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Lawrence, the Academy and the Idea of the Aesthetic

Michael Bell

When the D. H. Lawrence Society of Japan was inaugurated fifty years ago
its founders could hardly have guessed that this would prove to be such a
hinge moment in the history of Lawrence’s reputation.! His appreciation in
his home country particularly had risen steadily over the three decades
since his death and by the 1960s it was apparently at its peak. I say
apparently, however, because broadening of reception almost inevitably
involves a measure of vulgarisation and it is partly for this reason that his
academic reception was about to go into a nearly total eclipse for the next
thirty years. It was not a total eclipse, and it was notably countered by the
simultaneous production of the Cambridge Press edition, but dismissal of
Lawrence became conventional wisdom. It would be unprofitably tedious to
dwell on the traducing and misprision of him over this time except in so far
as it throws light both on Lawrence himself and on the state of the academy.
Now that Lawrence has apparently survived, it may be useful to draw a few
lessons and reflections from this period.

In the early 1960s, when I took my first degree, university courses in
Britain still took T. S. Eliot, James Joyce, Virginia Woolf and Lawrence as
the representative figures in modern literature. Eliot and Pound were still
alive and more importantly perhaps the university study of English was still
formed by their influence. Lawrence’s position as a major author had, of

course, taken a while to establish. His reputation among many literary high-
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brows as artless and naive along with his popular reputation for sex-
obsessed obscenity took some time to shift. But it gradually became clear
that Lawrence had found new ways to address the great questions of
modernity and F. R. Leavis, the critic who was largely responsible for the
appreciation of Lawrence, was, like Lawrence himself, a dissident but
genuine participant in the modern turn that these writers represented. In
short, the intellectual and social worlds in which Lawrence's work found its
meaning were still in existence. But all this, as we know, was about to
change.

The Lady Chatterley’ trial of 1960 is often taken as marking an historic
turn not just in Lawrence’s reception but in broader social attitudes. Indeed
it was, but not just in the progressive sense that is often meant. When the
prosecuting counsel, Mervyn Griffith-Jones, with his double-barrelled
patrician surname, asked the jury whether they would wish ‘their wives and
servants’ to read the book his question not only revealed the end of a social
world but announced unwittingly key themes for the new one that was
coming into being. As the first generation to profit from the 1944 education
act was coming to maturity, and as the long age of British social deference
was coming to an end, the traditional, holistic analysis of society in terms of
class order also went into eclipse. Identity politics supervened; much of
which was, of course, inevitable and necessary. The primary model here
arose from the shameful scourge of racial prejudice. The self-assertion of
black and ‘coloured’ peoples is to be applauded in itself, but it provided what
Raymond Williams would call a ‘structure of feeling’ to be adopted by other
self-identified groups. Few now remember, for example, the egregious, and
happily short-lived, slogan on some American campuses: ‘the student as
nigger’.

Whether or not Leavis was right to keep away from the Chatterley trial,
he evidently recognised that Lawrence was coming to mean something

different from the figure he had advocated. In particular, Lawrence came to
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be crudely associated with the cause of sexual liberation promoted by
radical movements of the nineteen-sixties. But many radicals had relatively
little awareness of gender inequalities and it is not surprising that in the
seventies feminist consciousness-raising swept all before it. This long
necessary social change drew on group solidarity and required collective, or
ideological, modes of analysis. These, however, often override individual
experience and are frequently inapt for the appreciation of literary texts.
The reductive account of Lawrence in Kate Millett's Sexual Politics (1970)
set an academic agenda for the next thirty years. Lawrence had always had
intelligent women readers who recognised the symptomatic nature of his
masculinist assertions and read him for his positive value which Jessie
Chambers, the first of these readers, summed up as his ‘seemingly effortless
translation of life’? He continued to have such readers, of course, and
distinguished women critics, but for the Anglophone academy at large he
became persona non grata. Instances abound just in my own direct
experience. A PhD student of mine, after narrowly missing a number of
academic posts, was advised by a kindly chair of department that she was
evidently a strong candidate but could not get a job if she worked on
Lawrence although I am happy to say that she has since had a successful
academic career and her PhD is a well-respected book. Meanwhile the newly
‘correct’ view of Lawrence filtered beyond the academy. Having given a talk
to senior pupils at a local school I was informed by the teacher that her two
brightest girls, whom she most wanted to hear the talk, had stayed away
because they already knew Lawrence was sexist.

Meanwhile another great ideological concern over the same period was
equally damaging to Lawrence’s prospects of being heard. This was the
post-colonial critique associated especially with Edward Said. His Orientalism
(1978) represents another significant and belated cultural turn but it also
invites the timeless reflection made long ago by Friedrich Nietzsche:

He who knows how to open up a new field within which even the



weakest heads can labour with some degree of success becomes famous

in a very short time: so great is the crowd that at once presses in.

Every one of these loyal and grateful people is at the same time a

misfortune for the master, to be sure, since they all imitate him and his

defects then seem disproportionately great and exaggerated because
they appear in such tiny individuals, while it is the opposite with his
virtues, which are proportionately diminished when these same
individuals display them.?
By turning orientalism from an academic specialism into an ideological sin,
Said provided a template by which all interest shown in tribal peoples or
indigenous populations outside the ‘developed” world is assumed to be fatally
contaminated by colonial condescension. And when the interest is most
sympathetic and honorific, it is only the more culpable. Hence Lawrence’s
interest in the indigenous Americans and the ancient Etruscans, an
immensely complex and varied set of questions in itself, was reduced to a
single black mark. His novella “The Woman Who Rode Away’ caught it from
both sides: postcolonial and feminist. In so far as the story is truly disturbing
in its imagined rejection of the eponymous woman’s world, its haunting
impact is actually lost in these ideologically driven readings.

For the appreciation of Lawrence, however, the radical mischief of the
shift to identity politics was that his great ability lay precisely in
representing the social world of his characters with a rich, multi-layered
impersonality. His fiction set in the world of miners’ families has a complex,
full humanity in which social customs and conditions are a necessary aspect
but are not in themselves the point. This was the quality in Lawrence on
which, by the nineteen-fifties, his reputation was most securely based and
which engaged such a reader as Richard Hoggart, the author of The Uses of
Literacy (1957). There is a clue to the nature of this shift in Angela Carter’s
claim that Lawrence was a ‘class traitor’.* I was puzzled by this remark until

I reflected that within her own fiction a lower class, anti-bourgeois spirit is
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often invoked in a spirt of ideological sentiment which, voiced in her mode of
magical realism, made no pretence to what Lawrence’s elder contemporary,
Henry James, called ‘solidity of specification’® For her, class has become a
matter of ideological and sentimental identification in a way it was not for
Lawrence. There are no doubt questions to be asked about his relation to
working-class life, and indeed to society at large, in the post-war fiction but
this crude accusation arises from an assumed norm of group identification.
By the end of the last century Lawrence’s reputation in the academy
seemed irretrievable. But around the millennium there was a mysterious
and unexpected thawing of the permafrost. If I may once again offer
personal testimony, I found myself examining PhD theses by half a dozen
very intelligent, sophisticated young women who wrote on Lawrence
without apparently feeling any need of explanation or apology. It was this
latter aspect that was most striking. Some of these theses have since become
respected books and more recently again Lawrence seems have found a
newly positive readership as ecological concerns have become increasingly
mainstream. He has always offended some moral orthodoxy whether of
Edwardian morality or later ideological proprieties but his sympathetic
readers have always appreciated something beneath these considerations:
his profound and affirmative insight into the nature of being, the sheer
vitality shared by humans and non-humans alike. In this regard, his time
may truly have come. For the nature of the ecological crisis itself is reflected
in eco-criticism in so far as it focuses on a radical existential question
beneath, and irrespective of, other more apparent concerns of a text. In
other words, this critical movement happens to be primarily interested in
the implicit underlying metaphysic of Lawrence's oeuvre, the aspect other
readers have passed over or have taken a long time to appreciate. A recent
conference on this topic at the University of Paris X, Nanterre, (April, 2019)
attracted an unusually large number of participants and produced multiple

testimonies to Lawrence’s ecological awareness; a significant aspect of which
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is his concern for non-human being, including what is ‘nonhuman in
humanity’$ Likewise, in this new critical environment, Ben Etherington’s
Literary Primitivism (2018) gives that topic a serious and nuanced attention
free of ideological predisposition; an attention which, he notes, it has not
received since my own brief volume on the topic in 19727

Lawrence’s survival of a lean period in his academic fortunes is not,
however, my primary concern here. I have retraced this recent history for
the sake of the underlying question on which it often unconsciously turns.
What is the nature of the literary text? Is it essentially a social utterance
like any other and open to moral or ideological judgement in the same way?
Or is there anything about the literary text that invites a special mode of
attention and requires such judgements to be exercised in a different way?
Critical disagreement often hinges on arguing unwittingly from different
premises and the nature of Lawrence’s writing, with its prophetic and
provocative aspects, makes him a particularly telling case. In other words,
what does it mean, and what difference does it make, to define a text as
literary, as an object of aesthetic attention?

There has long been a felt tension, if not an outright opposition, between
ideological critique and claims of aesthetic status. Ideological critics have
often seen the category of the aesthetic as an attempt to evade responsibility
for implicit judgements or commitments: as who would say, it is only a story.
Accordingly, Terry Eagleton’s Ideology of the Aesthetic (1990) sought to
expose the aesthetic itself as an unconscious ideology. His book no doubt
found many readers sympathetic to its argument even though much
everyday teaching and discussion of literature assumes the special aesthetic
status of the literary. Indeed, the human mind often misrepresents its own
processes and the intuitive, habitual practice of reading is often at odds with
the theoretical rejection of the aesthetic. Some kinds of academic cerebration
are inimical to understanding. It is not perhaps surprising, therefore, that

the recent decades have seen a variety of attempts to recover in principle a
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proper idea of the aesthetic and restore it to the conscious centre of literary
study. These attempts have frequently come from the political left by critics
who have a genuine interest in literature and are perhaps therefore
especially disturbed to recognise a measure of empty circularity in
ideological critique. Isobel Armstrong’s The Radical Aesthetic (2000) is, as its
title declares, a notable instance?

The most relevant, and I think the most magisterial, of books within this
tradition is Joseph North’'s Literary Criticism: A Concise Political History
(2017). North does not place himself within the ongoing arguments of
previous decades but starts with a diagnosis of the twenty-first century
academy as it exists in their aftermath. He claims, surely correctly, that
present-day practitioners of academic literary studies have no common
conception or philosophical rationale for their activity. This might be
regarded as a good thing. The habitual practices of period coverage, textual
analysis and examinations provide a continuing structure within which
many talented and dedicated individuals exercise their particular skills as
teachers while the great arguments that characterised the latter decades of
the twentieth century now seem like the religious wars of seventeenth-
century Europe. When they stopped few people missed them or thought
they were necessary. So this might seem a progress but North takes a
larger purview of literary studies since its modern foundation in the early
twentieth century in the light of which he sees an evacuation of its whole
significance as a field of enquiry and critique.

In the first half of the twentieth century, he recalls, literary studies
were characterised by a running argument between so called ‘scholars’ and
‘critics’. Scholars, who in the early days were often formed in the study of
the classical languages and literatures, read literature as a body of texts for
historical understanding and ‘aesthetic’ appreciation but did not feel
professionally required to make personal judgements of relative quality.

Texts were historical facts like a kind of second nature. Critics, on the other
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hand, saw literature as a cultural creation with values impinging, through
every act of reading, on the present so that questions of value judgement,
whether consciously or unconsciously, are essentially involved in its study
and transmission. In the British context, the Cambridge journal Scrutiny,
influentially edited by Leavis, represented the spirit of criticism and was
opposed by the ‘scholarly’ journal Essays in Criticism edited in Oxford by F.
W. Bateson. Or more precisely, as its title indicates, the latter journal was to
exemplify a criticism properly informed by scholarship. Over the second half
of the twentieth century, as North observes, the scholars gradually won
largely by default. The spirit of scholarship burgeoned into such
developments as New Historicism while literary criticism gave way to
ideological critique. In this way literature was at once evacuated of its
critical force and overwhelmed with a priori critique.

Whatever the continuing impact of individual academics in the public
realm, and whatever personal animosities may plague the common
workplace, as a collective enterprise philosophically considered the discipline
has dwindled to a peaceably institutionalised enclosure. But, in so far as
North laments this, I believe he misses an important point taken up in a
review by Francis Mulhern. Mulhern suggests that a left progressive
critique would suffer the same fate as earlier attempts to find an institutional
means of continuing the critical practice of F. R. Leavis. I believe there is a
difference between the internal variety, and active debate, in left wing
critique as opposed to the focus on a single charismatic individual.® But I
believe there is a more radical condition at stake: the loss of a common
critical practice is a necessary consequence of institutionalising as such; just
as we have learned that a variety of religious and political beliefs must
coexist within a secular democracy that privileges none of them.

North’s observation should not perhaps be taken critically, as indicating
a failure of the institution, but rather in a spirit of sober recognition.

Criticism is a function of individuals and cannot be institutionalised except at
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the cost of banalisation. By the same token, however, the overall impartiality
of the institution is not a model for the individual reader or teacher who
does make a committed engagement, whether consciously or not. Whatever
their conscious intentions, the institution, we might say, is a scholar and the
reader is a critic; and it is at the level of the reader that North's analysis
applies. As a way of recovering the spirit of criticism in the academy, he
notes that I. A. Richards, as a founding figure in the modern literary
academy, was initially impelled by the value of literature as a means of
personal and social understanding, as a vitally holistic mode of critique. And
he shared this belief with the modernist writers, such as Yeats, Pound, Eliot,
Joyce and Lawrence, who had comparably ambitious views on the
importance of literature. But this aspect of Richards, North argues, got lost
in the institutionalising of literary study. The literary, or the aesthetic, has
come to mean, for many readers, an isolated appreciation; a suspension of
living concerns.

I believe that North's analysis is, in this respect, essentially right but I
would extend his historical purview back to the development of the idea of
the aesthetic in the late eighteenth century. For North’s analysis of a
seemingly adventitious modern development applies to a particular phase in
a much longer, and seemingly inherent, tendency to idealise the notion of
aesthetic autonomy, and thereby to evacuate it of its critical potential. In his
reply to Mulhern, North refers to the ‘idealist’ tradition of the aesthetic as
the obstacle to his radical conception.!” I think it is more enlightening to see
not two opposed traditions so much as a single tradition with an internal
instability. It is the dualising tendency as such that has to be overcome and
which has obfuscated the idea of the aesthetic from its inception. It is worth
reflecting on this history with Lawrence in mind partly because his work,
which is prophetic, provocative and highly artistic, illuminates the essential
questions with a particular vividness and also because his own reflections on

art have an exemplary cogency in their holistic understanding.
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The high value placed on feeling by Lawrence, and in modern culture
generally, had its significant origins in the eighteenth-century cult of
sentiment and sensibility which also gave rise to the idea of the aesthetic.
The two are deeply entwined.!! Summarising it with the retrospective
teleology of hindsight, we can say that the sentimental movement, as part of
the post-religious Enlightenment, sought to base the moral life on benevolent
feeling. This was magisterially dismissed by Immanuel Kant who insisted in
his Critique of Practical Reason (1788) that a truly moral act is performed
out of duty irrespective of inclination. Friedrich Schiller’s treatise On the
Aesthetic Education of Mankind (1795) was the first great statement of the
humane and critical significance of the aesthetic which he achieved by
turning this otherwise fruitless opposition into a positive dynamic. In effect,
he combined the thought of Kant and Jean Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau was
deeply committed to the goodness of natural emotions uncontaminated by
social existence and, like most of his contemporaries, he had a highly
literalistic understanding of the psychology of art. In his case, however, this
literalism was especially intense. In his Letter to d’Alembert on the Theatre
(1757), for example, he was radically distrustful of the emotions aroused by
theatrical fictions which were for him simply an indulgence of false feeling.
In discussing the figure of the actor, he showed a visceral horror of
theatrical double consciousness as a disintegration of the self.’? Accordingly,
in Schiller’s view, Rousseau, despite his poetic gifts, was the victim rather
than the master of his passions and was unable to give them aesthetic
transformation, to turn them into art.!® But equally, Schiller thought, Kant’s
powerful mode of rational cerebration was not adapted to recognising the
significance of emotional motivation in the moral life.

For Schiller, Rousseau and Kant represented two inescapable and
opposed human compulsions, or ‘drives. Man cannot escape the compulsion
of reason in acknowledging, for example, that two and two make four. Nor

as embodied creatures can human beings escape the compulsions of appetite
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and desire. But Schiller saw this not as an irresolvable conflict so much as
the basis of uniquely human freedom. Reason saves man from merely
following instinct as we imagine other animals to do while emotion frees
man from the compulsion of pure reason. This condition of internal freedom
Schiller called the aesthetic. He saw it as the basis of human moral being
and not in the first instance connected to art. But if the aesthetic state, as
Kant defined it in his Critique of Judgement (1790), is ‘purposiveness without
purpose’, then art is the uniquely privileged domain in which values can be
weighed and appreciated in momentary freedom from the inescapable
interestedness of living being.

Following Kant's lead, Schiller defined the aesthetic as a higher form of
play; a purposeless activity which can nonetheless command extraordinary
skill and commitment from participants and spectators alike. He emphasised
the paradoxical doubleness of the aesthetic: its complete vacuity as utilitarian
motivation or guidance to specific action and its plenitude as inward
appreciation of evaluative possibilities. The aesthetic is a suspension, or
bracketing, of values with a view to experiencing, and thereby
understanding, them more fully. Human beings do this intuitively all the
time but often with difficulty. Art allows this ability to be practised in a
uniquely pure, concentrated and self-conscious way. The idea of the aesthetic
represents a seismic shift in the apprehension of literature. Earlier
eighteenth-century criticism had frequently agonised over the danger of
presenting villains sympathetically since, within the pre-aesthetic, literalistic
understanding of literary response, readers would be infected by emotional
identification but this account of the aesthetic explains the familiar, yet ever-
remarkable, fact that we enter the inner life of a Macbeth without
identifying with, or becoming like, him. And, of course, without truly
entering that life, inhabiting it from the inside, there is no significant
exploration of the values involved. It was in this spirit that Lawrence spoke,

in his essay on ‘Morality and the Novel of the ‘trembling balance’ of the
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novel: ‘Morality in the novel is the trembling instability of the balance.” 1
find it telling that in making essentially the same claim, Lawrence speaks of
‘morality’ and Schiller of the ‘aesthetic’. These are indivisible aspects of the
same experience.

Lawrence’s image of the trembling balance also suggests the instability
of the aesthetic condition itself as a dynamic tension between detached
understanding and passionate commitment. Lawrence’s image is notably
more concrete than Schiller’'s abstract vocabulary which constantly stresses
the flickering, duck/rabbit paradox of plenitude and vacuity that
characterises the aesthetic state. Maybe for this reason, Schiller, in his
eagerness to emphasise the original element in his thought, sometimes lost
the balance. He says at one point that anyone who comes from an artistic
occasion with a specific motivation to action has not had a ‘purely aesthetic
experience’’ He observes, as a matter of regret, that this is almost
impossible to achieve. But in saying so he loses sight of a more essential
point. The larger logic of his argument entails that a ‘purely aesthetic
experience’ is neither possible nor desirable. The aesthetic is not a content
but a modality of experience in which the nature of the values involved is
essential to the significance and gravitas of the work. If the aesthetic is a
weighing of values in a trembling balance, then it must invoke the values to
be weighed. Typically, Lawrence’s phrasing emphasises the life values
rather than the aesthetic state itself but art is the condition. Likewise, F. R.
Leavis, in his sustained campaign to establish Lawrence as a modern classic,
emphasised the Lawrencean values but always as manifest through art. As
he put it in principle, while you must read literature as literature, in other
words in an aesthetic spirit, there are no ‘purely literary values'.’” Even more
than Leavis, Lawrence as critic typically went for the values in the work
concerned and both of them have been thought by careless readers to be
eliding the aesthetic condition rather than engaging it as the most inward

and complex arena of discrimination. Neither of them saw literature as
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merely a personal ‘matter of taste’ It is, if often unconsciously, the
profoundest truth we have about ourselves. In this respect, they followed
the model of Schiller.

But Schiller’'s comment, in assuming the desirability of ‘purely aesthetic
experience’, exemplifies his tendency to idealise even against the grain of his
own larger argument; and this was prophetic of a persistent tendency in the
subsequent history of thinking on the aesthetic. The one-sided notion of the
aesthetic as purely a suspension of living demands, or even an escape from
them, has recurred in various guises ever since. This is sometimes against
the grain of the writer's own experience or it may affect the spirit of the
writing itself. In turning away from the ‘exquisite lyrics of Shelley and
Keats’, Lawrence might have remarked how, despite their urgent moral
concerns, both poets show the incipient tendency to create a special poetic
realm.!’® Later in the century came the rise of aestheticism as the fully
separatist assertion of aesthetic autonomy. Aestheticism was another period
myth, an impossible ambition comparable to the sentimentalist movement of
the preceding century. Its practical value was to resist the naive and
literalistic moralism of the public sphere. Otherwise, as T. S. Eliot observed,
the slogan ‘art for art’s sake’, if it had any non-banal meaning, was really a
moral statement about life.!® Principal figures in the modernist generation
such as Joyce, Yeats and Pound, were deeply influenced by aestheticism
while reversing its meaning. In philosophical terms, they followed Nietzsche's
inversion of the Schopenhauerian aesthetic; an inversion for which Schiller
provided the model. Nietzsche had no time for Schiller the idealist, the ‘moral
trumpeter of Siackingen’ as he called him, but he praised Schiller as a thinker
of the aesthetic.®® In The Birth of Tragedy (1872), he quoted approvingly
Schiller’s description of the Greek dramatic chorus as a ‘living wall’
separating the stage action from the world of the audience and preserving
its poetic freedom:

..he regards the chorus as living wall that tragedy constructs around
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itself in order to close itself off from the world of reality and to preserve

its ideal domain and its poetical freedom.?

The chorus, that is to say, defined an aesthetic space and, although
Nietzsche, like Schiller before him, was concerned in his immediate context
to emphasise the aspect of separation from the world of the audience, their
larger contexts make clear that this oxymoronic image of the ‘living wall’
has a double aptness. For the aesthetic enclosure is itself made up of the
living and denotes not mere separation but an intense concentration of
concern. So too for the modern writers just mentioned, all of them touched
by the spirit of Nietzsche, art was a heightened form of responsibility.
Unfortunately, however, their assertions of aesthetic status were often open
to misappreciation as in T. S. Eliot’s unguarded claim that poetry is ‘an
escape from emotion’. Edmund Wilson’s early study, Axel’s Castle (1931), saw
these writers essentially as aesthetes.

The separatist conception has shadowed, and obscured, the idea of the
aesthetic from the very outset and Eagleton seizes eagerly on the comment
about the ‘purely aesthetic experience’ which he presents as the essence of
Schiller’'s argument. I see here a reader plucking out of context a sentence
apparently useful for his own a priori case rather than attending to the
overall force of the treatise. In some ways, after all, it pays to keep up this
idealist notion of the aesthetic as a convenient straw man. Lawrence and
Leavis, on the other hand, were dismissive of the term aesthetic, with its
history of obfuscation, precisely because they knew the real thing. It should
be noted that when Leavis, for example, remarked that “Aesthetic” is a term
the literary critic would do well to deny himself he specified the literary
critic® For purposes of philosophical reflection on art the category of the
aesthetic is of the essence but for the act of critical judgement it is a
confusion of levels and hence likely to be at best a distraction and at worst
an obfuscation. Typically Leavis leaves the philosophical dimension alone as

part of the critic’s tacit understanding. Equally typically, Lawrence, in his
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‘Introduction’ to his own paintings pursues the underlying psychological
motivation of the contemporary aesthete comparing it to that of a religious
sect:
..the aesthetic ecstasy was vouchsafed only to the few, the elect, and
even then, only when they had freed their minds of false doctrines.
They had renounced the mammon of “subject” in pictures, they went
whoring no more after the Babylon of painted “interest” , nor did they
hanker after the flesh-pots of artistic “representation. ” Oh purify
yourselves, ye who would know the aesthetic ecstasy, and be lifted up
to the “white peaks of artistic inspiration. ” Purify yourselves of all base
hankering for a tale that is told, and of all low lust for likenesses. Purify
yourselves, and know the one supreme way, the way of Significant
Form. I am the revelation and the way! I am Significant Form, and my
unutterable name is Reality. Lo, I am Form and I am Pure, behold I am
Pure Form. I am the revelation of Spiritual Life, moving behind the veil.
I come forth and make myself known, and I am Pure Form, behold I am
Significant Form.?® (LEA, 199)
Note here the questions of ‘subject-matter’ and ‘interest’ which have figured
throughout the discussion of the aesthetic but above all the magnetic pull of
‘purity’, the persistent chimera of the ‘purely aesthetic experience’. As so
often, Lawrence’s informal mode of thought gets at the heart of the matter
gathering the philosophical and the psychological complex into a single
understanding much as Schiller did in his image of the living wall. It has
taken decades to realise what a finely honed compliment lay in Eliot’s
intended jibe that Lawrence was ‘incapable of what is ordinarily called
thinking’?* In his thinking about art Lawrence’s intelligence was not fooled
by self-mystification; the besetting vice of intellectuals and academics.
In conclusion, Joseph North’s analysis of the modern literary academy
traces a particular phase in the longer history of misreading the aesthetic
and I think it is fruitful to go back to Schiller rather than I. A. Richards to
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understand the internal dynamic of this seemingly inveterate tendency.
Strictly speaking, of course, this history has no special relation to Lawrence
but I believe his holism throws its confusions into especially sharp and
salutary relief. Lawrence’s thirty-year eclipse in the academy was largely a
function of the dominant modes of reading while his own reflections on
reading and writing are exemplary in their firm but supple and nuanced
sense of the mutuality of literature and life. As I have already indicated, I
doubt that his example can be institutionalised, and it might even be
damaging to attempt it, but for individuals charged with the responsibility of

teaching literature it remains a goal and an inspiration.
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T. S. Eliot, D. H. Lawrence, and the Structure of
Feeling of Modernism

Sean Matthews

Eliot and Lawrence have long been considered the opposed critical, social
and intellectual poles of Modernism. F. R. Leavis’s indignant catalogue of
Eliot’s attacks on Lawrence established the orthodox position: Eliot was ‘the
essential opposition in person’. However, more recent research — drawing on
the many newly accessible materials by and about Eliot - demonstrates that
Eliot’s relationship with Lawrence was far more complex, volatile and
intriguing than this orthodoxy allows. Not only is the extent, intensity and
acuity of Eliot’s readings of Lawrence overlooked, so also is the pattern of
intertextual echoes and references which mark his work, and the uncanny
overlap of the two men’s social circles. Bertrand Russell, John Middleton
Murry, Richard Aldington and Aldous Huxley were close friends of both
men, and they also shared a wide circle of acquaintances which included
Ottoline Morrell, Katherine Mansfield, Brigid Patmore, Ezra Pound and
others. This essay explores the ways in which Lawrence’s example, his life
and writing, perplexed and provoked Eliot, revealing new aspects of the

emergent modernist structure of feeling.

F. R. Leavis Bertrand Russell Ottoline Morrell John Middleton Murry
1914-18 1920s 1930s

T. S. Eliot’s relationship to D. H. Lawrence was complex, volatile and, for

Eliot himself, apparently ultimately unfathomable. Shortly before his death,
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in 1965, he characterized his lifelong attention to Lawrence as ‘a tissue of
praise and execration’, describing the other writer as the ‘one contemporary
figure about whom my mind will, I fear, always waver between dislike,
exasperation, boredom and admiration.® He confessed to bemusement in the
face of what was, for him, such an unusual critical instability and uncertainty:
‘T cannot account for such contradictions’. By this time, as he acknowledged,
the more negative, or ‘vehement’, of his assessments of Lawrence had been
catalogued by F. R. Leavis as evidence of his critical (and human)
deficiencies, but Eliot pointed to several more approving, even celebratory,
references to Lawrence’s work from across his long career. He also revealed
that he had been ready to appear as a witness for the Defence at the 1960
trial of Penguin Books, the ‘Chatterley Trial, when it was for the first time
possible to defend Lawrence’s novel against the charge of obscenity on the
grounds of its literary merit. Nevertheless, correspondence in the Penguin
archives reveals that it was precisely the requirement that Eliot explain or,
ideally, recant his earlier attacks on Lawrence, particularly those in After
Strange Gods (1934), which made the Defence team so eager for his support.?
Eliot’s antipathy towards Lawrence was by that point a critical
commonplace, his criticisms (as compiled by Leavis) an index to negative
appraisals of his achievement. The importance of Lawrence to Eliot, as a
means of refining his critical vocabulary and priorities, and as a creative
example or foil, is nonetheless evident in the force and extent of his
engagement, an engagement of a different kind from his appropriation or
inhabiting, his use, of ‘the tradition’ of classic writers, such as Dante,
Laforgue, Baudelaire, Elizabethan dramatists, or metaphysical poets, and also
distinct from his creative dialogue and exchange to other contemporaries
such as Pound, Hulme, Joyce or Woolf. In this essay, I explore Eliot’s
engagement with Lawrence, the dynamic tension between the writers, as
elements within the wider structure of feeling of modernism, where that

term points specifically, in Raymond Williams’s coinage, to new, emergent
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and very often obscure, controversial or contested cultural and social forms.?
In order to do this, it is necessary to extend our understanding of this
unusual relationship, tracking the extensive and often uncanny parallels
between the two writers’ personal biographies, and their intellectual or
artistic trajectories, and mapping the quite remarkable network of shared
friendship and acquaintance in which they were embedded.

