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“This new novel is going quite fast. It is awfully exciting, thrilling, to my
mind — a bit outspoken, perhaps. I shall write it as long as I like to start

with, then write it smaller. I must always write my books twice.”

D. H. Lawrence to Edward Garnett, 18 February 1913 (i. 517)



ABSTRACT

This thesis argues that genetic criticism offers a new and more open methodology for
studying the literary manuscripts of D. H. Lawrence and introduces some of the ideas
of genetic criticism to the study of Lawrence by analysing the textual genesis of two
of Lawrence’s major novels, Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent. Two
introductory chapters provide a survey of the relationship between genetic criticism
and traditional Anglo-American textual and literary criticism, as well as a more
specific survey of Lawrence studies and the traditional treatment of Lawrence’s
manuscripts. Introducing genetic criticism to Lawrence studies in detail for the first
time, while contributing towards a wider critical re-evaluation of Lawrence, these
surveys also provide a unique reflection upon the work of contemporary “genetic” (or
compositional) critics of English literary manuscripts. The primary chapters of this
thesis contain, though are not limited to, the following major arguments: (1) a major
theme in Lawrence’s fiction consists in the opposition between flux and stasis, and
this opposition is partly grounded in a writerly opposition between textual processes
and textual products; (2) as the point at which creative flux was forced to resolve
itself into stasis, writing an ending represented a major dilemma for Lawrence; (3)
Lawrence’s fiction is often structured by a rhythmic counterpoint between passages of
dialogue, which are constrained, and passages of description, which are more restful,
and this pattern is also grounded in processes of writing as Lawrence tended to
heavily revise the former and only lightly revise the latter segments. Finally, while
championing genetic criticism as a general methodology, this thesis also challenges
the preponderance of “constructivist” metaphors for writing in genetic criticism and,

as an alternative, outlines a genetic concept of “dialogism” as a model for Lawrence’s



particular mode of writing and revision: one which places more emphasis upon

multiplicity and discontinuity in the creation of text.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis argues that genetic criticism offers a new and more open methodology, in
comparison to traditional Anglo-American approaches, for studying the literary
manuscripts of D. H. Lawrence and introduces some of the ideas of genetic criticism
to the study of Lawrence by analysing the textual genesis of two of Lawrence’s major
novels, Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent. Deriving from this analysis, the
primary chapters of this thesis contain, though are not limited to, the following major

arguments:

(1) A major theme in these novels consists in the conceptual opposition between
flux and stasis, which is also figured as an opposition between completion and
incompletion, and this opposition can be placed within a writerly context, in
terms of the opposition between textual processes and textual products.

(2) Building on this opposition, as the point at which creative flux was, at least
temporarily, forced to resolve itself into the stasis of a finished work, writing
an ending represented a major dilemma for Lawrence.

(3) Lawrence’s fiction often contains a rhythmic, dialogical structure that shifts
between passages of dialogue, which are social and often conflict-orientated,
and passages of description, which are more restful and often depict natural
scenes; this structure (or pattern) is also grounded in processes of writing, as
Lawrence often heavily revised and rewrote dialogical passages, in which the
process of textual production itself becomes conflicted, whereas descriptive
passages are often left intact or only lightly revised, which provides a restful

counterpoint.
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INTRODUCTION

As an alternative to more popular “organicist” and “constructivist” metaphors for
writing, the latter of which is particularly influential within genetic criticism, in the
primary chapters of this thesis I also outline a genetic concept of “dialogism” as a
model for Lawrence’s mode of writing and revision, which responds to two dominant
features: (a) Lawrence produced new versions of passages via a kind of “dialogue”
with earlier versions, while the relationship between the alternate versions of text can
also be understood as “dialogical,” in that each version shares a theme or object, but
provides an alternative viewpoint upon them; Lawrence does not develop text from
within, in a single, continuous process (as in growth or construction), but rewrites and
replaces entire segments (and occasionally entire drafts), despite the common
presence of verbatim passages within the rewritten version; (b) “dialogism” is also
used in reference to the more general, thythmic counterpoint between revised and
unrevised passages, which, as mentioned, usually shift from dialogical to descriptive
scenes.

Prior to the primary chapters, which focus on the composition and revision of
the two novels, and the content of which I outline in more detail below, the thesis
begins with two introductory chapters. These provide a survey of genetic criticism,
focusing particularly on recent developments in the study of English literary
manuscripts, as well as a critique of the traditional treatment of manuscripts in Anglo-
American criticism and in Lawrence studies specifically. The first of these, ‘1.1
Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions’, considers the relationship
between genetic criticism and existing Anglo-American traditions, which are marked
by a division between textual and literary criticism and which tend to treat

manuscripts in a restrictively teleological manner, either by producing an eclectic text
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INTRODUCTION

for an edition, which aims to represent the author’s “final intentions,” or by
considering the manuscripts solely in relation to the final work, as offering insight
into the biographical or historical backgrounds behind the final text. A number of
other critics have provided accounts of the respective histories of Anglo-American,
French, and German textual criticism or textology, while considering their respective
relationships with French genetic criticism.' The chapter is indebted to each of these
accounts, along with a number of others discussed within the chapter itself, which
discuss either the various traditions of textual criticism or genetic criticism in
isolation, rather than considering the relationship between the two. Unlike these
various previous accounts, however, the chapter incorporates and assesses the recent
work of genetic critics working on English literary manuscripts, particularly Dirk van
Hulle, Sally Bushell, Finn Fordham and, to a lesser extent, Hannah Sullivan; aside

from short reviews, these critics have thus far tended to pursue their own work

' See in particular Klaus Hurlebusch, ‘Understanding the Author’s Compositional Method:
Prolegomenon to a Hermeneutics of Genetic Writing’, Text, Vol. 13 (2000), 55-101, Dirk van
Hulle, Textual Awareness: A Genetic Study of Late Manuscripts by Joyce, Proust, and Mann
(Ann Arbor: Michigan UP, 2004), pp. 15-47, Sally Bushell, Text as Process: Creative
Composition in Wordsworth, Tennyson and Dickinson (London: Virginia UP, 2009), pp. 1-74,
and Hannah Sullivan, The Work of Revision (London: Harvard UP, 2013), pp. 13-61, and, to a
lesser extent, Michael Groden and Daniel Ferrer, ‘Introduction: A Genesis of French Genetic
Criticism’, in Genetic Criticism: Texts and Avant-Texts, trans. by Jed Deppman, ed. by Jed
Deppman, Daniel Ferrer, and Michael Groden (Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania UP, 2004), pp. 1-

17.
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INTRODUCTION

without comparison.® This chapter therefore contributes to existing accounts by
mapping out recent developments in genetic criticism.

The second chapter, ‘1.2 Genetic Criticism and Lawrence Studies’, extends
this discussion to consider Lawrence criticism in particular. Aside from the recent
“Odour of Chrysanthemums: a text in process” website, developed by Sean Matthews
and the University of Nottingham as a pedagogic tool encouraging the “genetic” study
of four versions of Lawrence’s renowned short story, as well as my own essay entitled
‘A Genetic Study of ‘The Shades of Spring’’, which appeared in the Journal of D. H.
Lawrence Studies in 2014, genetic criticism has yet to make any major inroads into
the study of D. H. Lawrence. The second introductory chapter therefore provides a
brief survey of trends and considers the role of textual and critical theory more
generally in Lawrence criticism in order to outline probable reasons for this gap,
before discussing the treatment of Lawrence’s manuscripts more specifically in
existing studies of Lawrence. While I reserve praise for a number of recent critics,
this chapter also provides what I believe to be an overdue critique of certain
traditional treatments of Lawrence’s manuscripts from influential critics such as Mark
Kinkead-Weekes and Keith Cushman. In recent decades, numerous attempts have
been made to re-evaluate Lawrence, with various critics suggesting the need to
wrestle the writer and his writings away from the normative perceptions of traditional,

often Leavisite, critics.” While this thesis does intend to contribute towards this effort,

* See Hannah Sullivan, ‘Review of I do I undo I redo’, Modernism/modernity, 21:4 (2014),
1029-1031, and Finn Fordham, ‘Review of Modern Manuscripts’, Modernism/modernity,
22:2 (2015),412-415.

’ See, for example, Rethinking Lawrence, ed. by Keith Brown (Philadelphia: Open UP, 1990),

Tony Pinkney, D. H. Lawrence and Modernism (Iowa City: lowa UP, 1990), D. H. Lawrence,
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INTRODUCTION

I also believe previous attempts to re-evaluate Lawrence have been restricted by
maintaining the underlying and traditional approaches to textuality (overlooking the
most basic question, “what is “the” text of a work?”).

Though I have undertaken further research into Lawrence’s manuscripts
during the course of its completion, the rest of the thesis focuses on the two novels,
Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent, and divides into a series of sub-chapters
(2.1-4 and 3.1-2), which progress in chronological order. These novels were chosen in
order to fulfil the following two, contrasting aims for the project: (1) on the one hand,
to provide dedicated and detailed genetic studies of Lawrence’s writing, which
necessitated the selection of one or two works; (2) and on the other hand, to ensure
the resulting arguments be as representative as possible for Lawrence: Women in Love
and The Plumed Serpent thus enable me to track a significant period of time, from
1913 to 1926, which covers different periods in Lawrence’s career; the former novel
is mainly set “at home” in England and was predominantly written prior to
Lawrence’s so-called “savage pilgrimage,” while the latter is set in Mexico and was
written during the latter stages of Lawrence’s explorations abroad; finally, while
Women in Love is held in high-regard by the majority of critics, The Plumed Serpent

is more often disparaged.

ed. by Peter Widdowson (London: Longman, 1992), Anne Fernihough, D. H. Lawrence:
Aesthetics and Ideology (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1993), Robert Burden, Radicalizing Lawrence
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2000), Earl G. Ingersoll, D. H. Lawrence, Desire, and Narrative
(Gainesville: Florida UP, 2001), Amit Chaudhuri, D. H. Lawrence and ‘Difference’ (Oxford:
Oxford UP, 2003) and Jeff Wallace, D. H. Lawrence, Science and the Posthuman (New York:

Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).
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INTRODUCTION

The first of the aforementioned chapters, ‘2.1 Women in Love: Composition’,
provides an overview of the extremely complex compositional history of Women in
Love, which may seem like well-trodden territory. However, unlike previous accounts,
I focus more exclusively on Lawrence’s processes of writing, outlining the nature of
the extant materials and highlighting gaps and unknowns in the record, which
previous critics neglect or downplay. The following three chapters, ‘2.2 Women in
Love: Fragments’, ‘2.3 Women in Love: Notebooks’ and ‘2.4 Women in Love:
Typescripts’, zoom in on the major extant materials of composition, beginning with
the early fragments, moving on to the notebook drafts and finishing up with
typescripts. As in all of the primary chapters, these chapters emphasize the nature of
Lawrence’s drafts as drafts: provisional materials written explicitly as part of an
incomplete and larger overall process of writing.

In Chapter 2.2, rather than passing over them quickly and casting them aside
as “pot boiler” material, I treat the early manuscript fragments from ‘The Sisters’ and
‘The Wedding Ring’ (1913-14) in detail, appraising their own merits and outlining the
ways in which they already present various characters, character dynamics and
thematic concerns familiar to readers of the later, published novel. I also consider the
ways in which the later ‘Sisters’ draft fragment, from April 1916, rather than
representing an abandoned false-start, functioned as an important draft, which
Lawrence altered and made use of in fascinating ways. In Chapter 2.3, while
discussing the ways in which the notebook draft sections of Women in Love (1916)
were revised, I argue that the distinctive section of the narrative contained within
them, where the characters journey abroad and experience a greater sense of alterity,
alienation and conflict than at any previous point in the novel, has a genetic grounding,

as the relevant sections of the notebooks were actually retrieved from a previous draft
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INTRODUCTION

by Lawrence and were hence interpolated (or re-inserted) into a subsequent draft and
reframed in the newly written notebooks. Finally, in Chapter 2.4, I consider a number
of heavily rewritten passages from the typescripts of Women in Love. Besides
emphasizing the “dialogical” nature of Lawrence’s writing and revision, many
passages are speeches by Birkin which provide fascinating insights into the
conceptual opposition between flux and stasis. I suggest the latter passages were cut
or rewritten for dramatic reasons, in order to incorporate Birkin more fully into the
narrative.

Chapter ‘3.1 The Plumed Serpent. Criticism, Composition and Revision’
provides a concise overview of the later novel’s composition, outlines the various
phases of writing and revision and discusses the critical reception of the novel, before
focusing in more detail on a number of specific rewritten sections of the novel. I
argue the first manuscript was clearly written as a rough draft and was subsequently
consulted and referred to by Lawrence throughout the composition of the second
manuscript. I also argue that Lawrence’s revisions and rewritings emphasize the
novel’s protagonist Kate’s role as a focaliser; hence I discuss the presence of shock
and depression, which inflect the depiction of people and place in the narrative.

Finally, Chapter ‘3.2 The Plumed Serpent: Writing an Ending’ examines in
detail Lawrence’s extensive rewriting of the novel’s final chapter. Besides providing
perhaps the most detailed example of Lawrence’s “dialogical” mode of writing,
whereby dialogical passages are heavily rewritten while descriptive passages are left
intact or are only light revised, this chapter also discusses oppositions between flux
and stasis, which figure especially in terms of the characters’ conceptions of the self,

as divided between past and present, complete and incomplete forms.

16



1.1

Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

Textual Genetics and Anglo-American Criticism: the “unsought encounter”

Genetic criticism represents a recent development in literary studies wherein the
literary manuscript is taken as an object of study, specifically for the processes of
writing to which it bears witness. Despite its establishment as a scientific discipline in
France in the 1970s, its nominal founder, Louis Hay, in his afterword to Essais de
critique génétique (1979), lists early precursors elsewhere, from German Romanticist
writers like Goethe and Schlegel, who declared, “one can only claim to have real
understanding of a work, or of a thought, when one can reconstitute its becoming and
its composition,” to specific Anglo-American works like Coleridge’s Biographia
Litteraria (1817) and Edgar Allan Poe’s ‘The Philosophy of Composition’ (1846);
according to Hay, the focus on process was not fully “written into” French poetics
until Valéry.'

Explaining the historical gap between these early ideas and the emergence of
genetic criticism, Hay outlines two conditions necessary for “all genetic study.” The
first of these is practical:

First, to analyse work habits, we must be able to “go backstage,” to enter into

“the workshop, the laboratory” of the writer.”

' Louis Hay, ‘Genetic Criticism: Origins and Perspectives’, Genetic Criticism: Texts and
Avant-Texts, trans. by Jed Deppman, ed. by Jed Deppman, Daniel Ferrer, and Michael Groden
(Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania UP, 2004), pp. 17-27, p. 18.

* Hay, ‘Genetic Criticism: Origins and Perspectives’, p. 19.
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

The preservation of literary manuscripts grew steadily over the course of the
nineteenth century, supported by the emergence of major literary archives. The rise of
national traditions during the Romantic era raised the prestige of literary documents,
which encouraged their collection by wealthy benefactors, leading, by the end of the
nineteenth century, to the establishment of the iconic Goethe and Schiller Archive in
Weimar. French critique génétique itself began taking shape at the National Centre
for Scientific Research (CNRS) in Paris when, in 1966, Hay helped the National
Library of France acquire the Shocken collection of Heinrich Heine’s manuscripts and
proceeded to assemble a group of French and German scholars to organize and study
them. This group became the Centre d’Analyse des Manuscrits (CAM), which grew
by adding new authors’ manuscripts and scholars until, in 1982, it became the Institut
des Textes et Manuscrits Modernes (ITEM), directed by Hay until 1985. Florence
Callu, a later director at ITEM, has described the modernist period itself as the
beginning of a “golden age” of manuscripts and, as far as D. H. Lawrence is
concerned, there is indeed an embarrassment of riches, housed in several Lawrence
collections in both North America (the largest is at the Harry Ransom Humanities
Research Centre at the University of Texas) and the UK (where the largest is at the
University of Nottingham).’

More pertinent for the present introduction to Lawrence and genetic criticism,
however, is Hay’s second condition, which is more theoretical:

Next, to be able to interpret the meaning of what we discover there, we must

also be equipped with sufficient theoretical intelligence about these “internal

? Florence Callu, ‘La Transmission des manuscrits’, in Les Manuscrits des écrivains, ed. by

Anne Cadiot and Christel Haffner (Paris: CNRS editions/Hachette, 1993), pp. 54-67, p. 64.
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

mechanisms.” It is clear that these conditions have been fulfilled only

relatively recently.*

Most commentators discuss the significant fact that genetic criticism emerged during
the first wave of structuralism in France in the 1960s, when a rapid development in
textual theory followed controversies over the nouvelle critique; although the
structuralist focus upon closed systems is opposed to genetic criticism, analysis of the
internal workings of writing anticipated its focus upon the “historical dimension” and
“temporal unfolding” of writing itself. It is in reference to this particular context that
Hay made his suggestion, in the late 1970s, that sufficient theoretical intelligence had
“only relatively recently” been achieved.’

