rest of that line: “...1sat down and wept” The ineffable is
that sense of immense commiseration, at once a profound pity at the lacer-
ating horrors of modernity and an unspeakable sorrow that there is no
laﬁguage, whether in narrative or lyric (epitomized by repetition), adequate
to the terror which the poem wishes to account for. Fictively situated beside
the heart of modernity which is the financial district of London, the poem
offers only speechless weeping, a wild pathos at once unutterable and ir-
redeemable, over the conditions that have governed ts production. Perhaps
that truly is “the substance of the poem.”

CHAPTER TWO

The Price of Modernism

PUBLISHING THE WASTE LAND

“HISTORY IS A NIGHTMARE,” wrote James Joyce. “History has many
cunning passages, contrived corridors / And issues,” murmured T. S. Eliot.
It distinguishes the epic, declared Ezra Pound, in a transparent reference
1o his own life’s work, The Cantos.! The modernists were obsessed with
history. They mourned it and dammned it, contested it as tenaciously as

. Jacob wrestling with the image of God: “I will not let thee go, except thou

bless me.” Yet if the deity of history had ever deigned to reply to them, it
might have said: “Behold, I set before you this day a blessing and a curse.”
Modernism, scholars announced in 1965, had “passed into history.” The

k.. comment appeared in the preface to a textbook; it was in part a historical

description and in part a speech act enacting the event that it appeared to
describe, modernism’s passage to academic respectability. Today, of course,
we live on the other side of that moment. We take for granted modern-

ism’s place in the canon or even equate its progress among the professors

with its trajectory through history. Yet in doing so, we forget that modernism
flourished long before 1965, that it had erupted into the public conscious-

_ ness at least forty years earlier, and that its status as a cultural resource

had been secured by an array of institutions at some remove from the
academy. The event that epitomized this process was the publication of
The Waste Land in late 1922, which announced modernism’s unprecedented
arrival on the scene of public debate. It generated a substantial amount
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a highly distinctive critical tradition, one repeatedly molded by historical
contingencies as varied and intricate as those that also informed the poemn’s
composition. Doing so, we can remain open to the pleasure of amazement
and the sense of wonder that a reading of The Waste Land inevitably brings,
attentive to the poem's vertiginous twists and turns of language, responsive
to its richly varied ironic and climactic moments, receptive to its lacerating
wildness and stubborn refusal to accommodate our expectations. |

“IMMENSE. MAGNIFICENT. TERRIBLE.” Yes, that will do as a starting
point.

s
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15 Aug, {19715] J. H. Woods 112113 T.47 Harvard Archive
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4 Aug. 1917 Robert Nichols 190 '\ Taor  Mrs. Charlton
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1916): 294. For the text of both the autograph draft and the fair-copy ver-
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of St. Narcissus” and “Mr. Apollinax” were “wiitten by January 1915 for, on

2 February, Eliot alluded to them in a letter to Pound ('l understand that

Priapism, Narcissism etc. are not approved of . . )" (“"DTWLE” 143). But
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King Bolo poems that Wyndham Lewis chose not to publish in Blast 2, not
to “The Death of 3t. Narcissus” and “Mr. Apollinax.”

14. Gordon, “"DTWLE 43, claims that the paper “matches that of an unpublished

1916 review of H.Ds translation of choruses from Iphigenia in Aulis.” I have
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nei in Aulis (London: Egofst, 1916}, 1o, 3 in the Poets’ Translation series.

15.On 9 April Lewis held a private viewing of his exhibition “Tyros and Por-

traits” at the Leicester Galleries, where he distributed the first copies of the
journal to visitors; see Paul O'Keefe, Some Sort of Genius: A Life of Wyndham
Lewis (London: Jonathan Cape, 2000}, 229-230.

16. The British Bond [A]} paper was used for only a single extant letter, from Eliot

to Wyndham Lewis, dated November[?] 1915, T.55, in LOTSE, 122, Between
the British Bond [B] and the British Bond [C] there is also a small distinction
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descriptions), while British Bond [C], used in other Waste Land manuscripts
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17 Oct. 1920 Scofield Thayer 413 I T310
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18. That Eliot did not begin working on The Waste Land sometime during 1920
is abundanily evident from his own comments in various leiters written
throughout that year. True, already on 5 November 1919 he had made a staie-
ment widely interpreted as his earliest reference to The Waste Land when,
writing to the New York lawyer and cultural patron John Quinn, he enumer-
ated his current projects: “I am at work now on an article ordered by the
Times, and when that is off I hope to get started on a poem that I have in
mind” (LOTSE, 344). But throughout 1920 Eliot was prevented from working
on the “poem that I have in mind” by a combination of events. First,
writing The Sacred Wood proved far more difficult than he had anticipated:
Eliot had originally hoped to complete it by the end of May, but the final
manuscript was not posted to the publisher until 9 August 1920, more than
two months Iate, Second, there was the flat at Crawford Mansions, which he
and Vivien had “come to loathe on account of the noise and sordidness.” In
June he began searching for another one, horrified to learn that many were
priced at “two to four times what we pay now” (LOTSE, 390). Only at the end
of October did Eliot finally agree on rental terms for a new flat at 9, Clarence
Gate Gardens, and orly at the end of Noveraber did he move in. But there
was a third event which further consumed his time, an enormous stormach
abscess which nearly killed Vivien's father, requiring an emergency operation
and weelks of painful recovery attended by Vivien. Finally, throughout 1920
Eliot complained of poor health and exhaustion—sometimes his own, some-
times Vivien's, often that of both. Eliot’s regrets over not working on his
projected poem recur throughout the year. To a novelist who was finding it
difficult to concentrate he wrote in January 19zo: “I have been trying to start
work myself, and it is very difficult when both people in a household are run
down” (LOTSE, 355). To his brother he wrote in September: “I have not done
any writing for months, and now we are both sleeping very badly. . . . I feel
maddened now because I want to get settled quietly and write some poetry”
(LOTSE, 407). A week later he wrote to his mother: “I do not suppose that
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1 want to do; and I want a period of tranquility to do a poem that I have in
mind” (LOTSE, 408). “Am I writing much?” he asked himself in another let-
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T think I shall be able to do so soon” (LOTSE, 424).
19. That Eliot sent off the manuscript of his “London Letter, May 1921” by
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field Thayer, editor of the Digl, who was then in Berlin: “I am glad to hear
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24. Unpublished letter (U.82) from T. 8. Eliot to Mary Hutchinson [15 June 1921;
postmark 16 June 1921], University of Texas, Harry Ransom Humanities
Research Center. '
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on 24 November. Suzely it had to have been set in type by at least 23 Novem-
ber, and surely it must have been posted at least one day ecarlier, on 22 No-
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28. Unpublished letters from Ezra Pound to his father, Homer Pound, 3 Decem
ber [1921} and 25[— —26] December 1921, Beinecke Library, YCAL ms. 43.
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Beinecke Library, Digl Papers. )

30. Hieratica Bond [A] was used for Eliot’s letters of [14 October 1914] to William
Greene (T.19, LOTSE, 65) and 21 November [1914] to Conrad Alken (T.23,
LOTSE, 69).

31. Hieratica Bond [B] was used for a letter from Eliot to Wyndham Lewis,

5 August 1918 {143, LOTSE, 240).



32. Hieratica Bond [C] was used for two letters, one dated 6 August 1919 to
Harold Monro (T.218, LOTSE, 325), the other dated 3 September 1919 to
Eliot’s mother (T.222, LOTSE, 328).

33. This dating differs sharply from that of Lyndall Gordon, “DTWLEF," 144,
who urges: “It is impossible, so far, to date the Hieratica cluster exactly, but
1918 seems a reasonable guess” The guess is just that, a guess, and it is
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T. 5. Eliot: A Study in Character and Style (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1984}, 53—78, in particular 56—57 and 248, nn. 1415, who then uses this
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ment about Eliot havmg programmatlc intentions which later “fell away”
(57)-

34. The letter to Pound is misdated by Valerie Eliot, who assigns it to [24? Janu-
ary 1922]. The mistake results from her error in dating an earlier letter by
Pound, one which he had dated “24 Saturnus” according to an arcane calen-
dar (“The Litile Review Calendar”) that he published in the Little Review 7,

no. 2 (Spring 1922): 2. The month “Saturnus” was to correspond with Janu- -

ary, Mrs. Eliot, in her edition of LOTSE, mistakenly assigned the letter to
December, following D. D. Paige, the editor of Ezra Pound, Selected Letters,
1907—1941 (New York: New Directions, 1971), 169. Paige’s error was first
noticed back in 1972 by Hugh Kenner, “UA,” 44 n. 7, but it evidently had not-
come to Mrs. Eliot’s attention before she pubhshed her edition of the letters
in1988.

35. On these discussions over publishing the poem see Chapter 2.

36.1bid.

37. On the various publication dates see Chapter 2, n. 3.

38, Muchi of the discussion has focused on Eliot and Wagner. See Sarah Wintle,
“Wagner and The Waste Land—Again,” English: The Journal of the English
Association 38, no. 162 (Autumn 1989): 227—250; Philip Waldron, “The
Music of Poetry: Wagner in The Waste Land,” Journal of Modern Literature 18,
no. 4 (Fall 1993): 421—434; and Margaret Dana, “Orchestrating The Waste
Land: Wagner, Leitmotiv, and the Play of Passion,” in Joln Xires Cooper, ed.,
T. S. Eliot’s Orchestra: Critical Essays on Poetry and Music (New York: Garland,
2000), 267-294.

36. My transcription departs from Valerie Eliot’s at line 5. She seems to think
that the word “there” replaces “where”; but exactly the opposite is true, as a
glance at the facsimile reproduction of the manuscript (TWL:AF, 36) suffices
to indicate. My reading is also confirmed by the published text of the poem,
which in all versions has always given “where” as a final reading.