If Eliot’s attacks on Lawrence are a well-known fact of literary history,
closer scrutiny of the wealth of new and hitherto inaccessible material by
and concerning Eliot which has been published in recent years reveals a
more nuanced and markedly more significant relationship than those more
notorious interventions suggest.* It is now possible to catalogue not only the
many incidental and occasional comments Eliot made about Lawrence, very
often appreciative or approving, both in public and private writing, but also
the further, more extended, critical attention evident in Eliot's teaching plans
and lecture notes, attention which extends our understanding of Lawrence’s
importance to him. In 1917, in the Egoist, for instance, he refers to Lawrence
as ‘a poet of peculiar genius’ albeit with ‘peculiar faults’® In 1922, in The Dial,
Lawrence is ‘the most interesting novelist in England’, a judgement he
reiterates soon afterwards in a letter to his brother, Henry: “There is very
little contemporary writing that affords me any satisfaction whatever; there
is certainly no contemporary novelist except D. H. Lawrence and of course
Joyce, in his way, whom I care to read.® In 1925, he tells Lawrence’s agent,
Curtis Brown, T shall always be glad to use as much of Mr Lawrence’s work
as I possibly can’ in the pages of The Criterion In addition to the University
of Virginia Page-Barbour Lectures, of 1933, containing the discussion of
Lawrence as a ‘heretic’ (published as After Strange Gods), Eliot explored
Lawrence’s work at length in his lecture series, ‘English 26: Modern English
Literature’, delivered at Harvard in the same year. For Eliot, ‘The antithesis
between Joyce and Lawrence represents the crisis of our time’, Lawrence (in

Aaron’s Rod) displays ‘great powers of observation [..] immense descriptive
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and evocative powers. His notes sketch a detailed comparison between
Joyce and Lawrence, ‘two men who are great men [..] to be respected’® The
discussion stretched over three lectures, examining a number of Lawrence’s
short stories and novels, dwelling on the ‘greatness’ and ‘beauty’ of Sons and
Lovers, from which he quotes extensively. Lawrence was also discussed
approvingly in his lecture on ‘English Poets as Letter Writers', at Yale in
February 1933, and in The Use of Poetry and the Use of Criticism (1933),
drawing on both occasions from Aldous Huxley's only recently published
collection of Lawrence’s letters, and commenting favourably on Lawrence’s
account of ‘love’ (a topic to which he returns in a revealing letter to Geoffrey
Faber, in 1935).° In 1953, during a lecture at Washington University, he
singles out Lawrence’s essay on Fenimore Cooper as ‘the most brilliant of
critical essays’!? By the late 1950s and early 1960s, he is engaged in
preparing for the Chatterley Trial, entering into correspondence with the
Defence team, but also with, amongst others, Helen Gardner and Vivian de
Sola Pinto, about Lawrence’'s work. Martin Jarrett-Kerr reported, ‘He [Eliot]
told me (I think in 1960) that he hoped to re-read Lawrence, and write afresh
about him."! Given Eliot's own fascination with the form and nature of
literary influence, it is all the more intriguing to be able now to explore more
thoroughly, and to begin to reassess and recontextualize, his own long, if
fragmentary and often occluded, engagement with Lawrence.

In studies of Eliot, Lawrence does not figure as a significant influence or
figure, other than to confirm and illustrate the opposition and difference
between the two."® Despite the prodigious volume of critical and biographical
attention dedicated to the two writers, there have been only a very few
scholarly articles addressed to their relationship. Such studies, necessarily,
first acknowledge the tremendous impact of Leavis's work in framing our
understanding of them, both singly and together. Leavis was instrumental in
establishing the academic literary reputations of both authors (‘our time, in

Literature, may fairly be called the age of D. H. Lawrence and T. S. Eliot: the
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two, in creative pre-eminence’), and his eventual categorization of the
‘essential opposition’ between them in terms of form, outlook and significance
is a critical commonplace.”* Leavis’'s case was predicated, however, on the
defence of Lawrence against Eliot’s published criticisms, particularly those
from the period 1927-1934, which Leavis argued had prevented proper
assessment of Lawrence’s achievement. Leavis elided or overlooked what
little evidence was then available of any greater sympathy, regard or
influence between the two men, taking the examples of Eliot's praise for
Lawrence as at best equivocal or as a ‘curious sleight by which Mr Eliot
surreptitiously takes away while giving’!® Lawrence himself, for Leavis,
appeared to confirm the existence of a mutual antagonism. In a late (1929)
letter to John Middleton Murry, published in the Huxley collection (1932),
Lawrence wrote, “The animal that I am you instinctively dislike - just as all
the Lynds and Squires and Eliots and Goulds instinctively dislike it’, a phrase
which Leavis quotes in the opening chapter of D. H. Lawrence: Novelist
(1955).16 This association of Murry with Eliot is, as I discuss below, far from
coincidental (it is one link within the remarkable network of Eliot and
Lawrence’s shared friends and acquaintances), and it is clear that in many
ways Murry’s and Eliot’s critical attitudes to Lawrence converged. Eliot’s
early and favourable review of Murry’s ‘brilliant book’ of ‘destructive
criticism’ about Lawrence, Son of Woman (1931), certainly confirmed Leavis’s
sense of Eliot as active in supporting, even orchestrating, the derogation of
Lawrence’'s work after his death.'” As we have seen, however, even at this
period there is evidence that Eliot’s attitude was more conflicted than Leavis
could have known. In 1960, also unknown to Leavis, Eliot recalled in his
‘Brief of Evidence’ for the Chatterley Trial a ‘particularly unhappy period [...]
from about 1929-34 [..] when I lectured about Lawrence and prepared After
Strange Gods and, ‘T should have realized that I as well as he should have
been described as “a sick soul”.®® ‘I should mention,” Eliot continued, ‘that

there were circumstances in my private life which I can see in retrospect
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affected my critical judgment and made me more sweeping and violent in
some of my assertions than now I feel’.

The few articles which take the Eliot/Lawrence relationship as their
topic explore the relationship from two perspectives. They discuss, like
Leavis, Eliot’s critical comments on Lawrence, or - more rarely, and often
only incidentally - they explore the intertextual relationships between the
two bodies of work. The first example of the latter tendency was published
in 1947. Louis L. Martz made the startling observation that patterns of
expression relating to ‘the image of the rose-garden’ in ‘Burnt Norton’
(published in 1936) and The Family Reunion derived ‘power and meaning
from [..] D. H. Lawrence’s short story “The Shadow in the Rose Garden’ (in
The Prussian Officer, 1914), which Eliot praises and discusses at some length
in After Strange Gods” This story was also, we now know, explored in
detail in the Eliot’s ‘Modern English Literature’ lectures of 1933, along with
the notion of the ‘moment in time’ which Martz sees as a particular
preoccupation in Eliot’'s writing of the period. The writing of ‘Burnt Norton’,
and of the play Murder in the Cathedral from which it drew or even
emerged, was taking place precisely at the time when Eliot had been most
immersed in Lawrence's work. It was to be more than twenty years,
however, before Carl Baron, in Lawrence’s Influence on T. S. Eliot’ (1971),
took up Martz's example. Baron argues that, ‘what Eliot did think [about
Lawrence] had not been given full attention (because of the predominance of
Leavis's account), and that, ‘Lawrence touched on matters Eliot felt he had
to handle, and yet which were painful and difficult for him.”® Baron tracks a
further series of striking echoes and resonances between Lawrence’s writing
and Eliot’s poetry, making the case that there was a much closer creative
exchange and interaction between the two than had hitherto been suspected.
In a compelling series of readings, Baron reveals prominent similarities, in
terms of both imagery and themes, between Eliot's Four Quartets and

Lawrence’s “The Crown’, most specifically around religious and spiritual
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experience and prophecy. ‘The Crown  emerged from Lawrence’s intense
collaboration with Bertrand Russell between February and July, 1915, and
was originally published, in November 1915, in the short-lived journal The
Stgnature which Lawrence launched with Middleton Murry and Katherine
Mansfield (it was republished in a revised version in the United States in
1925, then in the UK in 1934). As Baron records, Eliot and his wife were,
from shortly after their marriage in June 1915, living with Russell ‘in spare
rooms in his London flat’” and, ‘it seems very probable that they [Eliot and
Lawrence] had heard of each other and heard each other spoken of in strong
terms.? Baron shows that “The Crown’ was ‘rich in interest’ for Eliot: ‘Did
Eliot recognize in Lawrence’s writings,” he asks, ‘a religious earnestness
which presented a challenge which Four Quartets is (in part) a specifically
Christian attempt to match and surpass? It is on these grounds, supported
by Eliot’s 1937 characterization of Lawrence as ‘a researcher into religious
emotion’, that Baron argues we should radically re-evaluate the relation
between the two, which would also involve paying renewed attention to the
religious or spiritual elements in Lawrence’s work.? ‘Are not Lawrence and
Eliot in essentials, he concludes provocatively, ‘much closer than Pound and
Joyce were to each other: or Eliot to either of them?%

Roger Kojecky (1998) and Sandra Gilbert (2007) took different
approaches to Martz and Baron, confining their discussion to Eliot’s explicit
comments on Lawrence rather than exploring creative intertexts. Much of
Kojecky’s piece explores unpublished (and at that time embargoed) materials
in Eliot’s correspondence in the Penguin archives, and he also rehearses the
conduct of the Trial itself?* He argues that Eliot’s critical judgement on
Lawrence was little changed from the Page-Barbour lectures (1933) to the
Chatterley Trial Brief of Evidence’ (1960), and maintains that Eliot’s support
for Penguin books was rather on the grounds of resistance to censorship
than retraction of his earlier, negative views of Lawrence.® Gilbert's article

is primarily concerned with Lawrence’s example and importance as a poet
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and moralist, exploring only in its final section the question, ‘Why did D. H.
Lawrence disturb T. S. Eliot so much? Gilbert points to Eliot’'s negative
views of Lawrence as evidence of Lawrence’s status as an outsider both to
literary modernism and to emergent academic literary criticism and theory,
following Michael Bell's proposition that Lawrence represents ‘the repressed
conscience of modernism’. At the same time, similarly to Baron (whom she
does not cite), Gilbert suggests Eliot’s ‘intense and conflicted set of
comments’ on Lawrence were also an indication of profound personal and
spiritual preoccupations which were of central importance to Eliot but which
he struggled openly to articulate or address.

The remaining substantive discussion of Eliot’s relationship to Lawrence,
by Brian Crick and Michael DiSanto (2009), is again limited to the evidence
of Eliot's explicit critical engagements.?® Their article is, however, primarily
concerned with re-examining Leavis’'s representation of that relationship.
Benefitting from some of the newly available materials (though not, it
appears, the lecture notes from the Harvard class of 1933), they too
demonstrate that Eliot's view of Lawrence was far from the ‘consistent
adverse commentary’ that Leavis had portrayed. They expose how Eliot's
views appear to correlate closely with those of Middleton Murry, and argue
that Eliot consistently drew much more closely on Murry’s assessments than

g

has previously been recognized: “The strain of cruelty” Eliot claimed to
detect in Lawrence merely reiterates Murry’s thesis in an abstract,
impersonal manner.” They show that passages which Leavis had
represented as Lawrence’s attacks on Eliot were, in context, demonstrably
Lawrence’s criticisms of Murry. Eliot’s relationship with Murry was also
complex and contradictory, as Crick and DiSanto acknowledge, but it was
also often close and productive, and the similarities between the two critics’
positions in relation to Lawrence are compelling.?® However, Crick and
DiSanto contentiously conclude that ‘it is difficult to tell whether Eliot’s [sic]

read much of Lawrence at all’, and argue that genuine ‘evidence from
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[Lawrence’s] texts for Eliot’s disdain or dislike is never forthcoming.® If such
a conclusion is not convincing, on the grounds particularly of materials
which subsequently have become accessible, the article is nonetheless
important in its effort to re-contextualize Eliot’s attention to Lawrence,
shifting the focus from Eliot as an individual to the network of critical and
personal relationships and debates within which such critical positions are
formed and articulated.

These few accounts of Eliot's enduring attention to Lawrence in many
ways beg as many questions as they answer but taken together they do
establish the significance of his response to Lawrence for our understanding
of both Eliot's own emergence and the wider cultural formation of
modernism, of Eliot and Lawrence’s structure of feeling.? Crick and
DiSanto’s elucidation of Murry’s influence on Eliot’s writing on Lawrence,
and Baron’s aside concerning Russell’s presence in both lives, together point
towards this further perspective, a way of thinking about the relationship
that complements the discussion of Eliot’s explicit commentary on Lawrence
and the attention to intertextual evidence of Lawrence's influence. Such a
mode of study involves the elucidation of social and cultural networks, what
Peter Brooker has characterized as the critical reconstruction of modes of
‘companionship, collaboration and friction across artistic debate and social
identities’®! The following pages take up that project in relation to this
curious, compelling relationship.

T. S. Eliot asserted on at least three occasions that he never knew D. H.
Lawrence: in the notes to his Harvard lectures of May, 1933, where he states
he was a friend of Joyce and never knew Lawrence’; in his Introduction’ to
Tiverton's 1951 study (T never knew him’); and in his correspondence with
Helen Gardner following the Chatterley Trial, in 1960, in the course of which
he wrote, T feel pretty sure I should have disliked Lawrence personally if I
had known him!®? However, he also wrote to Sidney Schiff, on July 25 1919,

that ‘from what little I have seen of Lawrence lately he seems rather
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degringole [run down].®® Such a statement suggests that he had seen
Lawrence more than once, and also that by 1919 he ‘knew’ him well enough,
at least by sight, to make an assessment about his state of health or mind.
This apparent contradiction — although Eliot does not say he never ‘met’
Lawrence - might be explained in a number of ways. It may be that Eliot
was showing off to his correspondent, the wealthy and well-connected
author and patron of the arts, whom he had only recently come to know and
now sought to impress with an indication of the breadth of his acquaintance
and knowledge of literary London.* He may well have heard of Lawrence’s
condition from a mutual acquaintance, of which there were many, as I
discuss below: the shared network was already wide. Perhaps he had indeed
seen or encountered Lawrence, maybe at the Café Royal or some other
public place, or at the offices of The Athenaeum (Murry was editor between
1919 and 1921, and Eliot a regular contributor, having refused the offer to be
Assistant Editor). In terms of earlier meetings or sightings, Eliot may have
come across Lawrence at H. D’s flat in Mecklenburgh Square, which he
visited as an Assistant Editor of The Egoist from at least May 1917, and in
which Lawrence briefly lived having been expelled from Cornwall in
November 1917.% Still earlier, it is just possible Eliot encountered Lawrence
during one of the latter’s meetings with Bertrand Russell. It is also quite
feasible, given the circles in which they both moved, that Eliot may simply
have seen Lawrence in the street during one of Lawrence’s two stays in the
capital in July 1919.¢ Certainly Eliot was correct in the account of
Lawrence’s condition he gave to Schiff. Lawrence was not then in strong
health or spirits, and he was in London around that time. Catherine Carswell
reported he looked ‘delicate’, Middleton Murry thought he was ‘ill and
weary’ (28 June), and Lawrence himself wrote, also on 25 July 1919, during a
visit of just a few days to the capital, that ‘London has rather knocked me
up.?’

Given the volume of memoirs and letters relating to the two authors it
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would be surprising if a meeting between them had taken place and no
record of it survived. Both were themselves prolific correspondents, yet
neither, ever, appears to have mentioned such an encounter. The only
evidence we have of direct contact is a brief exchange of letters between
November 1924 and January 1925, relating to the publication of Lawrence’s
work in The Criterion3® Eliot told Lawrence, T like your stories very much
[..] T like your style and I like your perceptions. I should be glad if at any
time you cared to contribute more regularly to the Criterion, as one of the
half dozen or so writers who contribute to such an extent as to form the
character of the paper.’ The letter concludes, If you are ever in London and
care to meet me, I should be glad if you would let me know.” Lawrence
reported Eliot’s offer to his agent, Curtis Brown, and the Criterion published
five of his pieces, and the pamphlet ‘Pornography and Obscenity’. The
correspondence appears to have ended with Lawrence’s reply to Eliot,
sometime in February 1925, in which he criticized that January’'s number of
the Criterion. Nonetheless, Eliot did publish a series of Lawrence’s writings,
including one of the longest stories to appear in the journal, “The Woman
Who Rode Away’; as well as ‘Jimmy and the Desperate Woman’, a tale which
was commonly felt to contain a satirical portrait of Murry. Ultimately, apart
from the pleasures of biographical sleuthing, the question as to whether
Lawrence and Eliot met physically is redundant: what is clear is that, on
Eliot’s part, there was clearly sustained and attentive interest.

One consequence of Leavis’s long critical struggle with Eliot and
Lawrence is, as we have seen, that the two authors are conventionally taken
not only as artistic and critical opposites, but also as political and social
antagonists. Eliot’s remarks to Gardner quoted above would seem to confirm
this position. Leavis’s defence of Lawrence as representative of an
Englishness grounded in a provincial, non-conformist and working-class
identity is at the same time an attack on what he perceived as the dominant,

self-serving, metropolitan literary elite. There is some truth in the contrast.
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Eliot - fastidious, reserved, bookish - was raised in considerable material
affluence in urban St. Louis (summers at the family house by the sea built
by his businessman father). He was a scion of a famous, long-established, and
extended family with deep roots in both St. Louis and Boston (there is an
Eliot House at Harvard, Charles William Eliot was an early President of the
university, and Charles Eliot Norton amongst its most distinguished
professors). He was expensively and classically educated at Smith Academy
and Harvard itself, where he was highly regarded by his Philosophy tutors.
Lawrence’s background and upbringing could not appear more different.
Three years older than Eliot (they were both September babies — Lawrence
11 September 1885, Eliot 26 September 1888), the younger son of a miner,
growing up at the intersection of industrial and agricultural labouring
communities in Eastwood, subject to significant material constraint, educated
first at the local Board School, then through a scholarship to the Nottingham
High School, and finally two years’ study as a teacher-trainee at the
University College, Nottingham (he chose not to study for the BA degree).
And yet, there are at the same time a compelling number of parallels
between the two writers in terms of their experience and formation. Closer
attention to their development reveals they had much in common
emotionally, intellectually, and professionally.

In the notes for his lectures on Joyce and Lawrence, ‘two men who are
great men’, in 1933, Eliot sets out a schematic comparison of the two
writers.®® He argues that Lawrence’s nonconformist religious formation
‘colours [his] whole outlook’. He also emphasizes Lawrence’s working-class
origins (from which he derived a strong class consciousness), and his status,
like Joyce, as an exile. He notes their common experience as ‘exceptionally
sensitive children in an uncongenial environment’, and the importance of
‘Relationship towards their parents’. These categories also serve to frame
and define Eliot’'s own biography, not least because they suggest which

determinants he considered most important in these writers’ emergence.
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Lawrence and Eliot were both outsiders almost from birth. They were
marked, particularly, by fragile health which set them apart from their
peers. Eliot suffered a life threatening illness in 1910, Lawrence had severe
bouts of pneumonia both as a small child and again in 1911, and both
suffered throughout the 1910s and 1920s from sustained ill-health. Lawrence
eventually died of the tuberculosis that many assumed he had contracted
during the war; Humbert Wolfe remarked, in 1926, that ‘He [Eliot] has had
pneumonia twice, and my belief is that he has consumption.”® Eliot also
sought help for what we now think of as mental health issues - Lawrence
suffered episodes of intense depression and nervous prostration. Anecdotes
abound of how both were distinguished, from an early age, by their evident
intelligence, and marked creative and intellectual ambition, which resulted in
success at school (often an ambiguous achievement, and certainly not one
calculated to endear themselves to their peers). Both were brought up in
households and communities strongly conditioned by moral and religious
precepts, Lawrence in the Congregationalist tradition and Eliot as a
Unitarian: both acknowledged the primary, ambivalent influence of this
environment in the formation of their sensibilities. Strikingly, as with Joyce,
they had complex and profoundly formative relationships with forceful
mothers who fought to protect and encourage their sons’ progress beyond
the conventional, expected career trajectories of their time and place. The
deaths of Gertrude Lawrence in December, 1910, and Constance Eliot in
September, 1929, proved critical moments for each author. On several
occasions Eliot praised Lawrence's representation and exploration of
mother/son relationships, telling students at Harvard in 1932/3, for instance,
that ‘what he [Lawrence] says about mother-love in Fantasia of the
Unconscious is better than all the psychoanalysts.*!

Eliot’s stress on the condition of exile as a key element of Joyce and
Lawrence’s experience, and as a major determinant of the distinction of their

creative work, reinforces a theme which is consistent throughout Eliot’s
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criticism, and was also, of course, a major fact in his own life. Lawrence and
Eliot both broke with their native community and country as a function of
professional and creative ambition, and reflected repeatedly in their work on
the experience of expatriation - their own, and that of others. Lawrence first
left England to live in Germany and Italy between 1912 and 1914, then as
soon as he was able to obtain passports after the war, in November 1919, led
a life of almost constant movement, spending less than twelve weeks in the
country of his birth before his death (at Vence, France), in March, 1930. Eliot
left St. Louis, in 1905, for Milton Academy in Boston, then Harvard. He
visited Paris and London in 1910, then studied in Paris for the academic year
1912-3, pondering even at that point whether he ought to settle in Paris
altogether. Subsequently granted a place as a visiting scholar at Oxford for
the academic year 1914-15, he settled in London in June 1915, becoming a
naturalized British citizen in 1927. Eliot’s adoption of the accent and habits of
an English gentleman was a source of bemusement to many of his
countrymen, although Ezra Pound’s verdict is more telling: ‘He has actually
trained himself and modernized himself on his own.** In order, initially, to
support themselves in their new lives, each took work as a schoolteacher as
he battled to establish himself in the literary world (Lawrence in Croydon;
Eliot first in High Wycombe then Highgate). They both found the work
distressing, exhausting and disabling, neither appearing suited to the grind
of the school regime. They developed not only as creative writers but as
distinctive, influential and idiosyncratic, literary critics. Eliot wrote more
criticism than Lawrence, but during the years of the 1914-18 War, following
the suppression of The Rainbow, Lawrence’s primary writing income was
from his essays and articles, he continued to be in demand as a literary critic
and commentator, and from the mid-1920s a considerable part of his income
was from journalism. Each also ‘created” himself, in the sense of establishing
a persona and following a professional path very different from their local

peers, one mark of this process of becoming being how Bert Lawrence and



T. S. Eliot, D. H. Lawrence, and the Structure of Feeling of Modernism 37

Tom Eliot came to present themselves as D. H. Lawrence (DHL’) and T. S.
Eliot (TSE). * Both aspired to recognition in the ‘literary world’, although
they remained equally conscious of and insistent on their ‘otherness’ in that
milieu even as they rose within it. Both were characterized, even disdained,
as outsiders, or regarded with suspicion, despite being so closely involved in
the overlapping social networks and cliques of literary modernism.

Most striking and startling of all, amongst these biographical parallels
and patterns, is the way that for both Lawrence and Eliot the process of self-
fashioning involved at the age of 27, a sudden, dramatic and passionate
commitment which shocked and surprised most who knew them. Lawrence
eloped with Frieda Weekley within months of meeting her; Eliot married
Vivenne Haigh Wood after knowing her for a similar period. These actions
entailed decisive geographical breaks and financial risks, as well as
tremendous psychological upheaval. The Lawrences had 23 pounds between
us’; Eliot’s correspondence returns repeatedly to the refrain ‘We are hard
up!* Lawrence wrote of ‘the end of my youthful period’, his biographer John
Worthen stresses the impact of Frieda on ‘the intensely conscious and
detached person he had always been before.” Eliot later wrote that T came
to persuade myself that I was in love with her simply because I wanted to
burn my boats and commit myself to staying in England’, Peter Ackroyd
describes how ‘this virginal, perplexed, intellectually over-refined and
emotionally immature young man encountered [..] a revelation of sexual and
emotional life.*® The Lawrences eloped to Germany in May, 1912, then
remained largely in Italy for the next year and a half, the country to which
they planned to return following their wedding at Kensington Registry
Office in July, 1914. With his own marriage, at Hampstead Register Office in
June, 1915, Eliot abruptly signalled his decision not to return to an academic
position at Harvard by settling definitively if precariously in London. The
Lawrence and Eliot marriages represented defining moments in the two

authors’ development, and the subsequent course of these relationships
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inevitably and powerfully determined the course of their lives and work.
Eliot’s readings of Lawrence make explicit his fascination and repulsion with
Lawrence’s insistent examination of sexual and emotional intimacy, and
equally unflinching experimentation with the form and language necessary
for such work. Eliot is a remarkable reader of Lawrence, even as he recoils
from the material before him. His notorious account of the way Lawrence’s
writing strips away ‘the amenities, refinements and graces which many
centuries have built up in order to make love-making tolerable’ captures the
essence of Lawrence’s objectives even as it condemns them. Eliot identifies
Lawrence’s ‘search for an explanation of the civilized by the primitive, of the
advanced by the retrograde, of the surface by the “depths” as ‘a modern
phenomenon.” In their troubled sexual and emotional development, the two
men shared in what Lawrence called ‘the tragedy of thousands of young
men in England’® Their life and writing is, from this perspective, testimony
to a similarly common struggle to move beyond the primary social,
psychological and creative pressures of their time.

If the turmoil attendant on Lawrence and Eliot's marriages is the most
obvious evidence of common, ‘modern’ factors in their own, and their
generation’s sensibility, the impact of the 1914-18 War is beyond doubt the
most important external element in their structure of feeling. The outbreak
of war in August 1914, caught both men by surprise. Eliot was initially
stranded in Marburg (where he was studying prior to his year at Oxford),
and only with difficulty made it back to London as hostilities began.*
Lawrence, by then married to a German national, was himself recently
returned from Germany and now found himself unable to travel back to the
continent (to Italy) as he and Frieda had intended. The two writers’ careers
were, in the years that followed, fundamentally conditioned by the conflict. It
was at once the major, tragic, awful contemporary fact and subject or
theme, and also an overwhelming, determinant feature of their cultural,

economic and social conditions. The war was the defining event of their
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generation, resulting in immense changes to their expectations and direction.
Travel, personal relationships, professional opportunity, their relation to the
state and to politics, were all dramatically altered. Content, form and
readerships for their work were transformed. Both men were subject to
financial hardship, depending at times on the generosity of family (Eliot
continued to receive money from his parents and brother; Lawrence’s stay
at Mountain Cottage in 1918/19 was paid for his sister Ada), friends (the
Eliots were supported by Bertrand Russell and Sidney Schiff; Lawrence
received money from a number of his circle, including Eddie Marsh, Ottoline
Morrell, S. S. Koteliansky and Cynthia Asquith), patrons (both benefited from
Amy Lowell's munificence; Ezra Pound and Richard Aldington initiated
schemes to attract ‘subscribers’ who might contribute towards Eliot’s
expenses), and, in Lawrence’s case, the Royal Literary Fund and Society of
Authors.® Both were unfit to serve at the front. Lawrence, who opposed the
war, suffered humiliating and traumatic medical board examinations (which
he later fictionalized in Kangaroo). Eliot, who did offer to serve once the
United States joined the fighting, had an equally distressing experience,
resigning from his position at Lloyd’s Bank only to find that due to
administrative and bureaucratic issues there was no position for him in the
military, resulting in a period of great frustration and anxiety before he was
eventually taken back at the Bank.' Lawrence’s correspondence refers
constantly to the War, he confided to Eddie Marsh, for instance, “The War is
just hell for me [..] I can’'t get away from it for a minute: I live in a sort of
coma, like one of those nightmares when you can’'t move. I hate it -
everything.® In 1916, he discussed building an anti-War movement with
Bertrand Russell, and many of Lawrence’s stories and verses of the period
explore the effects of the War on returning soldiers and the civilian
population.®® Eliot was more circumspect, and has been characterized, ‘as a
citizen of a neutral country’ as ‘able to benefit from the war.” However, his

correspondence also demonstrates an acute awareness of the conflict, and
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recounts the experiences of men he knew who were at the front - amongst
them, notably, Vivienne’s brother Maurice Haigh-Wood and Richard
Aldington. Both Lawrence and Eliot chose not to make overt reference to
the War in perhaps their most significant works of the period - Women in
Love and The Waste Land - but these texts are nonetheless wholly
identified with that context, the writers’ sharing a sense that the War itself
might not be best represented directly, even as its impact resonates
throughout their writing.