In this respect, however, it is worth considering the later development of
textual theory in the Anglo-American world. Although cultural materialist and new
historicist perspectives, from the likes of Raymond Williams and Stephen Greenblatt,
helped puncture the wider norms of New Critical formalism and Leavisian moralism
from the 1960s onwards, French and German textual theory did not gain any real

influence until at least the 1980s.° This circumstance might explain the belated

* Hay, ‘Genetic Criticism: Origins and Perspectives’, p. 19.

> Hay, ‘Genetic Criticism: Origins and Perspectives’, p. 21.

%On the rise and decline of “theory” in literary studies, in terms of broader philosophical
traditions, see Herman Rapaport’s The Theory Mess: Deconstruction in Eclipse (New York:
Columbia UP, 2001), whose preface stats that “by the late 1980s it was clear that no new
episteme from continental Europe was going to supplant Anglo-American pragmatisms or
empiricisms and that at best we might see the success of compromise formations like New
Historicism and postcolonial studies” (p. xi), and Terry Eagleton’s After Theory (London:

Allen Lane, 2003).
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

emergence of genetic criticism in the study of English literature over the past two
decades, although it remains a marginal field, and has barely figured at all in the study
of D. H. Lawrence.” While the specific question of Lawrence studies provides the
focus of the following chapter (1.2), the present one seeks to account for the
“unsought encounter” (a phrase used by Hans Walter Gabler, as discussed below)
between Anglo-American and genetic criticism more generally.

Numerous critics have discussed the paradoxical manner in which the New
Criticism, despite Wimsatt and Beardsley’s famous eschewal of authorial intentions in
‘The Intentional Fallacy’ (1946), was reliant upon editions that were themselves

edited using the principle of the author’s final intention.® The foundations for modern

7 Although Lawrence’s manuscripts have formed a major part of Lawrence studies, not least
in the production of the immense Cambridge Edition of D. H. Lawrence, which I discuss in
the following chapter (1.2), prior to my own introductory essay, ‘A Genetic Study of ‘The
Shades of Spring’’ (Journal of D. H. Lawrence Studies, 3:3 (2014), 153-178), the specific
ideas of genetic criticism — which, as I discuss throughout this PhD, are often hostile towards
traditional Anglo-American manuscript studies — had only previously figured in Jacqueline
Gouirand’s little-known and untranslated essay ‘The Trespasser: aspects genetiques’ (Etudes
Lawrenciennes, Vol. 1 (1986), 41-57) and Alexandra Mary Davies’ unpublished 2008 thesis
‘Poetry in Process: The Compositional Practices of D. H. Lawrence, Dylan Thomas and
Philip Larkin’.

¥ See, for example, D. C. Greetham, ‘Textual and Literary Theory: Redrawing the Matrix’,
Studies in Bibliography, 42 (1989), 1-24, esp. 7, Michael Groden, ‘Contemporary Textual and
Literary Theory,” Representing Modernist Texts: Editing as Interpretation, ed. George
Bornstein (Ann Arbor: Michigan UP, 1991), pp. 259-286, esp. pp. 264-267, and Philip Cohen

and David H. Jackson, ‘Notes on Emerging Paradigms in Editorial Theory,” Devils and
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

eclectic editing were laid by W. W. Greg in his classic ‘Rationale of Copy-Text’
(1950-51), which developed R. B. McKerrow’s term “copy-text” by introducing an
internal distinction between “accidental” and “substantive” readings, and continues to
provide a basis for Anglo-American scholarly editions today. While Greg’s modest
rationale applied specifically to the editing of English literature from “1550-1650,”
his principles were developed for modern editions by Fredson Bowers and adopted by
the Centre for Editions of American Authors.’ This provided a general template for
scholarly editions in English literature and inspired numerous single-author projects,
of which the Cambridge edition of D. H. Lawrence (first volume published in 1979) is
one example, creating single reading texts, edited in an eclectic manner, which aim to
present “texts which are as close as can now be determined to those [the author]
would have wished to see printed.”'’ Finally, while Bowers introduced Greg’s
rationale to the editing of modern editions, G. Thomas Tanselle has been the
staunchest defender of this tradition, contributing to debates in recent decades over

issues such as intentionality, textual instability, and idealism."

Angels: Textual Editing and Literary Theory, ed. Phillip Cohen (London: Virginia UP, 1991),
pp. 103-123, esp. p. 103.

’W. W. Greg, ‘The Rationale of Copy-Text’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 3 (1950), 19-36,
22. See Fredson Bowers, ‘Some Principles for Scholarly Editions of Nineteenth-Century
American Authors’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 17 (1964), 223-228.

' The ‘general editor’s preface’ is located at the front of every volume in the Cambridge
edition of Lawrence; see, for example, Lady Chatterley’s Lover, ed. by Michael Squires
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002), p. xii.

1 Among others, see G. Thomas Tanselle, ‘The Editorial Problem of Final Authorial

Intention’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 29 (1976), 167-211, ‘Textual Criticism and
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

In contrast to the author-based approach of Anglo-American textual criticism,
German textual scholarship became increasingly fexz-based in the 1960s, following
the influence of textual theory via Prague-based structuralism. This German mode of
editing is documentary, presents multiple versions (fassungen), and often provides a
central role for the apparatus. Its theory and principles were first laid out in the
collection of essays Texte und Varianten (1971), edited by Gunter Martens and Hans
Zeller, which Sally Bushell describes as “a seminal text that establishes the core
principle of modern German editorial theory.”'> Although this collection has not been
translated, three of its essays were collected in Contemporary German Editorial
Theory (1991), including Zeller’s ‘Record and Interpretation’. In this essay, Zeller
makes a number of crucial points for contemporary textual criticism, on the
“subjective nature of editing,” questioning the fact that “the texts of scholarly editions
are largely understood and treated as if they were objective givens,” and offering the
following analysis:

From the wording of the text to the decision about which texts to include [...]

all the way to the structure of the edition itself, an edition affirms a particular

view of literary studies and of the author. "

Deconstruction’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 43 (1990), 1-33 and ‘Textual Instability and
Editorial Idealism’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 49 (1996), 1-60.

"> Sally Bushell, Text as Process: Creative Composition in Wordsworth, Tennyson and
Dickinson (London: Virginia UP, 2009) p. 18.

" Hans Zeller, ‘Record and Interpretation: Analysis and Documentation as Goal and Method
of Editing’, Contemporary German Editorial Theory, ed. by George Bornstein, Gillian

Borland Pierce, and Hans Walter Gabler (Ann Arbor: Michigan UP, 1991), pp. 17-58, p. 19.
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

In another essay, translated in the same collection, ‘Structure and Genesis in Editing’,
published in German in 1975, Zeller also points out that:

Editing is not immune to or a refuge from the discussion of literary theory;

one can only make relevant literary statements and editorial decisions on the

basis of theoretical premises, whether consciously held or not."*
These insights have been central to contemporary developments in textual criticism
and were introduced to Anglo-American textual scholars by another of Zeller’s
essays, ‘A New Approach to the Critical Constitution of Literary Texts’ (1975),
which was published in the major English journal Studies in Bibliography and which
D. C. Greetham has suggested “was by default the standard and most influential
survey of German scholarly editing for Anglophone editors” and “proved a salutary
balance to the prevailing intentionalist, or “author”-based predilectons and “ideal,”
“clear-text” practices of Anglo-American scholarship.”" Interestingly, this essay was
also partly translated by Hans Walter Gabler, whose own synoptic edition of Ulysses
(1984), discussed below, provided a practical intervention of German editorial

concepts and procedures into the Anglo-American world.

"“ Hans Zeller, ‘Structure and Genesis in Editing: On German and Anglo-American Textual
Criticism’, in Contemporary German Editorial Theory, pp.95-124,p. 95.

" Hans Zeller, ‘A New Approach to the Critical Constitution of Literary Texts’, trans. by
Charity Meier-Ewert and Hans Walter Gabler, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 28 (1975), 231-
264. In it, Zeller begins by pointing out that “what distinguishes more recent German editions
both from most earlier editions and from recent English ones is fundamentally a different
understanding of the notions of version (“Fassung”) and of authorial intention and authority
(“Autorisation”), and ultimately a different theory of the literary work and its mutations”
(232). See D. C. Greetham, ‘Review of Contemporary German Editorial Theory’, Modern

Philology, 95:2 (1997), 285-289, 285.
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1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

Aside from Zeller and Gabler’s diplomatic interventions, though, the Greg-
Bowers-Tanselle tradition of textual criticism received a more direct challenge from
critics adopting a sociological approach to texts, beginning most iconically with
Jerome McGann’s A Critique of Modern Textual Criticism (1983). As in D. F.
McKenzie’s subsequent lectures on Bibliography and the Sociology of Texts (1986),
McGann’s critique undercut traditional Anglo-American author-centrism by
discussing the social nature of literary works, as well as the role of material form in
determining the meaning of texts. For McGann, while the “concept of the autonomy
of the creative artist” is implicit in any formulation of authorial intention, “literary
works are fundamentally social rather than personal or psychological products,” and
“do not even acquire an artistic form of being until their engagement with an audience
has been determined.”'® As in McGann’s own Black Riders: The Visible Language of
Modernism (1993) or George Bornstein’s Material Modernism: The Politics of the
Page (2001), this critique had a significant impact upon modernist studies,
contributing towards an increased focus upon the materiality and historicity of the
literary work.

More generally, though, these developments helped to redress the problematic
division between “textual” and “literary” criticism, leading to a surge of reflections
upon the topic in the 1990s, and the titles listed in the following paragraphs have
provided essential reading for the present chapter. Bornstein is an important figure in
this interchange, not only as editor of the collection Representing Modernist Texts:
Editing as Interpretation (1991), but also as series editor of the Ann Arbor series on

‘Editorial Theory and Literary Criticism’, which has included Palimpsest: Editorial

' Jerome J. McGann, A Critique of Modern Textual Criticism (Chicago: Chicago UP, 1983),

p- 40 and pp. 43-44.
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Theory in the Humanities (1993), coedited by Bornstein and Ralph G. Williams, the
aforementioned Contemporary German Editorial Theory (1995), coedited by
Bornstein, Gabler and Gillian Borland Pierce, and the third and revised edition of
Shillingsburg’s Scholarly Editing in the Computer Age (1996). The separate though
equally important collection Devils and Angels: Textual Editing and Literary Theory
(1991), edited by Phillip Cohen, included essays by the likes of McGann, Greetham
and Shillingsburg, while this period also brought an appraisal of the Cambridge
edition of Lawrence, Editing D. H. Lawrence: New Versions of a Modern Author
(1995), edited by Charles L. Ross and Dennis Jackson and introduced explicitly in
reference to the collections listed above. It should however be noted that each of these
collections or works focus upon editing and it was not until the turn of the century
that textual theory and the compositional materials traditionally associated with
textual criticism began to figure more prominently in the context of literary criticism.

Towards the end of the aforementioned decade, each of the following English
language journals dedicated editions to genetic criticism: Romanic Review (1995),
Yale French Studies (1996) and Word & Image (1997). Following on from Gabler’s
Ulysses, which was itself produced using the extensive James Joyce Archive
(containing facsimiles of all then-extant Joyce manuscripts in 66 volumes, published
from 1977-79) and which Groden helped amass, the electronic journal Genetic Joyce
Studies was set up by Dirk van Hulle in 2001, while van Hulle also published Textual
Awareness, a comparative genetic study of Joyce, Proust and Mann, as part of the
aforementioned Ann Arbor series in 2004. In the same year, a collection of essays
were finally introduced and translated into English in Genetic Criticism: Texts and

Avant-Textes (2004), edited by Jed Deppman, Daniel Ferrer and Michael Groden.
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Although research into Joyce’s manuscripts (many more of which have since
been discovered) has continued apace, Joyce represented a somewhat exclusive
subject for genetic criticism in English literature during the aforementioned periods.
This is not to overlook the publication and existence of work on manuscripts by the
likes of Ezra Pound and T. S. Eliot, with Valery Eliot’s edition of The Waste Land
Facsimile in 1971 and Ronald L. Bush’s The Genesis of Ezra Pound’s Cantos (1974)
being two particularly influential early examples.'” Indeed, in The Work of Revision
(2013), which includes a chapter on Eliot’s iconic poem, Hannah Sullivan has more
recently suggested that the very concept of “revision,” in the modern (or modernist)
sense, as a distinct and innovative phase of work within a process of writing, is in fact
rooted in the particular historical technologies and transmission processes of that
period, around the turn of the twentieth century, commonly associated with modernist
literature.' However, as with the rich study of Lawrence’s own manuscripts during
this period, which I discuss in the next chapter (1.2), as well as the earlier study of
Joyce’s manuscripts by the likes of Michael Groden, this type of work does not adopt
the explicit principles of genetic criticism, in which manuscripts are treated as witness

documents for processes of writing, processes which are traced and interpreted on

"7 See also Christine Froula’s study of some of Pound’s Canto drafts in To Write Paradise:
Style and Error in Pound’s Cantos (London: Yale UP, 1984).

'8 See Hannah Sullivan, The Work of Revision (London: Harvard UP, 2013); in the book’s
‘Coda’, for example, Sullivan suggests: “Revision is a feature of the print culture, of the
modern printed book. A large number of discrete textual stages fosters rereading and
reworking. [...] The modernist practice of revision began in the service of avant-garde action,
but it was perhaps also an exploration of the limit point of print culture, the final flowering of

composition through documented paper stages” (pp. 267-269).
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their own terms, rather than as subsidiary to the final work or to the author’s
biographical “progression.”

Since the turn of the century, however, genetic criticism has made many more
inroads into the study of nineteenth- and twentieth-century English literature via the
work of critics such as van Hulle, Sally Bushell, Finn Fordham, and Hannah Sullivan,
each of whom applies the ideas of genetic criticism, to varying extents and for
different purposes, to a much wider array of authors. That said, the juncture between
genetic and Anglo-American criticism remains a work in progress. In the same 2006
volume of the journal Text (now Textual Cultures) in which Dirk van Hulle discussed
the ways in which “genetic criticism can contribute to a richer understanding of the
poetical, intertextual and semantic implications” of a text by drawing from his own
research into the manuscripts of Samuel Beckett, Peter Shillingsburg suggested that,
despite abandoning the quest for the “archetype text, the one closest to the lost
original text” and adding many new goals, “what textual criticism has not done either
well or ill is to develop the principles and practices of the interpretive consequences
of its findings.”" Meanwhile, in the same journal the following year, Sally Bushell
pointed out that “a full critical engagement with textual process and the coming-into-

being of the literary work has not yet occurred in any systematic way within Anglo-

Y Dirk Van Hulle, ‘Undoing Dante: Samuel Beckett’s Poetics from a Textual Perspective’,
Text, Vol. 16 (2006), 87-95, 88, and Peter Shillingsburg, ‘Interpretative Consequences of
Textual Criticism’, in the same volume of Text, 63-65, 63. In ‘Compositional History as a
Key to Textual Interpretation’, also in the same volume of Text, 67-78, H. T. M. van Vliet
suggests, “to fill the gap between textual and literary criticism, we urgently need more
interpretative studies of variants and fewer multi-volumed editions with huge apparatuses”

an.
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American scholarship.”* Furthermore, rather than adopting the ideas of genetic
criticism directly, Bushell has attempted to “define a distinctive Anglo-American
“genetic” or “compositional” criticism,” outlining Hershel Parker’s Flawed Texts and
Verbal Icons (1984) and Jack Stillinger’s Multiple Authorship and the Myth of
Solitary Genius (1991) and Coleridge and Textual Instability (1994) as precursors.”'
Bushell’s suggestion that Anglo-American genetic criticism should reflect its
own traditions circles mainly around the issue of intentionality, which is central to
Bushell’s own ‘Philosophy of Composition’ in Text as Process (2009). However,
while this issue forms one focus of this chapter, it is worth revisiting a point made by
Gabler in his indicatively titled essay ‘Unsought Encounters’, relating specifically to
Parker’s Flawed Texts and Verbal Icons, which is that many Anglo-American critics
are simply “unaware” that questions concerning textual process and textual instability
have formed part of a problematic for which genetic criticism has been “developing
theories and a discourse for some time.””* Besides discussing its relation to Anglo-
American traditions, then, this chapter also serves to map out recent developments in

genetic criticism, especially regarding the study of English literary manuscripts.