40. Indeed, the form which these lines will assume in the published poem only
accentuates both their relatedness and their difference:

But at my back in a cold blast I hear (line 185)
But at my back from time to time I hear (line 196)
O City City, I can sometimes hear (line 259)

41. Readers will recognize that T am drawing here on Michael Levenson’s

excellent discussion of the opening passage in his A Genealogy of Modernism
- (Cambridge: Cambridge Universiiy Press, 1984), 165-173.

42. Calvin Bedient, He Do the Police in Different Voices: “The Waste Land” and
Its Protagonist (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986}, 56.

43. Michael Levenson, “Does The Waste Land Have a Politics?” Modernism/
Modernity 6, no. 3 (September 1999): 113, here 1.

44 The ten essays which Eliot published while writing The Waste Land are conve-
niently collected in Lawrence Rainey, ed., The Annotated “Waste Land” with
Eliot’s Contemporary Prose (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2005). The first
note to each essay provides the rationale used to assign it a date of composi-
tion, and those dates of composition (as opposed to publication) are followed
in the discussion below. .

45. T S. Eliot, “Andrew Marvell,” Times Literary Supplement 1002 (31 March 1921):
201-202. Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 149, 150.

46.T. S. Eliot, “John Dryden,” Times Literary Supplemeni 1012 {9 June 1921):
361—362. Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 174, 175.

47.T. 8. Eliot, London Letter, July 1923, Dial 71, no. 2 (August 1921): 213—-217.
Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 186.

48.T. 8. Bliot, London Letter, May 1921, Dial 7o, no. 6 (June 1921): 448-453.

Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 168.

49. Ibid. Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 169.

50.T. S. Eliot, “The Metaphysical Poets,” Times Literary Supplement 1031
(20 October 1921): 669—670. Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 194.

s1. Eliot, “John Dryden” Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 180.

52. Eliot, London Letter, May 1921. Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 169.

53. Carol Christ, “Gender, Voice, and Figuration in Eliot’s Early Poetry,” in
Ronald Bush, ed., T. S. Eliot: The Modernist in History (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991}, 33; Martin Scofield, T. 5. Eliot: The Poemns {Cain-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 118.

54. See Clara del Rio, Confessions of a Type-Writer {Chicago: Del Rio Pubhshmg,
1893}, and Elinor Dawson, Confessions of @ Typewriter; or, Merciful Unto Me,

a Sinner (Chicago: Charles Thompson, 1903). The Library of Congress
catalogues the latter under the title Mercifil Unto Me, o Sinner and dates it

to 1905; but the copy of the novel I own, a 1912 reprint, has the title as

I’ve given it here and dates the copyright to 1903. See also Elizabeth Baker, -
Miss Robinson: A Play in Three Acts (London: Sidgwick and Jackson, 1920}, 58,

55. Examples include T. W. H. [Thomas William Hodgson] Crosland (1865—
1924), “To the American Invader;” in his Outlook Odes (London: At the Uni-
corn, 1902), 30~32; Enoch Miner [pseud Topsy Typist], Qur Phonographic
Poets: Written by Stenographers and Typists upon Subjects Pertaining to Their
Arts. Compiled by “Topsy Typist” (New York: Popular Publishing, 1904};
Samuel Ellsworth Kiser, Love Sonnets of an Office Boy {Chicago: Forbes, 1907),
twenty-eight sonnets addressed to the office typewriter girl; Andrew Lang,



“Matrimony," in The Poetical Works of Andrew Lang, ed. Leonora Blanche
Lang (London: Longmans, 1923}, 3: 179—180. A serious and hence rare poem
about a typist is “Interlude: Eurydice,” by Arthur Henry Adams, in his
London Streess (London: T. N. Foulis, 1906), 34—36.

56. See Christopher Keep, “The Cultural Work of the Type-Writer Girl,” Victorian
Studies 40 {1997): 401-426; Morag Shiach, “Modemnity, Labour, and the
Typewriter, in Hugh Stevens and Caroline Howlett, eds., Modernist Sexuali-
ties (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2000}, 114-129; and Pamela
Thurschwell, “Supple Minds and Automatic Hands: Secretarial Agency in

. Early Twentieth-Century Literature,” Forum for Modern Language Studies 37
(zoo1): 155168,

5. The discussion which follows draws on J. R. Winton, Lloyds Bank, 1918—1969

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), 1-43.

58. JoAnne Yates, Control Through Communication: The Rise of System in American -

‘Management (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989), 37.

" 59. On the changes detailed here and below see Elyce J. Rotella, “The Transfor-
mation of the American Office: Changes in Employment and Technology,”
Journal of Economic History 41 (1981): 51~57; Thomas Whalen, “Office Tech-
nology and Socio-Economic Change, 1870-1953," IEEE [Institute of Electrical
and Electronic Engineers] Technology and Society Magazine 2, no. 2 (June
1983): 12—18; and Yates, “Communication Technology and the Growth of
Internal Communication,” int Control Through Communication, 21—-64-

Go. Peter D. McDonald, British Literary Culture and Publishing Practice, 1880-1914
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997}, 96. :
. “Frances,” “Pive O'Clock Tea Talk: A Woman's Restaurant,” T.P's Weekly,
11 December 1903, 918. All subsequent citations are from this page.
My thanks to Tom Holland for drawing my attention to this essay.

62. The Prudential Assurance headquarters, Holborn Bars, was constructed
between 1899 and 1906, designed by Alfred Waterhouse (1830-1905). The
neo-Gothic edifice was one of fifieen office buildings which Waterhouse de-.
signed for Prudential. See Alastair Service, London 1goc (New York: Rizzoli,
1979), 97-98.

63. Ivy Low, The Questing Beast (London: Martin Secker, 1914), hereafter cited
within the text as TQB. In 1916 Ivy Low married Maxim Litvinov and
changed her name; she moved with him to the new Soviet Union after 1917,
where ultimately he became foreign minister under Stalin, After his death
she returned to England. The Questing Beast was her second novel, Her first,
Growing Pains {(London: William Heinemann), was published in 1913; while
her next, His Master’s Voice (London: William Heinemann), appeared in 1930.
Low/Litvinov also translated many works from Russian literature. See John
Carswell, Exile: The Life of Ivy Litvinov {London: Faber, 1983).

64. Anonymous, “Suffragette Secretaries: A Report on Office Life 6o Years Ago,”
Survey of Secretarial and Clerical Salaries: Alfred Marks Bureau, Statistical
Services Division {October 1979): 19—29.
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65. Sophie Cole, Money Isw't Everything (London: Mills and Boon, 1923), 24—25.

66. Tom Gallon, The Girl Behind the Keys (London: Hutchinson, 1903}, 5.

67. David Graham Phillips, The Grain of Dust {(New York: D. Appleton, 1911},
300.

68. Ibid., 326.

6g.T. S. Eliot, “London Letter, March 192.1,” Dial 70, no. 4 (Apnl 1921): 448—
453, here 450. Rpt. in Rainey, Annotated “Waste Land,” 135-140, here 137.

0. For Low's rapport with Mansfield and Murry, see Carswell, Exile, 74, 96—
97, 165. Eliot’s publications in the Athenaeum are catalogued by Donald
Gallup, T. S. Eliot: A Bibliography, rev. ed. (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1963),
203~207.

91. The following discussion on novels about typists, secretaries, and stenog-
raphers in fiction is based on a book-length study of the typist in modern
culture from 1890 1o the present, a study that I currently am at work on.

72.. See, for example, Grace Miller White, Edna, the Pretty Typewriter (New York:
]. S. Ogilvie, 1907), and Eliza Margaret J. Humphreys (pseud. Rita), Betty
Brent, Typist (London: T. Werner Laurie, 1908).

73. See, for example, Sophie Cole, A Plain Woman's Portrait (London: Mills and
Boon, 1912); Ruby M. Ayre, The Winds of the World (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1918); Elinor Glynn, Man and Maid {London: Duckworth, 1922);
Sophie Cole, Money Isn't Everything (London: Mills and Boon, 1923); and the
novel cited below, n. 77.

74. Warren Titus, Winston Churchill (New York: Twayne, 1963}, 7.

75. The four novels which portray a heroine having consensual sex before mar-
riage are Low, The Questing Beast; Winston Churchill, The Dwelling-Place of
Light (New York: Macmillan, 1917); Arnold Bennett, Lilian (London: Cassell,
1922); and Rebecca West, The Judge (London: Hutchinson, 1922; rpt. London:
Virago, 1980). The other two 'realistic novels about a typist or stenographer
are by Phillips, The Grain of Dust, and Sinclair Lewis, The Job: An American
Novel (New York: Harpet, 1917; rpt. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1994)-

76. Carswell, Exile, 72. The offending passage was the seduction of Rachel by’
Giles Goodey, guoted further below.

- 77. The identification of the typist and Tiresias is noted by Christ, “Gender,

Voice, and Figuration,” 33; that of machine, typist, and Tiresias by Michael
North, The Political Aesthetic of Yeats, Eliot, and Pound (Cambiidge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1991), 99.

78. Charlton Lewis and Charles Short, A Latin Dictionary (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1980), s.v. vanus.

79. Propertiusg compares his relation to Cynthia to military service at 1.6.40 and
4.1.135-138. Ovid extends the conceit with comic hyperbole in Amores1.9.
For the view that this conceit has no history but is a timeless propensity of
the human mind, see George Laskoff and Mark Johnsorn, Metaphors We Live
By (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), 49.



80. Elenore Meherin, “Chickie”: A Hidden, Tragic Chapier from the Life of @ Girl

81.

8a.

[

A

of This Strange “Today” (New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1925), 272—273.

