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Monkey Nuts or Filberts?:

Troubles in D. H. Lawrence’s “Monkey Nuts”

Masazumi Araki

1 A gross history of English studies in Japan

The English studies in Japan has a history of about 100 years. In Britain, it was
established as an academic institution between the late nineteenth century and the
beginning of the twentieth. In Cambridge, for example, the institution was founded at
1919. Accordingly, Japanese institution of English studies started almost in parallel
with those in Britain. According to a famous anecdote, a graduate from Tokyo Impe-
rial University, Soseki Natsume, one of the most famous novelists in the Meiji Era,
went abroad to London in 1900 to study English literature only to find that there was
no English classes at all at the University of London.

The long history of the development of Japanese English Studies can be roughly
divided into four stages.

The first stage is characterized by Japan’s reception of English literary forms:
those of drama, poetry and novel. The energy of the research in this period is di-
rected towards how to master those forms and to produce Japan's own works. During
this period, students of English literature were very active, and at the same time po-
ets, dramatists and novelists. Soseki Natsume (¥ H #), Toson Shimazaki, (51 i
#t) and Ryunosuke Akutagawa (3¢ Il f#li:Z 4t) were among them.

The second stage of the development started when Japanese culture almost ac-
quired English literary forms. Japanese academic scholars of English studies tried to
reach the level Anglo-American scholars achieved. They imitated the forms and con-

(3]
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tents of the English studies in Britain and America.

The third stage is characterized by Japanese academic scholars’ struggle to over-
take Western scholars’ achievement.

Now we are at the fourth stage, which features our attempt to produce our own
mode of English studies. Japanese English studies of the fourth stage has been under
the influence of post-colonial literary theory and cultural studies, and shifted its focus
to the exploration of how English studies has been translated into the Japanese
culture. At the same time, it tries to explore the possibility of reading literary works
in English in terms of the position of the Japanese Subject. Today, I am going to de-
liver my paper from this standpoint.

One of the most advanced academic fields of English studies which address
themselves to this pursuit is, I believe, one of Shakespeare Studies. Shakespeare
Studies in Japan today has treated with Japanese translations of Shakespeare’s works
as its main target of study. Formerly, translations used to be regarded as secondary
and derivative, not original, while today they are treated as what suggests the identity
of the Japanese culture. For example, Ninagawa’s productions of Shakespeare’s plays
have been welcomed as a new, fascinating way of production by English and American
audience. Kurosawa's film based on Macbeth is well-known and influential in the
world. Several animated versions of Romeo and Juliet have been produced. And even
in the British context, younger generations have tried to produce Shakespeare in the
Manga form. Of course, Manga was originated in Japan.

Analogically, then, I should like to foresee how Lawrence studies in Japan will
be. For this purpose, I use Lawrence’s short story “Monkey Nuts” included in his
work England, My England, published on 24th October 1922 by Seltzer in the USA,
to show how it is difficult to translate this work to the other cultures than English
one. To put it another way, it is difficult for us Japanese to understand properly this
work. For this reason, this kind of work is a suitable target of English studies in
Japan. During the exploration, a kind of Englishness will come out.

Since the beginning of English studies in Japan, most scholars pursued what was

regarded as universal in the English literary works; that is, humanity. And today
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within the framework of gender studies, the work has been read as one in which
homo-sociality and homo-sexuality are represented. These topics are quite under-

standable to us Japanese, for they are rather universal topics.

2 Trouble in words

Within the framework of post-structural theories, we should pay more attention
to the terms for matters, but not for mind or spirit. It is because they have been hith-
erto liable to be neglected. In the case of “Monkey Nuts,” such terms will be ‘monkey
nuts’ and ‘filbert.’

The term ‘money nut’ is cited in OED (1989), which gives a definition as ‘a
name for the pea-nut,’ and 5 examples: ‘1880 Encycl. Brit. XI. 221/2 Even in England
large quantities of these ‘monkey nuts’ are consumed by the poorer children’; ‘1892
ZANGWILL Childr. Ghetto 1. iii, There was brisk traffic in toffy and gray peas and
monkey-nuts’; ‘1896 H.L. TANGYE New S. Afr. iv. 297 He brings a whole heap of
sweet potatoes . . . and monkey nuts, the latter being sometimes known as ground, or
pea-nuts’; ‘1916 [see ARACHIS]; ‘1950 T.S. ELIOT Cocktail Party I11. 142 Alex. Three
of us have been out on a tour of inspection of local conditions. Julia. What about? Mon-
key nuts?’ In these citations, we should note that ‘monkey nut’ is connected with ‘the
poorer children,’ ‘Childr. Ghetto,” ‘New S. Afr.,” and ‘potato.” Although OED does not
refer to the fact that the term ‘monkey nut’ is a slang word, some English-Japanese
dictionaries refer to it as a ‘slang word meaning peanut.’

What ‘peanut’ refers to was transported to Japan in the Edo period, and came to
have several Japanese names; ‘tuchi-mame’ (1), ji-mame’ (31 ¥),‘nankin-mame’
(W51), ‘rakkasei’ (#1E4:), ‘peenatsw’ (¥ — ), and so forth. We do not have
any word similar to ‘monkey nuts,” which might be translated into a Japanese word
‘saru-mame’ (% %.). But we have coined no such words. The name ‘nankin-mame’ is
a word which suggests the idea that peanuts were brought from Nankin (i %{), a big
city in China. Often Japanese culture gave a name with ‘nankin’ to any foods brought
from China. ‘Rakkasei,’ originally a Chinese word, suggests peanuts’ peculiar nature;

that is, peanuts do not grow over the ground, but produce themselves under it. Its lit-
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eral meaning is a pea-like food produced after its flower drops.

When we apply the meaning of ‘Nankin-mame’ to one passage of ‘Monkey Nuts,’
obviously enough we cannot understand the last crucial scene of the story where
Miss Stokes ‘turned white — dead white’ and seemed to fall after hearing Joe's call
‘Monkey nuts!’ It is impossible for us to replace ‘Monkey nuts’ with ‘Nankin-mames.’

The related passage is as follows:

It was a cold morning, a grey sky shifting in a cold wind, and threatening rain.
They watched the wagon come up the road and through the yard gates. Miss

Stokes was with her team as usual; her ‘Whoa!’ rang out like a war-whoop.

She faced up at the truck where the two men stood.

‘Joe!’ she called, to the averted figure which stood up in the wind.

‘What?’ He turned unwillingly.

She made a queer movement, lifting her head slightly in a sipping, half-inviting,

half-commanding gesture. And Joe was crouching already to jump off the truck to

obey her, when Albert put his hand on his shoulder.

‘Half a minute, boy! Where are you off? Work’s work, and nuts is nuts. You stop

here.’
Joe slowly straightened himself.
‘Joe!’ came the woman’s clear call from below.
Again Joe looked at her. But Albert’s hand was on his shoulder, detaining him.

He stood half averted, with his tail between his legs.

“Take your hand off him, you!’ said Miss Stokes.
‘Yes, Major,’ retorted Albert satirically.
She stood and watched.

‘Joe!’” Her voice rang out for the third time.

Joe turned and looked at her, and a slow, jeering smile gathered on his face.

‘Monkey nuts!” he replied, in a tone mocking her call.

She turned white — dead white. The men thought she would fall. Albert began
yelling to the porters up the line to come and help with the load. He could yell like
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any non-commissioned officer upon occasion. ! (underlines mine.)

In the story, the word ‘monkey nuts’ becomes a nick-name for Miss Stokes
which is confidentially used between Albert and Joe. It is Miss Stokes that first utters
the word, when she is asked by Albert what ‘M.S.’ means. Of course, ‘M.S.” stands for
Miss Stokes. (Some think that ‘M.S.’ stands for Molly Stokes.) But she insists that it
stands for ‘monkey nuts,’ despite its irregular, queer making. Why queer? It is be-
cause ‘m’ in ‘monkey’ and ‘s’ in ‘nuts’ are irregularly combined to make initials. In
this sense, the phrase ‘monkey nuts’ suggests some trouble. In fact, Albert anxiously
asks, ‘What's the trouble, boy?’ ‘on Saturday afterncon, at about two o’clock,” when
‘Joe received a bolt from the sky — a telegram.” But Joe answers his question, saying
‘No — no trouble —it’s to meet somebody,’” with ‘his eyes in confusion towards his
corporal.’ In Latin ‘trouble’ means ‘confusion.’

In the above-cited passage, ‘a grey sky shifting . . . and threatening rain’ sug-
gests what is going to happen. The situation in which those two men and a lady are
situated is going to change. The word ‘grey’ means an intermediate situation between
white and black, that is not white and not black. The passage relates this idea to Miss
Stokes ‘making a queer movement, lifting her head slightly in a sipping, half-inviting,
half-commanding gesture.’ Actually she is a queer in the sense of being both a woman
and a man, not a woman and not a man. And she has treated with Joe as being half a
man and another half a woman. But Albert tries to persuade him to be a whole man.
This is suggested by his words, ‘Work’s work, and nuts is nuts. You stop here.” Of
course, this ‘here’ denotes the load-carrying platform of the truck on which the men
are standing. At the same time, symbolically, it means ‘the area of manhood.” At the
moment Joe hears Albert’s admonition, he ‘slowly straightened himself.” The word
‘straight’ reminds us of ‘a person who is not homo-sexual, that is hetero-sexual.’ In
this case, this ‘straight’ is in contrast with ‘queer.’ After straightening himself, Joe re-
plies, saying ‘Monkey nuts’ in ‘a tone mocking her call.’” Soon after, Miss Stokes
‘turned white — dead white,’ but not half-white and not half-black.

Then, what aspect of the term ‘monkey nuts’ gives a great shock to Miss
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Stokes? It is Joe who pronounces the word and identifies her with what the term sug-
gests, saying that ‘you are Monkey nuts.” As a slang expression, it has several mean-
ings, one of which is ‘male sexual organs.” Two nuts within a case look like a testicle.
It seems probable that the term was used only within homo-social male circle like an
army or navy regiment, and, according to the genteel tradition, it would not be proper
for ladies to utter the term. A Japanese word ‘Nankin-mame’ does not have such a
usage. This usage only exists within the British culture, especially within a specific

male culture, but not in the Japanese.

3 Trouble in gender

From the start, the story of “Monkey Nuts” tells a kind of gender trouble, to put
it in the term used by Judith Butler. This trouble is caused by several other troubles
in England. The greatest trouble is Society Trouble caused by the World War 1. A lot
of English working men went to the battle fields in the Continent to fight against Ger-
many, so that farming fields in England, for example, suffered from lack of male
hands. The vacant working positions were supplemented with women. Those women
who worked at farms were called ‘land-girls.” Miss Stokes is a leader of land girls of
the land army. On the other hand, Albert and Joe are working there as soldiers dis-
charged from the military service. Miss Stokes is ‘a buxom girl, young,’” but strong
enough to be like a man ‘in linen overalls and gaiters.” She speaks like a man soldier,
and the above-mentioned passage says, ‘her “Whoa!” rang out like a war-whoop.’
This situation suggests a kind of gender trouble.

This text suggests another kind of gender trouble. It is connected with Joe. He is
depicted as a feminized youth. In the story Miss Stokes plays a kind of male part
which men play in a normal gender situation, while Joe does a female part. But Joe
takes back the male attitude at the last scene when he hears what Albert speaks:

‘Half a minute, boy! Where are you off? Work’s work, and nuts is nuts. You
stop here.’

Joe slowly straightened himself.
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Here, Albert tries to straighten some troubles out. This is suggested by his
words, ‘Work’s work, and nuts is nuts. You stop here.’ The sentence ‘Joe slowly
straightened himself’ suggests Joe’s recovery of masculinity, needless to say an erec-
tion of a penis. The sentence can be read as Joe’s slow straightening his self. On the
other hand, that Miss Stokes turns pale means that she also straightens her self. If
she had not turned pale and continued to utter orders, she would have remained in a
gender trouble situation. Before she receives Joe’s unexpected response, she shows

‘a queer movement.’

She made a queer movement, lifting her head slightly in a sipping, half-inviting,
half-commanding gesture. And Joe was crouching already to jump off the truck to
obey her, when Albert put his hand on his shoulder.

The word ‘queer’ might be quite adequate here, because it reminds us of Queer
Theory. But it suggests rather an original meaning ‘oblique.’ The phrase ‘lifting her
head slightly’ refers to it. This obliqueness is contrasted with the word ‘straighten.’
The word ‘inviting’ is connected with femininity, while the word ‘commanding’ with
masculinity. She is quite queer. And the text ends, saying that the war ended, and sug-
gesting that the former social formation will be back.

4 Trouble in the materialist imagination

The work shows another kind of trouble. It is a trouble in the Materialist
Imagination. The word ‘monkey-nut’ suggests not only a nut-like food, but is also
used as a metaphor. We have already suggested its metaphorical meaning of a male
sexual organ. Additionally, it works as another metaphor. ‘Nut’ connotes ‘a nice gay.’
This meaning is suggested by the other word which is associated with another kind of
nut; filbert. Materially speaking, ‘filbert’ stands for a kind of hazel nut. The text of
“Monkey Nuts” shows this word in the phrase; ‘I'm Gilbert, the filbert, colonel of
nuts.” This is part of a very popular song ‘Gilbert the Filbert’ in The Passing Show, the



10

original revue of that title by Herman Finck, produced at the Palace Theatre in Lon-
don on 20th April 1914. ‘The name of Basil Hallam may not be well known today, but
he was very famous up until the end of the First World War. It was the stage name of
Captain Basil Hallam Radford, Royal Flying Corps.” He died in a balloon accident in
1916 for which no exact cause was ever proven.2 Albert whistles the air while he is
with Miss Stokes. In this passage, we can safely say, Albert is suggesting to Miss
Stokes the fact that he is a nice gay while she is not. He intends to mean ‘You are
only a person who monkeys (imitates) a true gay.’

Lawrence further suggests that there is a kind of trouble in Albert’s own
memory. The text shows that Albert recalls the passage ‘I'm Gilbert, the filbert, colo-
nel of nuts” while whistling the air. But this passage is not correct. There is no such
phrase. The sheet music of this song shows; ‘Pm Gil-bert, the Fil-bert, the Knut with
a “K,” The pride of Pic-ca-dil-ly, the bla-se-rou-e. Oh, Ha-des! The la-dies who leave
their wood-en huts, For Gil-bert, the Fil-bert, the Col-‘nel of the Knuts. Knuts.’3 In re-
ality, of course, the error may be ascribed to Lawrence himself,

5 monkey nuts vs. filbert / potatoes vs. bread

While ‘monkey nuts’ grow under the ground, ‘filberts’ do over the ground. A fil-
bert is a true nut in the strict sense of the word. But monkey nuts are under the
ground like potatoes. What monkey nuts materially refer to is also named ‘ground
nuts.” In the Christian societies, the earth is the most revolting among the four ele-
ments, while the air more preferable. According to Catherine Gallagher, in Practicing
New Historicism (University of Chicago Press, 2001), there used to be the potato de-
bate, which was basically a controversy over the relative merits of potatoes and grain
as the staple food of the working poor. It raged with peculiar intensity during the
1790s and the 1830s, both eras of dispute over poor-law policy. The grain is repre-
sented by the Host, the bread being destined to receive Eucharistic Consecration.
Gallagher says, ‘The Host is infinitely more than the physical accidents of the bread,
whereas the potato is ever so much less.” When we connect monkey nuts or peanuts
with potatoes, we can treat filberts like grain. For a filbert derives its name from St.
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Philibert.

And potatoes were associated with the Irish under the colonial government of
England, while peanuts with negro slaves brought from Africa to the USA through
slave trades. Both associations have a long history, which begins since Columbus
reached what is called ‘the New World.’ I have to cut this long story here.

On the other hand, we Japanese have no prejudice towards both potatoes and
peanuts. We love legumes very much. For this reason, we cannot have any appropri-
ate understanding of European prejudice towards legumes. This prejudice is related

to Christianity which values spirit over body.
Notes

1 D, H. Lawrence. England, My England. Penguin Books, 1960, 1986.

2 Ppeter C. Ford, ‘Captain B H Radford Otherwise known as Basil Hallam.’
(http://tinyuri.com/3cc55c¢)

3 httpsy/jscholarship.libraryjhu.edu/handle/1774.2/5351



Overthrowing the Western Authority:

How to Read D. H. Lawrence
In, and After, the Age of “Author’s Death,” or,
How to Overcome Our “Negative” Heritage?

Masashi Asai

In 1992 I published my critical work, Fullness of Being: A Study of D. H.
Lawrence. Fortunately I had several reviews on this book, and one of them, by Pamela
Rooks in the D. H. Lawrence Review, contained a severe comment. The quality of this
“severity” of hers is the issue I would like to talk about today.

After a concise and rather fair reading of my book, she says at the end: “More
distracting to the native-English speaking reader is the frequent idiomatic interfer-
ence caused by subject/verb disagreement, odd phrasing, and the omission of neces-
sary words, often articles. Usually these slips are merely irritating, but on occasion
some genuine, if subtle, confusion of the emphasis results. Liber Press should pro-
vide its Japanese authors with editorial assistance from a native English speaker”
(81). In fact, a fair portion of my book had been proofread by my supervisor, Damian
Grant at the University of Manchester, but that is not the point. What annoyed me
was her almost haughty attitude toward my linguistic ability. What was behind her, ob-
viously, was the “Western Authority” of reading, as it were, and the essential basis of
it was the fact that those works I dealt with in the book were written in her, or their,
language: English. She alludes, or even clearly indicates, that my comprehension of
English is somehow limited and that consists of a part of the limitation, or defects, of
my discussion, without providing actual examples. Moreover, she arrogantly advises
that my publisher should provide “editorial assistance from a native English speaker.”
My proposed discussion here is to point out, and even challenge, some hidden or un-

(12]
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conscious premise that the native speaker can read the text better intrinsically and
inherently.

It is certainly true that a native English speaker could read the text more easily,
but the real point for the future of the reading of Lawrence, or any authors or writers
for that matter, is how much the fact of “being a native speaker” affects the reading of
the text. To a certain, or even great, extent, this fact and the reading of the text go
hand in hand. But, again, the point is: how far? If the answer was “all the way
through,” the non-native speaker of the language is doomed to be a poor reader of the
text. He niight enjoy reading the books written in, say, English, but his say does not
count, and it is intrinsically and structurally so.

You might say that reality refutes this view: that is, so many books of criticism
have been written in non-English languages and they have been warmly welcomed in
the arena of scholarship. But, again, how many, and how warmly? Of course you can
expect some warm comments or compliments when you meet the English-speaking
scholars at international conferences or some similar situations, but you are at once
almost forced to ask yourself: how sincerely or wholeheartedly do they say so? Would
they take it so seriously as to alter the major trends of the scholarship? I am not con-
demning the assumed superiority of the so-called “Western scholars.” I know many
of them who are far from assuming it. But the point here is not the open-mindedness
of the individual scholars or readers of Lawrence, but the whole structure of Law-
rence, or literary, scholarship.

Let me discuss the issue with some examples. One of the first studies on Law-
rence from the non-English, or non-Western sphere was Chaman Nahal's D. H.
Lawrence: An Eastern View. As the title explicitly shows, his “strategy” is to stress
his approach as “Eastern,” as well as the fact that the author is a non-native speaker
from the East. It is in a way a clever turn of “Orientalism” as Said would later dis-
close to his own advantage, but the book has never achieved the position of becoming
a classic of Lawrence scholarship. It is a fine book and I believe still worth reading.
But, putting the evaluation of the book aside, its reception in the West is epitomized

by the very short “Foreword” by Vivian de Sola Pinto in which you find such set
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phrases as “I have enjoyed reading” or “Dr. Nahal has a wide knowledge” or “It cer-
tainly throws light on aspects of Lawrence,” etc. They are, as you might expect, typi-
cal euphemisms that you might use when you are not much interested in the matter.
I am not accusing this famous critic: what I would like to shed light on is his possibly
unconscious patronizing or condescending attitude. Again, my stress is not on the
individual’s fault. The issue is structural: English-speaking readers have been “brain-
washed” into believing that they are naturally better readers, and, for good reasons.
The unfairness of the situation becomes clear when you turn your eyes to the transla-
tion of scholastic books into each other’s language. As you know, there have been
very few, or possibly no, Japanese critical studies of any particular English or Ameri-
can authors, translated into English. On the other hand, in the fields of, say, Japanese
literature or history, quite a few of the studies written in other languages have been
translated into Japanese and some of them have been highly praised: for example,
Henry Scott Stokes’ The Life and Death of Yukio Mishima, or Maurice Pinguet’s La
mort volontaire au Japon (Voluntary Death of Japan).