If coincidences of biography and experience indicate much about the
structure of feeling which Lawrence and Eliot shared, our sense of that
formation becomes clearer through elucidation of what we know of their
reading in common and, in particular, the quite uncannily similar interests
which are evident in their literary critical work during the mid to late
1910s.% Clearly they were both attentive to the emergent aesthetic and
literary work of their time, just as they shared many of the typical elements
of a literary and cultural education during their period. They enjoyed a deep
knowledge of the Bible and Palgrave's Golden Treasury, fascination with
French literature, and a broad knowledge of European literary history.®
Lawrence’s interest in German literature and thought pre-dated his
relationship with Frieda, but grew rapidly thereafter. Eliot would have
studied at Marburg, but for the War. Both were attentive to the vogue for
Russian literature, particularly the circulation of Dostoevsky’s work (both
became friends with S. S. Koteliansky, who translated from Russian). Eliot
had begun the study of Sanskrit in order the better to research Hinduism
and Eastern religion: Lawrence was also briefly drawn to Hindu writings.
Both followed the emergence of Freud's work with strong interest, if also
opposition, and Eliot singled out Lawrence’s psychoanalytic essays for praise
on several occasions. The interest in Myth with was such a feature of
modernist literary experiment was certainly shared by both men® During

the War, still more distinctive connections occur. Lawrence embarked on a
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long study of Hardy just as Eliot was engaging with the writer® The work
of Heracleitus stimulated an interest and influence which runs through both
men’s work. Eliot had first discovered the Pre-Socratics, at Harvard in 1911,
and returned to the topic with Russell in 1914. Russell himself introduced
Lawrence to this school of thought, in 1915, stimulating a major shift in
Lawrence’s perspective, away from Judeo-Christian philosophical traditions.®
The development of anthropological study, and attention to primitive
communities, also caught the imagination of both men during this period,
Eliot remarking that ‘it is certain that some study of primitive man furthers
our understanding of civilized man, so it is certain that primitive art and
poetry help our understanding of civilized art and poetry.®™ Perhaps the
most striking coincidence of all is the turn that both Lawrence and Eliot
made towards American writers between 1917 and 1919. Lawrence is
celebrated for the sequence of critical essays on Franklin, Crevecoeur,
Fenimore Cooper, Hawthorne, Melville and Whitman, published in the
English Review, which were later reworked and published as the Studies in
Classic American Literature®' Less remarked is the sequence of articles Eliot
produced at around the same time, also reflecting on the significance of
Hawthorne, Poe, Whitman and other writers of that same tradition (for Eliot,
James was also a key figure).®? Both Lawrence and Eliot explore the influence
of history, place and education in the emergence of a distinctively American
sensibility and style, clearly measuring their own position and aspirations in
reference to this ‘other’ tradition of writing in English. Lawrence’s fascination
is explicitly with a ‘new’ land and culture to which he is drawn and to which
he hoped to emigrate, while Eliot is reflecting more on a heritage he sought
to understand in relation to his own development and exile, but their
accounts of the ‘America’ are fascinating because of both the shared impulse,
at that moment, to explore much the same material, and for the ways in
which their positions and voices gain definition in relation to that work.

Many years later, as we have seen, Eliot was to recall Lawrence’s essay on
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Fenimore Cooper with admiration. Such intersections between the two men'’s
readings and criticism remain to be explored fully, but suggest an intriguing
further dimension to their common structure of feeling.

Although only three years older, Lawrence was, inevitably, more
advanced in the London literary world than Eliot in 1914. When, in
September, shortly after his arrival in London, Eliot met Pound, Lawrence
(who had met Pound in 1909) was already an established figure, living on the
income from his writing and confident of his future. He was the author of
three well-regarded novels and several plays, and considered one of the
coming men of the new poetry.®® Until the furore which engulfed The
Rainbow in November 1915, Lawrence appeared to have a secure and
celebrated standing in the literary world. It would have been difficult,
indeed, given the extraordinary range and impact of Lawrence’'s work in
1914/15, for Eliot not to have seen Lawrence as a leading figure of his own
generation, and his recorded comments on Lawrence's work are consistently
respectful, even complimentary, until the early 1920s. That Eliot also become
acquainted with so many of Lawrence’s circle, including many of those with
whom he was or had been on most intimate terms, can only have confirmed
the ways in which Lawrence represented a telling and impressive example,
although almost all Lawrence’s acquaintances might also have expressed
reservations or concerns about his health or conduct (just as many of Eliot’s
own circle did). It is curious, therefore, that in the histories of modernism,
and of the interwoven networks of personal relationships that constituted
the world of literary modernism, there is no discussion of the ways in which
the groups around the two authors, or to which they belonged, so
extensively overlapped.® Several of Eliot's most important relationships,
during the period of his struggle to establish his place and identity in
London literary circles, were with people for whom Lawrence was strikingly,
even pre-eminently important, an absolutely determinant presence: most

notably Russell, Murry and Aldington. The further list of significant mutual
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acquaintance reveals the extent to which the two men inhabited much the
same world: Ezra Pound, Mary Hutchinson, Ottoline Morrell, Amy Lowell,
H. D., Brigid Patmore, Katherine Mansfield, E. M. Forster, S. S. Koteliansky
and Aldous Huxley were all at one time or another on close terms with both
Lawrence and Eliot, a further circle of looser acquaintance reinforces a sense
of quite how peculiar it is that the men never knew each other socially. A
further answer to Eliot’s question of 1965 - just why was his engagement
with Lawrence so volatile and obsessive - thus lies, in addition to the ways
in which they shared and in their different ways contested and articulated
the distinctive structure of feeling of their time, in the extent to which Eliot’s
own emergence during those enormously important early years in London
was overshadowed by Lawrence’s presence and example, and his
understanding of Lawrence was unusually mediated by his own closeness to
those who were, or had been, Lawrence’s intimates. The final section of the
essay explores one instance of this, the complex triangle of friendships
connecting Eliot, Lawrence and Bertrand Russell.

Russell met Eliot in the Spring of 1914, at Harvard University. Russell
was a Visiting Professor from 12 March to 6 June, and Eliot, then a graduate
student, attended his seminar and lectures.®® On 10 May, at the end of
Russell's Harvard stay, they met at a garden party hosted by Professor
Benjamin Fuller. Eliot’s poem ‘Mr Apollinax’ captures his impression of
Russell’s ‘exuberance, intelligence and fun’ as well as an immediate
consciousness of his more libidinous (‘priapic’) qualities. Russell himself was
sufficiently struck by Eliot to remark on his intelligence in a letter to his
lover, Ottoline Morrell - although, rather less encouragingly, he also
described the shy young man as ‘lacking in the crude insistent passion that
one must have in order to achieve anything.®® When Eliot moved to England
later that same year to study at Oxford, he appears to have met Russell,
quite by chance, in Bloomsbury (Russell's London flat was at Bury Street;

Eliot was briefly lodging in Bloomsbury Square). Russell first knew



44

Lawrence through his writing, and through the enthusiasm of Morrell.
Following the publication of The Prussian Officer and Other Stories, on 26
November 1914, Russell wrote to Morrell, ‘One feels from his writing that he
[Lawrence] must be wonderful [..] a man with a real fire of imagination. I
should like to know him’% Russell then met Lawrence on 8 February 1915,
at the cottage in Greatham, Surrey to which the Lawrences had just moved.
This first meeting was a revelation for both men, and they soon excitedly
began to plot writing and lecturing work in the service of anti-War activism,
Russell telling Morrell that Lawrence’s ‘intuitive perceptiveness is
wonderful’. Soon the two were formulating plans: ‘We think to have a lecture
hall in London in the Autumn [..] have meetings, to establish a little society
or body around a religious belief, which leads to action.® Russell invited
Lawrence to visit him in Cambridge. Staying from 6-8 March, Lawrence
dined at Trinity and met several of Russell's colleagues, including John
Maynard Keynes. Meanwhile, Russell’s relationship with Eliot was also
developing. The two had met again over the Christmas vacation, and just a
day or so later, on 12 March, at Russell’s invitation, Eliot delivered a paper to
the Cambridge Moral Sciences Club, in Russell's rooms (‘The Relativity of
Moral Judgement’). Lawrence made several trips to London during which he
met Russell again in March, May and July, as well as joining Russell and
Morrell at Garsington in June. During this time, as Lawrence’s letters to
Russell, and Russell's to Morrell demonstrate, their relationship was intense,
intimate and furiously productive, although also fraught with tensions and
disagreement.

Following Eliot's marriage to Vivienne on 26 June, Russell was amongst
the first to meet the couple, dining with them after their return from
honeymoon on 9 July - and then informing Morrell that there were already
problems in the marriage. The previous day, 8 July, Russell had received an
excoriating letter from Lawrence, accompanying the very heavily (and

irritably) annotated text of Russell's sketch plan for the series of lectures,
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‘Philosophy of Social Reconstruction’. Lawrence told Russell not to be ‘angry
that T have scribbled all over your work.® The following day, 10 July,
Russell again met with Lawrence, but by now the two were breaking apart,
with Russell reporting to Morrell that their meeting was ‘horrid” as they
argued over their responses to each other’s work. On 24 July, Eliot left for
the US, to return on 21 August, when the Eliots moved into Russell’s flat, an
arrangement which continued while Eliot was working (and lodging during
the week) at High Wycombe School that Autumn (it is not clear at what
point he became Vivien’s lover, or when if at all Eliot knew about this).
Lawrence became increasingly bitter as the relationship with Russell
foundered, complaining to Cynthia Asquith, “They [Russell and Morrell] say 1
cannot think.” By September, they had broken with each other, Lawrence
now projecting a new magazine with Murry and Katherine Mansfield,
Russell making plans for his lecture series alone. For several more years, the
lives of the Eliots and Russell continued to be intensely intertwined, taking
joint leases on country cottages in first Bosham (1916), then Marlow (1918),
and with Russell offering significant financial assistance to the struggling
couple, professional guidance and backing to Eliot (particularly through
introductions to journal editors and key figures in London literary and
intellectual life), as well as moral and emotional support. From early 1916,
the Eliots also became, through Russell’s initial intervention, regular visitors
at Ottoline Morrell's Garsington Hall, and they were to remain a part of her
circle for many years.

Even so short a summary reveals how intensely Russell’s life was
caught up with both Eliot and Lawrence, and how Eliot entered more and
more closely into the social circles and relationships Lawrence had known.
Harry T. Moore, in his introduction to the edition of Lawrence’s letters to
Russell (Russell's to Lawrence do not appear to have survived), remarks that
‘He [Russell] and Lawrence differed on so many points that it would be

interesting to have a record of their conversations, at Garsington, London,
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Cambridge and Greatham - what they said in the give and take of talk must
have been quite as interesting as what they wrote in letters.”” What is so
telling, however, is the way in which Eliot’s later public views on Lawrence’s
work reproduce positions which had first been expressed by Russell at this
time - expressed, it would seem, in conversation as well as in the letters. In
1932, Eliot charged Lawrence with ‘an incapacity for what we ordinarily call
thinking’, terms very close to Russell's comments to Morrell, comments
about which Lawrence was obviously aware. The ‘extraordinarily keen
sensibility and capacity for profound intuition’” which had impressed and
affected Russell is also central to the account of Lawrence that Eliot
delivered in Virginia. The Page Barbour lectures were, moreover, Eliot’s
attempt to mark the shift of terrain and priorities of his criticism to take
account of religious doctrine and belief, and his discussion of Lawrence is
conditioned by that imperative. It is to this context that we might return the
composition of ‘Burnt Norton’, which as we have seen bears the marks of
Eliot’'s engagement with Lawrence’s essay cycle, ‘The Crown’ - the work
which itself originally emerged from Lawrence’s intense engagement with
Russell. Shortly afterwards, in his Introduction to Baillie and Martin's
Revelation (1937), Eliot was to reiterate his view of Lawrence as ‘a researcher
into religious emotion’.

In ‘The Interpretation of Primitive Ritual” (1915), Eliot remarks that
‘what seemed to one generation fact is from the point of view of the next
rejected interpretation.” As our knowledge of the structure of feeling of
Lawrence and Eliot becomes more extensive and more complex, it is clear
that exploration of the relationship between them, is instructive, specifically,
about the nature of each of these writer's creative and critical achievement,
about their work and their lives, but also begins to reveal something of the
contours of the distinctive, emergent structure of feeling of modernism. If
evidence for Eliot's having met Lawrence remains elusive, and by his own

standards of social exchange Eliot never knew’ Lawrence, it is clear that
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there are many other ways in which Eliot did know Lawrence and his work,

and knew them well, and felt understood by Lawrence, and in profound

ways sympathized with him.
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pulled out of the station, see Virginia Woolf, The Letters of Virginia Woolf
Volume 4, 1929-1931, ed. by Nigel Nicolson (London: Chatto and Windus,
1981), pp. 166-167, and Woolf to Vanessa Bell, 9 April 1927, The Letters of
Virginia Woolf Volume 3 1923-1928, ed. by Nigel Nicolson (London:
Hogarth Press, 1977), p. 161.

D. H. Lawrence, The Letters of D. H. Lawrence Volume 3, pt. 2. 1916-21
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), p. 377. Lawrence stayed
with S. S. Koteliansky from 23-27 July, his only other visit to London in this
period being 3-7 July. On the later visit, Lawrence saw Eddie Marsh,
Thomas Moult and Douglas Goldring, none of whom appear to have been
acquainted with Eliot by this time. See Mark Kinkead-Weekes, The
Cambridge Biography of D. H. Lawrence Volume 2: Triumph to Exile 1912-
1922 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 506, Catherine
Carswell, The Savage Pilgrimage: A Life of D. H. Lawrence (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981 ¢1932), pp. 110-112.

See Eliot, Letters 2, p. 544 (25 November, 1924); p. 567 (6 January 1925). D. H.
Lawrence wrote to the publisher of the Criterion, Richard Cobden-
Sanderson, on 1 December 1924 following the publication of ‘Jimmy and the
Desperate Woman' in the October number (he cannot at this time have
received Eliot’s first letter). Lawrence replied to Eliot having received the
January number, the letter remains unpublished although it is apparently in
the Faber archives. See Journal of the D. H. Lawrence Society, 2. 2 (2010), 13,
15-6.

Eliot, ‘Lecture Notes for English 26', Prose 4, pp. 783-4.

T. S. Eliot, The Letters of T. S. Eliot Volume 3: 1926-1927 (London: Faber
and Faber, 2012), p. 259n.

Eliot, ‘Lecture Notes in America’, Prose 4, p. 790.

See for instance the anecdotes in T. S. Matthews, Great Tom: Notes towards



54

43
44
45
46

47
48

49
50

51

52

53

54

55

the Definition of T. S. Eliot (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1974), pp. 112-
116. For Ezra Pound, see Ezra Pound to Harriet Monroe, 30 September 1914,
The Letters of Ezra Pound 1907-1941, ed. by D. D. Paige (London: Harcourt
Brace, 1950) cited in Matthews.

Worthen, discusses the adoption of ‘D. H. L', Early Years, p. 135; for ‘T. S. E’
see Crawford, p. 42.

Lawrence, Letters 1, p. 430; Eliot to Conrad Aiken, Letters 1, p. 121.
Lawrence, Letters 1, p. 551; Worthen, Farly Years, p. 407.

Eliot, Letters 1, p. xix; see also Crawford, p. 231; Ackroyd, p. 63.

Eliot, ‘Le Roman Anglais Contemporain’, Prose 3, pp. 669-75.

Lawrence to Edward Garnett, 14 November 1912, The Letters of D. H.
Lawrence Volume 1 1901-1913, ed. by James T. Boulton (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979), p. 476. The letter is also in Huxley’s
collection.

Crawford, p. 205.

See John Worthen, D. H. Lawrence: A Literary Life (New York: St Martin's
Press, 1989), p. 63.

Eliot to Henry Eliot (brother), 25 August 1918, Letters 1, pp. 241-24; also Eliot
to Henry Ware Eliot (father), 4 November 1918, Letters 1, pp. 246-249.
Quoted in Paul Delany, D. H. Lawrence’s Nightmare: The Writer and His
Circle in the Years of the Great War (Sussex: Harvester, 1979), p. 19. Delany’s
account of Lawrence’s experiences during the war years demonstrates the
awful and transformative impact of the period on Lawrence’s development.
‘England, My England’ is arguably the most obvious case, a tale which
concludes with an account of death at the Front. For the most part,
however, it is the impact of the War on returning soldiers and the ‘Home
Front’ which provides Lawrence’s subject.

Carole Seymour-Jones, Painted Shadow: A Life of Vivienne Eliot (London:
Constable, 2002), p. 173.

There are further, quirky biographical parallels between the two men. Each



56

o7

T. S. Eliot, D. H. Lawrence, and the Structure of Feeling of Modernism 55

had a highly able and intelligent elder sister called Ada, with whom they
remained on closely affectionate terms to the end of their lives, albeit largely
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50 BESRIE 2 505t
ﬁ% IJ%:*E AHYEE8RIC R B D. H. Lawrence DL &

D.H ul v 25 &k E ZDIE

P DRSS

D. H. Lawrence DRt % HEET LB, &k -ZHIRE LEDN L D DI,
I ®—®w&H 11 WA - 8 CIEW # (Birth, Marriage, Death
Certificates) [E %34 (Census) IRAKR— N, HBHELE X DR
FROEBHE 5 Ece AR L2 HEEGE
(Autograph) ——#fifj, Hfi, A%E 1. 3 HlfEfem, A7 v F% 248
TWER 2.1 MRS R EEM 0 22 Kk - KA - AAOEM -
2.3 JEfE - WAERE L CORMOBS: - 5Bl 3 FEZWER WMo r0fkb
DD HHEXLNOIER - Hlf -zl (08I N5,

RFHTNHNY FT Y b alio TRIA L2 DIZLUTO@E) TH 5.

1) 1860 4 Nottingham OO T HLX, 2) 1841 4D EZGHAED S D. H.
Lawrence ® £l Lydia ® 5 5 @ # 2 Robert Beardsall & £ 5 @ # % John
Newton O fik7if DR S N7 H DB E & Z O transcript, 3) Lydia ® &L Bk
George Beardsall & Lydia Newton O MSIHEHEDE L (1847 4£ 12 A 26 H
1), Lydia ®fli Emma O HAEGEHEFEES L (1848 4 11 H 12 HAFF), Lydia
DOk Ellen @ HAEGEHE (1854 4£ 6 A 14 HAHF), 4) 1861 dEDFHEFAED 5
% St. Andrew’s street, Manchester @ George Beardsall ~R D itk D G EH &
F oM, 5) ERDEME L7 Tank Row, Longsight, Manchester @
1893 E Dl &= M X, 6) [ R A3ME A 72 Spring Garden Passage, Sheerness,
Kent @ 1864 fE Dl = MK, 7) FRIIEmE LR THE—BIFT % 10 Chapel
Street (BAED Clyde Street) OHmHXK & 1861 {F D FEEFELDRLEEHE, 8)
1871 AE D FE B A D SRR D JE1: L 72 John Street (BAE® Keswick street)
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D AT & T BEE R OFEER &, FIROMEAGFE T X 5 1882 SED M mHu[X],
9) D. H. Lawrence ® % John Arthur ®% John Lawrence O 45 % itdk L T
W5 1841 SE D EFEFAFE DG E L il Emily Una @ HWHEGEES L (1882 4E 3
H 21 HAFF) &bk Lettice Ada o MAEGEIEEFHE L (1887 45 6 H 16 HAFIT),
10) D. H. Lawrence ® %X John Arthur Lawrence ® New Cross,
Nottinghamshire J& 3 B o k45 % Gl &k L 72 1881 £ D F A DG H & New
Cross Ol & H[X], 11) David H. Lawrence ® % 2384 % 1901 4 & Walker
Street, Eastwood @ E# LD G H, 12) 1911 FOEBREDEED 9 b ik
1§ L C Taylor #2255 - 72 Emily Una O 2 208% L 7285, 13) F ok
b Queen's Street & D. H. Lawrence D EFK D % 5 Victoria Street % # 1 72
Eastwood OHiXl, 14) The Trespasser D#%s The Saga of Siegmund @ H%E:
HOL2HE 3 HDEHE, 15) The Trespasser DX Y ¥ VOFE N HD 2
v—.
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PE T 1841 4E 5 10 4 T L ICESH AT DN, 100 FEZFH LD O
BFINEHMET LI ENTES. HEEFZDOL, Free Search Census Online
UK (F#}) & Family Tree (E¥) EWoH A FZ2BUTA ¥ —% v bT
BROND LIz TR EWA ¥y —%y bCHRE-#HAELZD H
Lawrence (242 b 2 HEFEZ ZLERTH 5.

(1) D. H. Lawrence ®£:#l Lydia @ 27 D5 Robert Beardsall ® £ 2550 #k
SN b R OESBFIAEL, ERREIEE > RYDOFETH S 1841 SFD £
NTHY, 13%i2% % D. H. Lawrence OFEH Lydia X O ok, o & B8
RBRE, EHEBEKED ) B4R/ L - ATHTEH TV e snb. (£
D JEATH Pennyfoot Street [22W T, #E TRAT L7/ K77 Fo No. 1
I/,

Census Transcript Family Nottinghamshire 1841

Address Pennyfoot Street

Parish  Nottingham St Mary

Registration District Nottingham

Forename Surname Age Year Born Relation Birth Place Occupation

Robert Beardsall 55 1786 Yes Frame Knitter
Mary  Beardsall 50 1791 No

Rosanna Beardsall 20 1821 Yes Lace Minder
Ann Beardsall 15 1826 Yes Lace Dresser
George Beardsall 15 1826 Yes Frame Knitter
Lydia  Beardsall 13 1828 Yes

Eliza Beardsall 10 1831 Yes

Thomas Beardsall 8 1833 Yes
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EHICI0FEHED 1851 4E12iE, T o@h), JEEmiEZEbS5Rb DD, 65
% Robert & 60 mMD3E Mary Z#h%, #H Elizabeth 2 BN L — AL
TEWTWA. iR LTWw5 31 %D Rosanna % Woodford #1220 ), i
W Emma 2SN TW D DL, HEORITY -2 Ntk o EZREICD
BNnpnwZ e oilis s e, 1851 AFLLRTICHEME L 70k o FK1d 1850 4F125E
ARZDOTHA9H. Winder L ENTW AL OMMIZ, B% 5 { Bobbin
Lace IZfb % L M2 20 O IT LR,

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1851
Address Pennyfoot Street
Parish Nottingham St. Mary

Registration District Nottingham

Robert  Brardsall 65 1786 Head Nottinghamshire FrameWork
Knitter

Mary Brardsall 60 1791 Wife Nottinghamshire Lace Mender

Lydia Brardsall 22 1829 Daur Nottinghamshire Lace Mender

Elizabeth Brardsall 19 1832 Daur Nottinghamshire

Thomas Brardsall 17 1834 Son Nottinghamshire Apprentice

Frame Knitter
James Brardsall 7 1844 Grand Son Nottinghamshire Scholar
Rosanna Woodford 31 1820 Daur Nottinghamshire Winder
Emma Woodford 7 M 1851 Grand Daur Nottinghamshire
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(2) D. H. Lawrence ® 3 Lydia ® Sheerness B o EZFH A D RLEIZLT
DY TH 5.

Census Transcript Household Kent 1861
Address 10 Chapel Street

Parish Minster

Registration District Sheppy
Forename Surname Age Year Born Relation Birth Place Occupation
George Beardsall 36 1825 Head St Mary, Nottingham
Engine Smith
Lydia Beardsall 32 1829 Wife St Mary, Nottingham
Emma Beardsall 12 1849 Daur St Mary, Nottingham
Scholar
Lydia Beardsall 9 1852 Daur Manchester, Lancashire
Scholar
Ellen  Beardsall 6 1855 Daur Nottingham Scholar
Lettice Beardsall 4 1857 Daur Swinton, Kent  Scholar
George Beardsall 1 1860 Son Sheerness, Staffordshire
Edwin Clarke 24 1837 Lodger Beenham, Hampshire

Premitive Methodes Minsiter

ZNiZ Free Search Census Online UK I2& 5 D TH 5HA, KT George D
Hi = #12% Sheerness, Staffordshire & 7 o TW A DI S 7458 C, Family
Search (% Sheerness, Kent & LT\ 5.

18 A® Edwin Clarke (& Sons and Lovers |2 John Field &\ 9 % C&Y9
54 & HD Gertrude O [ ZBANTH Y, 2O AN OBEAHH S T,
0L Y AR S LA RG22V THENT 2 FHr ) 2% 5 h
LETH LY, EHEWMEO LOFHRIZDEEDL LV ELDH 5.

B—12, ZOWE% Premitive Methodes Minister & A TWADIE, HHS
2212 Primitive Methodist Minister D%t CT&H » 9. ({HL, Family Tree (&
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Furniture. . . Minister £iATBY, BERAWTHS.) B2, ToOHAHM
% Beenham, Hampshire & L T\ % Hampshire 12, 4 HOLEH % WL
Staffordshire D iR TH 5 Z & 25 5. M & X Beenham T& %. Family
Tree & Barsham & #t A T\ % %%, Staffordshire 21X Beenham & Burslem
TERLSNDEH IR WL, FLHHOGHEIIKS LT, ZHHd 2 LI
HARH5HESbED %%\, Staffordshire (2H 5 L TENS L X4 T
1312 DL Burslem OATH 5.

fit o T Edwin Clarke 24 1837 Lodger Burslem Staffordshire Primitive
Methodist Minister % IE L \WaEtA T & TRETH 5.

WF —, Family Search 2%it#% L T\ 5 Mlarried] 2B HOBEEDND b
ELWv. DFNHIIBICERTEL 572 0) T ETH LY, YROTEEDH
R DEFENOE D) THALE LTHEATWZE W) DIIAHRTH L0 5,
INEELYL-VRET AL, MO Edwin Clarke (2480 % fE#HUL L EAS$
RTCEWH &R 5.

COTEHRE D L ITHMER L72I3ITMHIE L BbN b ANRsk I To@E) Th 5.

563 Edwin Clarke O 5CHIE, 1807 412 Staffordshire @ Kingsley T4 F v
72 Joseph Clarke T, Z O d Fv 1841 DO EFBFHAED U T OHLFIZL B &
%312 Glass Cutter Journeyman T o 72. 3l Sarah & School Mistress
L TWw5.

Address [Longport] Henshall Place

Parish Burslem

Registration District Stoke On Trent, Wolstanton & Burslem

Forename Surname Age Year Born Relation Birth Place Occupation

Joseph Clarke 35 1806 Yes Glass Cutter Journeyman
Sarah Clarke 35 1806 Yes School Mistress
Eliza Clarke 7 1834 Yes

Edwin Clarke 4 1837 Yes
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EHIC 104D 1851 SEDEBFEOFTLFIZILLTOEY TH 5.

Census Transcript Household Staffordshire 1851

Address Tomlinsons Row

Parish Burslem St Paul

Registration District Wolstanton

Joseph Clarke 44 1807 Head Kingsley, Staffordshire Potter Lodge Man
Sarah Clarke 49 1802 Wife Cheddleton, Staffordshire School Mistress
Eliza Clarke 16 1835 Daur Burslem, Staffordshire Potter Warehouse
Edwin Clarke 14 1837 Son  Burslem, Staffordshire Crate Maker Apprentice

1841 4E D FE B A T4 DA 4E L LT, 1851 4 @ % 1 T Crate Maker
Apprentice & L TN % Edwin Clarke i&, Family Tree {2 & #Lif 1837 4E1C
Longport, Staffordshire T4z, 1918 4E 10 A 27 H IZ Pontypridd, Glamorgan,
Wales THEE L7 LI27% 5. B X Letitia Parsons & & 5.