See Jonathan Barnes, ed., The Complete Works of Aristotle (Princeton; Prince-
ton University Press, 1984), vol. 1, Parts of Animals, 1071—1072; for Heidegger
see the terms “presence-at-hand” and “ready-to-hand,” which recur through-
out his Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New
York: Harper and Row, 1961). For a view of the hand in English and Ameri-
can literature, see Katherine Rowe, Dead Hands: Fictions of Agency, Renais-
sance to Modern (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999).

See Martin Kirigin, La mano divina nelliconografia cristiana (Vatican City:
Istituto pontefice di archeologia cristiana, 1976); for a discussion of the hand
in Byzantine churches and its development from Jewish tradition, sce André
Grabar, LArt de la din de Vantiquité et du moyen age, vol. 2 (Paris: Collége de
France, 1968), 791—794.

.T.S. Eliot, ““The Duchess of Malfi’ at thie Lyric; and Poetic Drama,” Art and

Letters 3, no. 1 (Winter [1919/]1920): 3639, here 37.

2, THE PRICE OF MODERNISM

. The quotations are from Joyce's Ulysses, Eliot’s “Gerontion,” and Pound’s

Guide to Kulchur.

. Richard Ellmann and Charles Feidelson, Jr., eds., The Modern Tradition: Back-

grounds of Modern Literature (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965), vi.

. For the English publication, see T. $. Eliot to Henry Ware Eliot, it October

1922: “The Criterion is due to appear next Monday [16 October],” in LOTSE,
580. See also EHot to Richard Cobden-Sanderson, 16 October 1922, in
LOTSE, 582. The exact date of the American publication in the Dial is less
clear, “We are to publish the text of the poem, without the notes, in the
November Dial, which will be published about October 20th™ (carbon copy of
Gilbert Seldes to Horace Liveright, 7 September 1922, Yale, Beinecke Library,
Dial Papers, box 41, folder 1153; hereafter Dial Papers). With a delay of per-
haps one or two days, the Dial apparently met its schedule: Burton Rascoe
reported that he received his copy of the November issue on Thursday,

26 October 1922 (see Burton Rascoe, “A Bookman's Day Book,” New York
Tribune, 5 November 1922, section V, 8). More mystery surrounds the exact
date of the Liveright release. In a letter to Seldes of 12 September, Liveright
confirmed that his firm was "not to publish The Waste Land prior to its
appearance in The Dial,” and speculated, “I don't think that we’ll publish it
before January” (Dial Papers, ms. 34, box 41, folder 1153). However, it is clear
that the book had already been typeset in August, for Eliot had received and
corrected the proofs by 15 September (see LOTSE, 570}, and by late October
the valume must have needed only binding. Apparently Liveright hastened
to release it on 15 December in order to capitalize on the publicity generated
by the announcement of the Dial Award in its December issue (presumably
released around 20 November). For the date, see Donald Gallup, T. §. Eliot:

A Bibliography, rev. ed. (New York: Harcourt, 1969), A6, 29—32. For an earlier
study on The Waste Land’s publication, see Daniel Woodward, “Notes on the
Publishing History and Text of The Waste Land," Papers of the Bibliographical
Society of America 58 (1964): 252-269.

4 James E. B. Breslin, From Modern to Contemporary American Poetry, 1945~

1965 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), 11 and 1z n. 53. Breslin
cannot assign the epithet “drunken Bolshevik” to a source because it has
none. The ultimate source of the phrase is a book review by Arthur Waugh
(1866-1943), father of the two novelists Alec and Evelyn. Writing in 1916,
he assessed the Catholic Anthology, 1914-1915 (London: Elkin Mathews, 1915),

" a collection of poems edited by Ezra Pound which included Eliot’s “The Love

Song of J. Alfred Prufrock” Waugh condemned the entire volume for being
“the very stronghold of literary rebellion, if not of anarchy,” and he singled
out “Prufrock” for special attention, saying that it called for “a hint of warn-
ing”: “Tt was a classic custom in the family hall, when the feast was at its
height, to display a drunken slave among the sons of the household, to the
end that they, being ashamed at the ignominious folly of his gesticulations,
might determine never to be tempted inte such a pitiable condition them-
selves.” Ezra Pound, in an angry defense of Eliot’s wozk, seized upon the
phrase “drunken slave,” transformed it ever so slightly into “drunken helot,”
and charged Waugh with applying it to Eliot. From there, in the lore of the
young, it went on to become “drunken Bolshevik” and lodged itself in the
memory of Stephen Spendet, and from Spender it was taken up by Breslin
and turned into a comment representing public opinion of the 19208,

" or even a judgment on The Waste Land. For the review by Waugh and the

counterblast by Pound, see T S. Eliot: The Critical Heritage, ed. Michael

Grant (London: Routledge, 1942), 67—73. For Spender’s contribution,

see his essay “The New Orthodoxies,” in Robert Richman, ed., The Arfs at

Mid-Century (New York: Horizon, 1954), 11, which in tum is the source

that is cited by Breslin.

On Bishop see Elizabeth Carroll Spindler, fohn Peale Bishop (Morgantown:

West Virginia University Library, 1980), chapters 5-7. It should be noted

that Spindler often errs-on points of detail, especially in transcribing letters.

See below, note 8, for examples,

6. Gilbert Seldes to Scofield Thayer, cable of 6 March 1922 (Dial Papers, box 40,
folder 1138); Thayer to Seldes, cable of g March 1922; Seldes to Thayer, letter
of 11 March 1922 (both in the Dial Papers, box 40, folder 1139).

7. Bzra Pound to Jeanne Foster, 6 May 1922 (Harvard University, Houghton
Library, bMS Am 1635). On Foster and Quinm, see B. L. Reid, The Mo from
New York: John Quinn and His Friends (New York: Oxford University Press,
1968), 313, 367 (her background and their meeting in 1918), 464-465, 579

 (her poetry), and 549 (her work for Vanity Fair). On Quinn's own work for
Vanity Fair and his relations with its editor, Frank Crowninshield, see ibid.,
276—2777, 302304, 373. For a Foster contribution to Vanity Fair that was
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214 Ford Madox Ford

he grows older), with striking porcelain-blue eyes. Nangy
has ‘the heaviest head of black hair that I have ever comu
across’. Given recessive genes, hair colour is by no means "
clinching factor. Dates are. When the four principals moot
at Nauheim in summer 1904, Edward is 33. This gives n
birth-date of 1870 or 1871. When Florence kills herself it i
1913, and Nancy is something between 21 and 22, which
gives a birth date of 1891 or 1892, When Nancy was con
ceived (1890 or 1891), Edward was between 20 and 21, It
was at the age of 22 that he married Leonora, at which
time he was, Dowell tells us, ‘almost as pure in mind au
Leonora herself. It is odd how a boy can have his virgin
intelligence untouched in this world.” Edward’s career ip
extra-marital ‘libertinism’ begins with the Kilsyte case, in
1895.°

Dates are notoriously slippery in The Good Soldier. But
those I have listed here are among the most reliable we can
determine in the novel. They are the pegs on which the
narrative hangs. If they are not reliable, nothing is—even
the names of the characters and the places they visit, It ig
hard, almost inconceivable, to picture ‘virginal’ Edward in
his early twenties fathering Nancy, by the wife of a Scot-
tish officer in a Highland regiment. Such acts belong to
his later life. Probably like the mad (if she is mad) govern-
ess in James’s The Turn of the Screw, Nancy's paternity
will become one of modernism’s chewed bones. But the

balance of evidence is against its being Edward
Ashburnham.

The Oxford World’s Classics The Good Soldier is edited by
Thomas Moser.

Virginia Woolf - Mrs Dalloway

Clarissa’s invisible taxi

It is not an easy novel to read, but Virginia‘Wo?]f ’s Mf's
Dalloway is the easiest of novels to summarize. ‘A day in
the life of a middle-aged upper-class Londt.)n woman pl'an-
ning her party’, is how the Oxford Companion to Twentieth
Century Literature encapsulates it. Th‘.a long prelude to
the novel is Clarissa Dalloway’s morning walk through
the West End on a brilliant June morning (the 13th) in
1923 to select the flowers for the entertammt.ent she ancg
her politician husband are givin_g that evening. Ofnial o
the pleasures of Mrs Dalloway is t.hat you can follow
quite exactly the route taken by Clarissa on her morning
walk.! OUP has helpfully provided a map for lpedestnan-
minded readers. They should also set the,lr watches.
Woolf originally called her novel ‘The H?urs, and Clar-
issa Dalloway’s early morning peregrination thro.ugh the
London streets is precisely measured by the chimes of
two clocks, Big Ben and the slightly belated St Marg::;t-
ret’s (the parish church of the House of Qommons). It is
with Mrs Dalloway’s morning excursion that I am
concerned—specifically, the puzzle of how she makes her
urney.
1'9:311‘1}:: izvel o);ens, ‘Mrs Dalloway said she would .buy the
flowers herself’—the servants are busy preparing the
house for the grand evening party. She an.d her Co:_‘xsefrva-
tive MP husband, Richard, live in Westminster (wu':hm a
stone’s throw of the House of Commons and Westmmster
Abbey). As she crosses busy Victoria Strc.eet, Big Ben tolls
‘the hour, irrevocable’ (p. 4). It is not indicated what hour
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218 Virginia Woolf

1s sounding but we assume it 1s ten o’clock.? Mrs Dalloway

18, we learn much later, carrying a parasol (p. 25), although

it is not clear that she yet
1s already bustling. Mrs

needs it. It is ‘early’ but London
Dalloway, who is ‘in her fifty.

sec ! 18 1 '
ond year’ and has a weak heart, is in no condition o

bustle with it, We assume
erate stroll.

that her walking pace is a mod.