Authorial Intention and Sociology
Issues surrounding the author and authorial intention have indeed figured prominently

in Anglo-American literary critical debates over the course of the twentieth century,

%0 Sally Bushell, ‘Textual Process and the Denial of Origins’, Textual Cultures, 2:2 (2007),
100-117, 100.

999

*! Sally Bushell, ‘Intention Revisited: Towards an Anglo-American “genetic criticism™’, Text,
Vol. 17 (2005), 55-91, 55, and Text as Process, pp. 2-3.

> Hans Walter Gabler, ‘Unsought Encounters’, in Devils and Angels, pp. 152-166, p. 158.
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reaching as far back as the dispute between T. S. Eliot and John Middleton Murry

99 ¢

over terms such as “romanticism,” “classicism” and “impersonality” in the 1920s, as
respective editors of The Criterion and The Adelphi, as well as the debate between C.
S. Lewis and E. M. W. Tillyard over Lewis’s conception of “the personal heresy” in
the 1930s, originally in the journal Essays and Criticism but published altogether in
The Personal Heresy (1939).” Eliot and Lewis provide an interesting theological
context to the debate, which concerns “objective value” and transcendence of the
“personal,” perhaps suggesting a connection between the threat of
intentionality/personality to Eliotic critical orthodoxy and the threat of
subjectivity/relativity to religious orthodoxy in disputes over theological modernism.**
However, the debate became a well-established part of Anglo-American literary
criticism during the rise of New Criticism with Wimsatt and Beardsley’s famous
concept of “the intentional fallacy,” which denied validity to the author as a source of

interpretation or evaluation and defined the “proper” object of criticism as the (public)

language of the text.”> This by no means closed the question, however, and the most

» For Eliot and Murry, see David Goldie, A Critical Difference: T. S. Eliot and John
Middleton Murry in English Literary Criticism, 1919-2928 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998);
for Lewis and Tillyard, see Bruce L. Edwards’s ‘Introduction’ to The Personal Heresy, ed.
Joel D. Heck (Austin: Concordia UP, 2008).

* For the context of theological modernism, see Finn Fordham, ‘Between Theological and
Cultural Modernism: the Vatican’s Oath against Modernism, September 1910°, Literature
and History, 22:1, (2013), 8-24.

»See W. K. Wimsatt Jr. and M. C. Beardsley, ‘The Intentional Fallacy’, The Sewanee
Review, 54:3 (1946), 468-488. Bushell and Sullivan both dedicate passages to ‘The
Intentional Fallacy’ in Text as Process, pp. 15-16 and pp. 46-48, and The Work of Revision,

pp- 45-48, respectively.
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renowned and systematic subsequent defence of authorial intentionality came in E. D.
Hirsch’s Validity in Interpretation (1967).

Debates over “the personal heresy” or “the intentional fallacy” are, however,
fairly superficial in their treatment of the actual object of study (i.e. the literary work)
and, as a result, both sides end up sharing an unconscious defence of, or desire for,
“the text itself,” as an idealistic, free-floating object. For Wimsatt and Beardsley,
critics who treat the person of the author as a source of interpretation pose a threat to
the text’s autonomy, while for Hirsch, critics who give too much reign to the reader
pose a similar threat. The former position defends “the true and objective way of
criticism” from the threat of “biographical or genetic inquiry,” which attempts to
resolve uncertainty by referring to a source outside of the text (treating the author like
an “oracle”), while the latter position recognizes the problem of pluralism, which
arises when critics rely purely upon their own, readerly response to the text; Morse
Peckham labels this the “infinitude of pluralism,” which “leads inevitably to the
position that any interpretation is as good as any other.””

By focusing on the origins of the interpretation (the enquiring subject), neither
position questions the origins of the literary work itself (the object of study), which
remains idealistically determinate. Both positions suppress a romantic notion of the
autonomous artist (either a personal creator or an impersonal medium) as responsible
for the production of art, which is indicated by Wimsatt and Beardsley’s suggestion
that a poem is “detached from the author at birth.”*’ In this conception, both artist and

artwork share a kind of symbiotic autonomy. This autonomy remained (or remains) an

% Wimsatt and Beardsley, ‘The Intentional Fallacy’, 487 and Morse Peckham, ‘The Infinitude
of Pluralism’, Critical Inquiry, 3:4 (1977), 803-816, 803.

*” Wimsatt and Beardsley, 470.
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important stake in traditional Anglo-American literary criticism and famously came
under assault from a more theoretical angle, beginning with Roland Barthes’s
(postmodernist) essay on ‘The Death of the Author’ (1967). This essay effectively
turns Wimsatt and Beardsley’s conception of the “birth” of a poem, which “belongs to
the public” and is “the peculiar possession of the public” because “it is embodied in
language,” inside out, negating the author as a single point of origin.*® This critique of
individual autonomy can also be interpreted as an irresponsible gesture, however: a
denial of origins. In contrast, Foucault’s near-contemporary lecture on the question
‘What is an Author?’ (1969), which is often read as a companion to Barthes’s ‘Death
of the Author’, focused less on the contentious issue of origins and more on the
function of authorship (in relation to the literary work). Subsequently, as a less top-
heavy, postmodernist erosion of autonomy, Foucault’s sketch for an historical and
sociological approach to the literary work anticipated the influential move in Anglo-
American literary criticism towards historicity, sociality, and materiality, away from
the more romantic conception of the sublime artist or artwork.

Anglo-American critics subsequently reassessed the editorial construction of
editions, questioning the centrality of authorial intention within the dominant mode of
Anglo-American textual criticism. As mentioned, McGann and McKenzie are the
primary spokesmen for this sociological critique, which Peter Shillingsburg outlines
in ‘An Inquiry into the Social Status of Texts and Modes of Textual Criticism’ (1989),
providing the following overview:

Publishers, therefore, are not primarily handmaidens to authorship exercising

helpful servant roles, which they may fail to do well; they are, instead, part of

B Wimsatt and Beardsley, 470 and Roland Barthes, ‘The Death of the Author’, Aspen, 5-6

(1967).
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the authoritative social complex that produces works of art. [...] We are asked
to acknowledge a higher order of historical determinism that operates
regardless of individual intentions.”

Emphasizing the material context in which a work is read, McGann introduced the
term “bibliographic code” in The Textual Condition (1991) and provided examples of
how to read this “code” in his own study of modernist poetry in Black Riders;
McGann considers William Morris’s medieval artisan-inspired handcrafted designs
and their subsequent influence upon both Yeats and Pound. Another such study is
Bornstein’s Material Modernism, which questions the depoliticized nature of modern
Anglo-American editions for conflating different historical materials into an eclectic
text; Bornstein argues that these editions provide a politically neutered aesthetic
framework and offers the anthology as an iconic example.

Although this materialist focus foregrounds the historical dimension and hence
the social and political contexts in which an author’s work takes on greater meaning,
by focusing on “a higher order of historical determinism that operates regardless of
individual intentions,” sociological approaches simultaneously undermine a work or
author’s individuality and this is particularly problematic for an unorthodox writer
like Lawrence. In ‘Censorship and Self-Censorship in D. H. Lawrence’, while
acknowledging the critique of the author as a potentially dogmatic interpretative
figure, Eugene Goodheart suggests that “publishers and readers may constitute their

own tyranny (Lawrence’s career provides ample evidence)” and argues, “we diminish
y y

* Peter Shillingsburg, ‘An Inquiry into the Social Status of Texts and Modes of Textual

Criticism’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 42 (1989), 55-79, 63.
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the audacious authority of Lawrence’s work, its subversive message, if we
prematurely absorb it into an author-publisher-audience collaborative.”*

Pointing out the general capacity for writers to serve as “critics of the
prevailing power,” Goodheart suggests that power, in contemporary cultural
production, is “not a government,” but “public opinion: the publisher and the
audience toward whom the book is directed,” and hence he argues that “a truly
liberating critical act” is to discover and preserve “the intentions of the writer against
the appropriating, bowdlerizing efforts of communities of readers to domesticate the
intentions to the mere needs and desires of the readers.”' This point is particularly
relevant for a writer like Lawrence and it is not a coincidence that, in an appendix to
the second edition of his Critigue — in which McGann acknowledges that his
championing of first editions, because they “can be expected to contain what author
and publishing institution together worked to put before the public,” is “open to
attack” for these very reasons — McGann quotes a “friendly critic” who posits
Lawrence as an example of “an unwilling partner in a downright repressive
process.”*> However, Goodheart’s defence of intentionality is also representative of a
more general Anglo-American response to the potential threat, posed by
contemporary theory, to the integrity and autonomy of the individual:

Historicism is inimical to the individual will, or rather it transforms intention

into an instrument of forces always greater than itself. [...] The interaction

between history and self, between context and text, however, is possible only

** Bugene Goodheart, ‘Censorship and Self-Censorship in D. H. Lawrence’, Representing
Modernist Texts, pp. 223-240, p. 238.
! Goodheart, p. 238.

> McGann, A Critique of Modern Textual Criticism, p. 125.
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if the integrity of each term is preserved; in historicism the integrities are
dissolved and absorbed into “process,” an appealing word with sinister
potential

The distinction between ‘“history” and “self” is clearly important. However, other,
potentially more fundamental questions are being overlooked here: What is a self?
What is a text? Why should we consider the temporal dimension of history and
context but not of self or text? What if we wish to consider self or text as process?
Before moving on to consider the question of process, however, I want to draw a
distinction between authorial intentionality and the concept of “authority” as deployed

in textual criticism (to identify an editorially constructed text with the “final

intentions” of an author).

Author versus Authority
In terms of intentionality, the notion of “final intentions” in traditional textual
criticism is a general and ideal one: one version of a work is presented as a closer
approximation of the author’s “final intention” than another. However, once a text has
been identified as “authoritative,” the edition itself is able to assume a certain degree
of authority above and beyond that of the author. The traditional concept of an
author’s “final intention” potentially draws more attention to the editor’s own
interpretation of material, therefore, than it does to the author’s activities.

In contrast, genetic criticism, as Almuth Grésillon points out, “established a
new perspective on literature [...] by defining the axes of reading through the act of

production” (i.e. the actions of the author).* Bushell, who expands and complicates

» Goodheart, p. 239.

** Almuth Grésillon, ‘Slow: Work in progress’, Word & Image, 13:2 (1997), 106-123, 106.
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intentionality by applying it to the activity of writing, similarly points out that while
“it is easy to agree that intention should not be used as the fundamental basis for
interpretation of a work of art [...] the question remains whether this is true in the
same way, and to the same extent, for the interpretation of the coming-into-being of
the work of art.”*> While Bushell’s related point, that “although language as a thing
existing beyond and above individual use denies agency, an individual sense of
agency may be necessary in order to create,” responds to the New Critical/Barthesian
emphasis upon the public nature of language, as Grésillon points out:

Manuscripts are not only an observation of the genesis of the work but also a

place where the question of the author can be studied in a new light: a place of

significant conflicts, a place of the genesis of the author.*
Rather than erode authorial agency within a linguistic or textual system, then, as in
structuralist and post-structuralist theory, manuscripts provide positive evidence of
complex individual agency. This is a long way off from the more theoretical notion of
a discursive field, which, as Ferrer and Groden point out, leads to a conception of the
text “as methodologically separate from its origins and from its material incarnation”
and hence “to a paradoxical sacralization and idealization of it as The Text.””’ By
giving importance to pre-texts (i.e. the avant-texte), therefore, genetic criticism
“undermines the sacrosanct auctoritas of the text, because it is reduced to the status of

just another state among others.”*®

* Bushell, Text as Process, p. 50.

%% Bushell, Text as Process, p. 50, and Grésillon, 123.

3 Genetic Criticism, p-5

¥ Grésillon, 115. See also Louis Hay’s ‘Does ‘Text’ Exist?’, Studies in Bibliography, Vol. 41

(1988), pp. 64-76; originally published in French as ‘Le texte n’existe pas’ (1985).

35



1.1 Genetic Criticism and Anglo-American Traditions

Manuscript transcriptions (as in genetic editions or, less directly, in German
synoptic editions), which show the author at work, draw the reader’s attention to the
contingent nature of texts and allow us to interpret specific processes of writing. The
primary volume of Gabler’s Ulysses, for example, presents on its verso pages a
synoptic text, in which the “apparatus” becomes the main body of text, with multiple
manuscript stages presented simultaneously and distinguishable via the editorial
sigla.” Michael Black has, rather oddly, suggested that the editorial board of the
Cambridge edition of Lawrence ended up producing “comparable principles” to
Gabler’s team.” To all intents and purposes, however, the Cambridge edition is a
fairly typical Anglo-American edition, presenting (idealized and detached) eclectic
texts, which are supported by a list of variants at the back of volumes.*'

In an essay on the Cambridge edition, in which the bibliographic code is
described as a display of “textual authority and rationality,” Paul Eggert suggests that,
rather than “as traditionally, using the apparatus to check the validity of the editor’s

decisions for the text,” one could read in the opposite direction, using the “reading

* For a discussion of the synoptic mode of editing, see Elisabeth Hopker-Herberg,
‘Reflections on the Synoptic Mode of Presenting Variants, with an Example from
Klopstock’s Messias’, Contemporary German Editorial Theory, pp. 79-93.

40 Michael Black, ‘Text and Context: The Cambridge Edition of Lawrence Reconsidered’,
Editing D. H. Lawrence: New Versions of a Modern Author, ed. Charles L. Ross and Dennis
Jackson (Ann Arbor: Michigan UP, 1995), pp. 7-27.

*' Although the Cambridge edition does introduce draft and alternative version editions, it
does not theorize textual process, nor does it reflect on the potentially innovative nature of

these volumes.
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text to open up the textual apparatus.”** Unlike Gabler’s Ulysses, however, this is
very much reading “against the grain”: the Cambridge edition of Lawrence itself
makes no suggestion of such a practice and the kinds of ideas that would motivate it
are also absent (i.e. a discussion of textual process or instability). Eggert does
however introduce these ideas in a separate essay on ‘Textual Process or Textual
Product’, in which, while reflecting on his own experience as editor of The Boy in the
Bush, he argues the following:

The conventional single-reading-text critical edition has reinforced what I

believe was always an illusion: that the writer wrote a series of finished and

thus essentially separate works in which his or her development or
deterioration can be adequately studied.”
Before considering text as process, however, it is worth pursuing the question of
textual authority slightly further.

In ‘Record and Interpretation’, Zeller notes that an author’s intention changes
over time and can “only speculatively be established on the basis of the written
record”’; rather than make editorial decisions “from instance to instance as under the
auspices of authorial intention,” therefore, Zeller suggests that decisions “should be
based on a rationale formulated in advance by the editor or by others.”** Zeller does,

though, retain a concept of “authorization,” wherein the editor reproduces

** Paul Eggert, ‘Reading a Critical Edition With the Grain and Against: The Cambridge D. H.
Lawrence’, Editing D. H. Lawrence, pp.27-40, p. 29 and p. 37.

* Paul Eggert, ‘Textual Product or Textual Process: Procedures and Assumptions of Critical
Editing’, Devils and Angels, pp. 57-77, p. 65.

* Zeller, ‘Record and Interpretation’, p. 25.
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“authorized” versions of a work by playing a documentary role.” More recently,
however, Peter Shillingsburg has questioned the merit of the term “authority”
altogether:

It is important for critic and editor alike to see that authority is a concept about

which there is legitimate disagreement and that it is not an inherent quality of

works of art but is, instead, an attribute granted by the critic or editor and

located variously or denied entirely depending on the critical orientation of the

perceiver.*®
This acknowledgment of relativity allows Shillingsburg to accept a variety of
different critical orientations for editing a work and, in a chapter of Scholarly Editing
in the Computer Age entitled ‘Forms’, Shillingsburg lists five major approaches:
documentary, aesthetic, authorial, sociological, and bibliographic.”” Armed with a
postmodern sense of textual authority not as an “inherent” quality but as “an attribute”
granted by the critic, however, Shillingsburg suggests “the word definitive [be]
banished from editorial discussion.”*®

While Shillingsburg suggests an edition should make its own particular critical
orientation plain and authority cannot extend to innate substance, as Greetham has

pointed out, when differentiating between ‘“‘substantives” and “accidentals” eclectic

editors are “taking advantage of the theological grounding for the distinction [between

* Zeller, ‘Record and Interpretation’, p. 25.