1851 4@ 4 H g pi THEPLO Sarah % B { — R ORE K B 4 B AW 2 BALR D
fEFIZDOVT W5 DI, Staffordshire 23BIE D FEWV TV D FIEDREA 7 13
PZolzhHTHAH).

&KIZ Edwin Clarke @ % A3 E S AICBIN 2 O BEIZHIEIZ L 72 1861 4F 1
DENTHY, 24D IE Primitive Methodist Minister Td o 724 5,
“She [Gertrude] used to walk home from chapel with John Field when she
was nineteen. He was the son of a well-to-do tradesman, had been to college
in London, and was to devote himself to business.” & #FH» N7z Sons and
Lovers ® John Field ®#%fE 1 Edwin Clarke ® Z & 13842 5. Zokon
HIZAFRWEIZ Edwin Clarke %0385 DI, BLHFH Letitia Parsons @
FHISTLERIC B W T TH 5.

England and Wales Marriage Registration Index, 1837-2005
FAE Letitia Parsons
HiskH oM : Marriage
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HEHDYFT:  Kingsclere, Hampshire, England

BERHIX Kingsclere
pii% Hampshire
W% 4k Apr-May-Jun
BekH - 1866

Possible Spouse: Edwin Clarke

2 F 1) Edwin Clarke (& 1866 4E D &5 2 UEHIZHHBE L 720 TH D, 1861 4F
JEOEBREOGLFIIRY 725722 L1274 5. Sheerness i1 4 IR 1L RIEEH
7257255, Sons and Lovers \Z John Field £ W) A TER L THEH®
Gertrude @ [%EM] WAL L 2B EZHZ TV B2 0B 0wD, Z0
A TI2D W, “At twenty, owing to her health, she [Gertrude] had left
Sheerness. Her father had retired home to Nottingham. John Field's father
had been ruined; the son had gone as a teacher in Norwood. She did not
hear of him until, two years later, she made determined inquiry. He had
married his landlady, a woman of forty, a widow with property.” & FH23i17-
WX, Sons and Lovers ® Z DOERGAFREETIRMICH DO T L2 VAFL T
W5,

Rl 5 DM L 72 1871 D EI SR A Z WO THE T 5 &, LT O
AP ON5.

Census Transcript Household Essex 1871
Address 326 Long Lane

Parish Saffron Waldren

Registration District Saffron Waldren

Edwin Clarke 34 1837 Head Longport, Staffordshire
Methodist Minister

Letitia Clarke 32 1839 Wife Kings Clare, Hampshire

Letitia Clarke 3 1868 Daughter Poplar, Middlesex  Scholar

Elmer Clarke 2 1869 Son St Heliers, Jersey
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Julia Clarke 3m 1871 Daughter Saffron Walden, Essex
Martha Parsons 26 1845 Sister In Law  Kings Clare, Hampshire
John Moore 63 1808 Sister Motcombe, Dorset Methodist Minister

B2 E TV 72 Edwin Clarke 1% Essex @ Saffron Waldren (2 —% % 1
AT\ Z e Whh. I Letitia ® A #11Z Poplar, Middlesex, £HI1ZL
TH T Elmer ® %1 St Heliers, Jersey, # = Julia i& Saffron Waldren
THEINTVAED2S, RIFHMTLzlis E L2285, (2O TI872
4|2 85 U F- Charlotte Elizabeth 234 % 1 % 7%, 1881 4 12 1% Cornwall @ 6
Morrab Place, Penzance (2% ) &, 4T Annie E 2SHAT 5. 1901
A E B T oM iE Hawthorn Cottage, King Street, Brecknockshire
Th5.)

IR 22 LA 8§ DA O Letitia Parsons [CPI3 2 1F & L CTix, 183844 J] 18
H 2 Ashford Hill, Hampshire T/EFT /22 &, LUF @ 1841 FE D FEZFH A D
RIS KX DV EDORHEAERREL TETHELZAL—RTHE LI LT O
5.

Census Transcript Family Hampshire 1841
Address Ashford Hill
Parish Kingsclere

Registration District Basingstoke, Kingsclere, Newbury & Whitchurch

Elenor Parsons 35 1806 No Sheep Dealer
John Parsons 65 1776 No

Julia Parsons 35 1806 Yes

Ann Parsons 7 1834 Yes

John Parsons 6 1835 Yes

George Parsons 5 1836 Yes

Mary Parsons 4 1837 Yes

Lettitia Parsons 3 1838 Yes

Elizabeth Parsons 1 1840 Yes
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Sarah Parsons 2M 1841 Yes

(1851 4F D EZFRAA 121, Elmer Parsons 50 1801 Head Kingsclere, Hampshire
Farmer of 9 Acres &Rtk ENTWAH RS, AFIZHE LD % D DD Elenor i
Elmer O, HAHWIFEFTEEZOND.)

(3) D. H. Lawrence O Lydia £ O John Newton (2 L T3
\ZHF 1 S K Stephen Best 12X D 2% D L Wil 2% S, “A Talent for
Harmony: John Newton of Sneinton” & L TiiFFALENT WA, £ V¥ —F v
b THiZ 9 % &, JOHN NEWTON was a Twisthand, and lived in Haywood
Street. He had music in his soul, and wrote it—especially for hymn tunes.
One of his earliest was “Sovereignty,” which is a great favourite with many
Nottingham people. &%) XEE & H 12, MEAEM L 2#Em b M s
W5, (HLZoAPEES EERIEMEK John Newton & IZHAMTH 5. )

John Newton (24 % AMGFEEkIZ, FOMBRY, FEEICEA Lz
F7 %k No. 2 ICZDEELXEN L72LUT 0 1841 D EEF AR b F Ik
WlEd 5.

Census Transcript Family Nottinghamshire 1841
Address Haywood Street

Parish Sneinton

Registration District Radford & Southwell

John Newton 35 1806 Yes Lace Maker
Eleanor Newton 35 1806 Yes

Lettice Newton 13 1828 Yes

Lydia Newton 11 1830 Yes

9 1832 Yes
Ann Newton 8 1833 Yes
John Newton 4 1837 Yes
2 1839 Yes

William Newton

Frances Newton
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Eleanor Newton 3 Mo 1841 Yes

COEFEZILEO L E L TR S LT\ b Lydia Newton 2% D. H.
Lawrence OfHFETH 5. John Newton DJEH:#AY Haywood St. & 72> Tw»
HDIE, BBHEEREHORAEBY TH LD, TOHIKEDEIZ John Street
BREBPHENDLEZAHPE, RIEY NV FE7 7 b No. 10 1860 4F @ i [X] @
Hayward St. (243280 L bbb, HL Z 0D I1d 1871 4 O EZHF A
TH R L AR OHN T Haywood St. i &hTwa L, 1901 42 5 BAE
WELHHIZDZHITLENT VD05, 1860 FFDOHIKNIFRY 23 % D2 d Al
v, (BaARIZI01 FOHKTIE 1871 FOFEBFAICHEH SN TV S
George Beardsall ZD1F ) John Street 138I4E & [F] U Keswick St. (244 LT
W)

10 #££0 1851 F DO EBEFAEDOFLIFIIL T 0@ ) TH 5.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1851

Address Henry Street

Parish Sneinton

John Newton 49 1802 Head Nottinghamshire Lace Maker

Ellen Newton 49 1802 Wife Nottinghamshire

Leticia Newton 24 1827 Daur Nottinghamshire Lace Worker

Ann Newton 18 1833 Daur Radford, Nottinghamshire Lace Worker
John Newton 14 1837 Son  Sneinton, Nottinghamshire Errand Boy
Frances Newton 12 1839 Son  Sneinton, Nottinghamshire Scholar
Eleanor Newton 10 1841 Daur Sneinton, Nottinghamshire Scholar

Henry Street {ZHiC Haywood Street 2> 5 HIZH N L7280 TH 553,
ZOEBHFEIZL Y, John Newton D—FK D H 5 4 AW L — A L3555 T
TW/zZ 93955 %. D. H. Lawrence O##: Lydia DEAH 2 TW5 DI,
1847 4 12 H 26 H 21 %A% George Beardsall & #&# L CHIHHF I - 72005
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Thb.
EHIZ10EFZD 1861 DO LL T OEZEFAETD, 6 KOPLADBFHFEL TV 5
BIZ1Z & L2 B HBEOEALIZRD S,

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1861

Address Sarah Henry Street

Parish Sneinton

Registration District Radford

John Newton 59 1802 Head Nottinghamshire Mechanic Lace Maker
Eleanor Newton 59 1802 Wife Nottinghamshire

Lettie Newton 34 1827 Daughter Nottinghamshire Lace Folder

Eleanor Newton 20 1841 Daughter Sneinton, Nottinghamshire Lace Pattern Fitter
Emma Hobson 6 1855 Visitor  Nottinghamshire

1871 AE D EBMA DK T, —FIZH O Haywood Street (2 - T 5.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1871
Address Haywood Street

Parish Sneinton
Registration District Radford
John Newton 69 1802 Head Nottinghamshire

Lettice Newton 44 1827 Daughter Nottinghamshire
Eleanor Newton 30 1841 Daughter Sneinton, Nottinghamshire

(4) D. H. Lawrence D) OMILBIZOWTIE, HHLIZH 72 5 William
Lawrence 7% Sarah Butts & 1814 4£ 10 H 3 H {2 Edgbaston, Warwick T4
L722&28 mbFwENoOMERFHORHE L L T ->Tws. England,
Warwickshire, Parish Registers, 1535-1963 {2 & 71U, # 18154 12 A 25 HIZ
2372 % John & Deritend, Warwickshire THALZ ZIF T 5.

18384E12John Lawrence l¥Louis Antionette Parsons & Radford,
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Nottinghamshire T# M3 5. D. H. Lawrence (27 F ¥ A AD LA HNL T W
LEELNDLIENHLDIE, BXOLL ZOMBIZHRTZ2OTHS ).
Family Tree ®FRHIC L AUE, HLORBOE Y D. H. Lawrence O FHIE:
D44 1% Maria Antoinette Eddington C, 1798 4E1ZHiZE, 1853 4EIZEF. Tk
DA William Eddington Sr. & H 505 EEZE 72D THA 9. William
&, 1793 4E 7 A 22 H 2 Aston, Warwickshire ¢ Charlotte Oateley % % - T
WA, WHEDEHITIET T v AANREE Y B S &5 ATz,

#14C John Lawrence DA% N 5 EZHAIL 1841 SEEDZNTH D,
UFoZEL Tailor 2 LTW2Z &390 5.

Census Transcript Family Nottinghamshire 1841
Address Brinsley

Parish Greasley

Registration District Basford

John Lawrance 25 1816 No
Louisa Lawrance 23 1818 No
Emma Lawrance 8 Mo 1841 Yes

10 40 1851 AEDFEBFEIZL T oMY TH Y, ZORE T—RITBAT
H—HFxRIZIEA L, D. H Lawrence @ John Arther (Arthur ®iRit) 123
BIZR 5 TWAB I ERNN5H.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1851

Address Manner House

Parish Greasley

Registration District Basford

John Lawrence 34 1817 Head  Birmingham, Warwickshire Tailor
Louisa Lawrence 33 1818 Wife Hinckley, Leicestershire

Emma Lawrence 10 1841 Daughter Greasley, Nottinghamshire Scholar
Sarah Lawrence 8 1843 Daughter Greasley, Nottinghamshire Scholar
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John Arther Lawrence 3 1848 Son Greasley, Nottinghamshire Scholar
James Lawrence 3m 1851 Son Greasley, Nottinghamshire

WKELBEOLDBINE DX, &512104E %D 1861 EDFEBMAEIZB W
TTHY, 13l 72 D. H. Lawrence @ John Arthur & 11 D ZF D5
James \Zp#hk L LTV T WA,

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1861

Address Old Brinstey

Parish Old Brinsley, Greasley

John Lawrence 44 1817 Head Birmingham, Warwickshire Tailor
Louisa Lawrence 43 1818 Wife Hinckley, Leicestershire

Sarah A Lawrence 18 1843 Daughter Brinsley, Nottinghamshire

John A Lawrence 13 1848 Son  Brinsley, Nottinghamshire Coal Miner
James Lawrence 11 1850 Son  Brinsley, Nottinghamshire Coal Miner
George Lawrence 8 1853 Son  Brinsley, Nottinghamshire

Walter Lawrence 5 1856 Son  Brinsley, Nottinghamshire

D. H. Lawrence D #HMHN L ME—DFEZEFAETH 5 1901 FEDOZFILUILLT D
WY Thb.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1901

Address Walker Street

Registration District Greasley, Basford

Arthur Lawrence 53 1848 Head Brinsley, Nottinghamshire Coal Miner
Stallman

Lydia Lawrence 48 1853 Wife Manchester, Lancashire

Emily U Lawrence 19 1882 Daughter Sutton In Ashfield, Nottinghamshire

David H Lawrence 15 1886 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

Lettice A Lawrence 13 1888 Daughter Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
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William E Lawrence 3 1898 Grand Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

CHNIZES5TI014FEF4HI HOBEETOL Y ARKIE Y+ —H—# ) IFEAT
W72 Z EWEFETE A, (John Worthen 1Z1E L <, Roy Spenser (& & > T
WeZ 2% A, i3 [z D. H. Lawrence)] 1% 36 R—Y %2 5H.)

(5) Sons and Lovers DN ERG Paul Morel Tit-> CTHET % FET % Walter
Morel ®E 7 Vi, D. H. Lawrence DX ORI Walter TH 5. Z D/NGH
EOREFREICHLTEIN TV 22 2HHET 572012, SONYRED X
I BT TRNEEICHN G 0 E R TBLLEND 5. 1861 FEIZHETH -
7z Walter (&, AN OEEFAAIR @Y, 1881 4EICIE 24 OFEHHTH D,
LI L LTEIWT WA,

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1881

Address Princes Street

Parish Eastwood

Registration District Basford

Walter Lawrence 24 1857 Head Brinsley, Nottinghamshire Coal Miner
Harriet Lawrence 24 1857 Wife Kimberley, Nottinghamshire

John Lawrence 3 1878 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
Elizabeth Lawrence 3m 1881 Daughter  Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

BEINTET Walter DAABNL D13 10 4EHED 1891 FFDZ L ThH 5.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1891

Address Stoneyford Road

Sutton In Ashfield, Mansfied

Walter Henry Lawrence 36 1855 Head Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Coal Miner
Harriet Lawrence 36 1855 Wife Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

John Lawrence 14 1877 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Coal Miner
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Elizabeth Lawrence 8 1883 Daur Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Scholar
James Lawrence 7 1884 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Scholar
Walter Lawrence 5 1886 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Scholar

Mary Limott Lawrence 3 1888 Daur Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Scholar
George Harold Lawrence 2 1889 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

S 512 94EHD 1900 4E12, PO Walter 1Fi > THES Walter 2% ET 5.
Walter L DRI T OMY TH D05, TOFHMAEN1L A5 3 ADMIC
BELZZEDBGND.

Bmd » Civil Registration Deaths 1837-2005 » Full
Death Record for Walter Lawrence

in the District of Basford

Name Walter Lawrence

District Basford, Nottinghamshire

Date of Birth (Calculated) 1885

Age 15

Registered January - March 1900

#1901 AEDOEFF AT MR D35 BT Walter D4 IERLTE 4.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1901
Address 17 Belvoir Street

Registration District Ilkeston, Basford

Walter Lawrence 43 1858 Head Brimsley, Yorkshire Coal
Miner Hewer

Harriet Lawrence 43 1858 Wife Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

John H Lawrence 23 1878 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

Coal Miner Hewer
Elizabeth Lawrence 20 1881 Daughter Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
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Factory Hand

James Lawrence 18 1883 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
Coal Miner Filler Below Ground
Mary Lawrence 14 1887 Daughter Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
George Lawrence 11 1890 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
Benjamin Lawrence 9 1892  Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

Annie Lawrence 5 1896 Daughter Ilkeston, Derbyshire
Florrie Lawrence 9M 1901 Daughter Ilkeston, Derbyshire

Sons and Lovers DRMERS Paul Morel TRXBLO Walter 1ZFH D & & B4F
ERETIBARAY, LT T L { Walter Lawrence 13 1904 2D 4 A5 6 H DR
WIEATVENS, TNLHEIEDRVEETH-72EFR 5.

Bmd » Civil Registration Deaths 1837-2005 » Full
Death Record for Walter Lawrence

in the District of Basford

Name Walter Lawrence

District  Basford, Nottinghamshire

Date of Birth (Calculated) 1857

Age 47

Registered  April - June 1904

6) NHDOETNVIZHLTHWE—2BIZEF 5L, Rex” IZBWT LK%
L Y ARICHENTE DR TERETHHLTH 72 L ENT WSS,
O NI EEH O K Herbert Beardsall (23D WTHERISTE Y, 1901 4F
DEZBFAEAT, UTO@BEY N7 OREEL LTI T,

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1901
Address 76 Robin Hood Street Lord Belper Inn
Registration District Nottingham North East, Nottingham
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Herbert Beardsell 30 1871 Head Nottinghamshire Publican
Annie Britton 18 1883 Servant Nottinghamshire Barmaid
Mable Willoughy 12 1889 Visitor  Nottinghamshire

{H L Herbert Beardsall 1% 10 4o 1911 4£121%, U To#EY ¥ 7 ¥ — 03
EFE L CRRDIYFNIEEL TV A,

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1911

Image Type  Normal Household

Address65[749] Sneinton Boulevard Nottingham

Civil Parish Nottingham

Sub District  Nottingham South East

Registration District Nottingham

Forename Surname Age Year Born Gender Relation Marriage

Status Years Married Birth Place Occupation

Herbert Beardsall 40 1871 Male Head  Married 9
Nottingham, Nottingham Taxi Car Asirer[Driver]

Paulina Reynolds 21 1890 Female Servant Single 0
Radford Noodlause, Nottingham General Servant (Domestic)

(7) WwE—28KEVDIX, D. H. Lawrence D Lettice Ada @ William
Edwin Clarke DAEROERE L ZORAELIICTH L. T b H 1871 E D FEZGHR
XX, oL William (& Eastwood T F 1, {4 D. H. Lawrence
DML LT L Tailor ZHKHEE LTW/2Z W50 5.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1871

Address Market Place

Parish Eastwood

Registration District Basford

Thomas Clarke 40 1831 HeadSheffield, Yorkshire Tailor & Draper
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Mary A Clarke
Margaret A Clarke
Frank Clarke
Thomas Clarke
William Clarke
Charles Clarke
Richard Clarke
John H Clarke
James H Clarke
Ernest B Clarke
Bertha Z Clarke

Louisa Smedley

46
30
18
16
16
12
10
10

— o N

19

1825
1841
1853
1855
1855
1859
1861
1861
1864
1865
1870
1852

Wife Derbyshire

Daughter Kirkby, Nottinghamshire Draper’s Assistant
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Tailor
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Draper’s Assistant
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Tailor
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Tailor
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Scholar
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Scholar
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Scholar
Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire  Scholar
Daughter  Eastwood, Nottinghamshire
Servant Mill Hay, Derbyshire Domestic Servant

CO—FKIE, HoNndTL MERRAROFHEE ILZ 72K TH - 7225,
10 4EA @ 1881 4E, 3 %&b B Lawrence DEE N5 4 SERTOEBFHAIL, DT
DY, ZoNEiEHAQTRKED, BUFT 5 Lawrence DK L[] U Victoria
Street IZH -7z LT LTV 5.

Census Transcript Household Nottinghamshire 1881
Address Weslyan Chapel Victoria Street

Parish Eastwood

Registration District

William Clarke 26
Annie M Clarke 29
Thomas B Clarke 5
Charles C Clarke 4

Emily A Clarke 1

Basford

1855 Head Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Tailor
1852 Wife  Loscoe, Derbyshire

1876 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Scholar
1877 Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire Scholar
1880 Daughter  Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

Stanley Clarke 4m 1881
Mary Hamleton 13 1868

Son Eastwood, Nottinghamshire

Servant Ripley, Derbyshire  General Servant
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$7%bbH, D. H Lawrence DBEHAE LWKEH 29 72D IZFE DIXNIR &
LTz & Sbh b/ )E DD - 72 Victoria Street 1&, A& 7%
Tailor MG ZEZ AR 0l 2o/ EZO6NB L) T L THAE. B
TEE TZEEIC % o TV 2 B 254 15 1d Chapel TH 1, LIRS A4 2517 &
Ro727280THA 9. William Edwin Clarke ®—F %, 1891 4E LU 0 [E 2GR
A TIZHIK & # 1) Nottingham Road IZJF%2 % L TWw 5 » 5, MGy Victoria
Street BSZ N E FFEICHRD > 72D IFTIERWA, oMY IE, &N 5E
NP IE R RET D720 mE R LTOARHRTRARVEDY o720
TH5b.
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Norbert Elias and Social Identity:
Conceiving the Individual, Culture and Society

Julian Manning

In this presentation, I explained how Elias's work presented in three of
his works, The Society of Individuals, The Civilizing Process and The
Symbol Theory, have helped to shape the way in which contemporary social
anthropology understands concepts of individuality, culture and society and
the manner in which they are interrelated.

In The Society of Individuals, Elias conceives of the individual as a
constantly developing product of social processes that are characterized by
an ‘internal/external dialectic’ between the internalized ‘self and the gaze of
the ‘other’. As such, he should be recognized, along with scholars such as
George Herbert Mead and Erving Goffman as a pioneer of the now widely
acknowledged theory of social identity.

In The Symbol Theory, Elias makes the case that there is an analogy
between the construction of individual identity and the production of
meaning in language. In this respect we can understand ‘identity’ as the
‘meaning’ of an individual. The individual develops identity as a result of
being different from other individuals. What those differences actually mean
depends on how others read’ them.

Identity is continually being re-created as individuals grow and interact
with others, learn and internalize ideas about the changing social contexts in
which they are living and try to adapt according to how they understand all
of this. This is the essence of the internal/external dialectic. Any individual's

identity is inseparable from the social context in which that individual lives,
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hence the term ‘social identity’.

In The Civilizing Process, he elucidates the development of patterns of
behaviour and the belief systems that underpin such patterns. Although
Elias himself does not say so explicitly, I will argue that what he has done in
this work is establish the idea of ‘culture’ as a behavioural and psychological
link between the individual and the social group.

The concept of culture cannot explain why people believe and do the
things they do, but by an Eliasian approach to the study of its development,
we can understand Zow individuals have come to believe and do the things
they do.

However, the concept of culture is itself complicated. In the rest of the
presentation, I described how the concept has developed historically, at least
in its usage in the English language, and how it has been appropriated for
political ends by those with specific, nationalistic or ethnically-based political
agendas. I argued that, by seeking to impose versions of cultural norms they
believe to represent cultural ‘purity’” or ‘authenticity’, such ethno-nationalists

are seeking to impose teleological order on the civilizing process.
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David Ellis, Memoirs of a Leavisite:
The Decline and Fall of Cambridge English
(Liverpool University Press, 2013)

REIRFZOMEETIR AV, FEEBY O [HHESE] THH ZEHEOT
A9 4y F-2YRIE 7))y TRFEMME2»H I Tws0L VR
25623 Dying Game DFFH L L THAEHWTL Y AWEETHHY, €0
W OPDmEEFREOEFICBVTHFINTWE, AEFRIELFZE LY
205, WFRF.R V=T 1 A0HZTL L TELRMETH 5.

WAHGEDS D N —F 2 DI, FH) —7 4 AHEE - BRICHET LI LI
e B SRR S KRFH MRS (& LTEORI) 12T TOR & 25
TWwb., L) Ri%, ZoOk4OFEAMRRELZR D ZE, £ OLFAEm
DERKZTZLARIIY AN D, V=74 AIZDOWT, ZLTY—71A
FERHICOVT, HI2OWHICHES. ) AOEY)ZBLT, @AIETT
WKL WAL T WD) =7 4 AfFIZOWTHEREL, TR 2o
controversial ZIFFROF - —HZHM AL 2 L% 57259

EHI)VADNT T )y VREOF =7 - 3) v VTHEAEE %>
7201 1960 S DR ETH B, 74 PUHIRT I, WL LT D
v 7))y VEEO [#E] (“decline and fall”)) THAH. [ 7 vy
WLF] L) E—HANIZBEVWTLEFVWIEMISICIRITALEZADDH 5,
=B A MVEBEFZTCIOL)ICHRRTEL. [Fr 7)) vy VELY] T
VARBERTZ LA, Thbb) =T 4 ADELETH LN, Zhidd
FTLATF 7))y VRFEEREZUETZ2DITTIE RV, %I Lith % 25,
YTV IR =T 4 AREL D [H] ARATw V=Y 4 AH
BE3rvy 7y Voo ax)v - 2y ITHEY, Bt aozkidsyy
SV TRIF—EEHBLERALDTHIH, 7 v I RFOWLH
#HHE (faculty) TldZw.

[83]
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T, TVADEIr v 7Y v VL ) = 4 ADOPEILF LD
WIICE 2 EFE THEE] TH 5. AEFEFIL, HADL Y 2O
WKHEELLOTH Y, L7zho THRGH 2 SHICE WA HFIND &
T, DRUDNIARERE (2019 4 F) OERRZIZBT LA 7L - N
BRo#HHEZEROHTIENEERSL. RVEBRFFEHROLPTE L LT
Joseph North ®SCFHLFFRIC L UE, (38) CHFWIZEIEK F 2012 1970 4E2 5
QOFRICKELNRTIFA LT T MR LA, ZLTC, wbhbwb [#HiE] o
WREDZ DI ko7, WAEREZNZ, THEEXLFMEZOL DD
EHLZAFITHT 25000 E—D>o%F 1, critic X scholar—— D& X4
WEZDORHTORGHIZE V). RTFAL LT FoOfEHIE, scholar B
DR E o7z, TNELRMILLFTCHZHALTD 52T, scholar &
EXFET 7 AN EDHOWLHAROMIEL, 727 A M, W TIEUEx i
MyrZe®BETEH. —HDcriticld, 77 AMIHL T TOLEE - FH0T
55D THY, TOFHl - EFHEEVBEFICET L0 L E R, HEHHIC
L0, MEERZOBDIZEAAL T WTEMEEZ RIEZ L. V=71 2D
WL, T D critic 12X B criticism =#F LD TH 5.

RREL o2, L) AORREEFOTRIIH S T ) L2ELANER O
CHRBME -GS ZTBLZERARTHS). ThEHIRAT, UTA
TIPS TVE PEY 720 OPRALTADLZ EIZT 5.

FFR) -7 AORLFOEKRTH L. BRAOWIFEE I X M & 130E
W, r 7)Y, Iy ZIIBWTEBZOFEROBSICL bR 570
HICL BB THLL V) HPBEETHA). V=71 ADELFELE VI,
FFREPATLDEDIRL A VF ¥ —AZERETHEBRMTFTHS. H45
& [k5#) (“Close Reading”) & EEINT, ZO#FHRBEIIOWVWTHBRTWAES.
EBRIFANOBRH OO L 21, TNIEEROWEX DG LT VFDOL ) &
VY VIZL2HEHTERNEVI SDTH 7225 V=74 AL INEH
BIR/NHOFTAIIBH L2 & ) ZFBRTW S, RCKETR MR % &
DFREEZE (literary scholarship) & 135740, #EFETIEXT 27 A MTHT 55
LA NORISVER SN, Thadhe 35 TSR] 57 =
FTREM SN, THIERFICBIT 2 B0 FER AT D 5 253t 5
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5 [iFe] L3 THL, RPEIF L OWW L HRE SFIZBE 225
I RIE, V=T RSO S FITHERICMD L LIEF L7205, K
HMOXDIWBILAHEHS, LvasZiZ0oNLydbo722 EdELTY
5 21). ZLTCIDEI %) —Y 4 ADER, BEAOHBZEHL THED
HRZ VI TIESL 70T AY ¥ bORIZERTHZ TV 5.