Eeets her old friend Hugh Whitbread, on his way to the
ouse of Commons, Reveries about the past (mainly con-

Peter Walsh, and the country

east of Buckingham Palace. But the next topographical
reference we have is: ‘She had reached the Park gates

She stood for a moment,

looking at the omnibuses in

Piccadilly’ (p. 7). From this we d,
: . 1) educe that she hag absent-
;undedly passed through both St J ames’s Park, and Green
ark. She has, bresumably, passed in front of the palace

and up Queen’s Walk, to

the hurly-burly of Piccadilly

(where the Green Park tube station and Ritz Hotel now
are). At her presumed pace, Clarissa will be some twenty-

five minutes into her walk,

Clarissa turng 1.':ight along Piccadilly, remaining on the

She actually walks past Bond Street (without crossing the
and), to browse awhile at the window of Hatchard’s
ookshop, where she toys with the idea of buying a

present for Hugh Whitbr

ead’s ailing and menopausal

Mrs Dalloway 219
wife, Evelyn (whom she does not much like). Nothing suits,
so ‘Clarissa ... turned and walked back towards Bond

Street’. She is now in the fashionable shopping area of
London: ‘Bond Street fascinated her; Bond Street early in
the morning in the season; its flags flying; its shops; no
splash; no glitter; one roll of tweed in the shop where her
father had bought his suits for fifty years; a few pearls;
salmon on an iceblock’ (p. 9). She stops at the fishmongers
(to look, not to buy) and the glove shop ‘where, before the
War, you could buy almost perfect gloves’. Mrs Dalloway
proceeds up Bond Street to Mulberry’s the florists, ‘where
they kept flowers for her when she gave a party’. As far as
we can make out, this fictional shop is located at the junc-
tion with Brook Street—well into New Bond Street (p. 15).
Another reverie about her daughter Elizabeth (who is
modern and difficult) and about Elizabeth’s former gov-
erness, the unpleasant Miss Kilman, preoccupy Clarissa
in the seconds before pushing through the shop’s swing-
doors. Once inside she is attended on by Miss Pym
(‘whose hands were always bright red, as if they had been
stood in cold water with the flowers’—the spiteful
comment explains why she fictionalizes Mulberry’s but
not Hatchard’s). Clarissa spends some time with Miss
Pym, sampling the shop’s extensive stock of blooms,
relishing the colours and scents. She is uplifted. The
sensations are ‘a wave which she let flow over her and
surmount that hatred, that monster, surmount it all; and it
lifted her up and up when—oh! a pistol shot in the street
outside.’

Her mood is shattered. It is not, however, a pistol shot.
Miss Pym goes to the window and reports that it is merely
a car backfiring (Londoners are still jumpy from the Zep-
pelin raids, we assume). The time elapsed up-to this point
in the narrative would be some thirty-five minutes easy
walking (I timed it myself, on foot, in June 1996) with some
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::Jzn rn,_mut.es to a quarter-of-an-hour’s conference in Mul
mgrg as’ r:lth Miss Pym. It is, therefore, around 10.456
to?‘}:atr?;hl’s point ‘the narrative has been solely attachodf-l
Do sa’s consciousness. Now, with the ‘violent ex lﬁil
sion’, it becomes detached. We in fact see little mor p.of"'
Clarissa until she is back at her house in Westminet 5
Instead, we follow the repercussions of the backﬁs’er“:
motor. car. It is no ordinary automobile, but a ]imour%n‘:
Eontfl.nmg ‘a face of the very greatest im;mrtance’ WI?::::'I '
dzice. Rumours were at once in circulation from t*:he mid-l
e of Bond Street to Oxford Street.” Was it the Prin f
Wale.s, the Queen, the Prime Minister? No one is o
Septimus Smith, a shell-shocked World War One vet o
overhears people discussing the matter. He too ieml},
dently passing Mulberry’s shop, on his way norihe‘::l.
R_egen‘t’s Park ‘with his wife, who has brought him out foi
ll')ns ﬁaﬂ_y exercise. Sep'tirnus has heard the report of the car
ac ﬁ]'..'ll’.lg and it terrifies him (in fact, it sows the seed of
E‘l:jnzuwlde. he will commit, later that day). Rezia ani:h
T
wis tt; :,c::h other passers-by, whether the Queen herself
Z-.\fter this introduction to the Smiths we follow the
terious car, which proceeds, ‘with inscrutable res myf-
slouth to Piccadilly. Meanwhile, Mrs Dalloway (thi e}i‘_’e:
};;e o’thers, :t is probably the Queen’) ernergesy froxilanzig
ry’s ‘with her flowers’. The ‘eli i
cadilly’, turns left, and then left iag;ingl:iif:nag; {jfs Pl?-
Street, through London’s clubland. Gentlemen 1:;1}‘319
(t)}:lt of the great window at White’s ‘perceived instinctivelg
t at greatness was passing, and the pale light of th
gli:rn(.)rtal presence fell upon them as it had fallen upos
Jaz:!:':zz?: PI:‘Tlloway’ (p. 16). It passes the sentries at St
i £ ace, who salute, then turns right along the
a uckingham Palace (the flag is flying, so it may
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indeed be the Queen in the car), where a crowd of hopeful
onlookers is gathered.

Suppositions about the occupants of the mysterious car
ripple among them, as they did among the pedestrians in
Bond Street (readers never learn who actually was in the
car, although Woolf’s working materials indicate it was the
Prime Minister, who makes an appearance later at Mrs
Dalloway’s party). Suddenly, in addition to the great per-
son’s limousine, there is another distraction. Above the
gawpers clustered outside the Palace an aeroplane is sky-
writing a-message. It is evidently an advertisement, but no
one can quite make out the words. A Mrs Bletchley haz-
ards it is ‘Kreemo’; Mr Bowley thinks he sees ‘toffee’. As
Londoners silently gaze into the sky, ‘bells struck eleven
times’ (p. 18).

Meanwhile, in the time taken by the limousine to get
from Bond Street to Buckingham Palace, Septimus and
Rezia have reached the fountains at the southern end of
Broad Walk in Regent’s Park. Given the fact that it is
about a mile-and-a-half (it takes me twenty brisk minutes
to walk it), they may have taken a bus or a tube from
Oxford Circus to Regent's Park Station (which Woolf
mentions on page 22) although for one stop it would hardly
seem worth it. They too see the skywriting: ‘It was toffee;
they were advertising toffee, a nursemaid told Rezia.

Togethertheybegantospellt P ¢ I o T e R
said the nursemaid.’ Septimus, enclosed in his private
psychosis, thinks ‘So ... they are signalling to me’. Evi-
dently this too is happening at eleven o’clock—although
Regent’s Park is (unlike Buckingham Palace) beyond ear-
shot of Big Ben and St Margaret’s. The narrative remains
for a few pages with people in the park.

Suddenly, on page 25, the narrative reverts to Clarissa.
She is now, we discover, home. ‘What are they looking at?’
she asks the maid who opens the door to her house in
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Westminster. Presumably ‘they’ are pedestrians, and what
the.y are looking at is the Kreemo toffee message,in the sk
This would suggest a third simultaneity: Mrs Bletchley;j;
remarks _outside the Palace; Rezia’s conversation with the
nursemald in Regent’s Park; Clarissa’s return home to her
h’ouse in Westminster—all occur with the chimes at eleven
o clc)f:k. This is confirmed, a fow pages (but only a couple
of minutes) later, when—hearing that she has a visi?or
.(her old lover, Peter Walsh, as it turns out)—Clarissa finds
it ‘ouFrageous to be interrupted at eleven o’clock on the
morning of the day she was giving a party’ (p. 34).

The question is—how did Clarissa get back from upper
Bond Street so quickly? Although we are given a minute
topographic description of her walk to Mulberry’s, we
have no idea how she returned. It is accomplished. we ,ma
ca]cu].ate, in the time it takes a chauffeured Iimo,usine t());
make its sedate way from upper Bond Street through the
Ma]l to Buckingham Palace—ten minutes, fifteen at most
if the traffic is heavy. A good middle-distance runner could
hare.down Bond Street and across the parks to Westmin-
ster in that time. Doubtless many commuters with train
to catch at Victoria do it every working day. But if Mr:
Dalloway did it walking (carrying a large bunch of flowers
a hapdbag, and a parasol), she should cancel the nexi;
appointment with her heart specialist,

The solution, once one thinks of it, is blindingly obvi-
ous. She took a taxi. But why are we not told this fact?
None of the student guides I have seen (Coles Notes for.'
mstar{CfJ) mentions this invisible taxi. Clarissa’s mora;in
expedition is assumed to be, going and coming, entirely 05
foot. But unless those feet are very swift inc,ieed a taxi
thEI"e must be. The taxi hypothesis would also expla:in wh
until she alights from the vehicle outside her front dooi?
Mrs Dalloway has been blissfully ignorant of the sk writ’
g that all pedestrian London is looking at. ’ :
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But even if one inserts the unmentioned taxi, there are
still loose ends. The last we saw of Clarissa in the West
End was at Bruton Street, watching the queenly limousine.
Was it there she got her taxi? Or did she walk down to
Piceadilly? What route did her vehicle take (did she, for
instance, pass in front of Buckingham Palace, a few feet
from Mrs Bletchley and Mr Bowley?) What sights did she
see on the way? It is not entirely inconceivable that there
was no cab: she walked up to Oxford Circus (possibly along-
side Septimus and Rezia) and got the underground to
Westminster—although carrying flowers it would not have
been an inviting prospect. The taxi seems more likely.