* Peter Shillingsburg, Scholarly Editing in the Computer Age: Theory and Practice, revised
3rd edition (Ann Arbor: Michigan UP, 1996), p.14.

* Shillingsburg, SECA, pp. 15-27.

* Shillingsburg, SECA, p. 90.
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substance and accidence].”* Similarly, Fredson Bowers’ famous observation that
“many a literary critic has investigated the past ownership and mechanical condition
of his second-hand automobile, or the pedigree and training of his dog, more
thoroughly than he has looked into the qualifications of the text on which his critical
theories rest,” implies that a scholarly edition may achieve a degree of certitude
comparable to that of a dog’s “pedigree” or a car’s “mechanical condition.””’ By
contrast, Greetham encourages editors to emerge from the Greg-Bowers-Tanselle
shackles and suggests that contemporary textual criticism is a “postmodernist
antidiscipline,” a “co-option of reference” or “paradoxical quotation without a
consistent transcendental grounding, without a fixed position from which this co-
option can be evaluated.”™"

As a practical example of these different claims, we might consider the ways
in which the Cambridge edition of Lawrence, a monumental Anglo-American edition,
appears to seek a level of authority whereby the textual product becomes a kind of
church, “entering” which the reader inhabits a locus of true Lawrentian revelation. By
contrast, rather than encouraging obeisance, contemporary editions (documentary,
genetic, synoptic, hypertextual, etc.) present a kind of event-space, in which the
reader is given a more active role and is encouraged to renegotiate and reconstruct the

text. While Gabler’s Ulysses represents an iconic example, an approximation for

“D. C. Greetham, ‘Editorial and Critical Theory: Modernism and Postmodernism’, in
Palimpsest: Editorial Theory in the Humanities, ed. by George Bornstein and Ralph G.
Williams (Ann Arbor: Michigan UP, 1993), pp. 9-28, p. 23.

> Fredson Bowers, Textual and Literary Criticism (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1959), p. 5.

*I'D. C. Greetham, ‘Textual Forensics’, PMLA, 111:1 (1996), 32-51, 32-33.
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Lawrence would be the online ‘Odour of Chrysanthemums: a text in process’ project,
overseen by Sean Matthews for the University of Nottingham.’

Reducing the significance formerly attached to a single text or state of the
literary work, these developments in editing practices ‘“clearly anticipate the
emergence of “compositional” or “genetic” criticism in Anglo-American studies,” as
Bushell suggests.” That said, as Ferrer and Groden note in their introduction to
Genetic Criticism, while genetic and textual criticism both deal with manuscripts and
textual variation, “their aims are quite different. Rather than trying to establish texts,
genetic criticism actually destabilizes the notion of “text” and shakes the exclusive
hold of the textual model. One could even say that genetic criticism is not concerned

with texts at all but only with the writing processes that engender them.*

Process versus Product

For Wimsatt and Beardsley, a successful poem achieves a state of “organic unity,”
and “for every unity, there is an action of the mind which cuts off roots, melts away
context.” In Flawed Texts and Verbal Icons, Parker attempted to challenge the New
Critical idea of “the text itself” by describing texts as “flawed.” For Parker, “the truth

is that as editors, editorial theorists, literary critics, and literary theorists we have

>* For a response to Gabler’s edition see Jerome McGann, ‘Ulysses as a Postmodern Text: The
Gabler Edition’, Criticism, 27:3 (1985), 283-305. The ‘Odour of Chrysanthemums: a text in
process’ website is accessible at http://odour.nottingham.ac.uk.

> Bushell, Text as process, p. 15.

> Daniel Ferrer and Michael Groden, ‘Introduction: A Genesis of French Genetic Criticism’,
Genetic Criticism, p. 11.

>> Wimsatt and Beardsley, ‘The Intentional Fallacy’, 480.
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shied away from the creative process [...] and have tended to fix our attention on the
writer at too late a stage, after he has passed out of the creative process.””® According
to Parker then, the creative process has a limited lifespan, and “an expanded notion of
the text itself” must be founded “in relation to the creative process and only if it
respects the determinacy of that process — the fact that (contrary to Greg) authors can
lose control of their literary works, and in fact do so all the time.”’

Although Parker challenges the organic unity of composition and the concept
of “final intentions,” his basic model is still of texts as products and it is the creative
process which he highlights as contingent. In contrast, genetic criticism brings into
focus the contingent nature of any single textual product and, indeed, the study of
genesis constantly blurs the line between product and process. Genetic criticism
initially orientates the text in relation to processes of writing via its focus upon the
avant-texte, a term coined by Jean Bellemin-Noél to denote all the relevant documents
that come before and contribute towards the genesis of a work when that work is
considered a text and when those documents and the text are themselves considered as
part of a textual system (or process). As noted by Hay, genetic criticism is less
interested in the “constituted text” than in the “plurality of virtual texts behind the
surface of the constituted text.””® However, aside from this question of singleness or
multiplicity, the main distinction in genetic criticism is between text as static product

and text as open and contingent manifestation of writing:

% Hershel Parker, ‘The Text Itself’-Whatever That Is’, Text, Vol. 16 (1987), 47-54, 52.
57 Parker, ‘The Text Itself’-Whatever That Is’, 53.

** Hay, ‘Genetic Criticism: Origins and Perspectives’, p. 22.
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Thus, for geneticists, instead of a fixed, finished object in relation to which all

previous states are considered, a given text becomes — or texts become — the

contingent manifestations of a diachronous play of signifiers.”®
The suggestion of infinite play in the above description does raise problems for
genetic criticism in relation to teleology and, more basically, to endings. I address the
former point in the following paragraphs, while the more basic question of endings
features prominently in some of the later, primary chapters of this thesis. First though,
besides suggesting an affinity between genetic criticism and German editorial theory,
the structuralist distinction between synchrony and diachrony, as well as the notion of
the avant-texte as a discrete textual “system,” may well suggest a totalizing and
ahistorical potential, whereby multiple temporal versions may together comprise a
massive synchronic text. A schema or table for an avant-texte makes this problem
plain, as in the compositional overviews for Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent
contained in this thesis (see pp. 103 and 260); in his essay ‘Towards a Science of
Literature’, and Pierre-Marc de Biasi has even envisaged a future where computerized
approaches ‘“should allow us to develop the basis for a real calculus in genetic
matters.”® However, while such schemas may be essential to the production of
genetic editions (de Biasi is himself the editor of Flaubert’s carnets) or the pure
analysis of genetic materials, they are merely preparatory to the interpretation of
process and are hence peripheral in the work of more recent genetic critics such as

Bushell, Fordham, Sullivan and others.

> Deppman, Ferrer and Groden, Genetic Criticism, p. 5
% Pierre-Marc de Biaisi, ‘Towards a Science of Literature: Manuscript Analysis and the

Genesis of the Work’, Genetic Criticism, pp. 36-69, p. 66.
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A bigger question for genetic criticism, moving forwards, concerns the issue
of teleology raised above (the logic of unidirectional progression towards a fixed and
unifying goal). As Fordham discusses in I do I undo I redo (2010), teleology is not
something geneticists can simply discard as it plays an important role in virtually all
processes of writing: “the pressures and pleasures experienced by writers. The desire
and need to disseminate and publish, or the attitudes and social facts and contexts
around publication.”®" However, as I will discuss further on in relation to the work of
Daniel Ferrer, the principle of teleology in writing need by no means be singular or
unidirectional. Furthermore, an end does not automatically equate to a greater
achievement or a unifying principle (unfortunately). These misleadingly idealistic
notions of “process,” which lead to the jettisoning of contingency and temporality and
the awarding of a subordinate ontological status to drafts and the materials of process,
are precisely what genetic criticism challenges.

In Text as Process, Bushell suggests that “a phenomenological account of
being is partly responsible for a critical marginalizing of textual process and
composition as an area of study,” and discusses the ways in which Heidegger “dwells
on the self-sufficiency of the completed thing at the expense of the “coming-into-
being” of the thing,” which echoes the New Critical conception of poetry alluded to
above.” Recapitulating the various forms of Dasein (ways of being-there) in Being
and Time (1931), Bushell proposes that the materials of process flit between multiple
dimensions: from everyday, “ready-to-hand” objects, such as the pen while writing, or

self-conscious, “present-to-hand” equipment, such as the pen that runs out of ink, to a

® Finn Fordham, I do I undo I redo: the Textual Genesis of Modernist Selves in Hopkins,
Yeats, Conrad, Forster, Joyce and Woolf (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2010), pp. 26-28.

%2 Bushell, Text as Process, pp. 215-216.
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more “authentic” way of being that modulates between these two forms, existing in a
state of permanent anticipation or “thrownness,” as in the manuscript during the
process of composition. Bushell therefore suggests the latter exists as:

The crucial third dimension of process [...] the displaced body or “textual

self” of the writer, but also as an object existing through time and bearing

witness to textual process and product.”
While, at a more obvious level, Bushell, like any genetic critic, automatically de-
subordinates the materials of process by treating them as an object worthy of study,
we see here the manner in which she attempts to elevate their ontological status.

In I do I undo I redo, Fordham similarly acknowledges how, “in
phenomenological philosophy [...] the processes of writing and production have
played scarcely any role at all.”® Rather than ponder the ontology of manuscripts,
however, Fordham suggests that textual genesis is an inevitable “problem for
philosophy because the self that seeks knowledge,” from Descartes to Heidegger,
“should be universal, whereas this idea [i.e. the textual genesis of selfhood] argues
that the form of the self is shaped by how a given culture relates to the modes of its
symbolizing practices.”® The locality and contingency of particular “symbolizing
practices” undercut, therefore, the universalism of being and selfhood in traditional

philosophical accounts, which tend to neglect “the kind of room needed for particular

accounts of formation due to some local and personal forms of experience.”® In

% Bushell, Text as Process, p. 229.

 Finn Fordham, I do I undo I redo: The Textual Genesis of Modernist Selves in Hopkins,
Yeats, Conrad, Forster, Joyce, and Woolf (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2010), p. 60.

% Fordham, I do I undo I redo, pp. 73-74.

% Fordham, I do I undo I redo, p. 59.
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contrast, I do I undo I redo tries to remain “alive to the fugitive movements within
processes rather than favouring and making an aesthetic principle out of any one
state.””’
In a sense, Bushell’s conception of a “textual self” concerns the author’s
experience of composition, in which manuscripts form an intrinsic part, and hence her
‘Philosophy of Composition’ provides a phenomenology of writing, which is seen to
involve “a movement into and out of self-awareness,” whereas Fordham’s study
focuses on individual processes of writing, which are “studied for what they can say
about the movements within narratives between conscious and unconscious,
confederate and dissolute forms of selfhood.”®® However, I discuss the question of
textual selves in more detail in a subsequent section of this chapter. In relation to the
present topic, the relationship between text as process or product in genetic criticism,
Christine Froula provides a neat summary when discussing “the changing ontology of
the art object in modernity” in her essay on ‘Modernity, Drafts, Genetic Criticism’:
The documents of a work’s genesis only underscore what many a modernist
experimental work already expresses: that the boundaries of its achieved form
[...] are virtual, provisional, permeable by the evidences of its own history as
by the known, unknown, and unknowable conditions of its making. The
stilling of time in the achieved art form is implicitly disturbed by its

ontological status as arbitrary or accidental endpoint of a historical process,

% Fordham, I do I undo I redo, p. 25.

% Bushell, Text as Process, p. 231 and Fordham, I do I undo I redo, p. 25.
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even before the palimpsestic layers of its genetic history dissolve it into
process, history, temporality itself.*”
The permeability of endpoints will become increasingly relevant in the primary
chapters on Lawrence, who, not only continually rewrote and re-envisioned Women in
Love and The Plumed Serpent, but, as an author more generally, frequently rewrote

endings.

Writing Process
While the author’s work can be divided into exogenetic (pre-compositional),
endogenetic (compositional) and epigenetic (post-compositional) phases, and the
materials of composition can themselves be arranged systematically into a “genetic
dossier,” with tables to provide an overview of the avant-texte, the single most
important topic for genetic criticism is the compositional process itself.”

As Jean-Louis Lebrave and Denis Alamargot outline in their joint essay on
‘The Study of Professional Writing’, French genetic criticism identifies two basic

writing methods, which are referred to as “program writing” and “process writing.””"

% Christine Froula, ‘Modernity, Drafts, Genetic Criticism: On the Virtual Lives of James
Joyce’s Villanelle’, Yale French Studies, Vol. 89 (1996), 113-129, 114.

" Dirk van Hulle divides his recent study of Modern Manuscripts: The Extended Mind and
Creative Undoing from Darwin to Beckett and Beyond (London: Bloomsbury, 2013) into
three parts based on these divisions. However, the endogenetic phase is central to Bushell’s
account of composition, as in the tables, which are used to describe intention in process,
provided in ‘Intention Revisited’, p. 78, and described in more detail in Text as Process, pp.
72-74.

I Set out by Louis Hay in La littérature des écrivains (Paris: Conti, 2002).
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Program writing is a more controlled form, “requiring a succession of preparatory
phases,” which essentially involve detailed paper planning, while process writing
“ignores programmed strategies and planning details. It consists of a succession of
writing and revision phases until the author arrives at a stabilised manuscript.””
While Lebrave and Alamargot point out a similar distinction in cognitive psychology,
between “classical” and “romantic” modes of writing, I would draw a further
connection to the distinction between “constructivism” and “organicism” as common
metaphors for writing, a pairing discussed by Almuth Grésillon in her essay ‘Slow: a
work in progress’.”” These distinctions can, however, be complicated by Klaus
Hurlebusch’s alternative distinction, in ‘Understanding the Author’s Compositional
Method’, between ‘“constructive” and “reproductive” functions of writing.
Hurlebusch’s terms largely distinguish between writers who plan on paper
(“constructive”) and writers who plan “in their heads” (“reproductive”).”
Incidentally, it should be noted that all of these terms are used heuristically, which is
to say that the contrasting methods or functions of writing are not understood as pure

opposites, but as “the opposite ends of a continuum.””

7* Jean-Louis Lebrave and Denis Alamargot, ‘The Study of Professional Writing: A Join
Contribution from Cognitive Psychology and Genetic Criticism’, European Psychologist,
15:1 (2010), 12-22, 14-15.

7 D. Galbraith, ‘Writing as a knowledge-constituting process’, Knowing what to write:
Conceptual processes in text production, ed. by M. Torrance and D. Galbraith, (Amsterdam:
Amsterdam UP, 1999), pp.139-160 and Almuth Grésillon, ‘Slow: a work in progress’.

™ Hurlebusch, ‘Understanding the Author’s Compositional Method’, 85-86.

7 Lebrave and Alamargot, ‘The Study of Professional Writing’, 17.
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Hurlebusch’s distinction is helpful in drawing attention to the fact that a lack
of a paper plan does not automatically mean a lack of a plan, and it is best not to
exaggerate the programmaticity of “program” writers (paper planners) or the
spontaneity of “process” writers (“unplanned” rewriters). However, while these critics
discuss a number of examples of program or process writers, I would single out
Flaubert, whose iconic aesthetic of craft, involving not just program writing but self-
conscious text-construction, became an influential ideal for a host of major modernist
writers (James, Mann, Conrad, Proust, Pound, Joyce, Beckett, etc.). The popularity of
these writers and this type of modernism can be associated with the popularity of
“constructivist” metaphors more generally and, as Hurlebusch points out, “those
authors who have gained a truly paradigmatic significance within French genetics,
Flaubert and Valéry, represent, in quite an extreme fashion, the constructive, psycho-
genetic type of writer.”’’®

During his early career, some of these writers (Ford, Garnett, Pound) exerted a
degree of editorial or advisory control over Lawrence’s own writing. However, it is
significant that Lawrence not only criticized the Flaubertian aesthetic, especially in
‘German Books: Thomas Mann’ (1913), but subsequently distanced himself from
these figures (during the overall composition of Women in Love, which he began
around the time of the essay on Mann).”” I discuss Lawrence’s own composition as

providing an alternative to this more influential modernist paradigm in the subsequent

chapters and offer “dialogism” as a more useful metaphor for Lawrence’s writing than

7% Hurlebusch, ‘Understanding the Author’s Compositional Method’, 78.
77 Michael Black discusses Lawrence’s opposition to Flaubert to some extent in ‘Revision and
Spontaneity as Aesthetic’, The Cambridge Quarterly, 28:2 (1999), 150-166, which I discuss

in chapters 1.2 and 2.1.
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the “constructive,” ‘“organic” or “reproductive” ones used by other critics.
Furthermore, as “process writing” represents an “under-researched” topic, this thesis
aims to contribute towards this area and the debates it sets out.”