IVRIFETVAL - =T 4 ADOME DR Z TV D, LR WE BN
fififili % SR 3 A MO 28 L TV 525, T2 TEHIZY — v 1 ZADHEE
ICBWT, RRICEMBMERE S IERR L D ELELCTLE ) 2 L oMEE2 G
WKHRIHBLTWA, BIZIET V=R FiglcB T, FAMEELR &% BEMNICER
LW =% ADBEREZ TWA, BRI & % 38 & 3 2 FHk
AEVY U FEIZE o THHEN, Lo T, T4V FEIESICEHES
LIENTELRVWIEEMRHONLRLE RS2, DVWTE, 2I2b) =7+«
ADF x ) Y OPAMESBH END, 20X ZHEW (discrimination)
—DOFOREM R F v/ r——IF, 3EME V) RO NI TERFE
EoTR—EBLETHLEDODRMB Y ZI/RLTW5S,

)= 4 AD R HINI O W T ORBIIFFEDO TR S TREFTICHUL T 5.
1962 4E1247H 7z Richmond Lecture TOH %% [ oD L] iicBir 5,
FELOTmdFaEML L) B—im#D Snow % [HEOL TS DRV, &2
EBATE)B—BVHPHMELIH LV ORBBICH vy, 0%
BOBBVICHORELERNDE D7, r 70y VELROFRFENAS L Ve
HATORIG - FIMICHIEL T2 2D D) — v 1 Z0OHF L OMICITRE %
0D ol, TIN—AANY =L OERPFECF YT X -3 v IR
V=T 4 AR OFLTH o720, V=714 AT 70 —FiFa—1) ¥~
MIFEBEDEZRKICET 2D THY, FELLIMEFREDL D4R R NHE
ThrEERALNG L (E8#). TLSDOHHiFiE, V—v1 ADHZ
T bR EHAART G Thr L LEINIZZ L LD, 60 FEROFEAICE 5
TV =T 4 ADHEZFTHEILEAMERRTHo72E ) RIXMEH L T
Wb, —hTIVRIE, FUTADF YT Y - TN—TE) =S4 A (F
) L OMERIZIEE, A T F =3 VoAR 5T, HER BRI RS B o
72OTIE RV EBBRRTWE (7).
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9 LAEEREOBMBEICIO»2b o T, WICHAMLZVDIE, V-4
ADHEBENIOWCTTHD., TR T renFIchs b e R
KAWL LI, V=4 AITEHFOEESEZZEL T Bz
Fre bR MEBEBF VAT ANERZDIL, DEOD4y VT - ZEK LT
(FE3®EBMR). Fif (L) IUbifEomEEBETH L LY —7 1 Ak
7. SlHAESROLEDOBIERBRIRT D L. COREOSHME (=
bbb ZiHiT 7200, MLtz — MEFABLETH S
LV =g AFEZ T

V=4 ADRFL RV TOREIENI )DL LAEMNTRE o2 L
Wy (E1LE). BHSOAINE OBBREZHATA2H T RIEIDT L 2ix
ZATWh., R¥FEEEBZIZTI VA ON)) ORFEPRHFAKRTORE 72D
FHEHET, 770 AEERIC) =T A ZABIO [A2Vv—FT4=—] O
W Z R %1F 72 Jean-Marc Berthoud £\ 9 AMinswi-2 & (BE11%E). =
VARIBOTORFHBOWEA—ANT )T THALZEIZLLDIED, 60
FERBZELEOF—ANT ) TORLFEZOMT %75 H T, “great Sydney
split” EIEEN72dH 5 HkFEZWALTW5D. Sam Goldberg &9 AWHis
F==TYU =74 ZRDO TN —TZfEWT 5. RFETERRITHRE L 72,
V=4 AERICH o R EEZWATLEL ) E LTREREIMICH 72, 20D
R, FAA—RE2OTE, HEEHD 2RICHIELIZEVIELS I &
kg7

KIZ, [$EB] OESZ EIMELTWDLES ) . F LR o A HARIC
ALz &, 7 ¥ PREFEORTFEZFICHERTWS. K¥O [REL] 12
ELhWw (F Y ML ZFORNOPTHEEINZZH L OKRFOVEDTH LD,
HFRFNOTHEIIHNEND. ZTORE, BH— AN OFAERITERT S
LIF—0FEKL1I6%L LR L, V) —T 1 AROBEFGENI IR -
72lFATVD (BB16F). KREOMREREICBVWTH, FRICAG > [HK
Bl Z2ROONDEIHNCHD. ROLNLEEICLTD, H—HTH»Y R
FTwikiE—F ebL, W, MXOB—HTONE. (EThTHEHW:
CEDHDLELIBRNTHAIN.) 25 AFA4 X2 RELLT, ER-OLZD
ORI 2 MRS 5. B35, A LEMT 2M2D R % 5.
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O L) RWEMIRROZEAIZT TR, V=T 4 ARFOREE L2 72
EZZNOHBRRICZ OB o TE2, EEFERW RO KIZ X 5 XK
OB TIPS 572012, §NAELE (BLXEZOHIH) 12Xk - TH
REROALHATE 2 LS5 &) LERFOHETH - 7225, BRO
RBOBTLHOEHLBREEX R Tnwb L, V=74 ZDOERDIE YIS
BRI L S22 BRI 2> TEA (B163). 29 LTHEOE
WIZLoT, V=4 ZAEROTAEPHIN T IRREE, =) 21 TIE
OEADPRBIHICHENR TV L] (118) EEELTWS

RBICHELTE (ALY 2] 2RTBIZ). 22TER7yr Y79 vy VHBRE®
vy 2(z] 2 Cnsd. WED 5% % 72 Mark Kinkead-Weekes
&, DEELAMEHEEEER DL EAFREFTPLEZE AR L. TET
W2 M) & (BT 5L&70] ORI TA2FEEERRELTVWZZLLHY,
Kinkead-Weekes H &z Koo L v 2 IZHLAEH - 7. 2T, wildlas
LTI, FYy=r 7 Toxn)) AOKEREICH 725 John Worthen 12 FJ
DRANL -7z, Worthen 131 L » AFIHIO/NHIZOWTH ¥ Tl #Hw
TWw/, ZLTHNICELT, =) AIK\EM» KR ) R0 EIZD
WC, RZRANOBLR eV 7T=7] (BEER) ZO2WTo@mLErH
TWwield, ZLTY Y=V 7o THo/2l l, BREXZEZ TS, K
BORIZOVWTIE, TOHFTE—HEWICEL YR EnZIE) —7 1 RITH
POV TWiz, EiliRTW5.

J— 4 20ul 2§ (BEIIZIE, [MNEED. H al y 2] 2Bi5
oL yAg) &, ) A0uL Y ABEFELTEZVE V). Y= 1 AR
BERZE D T VML 2V R, HoOBEICEKRZ RS 2w $72, [h
SR PP IN DB E LT, MEEITWEr, Mk 2 HEi R H 0% & -
RahEfEMansy, zy23Ihse (€0l Yy 20716 L X2
MOERVOD, L)) V=T 4 ADTFTAML—2a YOBHbNLEARTND,
YR, V=74 A0 L Y ABICEHIZHETERWIT SV LR
0oLy Z2OHhih: (4] 2 TAEME] Loz RV T 1 7hEG %S
2HEN, V=74 AFFHEREL TV L ERRT NS,

IYADEY EFTws My 7iE, 2oficd, ETHY [AZ7V—T4



38

=—] #IIITELZQ D. V=74 AR, Bih, Bk & CEREVS O8%
WS, RIBOHIED S & & TOMMTEI B S D 2550,

AERZ) =4 X (FR) ZHFTLLFHETH LN, Wizb LI HTHK
RHELFEHHFIIOVTHESN TS, FWICH TN L A, BB
BEEICH2T5 L) 2 EBELIEROBRETE -2 8. 20 L) EH
WTII—A7—NVaeliT, TAYT)yYaRXA L NORBEDOE) r T
Vo TR -TL AL, HABNZIZIZWAHEMIIZVWOTEZVwhAEnI X
IRERIZOEDbDN TV, Lo T, ¥ 7V v Vo7 72y
FCTEEL, “posh” ThAo7z) =74 A%, T) AL ENo72Z R
ERFREICFESN, BLFFHT) AT TR, AMZ ) 20 ASRiAT T
HE RSN LML o TV 5.

V=74 AR D O LR FEREZPTELEDD L, L) R “Leavisite”
TH OBz, BETHA LX) %, scholar 2333 3 % B XALWFZE D
WIZESEINLFRIC [ZOWICELZ LD TE] 25, Y RAFELEO
HUIZIE THEEE] DA EZ ok o/z, LBl TWw5D (119). LR
FHEDORPEVWIEEHE I RO VE VI BENH L L X, LFHAROBEH
BHLE LD EIIEZON ol ) 07, AL E L TY —
T4 AV T D, RMTI ¥ —F VAT 4 v I HERTREL, ELFEE
ELTHEFLTCEEAMEILI I LOREREUZFHEEK L2 LFNTwD (5
10%). ZOMNUREHE Lo bH ol LBRT W22 R72H, 4k
7 o TlE “Leavisite” &\ 9 IEFRIE [4Z0FF] (“badges of honour”) (144)
WCHZ2EFELTWS.

PR AIIE, MR OFER, W (collaborative) i D FERE %
ElZDOWTHHA TR o720, TR VWL ORZENDTHAH. KEQ,
V=4 A (EF) [CEObLEHRREL ZOHFEL, HEOKEZ D
EIZELL OB EZDEBEHE VI E2D TR, V=74 AR
EoTHUEEDOETDHS.

(R )
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Peter Balbert, D. H. Lawrence and the Marriage Matrix
(Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2016)

FEHEE = — - NN =MRIFTTICOL Y A% EMICF - 72 HE % 2
HERL L T b. —J& D. H Lawrence and the Phallic Imagination, 187
\& D. H. Lawrence and the Psychology of Rhythm T®H 5. ZOMIZH NV
N b RIZBUUNHER RZEOBEBEITB R E12oW TS { O - Hiakal$
REE AREONCRFEICHEE ST 2 EEEERBEPHATH SR A bR
MEHL L THEHEZREZEINTVD., KREOALFHEHBOHEEALRHAEICD
WTOIFIE, AEFEORMETEARNY RO ZZZT 200 L BRI NT
W5, FERDO2MOAREREDBRIZONTT S DO %) 2 TETY,
ENLZRALREN R WEFTRIIE, BRELAPLIITENICERTE L
W,

—H L THONZROOHRIE, AEXSTL Y Z2DWbW S [Hiffi/Ni ]
EFEND YV x YV EMHLELS, LA2ADEHMSNODLEHTHREFLTVE S
EThDH. FEBETL VAL, FTHRAHOSETHOBMEZAFEI ZWIEIED
RHEITRETEIDH o7z, PlELFOY v YV TED X ) ITMEDT B0
FETHBE, ZOFMTHEL Y RAZHETEZERMERSFSITLEL L vin
CLHHETDH 5.

FloshgEculbry2omiEd, AREFEHLXLVTRbND Z LB 0o
ens, AEFEEERE, —B L7, BEANLZT—~OTFT Tl bEImEL
MRIZE L., 222 R =] O X)) REMNEPEENRTHZY
HHVIE, REIIIE [FEAZE ]~ S -l [ 72/ ]~
MBEZSER o720 LT, AEOERAWNRERR HFIEIERFINLTY
5. AEEREZHARLF—T—FEZ0O5L4 P VIZETR TV S [#ED
&) (marriage matrix) TH V), FHIEZE N % BB BREE L 725351l 4
OEHO Ty FEMICLTZORBEEZHES D L35, TREFKICTL
YADER EOFE, LhbIFuL Y AFEAD [HEHEE] L w)F—<I
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W23 FIERABER—OL AL 7)) —FOMBROAL LT, 1
LYZAEMBOITFT 4 TANER, ALV AET Y YT - TAFARAN, B
o’rgy—-JVLvy b, FxHY)r AT A4—=NVEF, TVar-IFL
by &L OB KIER——8 TN D 72 & TR 2 11 ) R 1R
BUCHELSL., ZhsohiEIcEa L v 20 WEI S 72 (ER AT RS
G OBEME, OB OMRICL > TORBINDLZ ELEHIINIHT S
SHICHELDII—INE TENDPMOBFERD,L S B 72V THEFHEINT

X3V A—FEIMEMOMROENE B LT, Zhoo AMBERD
ARHT 7L —F =704 b OMGENEEMERL LHAHEHITKRO TS
CETHAH). UF, TLFHEICAREORER IOV TAlIL TR,

B1ETIE (B2 M=) b Twd,. o/ TIE, [HEEORHME]
BT 201, BHUETERNEA ¥ ) TORENT T+ LFELIE
FERDOREOLET VT 7 4 FEOBBRTH L. WHFEZHNIIL TREDD
WA TOUNEZELRIIL L VWESKHEL L 2RFFHITRbo T,
RELBECHHEOBREERZZ)ETETIVT 74 FIC, BLVANL
e LTo [H#H] & THE] ~Off2itL T EFEHIEIWM LS. €0
TR o720 ZORMIICBIT 2 [HEEROXM] OMMTH 722 &8
BRI Tws, [EEHROLM] THR/ARSINTWAS chakra (I HIZBIT 5.0
- BIEE OBIEIIERAL) A% T & TRB] ~oVv—1Th o205, £
NEBRIRTL2OETVT 7 A THETH S LV ONFEZOWH 2 WHETH
5.

8 2ETRIKHOANE D EbRTWE, FEHZZOWRELTTIL—F—
o (&8GR, abLy 20 [EE#EOLR] 2 [3—a v X IZB) %4
ZZT, (EMERICHEEN M CLRMEE OB, 28 »HRo6hs 2
ERNHT D, ZOGE, V=2 7YY=, ¥—Y KA —, NV F— (Balder)
REDMGHNEANREZRETIOEANT NNV KHTHY, lZFnz iy
LOREMEEANANALEEND, ZLT, BEHICEANT =V K"
VYABEBIC, FNALYET7Y—FHHBICESEHEZ SN, AP
REOYMIE, NV Y =GRS X, HeiilAGOBE, 2% [
A WCEES.
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BIFETIE [ PHMEEN SO LELRL. ThETS [M] 3D
PHERICI > TR, [MEL] 20288 MEE 704 FORERBLEE O
MR CE LS N TE R F4RICHIEIC SN R RTOEKR S T
HHA, THICHLTERIL IO ENERICOW Tim L #ER
BHEVRWES)H. nlbry2d704 FOHEMILINZY ¥ R =B
L, &LAZDIH 7 L—F—OMENEMICHE I TWwznil, €0l
ERMFERICHSBEM IR TV ARV, EEFEIRNL. FHICIE NE
PSR L TEREZLY, E2IELZHTET2HER TV N AOBIIH 57
ZENRZOEFROE Y Mo/t L., EHIERMBRHEENS R,
QLY RAET7)—=FORBRPEARLNERY, T L Y ADLHENRDELR - 72
&, mrAcul y ADOWNARR, I—r T r —VORKE DOREERER
HHFIRICEHR L0 TIE R WA, EEZHRB V2T 5.

BATETIE, BERECHRRS [TALIH] IZOoWTHESNS, 22T
bEFZ, FULMEROMRICE > T7a4 MR 7 L —HF— DB K
THAHILEBHEICBEBELRDES, ZOWORAERLSELZEE, 71—
FOFRANOW VL HLAZ T L Y ZAO8E LoBEoOO DL kY. S5,
ZFIROL Y ADY YT T AFARANOBZBIEEN 7 7 v 7 ¥V —
EhoT, METIE, ZONHOLEFNRZHEMITHE T & v ) G
MR Z L Do TIIRL T CRENR SN S L FHIIRETS. 2F )
CHEBEROENIE DB L Y RIE > THEZEREZELZVETHY, £
N2\ Z ) BRI RENFEE LCEKREZRED. Ry v R X 0%
I L Aok ([diE]) BENICELR L, EEHIETSH.
NI H G OB ERERO LI L TR R ENHETH D,
ZhE7 a4 FofHT A [AE] L LTHIIENS.

ESRICBUILZERZD [V b - 7] ICHT2MHIE S SITHBKE
Db DB, CITEELOEF, KEHEEANDZV=F, BHONTHIZIE, A
MABRTEAHUAIMAELTVDB I E, 2% ), AMEBYOMIZIZILED
XThRVHHIERE LMo TVBEIETHE. ZOHKD M —F 2 HEW
&, FHEICINE, 7V —0i@d s [~y y 7] Lvy o
HEIC Lo TMBRICIER LS NG, BAKOWN Y Y RY) X a0E, 3 (BUE
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OBWLHDONLE) 2FT20—0R) I~OHRMWICLEL L. 22 THH
HEZORHOMME BEZMN & OBR LR EZH/HT 5. —HidelL v 2
HOMHiW: [Za— - AFaoh 4+ 78], thiEG +%F—70 [0
LY ADAK (19294E) ] THbH. 512, ul Y ADERNEFEFE—) %
DLHZUL Y ARG ET) =T EOBBROEALZNLLELLEORY
NZZTH7u4 b [HIE] BIO [HEOXA D=0 ] OfGHEE
%Y, ZOEMOBBICR2ERVESIND. [ b - BT ] THREIHEE
ENB N - AMEZ, F#H1E [phallic] /G ([Fx & L—RA
DEN]) DEARRAT—ADOFEEFZIELD D LFRT L. T, ik
HaL Y20 [HE] ~OFWERFT LI LICbHEESL. 2512, EZiLH
ZRHEASZ 2L, FRIEEZTL Y ZAOHSORBNDEE L W) B %
L%,

BOMTEMINIELD [ELICHTIMRICOEHTAREDLOLH S
FEHITL A0 [l ] 252 GWICHL, £22Tulb »y A%, WK%
BETHFVANEDA X)) ZAORWICHEMN R BEE2 527, L@wmlTw
52 EIERT A, WHOBRNEZ I3 2 -0 IR ERLEN 4 2 -
WIS ERETRNTRE 2SO L7220 2—1) ¥ VIR %
DOREVIEDS, CORROBERICHAHLTH. SHLICFEHREZ, CORREICBT
5 RN - HREN OB EICHEE LT, oL v A [&8R] 235A T,
THEFENROXH ) v X &, WEFREHTLIAF 27— MoHEE DM
WEreryMILlzEE9.

Mz<C,aLy2nrytf [TAY IO 4] ((#EHH] ol v 2,
MO IEH TR TR KIS 5 B R % = 4 OV F — H3BUC O B S
WCEoTHELZZZEEZEELTYS) 2 ZOEMOMROBEELZERZER
%Y. TNEOEBRTSLHIC [RHIOR] R [ILUFE] Zoal >y
Z DML, o [#eMiam ] CTHbhz LiloMEE T b, By b0
Zx, TF&) F TemaH] tuL sy 2o/hgiem (ke @) »—%L<T
Wb I LDFEETHL LTS . BETIUL [ o NI 50w (F
MR BHEEART A TDM) », TUFAATHLEL (FU—=) o [4
% W B WARNORM ] L BIb I NG, S HIERN R FEZ KDL,
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INZENHEZ UL Y ADOXHE, hEHExOL Y AOBBOEFIVLE AL,
LT, 22 [RIBORME] 272852 L HWHEICHR 5.
BTETHMOMRLERDLOE [LE YTV —] THDH. FHEHIL 19254
IR ERTYH, BELOZILE W) HTHEL Y RITE 5 TEHELREK
WERRST. ZORENICHHBEIELL, BETICA IV HFIZHHE-T
ULy ARMENEMHRELZ. AX) RC—HRET 525, BEIHIE 5]
rEEIN, BVERGTEMER R EA22 2 otz 7) =545
T O EENEBREREDL, —Hul v Al Fay— - Ty hEwHE
WA T Z2OLWUENFEM > Tz, Zo2rul v ik [Vhgiaw] (The
Novel), [ZEffi&ER], [HRENRIEELZOP] ZEOMIZ [Y=T7 T D
VST AR DX BTy A b ERLZD, EHICLDLE, F0%
AW L E YTy = OB DLDTH-72. BARMIZIE, Fhi [A
FANDMEF] & [HFEORYME] ~NEFREL. SHFEHREL [Fv
FL—=RADOEN] 2 [y 7y—| o [EEWRERYE] 2 [EiENGE
BoOHKZ] 25 TAVIOER ) —< > - 2—5—0 [EORE] 12WwHIick
XGWBES 2 hREMT 5. 2 FY2AORBIC X KRS KEEAL
A7y FOLBMNRERIIOLN LT L, VTV —DY VERY AL al v
20 [Niliw] LBBICERLTWD L, SHIZEITONHRAY 77—
BATzy bV TV -0l (HBOREK]) 2RBLTWLILh R
B IEAT 5.
REOHE2H[ITHES, 9, 10ZENSLHKS. HEIETIE, FHIITL Y AITE
BEINLTAVIOER, T—AAR NIV TT2ALR) =<V - A—F—
WKEKRT A, 22Tk, LbIBED MEOWNA] 1cB8Fsuly 2o [
DOFEF] ORBHFEMSIN, M T, BEEPA—TF =0 5Z T - - FHKHh
5L ZORBHBRFTFEWIICEN TS, A—F=DAcdbu L v 2l
EOENTATVY) = IFT=DEIBRT AV I MERP VL2, 29 LIk
SCFBLEIZO L Y ADLFEOFEOEIRD S IR T 2 EE LKL 5 2
N5,

BIBRIAFOT — < LITHBEHRS VW EIVE, CFROERN %
HYFEHRETHL V) HTRIBICED., FHEII I THERRICH - 72,
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Whwd [Z7a—=Z -V =54 »7| PSRTEEREHZ, F.R UV—"74
A LILES 2BE 2 BT 5. A TIESCFEOIERNIIIEDS, &) b T
AN ATIEVDbY S [BUARIERE] (PC) OREEDLH - T, Kk Rk ¥ =
YE— - WEFEBIRGEDOT T A RS S TR D BN H B 25,
DR, ARk, EmEEANE LCTELImE L EROM® [23 2
=r—varv] hHiHEED, TITRRSINLG S I STERMeAIFROES
AHGALNEREET LI EIH D, EHEHIIED.

B ILRFEUE OTBRIRICRFEE D> TEFHORBRIIESE, K
FONLRHEMRDO S S b5 EE RIEZ 72 REL LTEINLLDOTH 5.
KEFZBIFDEERHED [FAE] OBFN, Yary-FI347Y, aL VA
A—F—OXEEBIHLAENS, L)bIFuL Yy A0F) [HOFHAE] &
W) K EHBL TR E SN TV BMTHIKEY. Lidwz, EmeREo
WL ERLD X9 R CRAD L SNEDIFTIE RV, FHOENTHHT
TIERCIAET)L, BT CEEE G OWH P OB LMERLHEICL->TE
Wi HNTVS Z LR RBISHRAT 2 LEN DS ).

(K°F #)

Andrew F. Humphries,
D. H. Lawrence, Transport and Cultural Transition:
‘A Great Sense of Journeying’ (Palgrave Macmillan, 2017)

AL, D.H v LY AOWERIEST 5 [ LWERZ [#H)] 12
HEHL, TnoofRBT28M80%, AE—=F, ZFLTEHMEY EHAMD
DREFE B> TWAH I L E, ZANRHEPLOmLETVS. EHOT VK
Voa— Ny 7)) =L, RFEZIEET 5L Time and Transport in
British Fiction: Technologies of Movement 1840-1940 & § A2FE = FFKL
THY, KRIENEDRIEDZEO AL E I L7258 @mozit, £ L T2
N LA 2 ABFAECH T2 FHOMLIE, AFETIEEL ¥ AI2W



& W %

RN, 0L Y AL BB ANY EE oSG 5. BN, 7 v a
7T 4REYL, FLTRFE Vo7 —<% [ Lv ) BEICHED
7, BREVERE Z R L TW 5.

AREF, 6HHERE 2o THY, TTH 1ETE, LROFFAEAM O T
HOLFEVWIIHT 2L AOMFEN L BERIBTORENS. [ PIEAMIC
Hl1Z 52 %25 FRICEMA~ORIEEZ, AB26ABOLL3%28EH) Z LI
bbb L) RBER, WIEM»SBEOERET—HLTWS E W),
EITVANY 7Y =X, FYYAEEICER S, T2 HICEELD
725 F 0L, BAROEBELILIIOL Y ZAOWHEOTTELL TS & EET
L. REFTL Y AOWEEERRINIZH> TERLTWAHDIE, tHEDOZEAL
AMTEE L TR L TWE I EZWHLNIITE72DEFR 5.

“Love should Give a Sense of Freedom, Not of Prison: Transport, Male
Mobility and Female Space in Sons and Lovers” &8 S i7-%55 2 2 1913 4F
258K E N7z Sons and Lovers ZHLY 11F, 252 ICHTORHEEL LT
BRELTWREEWT L. VW2, EARAR—VOAVZRS T, Kk
AHEMED “mobility” DEEHEICRLZZ LWL, ELVLVEA, IUT LA, ELTY
TILDOR—NVEDHBREFET LI LTHLNIENS. FlZIE ELIV
RN, $RBIZFe > TRET BT 2 [FFo41E] & LT 1 DOREER (“fixed
point”) &7%%. BYEOL % R TH  Fal &I MIZ, LV RANIHE
KEDOZEMP OB SNERHHE LTELTLEBLE V). HNTI YT A
ERBORBRICBW TNy 7Y =X, FTAOBMEICHERT . RN
TOHEEAE N b T ABYEOT THENZERG V2R, BHOEY L
T2HEREDINHLAD ENBAFTEE L TR kO ZHVE T SN 5.

LL%DS, BUORHETH 72RO WITHSL LI TN, L2
IR EEZ D72 L BIRTL2OM% 35 TH 5. “She was a Traveler
on the Face of the Earth: Transport as Female Dissent in The Rainbow” &
MENTZDOEIE The Rainbow ZHLY FF, 1914 41274 5 & Pkt E~D K
PO E, WD LMD SN HL 2 e TE B ETIRT 5.
Ny 7Y =RZEBE, FEIHROY T4 T - L AF—25, HEIEKEH
T2 LR OEERT (“forerunner”) TH DLV, ZEEEEZFHLA XY
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AR o TER) T4 7TOREMER, KWL (8] RFEENERETLZ L
WHBLTWwWA D7, £L T, i ETiE R S HEMRTITRRIZR S
OB, HEIMROT - 25 - Ty vEBLTEEREONS. B L
YANEHF ML TP I YRIRBRER 722 LIZHAMOHEETD %, i
F IS LT ) MY — 2R TS ETIRBEWRE ozt k5N 5.
Bz, ZOWEESHRS N7z 1915 4E13, RO MR 255 5 72D IS KA
S LTRISNZAETH Y, THEEIWICE S THEOIRZ [H)
EM5] L) B ERMEICHEITIEEER LA FLT, WHEELY
ST 7Y =P EEERLIROL LW TR L, T2 2T 1EK
o [BME] Lb2 LT, BlEOZEE~D [RAZH] L%oTwn L.
LAaL, BlE W) T —ZMRACRITE 2726 T LA24REF L, Y
DHEOFHELLARNOUL Y ZAOHEY & Bk S v, fEPIZIRGIILEICHE)
ODHMZ 726 L7278, FOWITFEEROLE L o Tnole. ZOLRMDS,
IVIVZTTHVEANDT VY by - AT LRV AF—=Th), #HEHK 2F
DfE O BEMEOBELR, SENIEX L TWE 2 EiCu L v AV EGEZIE S
LTwaEmlbhd, TOXHIZ, FEDRMZRIRT 572016k & £
HOTIRRL, WHEELBWIIRZ 2005, AHEOREO 1 212%5Twab.
WWTH4E X, “Yet Underneath was Death Itself: Transport and
Subtexts of War in Women in Love” LFEINTW5AH., ZOFIX, Women in
Love % [WS/NH] ELTHL, Y29V EF - 254 FDTIVTATOIE
BIORRK & \BICE|RAFDO XY 7 7 —%GANS D LT5, FHICTEAWRE
Thbd. LT, TORXYT77—% [T T727 A ] ORIZHEANAL) &T
DKL 2 ATH S LK U7 BRI, EFT [HAE o
ARXA=VERBBWICT =7V FIZRIEZE) T4 LaLl, Y=TNVFDk
Ziid bTa by 2, HAERIC—UERL TRV, K2, OBy %
AR A LTHEEIE, FEWISHLNICE LTI EICHmREINET S, £
FTREAKEICPIZE L Y 22X o TRFORRKONX G E LTS L zh
EV) T EEFRR Ty v A ZRER L AL ST, £ L TR % kR
L72A F) R0, Wikoh CTHEBMICHIZ oM Twd Ltz R L Tw L.
BRAEIICEER I, REFENCAZZH%Y = 7V FOKEEZ, KIBIZHEK
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WO, FXHHMICEZLZ TV, EHIC, Yz I FEn)iEKk
BEAs [KIETF ] NEHATHLSEE, SETERORRICES 2o/ [
ikl BT A AMOKRE S RFENENTRFICL > TSN 2L EEA
EbEL—WMOMmAD, 20 WL L TE L MEw) BBEMEREZERLTEBY,
CZIHERR DR OIS E N & OMROLEILE RINE ) &F
LEHEOD—HLIEHZELHLI LN TE L.