What I have just said is almost identical with Edward Said’s definition of Oriental-
ism, so you might think that these attitudes are a new version of Orientalism. My con-
tention, however, is to discuss the issue without resentment or enmity which
sometimes flaws the otherwise decisively important and influential theses in Said’s
book; and also without any subservient attitudes toward the “Western authority.” I be-
lieve this is possible 30 years after the publication of Orientalism.

Let us turn our eyes to Lawrence scholarship in the East Asia. The major cen-
ters in this area are Japan and Korea, both have more than one hundred scholars and
have produced a large number of translations and critical works. Unfortunately, how-
ever, these works of criticism have rarely been referred to in other works of criti-
cism, the major reason being that they are written in their own languages: that is, not
in English. There have been complicated discussions in Japan as to why such
“strange” phenomena have appeared in the field of English literary studies. Some are
for it, some against. For example, Yasunari Takada, professor of Tokyo University,
gives a tactful account of the current situation. He says that the most significant ob-
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jective of English studies in Japan has been predominantly how to comprehend and
understand English culture and the Western civilization behind it. He classifies its ma-
jor driving force into three factors: 1. how to adopt Western cultures; 2. idealizing the
West; 3. how to create Japanese national culture utilizing Western models (21). What
he emphasizes is that in the field of English studies in Japan writing articles or books
in English is considered by no means essential. In other words, in the modernizing
process of Japan, English is first and foremost the means to acquire something useful
from the West. The fact that the majority of Japanese, including “professionals,” are
not competitive in writing English is, therefore, simply a natural outcome of the past.

His argument so far is not particularly new, but quite convincing. But his second
contention, which is of central importance to the current discussion, is arguable. He
then poses a question as to whether there is, or will be, such thing as “International
English Studies,” and gives a rather negative answer, saying that “the concept of ‘In-
ternational English Studies’ is awkward,” and “if such a thing is possible, its signifi-
cance is not very clear” (22). Is that so? This mode of thinking is exactly what I call
the “negative heritage” from which we have been suffering. Acknowledging one’s
past and looking forward to one’s future are necessarily intertwined but decisively dif-
ferent affairs. The most important thing is to avoid using the past as an excuse for the
present and the future.

It is a fact that once your book is written either in Japanese or Korean, the
chances of getting a reader outside those language domains become infinitesimal. In
fact, this situation prevails in the global scholarship of English literature. I recently re-
viewed a book, The Reception of D. H. Lawrence in Europe, and was strongly struck by
the fact that in many of the European countries there are quite a few Lawrence schol-
ars who produce quite a number of translations, critical books and articles every year,
but most of those works are never referred to, and probably never read outside the
domain of each language. In most of those countries there are no Lawrence Societies
nor annual bulletins. The academic worlds in these countries are, just like their coun-
terparts in Japan and Korea, secluded from each other; or to be more precise, they se-

clude themselves!
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As I discussed earlier, referring to Prof. Takada, this is a delicate issue, closely
connected with the history of English literary studies, or of the whole study of West-
ern culture for that matter, in each country. There must be good reasons why the
situation is like this. But, as the whole world becomes rapidly globalized not only in
the area of economy but also in the vast fields of culture, academia could not possibly
make itself immune from the great tide.

This certainly relates to the overwhelming presence of the English language in
the world today, and, again, there have been wide and heated discussions on the is-
sues of the domination of English language, often in the context of cultural or linguis-
tic imperialism. In Japan we have recently had a hot debate over whether or not to
make English the second official language. At the same time, as far as you are a
scholar of English literature, you are obliged to feel the strong pressure of writing
your thesis or book in English. Considering these trends and situations in the world
as well as in East Asia, it seems to me that we have almost arrived at the point where
the scholars even in the disciplines of humanities should attend to the great trend of
“intellectual globalization.” The good old days are, maybe not gone, but definitely go-
ing away. We have been in the “lukewarm water” of the so-called “English literary
world” either in Japan or Korea, where we have been so complacent in writing what-
ever and whenever you want in your own native language. But in the meantime we
have been forced to face the fact that those products of our “blood and tears” have
been largely neglected or ignored.

Even if you write in “their language,” the best you could get is a warm smile and
some nice comments from the English-speaking scholars at gala dinner at a
conference. This is not an ironic or even masochistic picture. My point here is that
we have finally come to the stage where we have to be taken seriously in the global
arena in our readings of Lawrence or any other writers. And I believe we have be-
come quite competent. This belief of mine has been encouraged when I attended vari-
ous international conferences and had chances to listen to the many different papers
read, and to compare those presented by both English-speaking and non-English-
speaking scholars.
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Dieter Mehl and Christa Jansohn, the editors of The Reception of D. H. Lawrence
in Europe write: “Much of the ‘academic’ reception of Lawrence in the German-
speaking community is more nearly dependent on British and American Lawrence
scholarship and criticism than on the genuine interest of the average German reader.
International trends and fashions of literary criticism are often reflected in the
themes of German publications, though there are more original and specific issues
due to different scholarly traditions.” They seem to speak without much irony, but
the point they humbly propose is exactly what I have been problematizing here.
There is of course no need to exaggerate the cultural or social differences between
the Anglo-American cultures, the matrix of Lawrence’s literature, and the culture you
belong to, but it is crucial to be aware of “the genuine interest of the average reader”
and “more original and specific issues” of your own cultural and social sphere. Mehl
and Jansohn half proudly add that in Germany and Europe “Several monographs, of-
ten doctoral dissertations, and a great number of essays were published, some on
rather traditional themes, yet others with a more independent and original approach”
(71). This is what we want to see in the academic world of Asia.

In fact, we have one strong example of this “original approach” in the late Take-
hiko Terada’s astonishingly powerful reading of Lawrence. I'm not going to discuss
his interpretation of Lawrence’s works, but what matters here is his dauntless atti-
tude toward English-American critics: “What I always feel about these studies by
English or American critics is a very impolite one; that is: have they ever read
Lawrence in terms of ‘really read’?” (218). Even E R. Leavis's reading of Lawrence
is “quite irrelevant” and “far from genuine reading” (510-11). Though certainly
“impolite,” it is this spirit that we need to share. The point he wants to make here is
that even the reading of an “authoritative” critic should be challenged, and the read-
ing of a non-native English speaker could be as convincing as that of English speaker.

I'm not saying that we should Japanize or Koreanize Lawrence. Far from it. What
we should do is to convince the Western reader that our approach and reading has cer-
tain merits which the general readers of the West tend to dismiss or overlook, or

even never think about. The general reader of the West, including critics, have natu-



18

ral inclinations to see Lawrence or any other particular author or thinker as a part of
their cultural heritage, as a product of their own cultural contexts. Of course this is a
matter of fact, but what is astonishing in this globalizing world is that once these
authors or thinkers have some sort of genius which has universal appeal, they are al-
ready “world heritage” who require due treatment. This is where the non-English
reader of Lawrence should contribute to a “universal” reading of Lawrence. This is in
a way retrieving Lawrence from the unconscious possession of the West into a more
proper setting — an open world arena of reading, so to say. And the time is ripe, since
the “author is dead.” As Foucault says, “It doesn’t matter who speaks” (70).
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So much for the general introduction to this symposium. What I and the two
other speakers will do is the attempt at realizing this grand proposal. First, I will talk
about how Lawrence and Yukio Mishima see and understand death, with special refer-
ences to Martin Heidegger and Maurice Pinguet. Then Prof. Hwang will talk on
Apocalypse, and finally Prof. Ota will discuss “Lawrence and Postimperial English
Culture.”



Visions of Death:

Lawrence, Mishima, and Heidegger

Masashi Asai

Death is certainly the most problematic and enigmatic phenomenon for man, and
literature and philosophy have been laboriously tackling it. The most characteristic
Lawrentian view of death is his emphasis on the continuity of life and death. Watching
a painting in a tomb of Tarquinia, he is strongly convinced that “For the life on earth
was so good, the life below could but be a continuance of it. This profound belief in
life, acceptance of life, seems characteristic of the Etruscans” (Etruscan Places 134).
“They seem to have had a strong feeling for taking life sincerely as a pleasant thing.
Even death was a gay and lively affair” (“Making Love to Music” Phoenix, 164).

Mishima’s view of death, quite contrary to Lawrence, is a reflection of his pro-
foundly negative view of life: for him, life is a “void of the progressive, that may go on
for ever while one waits for an absolute that may never come ...” (Sun and Steel 68).
I said “quite contrary to Lawrence,” but of course Lawrence is very familiar with this
nihilistic feeling of “void.” Many of his characters are agonized by it. Anton Skreben-
sky in The Rainbow, for example, responding to Ursula’s question: “Why would you
like to go [to war]?” says: “I should be doing something, it would be genuine. It’s a
sort of toy-life, as it is” (288). This is essentially the same view of life as Mishima’s.

Lawrence’s ultimate nihilism is embodied in Gudrun and Gerald in Women in
Love. Lawrence explicates it through Birkin: “We always consider the silver river of
life ... But the other is our real reality ... that dark river of dissolution ... When the
stream of synthetic creation lapses, we find ourselves part of the inverse process, the
flood of destructive creation. Aphrodite is born in the first spasm of universal dissolu-

tion — then the snakes and swans and lotus — marsh flowers — and Gudrun and Gerald
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- born in the process of destructive creation” (172). Heavily laden with typical Law-
rentian metaphors and symbols, the essence of the passage is that Gudrun and Gerald
are the products of a “destructive creation,” and as such, they are doomed to live
Mishima’s “void of the progressive.”

Lawrence’s view of death is naturally reflected in his novels. He describes many
death scenes, but what strikes us is the almost cruel dealing with some of the char-

acters’ deaths. Thomas Crich, Gerald’s father, dies agonizingly:

Suddenly he [Gerald] heard a strange noise. Turning round, he saw his father’s
eyes wide open, strained and rolling in a frenzy of inhuman struggling. Gerald
started to his feet, and stood transfixed in horror.

“Wha—a—ah-h-h— ” came a horrible choking rattle from his father’s throat,
the fearful, frenzied eye, rolling awfully in its wild fruitless search for help,
passed blindly over Gerald, then up came the dark blood and mess pumping over
the face of the agonised being, the tense body relaxed, the head fell aside, down
the pillow.

Gerald stood transfixed, his soul echoing in horror. (333)

The death depicted here is horrible, full of horror, all the way through, without
any sign of release or emancipation. That is because, as we are told, “the father’s will
never relaxed or yielded to death,” and that is why he “dies slowly, terribly slowly,”
which in turn makes Gerald hope “to find his father passes away at last” (321-22). It
is a striking idiosyncrasy in Lawrence to relate human will with his or her attitude to
death, with a strong negation against willful clinging to life.

Another famous scene is Paul’s mother’s death in Sons and Lovers. Paul says to
Clara: “She will never give in ... my mother’s people ... are stubborn people, and
won’t die.” He also says: “There are different ways of dying,” which means not to be
“pushed from behind, inch by inch” (471). Because she clings to life with a stubborn
will, he says that “I wish she'd die” (472); and finally he, with his sister Annie, gives

his mother “all the morphia pills there were.” Then the author immediately
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comments: “Then they both laughed together like two conspiring children. On top of
all their horror flicked this little sanity” (479). Because of this “sanity,” which Gerald
lacks, Paul “successfully” gives his mother a “different way of dying.” But the death
here is a horrible thing all the same.

The death of Diana in Women in Love is described in the same way. In the tur-
moil of searching for the missing Diana, Birkin coldly asserts: “I don’t mind about the
dead ... once they are dead. The worst of it is, they cling on to the living, and won't let
g0 .... Better she were dead — she’ll be much more real” (185). Then he expresses
the core of his philosophy on life and death: “There is life which belongs to death, and
there is life which isn’t death” (186). Lawrence’s fierce attack on “clinging on to the
living and won't let go” is based on this philosophy. The death after such a clinging is
always full of horror and not real. Man, Lawrence would have assumed, should die
bravely and willingly when the time comes, and only then, the continuity of life and
death is realized. If one clings to life with one’s will, one’s death is only an annihila-
tion of life.

Mishima also emphasizes the importance of “manly” death, without ugly cling-
ing to life, but there is one important difference: the reason for their abhorrence of at-
tachment to life. In Mishima’s case, he abhors the attachment because it betrays
beauty: beauty of man and of life itself. He says: “When man wants only to live beau-
tifully, and die beautifully, we have to acknowledge that the attachment to life always
betrays the beauty” (Hagakure Nyumon 20). It is precisely this consciousness of
beauty that divides Lawrence’s vision of death from that of Mishima's.

They both see that the present state of man is in the “dark river of dissolution”
or in the “void of the progressive.” Above all, they both acknowledge that this is in a

way an inevitable situation. In “The Crown,” Lawrence says:

So circumscribed within the outer nullity, we give ourselves up to the flux of
death, to analysis, to introspection, to mechanical war and destruction, to hu-
manitarian absorption in the body politics, the poor, the birth-rate, the mortality
of infants ... Qur every activity is the activity of disintegration, of corruption, of
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dissolution, whether it be our scientific research, our social activity ... The activ-
ity of death is the only activity. It is like the decay of our flesh, and every new
step in decay liberates a sensation, keen, momentarily gratifying, or a conscious
knowledge of the parts that made a whole; knowledge equally gratifying. (Phoenix
11 392)

Both authors grasp the essential human situation, which is succinctly expressed
above, and yet, the “desirable” death in their views is almost opposite. The “beauti-
ful” death that Mishima desires is, to Lawrence’s eyes, entirely going against nature.
Shigekuni Honda, the narrator of Mishima’s Magnus opus, the tetralogy The Sea of
Fertility, believes that he has seen some people who are “endowed with the faculty to
cut time short at the pinnacle.... What power, poetry, bliss!” (The Decay of the Angel
106-07). This belief has the firm basis of his philosophy: “Just a little more and time
will be at the peak and without pausing it will begin its descent. Most people beguile
the downward course by taking in the harvest. And what is that? The trails and the
waters are only plunging downward. Endless physical beauty. That is the special pre-
rogative of those who cut time short. Just before the pinnacle when time must be cut
short is the pinnacle of physical beauty” (107) . What an extreme, and yet in a way me-
diocre, view! This psychology could be explained in a contrary way by the above quo-
tation from Lawrence, that is: “It is like the decay of our flesh, and every new step in
decay liberates a sensation, keen, momentarily gratifying, or a conscious knowledge
of the parts that made a whole; knowledge equally gratifying.” Mishima obviously
could not stand the decay of the flesh, and a keen, gratifying sensation comes from
the willful act of stopping time, that is, stopping one’s life. Why does Mishima think
so? Again, he gives an explicit explanation: “Senility was a proper ailment of both the
spirit and the flesh, and the fact that senility was an incurable disease meant that ex-
istence was an incurable disease. It was a disease unrelated to existential theories,
the flesh itself being the disease, latent death” (The Decay of the Angel 209-10). How
desperate these words sound! For Mishima, Lawrence’s assertion that “The activity

of death is the only activity,” is merely a matter of fact. His only wish, therefore, is
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how to bring the body, which has an intrinsic disease, to an end, beautifully.
Let us turn our eyes to what Heidegger has to say on death as a useful

reference. Toward the end of Being and Time, he says:

The more authentically Dasein resolves —and this means that in anticipating
death it understands itself unambiguously in terms of its ownmost distinctive
possibility — the more unequivocally does it choose and find the possibility of its
existence, and less does it do so by accident. Only by the anticipation of death is
every accidental and ‘provisional’ possibility driven out. Only Being-free for
death, gives Dasein its goal outright and pushes existence into its finitude. Once
one has grasped the finitude of one’s existence, it snatches one back from the
endless multiplicity of possibilities which offer themselves as closest to one —
those of comfortableness, shirking, and taking things lightly — and brings Dasein
into the simplicity of its fate [Schicksals).(435)

Never mind if you do not understand the passage outright. Heidegger is notorious for
the intangibility of his discussion. Anyway, what he says in the latter part of the quota-
tion is very similar to what Lawrence and Mishima say by phrases such as the “dark
river of dissolution” or the “void of the progressive.” In fact, Heidegger symbolically
calls the human situation “falling.” But how about the former half? Does the “antici-
pation of death” have kinship, with Lawrence or Mishima? Heidegger’s own phras-
ings, such as “Only Being-free for death, gives Dasein its goal outright and pushes
existence into its finitude,” and the following one suggests a very strong kinship with

Mishima.

If Dasein, by anticipation, lets death become powerful in itself, then, as free
for death, Dasein understands itself in its own superior power, the power of its fi-
nite freedom, so that in this freedom, which ‘is’ only in its having chosen to make
such a choice, it can take over the powerlessness of abandonment to its having

done so, and can thus come to have a clear vision for the accidents of the Situa-
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tion, that has been disclosed....

Fate is that powerless superior power ... Only if death, guilt, conscience, free-
dom, and finitude reside together equiprimordially in the Being of an entity as
they do in care, can that entity exist in the mode of fate; that is to say, only then
can it be historical in the very depths of its existence. (Being and Time 436-37)

This seems almost as powerful an apologia for Mishima’s death as his own Sun and
Steel, which is a very logical explanation as to why he had to die in that way.

Lawrence would, almost definitely, and categorically, deny such a vision of death.
He hatefully says:

In self-assertive courage a man may smile serenely amid the most acute pain
of death, like a Red Indian of America. He may perform acts of stupendous
heroism. But this is a courage of death. The strength to die bravely is not
enough.

Where has there been on earth a finer courage of death and endurance than in
the Red Indian of America? And where has there been more complete absence of
the courage of life? Has not this super-brave savage maintained himself in the
conceit and strength of his own will since time began, as it seems?... he needs
the outward torture to correspond with the inward torment of the restricted
spirit.... And the Red Indian finds relief in the final tortures of death, for these
correspond at last with the inward agony of the cramped spirit.... (“Reality of
Peace,” Phoenix 671-72)

What strikes us is his usual fierceness in attacking what he cannot accept. But
Mishima says virtually the same thing concerning his coming, and planned death. He
“reveals” to us that the real cause of his death, and thus the fount of his “courage of

death,” is the agonizing contradiction of “seeing and existing.”

... if one wants to identify seeing and existing, the nature of self-awareness
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should be made as centripetal as possible. If one can direct the eye of self-aware-
ness so intently towards the interior and the self that self-awareness forgets the
outer forms of existence, then one can “exist” as surely as the “I” in Amiel’s
Diary. But this existence is of an odd kind, like a transparent apple whose core is
fully visible from the outside; and the only endorsement of such existence lies in
words. (Sun and Steel 64)

Here he says the real origin of this agony is his life activity: writing, or “endorsing
odd existence by words.” At this stage of his life his endurance of such a split comes

closer to its limit. Thus he says:

... The apple certainly exists, but to the core this existence as yet seems inade-
quate; if words cannot endorse it, then the only way to endorse it is with the eyes.
Indeed, for the core the only sure mode of existence is to exist and to see at the
same time. There is only one method of solving this contradiction. It is for a knife
to be plunged deep into the apple so that it is split open and the core is exposed to
the light ... Yet then the existence of the cut apple falls into fragments; the core of
the apple sacrifices existence for the sake of seeing.

When I realized that the perfect sense of existence that disintegrated the very
next moment could only be endorsed by muscle, and not by words, I was already
personally enduring the fate that befell the apple. (65-6)

To reconcile the contradiction of “seeing and existing,” which is also a life-long theme
in Lawrence, Mishima decides to throw away words which could only endorse the
“odd kind of existence,” and to plunge into an actual act using his own muscles. What
he wants first and foremost is the “perfect sense of existence,” and if he can get this,
it does not matter if it “disintegrates the very next moment.” For Lawrence, on the
contrary, the “perfect sense of existence” is something more stable and long lasting.
Towards the end of his own death, Lawrence comes to identify this sense with the
oblivion which death assures, but that is a natural, not willful, death.“The Ship of
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Death” is a clear manifestation of this belief.