To return to the question of teleology, Bushell suggests the “individual
consciousness creates by a movement between a ‘“‘spontaneous”’ (unwilled)
engagement with language and a conscious return to that engagement.”” Bushell
therefore describes writing and text as process as fundamentally recursive, involving
both spontaneous linear progression and nonlinear reflection. As indicated by the title,
Fordham’s fundamental premise for the production of text in I do I undo I redo is also
reconstructive. Bushell’s concluding remarks on a “compositional hermeneutics” in
Text as Process turn to the hermeneutic circle:

(1113

Always at the centre of the ““‘coming-into-being” of the literary work [...] lies
the phenomenon of process itself as a thing, the self-sufficient identity of
which is its inability to be self-sufficient; the meaning of which is its capacity
to hold simultaneous, different kinds of meaning. Every part is always
something greater than itself, always subject to potential reinterpretation and
redirection.”®

Meanwhile, in ‘Retroaction and Persistence in the Genetic Process’, Daniel Ferrer

suggests that, “like the history of totalitarian countries, genesis takes the form of a

perpetual reworking of the past as a function of current events.”® Ferrer not only

7 Lebrave and Alamargot, ‘The Study of Professional Writing’, 18.

7 Bushell, Text as Process, pp. 227.

% Bushell, Text as Process, p.237.

81 Daniel Ferrer, ‘Clementis’s Cap: Retroaction and Persistence in the Genetic Process’, Yale

French Studies, Vol. 89 (1996), 223-236, 235.
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highlights the retroactive nature of writing, “a perpetual reworking of the past,” but
also the manner in which traces from the past, superseded drafts, inevitably persist
into subsequent versions, as remainders. For the latter formation, Ferrer uses the term
“Clementis effect” after Vladimir Clementis, who, in 1948, in an iconic example
recounted by Milan Kundera in The Book of Laughter and Forgetting (1979), lent his
fur cap to Czech leader Klement Gottwald as he gave a speech outdoors under heavy
snow; while, following a political disgrace, Clementis was excised from photographs
of the event, his cap remained, upon Gottwald’s head.*”

In the same essay, by pushing the notion of anticipation/projection in the
writing process to its logical conclusion, Ferrer is able to point out the “projective
value” of any piece of writing made during any stage of a text’s composition:

Each fragment of draft projects itself onto the horizon of its completion — or

rather of the completion of the final text [...] every act of note-taking occurs

with the expectation, however vague, that the note will somehow be used;
therefore every part of the avant-texte in some way reverts back to the

projective logic.*’

%2 Ferrer has also discussed retroaction and persistence in visual art in the essay ‘Variant and
Variation: Toward a Freudo-bathmologico-Bakhtino-Goodmanian Genetic Model?’, Genetic
Criticism and the Creative Process: Essays from Music, Literature and Theatre, ed. by
William Kindermann and Joseph E. Jones (Rochester: Rochester UP, 2009), pp. 35-50; N. H.
Reeve’s discussion of ‘Parkin’s Wedding Photograph’ in Chapter 4 of Reading Late
Lawrence also suggests persistence and retroaction in the three Lady Chatterley novels, see
Reading Late Lawrence (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2003), pp. 85-104.

% Ferrer, ‘Clementis’s Cap’, 227.
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This point brings us back to the apparent distinction between program and process
writing. If every piece of writing in some way anticipates or projects the completion
of the final text, then “process writing appears to be a particular case, or minimal
form, of programmatic writing,” yet, at the same time, as the “project” or “intention”
also “shapes up along the way, in the course of the elaboration of the work,” to select
a certain stage as a point of origin “is nothing but a convenient myth,” which likewise
means that programmatic writing “becomes a special case of process writing.”
Studying a text’s genesis, then, not only reveals the persistent traces of
preliminary elements in the final text, left unexplored or deserted, but also the manner
in which the final text has formed itself retroactively, in reference to previous drafts.

As a product of the writing process, I would suggest that any text is inescapably

avant-textual: the product can be seen as a “special case” of process.

Individual and Textual
Genetic criticism may appear as a threatening or unwanted imposition of (yet another)
French “theory” for traditional Anglo-American critics due to the erosion of the
individuality or integrity of the “final text” (or any single textual product), as
described above. As highlighted already, individual autonomy is an important value in
Anglo-American criticism, and an association between genetic criticism and
theoretical “textualization,” in which the self or text disappears within a discursive
field, is likely to cause resistance.

According to Edward Said in ‘The Problem of Textuality’, “what is most
alarming is the extent to which much contemporary criticism that is lost in the

“abysmal” element of textuality seems utterly blind to the impressive constitutive

% Ferrer, ‘Clementis’s Cap’, 225-227.
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authority in textuality of such power as that of a broadly based cultural discipline, in
Foucault’s sense of the word.”® While Said celebrates Foucault and Derrida for
enabling critical work to “avoid if possible the self-confirming operations of culture
and the wholly predictable monotony of the disengaged critical system,” he is also
averse to the apparent tendency towards “involuntarism” in their work, which
threatens to “to overwhelm the individual subject or will.”* This defence of the
individual subject or will echoes Goodheart’s later essay (discussed above), as does
the argument that detachment from “the self-confirming operations of culture” is what
enables the individual (i.e. the author or critic) to attack the power of “cultural
discipline.”

Hostile reviews of genetic criticism, published in English, indeed offer a
skewed association between genetic criticism and these unwanted tendencies, in
textual theory, towards “the “abysmal” element of textuality.” In ‘Genetic Criticism
and its Myths’, Laurent Jenny suggests that genetic criticism “does not have the effect
of shoring up new interpretations, but of inventing a link with the text that suspends
the hermeneutic relationship.”®” However, Jenny only makes this move after having
introduced the concept of the avant-texte via a discussion of intertextuality, in the
work of Kristeva and Eco, meaning his critique of “a corpus without closure” in

genetic criticism is really a (more common) hermeneutic aversion to intertextual

% Edward Said, ‘The Problem of Textuality: Two Paths’, Critical Inquiry, (1978), 676-714,
713.

% Said, ‘The Problem of Textuality’, 682 and 678.

%7 Laurent Jenny, ‘Genetic Criticism and Its Myths’, Yale French Studies, 89, Drafts (1996),

9-25,17.
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theory, which is here carried over to genetic criticism.® Likewise, in ‘The Author at
Work in Genetic Criticism’, Oliver Davis fears for hermeneutic closure due to the
apparent threat of “analysis interminable” posed by the avant-texte: “there is a world
of difference between asking precise questions of the genetic text in the course of
interpretation and the vision offered by most genetic critics of exploration
interminable.”"

Against this free-floating suggestion, that “the study of the pre-textual
documents” does “not provide a fundamental corrective measure to the study of the
text,” consider the following question: what happens “if the published text is neither
particularly encouraging nor discouraging about any specific meaning?”* In this case,
as van Hulle suggests, the avant-texte actually “opens up an enormous interpretative
potential” as it “actively encourages and provides a textual basis for unlooked-for
interpretations of underlying layers of meaning” and draws attention to “the subdued
poetical intensity and unexpected semantic pregnancy of even the most futile an
adjective and the faintest idea.””'

Beside this more reasoned critique, however, Davis effectively attempts to do

a hatchet job on genetic criticism by claiming that it fails to heed “the theoretical

debate surrounding the death of the author,” harbours an apparent “desire for intimate

88 Jenny, ‘Genetic Criticism and Its Myths’, 11.

% Oliver Davis, ‘The Author at Work in Genetic Criticism’, Paragraph, 25:1 (2002), 92-106,
100.

9% Jenny, ‘Genetic Criticism and Its Myths’, 18, and van Hulle, ‘Undoing Dante’, 94.

°! Van Hulle, ‘Undoing Dante’, 94.
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and privileged access to the author” and “seeks fulfilment in what might be termed,

after Barthes, an authorial hypostasis.”** According to Davis:
Anyone seriously interested in a writer, particularly in a university setting, will
inevitably be drawn to whatever drafts, sketches and letters may have been left
behind; I would be the last to suggest that these are anything other than a
valuable resource and I acknowledge that they may often become charged
with the supplementary, perverse pleasure of a fetish or relic. The desire to be
close to (though not always to be in loving proximity to, as genetic critics
usually assume) an author will perhaps surface in any critic who engages
seriously with a writer’s work. Genetic critics are not alone in having this
desire but they are unique in suggesting that they are unique, in making out
that theirs is the only approach which gets in close; for theirs is a jealous
desire, to be alone with the author, to possess fully and exclusively. I have
analysed the logic of this urge: the dubious inferences from the materiality and
authenticity of the manuscript, the specious claim that only the genetic text is
‘open’. The satisfaction of this desire, which, for critics of other persuasions,
may be gratifying but incidental, becomes the very principle of the genetic
critic’s textual travails.”

In this bizarre sequence, Davis suggests that the desire “to be close” to the author is

widespread amongst “serious” critics (whatever that means) and that authorial

materials “often become charged with the supplementary, perverse pleasure of a

fetish.” However, the implication that a fetishization of authorial materials becomes

the “very principle” in genetic criticism completely contradicts its basic ideas: rather

2 Davis, ‘The Author at Work in Genetic Criticism’, 100.

% Davis, ‘The Author at Work in Genetic Criticism’, 101.
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than take a part in place of the whole, in concealment of a lack, genetic criticism
precisely subverts the fetishization of any single text (“the text”) via its focus upon
the avant-texte and the process of writing (observing that “a text conceived as
methodologically separate from its origins and from its material incarnation can lead
to a paradoxical sacralization of it as “The Text).”* In Davis’s essay, the generalized
discussion of desire and fetishization merely diverts attention away from the
underlying ideas of genetic criticism.
In a review of H. L. Hix’s Morte d’Author: An Autopsy (1990), US writer
David Foster Wallace summarises Anglo-American responses to the erosion of
authorial agency - by contemporary literary theorists - from a “civilian” perspective:
For those of us civilians who know in our gut that writing is an act of
communication between one human being and another, the whole question
seems sort of arcane. As William (anti-death) Gass observes in Habitation of
the Word, critics can try to over-define the author into anonymity for all sorts
of technical, political, and philosophical reasons, and “this ‘anonymity’ may
mean many things, but one thing which it cannot mean is that no one did it.””
Treading a path between the extreme poles of historical determinism and the pure
discursive field, genetic criticism provides a frame in which authorial agency can be
studied in all its complexity, while simultaneously wrestling it from the hands of
editors or critics who may wish to establish intentions as icons once and for all. It
does so not by referring to the average civilian’s “gut,” but by studying the processes

of writing traced in literary manuscripts.

% Groden and Ferrer, Genetic Criticism, p. 5.
» David Foster Wallace, ‘Greatly Exaggerated’, A Supposedly Fun Thing I'll Never Do

Again: Essays and Arguments (London: Abacus, 1998), pp. 138-146, pp. 144-145.
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Textual Selves and Cognition

Rather than repeatedly defending the ideas of genetic criticism from a potential
association with more dissolute French theories, it is worth finishing this section by
highlighting more positively the ways in which material text production (during
composition and traced in manuscripts) not only provides a ground for, but perhaps
also an extension of individual agency.

In their account of genetic criticism and cognitive psychology, Lebrave and
Alamargot suggest that writing processes form episodic memories: “episodic memory
stores events that are part of the writing process, and their reactivation probably plays
a role in weaving the textual fabric.”*® These memories can effectively be lodged and
reactivated externally through metadiscursive notes or, less consciously, through
traces in the writing. These combinations enable a professional writer to sustain
cognitive processes over protracted periods of time. While Lebrave and Alamargot
conservatively note that, “by serving as an external form of memory, the text
produced so far can replace the author’s own long-term memory,” Bushell’s notion of
“textual self-extension” and her discussion of the ways in which “the manuscript
object might be understandably experienced as a kind of physical self-extension,”
which draw briefly from Merleau-Ponty’s account of embodied cognition in
Phenomenology of Perception (1945), pushes the relation between text and self much
further:

The embodied self in relation to language thus emerges as a kind of textual

“other” that is also a part: the permanent present of the words is held in the

material object but also constitutes a revisited and revisitable self for the

% Lebrave and Alamargot, ‘The Study of Professional Writing’, 19.
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writer. Such a process can be compared more generally to the way in which

we “create” to experience the world: we move forward into the unknown by

means of what we do know.”
Bushell therefore explores the interactivity and fluid boundary between embodied self
and material text, in a developing relationship with language.

Though oscillatory and recursive, wedded to the notion of the hermeneutic
circle, Bushell’s conception of self-development does however appear single and
linear overall (“we move forward”). Fordham, another Anglo-American genetic critic
who studies the ways in which selfhood is or can be grounded in processes of writing,
suggests that though writing has “universal aspects,” such as “the simple leaving of
traces [...] thus the self can be imagined universally; as something which receives and
records traces,” it also involves aspects which are “historically specific, both to a
period and to an individual,” likewise, the “universal” complexity and mobility of
writing means it remains partly “unknowable or unknown.””® Alongside these
qualifications, the various forms of selfhood/process covered in the primary chapters
of I do I undo I redo (compression, selection, doubling, hollowing, splitting) highlight
the more disparate possibility of multiple textual selves. The contrast between Bushell
and Fordham’s accounts appears partly symptomatic of the different literary periods
covered in their work; broadly speaking, Bushell’s authors are Romantic, whereas
Fordham’s are modernist. That said, the focus in I do I undo I redo upon ‘“the

elements of the text themselves,” since “it is in the life of the writing rather than in the

7 Lebrave and Alamargot, ‘The Study of Professional Writing’, 19, and Bushell, Text as
Process, pp. 230-231.

% Fordham, I do I undo I redo, p. 74.
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author that the power lies,” may also account for this difference (between singleness
and multiplicity).”

Bushell’s discussion of manuscripts as providing a medium through which the
embodied self can foray into “unknown” worlds of language, with the material object

9999

as “textual “other”” or “revisited and revisitable self,” foreshadows the more recent

contributions of Dirk van Hulle, to genetic criticism and the cognitive sciences,
through his focus upon the post-cognitivist idea of “the extended mind.”'” In the
essay ‘Modernism, Mind and Manuscripts’ and at greater length in Modern
Manuscripts (2013), van Hulle has developed the concept of manuscripts as forming
part of the writer’s “extended mind,” drawing from post-cognitivist philosophy and
the enactivist paradigm in cognitive science, as well as Jakob von Uexkiill’s notion of
“umwelt,” which refers to an organism’s model of the world, in a biological

101

context. Van Hulle therefore questions the famous “inward turn” associated with

modernist literature by exploring the ways in which “modernist writers can be

2999

regarded as “Umwelt researchers,”” whose manuscripts “can be regarded as part of

what in cognitive philosophy is often referred to as the “extended mind.””'"

% Fordham, I do I undo I redo, p. 226.

"% See Andy Clark and David J. Chalmers, ‘The Extended Mind’, Analysis, Vol. 58 (1998),
10-23, and The Extended Mind, ed. by Richard Menary (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2010).

9" See Enaction: Toward a New Paradigm for Cognitive Science, ed. John Stewart, Olivier
Gapenne and Ezequiel A. Di Paolo (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2011) and Jakob von
Uexkiill, A Foray into the Worlds of Animals and Humans with A Theory of Meaning, trans.
by Joseph D. O’Neill (Minneapolis: Minnesota UP, 2010).

"2 Dirk van Hulle, ‘Modernism, Mind and Manuscripts’, A Handbook to Modernist Studies,

ed. by Jean-Michel Rabate (Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013), pp. 225-238, pp. 225-226.
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According to this conception, writing does not merely transcribe speech but forms an
integral part of cognition, with manuscripts therefore functioning as part of the
“extended mind” and as an “environmental vehicle” in the writer’s own “umwelt.”'"
As we will see, in letters written during the composition of Women in Love,
Lawrence frequently describes his writing as strange and partly unconscious (“I am
doing a novel which I have never grasped [...] it’s like a novel in a foreign language I
don’t know very well - I can only just make out what it’s about” (i. 543)). As a result,
the notion that writing facilitates the process of thinking is not only “a well-known
phenomenon in genetic criticism,” as van Hulle notes, but also indirectly observed by
Lawrence critics when discussing Lawrence’s general method of writing. John
Worthen in his biography of Lawrence, for example, suggests, albeit prescriptively:
His writing, while liberating him from the tensions of his origins, was also a
way of imagining (or dreaming) through his most disturbing experiences and
so beginning to resolve them. He remarked in January 1912 how “my dreams
make conclusions for me. They decide things finally. I dream a decision. Sleep
seems to hammer out for me the logical conclusions of my vague days, and
offer me them as dreams” (i. 359). That was what his writing did, too.'**
Returning to textual selves, questions of selfhood, chiefly concerning an opposition
between completion and incompletion, arise throughout the narratives discussed in the
primary chapters of this thesis, and the relationship between these questions and
Lawrence’s revisions and processes of writing is worth pursuing. Before moving on to

consider Lawrence’s manuscripts, however, it is important to place their discussion

' Van Hulle, ‘Modernism, Mind and Manuscripts’, p. 229.