The reason why Woolf does not mention the taxi is to be
found, I think, in her and Mrs Dalloway’'s class habits
when in town. For ‘upper-middle-class ladies’ in 1923 to
take a mile's walk to a florist’s to save a servant’s legs was
unusual to the point of eccentricity (‘What a lark! What a
plunge!’” Clarissa thinks as she sets out on her stroll). The
wife of Richard Dalloway, MP, would routinely hail a taxi
when shopping in Bond Street, or have some shop assist-
ant do it for her. The act is so natural that there is no need
to mention it: any more than one need mention that there
are pigeons in Trafalgar Square—or that there are under-
paid, unidentified servants who keep things shipshape in
the Dalloway household. (When she was writing her fam-

ous polemic about a room of one’s own and £500 a year, the

Woolfs had two live-in female servants, Lotte and Nellie,
who earned £76 per annum between them. They did not,
one suspects, have rooms of their own.)

In his essay on Tolstoy, the Marxist critic Georg Lukacs
argues that in reading Anna Karenina or War and Peace,
we should always insert into the narrative ‘the invisible
serf’. That is, we should visualize (as the novels often do
not) the vast servile infrastructure which made the prin-
cipals’ drama possible. Similarly, in Mrs Dalloway we
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should recall the ‘invisible taxi’—the fleets of
(they used to be called ‘horseless’), the armies of :
_(nuw ssfdly thinned by post-war demo adl
fnsubordmation), the attentive shop assistant(;r?cy
ible when, like the luckless Miss Pym with h h0
hands, they are ludicrous or clumsy)—all of \:;if:he
make Clarissa Dalloway’s life bearable, ;
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Notes

Robinson Crusoe
Giving Robinson shoes, boots, or moccasins is a very common
error, although specifically contradicted by the 1719 illustration,
which follows the text closely. See Fig. 1.
Stith Thompson's Motif Index of Folk Literature (Copenhagen,
1955), contains many entries on the motif of the devil—and some-
times angels—leaving single footprints in rock or soil.

Fanny Hill

. When, in the 1940s, it was learned that the Cambridge teacher and

critic F. R. Leavis was in the habit of referring to James Joyce’s
Ulysses in his classes, he was visited and warned by the police.

Fanny Hill was prosecuted and banned by London magistrates in
the early 1960s. The ban was never formally lifted, although later
in the decade Cleland’s novel drifted back into print. See J. A.
Sutherland, Offensive Literature (London, 1982), ch. 3.

Joss Lutz Marsh, ‘Good Mrs Brown's Connections: Sexuality
and Story-telling in Dealings with the Firm of Dombey and Son’,
English Literary History, 58: 2 (Summer 1991), 405-26.

See the episode with the sailor in vol. ii, in which Mrs Cole specif-
ically warns Fanny against the dangers of disease (‘the risk to my
health in being so open-legg’d and free of my flesh’, p. 142).

Peter Fryer, The Birth Controllers (London, 1965), chs. 1-2.

Tristram Shandy

Barbara Hardy, ‘A Mistake in Tristram Shandy’, Notes and
Queries, 207 (1962), 261.

On the question of fifth-of-a-second measurements, see David S.
Landes, Revolution in Time: Clocks and the Making of the Modern
World (Cambridge, Mass., 1983), p. 130: ‘“The growing importance
of small unities of time led to the invention in the 1740s of center-
seconds watches—that is watches whose second hands ran off the
center arbor and tracked the circumference of the dial . . . These
watches were customarily fitted with a stop lever, which allowed
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Moser, also briefly raises this possibility, only to pass it by as
implausible. i
: Max Saunders, Ford Madox Ford (Oxford, 1996), 1. 422

preferring 1895,

Mrs Dalloway
. The novel began as the short story, ‘Mrs Dalloway in Bond Street’,
which is occupied only with the morning expedition. -
. In "Mrs Dalloway in Bond Street’ the time is given specifically as
‘eleven o'clock’. See The Complete Shorter Fiction of Virginia
Woolf, ed. Susan Dick (London, 1985), 146.
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Forster and England

} b1 | ne maonmnu ()115!dL[ “d {_H € t fﬁ
h N an IIll]!( tu ent to c FOI‘SI‘E!‘ a g]and. l‘h paS W
LR . y 15~
r"l” I\'i\"l. Wltl)eSSCd the lel)llCﬂthl‘] Of an llIlp()I‘taI‘lt bOd 0' W()I‘k mn h
dlb'y s a
'l "y Iill rar (.IltlLlSIIl, alld (.llltural Studle"; on hngllshlless dll[ll'lg the l te

Victorian, Edwardian, and Georgian periods, when' '.Forster came ofdag‘esj;
4 nuthor.” Drawing on this work, a number of cn.tlcs read H(l)war ;ieties
4 1 'condition of England’ novel, a fictional expression of pf)pulaganh s
shout rising poverty, imperial decline, and race degeneration. | L;Tat{ons
Ity contend that Howards End, insiste‘ntly focuseq on perso:l]a r . E:
alwor carries social and political implications. The}‘l 1nterpr§t; e n(?»;nal 5
pational allegory in which interactions t.)etween various Engcl;sh typ:’tics rgad
| ipzland’s unhealthy condition and.pro]e.ct a bettfer futuhr.e.l-l t et;]z i
A lussage to India as a dissenting 1mpe.r|:.al. allegur.y, W I:11(: Essal ~.‘n S
Anglo-India and allegorises the imposmbthty of friends 1;; Fetv&;e(,,s o
and Indians under empire.? I argue 51mllarl.y that most of Fors FII: e
works can be understood as national allegories that diflgnose an alhl‘l'llgh o
and offer literary cures for the malaise they anatomise. Thus w lh?n eof .
quently writes against Edwardian England, Forster is also something
rar or. )
Imlr:;s};g‘?:i:ational allegories function in two ways: as parables of Engl:s:(;
iess enlivened and as fantasies of Englanq reconciled. SOTT offer womean Z m
men suffering from the pathologies of middle-class Englis ‘IIP;?SS 3 rfa;sso g} )
nature, passion, and freedom. In Where Ange!; Fear to Prea 159En5 i,iSh
Room with a View (1908), and A Passage to India (192.4), orslierh gHis
ibroad are confronted with individuals and events thatt shcn.cff t etn. .
hravest and most sensitive characters react b_y embra(.:mg cllh‘ercnc.e, il
covering love, passion, and the hope of enduring happmess;h lsln.];::is =
orous and close-minded characters fail or I:efuse to accept t ; es - e
offers them. These national allegories function para'bollcally: (}rstcrsuaur‘
I'nglish readers to learn from his characters’ experiences, to (r)ct}il::FDrster
han repression and hypocrisy, and to embrace life and nature.
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fictions prescribe cures more fantastic. The early short stories, first published
between 1903—12 and collected in The Celestial Omnibus (1911) and The

Eternal Moment (1928), present Forster’s critique of Englishness through
mythology and fantasy: a visit from Pan enlivens an English boy abroad
(“The Story of a Panic’ (1904)); a faun converts an English curate to pagan-
ism (“The Curate’s Friend’ (1907)); an Irish girl pursued by her domineering
English husband disappears, dryad-like, into the trees (‘The Other Kingdom'
(1909)). Forster’s novels generally refuse fantasy for realism. But a number
of them (especially and not coincidentally those set entirely in England — The
Longest Journey (1907), Howards End (1910), and Maurice (written 1913~
14)) = conclude, often against significant odds and realist expectations, with
the formation in idealised English places of unconventional but redemptive
English families. These new national families redress England’s maladies by
connecting — in love, marriage, blood - different national types: suburbanites
and farmers, intellectuals and clerks, gentlemen and gamekeepers. Offered
as paradigms for a renewed England, Forster’s cross-bred families embody
the hope of a nation converted from urban ‘progress’ and capitalism, from
suburban intolerance and repression, to rural decency, freedom, and truth.
But because these novels are overwhelmingly realist in technique, their end-
ings strike some as unconvincing, as if the deep-seated differences Forster
so realistically elaborates between national types miraculously can be over-
come through love or bridged by the comingling of different bloodlines.
Yet even as his English novels conclude by affirming these pastoral idylls
as social-political ideals, Forster questions them, acknowledging their fan-
tastical status, authorising his most sceptical readers’ doubts. This literary
paradox exposes a political ambivalence that Forster’s writings on England
and the English never fully resolve.

That the plots of the English novels function therapeutically and their
endings turn mythic and ambivalent focuses another paradox in Forster’s
rreatment of England and Englishness that clarifies his literary liberalism — a
topic of long-standing concern for critics — and its relations to British liberal-
ism between 1906 and 1914.4 On the one hand, the novels critique suburbia
and the city, modernisation, and models of Englishness that authorise empire,
confirming Forster’s investments in an older, more individualistic and liber-
tarian liberalism, rather than the statist and imperialist ‘New Liberalism’ of
the British Government after 1906. On the other, Forster’s English fictions
idealise ‘traditional” Englishness and locate the essence of England in the
rural south, strategies compatible, as analysts of Englishness demonstrate,
with a broader period project to relocate the essential English place, reha-
bilitate Englishness for the competitive realities of a new century, and to
re-legitimate imperialism.
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I'his paradox clarifies why Forester’s narratives, keenly critical of Edwar-
dian society, were easily adapted to the interests of Thatcherite England
when filmed in the 1980s and early 1990s, becoming part of England’s
culture industry and cultural mythology. Unsurprisingly, England under
[ hatcher and Major (and America under Reagan and Bush pére), responded
powerfully to the films’ idealisation of upper-class Englishness, an ideali-
sation that domesticates the more critical and dissident aspects of Forster’s
vinton. Analysis of Forster’s literary treatments of England is therefore doubly
productive: it illuminates his radicalism and the susceptibility of his England
{0 political domestication and commercial co-optation. For Forster’s potent
critiques of suburban modernity and sincere celebrations of rural England
also served key interests of the Edwardian urban and imperial establishment.
I'he ideological process the films epitomise was initiated by the novels: the
commodification of an idealised vision of a neo-feudal, rural England as the
licart and soul of the nation, authorising Britain’s rulers and the system of
capitalist modernity they represent. Despite Forster’s complicity with early-
century efforts to reconstruct Englishness and relocate an authentic England,
however, his national allegories imagine a nation notably illegitimate and
unconventional. Forster’s renderings of England position him alongside those
who greeted the new century with concern, turning from the realities of urban
modernity towards a mythic rural Englishness. But they also confirm him as
one of the Edwardian period’s greatest critics and analysts of England and
I'nglishness.