Mishima definitely admits that he “needs the outward torture to correspond with
the inward torment,” but not of the “restricted or cramped spirit.” What he says in
the above quotation is, almost completely contrary to Lawrence, that “courage of
death” guarantees “courage of life,” or rather, it should do so, because only “courage
of death” guarantees the “perfect sense of existence” or “euphoric sense of pure be-
ing” (Sun and Steel 65-66), which is the core that endorses the “courage of life.”

The resolute action that Mishima took may be an example of Heidegger's idea of
what “anticipation of death” creates. It is difficult to say that Mishima comes to, as
Heidegger says, “exist in the mode of fate; that is to say, only then can it be historical
in the very depths of its existence,” but we have seen that he was very conscious of
his own fate, and that consciousness of his was intrinsically concerned with the fate of
Japan.

Maurice Pinguet is one of the most sympathetic critics of the Japanese tradition
of “taking one’s own life.” He says, commenting on the double suicides of the Kus-
unoki Masashige and Masasue brothers:

At the verge of death, they express Oedipus’s last words, which stun the
people: “All well.”... They embody the Nietzchean moral principle that comes
out of the philosophy of “eternal return.” Such a beautiful last moment, without
any regrets or reconsideration, represents not desire to finish this life quickly

but to live to the very last moment, which is pure and innocent love of life. (224)

Having come to a full understanding of their fate, the Kusunoki brothers willingly
gave their lives to the good of their cause.
Pinguet says more boldly on the death of Mishima in concluding his book:

When death’s continual challenge against will is awakened in encountering a
certain situation, the void of death, which is a stumbling block to man, appears
with a sharp sword in hand, so does human existence with its deep mystery. At
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that very moment, an extremely radical action exemplifies the incomparable su-

premacy of man who can take his own life. (605)

There is no doubt that Lawrence shows absolute disapproval of this view. “Man who
can take his own life” only possesses “courage of death” which is categorically differ-
ent from “courage of life.” The “incomparable supremacy of man” to him is man’s abil-
ity to attain “To its own fullness of being, its own living self,” and such a man
“hecomes unique, a nonpareil. It has its place in the fourth dimension, the heaven of
existence, and there it is perfect, it is beyond comparison” (Reflections on the Death of
Porcupine 358). To such a man, the will that “can give himself a death” is nothing but
an obstacle to attain such an existence.

These two visions of death seem too contrary to reconcile. Ruth Benedict, in her
classical study of Japanese culture, says:

Japan, with a vital love of finitude which reminds one of the ancient Greeks, un-
derstands the technical practices of Yoga as being a self-training in perfection, a
means whereby a man may obtain that ‘expertness’ in which there is not the

thickness of a hair between a man and his deed. (241)

By changing the “practices of Yoga” to kendo and bodybuilding, this passage could be
a very precise picture of what Mishima was after. His love of the ancient Greeks is
well known, and the most important motto of his late years is “chi-gyo icchi” (perfect
correspondence of knowledge and deed), which is one of the major theses of “Yo-mei
gaku” (philosophy of Wang Yang-ming). Obviously this philosophy has a very close
link to the spirit of Hagakure that he loves as a principle of life. In this healthy (at
least for him)principle of life, thought on death is a necessary ingredient. In the age
of “rational, humanistic thought,” Mishima says, “it is forgotten that it is vital for the
health of mind to bring death to the surface of consciousness” (Hagakure Nyumon
27). This is akin to the spirit of Heidegger.

Lawrence would never deny this view, but how to bring it to consciousness is
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the key issue. As we have seen, to him, taking thought of death as seriously as
Mishima or Kilirov, or Stavrogin in Dostoevsky’s The Possessed, to the extent of put-
ting it into practice, is merely an expression of “courage of death” which is not
enough to have “fullness of being.”

Henry Miller wrote Reflections on the Death of Mishima soon after the incident.
He says of his motive for writing: “his death, the manner and purpose of it ... caused
me ... to reexamine my own conscience”(13). Having said so, he speculates on his
death and his works, and in the second part he even tries to have an imaginative con-
versation with Mishima in limbo. Despite all these attempts, however, one cannot
help feeling that Miller is a completely different soul to Mishima, making one wonder
why he takes so much interest in him. The bottom line of his view of Mishima is:
“His utter seriousness, it seems to me, stood in Mishima’s way” (21). He frequently
mentions Zen masters who he adores in contradistinction to Mishima’s views and
deeds, and says: “Obsessed by love of things of the spirit, everlasting things, how
could he help but be an exile among us?”(32). The cure he advises to Mishima’s
agony is the “joy of sheer nonsense.” “Nonsense is the antidote to the monotony and
emptiness created by our continual striving for order, our order, the antidote to our
compulsive efforts to find meaning and purpose where there is none”(33). This
surely is an inappropriate advice to Mishima. Miller in this respect is rather a kin
spirit to Lawrence(we should remember his book D. H. Lawrence: A Passionate
Appreciation). Lawrence in one period was criticized as humorless, but it is now
widely acknowledged that he is sometimes very humorous. He certainly does not use
“nonsense” as an antidote to his serious discussions, but he is also an invincible advo-
cate against “compulsive efforts” and “caring.” Miller and Lawrence also share the
idea of, to use Aldous Huxley’s phrase, “Cosmic pointlessness.” As the basis of this
term Huxley quotes Lawrence’s words: “There is no point .... Live and let live, love
and let love, flower and fade, and follow the natural curve, which flows on, pointless”
(xviii). Miller’s view is essentially in the spirit of Zen or Taoism; Lawrence’s stance
is more complicated, but has certain similarities.

Mishima, on the other hand, is a man of “compulsive efforts,” rigorous principle,
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and meticulous life style. His vision of death differs accordingly. In the morning of the
day of his determined suicide, he left the last manuscript of his last work, The Decay
of the Angel on the desk, along with a piece of paper on which was written: “Life is
short, but I want to live forever” (Scott Stokes 333). Such words would never come
out of a man who believes in “cosmic pointlessness.” He definitely believes in the
eternity of life, life in death, and disemboweling himself is a powerful medicine, al-
most poison, and his fatal strategy, to accomplish this last wish of his. To the very last
moment of his life, he is an honest follower of his own words: “There is such a thing
as sane insanity” (Hagakure Nyumon 11).

Works Cited

Benedict, Ruth. Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of Japanese Culture. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1946.

Heidegger, Martin. Being and Time. Trans. John Macquarrie & Edward Robinson.
New York: Harper & Row, 1962.

Huxley, Aldous, ed. “Introduction.” The Letters of D. H. Lawrence. London: Heine-
mann, 1932.

Lawrence, D. H. Mornings in Mexico and Etruscan Places. Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1975.

______. Phoenix. Ed. Edward D. McDonald. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1978.

. Phoenix II. Ed. Warren Roberts and Harry T. Moore. Harmondsworth: Pen-
guin, 1978,

. The Rainbow. Ed. Mark Kinkead-Weekes. Cambridge: Cambridge UF, 1989.

. Reflections on the Death of a Porcupine and Other Essays, Ed. Michael
Herbert. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1988.

. Sons and Lovers. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1975.

. Women in Love. Ed. David Farmer, Lindeth Vasey and John Worthen. London:
Penguin, 1995.

Miller, Henry. Reflections on the Death of Mishima. Santa Barbara, Ca.: Capra Press,
1972.



30

Mishima, Yukio. Hagakure Nyumon [Introduction to Hagakure). Shinchosha, 1983.

__ . Sun and Steel. Trans. John Bester. Tokyo, New York & San Francisco: Kodan-
sha International, 1980

__ . The Decay of the Angel. Trans. Edward G. Seidensticker. New York: A. Knopf,
1974.

Pinguet, Maurice. Jishi no Nihonshi(La mort volontaire au Japon [Voluntary Death of
Japan)). Trans. Takeuchi Nobuo. Chikuma Shobo, 1992.

Scott Stokes, Henry. Mishima Yukio Shi to Shinjitsu (The Life and Death of Yukio
Mishima) . Trans. Tokuoka Takao. Daiyamondosha, 1985.



Apocalypse and Lawrence’s Thinking on
Collectivity

Jung-A Hwang

I. From Individuality to Collectivity

‘Individuality’ is one of the most salient words in Lawrence’s work. He emphasizes
through most of his writings that man is, and should be, ‘a spontaneous and single in-
dividual’ which can never be reduced to a unit of a whole. Understandably, this empha-
sis is often accompanied with his criticism of ‘En-masse’ or ‘One Identity.’ In some of
his later poems and essays, however, one can also discern an apparently different line
of thoughts. These thoughts not only present words like ‘connection,’ or ‘a collective
whole,” but also, on some occasions, even foreground them. While one should not im-
mediately conclude that it reflects Lawrence’s intention to take back all that he had
said about individuality, this shift in emphasis, from individuality to collectivity, is im-
portant enough to deserve close attention.

In Apocalypse, the emphasis on collectivity coincides with Lawrence’s evaluation
of John’s “Revelation.” As a matter of fact, Lawrence here criticizes Christianity on
the ground that it does not properly deal with a collective part of human life, and he
goes on to offer his own concept of collectivity as an authentic basis for community. I
will discuss Lawrence’s thinking on collectivity in Apocalypse, situating it within the
context of recent theoretical reinterpretations of Christianity by Alain Badiou and
Slavoj Zizek.

What urges these theorists to revisit Christian discourse is obviously the fact
that religion once again seems to claim central status in political and cultural arena
these days. As a theoretical response to the reemergence of religion, Badiou and
Zizek seek to find a singular and alternative form of universalism through a reinter-
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pretation of Christian discourse, especially of St. Paul’s. These theorists are particu-
larly relevant in that, in contrast with Lawrence, they turn to Christianity to find an
answer to the problem of community in today’s world. They believe that this Chris-
tian universalism enables us to properly tackle the problem of communitarian or iden-
titarian particularism, that is, identity-based exclusive adherence to one’s own
community.

So, first I will examine Lawrence’s critique of Christianity in Apocalypse, focus-
ing on his thinking on collectivity, and then continue to compare Lawrence’s critique
and Badiou and Zizek’s reinterpretation of Christianity. Since these theorists explic-
itly or implicitly make reference to Nietzsche's famous critique of Christianity, I will
also discuss Nietzsche's ideas. As T. R. Wright suggests, Nietzsche also “provided
Lawrence with the prime example of a critique of Christianity” (Wright 36) and,
thus, made up an important theoretical background for Lawrence’s argument.

Lastly, I will attempt to imagine a way to combine these two apparently contrast-
ing attitudes towards Christianity and collectivity by disturbing and realigning certain
‘couplings’ in those ideas. And I will argue that Lawrence actually suggests a clue to
set a virtuous circle in motion between particularism and universalism, proving him-
self a positive point of reference for the recent theoretical and political projects with
Christianity.

II. Collectivity and Lawrence’s Critique of Christianity

In Apocalypse, Lawrence asserts that there are multiple, heterogeneous layers to
John’s “Revelation,” which clearly indicates that the text was written and rewritten
over time. What interests Lawrence most is the original pagan layer. According to
Lawrence, this pagan layer had been smeared and distorted by Jewish and Christian
apocalyptists. They tried to moralize or allegorize the text, but fortunately a certain
amount of pagan elements had survived revisions, enabling us to take a glimpse of a
great, pagan way of perception. Basically, Lawrence’s major project with John’s “Reve-
lation” lies in his attempt to save those remaining pagan elements from the Jewish

and Christian revisions. He also points out that the moralizing revisions have a lot to
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do with a repulsively self-righteous, vindictive desire to overthrow every strong and
powerful thing in the world and eventually to wipe out the whole universe. And this
apocalyptic desire is nothing other than a frustrated power-worship, he comments.
As I mentioned earlier, Lawrence’s critique of Christianity in Apocalypse involves
the shift toward collectivity. The main point of his critique is that Christianity is an
evasion. Lawrence said, “The Christian doctrine of love even at its best was an eva-
sion” (A 67), and what he meant by an evasion is that Christianity does not properly
address human nature, the collective side of human nature in particular. As long as
the teaching of Jesus is “for individuals alone” (A 67) and that only “for aristocrats,
aristocrats of the spirit” (A 68), Jesus himself bears responsibility of the above-

mentioned perverted revisions.

Because, as a matter of fact, when you start to teach individual self-realisation
to the great masses of people, who when all is said and done are only fragmen-
tary beings, incapable of whole individuality, you end by making them all envious,
grudging, spiteful creatures. Anyone who is kind to man knows the fragmentari-
ness of most men, and wants to arrange a society of power in which men fall
naturally into a collective wholeness, since they cennot have an individual
wholeness. (A 145)

In short, Jesus could not clearly see the reality and gave humanity a teaching too
difficult for most of them to follow. The teaching became a burden to them, but they
could not openly resist it since they knew it was something good. According to
Lawrence, that is why there came out moralizing and, at the same time, vindictive
revisions.

To put it in another Lawrentian term, Christianity neglects the ‘power’ principle
of life. Lawrence criticizes Jesus, and for that matter St. Paul as well, in that they re-
fused to rule on earth and withdrew their strength from earthly rule and earthly pow-
er, leaving ‘the great masses of people’ to the hands of the ‘weak and pseudo-humble’
who know only a base sort of power, or authority. Thus, again, distortion creeps in.
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Lawrence says:

Jesus gave the ideal for the Christian individual, and deliberately avoided giv-
ing an ideal for the State or the Nation. When he said “Render unto Caesar that
which is Caesar’s,” he left to Caesar the rule of men’s bodies, willy-nilly: and
this threatened terrible danger to a man’s mind and soul. . . . He [Jesus] left it to
John of Patmos [the known author of “Revelation”] . . . to formulate the Chris-
tian vision of the Christian State. John did it in the Apocalypse. It entails the de-
struction of the whole world, and the reign of saints in ultimate bodiless glory.
Or it entails the destruction of all earthly power, and the rule of an oligarchy of
martyrs. (A 145-46)

In this respect, Lawrence’s Apocalypse might be viewed as his attempt to rewrite

Apocalypse based on a consideration of human nature in its entirety. As observed

above, it is true that, even in this essay, Lawrence occasionally expresses his con-

tempt for “fragmentary beings” “incapable of whole individuality.” At those moments,

he himself, not unlike Jesus, still seems to maintain the priority of individuality. But

in Apocalypse and other works where he deals with Christianity, what he ultimately

and firmly acknowledges is that no one can be a pure individual and the word ‘collec-

tive’ does not exclusively refer to weakness.

My soul knows that I am part of the human race, my soul is an organic part of
the great human soul, as my spirit is part of my nation. In my own very self,  am
part of my family. There is nothing of me that is alone and absolute except my
mind, and we shall find that the mind has no existence by itself, it is only the glit-
ter of the sun on the surface of the water. So that my individualism is really an
illusion. I am a part of the great whole, and I can never escape. But I can deny
my connections, break them, and become a fragment. Then I am wretched. (4
149)
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In view of that recognition, when Lawrence states “Pure Christianity anyhow
cannot fit a nation or society at large. . . . The collective whole must have some other
inspiration” (A 73), one might almost expect that he would go on to present his own
alternative idea on how society or nation should be ruled, how earthly power should
be wielded. But, not entirely surprisingly, he betrayed this expectation and apparently
went even further off from these earthly, collective matters. He turned to the cos-
mos, instead.

At the end of Apocalypse, Lawrence says, “what man most passionately wants is
his living wholeness and his living unison.” And significantly, for him, that means es-
tablishing “the living organic connections, with the cosmos, the sun and earth, with
mankind and nation and family.” The closest to a practical message we can get from
him is, “Start with the sun, and the rest will slowly, slowly happen” (4 149). Then, is
this yet another evasion? Is this another, even further withdrawal from earthly pow-
er? Or, will this turning to the cosmos prove an authentic way down to earth?

We should first note here that Lawrence’s ‘living wholeness’ covers not only hu-
man organizations but also ‘the cosmos, the sun and earth.” Nor is it mere rhetoric,
considering his advice to start with the sun. Lawrence asserts, “The cosmos is a vast
living body, of which we are still parts” and “the sun is a great heart whose tremors
run through our smallest veins” (4 77).

Another interesting thing is that Lawrence does not seem to feel it necessary to
make any distinction between the connection with the cosmos and that with mankind,
or between the connection with mankind and that with nation, and so on. At the same
time, the emphasis on the organic whole or the living connection does provoke suspi-
cions of totalitarianism, nationalism, or other community-based, exclusionist
particularisms. As Anne Fernihough rightly observed, the fluctuation in the appraisal
of concept of the organic acts as a decisive factor in Lawrence’s reputation
(Fernihough 5-9). In fact, it is also closely related to what Badiou and Zizek try to

fight against with their versions of Christianity.
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IIL Badiou’s and Zizek’s Reinterpretation of Christianity and Universalism
For Badiou and Zizek, the evasion, which is Lawrence’s main point in his critique
of Christianity, is exactly the first inevitable step to universalism as they define it. In
his book, St. Paul: The Foundation of Universalism, Badiou argues that St. Paul estab-
lished universalism by disconnecting Christianity from its origin, i.e. from Judaic com-
munity and by persisting with entirely indifferent attitudes towards any matters
related to communities. On the whole, Badiou’s analysis revolves around the concept
of ‘truth.” Truth, Badiou explains, never takes root in any kind of identity attributed to
any form of community, and St. Paul’s unprecedented achievement consists in “sub-
tracting truth from the communitarian grasp, be it that of a people, a city, an empire,
a territory, or a social class” (Badiou 5). With regard to its non-identitarian or non-
communitarian nature, truth is “immediately universalizable” (Badiou 11), which
means that it is universalizable to anyone who is commensurate with it. Thus comes

in equality as a necessary correlate of universality.

Paul himself is entirely of Jewish culture and cites the Old Testament far more
frequently than the putative words of the living Christ. But although the event
[the truth-event] depends on its site iz its being, it must be independent of it in
its truth effects. Thus, it is not that communitarian marking (circumcision, rites,
the meticulous observance of the Law) is indefensible or erroneous. It is that
the postevental imperative of truth renders the latter indifferent (which is

worse). It has no signification, whether positive or negative. (Badiou 23)

Badiou contends that, for St. Paul, both Greek and Jewish discourses were dis-
courses of the Father in the sense that they bind communities in a form of obedience
to God or the Law and as such they needed to be overcome by the Christian dis-
course of equality of the sons. According to Badiou, St. Paul’s genuinely revolutionary
conviction is that the sign of truth is “for all and without exception” (Badiou 76),
since truth depends on the rule of grace or pure givenness, not on the rule of law

which always designates a particularity. Badiou concludes that, setting aside the con-
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tent of the truth-event, which is Christ’s resurrection in the case of St. Paul, every
other maxim of St. Paul can be appropriated for today’s situation.

Zizek shares with Badiou the need to summon universalism as a social and politi-
cal concept to confront today’s anti-Enlightenment religions and identitarian
particularism. For him as well as for Badiou, this summoning significantly involves a
reinterpretation of Christianity, especially St. Paul’s Christian discourse. He also ar-
gues that St. Paul undermined the Jewish tradition from inside and built a foundation
on which to establish Christianity as a religion of universality. Like Badiou, Zizek sees
cutting oneself off from one’s community as an essential step to universalism.

On the other hand, while Badiou elaborates on universal maxims of Christianity
mostly through comparing it with Judaism, Zizek places Christianity alongside with
the pagan tradition which he defines as the divine hierarchical order with an emphasis
on the cosmic balance. Zizek says that, when applied to society, this pagan principle
produces the image of a congruent system in which each member has its own place.

In contrast, Christianity brought in an entirely heterogeneous principle.