1% John Worthen, D. H. Lawrence: The Life of an Outsider (London: Penguin, 2005), p. 83.
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within the context of existing Lawrence studies and this provides the focus for the
following chapter.

I will conclude this chapter with a brief note on my own position with regards
to genetic criticism. While this is clearly a positive and supportive one, I would also
define it as a particularly inclusive one, which seeks to incorporate work on other
periods besides modernism, as in Sally Bushell’s study of nineteenth-century poetic
manuscripts, as well as, to some extent, Hannah Sullivan’s The Work of Revision,
which ventures into the contemporary digital age by, albeit very briefly, considering
late manuscripts by Foster Wallace.'” This inclusivity also relates to my main
criticism of genetic criticism, relating to a perceived bias towards “constructivist”
metaphors for writing, which I believe stems from the close relationship between
genetic criticism and the study of particular (modernist) writers, such as Joyce, who
explicitly adopted Flaubertian approaches to writing. ' In opposition to
“constructivist” (or “organicist”) metaphors, which encourage critics to interpret
writing in particular ways, often at the expense of notions such as critical dialogue, as
well as collaboration, Lawrence’s processes of writing provide an opportunity to
sketch an alternative model for writing, which I have termed “dialogist” and which I

expand upon in the primary chapters of this thesis (2.1-4 and 3.1-2).

'% 1 have written at greater length on the latter topic in ‘“The Composition of ‘The Depressed
Person’’, which will be published in the forthcoming edition of Textual Cultures, 9:2 (2015),
77-97.

"% 1 have also discussed this point in a review of Luca Crispi’s Joyce’s Creative Process and
the Construction of Characters in ‘Ulysses’: Becoming the Blooms, which will be published

in the forthcoming edition of Literature & History,25:2 (2016).
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Genetic Criticism and Lawrence Studies

The ideas of genetic criticism differ markedly from those present in the traditional
study of manuscripts in Lawrence studies. As discussed in the previous chapter,
besides the practical archival work of organising and studying manuscripts, genetic
criticism stemmed from the rise of textual theory in France in the 1960s and 70s.
Considering the relationship between genetic criticism and existing Lawrence studies
in the present chapter, therefore, it is necessary to track not only the usage of
Lawrence’s manuscripts but also the development of textual and critical theory more
generally.

Given the fact that none of the essays collected in either of the following
recent collections, The Cambridge Companion to D. H. Lawrence (2001) or New D. H.
Lawrence (2009), reflect on the textual condition of Lawrence’s work, textual
questions would appear rather marginal within Lawrence criticism.' There is, however,
a rich history of work on Lawrence’s manuscripts by critics working as editors for the

Cambridge edition of Lawrence, which began life in the 1970s and was only recently

' Andrew Harrison’s essay on ‘Dust-jackets, blurbs and forewords: the marketing of Sons and
Lovers’, in New D. H. Lawrence, ed. by Howard J. Booth (Manchester: Manchester UP,
2009), pp. 17-33 does, however, reflect on the publication and material history of Sons and

Lovers.
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completed, in 2013, with the publication of The Poems in two volumes.* Aside from
direct manuscript studies, some of which I will sample later on in this chapter, this
type of research has also spilled over into biographies of Lawrence, as well as into
reflections on contemporary textual criticism.’ That said, paralleling Anglo-American
criticism more generally (as outlined in the previous chapter), the presence of the
Cambridge edition has to some extent reinforced a restrictive division in Lawrence
studies between “literary” and “textual” criticism, which implicitly discourages the
interpretative engagement with composition and textual process (as in genetic
criticism).

Before considering the direct study of Lawrence’s manuscripts, however, as
well as the pros and cons of the Cambridge edition, the lack of engagement with the
theory and ideas of genetic criticism must first be considered in a broader context, in
terms of the general adaptation of Lawrence studies to the shifting landscape of
literary criticism over the course of the twentieth century. In the first section of this
chapter, therefore, I survey the trends in Lawrence’s legacy and consider the ways in
which, following a period of critical alienation during the 1970s and 80s, recent
critical reassessments of Lawrence provide a fresh grounding for genetic Lawrence

studies.

* Jonathan Long discusses the genesis and achievements of the Cambridge edition in detail in
‘The Achievement of the Cambridge Edition of D. H. Lawrence: A First Study’, Journal of
D. H. Lawrence Studies, 3,3 (2014), 129-151.

> The Cambridge tripartite biography of Lawrence is written by John Worthen, Mark
Kinkead-Weekes and David Ellis (see bibliography). Essays on Lawrence and textual

criticism can be found in Editing D. H. Lawrence, which I discussed in the previous chapter.
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Trends

Following his death in 1930, Lawrence’s critical reputation, though disputed,
remained reasonably high for the proceeding generation, despite popular conceptions
of Lawrence as a pornographic writer. In the decade following his death, numerous
writers, such as Catherine Carswell, Aldous Huxley, and Richard Aldington,
published positive biographical accounts of Lawrence, while at Cambridge University
and in the journal Scrutiny (1932-53), set up in part as a foil to Eliot’s Criterion, the
critics F. R. and Q. D. Leavis helped to establish the author’s legacy as a major
English novelist, and F. R. Leavis capped this off with the publication of D. H.
Lawrence: Novelist in 1955.% In the following decade, Leavis’s introductory
suggestion in the latter study, that “not only is [Lawrence] our last great writer; he is
still the great writer of our own phase of civilization,” took on a slightly ironic
relevance as, following the iconic trial of Lady Chatterley’s Lover in 1960 (R v.
Penguin Books Ltd), Lawrence became a much more popular author during the
counterculture movements of the 1960s; at the end of the decade the character George
Hanson, played by Jack Nicholson in Dennis Hopper’s film Easy Rider (1969), drank

a toast ““To ol’ D. H. Lawrence.”””

*On the whole, even ambivalent or negative accounts of Lawrence, particularly John
Middleton Murry’s Son of Woman: The Story of D. H. Lawrence (1931), respected Lawrence
as a modern literary giant (see also T. S. Eliot’s comments below, in footnote 17).

F. R. Leavis, D. H. Lawrence: Novelist (London: Chatto & Windus, 1955), p. 9. In the year
following its trial, Lady Chatterley’s Lover alone sold two million copies, outselling the Bible
according to a retrospective BBC report, accessible online at:

http://news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/november/10/newsid_2965000/2965194 .stm
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Lawrence’s reputation among critics remained under dispute, particularly due
to the apparent opposition between Lawrence’s style of literary modernism and the
more ascetic one associated with the likes of Eliot and Pound.® Lawrence’s
popularisation as an icon of sexual liberation during the 1960s set him up for a fall,
and, in 1970, Kate Millett famously placed Lawrence alongside the two (very
different) American novelists Henry Miller and Norman Mailer, in her book Sexual
Politics, suggesting that all three writers represent sex in a patriarchal manner.

Millett’s study appeared at something of a crossroads in the world of Anglo-
American criticism, and was itself part of an inception of ideological critique. In the
period from the 1970s to 90s, literary studies, like university departments, became
increasingly specialised and politicised, while postmodernist fiction arose in its own
right. In this brave new world, Lawrence became a temporarily alienated figure as the
use of normative concepts, such as truthfulness and sincerity, which had partly fuelled
cultural criticism from the likes of Lawrence all the way to J. D. Salinger and the
“Beat” generation, began to be regarded as suspect or naive.

Aside from Millett, another famous critic to attack Lawrence from this
perspective was Terry Eagleton, who, in Criticism and Ideology (1976) suggested that,
“of all the writers discussed in this essay, D. H. Lawrence, the only one of proletarian
origin, is also the most full-bloodedly ‘organicist’ in both his social and aesthetic
assumptions”’; furthermore, Eagleton asserted that “what Lawrence’s work dramatises,
in fact, is a contradiction within the Romantic humanist tradition itself, between its

corporate and individualist components,” and, “in this sense Lawrence was a major

% For a recent reassessment of the opposition between Lawrence and Joyce, see Modernists at
Odds: Reconsidering Joyce and Lawrence, ed. Mathew J. Kochis and Heather L. Lusty

(Gainesville: Florida UP, 2015).
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precursor of fascism.”” Eagleton’s remarks are supported by very little analysis and
Michael Bell has suggested that such accusations have “never been made by anyone
who knows Lawrence’s work well, and there seems little point in engaging with it
once again.”® However, programmatic attacks on Lawrence, as misogynist or proto-
fascist, sparked new waves of controversy and reinforced the author’s somewhat
marginalised status.

Millett’s attack on Lawrence was particularly infamous (Millett herself
appeared on the cover of Time magazine in the month of publication) and sparked a
number of responses, the most essential of which (see the extract from Harris below)
is also relevant to Eagleton’s take on Lawrence.” In D. H. Lawrence and the Phallic
Imagination (1989), a belated study of Lawrence based on essays published in the
1970s and 80s, Peter Balbert attempted to fight fire with fire by outlining a positive
conception of “phallic imagination,” which the book argues is central to Lawrence’s
writing. Although Balbert does makes some valid suggestions, including the point that
a defence of marriage and monogamy does not in itself amount to a repressive
conservatism, the book’s response to Millett is partly a rehashing of Norman Mailer’s
‘The Prisoner of Sex’ (1971), and, despite its subtitle “on feminist misreading,” aside
from Millett, Balbert only really considers Hilary Simpson’s D. H. Lawrence and
Feminism (1982). As Lydia Blanchard has noted in a review of Balbert’s book, there
have in fact been a variety of feminist readings of Lawrence, with Carol Dix’s D. H.

Lawrence and Women (1980), Sheila MacLeod’s D. H. Lawrence’s Men and Women

" See Terry Eagleton, Criticism and Ideology: A Study in Marxist Literary Theory (London:
New Left Books, 1976), pp. 157-161.
¥ Michael Bell, D. H. Lawrence: Language and Being (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1992), p. 182.

? I return to the ideological critique of Lawrence in Chapter 3.1 on The Plumed Serpent.
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(1985) and Carol Siegel’s D. H. Lawrence Among the Women (1991) all expressing
varying degrees of dissatisfaction with Millett’s take on Lawrence and providing
alternative contexts for reading Lawrence and women."

Prior to each of the above studies, though, as well as Blanchard’s own
‘Reconsideration of Sexual Politics in D. H. Lawrence’ (1975), Janice H. Harris
outlined the essential problems with Millett’s approach in an early essay on ‘D. H.
Lawrence and Kate Millett’ (1974), as follows:

One can make Lawrence say just about anything. Taking from him brief

quotations, brief examples, is almost always misleading. To avoid quoting him

out of context, one must almost supply the entire story”; “At the bottom of

Millett’s attack [...] are, I believe, two contrasting definitions of revolution.

Millett implicitly defines the liberation of women as a redistribution of the

cultural goods [...]. For Lawrence, the cultural goods were not worth having

[...]. In characterizing his vision [...] as an absurd arcadia [...] Millett mocks

Lawrence unfairly. Lawrence defined his view of the revolution many times

[...]. It is, in essence, a revolution of consciousness’”; “As Norman Mailer

gleefully pointed out, Millett suppresses contrary evidence, asserts unproved

generalisations, quotes out of context, misinterprets quoted material, equates

Lawrence with his fictional heroes, and sets up a distinctly misleading pattern

of organizing Lawrence’s work. Putting her thumb in the scale in this fashion

is of course dishonest; but it is also an unnecessary expenditure of energy. [...]

' See Lydia Blanchard’s ‘Review of D. H. Lawrence and the Phallic Imagination’, Modern
Fiction Studies, 36:4 (1990), 608-611; Millett’s book is itself foreshadowed by Simone de

Beauvoir’s The Second Sex (1949), which also includes a similar chapter on Lawrence.
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Lawrence’s image of women, of men, and of their relationship to each other
and to the universe is interesting enough as it stands."'
More recently, numerous critics, including Anne Fernihough and Linda Ruth
Williams, have noted an affinity between Lawrence’s own cultural critique and that of
feminist theorists such as Luce Irigaray and Julia Kristeva.”> What is perhaps most
noteworthy in the above extract, however, is Harris’s suggestion that “one can make

Lawrence say just about anything.”

" Janice H. Harris, ‘D. H. Lawrence and Kate Millett’, The Massachusetts Review, 15:3
(1974),522-529, 524, 524-525 and 529.

"> Williams, suggesting “every culture needs its monsters, and feminism is no exception,” has
noted a “complicity” between Lawrence and feminist theory on “the gaze,” so that,
“ironically, the decade within which feminism seemed largely to be reaching an agreement
with Lawrence on the evils of the gaze was also the decade within which, after Sexual
Politics, feminism was criticising him most bitterly for his misogyny” (Sex in the Head:
Visions of Femininity and Film in D. H. Lawrence (Detroit: Wayne State UP, 1993), p. 16);
Fernihough, discussing Lawrence’s “attack on logocentrism,” has suggested that,
“paradoxically enough, in view of Lawrence’s current reputation, his attack on logocentrism
and on a model of languages which assumes a bounded, coherent self in mastery of an
objective, outer world, links him to contemporary French feminist theory” (D. H. Lawrence:
Aesthetics and ldeology, p. 11); finally, Jacquelyn Le Gall Sloan has also argued that
Lawrence’s work “does not so much target women as critique western culture, and women

b

are only a part of that critique,” and points out that this argument follows up “Sandra M.
Gilbert’s insight that Lawrence’s thinking resembles some French feminists” in the 1990
preface to the second edition of Acts of Attention: The Poems of D. H. Lawrence (1972)

(Jacquelyn Le Gall Sloan’s PhD ‘Oppositional Structure and Design in D. H. Lawrence’s

Culture Critique: A Feminist Re-Reading’ (Ann Arbor: UMI, 1998), p. xix).
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In one of the very earliest studies of Lawrence, D. H. Lawrence: An
Unprofessional Study (1932), Anais Nin argued that “Lawrence has no system, unless
his constant shifting of values can be called a system: a system of mobility. To him
any stability is merely an obstacle to creative livingness.”"> While the notion that
stability represents “an obstacle to creative livingness” is pertinent to the subsequent
chapters on Lawrence’s processes of composition, of more relevance here is both
Harris and Nin’s implicit allusions to Lawrence’s (fairly unique) detachment from
organized or institutionalized philosophies or forms of practice, which underpins the
itinerant nature of his life and writing. This detachment, which enables Lawrence’s
writing to cross boundaries (of genre, of high and low culture, and of class, nation and
religion), also leaves Lawrence unusually open to appropriation, free-floating on the
ever-changing tides of cultural and critical discourse.

As in Millett’s identification of Lawrence with the popular conception of Lady
Chatterley’s Lover as a sexually liberating pornographic novel, Linda Ruth Williams
in Sex in the Head (1993), a postmodernist study of Lawrence as “more sexually
divided than heterosexual prophet,” makes no essential distinction between Lawrence
and the influential cultural criticism of F. R. Leavis; Williams cites a phantom
“Lawrence-Leavis pact” and describes Lawrence as the “co-author of the Leavisite
rule-book.”"* Just as, outside of a particular cultural backdrop, Millett’s marriage of
Lawrence to Norman Mailer is an odd one, Williams’s identification of Lawrence and
Leavis is equally limited. It is on the back of this conflation, however, that Williams

is able to stage a play in which “the Lawrence who would close the eyes of his culture

" Anais Nin, D. H. Lawrence: An Unprofessional Study (Paris: Edward W. Titus, 1932; rpt.
London: Black Spring Press, 1985), p. 14.

'* Linda Ruth Williams, Sex in the Head, p. 16.
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is also the orgiastic picture-maker,” while, to account for a Lawrence “enjoying the
visual, experimenting with forms of narrative which are cross-fertilised by cinema
technique, looking with the eyes of femininity,” Williams offers the reductive
suggestion that “Lawrence’s work subverts itself [...] ‘itself’, at least, as a
monolithically misogynistic polemic.”"