The condition of Englishness

In Forster’s works, England and its ailing condition are first approached
through Englishwomen and men travelling abroad. As his early short stories
and first novel render English tourists encountering people and places
markedly different from their own, Forster begins articulating his character-
istic critique of suburban, middle-class Englishness. These fictions analyse the
repressed, close-minded, and timid English psyche. The typical plot portrays
aconventional English person who encounters an unconventional male other,
usually foreign or lower class, and is thereby transformed and enlivened,
enabled to overcome to some extent the pathologies of Englishness and more
fully accept passion, vitality, and difference.’

Forster’s first published novel, Where Angels Fear to Tread, exemplifies
the process. The opening chapters narrate recently widowed Lilia Herriton’s
attempt to escape from the repressive and close-minded society of suburban
Sawston, epitomised by her in-laws. Forster makes readers sympathise with
Lilia’s rebellion even as he emphasises her naiveté, self-involvement, and
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arrogance. So while the novel mocks the prejudices, snobbery, and rigidity
of the Sawston society she rejects, it exposes Lilia’s errors and failings and
renders the society of Monteriano, Italy, where she weds, as far from ideal.
Eventually, Lilia realises that her Italian husband, the lively and passionate
Gino Carella, is no prince charming, but a penniless and philandering den-
tist’s son, and that Italy is not a dreamland of freedom and romance, but a
nation as constraining as the one she fled. Lilia’s pitiful fate — her suffering
under Italy’s repressive gender conventions and eventual death in childbirth -
casts a sceptical light on the effort to escape Englishness, playing on popular
English anxieties about intercourse with foreigners.

But if the first half of Where Angels Fear to Tread works as a parable about
the dangers of an overly naive attempt to escape nationality, the later chap-
ters insist that encounters with otherness can be transfiguring, particularly
if unplanned or violent. Forster emphasises the most terrible costs suburban
Englishness exacts through the novel’s tragic climax. Lilia’s sister-in-law,
Harriet Herriton, perhaps Forster’s cruellest and most hilarious caricature
of suburban Englishness, kidnaps Lilia’s and Gino’s son; later, in a carriage
crash, the baby is killed. Forster’s rendering of Harriet as an English har-
ridan presents his critique of English normality at its most harsh: although
she bears primary culpability for the death, she denies any guilt, return-
ing quickly to her ‘old self’ (WAFT, p. 143). Some suburban Englanders
are immune to any type of shock treatment, but Harriet’s more sensitive and
artistic brother, Philip, reacts differently, clarifying Forster’s sense that violent
contact with difference can shake some suburbanites out of complacency.
Philip’s education advances through a series of jolting events: Lilia’s death;
the kidnapping; the carriage accident that kills the infant and breaks Philip’s
arm; the climactic struggle between Philip and Gino (in which Caroline
Abbott saves both men from further tragedy); and, finally, Miss Abbott’s
revelation that she loves not Philip (as he hopes), but Gino. Cumulatively,
these shocks ‘transfigure’ Philip’s perceptions of the novel’s tragic events,
Caroline, and himself, revealing their beauty and wonder (WAFT, p. 147).
In rewarding Philip, Forster invites readers to consider him a better, healthier
Englishman, touched by life and love. Philip’s transfiguration refigures pop-
ular constructions of Englishness, which idealised conventional masculinity
and identified the English with the masculine.® By promoting Philip, sensitive,
artistic, imaginative, as an ideal Englishman, Forster resists the Englishness
that idealises masculine insensitivity and aggression. This new paradigm of
English manhood emphasises the dissenting aspects of Forster’s allegories of
Englishness.

Philip’s transfiguration also has important implications for Forster’s
Edwardian readers. Like his English characters, Forster’s English readers
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teed to be shocked out of the complacencies and rigidities of (national)
character. This awareness explains a recurrent motif in Forster’s work that
(roubles critics: the unexpected occurrence of violence and death. Forster
uses these tools of melodrama and unexpectedly shifts generic gears, swerv-
ing, between comedy, romance, and tragedy, to maximise the likelihood of
(ransforming readers. Ideally, such formal shocks will shake them into a
more humble and humane Englishness. Where Angels Fear to Tread thus
presents a therapeutic parable about the condition of Englishness, diagnos-
ing a malady of nationality and offering its most responsive characters and
readers possible cures: encounters — sometimes shocking — with difference.

The condition of England

Forster’s diagnosis of modern Englishness also prepares readers for his anal-
ysis of modern England. His works anatomise a declining, unhealthy nation
undergoing unprecedented historical transformation as rural life slips away
under the relentless advance of modern ‘civilisation’, with its suburbs, motor-
cars, and apartment blocks. Suburbia and the city are literally taking over
Ingland’s green and pleasant land, spreading repression, hypocrisy, and
intolerance. These national vices lead Forster’s Englishwomen and men away
from the essence of their nation: the beauties and truths of nature, still alive,
but under siege, in the downlands of the rural south. The ‘undeveloped heart’
of bourgeois Englishness is thus ‘largely responsible’ not only for ‘the diffi-
culties of Englishmen abroad’, as Forster’s ‘Notes on the English Character’
(1926) contends, but also for the difficulties of Englishmen at home (AH,
p. 5). Just as A Passage to India condemns the middle-class arrogance and
insensitivity fuelling British imperialism, Forster’s English novels render sub-
urbia and the city as alien colonies, conquering England’s rural soul. This
vision of internal colonisation by the forces of bourgeois modernity elabo-
rates Forster’s anti-imperialism: in his English novels, the heart of darkness
lies not in Africa or India, but at home, where a battle is being fought between
old England — the country, feudal social organisation, traditional values —
and new England — suburbia, urbanism, empire.

Forster’s second published and most autobiographical novel, The Longest
Journey, exemplifies his anatomy of modern England and clarifies its con-
servative and mythologising ambitions. The first of Forster’s novels set
entirely in England, The Longest Journey maps the nation’s ailing condi-
tion through three exemplary locales: Cambridge, a cloistered and fraternal
community of homosocial privilege, near to nature and sympathetic to elite
unconventionality; Sawston, Forster’s quintessential English suburb of intol-
erance, selfishness, and cruelty, epitomised by the Machiavellian workings of
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Sawston School; and Wiltshire, Forster’s first extended portrayal of England’s
rural south, a place of natural beauty, mythic history, and human decency.
(London appears only briefly, as the dark ‘heart of the modern world’
(L], p. 246), anticipating Forster’s damning representation in Howards
End.)

The Longest Journey at first seems a modern Bildungsroman, like Joyce’s
A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man or Lawrence’s Sons and Lovers, that
records the journey of its protagonist, the Forster-like, Rickie Elliot, as he
travels from the safety and happiness of Cambridge, through the degrada-
tion and misery of Sawston, to reconciliation and rehabilitation in Wiltshire.
Typifying a tendency in Forster’s English novels to naturalise character to
place, Rickie’s education is affected in each location by its quintessential
inhabitant(s): in Cambridge, the brilliant but unconventional philosophy
student, Stewart Ansell, son of a Jewish draper; in Sawston, the aggressively
conventional schoolmaster Herbert Pembroke and his domineering sister
Agnes (whom Rickie will misguidedly wed after the untimely death of her
fiance, the athletic bully Gerald Dawes); and, in Wiltshire, the coarse but
vital natural philosopher Stephen Wonham, love child of an affair between
Rickie’s suburban mother and the Wiltshire farmer Robert. Forster leads
readers to expect that Rickie will complete his education by reconciling with
his illegitimate half-brother and embracing rural life and the Wiltshire coun-
tryside. But Forster unexpectedly derails the Bildungsroman: after Rickie
resignedly drags the drunken Stephen off the tracks one night, he is run
down by an oncoming train (a typical Forsterian symbol of modernity’s
inhumanity and violence).

Critics concentrate on Rickie’s personal journey, especially his bloody fate,
interpreting the novel finally as a sado-masochistic, mock-Bildungsroman
which punishes its Forster-like protagonist for his failings.” Less attention is
paid to how The Longest Journey works as a condition-of-England novel like
Howards End, a national allegory of conflict, reconciliation, and regenera-
tion. The Longest Journey diagnoses a national sickness in modern England,
epitomised by the pathologies of Sawston and the Pembrokes — intolerance,
selfishness, hypocrisy — and proposes as a cure a return to the values of broth-
erhood, honest labour, and natural morality that characterise the yeoman
culture of Wiltshire. These ideals distinguish Wiltshire’s native inhabitants:
Mrs Elliot’s lover Farmer Robert; their illegitimate son Stephen; and, in the
final chapter, Stephen’s wife and young daughter. Enabled by Stephen’s real-
isation of familial responsibilities in response to Rickie’s death — in this con-
text a kind of national sacrifice — this new English family heals an ailing
nation by reconciling class and regional differences (a pattern Howards End
will repeat), embodying the hope for a better future that Stephen intuits in
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the novel’s closing pages: “Though he could not phrase it, he believed that he
guided the future of our race, and that, century after century, his thoughts
and his passions would triumph in England’ (LJ, p. 289). Stephen’s fantas-
tic self-projection as guide of ‘our’ future suggests that Forster’s allegories
should be understood as national myths that interrogate and arraign the
middle-class suburban status quo, daring readers to embrace their ideals of
ruralism, brotherhood, and reconciliation.