Christianity (and, in its own way, Buddhism) introduced into this global bal-
anced cosmic Order a principle that is totally foreign to it, a principle which,
measured by the standards of pagan cosmology, cannot but appear as a mon-
strous distortion: the principle according to which each individual has immediate
access to universality (of nirvana, of the Holy Spirit, or, today, of human Rights
and freedoms): I can participate in this universal dimension directly, irrespective

of my special place within the global social order. (Zizek 120)

Zizek also draws attention to Christ's words from Saint Luke’s Gospel, “If any-
one comes to me and does not hate his father and his mother, his wife and children,
his brothers and sisters, he cannot be my disciple.” He goes on to explain that what
Christ meant by hatred here is Christian love itself, because love compels us to ‘un-
plug’ from the organic community into which we were born, to embrace the universal

truth. According to ZiZek, the gesture of unplugging or separation from one’s commu-
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nity is also a truly subversive social practice, in that it disturbs a given hierarchy or
order of things.

At this point the contrast between Lawrence on the one hand and Badiou and
Zizek on the other hand becomes quite clear. Whereas Lawrence emphasizes ‘connec-
tion’ as an essential need of human nature, Badiou and Zizek suggest to separate from
any organic connection and to go directly to the universal. If we ask how Lawrence’s
argument could avoid being regressive, totalitarian, or exclusionist, then Badiou’s and
Zizek's answer would be ‘it couldn’t.” Disconnection once and for all, is the answer for
them. On Lawrence’s part, however, he claims that his critique of Christianity is
based on a realistic knowledge of mankind, that is, realistic knowledge of the collec-
tive side of human nature, so, for him, Badiou’s or Zizek’s disconnection would either
be simply impossible or lead only to a repetition of Jesus’ mistake. In fact, when it
comes to this sort of realistic idea of humanity, Lawrence has a powerful supporter
and, to be more precise, a powerful precursor; Nietzsche.

As is well-known, Nietzsche singled out Christianity as a major target of his ge-
nealogical criticism because he thought that it turned all the values upside down.
Nietzsche himself considered everything that heightens the feeling of power in man
is good and vice versa. From this perspective, Christian pity and sacrifice stand in an-
tithesis to the feeling of power and the image of ‘god on the cross’ is particularly
perverse. Regarding that Christian image, Nietzsche commented “Never yet and no-
where has there been an equal bold inversion, anything as horrible, questioning, and
questionable as this formula” (BGE 60). He continued to describe Christianity as “a
form of mortal hostility to reality as yet unsurpassed” (AC 151). If Jewish people had
a strong predisposition to deny all the other values but ‘priestly’ anti-power value to
the point of self negation, Christianity not only succeeded it but also went a step fur-
ther to negate the last remaining form of reality for Jewish people, that is, their iden-
tity as the chosen people. All in all, what amounts to a truly revolutionary and
universalistic gesture of Christianity for Badiou and ZiZek, is only the ultimate nega-
tion of reality and life for Nietzsche. No wonder that Nietzsche denounced St. Paul as
“the genius of the inexorable logic of hatred” (AC 166).



Apocalypse and Lawrence’s Thinking on Collectivity 39

One interesting thing in Nietzsche’s argument is that Jesus himself exemplified,
in his manner of dying, “the freedom from, the superiority, over every feeling of
ressentiment,” and, in that precise sense, he was the only Christian in the history of
Christianity. Ironically, however, that is possible only because Jesus alone could put

into practice the genuine Christian disengagement from every reality.

If I understand anything of this great symbolist[the Christian] it is that he took
for realities, for ‘truths’, only inner realities — that he understood the rest, eve-
rything pertaining to nature, time, space, history, only as signs, as occasion for
metaphor. The concept ‘the Son of Man’ is not a concrete person belonging to
history, anything at all individual or unique, but an ‘eternal’ fact, a psychological
symbol freed from the time concept. (AC 158)

Nietzsche concluded that Christianity is “at no point in contact with actuality”
(AC 175), and thus, as soon as someone like St. Paul attempts to bring in actuality, it
crumbles or at least fatally degenerates. Here, we can clearly see what Nietzsche and

Lawrence have in common.

IV, Universalism in Lawrence?

So far, we basically seem to have two mutually exclusive ideas regarding collec-
tivity, community and universalism. For Badiou and Zizek, any connection with com-
munity would lead to communitarian particularism, and disconnection as a core step
to universalism is the answer. On the other hand, for Nietzsche and Lawrence, discon-
nection from a collective whole means an evasion from human nature and actuality,
so, to restore the connection makes up an authentic way to cope with problems on
the level of collectivity.

The thing is, however, that we really cannot and, in fact, should not choose ei-
ther one of them over the other, since both universalism and connection seem equally
indispensable. In order for connection to a community not to be discriminative or ex-

clusive, it needs universalism as its organizing principle. At the same time, history
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has shown enough evidence to confirm that human nature does have a collective side
and people do need a sense of community. If strong demands can be any indication of
possibility, we might hope to have our cake and eat it.

The first step to do it is perhaps to disturb some familiar couplings involved
here. The coupling of universalism and disconnection is one of them, and that of con-
nection and particularism is another. As far as Lawrence is concerned, the act of un-
coupling practically comes down to a question of recoupling; ‘Can we find a possibility
of universalism in his idea of a collective whole?’

This reminds me of another similar recoupling in Lawrence, that is, the unusual,
thought-provoking coupling of emphasis on individuality and criticism of equality.
Even when he gives particular importance to the achievement of individuality and the
recognition of “the strange reality of Otherness” (R 80), Lawrence criticizes or at
least never fully endorses the concept of equality which common wisdom would cou-
ple with individuality and/or with respect of otherness. Now that he denies his pure
individuality and asserts the need to connect to a collective whole, isn't it also logi-
cally possible to conjecture that he foregrounds collectivity, but never supports identi-
tarian or communitarian particularism?

One obvious clue to this recoupling of universalism and collectivity in Lawrence
is ‘cosmos,” which also differentiates him from Nietzsche. As I mentioned earlier, ‘cos-
mos’ in Apocalypse does not simply serve as a metaphor and, instead, Lawrence en-
deavors to articulate how cosmos was once a real, living presence. Lawrence
elaborately analyzes pagan elements in John's “Revelation,” and he suggests that the
greatest difference between the pagans and modern people lies in different relation to
the cosmos. He argues, “To the pagan, landscape and personal background were on
the whole indifferent. But the cosmos was a very real thing. A man lived with the cos-
mos, and knew it greater than himself” (4 76), whereas we, modern people, lost the
cosmos by reducing it an extension of our personality or a huge mechanism.

If such is the case, the connection to the cosmos demands much more than just
blind loyalty or seemingly natural acceptance of one’s belonging and denial of

others’, as in communitarian particularism. It would rather call for a radical revaloriza-
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tion of such a kind that restores life itself as a number one priority in life. ‘Life’ is in-
deed another heavily charged word in Lawrence, but my point is that, probably, this is
where Lawrence’s universalism comes in. We simply cannot speak of particularism
when it comes to the cosmos, given that Lawrentian cosmos is nothing other than
great life force and there is no way to particularize life force. Cosmos by its own defi-
nition is universal in Lawrence, and in that very sense it is on the same level as what
Badiou calls ‘truth.’

However, the universal quality of ‘cosmos’ could also expose the concept to all
kinds of misappropriation. A relevant example here would be that one can justify
his/her particularistic, exclusive devotion to his/her family or nation in the name of
the connection with the cosmos and, by doing so, elevate the particularistic bond to a
level of ‘cosmic’ order of things. Here again we should note that Lawrence does not
take the direction starting from family, nation, or other human organizations and then
to the cosmos, which might permit that type of misappropriation. He does the other
way around, and what does this mean?

I think it means that if the connection to one’s family and nation is not of the
same kind as a possible connection to the cosmos, if one feels that s/he is connected
to the family and the nation, but not open to the sun and the moon, and if the connec-
tion to the nation does not lead to the connection with the cosmos, then it is a false,
mechanical, anti-life connection as well as a particularistic one. Lawrence once com-
pares humanity to “a vast great tree” in one of his poems (CP 677). Although the
poem itself is ominously titled ‘Humanity Needs Pruning,’ there is no reason why
one should not use the same metaphor in a positive way to focus on ‘connection.” The
cosmos is ‘a vast great tree’ and all of us are ‘leaves.” When leaves lose the connec-
tion with the tree, no living connection to other leaves is possible either. In this re-
spect, for Lawrence as well, an authentic connection to a collective whole is a
universal one. A community built on that universal connection would be a paradoxi-
cal, almost self-deconstructing one, but I believe that kind of community alone could
give its members a sense of belonging uncontaminated by any base exclusionist im-

pulse, and it would also allow what Badiou and 7Zi%ek called ‘disconnection’ or ‘unplug-



42

ging’ as necessary.
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Lawrence and Postimperial English Culture

Nobuyoshi Ota

1 The conventional / “authoritative” history of Lawrence studies and “the
normative D. H. Lawrence”

It is commonly acknowledged that Mark Spilka, a representative American
advocate of the “normative Lawrence,” has rescued Lawrence from the bad
reputation of being “a sex-mad homosexual fascist, a mindless and misguided genius
scarcely worthy of attention” (Spilka D. H. Lawrence 1), thereby consolidating his
status as a cultural hero. Lawrence is now generally recognized as the foremost
English novelist of his generation, and he begins to take his place among the
canonical modern novelists: Joyce, Mann, Proust, Faulkner, Kafka. In terms of
popular audience he even begins to exceed more famous masters (Spilka D. H.
Lawrence 1).

Lawrence Studies within a history of twentieth-century English literature and

culture can be very briefly and schematically summarized as follows!:

Lawrence’s death — the 50s&60s —-— the 80s ~~—> the 215 century
and the 30s

his reputation — The Lawrence -— [A] -~— [B]—— Cultural Studies
falling Revival

Perhaps the names of Kate Millet and Robert Scholes might be associated with
categories [A] and [B] respectively, as I shall show later in this paper. Yet, Spilka’s

contribution has yet to be significantly recognized in this critically reflective scheme

[43]
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of literary evaluation. It does not mean to praise Spilka’s mid-century mode of
criticism, but what is relevant here is to explore more meaningfully the academic and
institutional context in which Spilka’s literary and critical discourses were valuably
produced and circulated. In other words, the more properly historical and ideological
implications of such work could be clarified within a larger narrative of
English/British studies beyond Lawrence interpretation. Reflecting on the tendencies
and movements of literary criticism or “theory” especially after the 80s onwards in
which the analytic terms of gender/race/sexuality are apparently celebrated and
deployed in the then “fashionable” New Historicism, we might reconstruct and
retrace such a liberal and depoliticized narrative of Anglo-American academic world

as follows:

before the 50s —— the 60s[C=counter-culture] — after the 80s
the Age of E R. Leavis, the Age of
or George Orwell [X=Stephen Greenblatt ]

Spilka’s contributions, his book length study, The Love Ethic of D. H. Lawrence and his
critical anthology, D. H. Lawrence: A Collection of Critical Essays had been heavily
influenced by “the British pundit” E R. Leavis, whose “normative” view of Lawrence
he had absorbed from The Great Tradition in 1948 and from his Scrutiny articles
thereafter on the novels and tales as “dramatic poems,” republished in 1955 as D. H.
Lawrence: Novelist. Thus, the so-called “Lawrence revival” could be located in the
conventional / “authoritative” history of Lawrence Studies, and contextualized within
the strangely stable system of international or global political relations which

emerged during the cold war.

T. S. Eliot and F. R. Leavis on Lawrence within the critical debate about
“Englishness”
Returning to the historical situation in which Spilka’s study on Lawrence was

produced, T. S. Eliot’s attack on Lawrence was seminal: that is, the denigrated image



Lawrence and Postimperial English Culture 45

of “a religious heretic in sensibility, the product of “vague hymn-singing pietism” or
decaying Protestantism.” Eliot found Lawrence ignorant and untrained, snobbish and
humorless, insensitive to “ordinary social morality” and given to “distinct sexual
morbidity” and extreme individualism. The criticism on Lawrence Spilka attempted
to refute was as follows: “Lawrence started life wholly free from any restriction of
tradition or institution ... he had no guidance except the Inner Light, the most
untrustworthy and deceitful guide that ever offered itself to wandering humanity”
(Spilka D. H. Lawrence 2). Misguided by that light, Lawrence’s vision was intensely

spiritual, but also “spiritually sick”.

One might expect the unlovelier forms of this decline to be more deeply marked
upon American authors than upon English, but there is no reason to generalise:
nothing could be much drearier (so far as one can judge from his own account)

than the vague hymn-singing pietism which seems to have consoled the

miseries of Lawrence’s mother, and which does not seem to have provided her
with any firm principles by which to scrutinise the conduct of her sons. (Eliot 39
emphasis added)

Then, arguing against what Eliot deplored as “vague hymn-singing pietism,” the

authoritative E R. Leavis’ counter argument is gravely invoked:

As a bona fide Englishman, Leavis now charged Eliot with ignorance of English

culture. Far from being uneducated and untrained, he argued, Lawrence had led
“an extraordinarily active intellectual life” among youthful friends; he had read
widely and had made the most of later training at Nottingham University. As for
“vague hymn-singing pietism,” which Eliot had deplored, Leavis cited the

“strong intellectual tradition” among Congregationalists, their stimulation of
strenuous inquiry and moral seriousness, which Lawrence had transposed to his
work. Thus, against Eliot's orthodoxy and urban gentility, Leavis cited “heretic”
vitality and provincial vigor. (Spilka D. H. Lawrence 3 emphasis added)
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It is precisely on the very question of “Englishness” that the critical battles between
Eliot’s cultural position, characterised by its urban gentility, and Leavis’ attention to
provincial vigor in Lawrence are fought and staged. Leavis’ project and attempt at
protecting English culture are, as is clearly shown here, national, and it is the very
national, rather than transculturally global, nature of the definition and reformation of
culture postulated by the British Lawrence scholar that is crisscrossed and

coordinated later by Eliot’s allegedly cosmopolitan critical position.2

Two radically different critical moments?: feminism and post-structuralism
Despite this critical debate on “Englishness” in general and the canonical status
of Lawrence in particular, the major trend of Lawrence studies continued, as Spilka
regrettably admits, until two radically different critical moments came into being in
the late 60s, under whose influence the “Lawrence revival” with his “normative”
status was radically challenged and undermined beyond simple restoration. First, take

the case of feminist interpretation of Lawrence:

Consider ... the sexual revolution which surfaced in the 1960s, engulfing not

simply the middle-class young but also their elders ... and along with that

revolution, consider the feminist movement that followed hard upon it and that

continues to affect private and public life. (Spilka Renewing the Normative D. H.
Lawrence 6 emphasis added)

.. newly vocal feminist writers, notably Simone de Beauvoir and Kate Millet,

have singled out Lawrence as one of the chief proponents of male dominance in
early modern times, perhaps its subtlest and therefore most dangerous
champion since he frequently transmitted his views through “submissive”
female points of view. (Spilka Renewing the Normative 6-7 emphasis added)

Subsequently Lawrence came under scrutiny from the post-structuralist mode of
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criticism. Strangely enough, or, being a sign of the rather anomalous reception of
contemporary literary theory, it is Robert Scholes’ semiotic reading of Lawrence in
Semiotics and Interprelation that is representatively chosen and targeted, while the
more properly political and ideological use of Paul de Man’s deconstructive reading

and analysis is not discussed as an object of “foreclusion.”

Consider too the knowledge explosion in the academics over the same three
decades, ... the influx of semiotics and post-structuralism as challenging

academic modes. (Spilka Renewing the Normative 6)

According to Spilka’s “personal” and yet authoritative review and re-evaluation,
Professor Scholes had found the old tradition--the old ethical and aesthetic tradition--

untenable before the need to speak in our time “to more collective entities than the

individual conscience,” the need to pose the political and the collective “against the

ethical” and to “acknowledge the claims of a collective consciousness against the
individual consciousness.” However, Spilka urges, the obverse need is even more
imperative: “the need to acknowledge the continuing claims of the individual
consciousness and to keep such claims alive by posing them against those newly
activated and now engulfing claims of the collective consciousness” (Spilka Renewing
the Normative 14-15).

In spite of Scholes’ new theoretical attack on the old ethical and aesthetic
tradition in the post-structuralist climate of literary studies in the 80s, Spilka’s liberal
humanism and individualism kept insisting on the concept of “the writer’s better
self,” thereby attempting the continuing defense of normative possibilities in fiction:
Spilka maintained the concept that authors exist as independent entities, and that

their relation to their “texts” is creative (Spilka Renewing the Normative 14).

Retracing Spilka’s liberal humanism and individualism from the viewpoint of
postimperial English culture

Now, these brief reviews of Lawrence studies, done all too hastily, seem to invite
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us to ask the following rather exorbitant and grand question: what exactly did Spilka
attempt to defend and preserve in connection with English or Anglo-American
Lawrence studies? In other words, what was, in fact, the normative Lawrence from
our critically historical view point? By “our,” I mean, of course, Lawrence studies in
East Asia.

Before addressing this important question in order to make some tentative
answer here, I would like to make clear the following point, as is shown in Peter

Widdowson’s critical review “Introduction: Post-modernising D, H, Lawrence”:

As a number of essays in the present volume also attest, it was Leavis’s partial

and strategic reading of Lawrence which centrally shaped him as arch-proponent

of “Life” against the mechanisation and dehumanisation endemic to the
“technologico-Benthamite” civilisation of modern industrial society. Compound
this with dialectical connection between the Lady Chatterley trial and sixties’

sexual liberation (cf Philip Larkin's poem “Annus Mirabilis”) — Lawrence as

both “Prophet of Life” and “Priest of Love” —and we may well say that in and

around 1968 his reputation and popularity — well beyond the academy — were at
their highest point ever. “Lawrence” had become (and in some ways remains)
the creature of cultural production—a cultural figure, rather than merely “a
writer.” (Widdowson 2-3 emphasis added )

What Widdowson takes up concerning Lawrence studies after Leavis and Spilka is
Lawrence as a cultural figure in which the newly mystified and popularized status of
the English writer in and around 1968 suggests possibilities of subtle and secret
prolongation and ideological continuation of depoliticized literary analysis and
interpretation. It is not satisfactory to simply and complacently refute Spilka's
humanistic and individualistic Lawrence; the dialectical connection between “the
Lady Chatterley trial and sixties’ sexual liberation” needs to be critically reexamined.

I have started my paper with the debate between E R. Leavis and T. S. Eliot
about English culture since the late 1930s, in which the inaugural moment of the
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emerging D. H. Lawrence studies is historically marked. But Widdowson’s implicit
reference to sexual liberation demands consideration of a larger context of various
cultural productions, what is more properly called cultural revolution, or, American
counter-culture. Rethinking Lawrence is necessarily involved with the globalizing
culture of “Englishness” in which the process of transnational and transatlantic
transition of imperial hegemony or Empire is inscribed and marked. In what follows,
I propose to recontextualize Lawrence from the viewpoint of postimperial English
culture especially after Thatcherite England. More specifically, what I would like to
do here is retrace the process of the normative Lawrence’s antagonism and
interaction along with, or, in contradistinction with, the “international” socialist
politics and hilariously flamboyant and aestheticizing lifestyle of the Bloomsbury
Group.

2 Retracing Lawrence as “a cultural figure” in the larger historical
narrative of English studies

In order to contextualize the various cultural representations of Lawrence, I
would like to refer to Martin Green's literary and cultural studies. How do we
interpret his two studies, A Mirvor for Anglo-Saxons: A Discovery of America, A
Rediscovery of England (1960) and Children of the Sun: A Narrative of “Decadence” in
England after 1918 (1976)? How do we dialectically explicate and reconnect the
coexistence of his different and even contradictory projects, if we follow the two

kinds of comments (A and B) on his studies?

A |Literary study|: Lawrence, Angry Young Men, and Leavis/Orwell?