Regarding cinema as an essentially postmodern medium — melding low and
high culture and embracing sexual permissiveness and the post-human, where
traditional humanist criteria such as sexual difference are deconstructed as cultural
constructs — Williams casts Lawrence as a “cine-phobe” (a term used throughout Sex
in the Head). However, this negative stereotype stems from the myopic identification
between Lawrence and Leavis and comes at a time when “Leavisism” was being
roundly routed. As Nigel Morris has suggested, “critics have usually been happy to
accept unquestioningly the orthodoxy established by Leavis that Lawrence was
unequivocally antagonistic towards popular forms of art and entertainment, and this
has led inevitably to a somewhat stale and simplistic recycling of Leavisite views.”'®
Interestingly, the debate between a provincial humanism and a contemporary French
theory had, to some extent, been rehearsed in the earlier debate between Leavis
himself and T. S. Eliot in the 1920s-50s, which also concerned Lawrence; in this

instance Eliot adopted the classicist ideas of reactionary French critic Charles Maurras

and the Action Frangaise movement, while also contributing reviews to La Nouvelle

" Williams, Sex in the Head, pp. 2 and 15-16.
' Nigel Morris, ‘Lawrence’s Response to Film’, in Paul Poplawski, D. H. Lawrence: A

Reference Companion (Westport: Greenwood, 1996), 591-603, 591.
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Revue Francgaise, in which he suggested that Lawrence’s novels were “extrémement
mal écrits.”"’

Although “Leavisism” has undoubtedly become outdated, Lawrence’s own
marginalisation by critics adopting a theoretical approach was unsurprisingly short-
lived, given that various areas of Lawrence’s writing are glossed by critics who too
readily accept the restrictive notions of Lawrence as parochial humanist, sexual
liberator, or patriarchal repressor; Geoff Dyer’s comic suggestion in Out of Sheer

Rage (1997) that he “deconstructed” a Longman critical reader on D. H. Lawrence

(1992), edited by Peter Widdowson, by setting it on fire might serve as a convenient

7T, S. Eliot, ‘Le Romain Anglais Contemporain’, La Nouvelle Revue Frangaise, 28 (1927),
671; Leavis responds to this review in D. H. Lawrence: Novelist, pp. 10-28. On the debate
between Leavis and Eliot and their respective magazines, Scrutiny and Criterion, see Brian
Crick and Michael DiSanto, ‘D. H. Lawrence, ‘An opportunity and a test’: The Leavis-Eliot
Controversy Revisited’, Cambridge Quarterly, 38, 2 (2009), 130-146. As in his earlier
debates with Murry and the Adelphi (see Goldie, 1998), Eliot clearly made strategic use of the
“controversy” with Leavis and Scrutiny. In a ‘London Letter’ on ‘The Novel’, published in
The Dial (vol. 73) in August 1922, by which point Eliot had already begun digesting Ulysses,
Eliot described Lawrence as “in my opinion, the most interesting novelist in England,” while
in a 1923 review of ‘Contemporary English Prose’ for Vanity Fair (vol. 20, no. 5), Eliot’s
criticism of Lawrence’s style is qualified as follows: “In the work of D. H. Lawrence,
especially in his last book, Aaron’s Rod, is found the profoundest research into human nature,
as well as the most erratic and uneven writing, by any writer of our generation” (both essays
are quoted from D. H. Lawrence: A Critical Anthology, ed. by Henry Coombes
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973), pp. 147 and 150; they are also available online at the Hathi
Trust’s Digital Library (https://www .hathitrust.org). For more on Eliot and Maurras, see

Kenneth Asher, ‘T. S. Eliot and Charles Maurras’, ANQ, 11:3 (1998), 20-29.
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marker symbolising Lawrence’s return from the margins of cultural discourse."® More
recently, critics including Michael Bell, Anne Fernihough, Amit Chaudhuri, and Jeff
Wallace, have begun to open new paths of enquiry for Lawrence by reassessing his
connections with modernist and contemporary philosophy, from Bergson and
Heidegger to Adorno, Derrida and beyond.

As in the dispute over authorial intentionality discussed in the previous
chapter (1.1), the various cultural disputes discussed thus far, between the likes of
Eliot and Leavis, Millett and Balbert, Williams and Dyer, regard the object of study
itself (i.e. Lawrence’s texts) in a rather free-floating manner. Russell McDonald has
recently outlined the “dated” nature of Simpson’s D. H. Lawrence and Feminism, for
example, which “characterizes Lawrence as “a literary trespasser” for appropriating
women’s writing,” as it “fails to recognize the vibrant interplay of male and female
voices that animates many of the drafts, fragments, and published versions of
[Lawrence’s] collaborative works.”" Aside from the obvious biographical point that
Simpson “ignores the fact that women always chose to work with” Lawrence,
McDonald’s underlying point is that Simpson does not account for material histories,
processes of composition, or the existence of alternative versions, a critique which we

can extend to most traditional studies of Lawrence.”

'® See Geoff Dyer, Out of Sheer Rage: Wrestling with D. H. Lawrence (London: Little, Brown
and Co., 1997), pp. 100-103.

" Russell McDonald, ‘Revision and Competing Voices in D. H. Lawrence’s Collaborations
with Women’, Textual Cultures, Vol. 4, No. 1, (2009), 1-25, 3-4.

** Incidentally, McDonald also extends this criticism to the Cambridge edition of Lawrence,

whose original editorial policy “fails to account for such developments in textual theory as
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In this respect, recent developments in Lawrence studies have paralleled those
in modernist studies in general, where there has been a gradual shift away from a
centralised focus upon a canonical “Modernism,” serving the specific aesthetic
doctrines of the likes of Pound, Eliot and Hulme and often complementing the
aesthetic formalism of New Criticism, which elides particularity and “difference,”
towards a de-centralised and more mobile focus upon various different “modernisms,”
which, by contrast, emphasise historical particularity.”' Before moving on to consider
the specific study of manuscripts and alternative versions, therefore, it is worth
outlining some of these developments.

In D. H. Lawrence: Language and Being (1992), Michael Bell places
Lawrence’s writing in a context of German modernist philosophy, in the work of
Heidegger and Ernst Cassirer, as well as the modernist anthropologist Lucien Lévi-
Bruhl. In doing so, Bell highlights the enactivist relationship between language and
being, predominantly in Lawrence’s novels, where there is “a constant jostling of
fundamentally different sensibilities,” which renders the language “inescapably
philosophical.”* In his introduction, Bell suggests that this study was substantially

completed some twenty years prior to publication, which perhaps explains the slight

Jack Stillinger’s notion of “multiple authorship” or Jerome McGann’s work on the social
construction of texts.” See McDonald, ‘Revision and Competing Voices’, 2.

*! For an overview of literary modernism (and its study), see Tim Armstrong, Modernism: A
Cultural History (Cambridge: Polity, 2005); for the discussion of this particular shift in
modernist studies, see pp. 24-27. See also the ‘Introduction’ to Modernism: An Anthology of
Sources and Documents, ed. Vassiliki Kolocotroni, Jane Goldman and Olga Taxidou
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh UP, 1998), pp. xvii-xx.

** Michael Bell, D. H. Lawrence: language and being,p. 3.
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disconnection from more recent developments in critical theory. However, in his

subsequent work Literature, Modernism and Myth (1997), which includes a chapter

on Lawrence, Bell justifies this gap by outlining a vision of modernism as mythopoeic.

For Bell, “mythopoeia is the underlying metaphysic of much modernist literature,”
and he describes it as follows:

Self-conscious mythopoeia, recognising a world view as such while living it

as conviction, is a paradox succinctly formulated by Thomas Mann: ‘although

in the life of the human race the mythic is indeed an early and primitive stage,
in the life of the individual it is a late and mature one’.”’
Through the self-conscious inhabitation of created worldviews, then, modernism
defends contingent values from contemporary ideological critique. However, although
mythopoeia is directly concerned with the making of worldviews (and the
acknowledgment of their status as “constructs”), Bell does not venture into the
question of Lawrence’s own processes of composition or the construction of texts.

In D. H. Lawrence: Aesthetics and Ideology (1993), Anne Fernihough engages
with Lawrence’s critical writings from a more contemporary theoretical perspective
and like Bell, she considers the previously overlooked affinities between Lawrence
and Heidegger. Fernihough does so less positively, however, responding to a
supposed charge of latent fascism. Rather than delving into Heideggerian philosophy,
then, Fernihough suggests a shared intellectual context of volkisch ideologies for both
Lawrence and Heidegger. Despite tarnishing Lawrence somewhat inadvertently with
this brush, Fernihough (like Eagleton) ultimately suggests that Lawrence sets up a

non-totalizing, “fractured” organicist aesthetic. Fernihough also connects Lawrence’s

* Michael Bell, Literature, Modernism and Myth: Belief and Responsibility in the Twentieth

Century (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1997), p. 2.
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aesthetic theories to post-Saussurean linguistics, arguing that “Lawrence’s ‘modernist’
aesthetics can be seen as an attempt to articulate what is essentially the distinction
between a pre-Saussurean (mimetic or logocentric) and a post-Saussurean
(‘differential’) model of language.”** Despite likening Lawrence’s play with language
to deconstruction, however, with Loerke’s “mischievous word-jokes” and “polyglot
fancies” in Women in Love described as “a mise en abime, a semantic abyss which is
quite typical of Lawrence’s writing,” the connection to Saussurean linguistics is not
pursued in great detail by Fernihough.” Like Bell, Fernihough also treats Lawrence’s
work in an exclusively finished state and does not consider, therefore, the
compositional status of Lawrence’s essays on aesthetics, which were produced in a far
more journalistic mode than his fiction.

In D. H. Lawrence and ‘Difference’: Postcoloniality and the Poetry of the
Present (2003), another study substantially completed much earlier, in this case as a
doctoral thesis in the early 1990s, Amit Chaudhuri considers the relevance of Derrida
for Lawrence in much greater detail. Chaudhuri, however, challenges the role of
deconstruction in literary criticism, as it can be incorporated too easily into a
traditional formalist or New Critical mode of reading, in which the critic remains
master over the passive text. Instead, Chaudhuri outlines Derrida’s (less clear)
program of “grammatology” as a more positive and participatory model, reading texts
as part of the discourse of intertextuality. Chaudhuri’s study is of greatest interest here,

however, due to its reflections upon Lawrence’s processes of writing. I return to D. H.

* Fernihough, D. H. Lawrence, p. 11. Fernihough does not reference Bell’s study of
Lawrence (although she does allude to his earlier study of F. R. Leavis (1988)), presumably
due to their works being published in close succession.

* Fernihough, D. H. Lawrence, p. 54.
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Lawrence and ‘Difference’ for this reason in a later section, when considering studies
of alternative versions of Lawrence’s work in relation to genetic criticism.

I will complete this brief survey of Lawrence’s critical legacy by turning to
Jeff Wallace’s D. H. Lawrence, Science and the Posthuman (2005), in which Wallace
attempts to counter the influence of Leavis by reconsidering Lawrence’s relation to
scientific discourse, “uncoupling Lawrence from a literary-critical tradition which
continues, even in postmodern times, to limit what we can say about him [...] because
of certain embedded assumptions about science, the natural and physical sciences in
particular.”* Wallace suggests that Leavis’s critique of science as the “reduction of
life to mechanism,” which is echoed by contemporaries such as Aldous Huxley, ends
up falling foul of its own claims by erecting a static (or mechanical) doctrine about
what it is to be human. Wallace provides a “reassessment of Lawrence’s reputation as
an irrationalist” (a label given to Lawrence by Huxley), which moves beyond the
restrictive “Two Cultures” debate by considering the influence of materialism upon
Lawrence and by discussing the relevance of Bergsonian conceptions of thinking
matter for Lawrence.”’

Overall, it can be said that critics, both for and against Lawrence, have often
looked to discern a single, coherent message in his work, which is then used to either
champion or denigrate the author. This approach mirrors the sense of Lawrence as

having produced a series of single and coherent works, which his own history of

 Geoff Wallace, D. H. Lawrence, Science and the Posthuman (London: Palgrave Macmillan,
2005), p. 7.

* Wallace, D. H. Lawrence, Science and the Posthuman, pp. 6-7. Chaudhuri also challenges
Huxley’s account of Lawrence in D. H. Lawrence and ‘Difference’, but does so by suggesting

it represents a form of cultural imperialism.
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publication might suggest. However, as the Cambridge edition of Lawrence helps to
reveal, and as the primary chapters of this thesis aim to demonstrate more clearly,
Lawrence’s processes of composition were anything but single and were often far
from coherent. Similarly, Lawrence’s fiction identifies with and dramatizes multiple
and often conflicting ideologies. The genetic study of Lawrence, which partly
deconstructs the notion of Lawrence as having produced a series of single, finished
works can, therefore, help to refocus attention upon the latter insight into Lawrence’s
work. Indeed, as we will see in a subsequent section of this chapter, one of the most
common critical contexts used by recent critics when working on alternative versions
of Lawrence’s work has been Bakhtinian “dialogism.” Developing the latter
connection in a much more explicitly “genetic” direction, the primary chapters of this
thesis outline a concept of genetic “dialogism” as a model for Lawrence’s own mode

of composition and revision.

Manuscript studies and compositional histories

On the basis of his own close study of the manuscripts of The Rainbow and Women in
Love, Charles L. Ross suggested in the late 1970s that “Lawrence’s creativity has
been misrepresented by even his staunchest admirers, who have gone to the extreme
of presenting him as a ‘daimonic’ novelist,” and added that such views had “had the
unfortunate consequence of inhibiting critical appreciation of Lawrence.” Reviewing

the Cambridge edition of The Rainbow in 1990, less than halfway through the overall

2 See Charles. L. Ross, ‘Revisions of the Second Generation in The Rainbow’, The Review of
English Studies, 27:107 (1976), 277-295, 277-278 and Ross, The Composition of The

Rainbow and Women in Love: A History (Charlottesville: Virginia UP, 1979), pp. 5-7.

76



1.2 Genetic Criticism and Lawrence Studies

production of the Cambridge edition of Lawrence, which provides textual variants at
the back of volumes, Lydia Blanchard similarly suggested that:
As additional volumes appear in the Cambridge University Press edition of the
works of D. H. Lawrence, their significance for a re-evaluation of Lawrence
begins to take shape [...] the cumulative impact of the emerging volumes [...]
is close to revolutionary for Lawrence scholarship and criticism, creating new
understandings of Lawrence as writer. [...] The textual apparatus of the
Cambridge edition shows a flexible writer, one changing his mind, growing,
evolving.”
Ross and Blanchard therefore acknowledge the evidence of Lawrence’s manuscripts
as undercutting common misconceptions of Lawrence as a dogmatic writer. For
influential examples of this among Lawrence’s admirers, Ross points to the
suggestions of Aldous Huxley, that “it was characteristic of [Lawrence] that he hardly
ever corrected or patched what he had written. [...] In other words, he gave the
daimon another chance to say what it wanted to say”, and also of F. R. Leavis, that
Lawrence “went forward rapidly once he had started [...] as the creative flow carried
him on. The first draft written, he revised, not by correcting locally or re-working
parts, but by re-writing the whole with the same kind of creative élan as had gone to
the earlier version,” which, through containing elements of truth, generalises and

oversimplifies.”

¥ Lydia Blanchard, ‘D. H. Lawrence’, English Literature in Transition, 1880-1920, 33, 3
(1990), 387-391, 387-389.
* The Letters of D. H. Lawrence, ed. Aldous Huxley (London: Heinemann, 1932), p. xvii and

F.R. Leavis, D. H. Lawrence: Novelist, p.28.
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Ross was part of a broader movement in Lawrence studies which began to
incorporate Lawrence’s manuscripts. However, though Ross’s own The Composition
of The Rainbow and Women in Love: A History (1979), like the introductory
compositional histories provided by each volume of the Cambridge edition, helps to
dispel traditional misconceptions about Lawrence’s general writing practice, neither
Ross’s study nor the Cambridge editions challenge underlying traditions of
interpretation, wherein the “proper” task of a literary critic is to evaluate and interpret
static, finished literary works (which textual critics are responsible for producing),
even if with reference to processes of writing (as in Huxley and Leavis’s above
descriptions). For this reason, it is relatively unsurprising that, though Dennis Jackson
has suggested “such “versioning” of [Lawrence’s] novels (as well as the many stories,
essays, and other genres being represented in multiple texts in CUP appendixes) will
surely make Lawrence’s work the most intriguing, accessible laboratory for genetic
studies in all of Western literature (with the possible exception of the Cornell
Wordsworth)”, “genetic studies” of Lawrence have not been forthcoming.”'