In his 1927 Clark Lectures, Forster famously dismissed George Meredith
for making ‘the home counties pos[e] as the universe’ (AN, p. 63), casting
himself as the less provincial, more cosmopolitan writer. But the mythical
ending of The Longest Journey confirms that Forster’s works participate
in the period idealisation of the rural south. Although Forster’s narratives
demonstrate that the Home Counties do not constitute the universe — his
universe also includes London, its suburbs, Italy, Greece, Egypt, and India -
they nonetheless locate an authentic England and an ideal Englishness there.
Forster’s England overtly criticises the relentless spread of urban modernity.
But within the broader context of Edwardian society and politics, Forster’s
idealisation of rural life and the countryside serves certain interests of the
modern British state, especially its effort to justify imperial expansion by
‘stretching the short, tight skin of the nation over the gigantic body of the

empire’.’

Fantasies of national reconciliation

If Forster’s English novels narrate the passing of rural England in the face of
relentless suburbanisation and urbanisation, they also resist that process, as
The Longest Journey suggests, through plots that construct an ideal England
by connecting disparate English types and literary modes and genres: com-
edy and tragedy, romance and satire, and, especially, realism and fantasy. A
consideration of fantasy in Forster’s fiction clarifies the importance of this
formal hybridity for the allegorical project of the English novels. Narratives
of Forster’s career typically begin with a consideration of his short stories
and the place of fantasy in his oeuvre.? In these accounts, the stories play two
roles: as prototypes for the later work, which anticipate the themes, charac-
ters, and methods of the novels; as offspring of Forster’s juvenile flirtation
with an antiquated literary mode the novels thankfully outgrow. Forster’s
early forays into fantasy continue to resonate, as we've seen, in his later
works. But fantasy is neither incidental to the novels, nor an aesthetic cul-de-
sac they leave behind. Forster’s conjunction of realism and fantasy is essential
to his allegorical project, especially its diagnosis and treatment of an ailing
nation and nationality.
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. Forster’s first published short story, ‘Albergo Empedocle’ (1903), thema-
tises the problem of fantasy and protests the modern tendency to psychol-
ogise and pathologise it. Foster’s protagonist, Cantabrigian Het:'(}l(l; on a
prel?uptial trip to Greece with his soon-to-be in-laws, the Peaslakes (Forster’s
es.lrllest satirical take on the English family), awakens from a cat nap aside
his ‘ﬁancée, Mildred, to the realisation that he lived a previous life as an
ancient Greek, who ““loved very differently™ (LC, p. 25). Initially drawn to
Harold’s story, Mildred embraces it as proof of love’s transcendent power.
But when she asserts that she too has lived before and is “‘remembering”‘-
Harold calmly but firmly discounts her claim (LC, p. 26). ()verwhe]meci
by the unspoken implications of this pagan past, Mildred recoils. Like her
respectable father Sir Edwin, who will tolerate *“no queerness in a son-in-
law!™” (LC, p. 19), she rejects Harold and his fantasy, pathologising her
fiancé and reinterpreting his story as the hallucination of a mad man. From
a conventional English perspective, as reductive and small-minded as the
name Peaslake implies, Harold’s conviction that his fantasy is real convicts
him of mental illness. ‘

Modern life, like modern realism, accepts neither what it dismisses as
the delusional experiences of Harold nor the vindication of fantasy th‘:-lt
::.oncludes ‘Albergo Empedocle’. Contemplating Harold’s institutionalisa-
tion, Forster’s narrator, Harold’s best friend Tommy, rises to the defence.
Consistent with his assertion on the opening page that Harold is ‘the man [
love most in the world’ (LC, p. 1o), Tommy asserts defiantly:

I firmly believe that he has been a Greek — nay, that he is a Greek, drawn by
rt?cnllecrion back into his previous life . . . And if I could look at,the matterr
Cl.lspassionatc]y —which I cannot - I should only rejoice at what has happened.
For the greater has replaced the less, and he is living the life he knew to be
greater than the life he lived with us. And I also believe that if things had
happened otherwise he might be living that greater life among us.

(LC, p. 35)

Given the homoerotic implications of Tommy’s love for Harold and Forster’s
later decision not to republish the story until after his death, these words can
be read as a passionate — though repressed — plea for tolerance of homo-
sexuality. More importantly for us, Tommy not only believes Harold, but
a.lso entertains his own fantasy, which illuminates the genre’s signiﬁcan::e in
Forster’s work more generally. In Tommy’s dream, ‘if .things had happened
()therwise’, the life Harold lives in his mind, would come alive ‘among us’

This fantasy of a ‘greater life’ of neo-pagan, homosocial friendship alive ir;
the modern world has critical force, despite its opposition to ‘reality” and
realism, because the story’s arraignment of the Peaslakes and the middle-class
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ose-mindedness they epitomise is so persuasive. Forster challenges readers
(v understand Harold and Tommy’s fantasics neither as the delusions of
defective characters nor as deviations of a defective narrative, but as aes-
thetic provocations toward a new consciousness.

In the Clark Lectures, Forster ruminates revealingly on the limits and

powers of fantasy:

I'he general tone of novels is so literal that when the fantastic is introduced
it produces a special effect; some readers are thrilled, others choked off; it
demands an additional adjustment because of the oddness of its method or
subject-matter — like a side-show in an exhibition where you pay sixpence as
well as the original entrance fee. Some readers pay with delight, it is only for
the side-shows that they entered the exhibition, and it is only to them I can
address myself now. Others refuse with indignation, and these have our sincere
regards, for to dislike the fantastic in literature is not to dislike literature. It does
not even imply poverty of imagination, only a disinclination to meet certain
demands that are made on it. (AN, pp. 75-6)

I'his passage is important in part because it explains why readers have trouble

with the English novels” closing turns to pastoral fantasy. In the passage’s
parlance, such readers are unwilling to make the additional adjustment, pay
the further price, and attend to the fantastic ‘side-show’. But the rigour of the
novels critique of the condition of England and Englishness suggests that
Forster believes more is at stake in the modern resistance to fantasy than
A matter of literary taste. Forsterian fantasy may appear a ‘side-show’ to
readers who prefer realism’s verisimilitude and social-political critique, but
it nonetheless indicates and indicts, as Tommy’s protest implies, the heart of
an ailing nation.

Forster’s English novels dare readers to pay the price and assent to their
fantasies of national reconciliation not only because they offer imaginary
refuge from the realities of modern life, but also because they expose
England’s unhealthy condition and prompt English readers to more natural,
tolerant, and passionate lives. Howards End provides Forster’s most elabo-
rate fantasy of national reconciliation. The novel ends with the inheritance
of the mythic English house, Howards End, symbol of England’s rural heart,
by Margaret Schlegel and her nephew, the illegitimate child of Helen Schlegel
and Leonard Bast. This new English family connects English class factions,
conjuring a new nation, more mongrelised and unconventional than the mod-
ernising and repressive England the novel diagnoses. This imagined nation,
which unites rich and poor, prose and passion, finds its peace and promise
in the places and traditions of rural England and serves as a paradigm for a
rehabilitated, neo-feudal Englishness.
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Given Howards End’s mythologising and, for some, reactionary conclu-
sion, the novel has understandably provoked the most sustained and critical
discussion of Forster’s England. Less attention has been paid to how the
Schlegel sisters” German lineage impacts the novel’s handling of England
and Englishness. Obeying a hereditarian logic, Forster imbues the Schlegel
sisters with an imaginative idealism identified as ‘German’ and derived from
their expatriate father. Mr Schlegel appears in the text as a romantic ideal-
ist German incompatible with the militaristic, materialist, and expansionist
Germany of Edwardian popular literature.'® Thus, despite their Aunt Juley’s
approving claim that she regards her nieces as ‘English to the backbone’
(HE, p. s5), the Schlegel sisters are ‘to the backbone’ neither English nor
German.

In light of the novel’s pastoral-idealist conclusion, Forster’s rendering of
the Schlegel sisters as Anglo-German hybrids evokes a common Edwardian
concern about the fitness of the English ‘race’ and illuminates Howards End’s
treatment for an ailing nation. Forster’s fictive therapy entails not only the
intermingling of different English types and bloodlines, as in The Longest
Journey, but also the mixing of English and German bloods. Motivated
by similar concerns about England’s condition during the 1860s, Matthew
Arnold, in works like Culture and Anarchy (1869) and “The Literary Influ-
ence of Academies’ (1875), had urged the unimaginative and provincial
English to look to the Greeks and French. But Forster’s implication that
England’s ills can be cured in part through infusions of German blood is
more racialist than Arnold’s cultural internationalism, and, in the increas-
ingly anti-German atmosphere of prewar England, more provocative politi-
cally. The literalising logic that underwrites Forster’s new English families —
in which the reconciliation of factions of English society requires the mingling
of their bloodlines — shows Forster partaking of Edwardian hereditarianism,
but in unconventional ways. Early-century racialists defensively idealised
the pure-blood Englishman, exposing concerns that foreign blood might
weaken or overwhelm Englishness.” In contrast, Forster idealises mixed-
blood Englishness and foreign intermixture, making them integral parts of
his fictional treatment for the nation’s disease. Evoking the biologistic and
racialist terms of Edwardian science, Forster literalises Arnold’s ideal of cul-
tural internationalism, as if to make his ideal of national reconciliation more
solid, substantive, real.