To younger critics those meanings have appealed with something like refreshing
force. Young Leavisites in England like Martin Green (4 Mirror for Anglo-
Saxons, 1960) and Raymond Williams (Culture and Society, 1958), oppose
genteel sterility and industrial pressures with Lawrencean (sic.) virtues, such

as “decency” and “close spontaneous living,” which they trace to his working

class origins. Their approach coincides, significantly, with that of emerging
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writer-spokesmen for lower and lower-middle class vitality, like Amis, Braine,

and Sillitoe. (Spilka D. H. Lawrence 9 emphasis added)

For the early 60s Spilka, Green as a young Leavisite in England, like Raymond
Williams, oppose genteel tradition and sterile industrialism with Lawrentian virtues
of life force and working class culture. Green’s literary study, then, is positively
associated with the cultural movement of “Angry Young Men,” the very tendency
which is later denied by Spilka himself.*

In fact, this view is admitted by Green himself, too: “a northern English

industrial-town street, bordered with mean little houses that nevertheless sheltered

warm and vivid lives —the road to Wigan Pier. Orwell’s road had always been my
road” (Green Children of the Sun 18 emphasis added). Because “the road to Wigan
Pier” was an imaginary and representative scenery of “Englishness,” the
genealogical line of social criticism from Leavis to George Orwell is important to
Green'’s literary study, A Mirror for Anglo-Saxons. “Because that was my England .... I

had been a student of Leavis, an enthusiast for Orwell ...” (Green Children of the Sun

xviii-xix emphasis added).

Yet Green’s turn to cultural study reveals another line of inquiry into
“Englishness.” The seemingly opposite and sterile tradition of decadence emerges
upon the new stage of English culture, and the cultural figures of Harold Acton and
Brian Howard replace the great tradition of English literary writers.

B |Cultural study|: A Genealogy of “Decadence,” Dandy —Harold Acton and

Brian Howard, or, Transatlantic Re-Mapping of Youth Culture - Vladimir
Nabokov, Saul Bellow and Lionel Trilling
I want to describe the imaginative life of English culture after 1918 and to trace
the prominence within it, the partial dominance over it, established by men of

one intellectual temperament, the men I call England’s Children of the Sun. I am

concerned primarily with the high culture of the country, and within that
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primarily with the intellectual and imaginative literature .... The hegemony of

this temperament was always challenged by many who disliked this idea of
“Englishness,” who stood for an older or a different idea of England. (Green
Children of the Sun 3 emphasis added)

Interestingly enough, Green’s historical thinking can be called dialectic. Representing
the clashes between a dominant temperament, that is, those between the culture’s
“thesis,” and its opponents, the “antithesis,” he very originally traces in the inter-
war period the birth of decadence and dandyism, or, the genealogy of aristocratic
rather than lower-class youth culture. It is this newly traced line or historical
narrative of youth culture represented by Children of the Sun that is variously
reproduced and (re)turned in the new empire of post-war America under the Cold
War situation. Green’s transatlantic re-mapping of youth culture narrates the after
story and refiguration of aristocratic “Englishness,” alluding to the literary
experimental and yet politically conservative discourses of late modernists or New
York Intellectuals — Vladimir Nabokov, Saul Bellow and Lionel Trilling.

Within Green’s scheme, the thesis itself always begins as a contradiction of
something previously established: in this case what is posited is the consensual
humanism of Victorian and Edwardian culture, against which the 20%-century
“Children of the Sun,” as a politically extreme and radical youth culture, rebelled. To
put it more concretely, the culture of Children of the Sun is produced and circulated
around the following two groups: one of the groups or “gangs” is identified with the
names of Cyril Connolly, Evelyn Waugh, and John Betjeman; another with those of W.
H. Auden, Stephen Spender, and John Lehmann (Green Children of the Sun 4). Since
the 1930s, this youth culture of aristocracy is dialectically set against the writings of

Orwell and Leavis, and of their allies and disciples in Scrutiny and so on.

Green and Lawrence’s position in the geopolitical formations of (postimperial)
English culture
- I think Green’s cultural study very significant in so far as he marks Lawrence’s
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privileged and yet singular position in the geopolitical formations of English culture.
It is true that within Green’s scheme, Lawrence is located in contradistinction with
the culture of Children of the Sun. However, Lawrence’s relationship with the

radicalism of English upper class conservatism is interestingly ambivalent.

The perspective in which D. H. Lawrence puts the dandies is primarily one of

opposition, of hostility, although not entirely .... Lawrence was always interested

in Sonnenkind figures ... What we must see is that in this [Aaron’s Rod],
Lawrence’s first postwar novel, he created a Somnenkind myth—one that
transcended the other imaginative expressions of that cult in England as
completely as Aaron and Lilly, seen as people, transcend Francis and Angus, the
Sitwell-type dandies, and Argyle, the Douglas-type rogue. (Green Children of the
Sun 194-96 emphasis added)

This oppositional culture of the younger generation functioned as the very special
cultural space in which the various geopolitical options and possibilities of right-wing
or left-wing political/cultural extremism are shuffled and experimentally explored
under the conditions of international world politics and global economics. The
narrative of rescuing Lawrence from the scurrilous reputation of being “a sex-mad
homosexual fascist,” I claim, must be retraced and re-examined in this ambivalent

and contradictory relationships between Lawrence and Children of the Sun.5

3 “International” socialist politics and the lifestyle of Bloomsbury Group

Now I would like to reconnect and coordinate Green’s cultural history of
“Englishness” or Children of the Sun with the newly extended versioning of the
Bloomsbury Group beyond the narrowly conceived circle surrounding E. M. Forster
and Virginia Woolf. Specifically, I would like to invite your attention to Cyril Connolly,
Stephen Spender through the mediatory figure of John Lehman.

Cyril Connolly, for instance, wrote a socialist editorial in Horizon in 1945, but
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soon thereafter he told Waugh that he was no longer a socialist, being released
from the need to rebel by the death of his father .... But John Lehmann’s

autobiography gives us interesting details of the publishing history of those
years, which bear on Connolly’s career as well as his own, and which show one
way the group kept a hegemony over the British imaginative temperament in

those years. (Green Children of the Sun 364-65 emphasis added)

In 1945, Lehmann lost control of Mr. and Mrs. Woolf’s publishing apparatus, the
Hogarth Press, but he kept Penguin New Writing and New Writing and Daylight. Since
these two periodicals were the pre-eminent places of publication for young writers,
the Bloomsbury Group had maintained a hegemony over English institutions and
discourses of political culture in the inter-war years. It is here within this extended
and continuing space of cultural production that the two opposed halves of British
culture came together: “the serious and political half—the conscientious socialism
that was part of Lehmann’s ideology” and “his naif and dandy side” apparent in his
taste in choosing the books (Green Children of the Sun 365).5

It is true that the cultural brand or iconic sign “Bloomsbury” remains, still, the
central meeting place of writers, but what is called the age of politics especially in the
30s saw the group this time hunting for “an uneasy marriage of aestheticism and
social realism,” or what it liked to think of as “responsibility” (Bradbury 98). To put
it more properly, what Lehman’s mediation and reproduction of the former
generation’s sexual activism and aestheticism made clear and actualized, I claim, is
the modernizing and globalizing cultural politics of the apparently apolitical and
effeminate Bloomsbury Group.

Indeed, exploring the social (and more globalizing cultural) context of modern
English literature, Malcolm Bradbury refers, as an instance, to the contents of John
Lehmann’s magazines New Writing and Penguin New Writing, with their strong
proletarian fascination with a Bloomsbury inheritance and his book New Writing in
Europe (London, 1940). Bradbury also refers to the emergence of a minor yet
important venture in this period: Irving Kristol and Stephen Spender’s Encounter. It
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with what Lionel Trilling called an opposing self, opposed to culture, in this case the
culture of the university. “Lionel Trilling was the most powerful and honored
presence during most of my years at Columbia: as much as anyone, he defined, both
for his department and for the wider community beyond it, what he honored as the
life of the mind” (Heilbrun Hamlet’s Mother 213 emphasis added).

4 Towards genealogically historicizing postimperial English culture

I have been trying to retrace liberal humanist interpretations of Lawrence in, or,
after Thatcherism / Cold War, thereby genealogically historicizing postimperial
English culture. First of all, the specific historicity of the discourses on English

culture in the twentieth century, such as Leavis’ “great tradition” or Eliot’s “whole
way of life,” I argued, is more markedly and properly delimitated in the geopolitical
space of the transatlantic cultural migration of the Bloomsbury Group. As my
retracing and reinterpretation of the “normative Lawrence” shows, the binary
opposition of Leavis and Eliot, that is, the organizing principle of English literary
modernism, is historically constituted and later institutionalized through the common
gestures of excluding, or, distancing themselves against, the modernizing and
globalizing cultural politics of the Bloomsbury Group.

Furthermore, my retracing of Lawrence and Lawrence studies proposes a
critical project of global mapping of English liberal humanist tradition. This paper
suggests that, while the popular and collective cultural formations of “Englishness”
were nationally achieved in the “shrinking island” of Britain in the inter-war years,
the elitist, non-English/cosmopolitan tendency of Bloomsbury writers with their
“international” socialist politics and hilariously flamboyant and aestheticizing
lifestyle, was reproduced by and coordinated with the Left or Liberal political culture
of the North American intellectuals. Thus, the critical discourses of “Englishness” as
cultures of empire, being spacially extended beyond the parochial national border,
was, later after World War II, redefined and negotiated in relation with the British
Empire, the USA, and Europe. The hidden connection among Anti-Stalinist, Anglo-

American liberal tradition, I claim, could be detected in the feminist valorization of
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Woolf’s sophisticated aestheticizing strategy Heilbrun represents and the “Liberal
Imagination” thesis of the representative New York Intellectual, Lionel Trilling.

This is the same even after the British Empire passed into the postimperial
phase around the 1950s; the very academic and pedagogic institutionalizations of
English Literature, based on the conception of English Modernism, underwent their
historical formation. Even after the late 80s or 90s, except for the critical moment of
de Man’s ideological intervention in terms of deconstructive reading, the
recuperation of depoliticizing literary studies, found in some cases of the “theoretical
discourses” of gender, sexuality, race in New Historicism, remains to be examined.
And, perhaps, it is the very figure of Lawrence, the representative cultural icon of
English literary culture, that has continued to occupy a privileged and yet singular
position in the geopolitical formations of postimperial English culture.

My aim here has been not to divert our critical attention from the literary figure
of Lawrence in East Asia. Rather, what I have been trying to suggest is to (re)-
configurate the past and continuing Lawrence studies in the ideological problematics
of universalism vs. particularism, “Englishness” vs, Americanization, and so on. The
present situation of globalizing culture, including Japan and Korea, I think, demands
such a critical detour around the West under postimperial English culture.

To put it differently, I suggest that orientalizing the English literary studies, or
reinterpretation of exotic Lawrence has been always already embedded within the
Anglo-American, or, transatlantic, configurations of literary and cultural studies. What
we must explore, I believe, is the possibilities of the not easily reified representations
of the racial and cultural Other. I hope our insight into such process of
recognition/disavowal of the Other leads to (re)opening the new Utopian critical

space for the future “D. H. Lawrence Studies in East Asia.”
Notes

1 For a critical re-examination of materialist approaches from Raymond Williams
through Terry Eagleton to Tony Pinkney, see Ota, “Koisuru Onnatachi ni okeru

nashonarizumu gensetsu.”
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For a more nuanced description of the cultural space Eliot had occupied in the
debate on “Englishness,” see, for instance, Ota, “Teikoku no bunka to eikousei
no hyoushou.”
As Widdowson shows in his shrewd insight, despite the disruptions and
challenges, much of the orthodox discourse within Lawrence Studies continues
to rehearse and recycle the characteristically “Lawrencian” agenda: that is, “the
sense of the Individual as Romantic Hero, the Artist as Man of Passion”
(Widdowson 6). It is not merely as a tribute to Lawrence but as a potent
ideology in the post-war period. What should be detected and laid bare here is
nothing but “Cold War fears of totalitarianism,” and “it is potent and bewitching
precisely because it is an ideological chimera, one which abjures and rejects
collective political thought and action ...” (Widdowson 6).
A similar idea is stated in Peter Preston’s reception study:
Martin Green, seeking an alternative to the “paralysed and paralysing
hegemony of gentlemanliness” dominating English cultural life, found in

Lawrence (along with Leavis, Orwell and Kingsley Amis) “a modern

British type which has some vigour and glamour, and which is adapted to
modern conditions.” (Preston 12)
For the more properly geopolitical reading of Aaron’s Rod, see, for instance, Ota,
“Empire, the Pacific, and Lawrence’s Leadership Novels.”
For both Auden and Spender in connection with Lawrence, see Baldick.
Spilka, though only tentatively and incidentally, insinuates the theme of homo-
sexuality in Lawrence study and reception especially among the New York Intel-
lectuals, referring to Mrs. Trilling:
Several of these critics have argued, however, that Lawrence proffers
another and more innocent brand of homosexuality, which seems to
correspond with “the bisexuality of our own infant pasts” (e.g., Diana
Trilling The Portable D. H. Lawrence 22). (Spilka The Love Ethic of D. H.
Lawrence 169-70)
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X

Lawrence, Williams, and the New Left:
A Genealogy of the Marxian Critique of Value for Continuity

Yasuhiro Kondo

D. H. Lawrence had a great influence on the emergence of the New Left in post-
war Britain. For example, in Out of Apathy, one of the most influential manifestoes of
the New Left, E. P. Thompson regards his generation as the “disciples of Lawrence”
who “are coming back to climb Pisgah” (187); then he quotes the following:

Change in the whole social system is inevitable not merely because condi-
tions change [. . .] but because people themselves change. [. . .] New feel-
ings arise in us, old values depreciate, new values arise. [. . .] The things we
built our lives on crumble and disappear, and the process is painful (“The
State of Funk” 567).

We can see in this passage the keywords such as “values,” “change,” “process,” and
“feelings,” which play critical roles in New Left writings, especially in the works of
Raymond Williams. In this paper, we will find a significant link between those key-
words and Marxian thoughts on value and history. By so doing, our argument is in-
tended not to provide a positivistic explanation of the relation between Marxian
thoughts and Lawrence, but to give what may be called a transcendental elucidation
of the link between them. This link throws light upon the fundamental relationship be-
tween the critique of capital (ism) and the tradition of what Williams calls the “long

revolution,” in which theoretical, intertextual possibilities of Lawrence’s work are to

[60]
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be found.

The Critique of Value and Evaluation

In The English Novel from Dickens to Lawrence, Williams begins the chapter on
Lawrence by referring to the problem of “a value judgment” which “is there and is
concealed” in relation to the appreciation of Lawrence’s works (169). Williams prob-
lematizes the concealment and deals with the problem of evaluation by foregrounding
the “value judgment.” Value is primarily the foundational concept of the critique of
capital; Marx writes on value in Capital as follows:

[Bly equating their [men’s] different products to each other in exchange as val-
ues, they equate their different kinds of labour as human labour. They do this
without being aware of it. Value, therefore, does not have its description branded
on its forehead; it rather transforms every product of labour into a social
hieroglyphic. Later on, men try to decipher the hieroglyphic, to get behind the
secret of their own social product: for the characteristic which objects of utility
have of being values is as much men’s social product as is their language. (166-
67)

While this passage apparently deals with the nature of commodity,("’ Marx’s parallel-
ism between the sociality of commodity and that of language enables us to apply this
argument to our discussion about value in the context of literature and literary
criticism. Literary works are, in terms of their values, read to become the objects of
criticism. Yet, value does not subsist in the work in advance; by positing the work as
value the literary process begins. In other words, we can read, write, and evaluate lit-
erary works by initially regarding them as values. In this respect, the work as value
always already involves the process of reading and writing—a discursive exchange
process. Value transforms the work into a “social hieroglyphic,” which readers and
critics endeavour to “decipher.” The argument above leads us to conceive the value

of a literary work to be an analogue of the value of commodity.
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We need to decipher the hieroglyphic in order properly to evaluate the work or
to gauge its value, which conditions our act of exchange — an act that makes literature
exist in the world. Yet, what matters here is that we posit the value “without being
aware of it,” and that the work is thereby transformed into the “social hieroglyphic.”
Therefore we cannot consciously access the hieroglyphic but only perceive the value,
which makes this transformation invisible. Georg Simmel, providing us with his illu-
minating insight into the problematic nature of value, argues that “every value that
we experience is a sentiment; but what we mean by this sentiment is a significant
content which is realized psychologically through the sentiment yet is neither identi-
cal with it nor exhausted by it” (68). We “experience” the value as sentiment, but its
content as a whole is “neither identical with” the sentiment “nor exhausted by it.”
This surplus is, then, what needs deciphering. It is the process of the experience of
value or the decipherment of the hieroglyphic that is called “evaluation.” Thus, we
can consider the keywords of literary criticism, such as “experience” and
“evaluation,” to be the hinges that connect literary criticism with Marx’s critique of
political economy. Simmel then focuses his attention on exchange and states that “ex-
change is the representative of the distance between subject and object which trans-
forms subjective feelings into objective valuation” (90). The discursive exchange
process of reading and writing, which presupposes values of literary works, is also
concerned with “the distance between subject and object which transforms subjec-
tive feelings into objective valuation”; measuring the “distance” between the “objec-
tive valuation” and the “subjective feelings” or sentiment is an act of evaluation. To
examine how feelings are transformed into valuation is to shed light on the impor-
tance of evaluation by which one can “get behind the secret of” literary works and
their social relationships.

The words “distance” and “feeling” are directly linked with Raymond Williams’s
key concepts of the “structure of feeling” and “distance,” the latter of which is found
in the ending scene of Border Country. As for the “distance,” Matthew Price, the pro-
tagonist of Border Country, says: “Only now it seems like the end of exile. Not going
back, but the feeling of exile ending. For the distance is measured, and that is what
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matters. By measuring the distance, we come home” (436). Matthew is a historian
who now lives in London and am “working on population movements into the Welsh
mining valleys” (4). The “distance” for him, first of all, is the distance between the
object of his work and himself as an observer. The theme of his research itself exem-
plifies the gaps or splits that are conditioned by the situations of modernity: splits
between Wales and England, between the country and the city, and between the
working-class family in which he was born and his own middle-class family in
London, and, in addition, the generation gap. “Measuring the distance” concerning
such gaps or splits is thus the vital issue with which Matthew is confronted.

Matthew is faced with the conditions of modernity that cause the splits within
himself and in his relationships with his father and with his “border country.” That he
says “not going back” is of great importance. If he adopted a way of looking at the
situations which leads him to get the feeling of “going back,” his sufferings would be
easily alleviated by lamenting the splits and the disappearance of an organic commu-
nity which has been uncontaminated with industrialization and, to use Williams’s
words in the chapter on Lawrence in Culture and Soctety, by making “the suburban
separation of ‘work’ and ‘life’ which has been the most common response of all to the
difficulties of industrialism” (213). In contrast, Matthew measures the distance in or-
der to evaluate the situations in which he lives and works, or to decipher the “social
hieroglyphic” that constitutes and conditions the situations. It is not until Matthew
abandons a view based on the binary oppositions between the country and the city,
and between the organic society which preserves a pre-industrialized state of commu-
nity and the industrialized society, that he has the “feeling of exile ending.” Beset
with such binary oppositions, one cannot help but perceive oneself to be alienated
from, or to be banished out of, an idealistic community to a corrupted one. It is this
split or gap that causes “the suburban separation of ‘work’ and ‘life’”; the split would
hinder Matthew from grasping the situations as a whole and from measuring the “dis-
tance” from his feelings to the objective valuation of the situations. This would there-
fore be the failure to grasp the problem of capitalist modernity.

Lawrence’s work epitomizes the issues of industrialized capitalist modernity in
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twentieth-century Britain. In Lady Chatterley’s Lover, Constance Chatterley famously
laments that “[t]he industrial England blots out the agricultural England. One mean-
ing blots out another. [. . .] And the continuity is not organic, but mechanical” (156).
She problematizes the “continuity” affected by industrialism, and then observes:
“The younger generation were utterly unconscious of the old England. There was a
gap in the continuity of consciousness [. . .]” (159). This jeopardized continuity is
also couched in Border Country, in which the problem of the “gap in the continuity” is
foregrounded by the relationship between Matthew and his father’s generation. E R.
Leavis focuses on the same scene with the Spenglerian lamentation on the loss of ag-
ricultural pastoralness and on contaminated civilization in his essay on Lawrence in-
cluded in the book entitled For Continuity (136-39); yet, ironically enough, Leavis’s
view results not so much in making “for continuity” as in underscoring and naturaliz-
ing the gap or discontinuity he desperately wants to get over. Yet, Lawrence not only
describes Constance’s abhorrence of industrialization and her wistful feelings towards
the “old England” but also shows his own insight into the problem of modernity
which causes her to have such feelings.