%531 “To Turn One's Back On the Cog-Wheel World: Transport,
Otherness and Revolution in The Plumed Serpent” & I N TWh. ZDFEIT,
1923 4EH 5 1925 4R I2ED N7z The Plumed Serpent DWW THE EINS [ T
L) L THEIH ] IZERL, wiEd [HE] LoMETHENIIHE INS
DI L, BEVP 77 A0] EOBETHINIBH SN TVE Z L2
LTS EAROT A ME, AF T AIANIKT LB b7 A &R
A0 ZOWHIIHTAENYT7) = ZAOMEITHEH . I E TOWIETIE,
FHBFEY O THWR] ISETEL, Mo 2 ]2 & v ) A AN
T&7 HomREHETTY [ROoNLZEM] ThoZod?Z, L LEEH
EZOWEETIE, SOMAEFFEYHONMIZVZ ABDLERZ TWDE LT
BT h Bz bl AMIEN S AF Y aIOFIEZER DS, e WoNMIZ
W AHOLELZRT A0, 2L T, FFAFAF Y IOREFIITA b
WI§ Z & T RICH 2MEOEROBEH 2 52 Twb v, i, [HiE]
LAY, FOWPWREICLAZZLE2ERT 5 EEHIIRZ 5. it i
2L THCAEREZ L THET Zo@fiE, AFICHECE [#3] LTt
HOZFMETLEVINA TH—OBBEEZZEN L2 5m 5N 5.

BNT, M7 AEIEHRIICHINCH SN 00 [HEF] THLH. F
DWE THE] N7 A4 F2FH—TF, Kb e N OGN 2Bl 2 B 23
FEH)WRENED, TV T - OEETLZABELZBEL TRBRIA TV, EW
. EHI, BESEME [MEL] $5LvIHHENE, FEFHIIL P TR LY
V)= WZERLEDRL@mETWL, 22i2d, HtoZBEohTRYYE
ERLIIET2RBEWDL LN TEL., SHLEHEDRILIL, Ty 7N
a7 bvkwy [HR] FEomiEs s, ABzEl) 5 [af] o
WTHLEPFEZMOCMHSEA NS L) Tk BIREEV. B4 #8272
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BORDBMEZTRTHIOEZGHATHRIE, BL Y RACESTAF YO
FREA R ITINA T T A 1 W TH 72D TRV EZIE LN,
FHEBROBHHED [HH] 2B THET KT, AFTa07 4 —
FOHBHEO TETH LT 2 ) AL [HPr] 2Bz TRbLBIEFIE, KT
L2HDDEREVCIBERTAF TN Ty FRHRIZLTWD L
2. T2 uV—0RWEHEBWEEZMNALTL Y ADOMFEN R REE 2 KRBT
L7201, TONA Ty FRZEHIILETHY), The Plumed Serpent % il
ST ETHEHMIINT2H5MORZMHME T L ¥ AIE) 2o 72D TIE
v REZFITMATBEE 720,

wi%E X, “A Vast and Ghastly Intricacy of Mechanism: Automobility,
Disability and the Motor car in Lady Chatterley’s Lover” & # & ., Lady
Chatterley’s Lover (2835 % [HWHAT-| 2 [HEH] 2N&HoONE %5, [H
Wt I L Tix, “disability studies” Z#EH L, BT & I38HT L 09
BIRICBWT, HEHELFAZTHLEmEONSG. ZLTC, BMEZREL LN
LOWMORELZITHZ LT, BINAFEEICRY 2T LZ L b
Wbl w)., %bl3L, MHEMIZY) 71— N, HFEAIT AL HHE
ICZRMABENS. Ny 7)) —R2E B L, ZOXHITEMICL > THEME
MEFFT 2270 74— FO%KIE, 1926 ELEO T L > 2 H & DR O EAL % B
LILTWw2 X972 BoOBTA220 22852 0HGOHKIE, L2 b
J27:00FEELTRYMZRRIELIIES 207

& 512 Lady Chatterley’s Lover 1%, T THUMOLEMTH>-HEHE
, THEOBAHEL OlETH WO ToOYREZE@mLEONE. Thid,
A== PF == X = OHIIES> THRETL2HMIENL TS LV,
gLy, BHEHSEET L LMICOWT 1925 EDBEOTROPTE R L
THEY, FHRIINLOFEFITMN LN S, K& FY) AZBWTHE)
AL 2FROYTIE R, KEOBRHEZETZEZHICD 20155 WhHE
2oL Y AR HEEMIZRRLTWS EFERT D, & LT The Plumed
Serpent DFERED L HIZ, I=—DFIFA T, AF7—REL 7V T+—FD&
L2 RR0N0, TOREEPLEOMIIGZONTVELEHLSL I LT,
FAM - 3ILY P07 2 I = AAW|FFCKGRT 5.
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RBICOED, WEOEEE ABMOBEICHTL 2Ol v A0 EE L Aff%
ZHIHVETF L. I oOWRETIE, HEIERXI -0 HEZEL 7278
BT ZEDH LWHEORE L HHIIZES ) H 2D S &b o7
L), EARICELS N T2 LT, TICIEIHEME etz HL A
CETAMOLLEZR R ST ANADHAET B, BRULoBZZLELHGO—
WTH DI EDWS NI EBOMR, TEEA5E T L7z 20 i wHEIC
FHiEe [HR] EavoTiEanhrew) BRENRAFrI=-0 F
FATIZBERTVBE W) DY, ZOEDOMRTH L. L EMIH
ZABRBBD, 192650V 2 A FIVAMIAFICERLEDS, ZOESL /2
ANBIOMPE R MR I EHE 2B ST HL Y ADREFEHRDICLTWS L
B25.

Dibo X9 ick#EL, H—wIERRELATA» SN cof £ 24k
DEBEXMBIL, vl v A0WiEOBEEAWE [FOW], (K@l L)l
JERLFHELI—ME L oTwD, EOVYOETET HEMEERE L HE
WENPLERIL, UL Y ANRCH e AR ELAEAETH DL XKL
b7z,

ik ®%)

Bill Goldstein, The World Broke in Two:
Virginia Woolf, T. S. Eliot, D. H. Lawrence,
E. M. Forster, and the Year That Changed Literature
(Henry Holt, 2017)

REOZAL MVIE, VAL Vaf Ao [2) =] WHED 1922
EEBICLHMADOEY) TR B L 2RLTBY, AED [X#%2%E
AIE] LRZFOERXBLTVD., I MVIET 4T - FYF—0fF2LH
LNTWE (1) (7+4—RAF—=0D [f YV F~DE] BT+ - FA v+~
YOFPSMENTDIoTWDE L) 7). HHIIFOEERSEL, YU
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7, TUF v b, BLYR, TA—RF—=FRY LIF, ZOHBKEOMIIHE
SAMEEZHVIIRE LGS ED L) RERETF 2% TWiedE, &
EROFHK, HEd, BEE SoFELF R EH-L 0GR L b & I EE
o TWnh., ZOB, FEHEY a4 ADEITIVEL - TIV—Z b HiEit
WCEE DD ER A DOV TELMED, [HODOEEOHRRKICH 250 % HH
THIE] (23) AAEHEOHHDO—DELTHEVIMEY, BZERDOANEL
O [BO] (EFEFFIZZNICHE) EFXND) ZBABRLEI S ELTWS. GRS
ZdDBIMER. 1T BV TOEREFE, FERNHEDO SN TIEBHTICKE
’%D%héwﬁ%aofw . S CTIRERINC, ERTNOERBED
I EONTVEHRUT, HICHLZ &I12T 5.
7»7i§$FTﬁﬁJWﬁK%ién,%@L,Nﬂﬁ*@#%%m
EICHT TR E 5D o724 VI VIV FICRVEKRAA R L, #8do [V
£ a7 0WRE] PEHTREDL LT (16-17). 19224E 1 HIZ 40 %2 7% -
e 7iE, BEICTHEERRL TV b 00 72— AHTOERZ L VW) BEE
BETYT (19), —HFyH) V-V A7 14—V FRFEmEZ, T/ ) 4y
bﬁ%%%%&bf&ﬁénfwt EIERVATZA—NVEFOERELT
D TAR] (129) WEFEr20% 58, ASE [#F] C2Zbo3FRIE
ZWLOELESVEITE TV b0, BZIE [HIG] RS LER 2T
o7z (24). ZOLIRKEI YLy VEOKBEPIEE D, X [E2 A
2B STV, R TZAOBMRIT TG ~E5ELTWw L (28-29).
F4E2 A8 THRE N2V a4 A0 [2) V=X #HA7ZT V71, H
O [SCEMETEIC] TR NE] THE] 2Bin/z &L, TAgE) &
LTWwbZ&] (139 #EWMY SN Bozd, IR [YVzfaTo
el Z5E L 10 HRICHRT 2. FETHLZZ L3R [V 7Y A4
FHETHEAMWEEY FTb 2L, MBS AW LoxEE] T %
THESORG] 2@ L TAWEHi 2 LEo7 (269). MEZGHAET +—
AF—PRBFNEHI, 973 TV —Z PR E [HSWHIC] X,
BIGANYO TWIEHIZTFASLS | EL7z0THAH (276). Fhz WITHE LiE
W70 [Fay oA RA] (1925) THO, X—F 4 —D#fizT5H5 a7 o
A RANDIED, H—KMERKEO 2V - Yay 7BEEEETTF 1< -
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IRARBY S, [IEANES] ) [ DERWOHEESE] (273) ZBKL
VaA A BELERL VS DMAOLFEEY IV X)L T
OIERIEHNICREL ASHENZ 50TV F v b (YVaf 20z E LG
fliL7z[138]) X 0 b, WMElEPEFEHL TV (20) 74 —A % =757
FLTNV—LAXRY) = TV —=TD—HBTHo>Tb AL TEHliofL:T5 23
B o TW/ziR72.

I A v M 1921 4, @I [#ikEEss] (30) 2Ewv, EY 4T 4T
b [HFE] (32) WIS T CNT, “HOWLAZEAVRNSH
PEIGEh & GUTEBICBIATW 2, LALZENRLBFIEL, KEP O E
WARAERET L LY ICEHIFEN I~ —" 14 T, WRITKANL Y
N s BLVRADLSREANENT AL ZAONEMEHEDBREREZ ZIFIca —5
VANTE, WEENEEED I LT o7 (4245).

ZOMA LT ok EEED, 192241 H, =X5 %7 FO [HiF-o
T1 54 25TV Fy MEu—FrXERLER VI LED, FHICH
FEFHONRY Y FIZEVWRZORERFZHATEY &, THIE] 3E& LV
DOUFEEICEE (55), TORMELFEBIILZ. N7 v FRAR?ILL, B
BEcT)dy MEISY TV aqf A, =a— - I—27 5 HERo BB
FARLZ - 54754 MR ENTEL (49). BHIXSAYI54 Mk
RI2Z LFEEE 572 RIS i) 2T 2281056006 TH 5.
L2LTYFy MEIfHEICHEBEOS A2 D I21E% 53, BOOEMII
HL 2Tl Lz [emErE]l (102) 72& w9 HREO2 bR Z 25X
<%<Li5k%b,&%%&#&#ﬁ%b&#ot (Z o Wk o 5 fh %
IUFy MCHELTE 2T V71, FoXLw [Bx | CE#z2z07k
&9 [179; 270]).

L2 L&, D5 EFARROR [ih] (34 ¥ 2 TldH L2
FLMGR [25 4704 >] 36 (19224810 H'3) 12, 7A)ATIEIAY
FA FoORET LB OME [54 7v] 58 (11 A%) iI2ZhEhiks
N7z, FELLTCHBT A1 [EH»0RES] (B3) LHWLZIATI4 b
OWF IRV EIFESMAZ SN, FE12 AR EAENZ 150 Fv
727257295 [ 4 7v] i “The Dial Prize’ & LC[2000 K] #EY [
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ZIEBL (238) ICHWA Z &I L7z, [ 139k TRGIFEIICHEE S
(279, 283), BICE 7/, (794704 ] 5510 HAIFI A Hc i 5 &,
Inb Ex 0N o7 (279). ZORIOEICIE, MAETT 2T & 200
AER T I THMEADFAED KE W (40).

Ol A [0 (1915) 2S5 & 2, S 512 [HOREEE] (83)
(ﬂﬁ%)aﬁﬁbfwtﬁzﬁéﬁt%Ju%Dif%#%ﬁéh~ﬁ%
FRWIKRICD o THRNAEL R, mﬁ%%*ﬁé*tﬁf%&#ot(

84). PR A F) AHA B D, ifﬁ%m BOWiEBH LT L v X
DI, 1921 4E 11 HIZ [RIED X9 %] (84) BFFRPEEVIAAIZ ¥4 R
DAANX)NV - Ny T« AT —=rnbiZoT. |‘J$ 6 Aol [4¥1) ZAANE
%%ﬁ%%%#f%&U??%%%LTT%JWT—UV@MJ(w%)%%
FL7zal v 2id MUnd@bolzbBolz] EHEFHIZEHT 5 (90),
BoOFKEHOIE, EMHEICIZTL Y AIREGED [3—10 v o3| ﬁﬁ#ﬁ%#l
(4L 93) D72, 72h 6 T ZZEMHER & V) X D ITKEkEOMFITRD 5 5[ §E
B (AR 299) BABEITMELHE, 2ok—H [F3—a v 3% @Ehn
&7 [Za— - XFvadpANT V=T ] (4L 93) ~7&T=h ol £9
WY REX A XS Tz B, OB [HR#] < T LwefEmd (90)
REZHE, FFATECHITLILICLZOTHS (91) (41 111).

WIEEY AV IFICHEL TVl Y A, B4 B v 2R TEHF—ANTY
TOHF—= V= VIImEEDTHLTATATHEE, BHFOKEKHD -
T4 —IVTOREED LS kL, BMEBEEdbetr—2 NI 7 OH4
BH W) ZODET A =T hohD (A V=] ZH&En [FEE] (155)
ELTHEHEBOZ vy A, HSEHRETH Y BoEARRRE [y
L X OMEBZTEIDH->72T AV AOMBIEENT R - VY 7 —% [RHE
SE4v] (156) 72012d, o [BUAW/NI] ZHFHwizLFH#H TV (155)
(cf. 4L 267;322). B L Y AIREDZDOEREHEZ 7)) —F & IHIT 192249
H, AAXVOIL~NEMPorz. LHALY T AWEFOTL Y 2%, HFO
CEAEFEONTELVEH > TV A RVOFLIZWRIBZT, [H -]
ZSER LBAEI R L7z, SR THEARIFEF 725 7228 (289), vy 7 —o P
W LBIATEIITF LS Bhoiz (158).
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T A —=AF =1L, 910 FICWUEH O/ [T =X -2V F] ZHRT %%,
[MBERVERD—AN] (B8) LEFTAMIARI VT (BL 2 1911 EOF
MOPTHEHEL TS [IL 278) HigiEE SN, TOFET7+—A 5 — (31
)1, 17 DA ¥ KR LOBPAEICT T ViEOMAIRE2 T 5 X910k b L,
RRCEDOVFIIFAUELZBIIELEH L2OEZNRADL) Loz £
DENPD T+ — A Y —DHRANMIE L2 FEHITVD (66). FHWVWIH L X,
MANEALCHBER 57T R T —F - A—=RVF=IZEI &, h—RV
9~kx%m$a@rﬁaﬁﬁﬁji7¢—z9—-aofr—omﬁﬁjwn
Loz, TN [F—V)A) BFEORELREKLELY (66), 7+—AF—
EINE 94 FFICHE RIS S, KAZEICRAEZ IO AR L 255
72 (57-58).

74— A Y —OREFRGIEZOBEG - SN D, Kb o 19154 (2o
Hol Y ZEWMEWHHGED §5), RTTHERETCZI T FOT LY
YERUTANRESIN, ZITHEOHEEENXF - =7 FL LMD A
RHPCTHEERREEZ DD I %S (68). LALENA NITZERISHEL
727z, P OBREHOA X)) ANRET 5.

T A —AZ—IF 1911 FEICIZT LD TA ¥ FATE, 4 ¥ FAHEZ L LEW
PO cfigiizork, [(hNT—X -0 F] UBWEL /N2 BILTBES T,
FNDVEMICR Y BEE,IHENLRL 1921 EHEAS ¥ FNfro72b 00, K
L7 7 S BAEIRE L7 (64-65). &H, ENX FIZ&EW/ALTZI T b
WLIES KHBTE L7225, ZOWEBEIC TH##%] (74) (I8 S Tn7zfk
ERDRIRUHETOL) ZHFRELERT, ELo2b VT M EEENSIIH,
oz, FLTIN2SHLVEHSGOANED [HHF 0 ] (160) 72& v
BL, MHBECETFT S TUPRENEL TWpBlo4 v FAFETH D,
[4 Y F~oE] & LTEBRL 1924 FF IR L7z ERTECFHMES & <
ndb L, MERANETRKOBEIZIND7=] (288) D7EH, ok, L
MERZ RSN BSEHRTEZM LYV 7ORLF— FORELRLIZIEDH D
Aol (287-83). LML, INBRED/NILE R 7.

Rl $$LOWTE$®ﬁWﬁ%£? FHIIT A — AT —ORE LN
B2 V7 ORTZFICOVWTRIBEAEHNT, Y17 -y T 1=
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YA MEDOBRIZOWT [CADEVOR VT4 v 7 %] (293) L&
CICHDO TV LD %RERESLH. T2, [4V FAOE] OZERICHRS
7al A0 [PEoke] (1926) &7+ — A&7 —o/MdiE kI, 9—avy
NHPLERNERBIZE LT, BEMRANOLELZRTIT L A ETIRG
DEY =X MUEME NV Z Z05, BEBRHIEE LM wDEs ) .
(fH RAR)

Andrew Harrison ed., D. H. Lawrence in Context
(Cambridge University Press, 2018)

AL Cambridge University Press & ) Fl4T E L Tw 5 A “Literature
in Context” ¥V —AD—ftTH Y, BKAREZNFKT S 33 Aol v AWIEHE D
INENRLDT - THERML TV S, FEDPHK 10 X—T L) SN
MR 212, FEEDVEMEE O BE N 2 3B L 72 D ER O Rk % EREICE - 72
N5 EIRIHELTVEEIFLET SO0, FITIERS N2 CEICH H
PHOOLTHMO TILWFHREZ o CREZwmE D Ao, MFEEE») Tk
ANTF Y OMREFEICS, —mOMiEYH 2mETH 5.

PART I. LIFE WRITING / WRITING THE LIFE

Michael Squires (Chapter 1) 122 L ¥ ZDEFEICBWTIE LT & 74
LHEEAWY L, 4Rica L vy AoMTEI & Lady Chatterley’s Lover DU
FZOWVWTHIEZ B W THII L TW b, 21UV T Keith Cushman (Chapter
2) AL Yy AOEMEOWIE, Tl 2OEMAELFHEEINATnwE I L
FMERT L. TNEZTT John Worthen (Chapter 3) 25, B L ¥ X DM
WLIELIRBSTAHEN AW, oLy AP ELZLZEBLTHEK
BRI L L) &L, ZoRTHROBNTHL I L2 BT 5. ¥
A MUATRBT 2380, Ly RACBIS [#HLZL] & [H&EpzE] o
B A W LI L7 Part TH 5.
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PART Il. THE LITERARY MARKETPLACE

Joyce Wexler |2 & %4 Chapter 4 1%, Ford Madox Ford % Edward Garnett
REUL Y AR IR ALY OMER, MHCEEO [HES] |
H3$ % (37). Annalise Grice (Chapter 5) X, B L ¥ A% ﬁ.u\"?*ﬁlaﬁc‘: Vo
TeRRT v —F ) AL ERBNICHDLY ZHFOZ L 2@ U T, HEDOREE
RELTDTAT YT AT 4 %M L7288 %. Andrew Harrison O
(Chapter 6) &, B L ¥ A —HOEMZ /MBI AR M TIRE L 72
Z & T, ‘adiscerning readership’ ZXhERMYIZHIH L7 & F5kT 5 (60).

Grice & Harrison Ofi# % AR5 &, 0L v ADE—KIER Kk %O
HEH BT 2L 2 S L TR R 2 BT 72 MBCER & EIZHhIT H &<
IR HE LTnW/Z EHIZRMIT 5N 5. 4B PART IV IZID 5
M7z Nancy L. Paxton (Chapter 26 “Censorship”) Dii#d, WL ¥ AHMHE
DOWHE - KEHZIZBIT A4 FHraX—%2Zk L ans (B 21X Women in
Love \2B\F 2 AMEZORKREZ L) GiE OB ZED/Z LIZERLTY
5.

PART Ill. LITERARY AND CULTURAL CONTEXTS

C O part 13T L 2 AHNERE L 720, BHEISKHEAGVE E G ) BEl % ko
s AARE, Bl U A @ﬁ%ﬁd\%ﬁﬁﬂﬂ@%fﬁ’%ﬁﬂmﬁ"é WWE6ARDOD.
09 bHEiEE [3UR] 2R T % &0 ) KEOHVICHEFS§ 558572
5 9 A3, “Lawrence and his Contemporaries”, “Literary Realism”, “Modernism”
REDBEZHEICEH D B TTVEDICHNEOERPH VOO LA, L
7\, Suzanne Hobson (Chapter 7) &, @ L ¥ AW 19 WAL MIEHD BH 5 @
HEES—EOMEERLODOD, HEMOMER/2H (Ezra Pound, Amy
Lowell 2 &) &AL b3 MAEIKEEZ RIZLAES> T zflZfiA L Twb
Holly A. Laird (Chapter 9) b, BZ L DEF =X 2ER LR L7zT L ¥ A
DAL FFE 28814 5. Michael Bell (Chapter 15) &, BHZ0 L oDk
iz HELo2b, BEOMMEEZZEMEVCHITHORICRE L7, whid T4
W EEMEER] L LToal v AR EEMTS.

72 BEEEME O ¢ Susan Reid 1ZME— @ independent scholar 72725, 4
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#w#% (Chapter 8 “Literary Realism”) X &N 72#0ECT 19 A2 BT 20 7
YANEESY = A LOBRMEZ B L 72 L C Sons and Lovers O % $R$
HREBEOEHVHETH D, WKEITL VAL > TEELREHLE & 2o
72 Sons and Lovers \Z8\F 5 ‘poetic wonder’ OFRHIZIEHL, L Y ADE
FoZAnbiE, vy ARpEEE o M odRmE, ThERAL L9
ETHVTVALEDRTFAPOPTHPT LERINETDH 5 LfEwmI1TT
W,

Dominic Head (Chapter 10) &, 9md /M 2HY EWF, ¥R Y X
ARYE 72T )T A, iEYORERY, EELMEN 2 HRICEREL TV
Bethan Jones (Chapter 11) d Ak H: T T6 B O/ 2N 5.
Christopher Pollnitz (Chapter 12) 2 L ¥ ASHH 2R L TR L 22 EBE
HREEZRUIDIC, e B2 BHRWICHELZFALLTOUTL Y 2D
JEPRA B 9. Chapter 14 ##H24 L 72 Neil Roberts 1 FH 24722 Y i
TWw5.

0L Y 2RO TH A F—RAFAE T H o 728l 35 X OHE M 25 2 F v
TWbDE, AEBORHEDOE D75 9. James Moran (Chapter 13) I3,
0Ly ADVEMICBU BB OBEZOBEEMEICOWTH LTS, F 72 2015-
16 4F-12 The National Theatre (2T ki &, &  &Hili & L7z Husbands and
Sons 7 BAMIZOWT S Moran 32272 D FEL MBI L Tw5b. Jack Stewart
(Chapter 16) (2 XX, HEIIZBWTHRORE 22, B sz [94K]
2Rl 252580 Y ZOEMGEICIE, FIRIREPGES 2 b H 2 H D0,
Y XD L9 % ‘sensual reality’ (162) ##HZ X ) & L-BHTHEDHGT
Hotzlw)., EERHOHZHRAZZLOZ WO L Y ZAOKEZIY LIF, i
AL LT b,

PART IV. SOCIAL AND HISTORICAL CONTEXTS

AW - BRI 5 7 A MZHEDS Z O part 13, Ronald Granofsky (Chapter
17) @ TR \CBT2mE CTREZMG, oL Yy APNEDOKERE TR L
BEIE TV o MEERSCHMEEZ, BBXTHERVIEO TN T T L Tw
5.
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MO EROGRLZBEREH#RENELL Twial Yy AL 5T,
REM L (5] OREEARE A5 ThYEiTe. Zhw 2 iofEmTi
BELZRWICRZE, WENZHBEOFENIFICTHL T 20REL
Granofsky X2 1F T b, &IZ Luke Ferretter (Chapter 18) A1 L
AMHEO (FHmEDETINE) FHBOEEXMSL. Howard J. Booth
(Chapter 20) &, HF%RL 7 27U T4 Vo SHrOHMZEZ 9
L7za L YA, —HTHLNMIALLZ) LAEFHAMAEL T2 L
%1844 5. Helen Wussow (Chapter 21) 35—kt RkoolL v 2 %
WY BATW, BUFURE, WEZRHIE, 70 —FR kAL L 0ER
ORFEMBIL, KRENICHE L MEMDZ 13N T7F 2 DF 9 ‘chronotope
of conflict TH »72& Fik3 % (213). John Turner (Chapter 22) da L »
ARy b= FRARL Y 7L\ o 7RI R D 52V 72 3B & AR AR
WCHBIL, BRI L BB RBD Y 2 FEOMERBEIC I & 2 BN %
W55, EHENZET—THh0RBHIT78A4 P ERFHTDITF LN T Sons
and Lovers |22V Th, KoM OwBETZA2HEE, SAGVERZEM
LTwa.

D part IZBWT LI UIXIET 2@ Z T OEDEIT S & T,
ZhE MbE] TlEZwhk. B - Ay vs TRZ BT - K. oL 2
RO [FA] ICBWTLIELIEEHO DL L THTIdd 55 K2,
Jeff Wallace (Chapter 23) 13T L ¥ ZAHDFFEOMERICH L TIHEVWEEZ R L
TW/eZ eI, ZoME L EH VARSI, YRoE¥El
HEEWY & CRRISHT AL Y 208HIE B2 TIEIRL), &
EEREARTER, WHEFERE Vo ZBURK - BFEWA Ao F -l oh
TW-D 23 %, Judith Ruderman (Chapter 24) X, B L ¥ 2IZBF
BN R AL OMEICHE S %4 T5. Ruderman 3 3 XM FRE LT,
19 ALK LR O UL AF R R Z i 0B A 2 AR S hTwe 2 &
ZHERS L, ‘blood consciousness ® & 9 &1 L ¥ ZMEH OB EOEENEE Tk
LTWw5(246). 1L ¥ ADWEOE 72BN 4R EHCAAED H Y 77 1(253)
L) XD RELHMADHF THZ S Carrie Rohman (Chapter 25) &, ©
LY AOFIIHERTS S, [F] R TVRXA] Ewol®F—T7I0HEHT 5.
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Rohman 12 X 1, #RHi b & v 572 ‘bodily excess %479 5 & Al AY
MICEFHTHY, AN BPOHREZEET 5. ZOFERENRFEDKITIC
BWT, AHDPHARDAENZ AL F— L OEEZHEOLVIHRETHS.

7 B Elizabeth M. Fox (Chapter 19) & 19 ##l#55 20 L #H F T
DT I ALBLOBEMILERORNZMEH L, Sons and Lovers, “New
Eve and Old Adam” , “Study of Thomas Hardy” , The Rainbow 7% & DAE
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Rachel Crossland, Modernist Physics:
Waves, Particles, and Relativities in the Writings of Virginia
Woolf and D. H. Lawrence (Oxford English Monographs, 2018)

In her monograph Modernist Physics, Rachel Crossland engages with
the intriguingly complex scientific ideas of ‘new physics’, through the
exploration of Albert Einstein's 1905 papers on duality/complementarity,
theory of relativity and Brownian motion, which support her examination of
early twentieth century literary texts. Crossland considers the ways in
which these notions resonate in Modernist literature, essentially in Virginia
Woolf's and D. H. Lawrence’s works. Her emphasis on the “shared moment
of discourse” (13) brings into dialogue the direct influence between literature
and science and the cultural context of the time, which undeniably shaped
their perspective on the world. Her careful attention to linguistic details
reveals the existence of a common language between scientists and literary
intellectuals, which she is convinced “added an extra dimension to a sharing
which was already taking place” (9). While she does not entirely dismiss the
influence of science on literature, she however cautiously and rightly so,
warns us of the presence of “an inequality here, a hierarchy which still
grants science a special place within culture taken as a whole” (5). Thus, in
her study, she remains attentive to the trap of either completely ignoring
this influence or on the contrary overstressing it. The outcome is an
innovative and ambitious book which encourages us to consider the relation
between science and literature in more ‘balanced’ or ‘mutual terms. It offers
a compelling alternative to this ingrained hierarchical and traditional (mis)
conception of the relation between science and literature.