Just as The Longest Journey and Howards End find closure in fictional
families that connect disparate national types, classes, and bloods, embody-
ing Forster’s fantasy of national reconciliation and rejuvenation, they connect
disparate literary genres — realism and fantasy, comedy and tragedy, satire
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and romance — to embody that ideal formally. This formal hybridity, espe
cially the fusion of realism and fantasy, is critical to Forster’s allegorical
|un|.m‘|. The English novels’ tendency to migrate from realism to ‘pnsmr;\l
fantasy. which troubles some readers as an aesthetic and political failing, a
deviation from ‘truth’ and political analysis, demonstrates Forster’s con
victions that fantasy can function as an instrument of cultural critique,
and, most important, that the mingling of literary genres enacts aestheti-
cally the political ideal of national reconciliation. Understanding Fo‘rstur\-
peneric fusion and its mythic ambitions not as aesthetic faults, but as formal
strategies essential to his allegorical treatment of England and Englishness
clarifies the stakes of his particular, peculiar style and its relations to
canonical modernism. For Forster’s English novels anticipate the modernist
peneric hybridity and ‘mythic method’ that achieve their most elaborate and
spectacular realisation in Eliot’s The Waste Land and Joyce’s Ulysses.

Querying national allegory

If The Longest Journey and Howards End are animated by a desire to realise
a fantasy of national reconciliation, Forster’s next English novel, the posthu
mously published, homosexual romance, Maurice, interrogates that I:ﬂl;lg-
ined England with its fantasy of class-crossing gay love, a fantasy thn‘t finally
requires the social excommunication of Forster’s two lovers, Maurice Hall
and Alec Scudder. Like The Longest Journey and Howards End, Maurice
concludes with the formation of a new English family, unconventional and
illegitimate, connecting different English types, social positions, and national
locations. The novel’s penultimate chapter binds the bourgeois suburbanite
Hall to the gamekeeper Scudder in a union of lasting love. Forster’s ‘Terminal
Note’ (1960) calls this ‘happy ending’ (M, p. 215) imperative because it
realizes in fiction the homosexual union Edwardian laws and mores made
impossible. Forster’s fantasy of gay love provides Hall and Scud‘dcl.' a
home together in England’s ‘greenwood’, “for the ever and ever that fiction
allows’ (M, pp. 219, 216). But Maurice is crucial in our context not only
because it sustains Forster’s idealisation of rural England and elaborates his
critique of English masculinity. It also interrogates the fantasies of national
reconciliation his English novels render, emphasising the doubts and ambi-
valences that are as characteristic of Forster’s representations of England
as the patriotic desire to locate an essential nation and redress an ailing
nationality.

By situating Hall and Scudder’s refuge in England’s embattled g[‘CeIIW()f]d..
Forster again affirms rural England over suburbia, urbanism, and modernity:
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They must live outside class, without relations or money . .. But England
belonged to them., That, besides companionship, was their reward. Her air
and sky were theirs, not the timorous millions’ who own stuffy lirtle boxes
but never their own souls,

y

(M, p. 207)

This vocabulary of ownership works to authorise Hall and Scudder’s natural
life of love and to connecr it to rural England. But the internal exile they
accept as social outlaws queries the fantasy that England ‘belongs’ to this
new English family and that the countryside will survive modernity’s relent-
less spread. On the evidence of Maurice, indeed, the fictive therapy Forster’s
carlier novels prescribe seems to have failed to cure modern England’s
ills. Maurice’s nation of ‘timorous millions’ remains as immune as Harriet
Herriton to Forster’s lessons of tolerance, passion, and love,

The endings of a number of Forster’s later homosexual stories refuse Hall
and Scudder’s refuge of pastoral fantasy and intensify the pessimistic impli-
cations lurking in Maurice’s conclusion. In ‘Arthur Snatchfold’ (written in
1928), a brief and satisfying sexual encounter between the older, urban busi-
nessman, Sir Richard Conway, and the young country milkman, Arthur
Snatchfold, results in Snatchfold’s arrest and conviction for indecency, a
fate Conway — like Hall and Scudder — narrowly avoids. And in one of
Forster’s last fictions, “The Other Boar’ (written around 1957-8), a race-
crossing, homosexual love affair ends tragically as the result not of intolerant
authorities, but of a young gay Englishman’s internalisation of the English
antipathy to homosexuality. The shipboard affair between the young English
officer, Lionel March, and his mixed-race lover, Cocoanut, eventually pro-
vokes within March a psychic backlash. Overwhelmed by guilt, he terminates
the affair, inciting Cocoa to bite back (literally) and March to strangle his
lover and throw himself overboard. Together, ‘Arthur Snatchfold’ and “The
Other Boat’ interrogate the crossing of different types idealized in the English
novels, exposing doubts and ambivalences alive in ] Forster’s national alle-

gories. (Both stories are in LC, pp. 97—112 and 166-97 respectively.)
Despite their pastoral-idealistic conclusions, their fantasies of national
reconciliation, Forster’s English novels are riddled with anxiety, violence,
and death. In late 1906, Foster delivered a lecture to The Working Men’s
College, concerning ‘Pessimism in Literature’, on modern literature’s dis-
trust of optimism and rejection of the happy endings typical of eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century fiction, Forster explains this literary pessimism to
his audience of culturally ambitious working men - among whom Leonard
Bast might sit - as a result of modern writers’ conviction, derived from their
saturation with ‘the idea of evolution’, that ‘all things change’. Such a world-
view makes ‘separation’ the only convincing way to end a modern fiction
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it’, emphasising the llogicality of her dream that Howards End is the future
as well as the past’. Accordingly, Margaret’s hope evades an important fact
threatening the novel’ edenic conclusion, its pastoral fantasy of national
regeneration: neither Henry’s legal transfer of Howards End to Margaret,
nor his eldest son Charles’ jail term, inhibits Charles’s literal inheritance
of Mrs Wilcox’s Howard blood (English rural gentry) and the perpetua-
tion of the Howard line through his proliferating offspring (‘they breed like
rabbits’ says Miss Avery — one of Forster’s mythic country folk — upset-
ting Margaret (HE, P- 271)). Given Mrs Wilcox’s mystic significance to the
novel and its rendering of her link with Howards End and rural England
as mythic, the spectre of this growing brood of Wilcox competitors for the
inheritance of the (English) earth exerts further pressure on the fantasy that
England’s future lies in a return to rural life and a reconciliation of England’s
classes and class factions, Similarly, Stephen Wonham’s belief at the end of
The Longest Journey that he guides the future of the English ‘race’, that his
thoughts and passions will ‘triumph in England’ (L], p. 289), is menaced by
the ongoing presence of the novel’s reviled suburbanites, Herbert Pembroke,
who becomes a clergyman, and his sister Agnes, who remarries after Rickie’s
death and starts producing children. And while Hall and Scudder’s homosex-
ual union in Maurice may endure ‘for the ever and ever that fiction allows’
(M, p. 216), Forster informs readers that the lovers are condemned by society
to live as outlaws and by ‘Nature’ to ‘8o the way of all sterility” (M, p. 78),
unable to reproduce their love, as can intolerant English heterosexuals like
Charles Wilcox and Agnes Pembroke.

In the end, I want to stress this aesthetic and political ambivalence at the
centre of Forster’s allegories of England and Englishness: their refusal to
resolve competing desires to confront and escape modernity, to assail and
restore England, to prosecute and rehabilitate Englishness. This ambivalence

wholly convincing. But it also explains why Forster’s national allegories are
worth reading and thinking about. For they articulate with particular hon-
esty and interest the aesthetic and political complexities and contradictions
of Forster’s moment, confirming him as one of the most fascinating and
important English writers of the early twentieth century.
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Ile began asking his questions in a low, expressionless
voice, as though this were a routine, a sort of catechism,
most of whose answers were known to him already.

“You are prepared to give your lives?”

“Yes.”

“You are prepared to commit murder?”

“Yes.”

“To commit acts of sabotage which may cause the death
of hundreds of innocent people?”

“Yes.”
“To betray your country to foreign powers?”
“Yes.” (175-76)
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“You are prepared, the two of you, to separate and
never see one another again?”

“No!” broke in Julia.

It appeared to Winston that a long time passed before
he answered. For a moment he seemed even to have been
deprived of the power of speech. (176-77)
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A heavy black volume, amateurishly bound, with no name
or title on the cover. The print also looked slightly irreg-
ular. The pages were worn at the edges, and fell apart
easily, as though the book had passed through many
hands. The inscription on the title-page ran:

THE THEORY AND PRACTICE
OF OLIGARCHICAL COLLECT IVISM

by Emmanuel Goldstein

[Winston began reading.]
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Chapter 1,
IGNORANCE IS STRENGTH

Throughout recorded time, and probably since the end
of the Neolithic Age, there have been three kinds of
people in the world, the High, the Middle, and the Low.
They have been subdivided in many ways, they have
borne countless different names, and their relative num-
bers, as well as their attitude towards one another, have
varied from age to age; but the essential structure of
society has never altered, (188)
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“We are the dead,” he said.

“We are the dead,” echoed Julia dutifully.

“You are the dead,” said an iron voice behind them.

They sprang apart. Winston’s entrails seemed to have
turned into ice. He could see the white all round the
irises of Julia’s eyes. Her face had turned a milky yellow.
The smear of rouge that was still on each cheekbone
stood out sharply, almost as though unconnected with
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ordered.”

2 FAKED O/

“You are the dead,” repeated the iron voice.
“It was behind the picture,” breathed Julia.
«Jt was behind the picture,” said the voice. “Remain

cxactly where you are. Make no movement until you are

(227)
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The book fascinated him, or more exactly it reassured
him. In a sense it told him nothing that was new, but that
was part of the attraction. It said what he would have
said, if it had been possible for him to set his scattered
those that tell you what you know already.
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Sexual intercourse began

In nineteen sixty-three

(Which was rather late for me)