Lawrence incorporates his critique of value in his protagonist’s lamentation. De-
scribing Constance’s response to the social change from agriculture to industry, he
makes her regard this change as the process by which “[o]ne meaning blots out
another.” The phrases “agricultural England” and “industrial England” are derived
from a value judgment of the period and designate the meanings of the period. Just as
different products can be equated “in exchange as values” in Marx’s formulation, so
value-positing makes it possible to equate different kinds of historical events under a
meaning of the period. This makes historical narrative and periodization valid, but
tends to help naturalize binary oppositions such as “agricultural England” and “indus-
trial England.” Such a binary opposition characteristic of the industrialized capitalist
modernity divides those who live in the period into one or the other of the two mean-
ings and compels them to perceive such a division or split as alienation, which makes
invisible the social relations that condition the value judgment and the historical
meaning of the period.
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By using the word “meaning” in relation to social change, Lawrence also fore-
grounds the problem of the base/superstructure distinction. Just as Simmel states
that value is initially experienced as sentiment, so Lawrence depicts his protagonist’s
emotional responses to, and experience of, the situations and highlights the function
of value, which is constituted in the process of exchange and simultaneously affects
the process. As Williams rightly puts it, “Lawrence’s point is that the change must
come first in feeling” (Culture and Society 212). By so doing, Lawrence deconstructs
the representational distinction between structural and superstructural functions of
value, because “the value of things belongs among those mental contents that [. . .]
we experience at the same time as something independent within our representa-
tion” (Simmel 68). Terry Eagleton criticizes Williams for his empiricism in that Wil-
liams considers “the base/superstructure distinction to be a matter of experience”
(22). However, it is Lawrence who presciently takes “the base/superstructure dis-
tinction to be a matter of experience”; it is Williams who appreciates Lawrence’s in-
sight into the experience of value initially perceived as sentiment and identifies the
possibility of deconstructing the metaphysical binary which is to strengthen and to
naturalize the ideology of capitalist modernity.

Continuity and Repetition

Lawrence highlights the social relations which cause the “gap in the continuity,”
by measuring the distance between subjective feelings (Constance’s feelings or senti-
ment towards industrialized England) and objective valuations (historical meanings
of the situations), and makes her confront head-on the “gap” caused by her value
judgment that “one meaning blots out another.” As Leavis points out that Lady Chat-
terley’s Lover “states a problem rather than offers any solution” (135-36), so Law-
rence “states a problem” of value-positing which produces the ideological meanings
of the situations. Williams argues that “[t]he attempt at such definition” of the mean-
ings of history “springs from a conception of history and culture as matters divisible
into simple and rigid periods, determined by mechanical inter-relations, rather than

as processes of continual change and response” (“Working Class Culture” 30). The
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critique of the problem of value in terms of the meanings of history leads Lawrence
and his followers to decipher the “hieroglyphic,” which is beyond the representa-
tional system of meaning.

As the “hieroglyphic” is the keyword for the discussion of value in Capital, so
Marx uses the selfsame word as the key to his argument about history in “The Class
Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850” (80), and he extensively discusses this issue in
relation to the theme of repetition in his most important text on history called The
Eighteenth Brumaire. Alenka Zupan&i¢ says that “repetition is viewed, posited, elabo-
rated as fundamentally different from the logic of representation”® and that “Marx’s
main concern in The Eighteenth Brumaire” is “the question whether, and to what ex-
tent, a repetition is also a place or a bearer of something new — that is to say, to what
extent it can constitute a break (with the given, or with the past)” (150). For genera-
tion after generation, human beings have been trying to do something new, but they
cannot help but resort to the repetition of the past so as to “make their own history”
(“The Eighteenth Brumaire” 32). The theme of repetition is directly connected with
the questions of continuity, gap, and being revolutionaries.

Highlighting the “contradictory features of belonging and innovation” in capital-
ist modernity, Fredric Jameson observes that “any theory of modernity must both af-
firm its absolute novelty as a break and at one and the same time its integration into
a context from which it can be posited as breaking” (57). It is repetition that causes
the simultaneity of breaking and continuity, or of “absolute novelty” and “integration
into a context.” Likewise, Susan Brook argues that the work of New Left writers “ex-
presses — often simultaneously — two very different desires: on the one hand, the de-
sire for organic wholeness and social reconciliation; and on the other hand, the desire
for rupture and transformation” (12-13). Williams, in his seminal essay “Realism and
the Contemporary Novel,” perceives such contradictory desires as a variation of the
split between the emphasis on individuality and that on community, symptomatic of
“the paradox of our generation,” and calls this “a dangerous gap in consciousness,”
dealing with this problem in relation to “the present crisis of realism” (24). The con-

currence of those vectors towards opposite directions, whether they are concerned
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with historical continuity and a break in it or with the problem of community and indi-
viduality, characterizes New Left writings; and the concept of repetition addresses
the problem of those contradictory vectors.

Williams says that in Lawrence’s realist writings, “new language, new feelings”
and “community” come “alive together” (The English Novel 172). Yet, his recourse
to Lawrence is never “going back” to the precursor as a solution to “the present
crisis,” but repeating the experience of Lawrence, whose “problems were central to a
main current of growth and difficulty in our society and our culture” (170). Nor does
he just adore Lawrence’s work as the embodiment of wholeness which is to make up
the “dangerous gap,” but, as our reading of Border Country reveals, Williams has the
protagonist of his first published novel undergo a “gap” that is much the same as the
“gap in the continuity” with which Constance is confronted in industrialized England.
On the relationship between Thomas Hardy and Lawrence, Williams comments:
“That Hardy and Lawrence are eventually very different is clear enough, but [. . .]
they started, at different times, from very closely related situations [. . .]” (The Eng-
lish Novel 170). This is true of the relation between Lawrence and the writers after
Lawrence: they “started at different times,” but the “closely related situations”
shared by them caused the manifestations of repetition both as integration and as a
break. Williams carefully examines the history and the “closely related situations” —
industrial capitalist modernity. What repetition means in our argument is the way in
which the writers of the following generations, scrutinizing the situations and measur-
ing the distance from the present to the past, repeat the experiences of their precur-
sors in order to be integrated in continuity and also to constitute themselves as
revolutionary agents for change. Such a view of the past as the matrix of repetition is
based on the reconsideration of the value judgment of the historical situations and
makes it possible to transform what Williams calls the “dangerous gap in conscious-
ness” and “the present crisis” into continuity or the “processes of continual change
and response.”

The linkage between the present and the past is crucial for the theme of continu-
ity and repetition. In “Base and Superstructure in Marxist Cultural Theory,” empha-
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sizing the importance of “residual meanings and practices” in cultural and social
formations, Williams argues that there is “a reaching back to those meanings and val-
ues which were created in real societies in the past” and says that “our hardest task,
theoretically, is to find a non-metaphysical and non-subjectivist explanation of emer-
gent cultural practice” (42, emphases added). In the face of the present crisis, we
reach back to the “meanings and values” of the residual so as to scrutinize how, and
to what extent, the present shares the situations with the past. The residual is inter-
locked with the dominant for the intersection of the past and the present to become
a break with the present deadlock and to lead to the emergent. It is because examin-
ing the relation between the dominant and the residual is evaluating historical mean-
ings of the times that “meanings and values” are inextricably interrelated and play a
significant role in terms of the theme of repetition. In order to turn the wheel of his-
tory towards the “emergent cultural practice,” what is required is a “non-metaphysi-
cal and non-subjectivist” view, which is provided by the critique of value and the act
of evaluation. That evaluation deals with the “distance between subject and object”
means that what matters is neither the subjective nor the objective, but the “dis-
tance” as such, which represents the relation between subject and object, or their re-
latedness itself. Williams’s conception of the “structure of feeling” embodies those
theoretical possibilities which have been discussed in this present paper thus far: it is
not only the method by which we can grasp the relation itself, which is the
“structure,” but also the way in which we make evaluation, which begins with the

“feeling” and opens the possibility of leading to the “emergent cultural practice.”

It is Lawrence’s insight into relatedness that leads the writers after Lawrence to
acknowledge their “relation” with him. Stuart Hall conceives of the theoretical possi-
bilities of Lawrence’s insight as “saving us from the abstractions which [. . .] can be
exalted over man” (15). Lawrence presents them with a way of “saving” them “from
the abstractions” which cause the crisis of the modern world and at the same time
make its real cause invisible, through his radical critique of value, which is itself an ul-

timate form of abstraction. Williams concludes the chapter on Lawrence in The Eng-



Lawrence, Williams, and the New Left 69

lish Novel from Dickens to Lawrence with: “it isn’t after all an end with Lawrence. It is
where in our time we have had to begin” (184). New Left writers read Lawrence’s
work and try to decipher the “hieroglyphic” which is concerned with the problem of
value judgment in terms both of criticism and of history. They evaluate Lawrence’s
work, measure the distance from themselves to their precursor, and then try to grasp
the relationship or relatedness which conditions their own work and which they act
out performatively to be “New” Left revolutionaries breaking with the past while
also being integrated into continuity or the genealogical line of the “long revolution.”
Problems and difficulties did not “end with Lawrence”: it was where they had to be-

gin for continuity by way of repetition.
Notes

This paper is part of the research project conducted with Grant-in-Aid for JSPS
Fellows from the Japan Society of the Promotion of Science. An earlier version of this
paper was presented at the 40th conference of the D. H. Lawrence Society of Japan at
Nagoya Institute of Technology on 28 June 2009.

(1) Kojin Karatani shows us a possibility of reading this passage as a transcendental
elucidation of the form of value. See Marx Sono Kanosei no Chushin [Marx: The Cen-
tre of Possibilities], 35-37.

(2) The theme of repetition and representation has much more to be discussed, but
it would take another paper to examine the theme extensively. I should like to de-
velop this theme elsewhere in relation to our argument about the critical possibilities

of Lawrence’s works.
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Lawrence, Williams, and the New Left:
A Genealogy of the Marxian Critique of Value for Continuity

Yasuhiro Kondo

D. H. Lawrence’s influence upon the New Left is of great importance. This pa-
per aims to give a reconsideration of the theoretical possibilities of Lawrence’s works
especially in the light of the appreciation of them by Raymond Williams, who is a rep-
resentative figure of the New Left.

Firstly, the problem of value is discussed in relation to Marx’s argument about
the form of value. The parallelism of the value of commodity and that of literature
foregrounds the exchange process of reading, writing and evaluation, and leads to the
radical critique of value judgment of historical situations as well as of literary works.
Lawrence and Williams emphasize the significance of evaluation in terms of their re-
sponses to, and experiences of, capitalist modernity.

Evaluation is essentially concerned with the problem of relation or relatedness.
Evaluating the historical condition of modernity and the relationship between Law-
rence and the writers of the following generations is linked with the theme of
repetition. New Left writers evaluate both Lawrence’s works and the historical situa-
tions, and think of him as their precursor; they become the agents for the “long

revolution,” seeking for continuity by way of repetition.

(711



O

Michael Squires, D. H. Lawrence and Frieda:
A Portrait of Love and Loyalty
(André Deutsch, 2008)

19724E 12 F 4 v EERFEF A S, 19734 12 FEFE R AT H AR & 1 72 Robert
Lucas, Frieda Lawrence: The Story of Frieda von Richthofen and D. H. Lawrence \%, 7
V=Y HRZPB/OWIEo/-2t, TOFELIHROLLLeBRY, /v Fqa
YHEB 2NV T A ALY VBT —F R - T4 — 7Y — L ORISR,
LiZ6CIRERAERE-> T, DLV REHDAINICD, /v Fa4vH
ADV—=ATLHF —F—DI AN - TV R ¥ A Y ORMaHEELy b— -
FOREWWBREBALCL, oLy ALOEERICD, XFERFROVa ~-
IFNVPY - RURASYTHEHPBOT V20 - 577 (L AN,
7V—=FDIANBDOREL D) LEREBEBRI-CLEEERALBICKATERS
hi.

F 7:19804F (2 tH IR & L7z Roy Spenser, D. H. Lawrence Country: A Portrait of His
Early Life and Background with DNlustrations, Maps and Guides 13, Th ¥ TOEH L
Rl oL AOXRIITHPERRICEL, BFRETEERBSETHY, O
VY ARRBP R DBB Lol &N L TEB SN

IhH 2, oLy AXBEIIOWTORLLOBRO LI OBIEZES b
DIEoIEBoTEW,

AL, XEBFEHRROPICEBBICHETAHHAOV DL LT MBI
Fhv. HBLITOLEHFRLRLELTONEEDOFIRKRIZZZD Y 2w, ZOHE,
Ridid, (ERMOBELEA, REOWK, BHOLFLZRVZEIRELT, AH
L]FOR T A NIV BE7E5S.

FEHEAIDAT-XI2EE, FHHE, BEICL-o TR LERHD
R—PL—1FThH5b. Lhbl}y, BLE FLT ThoPHELXEZLED
BEEHMELECRELAHADF YL VORI L - THB.

(72]



# ¥ 73

o DB, BENTIRZTNIZEZLOTL b oz, HOHOMFROF
THIEZ2 b0, BERPHERID & Vo LERNRBETE 2L, HAPH
ERDFLBEBETLHEV)RRLEo 72

Ol Y ADNHREAOEEPHNRR~NOESEHELT DI 7) ¥ %
FELETE 7Y -7k BAOEHBANOEZLBSOMEDHE~DE
SREORBN) X LDBRHNDELLE V) Ao EMET DBV VA
FRELE. $-0L VAR 7)) —FEEERANOBBERR LTI, 7
J—#iE, oLy RAEESOEXRRIEHEEFOTHEREA MO B BB L AR
BlOIEREEELRELL.

MEAT R EEBON L2 FRL L) LT 2HFO#BEOPRT, HEOIEF, R
ACRAE IR RPN BRIR S OBBELKTHRERRT2ICES. KODED
AREICL-TENIFEHEEDREI LD, HSHIE, BEVWOFEOK LWL
bDICTELEELS. HHIIE, HEOTFREBE, fHMEFRE LTERET
AEEDEENET N

19254E DU FRIC 1L, BEBATHE L.

CDEICTLYRET) S ORIBEBERBLAEMS, R7747—X13,
ZOBRIZ4OOWRELHET 5.

TFE 1 OEREAIR, 1915 28T, 7V -5k, BAMETIADTED
2Bica Yy FyoF Ao 4 v 7 THEALALE, BFICE-T, OV Y ABIY
oLy ALDEFED, HBEHELT KPYzIEPbho7

EoOEMRAIL, 191548 AT, ARORBHETEHKERERADF v MY —
Vo RBUABEEZTEFOVICHANT S L) ko Twza L X AL, BRE
BARIORATIF Y PY =V ICKET B, —F, 7Y—FiE, gLV RALOHRK
BEDLE; Y P —VICBET A, LY RiE, SEREOFCTIBEHIIRD,
KREE7) — YIS RBURSE, 7V =5k, A F)ANOHBEZERT, 0
LyA%Ay M) =V OMBTICELRELEEXS. LAL7Y) -5, ELA
ECTwiz®d, QLY ARBEVPICEhIDHAOhEho/:. TLYARE
B, ¥A—VEZF-BESREHEL, BEVWAORBREFLIHIC, RETOO
Y EENRLRELEL.

83 DEEHEIE, 1923 T, UL YAIZE-T, BREFOLOLE-TWAS.



74

7N, BOREEZZITANSD, LIICHBERHMELVWTWS, LY
Ad, BAEDAF VaAFERZ L ICEHETHBHNBED SO DIZLAVEZATY
7o [y 7nay bv] OREHFOL YRR L0, 8% (charity) 12k
HUFELOKERLACHBENEICLIIMELOBETRLL, BHEEORED
RICLBMMEL DR o7z, 7V =%k, oL Y RICEWTHETE 2D O DIC
T5LHkot.

H 4D, 1925FE 2 AR»3 HIZLDTH A, Ol v AEFEIL, 19244
NAR AR IEEBOMEATAHICEE L. [Fy70a7 ] 2B
LC1925%E 1 H, B L Y RICHBEHRIET S, 2 HIZER L9, 2AXKico
VYAREREAF I - 74 IIBHLAE 2AXK»3BIIULDISHESEH L
BETH. HIOREFHLIZRUT, oLy AL, HRENELSTVBL, H
MBKRTEMFE Lz, LaLWRXAELIr S ) X h, BRMKRTE5sh
ik, —BMTHo7z 19265121k, WEDOFHFMAH - Tz ORI,
FEATOLHEHBEENTL > BN b D7,

Ol AZ1885F 9 HIIHICAE TN, 19147 HIC7) — T L L, F0k
WEAETEIX19304E 3 B 2 HICHEATEA E TISES /. BEMEHR -7 —F, 7
)= FIXHEEFET, A DIZ, 19564 8 H11H T, BAETTHII o7

DL Y ABUBRTEL oebiF s, FRIBERVWALE DS LRV,
BAUNLZVWIEESCDBRELRAL LOHEVWRHNYH Y, LrdE L DER
PFRELHERLHEZSONBFICHETENHALDT, TL Yy RAVE)DEEIZON
TER, TREERELLV—MORDGFR (R2 74 T7—-XLBZDERD
NR—THII2I0R—V THB) TR (0F ), HEIPUHBRELID) F6R
THEDIE, FLELRWELVIAMNT S, FLTEZ) —yoLENMbIL,
ZBILTHA9.

HHTIE, 1912 IR LD TR L ENBZTL AL TY—FTHED, A
IIAT—XImR ST, BWIHICHESTVS, LHL, Ol v ANKREEN,
REZITTILRoTWVHEVIBLBY, BRIFIINDBEZATHS. F7-
ULy RARFBHERBRODALOREICETNA LR 294 7—X3FH28 gL
YADKEEITRPERRICEL, PR YBEL oI BHIRERShTVS,
O LY ADXBUIERE TRKBRAZ 72 W FEHIZH, A7 74 T7—Xizsk



#H 75

BEFILHSTVT, FITREP2LLVIREFERAL TS, RAF/TAT—
LI, 9A4—2 ) —LOWEBD T —=FLty b— - FTORLOBWFRICIEER
LTWwaH, 94N - ¥V EORBREERLTVS. 7Y —FPab AL
DA ZYTHAOBIINTVEF - 0TV EnH2FOHFFELHREKALI L
A2 T4 T—ZRERLTVT, Thid, V= ADOFIZIZeho7-b DI,
BLT, 7V —FOWHEIIOWTORY 74 7 - ADEBEIBRHLEHREZT
5.