The book itself is divided into three sections, each of them framed by

one specific idea developed in one of Albert Einstein's annus mirabilis



# 111

papers in relation to a rigorous analysis of Woolf's and Lawrence’s works.
The first section of the book traces back the historical and scientific
development in quantum physics by referring to leading research on wave-
particle duality, principally conducted by the French physicist Louis de
Broglie (1892-1987) and the Danish Nobel Prize winner Niels Bohr (1885-1962).
Crossland skillfully brings to our attention the connection between Woolf's
works and contemporary theories of wave-particle duality through multiple
references to the observations made by previous major literary critics,
including Judith Killen, Alan Friedman, Carol Donley and Michael
Whitworth. All of them have suggested some similarities between de
Broglie’s wave-particle model and Virginia Woolf's writings, especially in her
novel The Waves (1931), often considered as her most experimental work.
Considering Whitworth's remark that a look at some of Woolf's earlier novels
reveals that she “had developed many aspects of her own wave/particle
model of the self in anticipation of the physicists” (as qtd in Crossland 20),
Crossland focuses first principally on instances of wave/particle models in
Woolf's writings up to the end of 1925. This coincides with the publication of
de Broglie’s doctoral thesis. To make her point, she provides a few examples
of how these models appear in Woolf's novels, first in the writer's view of
the individuals as composed of multiple, fluctuating selves and second in the
constant mutability of relationships between people. These ideas are for
instance visible in Mrs. Dalloway (1925) and The Voyage Out (1915) in which
this tension between continuity and discontinuity is emphasized. Woolf's
interest in dualism is reflected in her realization that light can change both
people and objects, “solidifying or making them more fluid” (as qtd. in
Crossland 30). These are two important features that Einstein attributed to
light in his 1905 paper. It demonstrates that the question of duality and
complementarity preoccupied both the quantum physics and literary circle
in the early half of the twentieth century. Through a close analysis of the

conjunction ‘or’/ ‘and’ in Woolf's writings, Crossland astutely shows how the
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writer was engaging with dualism and how she was striving to reach a
balance between these two opposites. This question has clearly preoccupied
Woolf throughout her life and career as a novelist. It is in Virginia Woolf's
later writings that Crossland notes a stronger attempt to represent and
recreate dualities. This is most noticeable in Orlando: A Biography (1928), in
relation to her approach to the question of gender divide, as thoroughly
shown in chapter two of Modernist Physics.

Chapter two begins with a brief quotation from Woolfs diary, written
three months before Orlando was published. It shows her awareness of
contradictory but complementary forces and her interest in the effect of
light, which are expressed in Orlando, first through a reference to the
influence of two alternating forces acting upon the protagonist and then,
through Woolf's explicit allusion to the dual nature of life as either “of
prodigious length” or passing “like a flash” (as qtd. in Crossland 46). These
ideas were expressed both in literary works and scientific research of the
early twentieth century, for instance in Niels Bohr’s model of the atom (1912),
which relies heavily on the principle of complementarity. The complexity of
their works echoes the difficulty they encountered in their attempt to
“describe and express a dualistic model in which opposite entities are
‘mutually exclusive without actually contradicting one another”™ (Crossland
48). Crossland’s analysis shows how brilliantly Woolf recreates this “balancing
of opposites” (49) in Orlando’s change of gender. Here, instead of adopting a
feminist approach and basing her arguments on gender theory (feminist and
queer theory) as previously done by other literary critics such as Greta
Gaard in her essay “Identity Politics as a Comparative Poetics” (1994) and
Mona Baumann in Androgyny in Virginia Woolf (2017), Crossland offers a
fresh perspective on the issues of complementarity of the sexes and male-
female dichotomy by drawing from the principles of quantum physics. To
this scientific method, she also conducts a close examination of the shift of

pronouns in the novel, which reveals that Orlando’s gender transformation
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occurs through what Marjorie Garber describes as “a pronoun transplant” (as
qtd. in Crossland 49). Crossland notes that the switch from ‘he / his’ to ‘she /
hers and the use of ‘their’ in the same passage describing Orlando’s change
“enables Orlando to be both man and woman at the same time” (50). This
discussion inevitably leads to the exploration of the concept of androgyny,
which in A Room of One’s Own (1929), she conceptualizes as ‘binary and
unity’, a model which confirms her desire to address this struggle to balance
two opposite forces and the need for complementarity.

Woolf’'s exploration of duality/complementarity is not only visible
through her treatment of gender issue and identity but also in her various
reflections on aesthetic experience, philosophy and even psychology, for
instance, in her understanding of ‘ambivalence’ in relation to schizophrenia.
In To the Lighthouse (1927), Woolf explores the duality between aesthetic
experience and philosophy through the artist Lily Briscoe’s quest to “achieve
that razor edge of balance between two opposite forces; Mr. Ramsay and the
picture; which was necessary” (as qtd. in Crossland 55), while in The Years
(1937) she wonders about the duality of the self through Rose’s observation
that “she was two different people at the same time; that she was living at
two different times at the same moment” (as qtd. in Crossland 59).
Crossland’s examination of Woolf's works underline the progression of the
writer’s struggle to present dualities and opposites without combining them,
which according to Crossland, Woolf seems to have achieved only after 1925.
She concludes chapter two by stating that a comparable position can be
found in D. H. Lawrence’s writings.

The second section of Modernist Physics, which is divided into two
chapters (chapter three and four), examines the influence of Einstein’s
theories of relativity, both general and special, on Lawrence’s ‘theory of
human relativity’, as expressed in his book Fantasia of the Unconscious (1922).
It is in this work that Lawrence elaborated on and presented his views of

human sexuality and human interactions, although this question was already
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preoccupying him since the beginning of his writing career. In Fantasia of
the Unconscious, he stated that “everything is a question of relativity. Not
only is every force relative to other force or forces, but every existence is
relative to other existences” (as gqtd. in Crossland 87). Crossland offers an
insight into these relevant theoretical aspects by remarkably addressing
these complex questions, mainly by providing an intelligible explanation of
Einstein's theories, then by demonstrating how they resonate in Lawrence’s
writings. Her use of accessible language in her clarification of conceptual
scientific notions allows her to emphasize the similarities between Einstein’s
theories on the universe and Lawrence’s thoughts on human relationships,
hence establishing an intriguing connection between the physicist and the
writer. She observes the use of scientific terms in Lawrence’s early fiction, in
his description and thoughts on human relations, for instance in The
Trespasser (1912) and Mr. Noon written in 1920-21. However, she does not
fail to address Lawrence's ambivalent attitude towards science as her
references to Michael Wutz's and Jonathan Worthen's remarks surely show.
This section of the monograph starts with an emphasis on the
contradictions in Einstein's hypotheses, between the principle of relativity
and the principle of velocity of light, which are seen as “two seemingly
incompatible postulates” (Crossland 75). This first part of the second section
is devoted to an analysis of Lawrence’s theory of human relativity and
focuses on works written before the publication of Fantasia of the
Unconscious, which means until 1921. This was the year when Lawrence
read Einstein’s book on the subject. Then, in the second part which
corresponds to chapter four of the monograph, Crossland considers
Lawrence’s later writings and seek to determine to which extent his
representation of interpersonal relationships was influenced by his reading
of the physicist’s work. She observes that Lawrence’s fascination and
obsession for the question of human interactions constitute the driving force

behind his writing and is essentially visible in his treatment of romantic and



# 115

sexual relationships. Lawrence was concerned with the question of
individuality, of remaining true to oneself and the importance of achieving a
balanced relationship with another being. Inspired by Gerald Doherty’s
observations, Crossland demonstrates how the laws of gravitation are turned
into a model for human interactions in Women in Love (1920). This is
achieved through the dynamic of attraction and repulsion which perfectly
describes the relation between Birkin and Ursula, leaving us as Crossland
points out “with a balanced model in which gravity ‘draws the two bodies
together at the same time as it holds them apart™ (97).

In chapter four, Crossland suggests that Lawrence carried on his
exploration of the question of relatives and absolutes after 1922. She proves
her point by drawing on specific examples from the novel Kangaroo (1923),
mostly from chapters 13 (“The Revengel” Timotheus Cries’) and 14 (Bits)), in
which those two terms are often used complementarily. In the novel, this
ambiguity is for instance suggested in the following remark that: “even
relativity is only relative. Relative to the absolute” (as qtd. in Crossland 103).
She also further supports her arguments by referring to the works of
important critics such as Bruce Clarke and Michael Bell. In his book D. H.
Lawrence: Language and Being (1992), Michael Bell wrote and hence
confirmed that “Lawrence’s absolutes are always relative and his relatives
are never simply relative” (as qtd. in Crossland 102). Contrarily to Einstein,
Lawrence goes beyond the scientific meaning of absolute and relative by
applying it to his examination of human relationships. By doing so, he aims
at developing a more ‘humanized theory. Here, Crossland emphasizes the
influence of the American psychologist and philosopher William James on
Lawrence. Indeed in 1907, Lawrence read James's book Pragmatism (1907),
in which the psychologist discussed the question of interrelatedness. Above
all, Crossland stresses Lawrence'’s intention to develop a theory of human
relativity which is centered on the development of an absolute self, as well
as achieving the “perfected balance of relationship” (123). Finally, this
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interconnection between science, literature and psychology which Crossland
establishes in her analysis of Lawrence’s theory of human relativity provides
a natural and adequate transition to her last section entitled “Crowds of
Molecules, Crowds as Molecules” .

The first part of the third section turns to the second paper written by
Albert Einstein and which was published in his Annalen der Physik. In this
paper, he approaches the ideas on Brownian motion, which refers to the
movement of microscopic particles suspended in liquids and gases, by
focusing on probability and fluctuation theory. Crossland begins by
contextualizing and retracing the scientific developments in the
conceptualization of Brownian motion from the early nineteenth century to
the early twentieth century through references to the works of other
scientists such as the botanist Karl Wilhelm von Nigeli (1879), the chemist
William Ramsay (1882) as well as two famous French physicists Léon Gouy
(1888) and Jean Perrin, the latter who was famous for his work Browmnian
Movement and Molecular Reality (1909). Crossland also notes that at a time
when science was witnessing important discoveries, there was also
simultaneously an increasing fascination for the exploration of human masses
and the study of the psychology of the human crowd as the publication of
Gustave Le Bon's work Psychologies des Foules (1896) indicates. This interest,
Crossland reminds us, is strongly linked to the exceptional population
growth England has witnessed at the end of the nineteenth century and the
beginning of the twentieth century. This period was regarded as the “ERA
OF CROWDS” (as qtd. in Crossland 136) to use Gustave Le Bon's coinage,
with an important rise of the masses as a socio-political force. In his
examination of the crowd, Le Bon was essentially interested in the nature of
the ‘organized crowd or what he also called the ‘psychological crowd’. He
was convinced that “crowds are only powerful for destruction” (as qtd. in
Crossland 137). Although he concentrates on their inherent criminality, on no

occasion he suggested that a non-organized crowd was the solution. In fact,
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he believed quite the opposite. For him, a non-organized crowd was just “an
agglomeration of individualities lacking cohesions” or “a mere swarm of
isolated individuals” (as qtd. in Crossland 137-8). Crossland later notes that
this image is also exploited by Lawrence in his multiple references to
swarms of bees in his works. In her brief outline of early twentieth crowd
psychology, Crossland mentions Wilfred Trotter’s Instincts of the Herd in
Peace and War (1916) as an alternative to Le Bon's grim view of the masses
and concludes her survey with an important reference to Sigmund Freud’s
Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (1921), in which he emphasizes
the role of the group leader, as well as the impact of the unconscious on
crowd’s action. He claims that the individual in a crowd “is brought under
conditions which allow him to throw off the repressions of his unconscious
instincts” (as qtd. Crossland 139). These ideas of the crowd are reflected in
Virginia Woolf's and D. H. Lawrence’'s works. While Woolf mainly reacts to
the physical presence of the crowd, Lawrence shows his interest in the
unconscious of the crowd, for instance, as Crossland indicates, in his
representation of the attendees of a theatre in Aaron’s Rod (1922), which he
describes as “one monstrous, unnatural consciousness” (as qtd. Crossland
141). These images of the crowd were not only visible in literary texts, but
they also repeatedly appear in descriptions of molecular interactions and
motions in scientific works, for instance in Karl Pearson’'s The Grammar of
Science (1892) and James Clerk Maxwell’s lecture on ‘Molecules’ (1873). These
images continued to be popularized in early twentieth century scientific
articles, for example in William Ashwell Shenstone’s article ‘Matter, Motion,
and Molecules’ (1906) published in the Cornhill Magazine or Frank Belton's
‘Elementary Science’ (1904) articles in The Teacher, which Crossland believes
both Lawrence and Woolf could have possibly read. In this part of the third
section, Crossland places the focus on the bidirectional influence of
psychology and science and retraces the important socio-political factors at

play in the development of crowd psychology. She comes to the conclusion
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that those issues of masses and molecular movement are also noticeable in
literature, which she sees as one additional part of the “interdisciplinary
matrix” (151).

This observation is supported by concrete examples from both
Lawrence’s and Woolf's writings. In chapter six (“A Brownian Model for
Literary Crowds”), Crossland demonstrates how those ideas of crowd
psychology and molecular motion are represented in these writers’
depictions of the lively city and its association with a sense of movement.
She notices a positive description of the city in The White Peacock (1911),
when Cyril declares that he “loved the city intensely for its movement of
men and women” or in Night and Day (1919), in Woolf's description of the
city as “the great and eternally moving pattern of life” (as qtd. in Crossland
155). These depictions of the city are not always accompanied by flattering
observations of the crowds; for example in Sons and Lovers (1913), Paul
reflects on the pettiness of human life and tells Clara “You feel as if you
could scoop up the folk like tadpoles, and have a handful of them” (ibid.).
Crossland proceeds in her reasoning by showing how the idea of Brownian
motions or more precisely Brownianesque collisions are illustrated in Woolf's
and Lawrence’s description of the “moving chaos” (157) of the crowd. In The
Years, this is made visible in the housekeeper’s “battle with the crowd of
shoppers in the High Street where she will have to shove and push, and be
jostled this way and that” (as qtd. in Crossland 156), then in Aaron’s Rod,
Lawrence writes of “the sense of friction [Lily] got from the streaming of
people who meant nothing to him” (as qtd. in Crossland 157). Although these
characters are confronted to the masses on their daily journey, Crossland
rightly points out that in Woolf's and Lawrence’'s works “individual
characters cannot be overwritten by images of mass” (158), as the titles of
the following novels: Mrs Dalloway, Orlando, Kangaroo and Aaron’s Rod
strongly suggest. If Crossland conducts a thorough examination of ideas and

images of the crowd principally in Woolf's and Lawrence’s writings, she also
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attempts to show that such images appear in other works of the time.
Towards the end of her book, she briefly mentions (to name only a few) the
novels of Charles Dickens's A Tale of Two Cities (1859), H. G. Wells’" The
War of the Worlds (1898), Joseph Conrad’'s The Secret Agent (1907), T. S.
Eliot's poem The Waste Land (1922), as well as the French poet Charles
Baudelaire’'s Les Fleurs du Mal (1857). Although her remarks are certainly
instructive, they are however discursive and non-essential to her main
arguments.

The questions painstakingly examined in Modernist Physics revive and
renew discussions that have preoccupied literary intellectuals for the past
decade, for instance Paul T. Brown’s ‘Relativity, Quantum Physics, and
Consciousness in Virginia Woolf's To the Lighthouse’ which was published in
the Journal of Modern Literature in 2009 and Derek Ryan’s book chapter
‘Quantum Reality and Posthuman Life: The Waves' (2015) have explored the
realm of quantum physics principally in two Woolfian novels, while Kumiko
Hoshi’'s recently published book D. H. Lawrence and Pre-Einsteinian
Modernist Relativity (2018) offers a different take on Lawrence’s theory of
human relativity. Then, the recent D. H. Lawrence international conference
held in Paris-Nanterre in March 2017 on “The Relative and the Absolute” is
another manifestation of a strong interest in re-examining and re-evaluating
the relation between science and modernist literature. In this regard,
Crossland’s monograph, without doubt, broadens the spectrum. Not only
does it add to the debate but it also challenges previous discussions through
its minute consideration of a vast array of texts written by these modernist
writers.

One of the many strengths of this monograph certainly lies in the
author’s articulated, thorough and simply brilliant writing. Her ability to
clarify scientific concepts makes the book accessible to a readership who
does not necessarily possess much expertise in physics or chemistry. Her

use of concrete textual evidence underpins her pertinent observations and
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her ability to juggle multiple disciplines (literature, psychology, physics,
aesthetics, ..) is breathtaking. The book is stimulating and informative till the
very end.

(Marie Géraldine Rademacher)

Indrek Minniste, ed., D. H. Lawrence, Technology, and Modernity
(Bloomsbury Academic, 2019)
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PHLICERE SN, THEOHEM] X, HEOKBRICBIT2HENDOEE &
ZNCEZ2HCODEFOEENZRLZODTHALH, Z2i2i3ul v A
5 [HFoEY] (T vy 7 o)) &odbairions. —hTr
L Y ADWEIRE SITERRN O EEN T8 BR L TB Y, ZhIME
O N BRICB VTR B/ R 2R TIMEHT 52 LT, #i
AN REE A AT DL o T A,

# 9% (Andrew Keese) &, [F¥ % L —KkADOEAN] L3HE [Z=mdiAn]
WHEHLAZD2S, AMORMNEREBMRE oMLY IZOVTHLETWVS
MEMICBVWTORIN TV S DI, a7 —a— AN OHAN % 8 LT
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TAZEETH2Z0EFTHY, I TIHMANOMBEDIKED, R &
RZELCTHROMELZGIERI LTS, ULV ARG VT A - N7 R —
AR EREAMNIC L 2 A OBIEZ B L 2430, AL GEKoNT V2D
%KD T2, & Keese IZIRRTW 5.

5 10 %= (Thalia Trigoni) 28 EICE LT 2D, [R5 5 %76 1I2BIF 5 [F
Wil OBETHE. vy RTE D [FAHFEER] ~OBIERH 2 &2k
550 THY, THIIANMOMEDE B 2 EEETH 5 MERLARRET
BT 5. By a&726] THIANTOWLDIE, TROPEREELICLD
REREE 5N, HFIAKD “togetherness” BNEbN/-FHETH L. [Fhlil &
K I3 2 ZADS, EBIEIEE LT b AEANTEEICESWTH
BICHALE ) LT5R-ATH S,

%11 % (Fiona Becket) IZBWTIE, UL Y ADOFHICH LT, EikoM
R IT Y- REEL SO ENTWA. Becket I345FICT L ¥ 22
EBHMOBREBHBICTHLI L LTwDHI L2 HiiL, [HEBEE] 2
BOTRENZHAMNZEROB Y FIOVTEELTV S, 22 TRS
NL0E, ABHRLERNZATIT)—% T T4 A IVICENILT S X9 %,
T D FE> % FRik: - *HFJ’EH% BREBELEVSTZEBTHY, TRHICTE
Heypo o2 (o] 0Ly A%HEH S L2 MHICT L0

# 12 % (Earl G. Ingersoll) &, 7~ + 9 v I X WM (254 5472
Bl (1969 ) ZIY LF %035, BEHER & v 7 —<IZonT@m L Twa
O L YA X BBE OB R RS, YWd o7z [BT2L7:5] 0)59%
eI il 7z B¢, BIETIIEH I N TV BENOBIES & v ) FEiliE
WOBENRAONS. v L VOWEIZF ¥ AT 4 ¥ 7 7% EI12B W TEE
EIIRZSTVRENEDY, TRHICE WV ELNZEEOEEITHE,IZH 5.
—h CHEAEEZHRUBEIIBERTIPBIRTH Y, ThO I 2RESLE
T HRETIE ARV, & Ingersoll 1V .

#5 13 % (Indrek Minniste) 237947 L T2 D%, B L ¥ ZA5HEm THEAR
Hofli % #i { BRO S REN - B TH DD, T TENTF URH 4 — FIC
bICH &7 573 (counterpoint) | I EHLTWA, ULy 2077 A

BT BHMOME, hofr (ZIFEK) oM E LTRIRT
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BY, THE—2OM O TRL 2 KO e % FIKEICZT 230k & bl
T5. M) 23C0E LWL OnOERERD RS, ZRbICkA
%t & T 2 & T, EFEDAEAN LN OB S 2R ENT
W5 Z k%, Minniste IZTEf L TV 5.

414 % (Helen Baron) X, Tl v ADZEIMWHEE L IZY Y B L 72E T,
INBAERIC BT 288 LTOFBEOHHICOVWTERL TS, ILOHIC
[3AF—-X—=V] WY LiFoh, FIHOAE - FR@& & dflz7ay
DB ERERL AN OWKOBRR LML Z LAERHINE. 612 [H
TEEBAN] ° [0R b - F=V] ZEDOIERICDOWTIE, FIBIFHICH TR
RWOMEEZHOLEFZL L THHAZINTEY, BL VAP RIZZORE)
FBEZHGOAWEBEMANERY AL ) E LTV RmEnTn5S.

# 15 % (Dominic Jaeckle) 25 LA DL, Yv vk LTS E WS H
WMTHDH, TvtA [NHOKR UNSICFNZ, b2 I3BME]] 128
W, BLYARHE#RZHEIBT I EICHLT 5SROI FEL, Ml
HONRBZIRR L TWwa, D /NG E FHEVPRTFRE LTI 22
T, BURHEEZMHZ EFRFICZEDOZLD FREINE &) HEMEH %+
O [Fii=HM] THY, E5XZI0ONREOMDY HEARTHER
EETLDHAH. Jaeckle 1F 20 HALLAKED 2 7 1 7 HiM & L CoO/ME oA
FREO/NHBIE BREEZ RO L 2R L LT, ChoofihE (2%
IO IZBIAULVAD [Ty 5 —T4 X2 ]| BEDHHT~E L
TWab.

Db, #EZMHBICHBIL2, FEONARICEY) ZOEEL TR
AN TR bH 505 LW (L2 THE 15 BIZHEF T2 W),
—HT— L TEL DOmETELLDIX, REHFVEFEAIN G277
7 A b RRBBIICEY BIFE D L) BETHL FRICHE 2-4-155). [Hdil]
WEODLLEARBEZRBELTVLIELEDT, AEXSHKZOTL VA
RO Z LT A2 HRFELmETH LI L h, FHIIEMAL TB &2V,

(Bl fEA)
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Susan Reid, D. H. Lawrence, Music and Modernism
(Palgrave Macmillan, 2019)

Susan Reid 1337E, EE D-H- v L ¥ A& DFREE The Journal of D. H.
Lawrence Studies D¥iEREZHEDOLFENETHAH. ZoaL Y AL HFEEE
FoZALDHRE VS T =< kou L Y AMEOTEERT LD TH S
o, HWETHAHZ LEHBUHIERTE 2, 72 0RITL SRR
TREMNFIEEDOND HAMAINLDOEIME T 2 wE LT, RIEVHUKL
) —FICE b SRR RICIER SN, REMAWATHS. 1L
/X@AE%JUi%@@t%bT,7#—77>7#%75>77%%i
T, T4 NVY = RA T —DEFLDPLRKEMEND — - = F OfEMICE
FC, MERZPLE LTS EEE L EMESHMBRICTHE L SN S, The
Trespasser W28\ % 7 737 XL ED, Aaron’s Rod (28} % F X5 HLH &
Wo 2D ED)OFERHED T —< DAL DO T LD Lo 72FFEIC
EoTid, HBREOBENTOLYADNELFEOFTHIILAZATYT, 22,
ENERAT—=DONA - B ZALIRLEHRPLERELEBEDIT RIS
b, TORBWAIELLTHL Y A% EZ 50T %L, b v AFEMA
DB LV DLIREZZOLNDLDIZE N T LDGholzDid, KREMIR
o7z, REOEFMKICIE Michael Bell ® [EH) LTINFEFTIDT—<
@TE RO BoTIDIED ) | L) BENLINTWEY, FAELH
& T &» 5. fH % Daniel Albright @ Untwisting the Serpent: Modernism in
Music, Literature, and the Visual Arts (2000) % Brad Bucknell ® Literary
Modernism and Musical Aesthetics: Pater, Pound, Joyce and Stein (2001),
Emma Sutton ® Awubrey Beardsley and British Wagnerism in the 1890s
(2002) & EE2FOFA LT E R Gh o 72Kl ko Tz, Bzl
HIF U WIT .

EC, ZBE[INETIDOT—XOFEILRAI Dozl Ohbwv) bt
M, KFEil4 7226 8 W THLAIZENS., BILIEIMNZD A — LT X -
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NI A —=ThHhb vl AHMEOHEZ L LT, HOXFOWHEHRL LT
MENTNT Z) —=Th LD, TOHEMHEOFE L eHF NI ) — 13 HL
TOL Y ADERWEF 2 7+ — 2V Y FIFE TREB—D2F V25V v
JERE—BCEHELTCLEV, B IR E 52528127 £0 L
NI AN — H B O/NFEDOREVED Point Counter Point ([XFLiE]) &wvw9 ¥
A M VERY, Z0BRL 7Yy s OERBRICERT 22 Ehs, €5
SR LRI BT, B E TFO BRI R BRI KR
LT e, YA LR T adfAD Ulysses D7 —H &7z
SirensHER W 7 =3I =7 - IV 7 DI The String Quartet® X 9 2 EFHED
Wk a Bl L 2 fER O REAFMRILSNE L ERY, UL Y RCBY A
WMOER - BROKE SN ENLZ Loz, EWVIDITTHS.
RBHIEE, XL HNBEET, bbAHA, OLYARIZXT - 8T FDLH
WKHGTARIZELZELRTNE, =MV —=F - X% 4 DL HIZ
Tr—UN e ARV ERMATREAGHIEANRTOY T Ly PEELILD
BMol=blI NG, 20 ELEEFELEE V) T—<TlE, [ - EF=X
FMHEPBEBRINL2OE 005 LVEETIEZVW OO, EZhblnwsT, |
LYADBBBRENTOLDITTIERV., AERZZORY ZRIELTINS.
% 1 # Introduction &, 1908 R\ E N7 FHICH SN L TR 2 WAL T,
Fhzul v AP o ‘Art and the Individual i 2% 75 Z & TlHE
5. TITHEHESNGBHEOEREEN T+ VY — - R4 ¥ —DF /L EREF
DEFENLEZREBTONLZ LT, ML AW sy v FeZon
T VERNBEEPLEROENB LA LTI EPHLNITENS.
IN2S, HEOL Y ADOEFWNRIME RN, ThESHEELT, WO
2 “The Piano’, ‘A Life History in Harmonies and Discords’ & FFEI % 384 7
& BREBHELRMBREETLAEMEL WS E LA END.
COHE1IBEORBZE RIS, H2FTIE, HEKRBEWELEW A FE—KYE
THERBIEBREEZ 7228, KARKIRERK S OWKRFEE-722 L,
25Ty P EROBERDL 74— VT3 a2 -V v 2R —VOKLIRD
BIFAZZ L, REGEFROXEPHITTTHERIZRM LD, ¥V APEE
PRoltZFDRXIIHATHD 0TV AEF 2V N—ARTHR 2L Do
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P2l E—RHEALLT, WHoOOL Y ADOFHPGHENE. Tr—7
VY TREERD) AL L Y ADOLEIGRELTVWT, 0 AL
% ET B BN The Rainbow %2 Women in Love THI.D X 512
AR OMPOFHFICEIITTIEH T, TUPEOTKOFEZHEL (-7
R UVROFANDEIE, EOVRYIATA v 7N —T1 D5k O 75 M
B, K=FL—, 7—F AP - FIRA%ELOETL IR EKTH S >
AFFOBRBET —< L FHEPLERPSORELR LS T SELEN LI OAD
W6, BL Y ALFEERMELIHFEEZRL TV E EEEEEINE. LD
DIFR=F L= NVoulE [EBoH Les Fleurs du mal] O O—Tm [H3 La
Musique] 2AEHEIN, T LX) L XIROF T, UlEx ER MO NRIEE
‘The Piano D Wifi & A A I NS, KEMAVWETH 5.