LY RET7Y) —FORKEEGIZ, HHEREE (7)) —¥) LHEER (T
LYR) OMFERAELTEBLOCECLROEEROBMEEL TV T, /M

ACE A AR R BB BRRROCES D o T, KEMTERCTA
Lkl 2oL EE, ZBHEXEY [BTFLEEBA] 28T, ERHTY/+
Iy s ML) #EARSELILT, 7)) —-FOFER, ThlBEoolL Y 2D
CEMER L ZEMFAID LAk, LEILEETEHE, DLYRETY—F
OMBICESE B THELROTRIIZDLOTRENTHLLEDLEL 2/ L2VD
L LhZw,

FOX) REROFAEEREKRELREDL DI, RV 74T7—X3, XFE
UL YAAND 7YY — ¥ OHEEZEHREABRKIGFHEL TV 28559 5. HEIK R DD,
Fx 7 ) —MEADEFNE T ) —FIZRODTVEETHS. Zhid, V—H2A
DEOEFHZL B ->TWT, BHRIELTVELEE-THIWVDESLH. LHLA
ZIALT—=ZAHE) ) bIF7E»EB L T % Derek Britton, Lady Chatterley:
The Making of the Novel (1988) —— [F x ¥ ) —KADEAN] OHEED D
HHLEBIERBAEIATVWE—IC L hiE, FROBTHRELRADI YT -
TAFR, BZEEXAOTHFY Y F - R4 VX, PRERANVT R - Ny 7 XD K
ADRY TOEZADERBIICF ¥ 5 ) —HRADEF VIR o TS LAHHA
EhpiFhiEzowv. 7Y ik, Fr o) —fkAl [E»S, KN &,
BinX, #BE AFH] CBwT, B 7) - ERBRL T2tz HE
BRLTWRVY, THEELLVWEANTS. 7Y—¥%ik RRHoL > A0OED
X5 %, BENE (RAH] KBolDTRRWESH D

Fx 7)) —BWERADEFAVDOVENTHY, [T O] ICBIF5TO D




76

KOMEINTr—F + FN - b—LOEFLOVENTHLHBZUHY Y F - 4
v X0 1990 ICHBIR L ZABEZICEVWT, LY AL ORI D -7
ERDDPLTWAEY, FELELTIwD, RlCizbroiwv, § LBEETH
E, LY RZBVT, BBERNOBEIEOVLEILAH oLV T e,
HHVE, OL Y RAOHI [B#%] Bdbolzbvwd T e
AT TAT—XIE, 7V=FIlkoT, #HEIPLOWEEFEE -850, 0
LY RIZE 5T, BEIPOHLERAE e BUTWED, ThidAN2s)
P RERTELZHBEHTREVAESI». 7)—FIlk o Tk, BEIIETE
DHDTLh ook HICRICIZBRISE. OL Y RIZES T, JHEIBIMET,
A7 TAT—XE, XEFEQLVREAMOL Y 22501, —#{mITLT
VAH, FFBERETREWES ) H. XFEHETL YR, [AHOBLEOBEE
LTOHE] DLH5%bDEELTHLN, Aol Y23, BAERYETE
WCAWLT, (80 ] #EEEEA00, EREENLZXRIZEE-1-0TIER
WEA 9 h
Omig %)

David Ellis, Death and the Author:
How D. H. Lawrence Died, and Was Remembered
(Oxford University Press, 2008)

TOL Y ZANEL %o 219304 DRERIC L 2 EHIZT 5 >~ XT60,000A, 4
F1) A TIE50,000ATH oo LN TWAS, 1940ERICAPLT A ¥ UHt
BRINDE T, EHRELEMOTEE, H5VIIEL LWL SVICHERARS
BERZEPEBEZICRBIN TV, LALOL Y ZAESRES T THSS
BETHLEIPFEEBD LN o72EI)THDE. bHAABUORERXLNS
BETHAZLERITANRT WA, FVEOKIRMIORALT S > ABD Solu-
tion Pantanberge £ W) FER 2 KL L V- REMEN 2 RBESICEHLIBE
Thol:. LIV ARMA, HOBEIE THH] THoEH, ZoOMCES
CLEAR TROW] ICERXDDEEZ TV LA LREBIZESEV LR %



O 77

ERL, BT R-TBERIIC oD Tho 7.

CDEHCSEDENs kB0l ADERY, BESRETURENIE
ETOLYANCL 2D TCORBEPOIIEBLLETHHZ LIPABLY, b
=D IDERTHAENTVIANHSD. FHFYLIHOT L7225, [##)
EVIHHIENND TR LR TR Aoz v, FHALA T REWERD
NBHEHETH 5. Thomas Mann, George Orwell, Mark Gertler, Chekhov, € L
TOL Y ADKATD - 72 Katherine Mansfield % 4 DE % o LFEH ORI
DWTHOFMICOALAERE, BEOPMMICZ OIS BED o T o 77,
BELZEHZBELCESNTVA, 4, L) 0MiiZABICE > T3]
LIREDEIRIDTHED, HAVIIABIIMMISFEL ML, FEXFHIRZ
TELEPEVIEIIOWTD, HLREFCE LY =24 7 AT OEROHI
ZOBROL Y FEFoTWA.

b B A A Death and the Author: How D. H. Lawrence Died, and Was Remembered 13
B LEOMEZ T 2o TV AHDOTIREV. CoOFFLBTOMICTMh, H
1#8td Dying, %52 &8 Death, & L C# 3 #ix Remembrance 75 Y, %1 &
LE2IICERD 2 00T —<BHEFHICHTVSE. FLTHH)—22%, F3H
2HRLMCESNE 7Y —Flul Y AOFIKETER ) T SR EHBORME
T, THUEZTIE ) ICHEBRIEVAY, BEEANT L ADFEERA S AITHIZET
2, ERO L Y ADOBEEMZFEHIIERS O v,

ZITHAEFETIE, HHETHAL [ROMG] L) EREL, ABICE T [FE]
LREDEIBLDTHLHND2 MK > TIDEROFFFL L,

FFT1EHD [BoE] THEH, TOERFHMTL 5Did4 1% Dying (3B
#ME BT L) 3. Denial GER)T, @by ALF2] 2KoT, RADA
Huxley $ DB TR Db ENLELELR YV EVOHBIZH S, BL Y ADEHK2E
> 7219324E 2 Huxley D3BREIZ 4 B The Letters of D. H. Lawrence %% W. Heinemann
HEALHTWS, ZOFRXO—HIC [F#RZATE S HLRZE BRIZIT,
KEMEETRLZITRE, LEoTHL Y ARBESOAEFBLIIFREW]
w3l ADBEEZ, BEHECEME-THIED HHHE LT Huxley 123
LTS,

L Y AORZEHEIAF 2 E LTS, FEHEls ICEMZEL 501,
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19294E 3 AZ Huxley & O L Y AH—HiZ o7& (2, Huxley icRE4nL ¥
ZADFIMHTEZDBRICH B, DT L~ AL ‘Scientific Doctor’ & ‘Heal-
ing D2WOFEHFNTVIEH, FIHEBFOFHE LS Ellis ORFUFERIEM%
BRUDTHS.

£ N3 Lady Chatterley’s Lover DERMHMMIROFT H &b T8 il L ¥ A8
Huxley X#E L g% L L&D L THo/. O L Y ADFEFHHED [ZFV 7 Hux-
ley REZBVCTEMOBH 22T E€D. FHFTTIIROhATLE> TS
EVHBHITHol. ZITOLYARXMEHICLIMERELZTSHED
KD LIED, OL UV ARFERENEZEW > T aVABICHMITLE ).
CDXIHUL Y ADEE % Huxley iZA 22O RWADTHA L HEFEL
o, BEEQLVARZ (R T —] OFTRD X HIZHK). ‘alust ... to wreak
his so-called science on me/and reduce me to the level of a thing’ (‘Scientific Doctor,’
Complete Poems). " DFFDOMBMEIE [RHEEM] L) BB ZH- TIEL B EMinth
WGEBOHKE (ust) 2F ) BICEIRELEDLICHL2TTHOLARVICE
ThizLzBLLOIILETIHRE] IZ. FATHZ0L AP HFBRICKI N
CEEWE-TWAS. ZL T, ‘Good-morning! (8 &)%) LPEZ ELT
BoTHANRBBIIEEDOTZLbE>TLEIDTDHAS.

F LW, ‘Healing W) FZTL Y ARHFEVTWS, [DALIZBRL 2 2w,
B4 BROBBMTHE2B/RMTIEE. DLLIRRICE 20X, BROBE
PEVWOTIEERL, RO 2T HFEVEIHICHLFHOBEC IOV - DA
BHEZ»HZL, CORDHBIRERVEENRDH S, 7B EGIHICRYIRS
L. ¥F4lz5Zs, E{TELOPLEVED, AGMERDEL L) R
EHICECOMBVYORLI IRV ELLACHGE*BERUAICHE T VD
. EZAWAMBOGRAICIOMBCEHBLT S EEEBATELD]
(‘Healing,’: Complete Poems).

S L7k 912, T ‘Healing % <5 Ellis DFFUICH L THEIXERN %2 R
LB2DOTHS. L) DI [EGOFRROBEERY B/ L) BRUL, o ¥
JESoTLHEIIR-ZADRETHS. MEMHAICKL2EW) L 2{E
L7z WAL SFNT L K& 2 L Tld &\ 4] (This is a resolutely psychosomatic

view of illness not surprising in someone who refused to believe that matter
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preceded mind. p.28) &, TL X AISKH LT [LHHE] L) ERTHEN 22
AV PMZElsETLTWA26THAE. LHL, L AOHER [WOL] %
BRIk T 2RZM 22D HAOHIIH - 3T THS. 212, ‘Healing' &
V) FORBEMEls IZIEHETVZVOTIR RV, L) BEXZETE0
Thb TLIOEOREIZ, Tl Yy ADEDEMLEAEAYSH S %\ E Elis
BAEEHRALTEN, TEXRETHAIH, WERTHAIH, ELHLTD
FVERTRRWESL D, EHLTIDEH) RARELBRIET IO, &
(& ® ‘Healing' £\ #AEllis ICIZF Do TwARWI L LFERT L8 H S
EICEDLATHI 2VDTH .

ZHIZEllis DRDOBEATRICRZ2DIE, E1HN3. D& 4 b ‘Denial’ T
5. Elis 3RE%EIE T, oL Y ADPELZHBREL RO Lo, L
VI EBRD [HER] LRI TS, BPICZEDE ) L—HbHHTHAH. Ly
L. ‘Scientific Doctor’ & ‘Healing’ CHHOMC ook Hi2, B L Y ANEKYITIE
BLZORBRRREEZDOATIE LR, HEREDERDH 5V IzBRL I
T5[BER] THolDTwh, £ wiiE, ‘Denial’ ®EHIEE TElis i
Mundesley sanatorium ? ¥ i&% T3 - 7> Andrew Morland & \» 9 [EHfi & & D i&#E
EORAD LD TV (pp. 21-22). RHEBE~OH L J122W T Morland E
M HLEERHOL V) T L ZMPL T, HA 0 FUrREOEERIZB
oL ERHEZDHEBFEFRINS. BH L George Orwell TdH - 7z, Morland ®
BRI TOrwell I Z2WICHBREBT LI TICEBTS. boLdb2N= s
RA&Mi260LRIMBMTEL 228 HEPCEBRITEORTH- 22 dbANnk
WS, BEEE Td o 7 Morland M I BE DI o THBRTSH LV hu-
manist ZHPZHIH oL HICBbhEDOTHS. HL, Ellisicul vy A0H
B TBNIE, 41883, ‘Denial’ DEEIZhoTIYIEDEY, —HL
eWmEORBAHER T b Nl v

L2l SOESICHFELE LTARMZHEZ 5 Ellis DB TH 24, BBEEOR
#% @ & 4 (Part III. Remembrance Postscript: On the Fear of Death) % Dr. Johnson
DX (Rambler Essays #60 [October 13, 1750]) & |A# 828 Psalm (89-49) 7 &
DFIATHO Lo TV BHEFNIHRBINDLELEELS. L) ORSHEDER
#5D. H. Lawrence 723121 53, AMASMR 5L L 3D, £EHLVWH L
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IEEIVIBEERFEDZ0H, Lvo/-w 7 o TEBH LA % 4955 Ellis
BHEL, Z2OMWVWICKRBEZ LI LTI2RBPERONDI N5 TH S, Ellis F
Dr. Johnson DEEEZF|IHL T A EEFzHAL L &, FHIIEEICHEOEME
MG (562-645) @ [REEKE] O—FieHEL T

MBcEEnAbORBLEE, BIETRADEENE T £, BHERCL
T, B RS0 LbA LY. El0 K HERL SADLDOV A
0. ] FFRIO—HOHBPOTHREFICOVWTRTCAZ L, L] 2F VA
KTHRY DBV [EFEHE] L) FEFBICMHL. ChZABOEOEAE [X
BEICBVWIDILAZILT, FRIZELCILDRVAL] LB TIEER,
The [EDE] LA A—TVTH5IeDEFTRISRTHS. TLTHICDH
FLCKELREZEE, 208 REREIL—HIBRIBRINSLZE, B
ANIERE=EOHFICHET S L2 AHEITREL T 5.

—7%, Ellis »3|H LTV 5 Dr. Johnson D AR 2R A -ERRKOI I
ToTwa, [4 AMITERUCSRICHE SN, B UBBICKIN, FEITIETFT
HLEZLY, BRIITLFEELN, REORIIHEARSN, 0Lk, HEIZH
OOERENMPLTVEDE] (p253). ThiIhHD [HFHE] ZHhe S¢2 AH
D|ZFEEZSH. LPL, Johnsond', S5 [F4 AMIZER, WHEOH»
Lo TWL LWV I LEAALRMSOTWAEL, HIZRETHD] L) EE
ZEMLTBhE ABOEZFELTRL - LHETREFAHICZ>TWET
HAHI, LENlsEHITmzCcwa, o : L CHE#%IC ‘What man is he
that liveth, and shall not see death?’ & Psalm 75D —fix#HbH L, BHoEE%
W) ANBEREZSLDSELELT, ZOEEHDHLLoTWEDTHSL. 2D
& 5 % Ellis @ Johnson f#ERZ LD L HICHB LS LI WDTHAHIH. FOL
v MEICEIA Lf:iﬁﬁmﬂiiﬁfié [REEA] EVWIERIIHA.

[RAF] LG [HOFOYWHEIZL L] L) OPEFOTLOBERTHS. §
Witz 2k, HOOREE W) HROPIZARZRIAATZABOELAZDLD
MEIZHBIEThHD BHRTHIATVWAETHEEMELA [FE] &, BEOFER
FRLTWAB LR, FXTVWARICESOELAZBEEIRLL, ZoIiRICT
20y, EbE—HOBHNLZEOERE L TwE2EIPEBIT0EER
bhd. ftoTC, TITRELIREEZTIIRL, £0EMMDIhTVALEZ LI
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b, OL YR REAZLBEEOBEMIC, £E&2MPLIEIC [F] 2AED
BRLEPLIE, ARCEDOEVHOREMRS Z LAHELD TRV
59%. [RETVWARIIBREF/-RIILYFHA. wIvIFERL &5
DWTELLED, BLRFTHIRCHVE L9 Lid, BBOKATRULE
B LAZEK A Gertie Cooper I T FMO—HTH A, ZOLHIHORE
Do ERMFITADITIE, ¥R MW LITHORA L O—FLOERH
OLYAHBIZH D6 TIREWAEA S H. HE, Brigit Patmore DLt % 51
XSWICH L Ellis i3, EOBEM T T L ¥ A& Revelation ® symbols {22\ T
E BT TEY, Apocalypse DIZIED H2H B D785 &5 712 “for man, as for flower
and beast and bird, the supreme triumph is to be most vividly, most perfectly alive.’ &
X, Hl¥ T ‘we ought to dance with rapture that we should be alive and in the flesh,
and part of the living, incarnate cosmos.” & T\ TV 5Dk, ‘incarnate cosmos’ ([ 4
AWM THLIRER]) LD~z BETEERH 2P HEE LTS, T
MBS XMLOBREL DHENZHENTHo LB EXHDTR 2
B SOLIBHEAVE, EEIE [ZRE] OEBAT (LI
DIxHEEHE, RICETNAVELEEIZ S R EEoATLIIHMALS. bHA
AZITELRTWS [REhd]| LITBIZBOLTERICEENLD), BTE
Fhizew) BRZTTII R, ERBIOBERI-NI-FEBREROAN HD0
BADOREIC - HOBEIC THED D] LI KBRELIAL, ZOBBREIA
HELADVPFELEBLD) CLEFRLTVEDIEE) ETH RV

VLE, Elis 4 EIOERIE, [MEROER] LEAGHRRBELTVWEIEED
BELTWL7-0PMBTCELVERIMICOEOLH D, 2@FICboT
[FE] V) F—IAHFLICEE ONTVB TS, #DF—EIRZHEATEZLTA
BUINEL SR VERAZRF- B/ TH LI LTI TH . Fi21iRIC
%o T[] OFTALAHPRA R BRoTVARARILBVTIRRBELT
H5b.

(dbws %)
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Jae-kyung Koh, D. H. Lawrence and the Great War:
The Quest for Cultural Regeneration
(Peter Lang, 2007)

EHERIBEORETHITVWATL ¥ AW%E. AilFid Peter Lang 4 Euro-
pean University Studies ®—1ft & L T 7.

— I, WEMEHOREE LTER AN L ERMHEY2 BT E, B
EOXEMFIIBVTIRBERNT 70— F 2 L o 0FEMETHH T & 2RET
BLE-TVWESS, BEOXEMEICLNT, BRRRIZIILKELREE
HEdboTVE, HEWIE, XEMEIIERZCFILHELFIEFELNE &
o TWAD. L Lids, SOFRIIKLT, £FICBWT [HE—KKR]
SERHHGLE VS LD BLLARBNIME, 2 hol y R ->THRSA,
REOERLZEZONHASE L THRbhSE. 22 CEY, ALZERHT T
O—FOXEMETIEIL L, VDY SEHEN R LENROREAD LI TIT D
Ny AMRELTCHERTAHILENTESL H- M- YLAFEDNF-R:
V=4 A vol@ihlvol Yy AMREDOAHAERENDL I L H2TMR
THEIH., 7—3—%2BRELTHAL TS Tidhnr e KESNE ) 72H,
COFIIPWTIddH & TRz,

AEDOLEEOFEZMBICTLHELEIHITHE. F—RABIZRBHIY
Kofe dRe, ZhERBPMKRTTHEOREOHERIZTER TIN5
oo Thb EFIET. B—KRARITORFEOENLHZTHFY) X MO
HOMH, BHCHBE AKOTEICH L OCAENLboBERE LTSI
5. COWEDD L TAHOGIEEMRDN. U X MEOWIER L EE,
EXEH SO LI CHREF@SICHSET 5 AHOBRILLEU>PVWTRHELL. o
HEOBBTHBENEEHX T Y, HEOCREBMABMAELL, BAMISE KRR
EFHIEGRITILICRo7. IHLT, B—KRKBROBWABHEHITF Y X PHUC
Hot Lol AREOLHICHERLLE—E LI, ZOEK
THE-RRKREICOWEN LR XALOBROBRERTH Y, ERICH LVEBROH
RETOHo/vH., DTVTHEHRUL  AOERHEZHWTH. LR
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EEREYERELZIOE LTTIRERL, MRNLZIOLELT, 2 A+ DXL
OFAELHBRERVELEYESEBELTW DL LTRBRLE. H—KKRE
W BRRMEME, LY RICESTHF IR MEOMERN L LORE»SH L
VAN R XN DOBITORBIERSZERL. 29 LT, AHORBEICH
5 [XALDHA] A5, F—RKEOBHEE L HIi—H 5 VIFE - RKBOBIHE
Lo T—WLESEWVWIDTHA.
EEFBERLTOENLEIPENE LT, FHFONBHEIBSRTHS. dbok
BAMIZEZE, o ERBFORNCHESTONE, EARERIL R
DOERHE BB ERICBI2HOBREHLNMITLIILEZDELTVSD
Eho, 298, BHEDOEBRTE, FRKRUANICHFEXHOBELTHME L
ERHRLEBASEML TWobiF 2L, B—RKBROFERDO—D & L THiBEHEL
FTEHERDORENS—oF NEBFOERTSHF ) X MO HTHBHE L T FEAEMIC
B ORBEERI—DH o 7obiF L, BEMFEIQLPEEREDLLLTY
A0E, RETEEFTLVAOBEBBE L TRTINIIDH T DICHEMICRL
TLES.
BHbLESNZBRESAWE, V—Y4 2D NHKED-H- 2L 2] (1955)
BEVWHENS. BAETA2OTOVWTIIHRTBIY. COKELEEHED-
LWFHTY) -V 1A, L AOBEENRSHEOBRLMMEICH S L 2HmA
L7z, ab v Rid, AFX)AOEEICOBROEELRREZ4E X, ZOBBOHE
EENBOBRRPHLHEL, BRI OMEICKRALL. CORT, gL ADE
PRHERIBHL TR LERLAOTHS. X85, V-4 RIEFENGDUE
DHEDEIAXI) AOBELBELRE, AREVSOHRBREPEELLV-BE
WEoTHIMOBMAMNICHETLTLE A BV Y AOHGREHRE LT
V=4 AP LIELIES R L-H MR E VS fEEd, BEICTBBRPRASLE
BN R LCHELTEREE I 2IDOTHY, TOERIIBLTOL Y A
FERER L VO MBMEEICINE S TLE 7. £LT V—Y1 A DO
FOLMT, vL Y AD Life i3EFEER, BEERICHITIMEHEE LT
BOTOLNB L) ICkoT.

LLESENLD, T TS OMRFICL > THRYESIRTELLIIC, X
EMEOHNTREIOBMEVRF SN L, —TEHRERE» S SR TR
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BEHEABITLAZLICHT2ERIE, SHORFIIBVTUOLEIICEETD
5. V=74 AOBRYPLSAETIEI o o K& 2MFER T OT(L, BROBEK
SOELIL, BREEVBOAFAFTRERIN TRV, BEE2RITILZDIC, B
ROMERRD, XEBELERHEY, ZEEICL T 2bIFTERVER->T
B, BEIE, BFEREIIRI Y a v OTRTHA.
FHEOEZSLHEERALELS. ERRL L TRACEI N TV S OILE3E
O BT &) BTHs. EZIZOEROFTEBBANME LY LT, #h
ZhotRE, AMBZHLS. FEVELCERLTWRLEDLDhEZDI, B
EBOLGITHEZEGITIOENTWE IV N EHEONXTHS. FEHIX, Vx5
N EOROFEF %, HAXFTAIF VR MHNEERL AOBRTEICEI24G0W
EELTHRRL, #oicd:) X MtRBRORBHMEERS. HRIELH»E
HLDPHCBBEL VR Y A MOBBZEL TR HICEDTHE IE R,
LEWICEBLTWCEWS, 4, oLy ARKOREBLEEZMLICE-
T, —DODOVALOBREERA LI ELTWEDZELRHBLS. BHIC, Y250 F
LFVA MU 2EGOMELRBOICART AWML V). FEIRICE
DHEMELTERLADE, YxINFFEGORLIEHICHBELMELHZL LS
L, BEENCL-THETAHETHS. OBHEH CHBITEITTL BEE
D/BZ IR, HLORETY 2SNV FELNHFLEILTEY, Y2F VIR
MENCHEE 2R, ZOBEEMHTS. Y25V FOXE, EEXHEICLS
HAROEHB L AGHIINTIBERLMELS5bTIOTHY, FYRX OB
BLPHEBREROBMBERRTS. LodoT, Y23V FORIE, RBMICE
YR MEMRBICRESNZWHELHDOHBMAZ L W T LIZh B, ThIIHLT
N=%3alL ZAORAFETHY, BRLAEIRE—-FETHLLnHInL Y
AOMRBEREELTE ENS.

58D [y - ET7) @b, EEXHICA—-ORKICHLTVTERRAShS.
FHRITIT, FURMoOBEER WEMZEN) 212, BROHE L £/
PHELY b - BTICEREFNREEIND L L THEOMN LR ERKRILL,
WEORKZHMT S, Vakts b ETEHRINCHRLEIET S, £
b BTREOMNLEGIED > TRETS. COFMEOERIL, FYA MK
HREE REMHURBONLE LTOIFERTES L. Zo0RBUIFIMAEL
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v, R, V—oOWEXHICHTALIREZIALORBITRIND LIS,
Ol Y ARPEEBEL T—20LOBRBEH TV HEDREE NS,

HLOED [Fr I L—RADEAl RIVL & HIEHENEBRTHY, &
BBZHL, FEEEHEFBLIEBT 23 X MOBSE REOTE LIE
K, 774 FEVIAPICLoTHRBRENBER TS, I=—3KLDFE
LRBEFICL - THEH TS0, BTHLVAGHLRBFRERDITSZ L TRE
BIICHEET S, COMRTL 20X LD E I OH L LOEENFEET
b, ThiZa=—ORFEOBEL VI ETHENLTS. £hid, FH LT
FURMUCLI2REOBTEILDORATHH 5.

BT, BEFE EFBRBONRL LTHEDSTZ ) X MIOMEN L XL
LIFLITHERMERETS. LeL, 7T LI, RFOMEIFEE
RUTHLOT, KEORFORY Y a VIR THS. ZORYY 3 DR
SN, 72— L) ERABERIIERL, BRICEDVAATVWCEIATH
AWFEE LCHENRT S, Thix, 20OMFLHROBMEZ, FHHESR
BRTLETRTVWARVWS LI L LHHT 5. AHORBERMNLHFOREL 7—
DI—DRBERIEDLHICHETLON, IKRALV. BET, AHFEEHY
BIEFFEE LTHR LAY, FEFZRERFAAWICHEOR L ZBREPH
RBEANDERZLDVAATVE DL, FEHEVARERFOERO 2T
EDIHMBIITWEDH, ERFBEELNDE. 255 HFORI L a i
NI HERIZ, bhbhd (ICB0FEROMFHBOE,LLRRELEL TEA
ZoDOThHY, SHOMFOREMICHEELEEZ LK T LOTHL. KA+ -3
O=FYARENT 2 IZ AL EVHIIFEDBIHENHFLE-> TV 5D TiER
W, FHITEELT, H603HUFREREZRETIHEORT Y aryeboL
WAHAZE, FLT, FH)LEEHLERT Y arvh ool 6nbL M BtEFEEM
OB Z, HLOURENGHFOTEELML DZL W) It xbhbhids
ATZDTH5.

RBIZOFIMA B &, 20094 6 H27ADAA T L ¥ AHEDEWEEEAE T,
BEIDOHIEE b I\ T “Lawrence Studies in East Asia” £ 29 ¥ YR I L H5H
fEhi SZThELAEEIRFORY Y a V2 WHICERL-RAE o1

(g ¥E4r)
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Earl Ingersoll and Virginia Hyde, eds., Windows to the Sun:
D. H. Lawrence’s “Thought-Adventures”
(Fairleigh Dickinson UPB, 2009)

Windows to the Sun —Z D K5 F 4 v 2% % 4 bV OEK%EH Hyde i
CHOHRT S, HORIREEEVWIRD [KE] »HOA42BCERT [£] T
Hhdzh, ZORMICRELITEREDETHE2PDL I LRITHEIN TS,
ZLONHECZORBOBRIEINTLEIN, OL AR ZOLEPHIRE
A& APOEERBEEREL ) E LR L, EHEE BERREEVS
BLYLDITHKOT ] 20V AR EDEHICFIERE, FALRKBER:
O, UTF5HE9I ADHRBE-LADERH, vl ICFREBESTF R
FEAN—LZDOEVIZEZT NS,

Earl Ingersoll, “A New Continent of the Soul”: Lawrence’s Transcultural/ Transhis-
torical Meeting with Herman Melville. &3, 7 A Y A XFEIIBIFT50L ¥ R
EoTRVEELERIIANTANTHLEEHEL Al 2 [BT2x/:b]
WCEXIMBEER OLVAPANT A NP ORI ZKRELEDIC TBRE
T DKE] (blood brotherhood) &\ BZEZEITH. ZOBEMFVAIZOL ¥R
BT LETRINLOh. EFITERIERD - LRI OHOER & #IIH
BL, OLYADANTANIIRHTEY vy — b HROFUEZEHT. [5
Flt] &) ERPOREIOKUH EEROBT AV T 1 Vb T [REDE
BRER) E/RTHIHBLL, BT akhbl 320) 23— W{HEOTRERE L
BRACHRR L MERTH S LT 5.

John Worthen, “Over Some Frontiers” at Monte Cassino: Lawrence and Maurice
Magnus (&, Memoir of Maurice Magnus CTHiD»NAEHEBEE Y TH vy ¥— /) LT X
YHAANMERE—V R - 7+ AOBEER BT S, BICCOEBEVELIE
i€ D. H. Lawrence: The Life of an Outsider (2005) T X, [0 L ¥ R % “bisexual
type” FRKOTVE | L WIS FADFLKOEBEEREEE -/ LiL, LR
DEEZL HHEOHPTDH, HEOEIRELLADILEN LI —BRIFRLES7-ZD
19206DE YT H v ¥ — /7 ~D— ARMPELMICHIEWICHET, WISl
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EREABREEATRE I RERICRET 2SR, v/ FREV) (HAHNA
tr T aT M THo) —HOMICHEITS TEHRE] 20 L ¥ AXEKER 2
BHERUAIGENSVWE RET.

Gerald Doherty, Women in Love: Sacrifice, Sadism, and the Discourse of Species T
3 (BT a&-b] KBIT2MERN ABELEESHLONDS. HEREDOD
WS, M X0 s - R ANBELORNIO Y- 2R LT, w
MCTONBMAE (F1PB) 2HALTHET Iy FRIOMEIZ X b EEM
SRHARITHLIHPRTIH2EET. IHKXFVY. Fov—X, 1154
B EIERLENS [BINOEE] CEICLT2INVFET PV OB
MTHFAATA v I RITTF 4 Y XLIDOTHRE. AROFEIE, X%
BB L2500 L Y AORBEFLEDVZEN—F OV a v 2 ¥—v4 =X
LAMIZEV) LD LAMEMICHRL, R4BYWHECRDLEBHEOV—-Y %
HoPIILTWREERL LS.

Kumiko Hoshi, Modernism’s Fourth Dimension in Aaron’s Rod: Einstein, Picasso,
and Lawrence Cid [7—0 v dit] A [HxERER] L [HKRILT] &) BEH
EFCHVORAFIL LTERESRS. [HRIEIEV ) ERETIIRVEEZELZ
RIBREBIINL, €AY, Fary yREPHEMNICRAL-ERORIGE, H
G.VaWABREDEY ZALMERIR LI XFHRID 2 B EHEZ 77— ¥
DR ETEHO RS ICEHL, TO—FICEE 54w [ (vision in
motion) ##Z2 X L TAEBFHEIIF2 XL L al v R EDWEHE % TER.
FHRICHEIC oW TR, FEFARE V) aAFT I —~OFHIHE ST,
ol Y RAARELEOBEEICBVTZORRE Y TIIOMRLBEBLIRAL X
HELDTH B EEHERTITA.

Theresa Mae Thompson, Crossing Europe: Political Frontiers in Lawrence’s The
Lost Girl T, TOZ M= ICBIBBEEZINTI0L Y ADOEEM % IS
HEEIND., FHIE, FE—-KKBRUGH»SMIA T BEENER T4b
LTRREEOLZEL S - LHBROMEFET L V) HAERORERMKEICLS
ANEDBRILZTL Y ARBER>TWE LW, FEBBOTVS 74 FEA45Y)
TAKEAF v F a O (mixed marriage) 12X o T, BERHFE, PERET
Lo BEEFICHET 2 EMEr S TEN NS, LAL, WiEREEBICET
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545 ) TORBH/RERLT VT 74 FHRRBL0FRVEERIC, oL ADOER
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Nanette Norris, Modernist Myth:
Studies in H. D., D. H. Lawrence, and Virginia Woolf
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HMOKBET S L1, OL Y AOPFETHEEIHROFETHE. FV 7L
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Carey ]. Snyder, British Fiction and Cross-Cultural Encounters:
Ethnographic Modernism from Wells to Woolf
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2008)
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[The Fortieth Commemorative Conference)

English Literary Studies and D. H. Lawrence Studies in East Asia

Keynote Speech
Monkey Nuts or Filberts? : Troubles in D. H. Lawrence’s “Monkey Nuts”
Masazumi Araki(Shirayuri Women’s College)

This paper consists of two parts.

In the first part, I try to explain how the English Studies in Japan has developed
since the Meiji Era. The long history of its development can be roughly divided into
four stages. Today we are at the fourth stage, and are under the influence of post-colo-
nial literary theory and Cultural Studies. We have shifted our focus to the exploration
of how English Studies has been transplanted in the Japanese culture. At the same
time, we try to explore the possibility of reading literary works in English from the
standpoint of the Japanese Subject. One of the most advanced academic fields of the
English Studies which address themselves to this pursuit is, I believe, one of the
Shakespeare Studies. It tackles the problem of how Japanese culture has received and
transformed Shakespeare.

In the second part of this paper, I will show one of the ways which the Lawrence
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Studies in Japan should take. To accomplish this task, I take up Lawrence’s short
story “Monkey Nuts” (1919), included in his work England, My England (1922), and
show how the text resists being translated into Japanese culture. Concretely, I will
shed critical light on two words in the text; that is, ‘monkey nut’ and ‘filbert.’ It is be-
cause they have received no critical attention. During my attempt, I will examine how
both these words are deployed within the text, and at the same time show how the

text is disseminated with troubles in words, gender, and materialist imagination.

Symposium: Lawrence Studies in East Asia

Overthrowing Western Authority: How to Read D. H. Lawrence In, and After, the
Age of “Author’s Death,” or, How to Overcome Our “Negative” Heritage?
Masashi Asai (Kyoto Tachibana University)

My aim here is to point out some hidden or unconscious premise that the native
speaker can read the text better intrinsically and inherently. The issue seems to be
structural: English-speaking readers have been “brainwashed” into believing that
they are naturally better readers. The unfairness of the situation is due to the fact
that both in the West and non-West, “Western authority” is readily accepted. It be-
comes clear when you turn your eyes to the fact that once your book is written either
in Japanese or Korean, the chances of getting a reader outside those language do-
mains become infinitesimal. In fact, this situation prevails in the global scholarship of
English literature.

Considering these trends and situations in the world as well as in East Asia, it
seems clear to me that we have almost arrived at the point where the scholars even
in the disciplines of humanities should attend to the great trend of “intellectual
globalization.” You have been in the “lukewarm water” of the so-called “English liter-
ary world” either in Japan or Korea, where you have been so complacent in writing
whatever and whenever you want in your own native language. What we should do,
instead, is to convince the Western reader that our approach and reading has certain
merits which the general readers of the West tend to dismiss or overlook, or even

never think about. The general reader of the West, including critics, have natural incli-
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nations to see Lawrence or any other particular author or thinker as a part of their
cultural heritage, as a product of their own cultural contexts. But once these authors
or thinkers have some sort of genius which has universal appeal, they are already
“world heritage” who require due treatment. This is where the non-English reader of
Lawrence should contribute to a “universal” reading of Lawrence. This is in a way
“retrieving” Lawrence from the unconscious possession of the West into a more
proper setting — an open world arena of reading, so to say. And the time is ripe, since
the “author is dead.” As Foucault says, “It doesn’t matter who speaks” (What is the
Author?).

Visions of Death: Lawrence, Mishima, and Heidegger
Masashi Asai

Death is certainly the most problematic and enigmatic phenomenon for man, and
literature and philosophy have been laboriously tackling it. The most characteristic
Lawrentian view of death is his emphasis on the continuity of life and death. It is
clearly reflected in the death scenes in his novels. He describes some of the char-
acters’ deaths quite cruelly, and it is intrinsically because of the willful clinging to life
of the dying. The death after such a clinging is always full of horror and not real. Man,
Lawrence would have assumed, should die bravely and willingly when the time
comes, and only then, the continuity of life and death is realized. If one clings to life
with one’s will, one’s death is only an annihilation of life.

Mishima’s view of death, quite contrary to Lawrence, is a reflection of his pro-
foundly negative view of life: for him, life is a “void of the progressive, that may go on
for ever while one waits for an absolute that may never come ...” (Sun and Steel, 68).
That is why his emphasis on the importance of “manly” death, without ugly clinging
to life, has a clearly different tone from that of Lawrence’s: the reason for their abhor-
rence of attachment to life. Mishima abhors the attachment because it betrays beauty:

beauty of man and of life itself. He says: “When man wants only to live beautifully,
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and die beautifully, we have to acknowledge that the attachment to life always betrays
the beauty” (Hagakure Nyumon). It is precisely this consciousness of beauty that di-
vides Lawrence’s vision of death from that of Mishima’s. Mishima’s only wish, there-
fore, is how to bring the body, which has an intrinsic disease, to an end, beautifully.

The resolute action that Mishima took may be an example of Heidegger's idea of
what “anticipation of death” (Being and Time) creates, but to Lawrence, “man who
can take his own life” (Pinguet, La Mort Volontaire au Japon) only possesses
“courage of death” which is categorically different from “courage of life.” The “incom-
parable supremacy of man” to him is man’s ability to attain “To its own fullness of be-
ing, its own living self,” and such a man “becomes unique, a nonpareil. It has its place
in the fourth dimension, the heaven of existence ...” (“Reflections on the Death of a
Porcupine”).To such a man, the will that “can give himself a death” is nothing but an
obstacle to attain such an existence.

These two visions of death seem too contrary to reconcile.

Apocalypse and Lawrence’s Thinking on Collectivity
Jung-A Hwang(Ewha Womans University)

‘Individuality’ is one of the most salient words in Lawrence’s work. He emphasizes
through most of his writings that man is, and should be, ‘a spontaneous and single in-
dividual’ which can never be reduced to a unit of a whole. In some of his later poems
and essays, however, one can also discern an apparently different line of thoughts.
These thoughts not only present words like ‘connection,” ‘relationship,” or ‘a collec-
tive whole,’ but also, on some occasions, even foreground them.

In Apocalypse, this shift in emphasis, from individuality to collectivity, coincides
with his reinterpretation of John’s “Revelation.” In fact, Lawrence here criticizes
Christianity on the ground that it does not properly deal with a collective part of hu-
man life, and he goes on to offer his own concept of collectivity as an authentic basis
for community.

This paper aims to discuss Lawrence’s thinking on collectivity in Apocalypse, plac-
ing it within the context of recent theoretical reinterpretations of Christianity by



128

Badiou and Zizek. These theorists are particularly relevant in that, in contrast to
Lawrence, they turn to Christianity to find an answer to the problem of community in
today’s world. For Badiou and Zi%ek, what Lawrence criticizes as an ‘evasion’ in
Christianity is exactly the first vital step to establish universalism as they define it.
Since both of the theorists explicitly or implicitly make reference to Nietzsche, this
paper also examines Nietzsche'’s ideas which make up an important theoretical back-
ground for Lawrence’s argument as well.

These two apparently contrasting attitudes towards Christianity and collectivity,
however, might be combined by disturbing and realigning certain conceptual
couplings. Indeed, when he prioritizes ‘the connection to the cosmos,’ Lawrence sig-
nificantly suggests a clue to this kind of creative re-coupling, thus proving himself a
positive point of reference for the recent theoretical and political projects with
Christianity.

Lawrence and Postimperial English Culture
Nobuyoshi Ota (Tokyo Gakugei University)
My paper started with the debate between F. R. Leavis and T. S. Eliot about Eng-
lish culture since the late 1930s, in which the inaugural moment of the emerging D.
H. Lawrence studies was historically marked. And yet, I retraced the process of their
critical antagonism and interaction along with, or, in contradistinction with, the “inter-
national” socialist politics and hilariously flamboyant and aestheticizing lifestyle of
the Bloomsbury Group. While the popular and collective cultural formations of Eng-
lishness were nationally achieved in the shrinking island of Britain in the inter-war
years, the elitist, non-English/cosmopolitan tendency of Bloomsbury writers was re-
produced by and coordinated with the Left or Liberal political culture of the North
American intellectuals.
In particular, Mark Spilka’s literary evaluation of Lawrence and his liberal humanist
conception of “the writer’s better self” were critically re-examined in comparison
with Martin Green’s cultural study of the “children of the sun.” As my critical re-

examination showed, the very academic and pedagogic institutionalizations of English
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Literature, based on the conception of English Modernism, came into being, after the
British Empire passed into the postimperial phase around the 1950s. It is in this very
moment that the “normative Lawrence,” the representative cultural icon of English
literary culture, occupied the privileged and yet singular position in the geopolitical
formations of postimperial English culture. Thus, the specific historicity of the dis-
courses on English culture in the twentieth century, such as Leavis’s “great tradi-
tion” or Eliot’s “whole way of life,” I argued, was more markedly and properly
delimitated in the geopolitical space of the transatlantic cultural migration of the
Bloomsbury Group.

My aim was not to divert our critical attention from “D. H. Lawrence Studies in
East Asia.” Rather, I suggested some of the ways in which the past and continuing fig-
ures of Lawrence could be (re) configurated in the ideological problematics of univer-
salism vs. particularism, Englishness vs. Americanization, and so on, thereby (re)-
opening the new Utopian critical space for the future Lawrence studies. The present
situation of globalizing culture, including Japan and Korea, I claimed, should demand
such critical detour around the West under postimperial English culture.
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