FIUIERB &, ‘Lawrence’s Case of Wagner & JH X /2RO 3 71, 7))
Mo 2 oDERE The White Peacock & The Trespasser = UMEED T 7 4 1) X 4
DXRDOHPTHEH DT, MEND MY 2 THBHENVIZTITENTES.
7272, ZDOBY, The White Peacock DHIZEE—D [A N V] Og#i%
HAIAZY, LV ADRD T =T F =N e LTS5 The Trespasser
O, T—7F—OFEEOBIEE I L FE 2y ¥ —~DOF &%
RLTZOBEREEL L, 7730 XLOMEIELEVE S, vwh
WAHETRZEILLTWAS., o _

RO KSR/ Sons and Lovers Gi%jﬁ:%lﬂg%gé‘l)ﬁ%c@@% ELTh2obhn
L. FoOW%, vl ¥y RiE, The Rainbow OXRIREINS LI LiEOKIE
B LTHROIRDL L) ) AL EZFoTOLHNH S FITY AL EHEDY
HWEEELXLHICRY, Women in Love TIZZ ® Foreword TZ O JAEM
XARDOEFR T NHDB O WA SRS 2 DI 722%, AWFEEOH 4 %k
) XN EFRHPAREIICER S 72 The Rainbow i, %5 FIXZF D) X AT
WA ANEAEA SN2 Women in Love ik 72> T\wb, WMiEE DY XL0D
BREICHZ 2 e 2 EAETET—rF— (v 77 1)), ¥ = —
YRy ([Ya7okT]), Feayy— ([BEoy v R]) RELOH
WA, HEE5ETEEBAWOY IV FE2 T —7F—WHFEOEKBL L
51T, bI—=ADV=F - N=F VERZA - T=TF—WHEEDOL



128

FHORHE L TaAHCLD 75, KikzHFie LTHELNIZ Women in
Love (RSN DEIH L EROWLEZ FIVA D [BAE The Planets] (2B
5t Mars & SEFIO R Venus B & OHIAF Neptune D ¥fE & K3 5 <
720 %Ed, FEARXOE LWL D RVA, BIMESH YD, HEW.

ZO%, Tl rAF, KEoRE TRBEZEEEMO IR L,
LNV TINBFERZEIM TV s BRENE. ZOHBOPHOF T,
86 T Aaron’s Rod 25i L oMb, B OF — 7 X b T TRL DA
R o THRIFLELAETIVN— M RET -0 YR T T Y AD/NS SR E
CETAEEMYETABRAOIEY — KOG ENDA, 222813
OFFE IRV, LA, ZOETHHVOX, WAIBZRFEY OFE~D
B &) STROHT, Aaron’s Rod (2N AT, 2 DO/ il MAERF 258
NENTVDHILESLH. 121, 0B3HEFEROTr 7)) vy YL ¥ A4
(£ D The Poems 5 12T, Collected Poems: Rhyming Poems & Collected
Poems: Unrhyming Poems DD &\ 7212 ‘All of Us & W9 IHZ #% T TR
EN 0 RBOHENMEFTH S, L, 1964 FICTHI S oA 2= V4L
The Complete Poems of D. H. Lawrence TI% ‘Bits' & & 9 & THRINEEFF D 1E
WCANSNTNREED, XV THRESNIZLOT, TEEEL I
B OFRIEOPXDO N4 Y NT I 7%EFET7) vy - 7L yavpbibii:
TR YT FPHBROK L 727 OMEE T L > ZAH34 TIZ 1910 4FIZHRL T
WDk, RIFRICESE LT, BMEO®RSFTEL L. %510@&wu
1919 FF IS E N2 b DD, ERTD 1928 4EIC AMERF O EHEEZMELBRICIE S
6 ENT, BEEL L TOREE - BRPDP DI RoTLE o TV,

TIZE AL - BEROWNBLEEIND T LD 7AEMBED, TOHE6
BT, Kigkical /X@Eﬁ CAVNBUBE 2 RS ) A9 & ) SUIRO H T
ULoNLERE/-0F, REBELZLTHD.

5 7 #1X New World Musicals £ S, 7 2 H KBEDBERLIZHE
NG E RIS EER E LToShs. EKD ANEELEE %2R
729 The Plumed Serpent 34 XF W Zaffimé LT o, FEEIZOL v 2
HEPREDDDSEDLEL L I0M—r 7V v YRu L ¥ 2&%ho
The Plays \ZZ55803% 55—\ B L A K2 FH N, N7 Y FOFXRTENEDI
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2R D LDV David H3EHN/ST + =< v AL LTEREEINL. BE
G IS, SEEROBERZH72u L v 2 O4ERE ‘Indians and Entertainment’
NODOGIHNRD Y, BERIMCOEET TELECEH L EAS, HE
HOF ) A MEERICODMEL 20 L v 20 [F% = FEHMMEMDE 51235
Fo7] (174) T 2BITIHMANIVED B, Thds, &EIZIE, Lady
Chatterley’s Lover (BT WAL DM v 28R >Tw L 2 L 218
L, The Plumed Serpent & Lady Chatterley’s Lover O D% 5 5 W
ML LT LAEBREEZMM L Tz iid b, wWuikb ) 72,

B8HONFIXTTIMALA-DT, MYETILIZLAW

Afterword & LTOHE9IEIX, B L v AdmdbHFELERICLTEMRE—
ANIERELTEY MEME L LTIHMLTH bV ieh ozt 2 7
YhZ—  N=TV 2 AN L Y ZADFFIIOF Mk E Man Who Has Come
Through (1985 £ DT L ¥ ZAFEFAELET ) v 7 4 ¥ A LA THIE) D72
‘End of Another Home Holiday (1909), ‘Song of a Man Who Has Come
Through’(1914), ‘Snake’(1920-1), ‘Bavarian Gentians' (1929) @ 4 > ® 512
KEaOFTOL Y ADAREE I E 57230 FU LOKIETH L. L—H—, X
Vo, FEayy—7RE0gB% ) »hbesd, EEHEV) IDIFI—ay
N RAERD X9 72,

F72, Appendix £ LT, ZON—Vz ZA0M%EIZLSH, B L ¥ ALHEIZD
JONIZEEEROY A PPRIONT VD, ¥—=F— T —Tv 7|k
bBNIAERDBH Y, RV Ix IV - TVFUHRF =Ty OFIC L5 The
Rocking Horse Winner OFJEI/EM L2 00H ), +—A 5 ) 7 &FE
TAEMRE =% — - AHNY —=TH1BFIZu L ¥ 2D 3 DDFFIHEH
WTW/eZEbhoT, RERELRER LTV,

BHAHA, HNHORZEDIZEVA, [EEHIETH) LTHLEo72] &
W) DR WD TIE R\, Sons and Lovers SHHEINGELROIEE LT—
FTHOU N2 DIV E S AORMEER 5. O/MID b A GO IR
WD HLEERA A—=VPHN, )V ALAEROHFENTTICAONE 572
¥72, The Lost Girl b HEHRZL TN T+ =V ADEF—THhRHY), IO
TERNDEEPIFZEAELRCOLYRY v,
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BB, 20, NERBEENHHOT, L TBZ ). AETIE, Zhe
NOBEOKDYIZ, TOEONEFELHEROD 2 EEEMDPFIEINT VLD
i, ECHHMBICHYW L TRTHLEFZ DA, £3% (17TH) OfEdhY) A
MIT—=7F =D [TVF2—LOEAT] BB [P—2 70— 1+] hofE
EIRENLDIFFRY) TH A, IELLCE, BB [TvFa—L] hotkEE i b,
F7:, I24BCHEFNVA MO [BAE] ITBT55A T, #EE Nepture A%
FEHED ST HELEEINLIDOBMENTH S, IEL LI, &4 Venus &4 5.
HINES LB THSD. S)FTHLL, AHEOKRELERIFIINICE ST
BHT IR,

(R #E5w)

Miyo Oyama,
Representations of Aggression and
Their Dynamics in D. H. Lawrence’s Fiction
(Keisuisha, 2019)

TS LWELTEINAREFEOHNIZ, v Ly A25, WRIGEGERE
HiEo 3852 e T, &I & o THESE S N7 R 5 o SCH il i 81 2 3
L, AHPROFMEZHIBLZE W) T—E¥E2FtT 52 L IXH 528, 2
CTEHEEwAEOBRENE L20d, CORKHEDRREZ TBWEZ (dynamic
consciousness) | EREL, X 5ICIXZFNA [BEME (aggression) | 12X -
THREINLZ %, ZLOEMEELTHRET S, L) bDTHL. 2
CTHEEWM S TVWERENER, ChFEFTulL Y A0PIHEHINTE 2
NE3D%DiEST, BLHELSDMUEIHARAALZLOTHL. $TIEHE
TLOMmREELEDTBIY).

“Unrepresentable Experiences in the Early Works” & # S L7255 —F Tid,
The White Peacock, Sons and Lovers, “The White Stocking,” “Second-Best,”

“The Horse-Dealer's Daughter” 2B W T, §8), “¥77=—, fiFLtn
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ERYREZ M LT, RN ERZEICE - TED SN AR BERDEIIC
BRESNDHETFEZE LTS, F 1 HITREZEZTNMERNE L JOEMEZ KT
DU, WEIX [FBREESRRTHEEAE LA VE -] THY, 0K
MiEzhwz A VF -] < IhPHFORKOHLERSZ L
TEAMOBRIIZENLZ 26T L), FE2HTIE, TORBHIAILF—
EH LAEOCOT, [HEBOF A F Iy 7 B EBIE] 25 NHBIRO B2 5
Dz B2EHE2RIZLTBY, HENEEHAMOT > LN 2B &8, D
WIZIEEP O AN THMEZ R T TWERET 0o DRTE V). H 3
TiE, ML Y7 72— b MH L DRFEORELH->TWE 25, 2
NFETOMIERTIETL Y AEMICBIT AL T 7 = —0&FEIE- &
DXPENT I eholzb L, Z0EWE, EEHEBEICL > THA®
W7-0 2B T IEMANRBETH LD L, T 77y =— 3z E5HEE
PAE DT B RE R MARNEEEZ 2wy, L LZoXliE, #EimicH Tl
% “Lawrence’s affect [..] has an immense influential power which even
changes the other person’s recognition by the new knowledge gained
through epiphany [..]” ®°, “distance could be resolved in the momentary
experience of communication and exchange of epiphany and affect” & [a%k
R4 D12 < v, “.] experience of epiphany which accompanies his or
her rebirth is conveyed to the other through affect” &9 BIENIHFZ DK,
FiERDMMIZEL TS L) 722, 2L TH, ToEVEHEICT S
ZEDAY Y MIOWTWHHAANR OBV D 5. 4 4 HiTlE “The Horse-
Dealer's Daughter” 1281754 [FE] T4 b BB HIZ X AME & OWRHIZED,
[FA] =72 BREAERRTEL, 221N £ 20 [N 2 ER5.
2Lz, AkgE= [BA] 2R zR)aEsEsdbo0LLTzar
An%H, ZZIUHOBREBZART Vv VAR L2 W) HTli#H
DHFFIFIBPT V225, Lo LISERITE ) DI, N8 4 ZOZEMOBLEHE TA
BOWBEHRORTADIK] 2HATT2I LT, LHrdZIIlBWTlHEOFHF
L Y RZESTOENLIFIFLEALIERNZ. Ny L2 5>THOT
U754 Y ALE, MEORKEDLZDY) &) BAEI DS, [HR] &vw)
BlarEZBTLERL V) BEMEsm. 2200 22T FIcERZEK
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R L7072

%2%, “The Ambiguity of ‘Stillness’ and Finding a Remedy in
‘Aggression” T, T L Y 2D 1 RKEHO/EMIZ [F] OB~ FE
A HAMICH K Do LvE L, M) @ Anna & Will D&% 40 O P 1 i 1
FrAE L [#) o%Ed 297205, ZoME The Trespasser % “The
Man Who Loved Islands” 7 EDE& G & L7oAEmBEC & D mIcERLTw
555 FhrOmeHooo, ool y ik, Mo Bz iR
EHDHIET [BEHR] L) FEELEEDV LT 2R Sk, WA
LZHERBOYTHL [BER] ~NeHALTLIE2HIBELALT 5.
LU [#] 2SMEEICERTAICES &, THNMRE ZNH4ET “oceanic
feeling” \CFTELTLEIA, ZTHIZOWTHEH T David Gordon @ “There
is no return to a wordless, undifferentiated state in the Edenic womb” & \»
IRTCEFAL TS, ZoMFELZREET 020l ¥ A9 H Z) 7209
OB, KILKIE “The Prussian Officer” % m U2, “It is an aggression
which organically ties and develops the fluid relationship of the self and the
other [.]" X%, LH»LLE LHMEEME D aggression %% organically (22
LT ERELEBETZEVIHADVPHINICR LN E ) L, FHEDOVH
aggression 28V 7% 5 L DTH LI 0o>Twhb. (TNIZDOWTIZREIR)

# 37, “Facing the ‘External’ Other in the Late Works” Ti&, # UM
AN DAL & Ol R L L7AEmBE 2 NS, HBEkOmNE &
LI FIFCTwa, =—F =2 M L>D, “St. Mawr” Tt V¥ 5=
- EARSCEYE] & THK - BA - AKRel - SRR A BCRYE ] A5
NS, ZOMEIRBROFTFERINZLET S L2L The
Plumed Serpent ® Juana \Z Z DB EDOWBEEZAKIH L TBY, FhzflioT
Kate & OB 2D EZ D H, AMWEREZEESE TS Ln
I, DFY, Rk LR RICT 2 MBER LAENZHE#H T L2 LT, L8
MWD IEDOMTE T 5 vital energy ZHE I3 L, BEBREZIEIRLZET
R 2 ARIICEMETEX S, L), WhITHBEIC X 2Rk 2 3
DA N TS LR,

w55 4 55, “Discovering the Internal’ Other and a New Vista on Human
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Relationships” Tl&, HOEEZ HBIC LAEREICE > Twd (EnwoTh,
VL Mz B RHICE > TW A b Tld ) 25, 2ZTul v A,
RIRR - UL E 25D o T b & b - 39213 TG Eofbg k]
T, ZHTHCONERIHTEL 72 [WLE | ThoZzZ e 2Rl LzE v,
LALZERERIE) [HEFLAEZNBE] THY, o LodbEZhRRIcT
A72012a L Y AN M LB 2R, 22 THREI) THEO®K
RELIZ D 2 B2 G 5] 2&728w)

AEORAZ, BLYAPEBLE) EEMLb0% [HEHE] Lnv)
EREOSHL2ERIIZHIETLONEMZmMAL, —H LR AZRRL
22BN, LA LIORMDPIEI L TuE2E ) »2dEEO (3% (%) ]
EVIH)EDOBELHNH I o TWD, ZOMEOERE TN %) HK
FRHRmTIIRBRROND (Fmicdd LB 3w E). Llitis
a representation of the primitiveness which has been oppressed by
modernized society, and besides, the inner motion which is instinctively
produced inside one’s self. I have used the term ‘aggression’ as the central
notion of the thesis in order to discuss how Lawrence teaches his readers to
renew their recognition of this energy, and moreover, his attitude of
manifesting it as having the potential to actively and interactively reform
both one’s self and the other.” ZDOY ) [T 7T, TOEMD X b5 75,
WL OPHERDH ) Z )72 ZORRKDOBDIE, TOBBMELVHFENFI S
L7=BITHD DIZ#EI»E I L) HTHD.

COFEOMER, HED L WIEFEMEE b THEN R b D% v, Qi
HEVIMRITTEAIPET 2 2EO—DL R 52DIX K- u—L Yo [YEg
—EpHKGE] (&R So-called Evil: on the Natural History of Aggression,
1963) 7273, Z 2 TR, BUBEMEIZEIMIC B W TEHEN 2 b O T, FORMFIC
VER S DIZE ) DS, 2B TERDY S 57217 T, AFEIZBT
% &9 LERTOREEZ L TWEbIFTIERw. LArLP % EHBEER
KIGRED L) RREINARICKT 5, &25WIEEFATREZLOEITRTY
v, L LBETIRZ ) LARFICIEEM LB, B2 75 AN —Y 3
T AN ET B RFICHEI N TS X9 72 Wikipedia (2 & 1L,
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“Aggression is overt, often harmful, social interaction with the intention of
inflicting damage or other unpleasantness upon another individual. [...]
Biological approaches conceptualize aggression as an internal energy released
by external stimuli, a product of evolution through natural selection, part of
genetics, a product of hormonal fluctuations. Psychological approaches
conceptualize aggression as a destructive instinct, a response to frustration,
an affect excited by a negative stimulus [.]" & 5. D74 & EYHERL
HEZEOFIH T, AHETHEMAIN TS X9 LREINEZEIIEH SLTuiwn.

AR ETHLELENIOFEZMEI IZHTzo TINSHITH LN L LEIX
BHLAHALVHE, WERZDOEFINZEH T2 EED L) RFEADVWHEIZR S
eV 72 —Blld “The Last Laugh” T Miss James %5/% 2 D% % ]
Wiz & E Ok % “Her aggressiveness flowers both physically and mentally”
EWiB L, Richard Stromer®im% M L T, “Stromer explains this
phenomenon by stating that Pan’s image of aggression and the release of
sexual desire turned into an influential motif which released the bottled-up
feeling of Europe in the wartime [..]" &, Miss James DZAL % FRfCIRIE & 28
FSETWAE, Il (BB 2o Tl iisazyl S LI L
W2 L2559, HAHWIE “Sun” &, FARD “necessity of heating up the
inner aggressiveness which has been restricted by fear or social
responsibility as a mother” Z ik T A ICEL\EEZ TV E LWV I) FiA D,
ZONDOINE ZFHAID L) BRTRAENZESLH. FEHDOIH LItk
EFHATWAIDIEZ—F = DT, RIZL % “a healthy instinet” & L, [
e AR BB 22 2, HOMRGELRT THRLAREDOLDICLELRL D] &
72, 3 9 —21% Kenneth Innis @ “the aggression which nature itself bears
is the vitality to attack mankind and our civilization” &9 b DT, FHHIX
Z N % AT L T “In this universe, nature changes stagnant things into a
movement of contestation by showing its vital force [.]7 &k, ZEMEIZH
RZDDDITAREARICECREM D E R Twad. ETRAFITIE %505
o T, WML, ERADHKIOM L TEOBHRN R S ONOHFET) &
i Z, S SIEMANDOEMZRY B2 FOHoT0EEN)
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R E 9 FLEIEMLTWAEENZ 7259,

L2 ULMBE T, Ta=—0BRA5—X LD HHE L% “[.] experience
of aggressively transcending those emotions [fear and shame] with physical
consciousness” LML DIZEH7ZAH 5. 2L [Fry oL —] TlE—io
PESBICBBEMEIZ R 5N 5 2%, M Z i) IEEIIN 2 413 tenderness T, 2
I Z BT 5 L tenderness BN ST L) — A4
HEMNEX S, 2L % “living energy enables man to create a
dynamic coexisting space of multiple lives” & JUAUIZHIEIZ VD725 9 25,
L LEEHS [Hamies:] LA TW5 tenderness VX E T % 2 OFE
mll, &2 TN L ) RIS D E NG ) N2 LA LR D
LB h. BELLIOME (FLTHH)—2o0#ETH S “chastity”) D
BIRAS) T LT E TV AW S, “the experiences of affect and epiphany”
WCEoTa=—,t AT —ZADOMIZALZFLDHEOMD L DT, “their
temporality involved the issue that it cannot be maintained in the sense of
reality and time, and the means to overcome this flaw had not yet been
presented concretely” & V9 SiWIEHHIZT itV T, “[.] to face and always
be physically aware of the bond and to be tender to it will extend its
momentariness into a sustainable temporality” & 7R % . Z AU G ERmERY 72.
EVIDb, ZAIE, ZLTRAIXIOHMEKT, tenderness (2 & > THBH-
72139 @ “phenomenon that exists beyond the momentariness of dynamic
consciousness” D ik « EITOFHRACLIZHE L VA L) HEBIZEH L T
WEDTH-T, ZPHIZuL YA OREOEMOKM A%, “Cliffords
and Berthas” % X CHEBR L7-—fEO B [HR)] Sz ANZE X, “little
forked flame” ZfE L 385 &), RARICE o TIHEITHES L THD 58
72OTIE VD ThERERT 2121E, AEFOWREBEICINE, WREEZ S S
WD D Lk, Lnw)Zeiidbib.

DEZBETNIE FEXNIOEOE#HRD T H L L 72 aggressive/
aggression=vital/vitality YL § AN E I L W) T L 7E ZoEE LD
o LTual v AHMHH L Tw Al naive core, quick, spontaneity, inner
light 2 X Db, FEAEHSTVRWKHERZM ) LD k) b Tl
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BHBEETOD, FlhdOBPRZ T2 Eb o L LARTLENDH S
DT ZWH. Z2Lhica b ¥ Ri&, ERADH- T2 HZERISHEER
LETORBELIE, TNEHWT 57201203 TR &2 \vid [ ]
WUEZEE LTV, BEHEIZTOBEZRATIOREZEAL. LrLEth
P BB 51203, AHBIRIFHESE ORIRA) & v ) 2 0 J) O Re By Il i
2%, TORMOBENMEZ DTSR 55, LW MEIZL iR T
B0V EAS. (—PFEZTMAL N TV X EEOBEMMEE L, “an
inhuman unconsciousness that involves a natural evilness” &, BEE)IYZCIENE:
DOXEPE L THEESINTVWEOAT, MFHOMBMEEHED TIFohTidw
) FIZIE AETEREON TRV, DTO L) 2GHIEEH 7259,
K=V OXHPEHIGIEM L2 &ITTEOT 2510, TFAv7 4 vE) v —
YREETHALTHM, N—<4F—=H\—F ¥ O % THCTW 5 B %
ETIE, O OBUEMEIIBHEN RIS S N T WA 72 2RI 245 R b R
AL TVWRW, N=F LT 2TV IFARELIET 4 v 7T MALGW
9T HYMETIE, HOoDOBEEIT RN LBREIZEABMLIET L, #F
FHET S, LeLT7—YagdnN—F % [BiHm] ZLBsL& Zh
BZAOBBREFETAIEHZ LTWwa., REOHBNIZE T 20121,
Z 9 L7z s oMz @A R % ST 2 B8 03d 5 &9 I2lbh s,
AREOP M E LTIEUTOb o517 55, Kate & Cipriano 258
Wy - AL E W EZ D B Z 5 KE RIS L 7o 72D 1d Kate @ “affective
physicality of tears” 72& L, TN % “dynamically destabilizing the
relationship so as to counteract the stagnant or dehumanized friction [...]” @
Bl LTIRZATWE, WREINTITVE WD, AFEOBEZE T 2T,
OFIIHERORBLZDOTHAH. 1INz TRTLH2OTHIUE, 1EME
KO OB 2., “And even amid her tears, Kate was thinking to
herself: What a fraud I am! I know all the time it is I who don’t altogether
want them. I want myself to myself. But I can fool them so that they shan’t
find out.” % EVRERT EPICHERTREZS72THA 9.
DI —m, BL Y AREHANYORBEENRE HEE, Bz iKox—
T—FELTis728 ) ODEBED, THICx LT, BlziE “The Last



# 137

Laugh” %, “[.] the discernment of the active quality inside one’s self does
not even require touch. Because the imagined otherness’ exists inside one’s
self, there is no more need to have a tactile contact with it in order to
reconcile oneself with the external” & #itr Z & TEIEZH- TW5b. H D0,
itk L 2@ primitive 72 & DNOHKIL, PHILLEO/E G THEESCHINO
primitive Ze 3 & Ol 2 £72 50 & L TR SNz vwbhiTw 578,
primitive % b DIXFEIZABONIIZH 5 2 & 2 M OEMAD HRFELTB Y,
BROFERTIIRVE V) OB EELIRRHZS ).
COFEFIRINEPLRERFICRBLAELRmLXE R EN25DTH 5.
AL LTS v ) 7 ORMO—HIRZ R S NI2bIF 225, Thi LHI
LTELIEKRESRBINAZLZYITHS TV 5.
(EH AL
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TL Y ADFY) A MBI BB O E——Sons and Lovers % WM

KIL 28 (RURGH R R B A)

RELTIE [BTEBAN] 0BT, EAAR=IVOR, ELIVIAOH
B F@Hr0IZ, ab Y20, #oul Y AOFEHEBICED L) i
B 2-0h%EEE L. [BFLBAN] TELVVEAR, BORVEKZ
ARRESEL LTHIAN AL, LaL, ELLVRAZE [BOEV] vy
FFEY XS AVHITEAH L. FO—oL LT, WHIIoOWT, BEmE
FEORTLTHMIIEZ L) ETHEE, $9)—2L LT, BHONHELD D,
WS DOIHNIT A 2L, ZOYRIIZIL ZLDERHHI L EE
F7z. TROOREIE, BORAIRREETH o720 L v AD B ORLHEKE
BBLEIDOTHE. TOLT, TNHOELVIVERAN, BL Y AOREOK
WS, Houl Yy 20X ) A MEEBICBWT, B, B IR E v ) BE
THN TV A%, RIEERITFHERH L
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The Fox \ZB\F A IO LR EM:

ME  REE DN REREEREA:)
K—HHODWRIEET, The Fox \ZBFHMDILDOERICER L7z, I
A THRENAG] ORBTHL I EEHEFT A LT, AV ) =3 —F LI
EDEMEW o 7272012, ~—FIF [HIENAEAG] L o#E L5 5 kL &
RKL, WAEMIIZBEENZEDEY FE K> T OTRE RV, &)
WHEMIEL 72, RECBTA~—F0 [IRY | ZEBHZEKEZHEL, —
Jicix TREMA G Eo—Mbz 2B L, W) TIRHEL 2 MEBR~NDORA
R, MEEBRTHILICE ST, AY)—RBY—F %2R SEM S
B LT AN, FOMBESNDL AR TRFEMER] &
DD RKITFTTVDB D2 V) EREIIR L7z, H—OfEROFRICHKET
LZHIEVITRKFTOMELE T 2 EME R TE L7 LR EHRY %
WRAERDEDH Y, GBIV Z OIS THEFLZILITTO E 2w, K
o, THABL Y AW WIRBERIEHIE] S0, EE - mink

DIEMEZF THABRIEL I LMk, EORHFHL ET5.
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H2H 201946 H9H (H)
[Wr7e58 3]
Lady Chatterley’s Lover & KA —— [ L] 2&045a3=—
B AH (R R AE)

Lady Chatterley’s Lover \21Z 2 =—® [ FHER] 25{irhTnb. B
OHFERG TIEa=—2FEEMIC [ 1] 2 Lkd TS, flziE, #a
W EALCHE S 2 7)) 74— FEDORERL, RN ML E 2D 272342
AL OBBRTHL. LD SMPENLDOPFET L LT =—13MHERFEL T
Wz,

Z ) Vo 2RI ER B BB WT “a tragic age” ERBIENS. #HFH
HHTHLND L) %, BEALL TV 2MES (L] Tha I e
FELW) Il Tul Yy AEMZET 5. [17ROLOT] IZHEEwn
AIEMIE, FREB 2R TR INRTVEEBRSII A% LA TH-
7z.

==, AT—ALWEFEDEELBIHSN S [ 1] Tidk<,
HoHEOWEHNEEBREZIT S, [ 2 [H] ~aL 2050072
D [ EAER] EEECEBRLE (] 250RMZ2M 7205 Th 5,
LR~z
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(hospitality) ] &5 FHEIZ [BW 70t LwHIREH Y FRRBL, £
hpsa L v ZAoEmHE— THEZAVBOR], [BE] 2D b1y k1,
NG [7—a o] —THirhs [A] oEF—7L LTREZILINT
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TEEHC TV EEEELEVWHIFEDOL A=V, FFIZ, REKRZEEZ L TET LW
IBEELS NI [F /%] 2 (8 28] O A—IY2bRTLE) L&,
ZOEEIIBITH0L Y AOMAMEIREMICAEE SN TLEY. ¥ (e
BT BEFEE W) HRFE, TR0 FAVKKRASL ICHIAWTn L Z &
SIHFE Y, HOOHPIIHL2HENLRELOBHEOR P LEA S, Z0%EH
EFRED OB Z RO CLE ) L TRIICKD S, LV L Vg
NBIZZ@MLCTHirNs, ZIHhHbHENTL 2013, HHlin [iEzZ
ARG &) BRI L i E T BNz, BT A E SN A MO T
PEFET D, BT a0t 2L VIREDLDTH L . RIEEHIIY LT 7B
X, o TEERE LTORSEE, [JH] LWwI)EF—T7%2@BLTHWT
Wi, INLOEMBICBVTRDEF—71F, X TR TER] Evo
2B F—TIANEEREINOD, FHKTLL0LOZHNELEZILHBE S
BiF e v RFEERIRT S, Zhug, Bt S HIERRLREII 2 A
DEFEREE B, ZOHIIHLAICEREHED, M SH2HH T LREH
HEgTn<.
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