As in traditional Anglo-American manuscript studies, which have existed
from the 1960s onwards, there has indeed been a well-established form of “genetic”
criticism in Lawrence studies, which stems from the work of Mark Kinkead-Weekes
and includes, among others, Ross’s own compositional history. However, as Michael
Groden and Daniel Ferrer discuss in their introduction to Genetic Criticism: Texts and
Avant-Textes (2004), which self-deprecatingly lists Groden’s own “Ulysses” in
Progress (1977) as an example of such a work, these studies have “tended to be

pragmatic and not theoretically self-conscious, to consider textuality and intention as

3 Dennis Jackson, ‘“At last, the real D. H. Lawrence”? — The Author and The Editors: A

Reception History, 1975-93°, Editing D. H. Lawrence, pp. 211-239, p. 234.
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unproblematic, and to see the manuscripts exclusively in relation to the subsequent
published work.”*

Traditional Anglo-American manuscript studies are therefore fundamentally
concerned with written texts as opposed to writing processes, track writing in an often
single and linear manner, and evaluate process almost entirely in relation to external
contexts such as the author’s biography. Critics have tended to operate with a kind of
tunnel vision: always at the end is a textual product, which often functions as a
unifying telos, removing multiplicity and contingency. By contrast of course, Groden
and Ferrer have suggested that, “for geneticists, instead of a fixed, finished object in
relation to which all previous states are considered, a given text becomes—or texts

become — the contingent manifestations of a diachronous play of signifiers.””

‘The Marble and The Statue’

As Kinkead-Weekes’s 1968 essay ‘The Marble and the Statue: The Exploratory
Imagination of D. H. Lawrence’ is perhaps the most originary study of “genesis” in
Lawrence criticism, I will begin the present survey by providing a critique of this
essay in order to clarify the difference between this type of approach and genetic

criticism.**

** Groden and Ferrer, Genetic Criticism, pp. 4-5.

** Groden and Ferrer, Genetic Criticism, p. 5; see pp. 42-43 and 49-51 for a discussion of
potential problems with this suggestion.

**Ross alludes to Kinkead-Weekes by suggesting “the actual practice of Lawrence was [...]

9999

in one critic’s phrase, “exploratory”” (Ross, The Composition of The Rainbow and Women in
Love, pp. 6-7), while in a recent study of Lawrence’s collaborative revisions, Russell

McDonald suggests Kinkead-Weekes encourages the study of Lawrence’s “manuscripts and
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To begin with, ‘The Marble and The Statue’ is just under fifty pages in length
and, besides outlining its conception of Lawrence’s “exploratory imagination,” it also
provides descriptions of the early compositional histories of The Rainbow and Women
in Love (probably the longest and most complex of all Lawrence’s novels), discusses
scenes in both novels, and provides detailed readings of Lawrence’s book-length
‘Study of Thomas Hardy’ and his long essay ‘The Crown’ (originally published in
part in installments). At an obvious level, then, the essay does not have sufficient
space to provide a detailed discussion of specific revisions or processes of writing.
Kinkead-Weekes is fairly open about this point, however, as the following argument
on method makes clear:

The Crown will provide a very useful interpretative basis; a full study of the

manuscripts would show us the effort of imaginative exploration that went

into the novel’s growth; but only literary criticism of the finished work [i.e.

Women in Love], proceeding from both of these, could hope for adequate

understanding.”

Despite providing a compositional history and short, cleanly transcribed extracts from
early draft fragments at various points, then, the essay’s primary focus is upon
Kinkead-Weekes’s own, broader argument about Lawrence’s artistic “growth,” which
results in a final transformation from “marble” to “statue.” Hence the essay concludes

as follows:

letters that bear witness to his methods of composition” (McDonald, ‘Revision and
Competing Voices’, 4).

* Mark Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue: The Exploratory Imagination of D. H.
Lawrence’, Imagined World: Essays on Some English Novels and Novelists in Honor of John

Burt, (eds.) Maynard Mack & lan Gregor (London: Methuen, 1968), pp. 371-418, p. 401.
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Lawrence aspired to, and achieved in the greatest moments of these novels, an
imaginative vision inclusive enough to allow all opposites to play. [...] The
aim of the exploratory theory and the finest achievement of the exploratory
process, was to battle through partialities, to become objective enough to make
his “statues” stand free, complete.*
As in the previous view of literary criticism as orientated by “the finished work,” this
telos of “free” and “complete” literary products orientates Kinkead-Weekes’s
treatment of the early drafts, which, along with certain essays completed by Lawrence
during breaks in work on the novel (1914-15), are taken into account predominantly
for evidence of Lawrence’s artistic growth.

‘The Marble and The Statue’ is not particularly concerned, therefore, with the
investigation of specific processes of writing (as in genetic criticism), and its use of
draft materials demonstrates this point. The essay’s discussion of Women in Love, for
example, focuses on two scenes, both of which involve arguments between Birkin and
Ursula, and the first of these takes place in the chapter ‘Moony’, following Birkin’s
stoning of the moon’s reflected imagine (I discuss this chapter of Women in Love in
Chapter 2.4 of this thesis). Prior to commenting on earlier and later versions of the
passage in question, Kinkead-Weekes first suggests that Women in Love enacts a
“dialectic of imagination and understanding” previously set out by Lawrence in the
‘Study of Thomas Hardy’, that “at its deepest level it grows through a series of
imaginative plunges” and ‘Moony’ is regarded as the “greatest” of these plunges,
“imaginatively the heart of the book.””” Having established this framework, Kinkead-

Weekes then suggests that “the manuscripts show us Lawrence struggling to clarify

%% Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 412.

7 Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, pp. 401-402.
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his basic theme” and “trying to give the insights of The Crown a more precise focus
for the understanding of different characters.”* Finally, Kinkead-Weekes turns to the
scene itself, which he claims has “already been captured in the penultimate draft,” but,
“inevitably, the process of conflict has to begin again,” because, in the penultimate

9999

draft, “Birkin insists that Ursula should accept him *“as a leader” and the scene
“breaks up in rather childish rage.”* An extract from the draft is then provided, with
no ensuing commentary. Instead, Kinkead-Weekes suggests that “throughout the last
draft, Lawrence had been liberating himself from the “leadership” theory which had
been blocking his own, and not merely Ursula’s, understanding of what marriage
should be,” and, “as he rewrites, he sees that what is really important is that both
lovers should give themselves.”*

The second scene in Women in Love discussed by the essay takes place
slightly later in the narrative, following Birkin and Ursula’s decision to resign from
work and elope together. As in the first example, prior to commenting on alternative
versions of the relevant passage, the essay first sets out an overriding external context:
Kinkead-Weekes suggests that Lawrence had achieved a “new standpoint” in life
following his marriage to Frieda Weekley and his work on the ‘Study of Thomas
Hardy’ and ‘The Crown’, and, subsequently, he had “realized that a new climax of the
Ursula/Birkin story was called for.”*' Moving on to the scene in question, Kinkead-

Weekes describes Birkin as fearing the onset of “seething sexuality” after his

betrothal in the earlier version, forcing “Ursula into the false position of having to

* Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 402.
¥ Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 402.
% Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, pp. 402-403.

* Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 403.
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decide one way or the other” (whether or not they should have sex), while Ursula
“doesn’t know what she wants, and despite the new certainty of their love, the chapter
ends, in the penultimate draft, with a dying fall.”** The external commentary
anticipates the draft, of which a short extract is provided as evidence, before the essay

2999

moves on to argue that, “having clarified the three “Ways,”” in ‘Study of Thomas
Hardy’, Lawrence “was able to grasp the essence of “Star-equilibrium”, and convey
his certainty that once the essential relationship is right, the starry way can both
include and transcend the darkness, as in the final chapters Ursula and Birkin will
know and move beyond the snow.”*

The legitimacy of Kinkead-Weekes’s specific arguments is not what is at stake
in this critique. The point is simply to demonstrate the subsidiary function of the
manuscripts, where the focus is not on specific acts of revision or processes of writing
but on a general, external interpretation of Lawrence’s biography and oeuvre. Despite
these limitations in terms of a reflection on textual process, Kinkead-Weekes’s
approach is rarely challenged, while the essay’s method and arguments clearly inform
Kinkead-Weekes’s subsequent interpretation of the composition of The Rainbow and
Women in Love in his introduction to the Cambridge edition of The Rainbow and in

the relevant sections of the second volume of the Cambridge biography of Lawrence,

D. H. Lawrence: Triumph to Exile, 1912-1922 *

2 Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 404.
* Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 404.
* See Mark Kinkead-Weekes, D. H. Lawrence: Triumph to Exile, 2912-1922 (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1996), esp. pp. 107-112, 167-168 and 218-224, and The Rainbow

(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1989), pp. xix-xlv.
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Before moving on, it is worth highlighting two final points regarding ‘The
Marble and the Statue’. The first of these concerns the essay’s confusing lack of
distinctions between, firstly, Lawrence’s own art and Lawrence’s theories about art,
both of which are referred to using the same terms (“art” and “imagination”); and,
secondly, between process as something occurring within a finished text or work (as
in a dialectic) and process in terms of a process of writing, both of which are
implicitly suggested by the term “process,” while only the former meaning is really
relevant to Kinkead-Weekes’s analyses. Consider the following passage:

We have also seen that his theory of art was essentially a theory of process,

and how amply the evolution of his greatest novels enacted that theory. But I

want now to argue that “process” is absolutely central to Lawrence’s

imagination itself: that we shall not respond fully to his best work until we
learn to read in terms of process.*
As the argument switches between conceptions of art, art theory, evolution, and
imagination, it remains unclear what the “central” term “process” actually concerns.

The second and final point concerns the essay’s underlying conception of
creativity, which centres on the distinction between “marble” and “statue” and
appears quasi-religious as, via an “exploratory process,” Lawrence enables matter to
transcend itself. Kinkead-Weekes alludes to the essay’s theological dimension in the
following passage:

In the Study of Thomas Hardy, Lawrence’s religion and his fiction begin to come
together. It is a sustained attempt to work out the meaning of his earlier intuitions
into what could be called, not improperly, a “theology” of marriage—a study of

creativity embarked on under the first impact of war. Only then was he able to

* Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 407.
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write The Rainbow, the History, or even “Bible”, in which that theology is

embodied, tested, and further explored imaginatively, in terms of human

relationship.*®
This dimension inflects the essay’s use of the term “growth,” and perhaps explains the
paradoxical manner in which Lawrence’s manuscripts appear both central and
peripheral at the same time: “without the manuscripts of the first three novels, we
cannot hope to measure fully how far the Study took Lawrence beyond The Wedding
Ring [though three fragments survive, and] from these we can learn rather more of the
growth of the work than the letters tell us.”* Despite championing Lawrence’s
“exploratory 1imagination,” then, Lawrence’s actual writing processes become

unimportant and are overlooked.

Emergence/Maturity
In the decade or so following ‘The Marble and the Statue’, as numerous other critics
focusing on this period around 1914, often portrayed as a pivotal moment in
Lawrence’s life and career, sought to incorporate Lawrence’s manuscripts, a theme of
emergence and maturity dominated in the study of Lawrence’s manuscripts.

Another important early figure was J. C. F. Littlewood, whose D. H. Lawrence,
I: 1885-1914 (1976), based on articles published in The Cambridge Quarterly in the
late 1960s, suggested that certain stories in The Prussian Officer and Other Stories
(1914), a collection which is problematically absent from ‘The Marble and the Statue’,

present “the first moment of which it is possible to say that Lawrence is now truly

* Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 384.

* Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and the Statue’, p. 375.
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himself and has found himself as an artist.”*® Littlewood supports this claim by
comparing similar episodes in earlier or later works and rewritten episodes in earlier
and later versions of the same work, while making judgements about the “maturity”
of respective passages. Other critics who produced similar work around this time
include Keith Sagar, John Worthen, Brian Finney (who claims there is an “enormous
gulf” separating Sons and Lovers and The Rainbow in the essay ‘D. H. Lawrence’s
Progress to Maturity: From Holograph Manuscript to Final Publication of The
Prussian Officer and Other Stories’) and Keith Cushman.

For an indication of the teleological nature of these studies, consider the
following passage from Cushman’s D. H. Lawrence at Work: The Emergence of the
Prussian Officer Stories (1978), which summarises the emergence of ‘The Shades of
Spring’ as follows:

The progression from The White Peacock chapter [‘The Scarp Slope’] to ‘The

Shades of Spring’ is a study in Lawrence’s growth to maturity, of his ultimate

acceptance of his past and of himself. The special radiance of ‘The Shades of

Spring’ also speaks clearly and directly to the fact that it is part of the

emergent moment of The Rainbow. He had at last transformed something of a

personal archetype into a first-rate work of short fiction.*’

*J. C. F. Littlewood, D. H. Lawrence, 1: 1885-1914 (London: Longman, 1976), p. 14. See
also Littlewood, ‘Lawrence’s Early Tales’, The Cambridge Quarterly, 1:2 (1965), 107-124
and ‘Son and Lover’, The Cambridge Quarterly, 2:4 (1969), 323-361.

4 See Keith Sagar, “The Best I Have Known”: D. H. Lawrence’s ‘A Modern Lover’ and
‘The Shades of Spring’’, Studies in Short Fiction, 4 (1967), 143-151 and John Worthen,
‘Short Story and Autobiography: Kinds of Detachment in D. H. Lawrence’s Early Fiction’,

Renaissance and Modern Studies, 29 (1985), 1-15. Brian Finney, ‘D. H. Lawrence’s Progress
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While there may be some evaluative justification for such arguments, based on the
content of the works in question, the predominance of New Critical ideas about
literature provide a clear context for the championing of final texts, as well as final
works within an oeuvre by such critics.

Echoing Kinkead-Weekes’s description of his method in an earlier extract,
Ross claims that “one cannot understand the full resilience of Lawrence’s imagination
or its exploratory daring unless one supplements criticism of the finished texts with
knowledge of their growth from the one seed into an organic whole.”™ Besides the
restrictive, teleological metaphors for writing, the awkwardness of these attempts to
justify incorporating manuscripts, as a supplement for “proper” literary criticism,
makes more sense when considered in relation to New Critical ideas about the
function of criticism.”’

In fairness, Ross does problematize the term “draft” in The Composition of

The Rainbow and Women in Love, by noting:

to Maturity: From Holograph Manuscript to Final Publication of The Prussian Officer and
Other Stories’, Studies in Bibliography, 28 (1975), 321-332 (322). Keith Cushman, D. H.
Lawrence at Work: The Emergence of the Prussian Officer Stories (Sussex: Harvester Press,
1978), 147.

* Ross, The Composition of the “Rainbow” and “Women in Love” , pp. 3-4.

>! Consider, for example, the following remark on the relative merit of compositional studies
in Wimsatt and Beardsley’s ‘The Intentional Fallacy’: “All this, however, would appear to
belong to an art separate from criticism, or to a discipline which one might call the
psychology of composition, valid and useful, an individual and private culture, yoga, or
system of self-development which the young poet would do well to notice, but different from
the public science of evaluating poems” (Wimsatt and Beardsley, ‘The Intentional Fallacy’,

476).
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For purposes of definition, the term draft refers to a temporal unit as well as a
physical object. A draft is a version of the novel composed and revised in one
continuous period of time. Thus the autograph manuscript of 7he Rainbow and the
typescript subsequently prepared from it are called one draft because Lawrence
worked on them continuously, beginning the revision of the typescript while
sections of it were still being typed.”
Opening up the distinction between a “draft” and a “text,” this type of observation
suggests a development away from traditional manuscript studies. However, this
concept of a draft as a “version” is quite static and figures exclusively in relation to
the final work; by contrast, in genetic criticism, drafts figure in relation to the avant-
texte and specific processes of writing. Furthermore, Ross’s definition is provided in
passing and is not explored in any further depth. Similarly, a short chapter on
‘Techniques of Revision in the Manuscripts’, which looks at how the dynamics
between the central characters change in revision, provides scant support for the
following normative conclusion, which echoes Kinkead-Weekes: “[Lawrence]
grasped the full potential in what had appeared to be the impossible love of man for
man [...] partly because he had also reconsidered the development of the
Birkin/Ursula story.”” According to Karen McLeod Hewitt, “Mr. Ross manages to

suggest that Lawrence’s revisions are self-evidently improvements.”*

The Cambridge edition: pros and cons

>* Ross, The Composition of the “Rainbow” and “Women in Love” , p. 10.
>> Ross, The Composition of the “Rainbow” and “Women in Love” ,p. 138.
> Karen McLeod Hewitt, ‘Review of The Composition of the “Rainbow” and “Women in

Love”: A History’, The Review of English Studies, 33, 131 (1982), 360-362, 361.
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In conjunction with a general absence of theories about textual process in the wider
culture of Anglo-American literary and textual criticism (as discussed in the previous
chapter), the lack of interpretative engagement with writing processes themselves in
Lawrence studies can partly be traced to the presence of the Cambridge edition of
Lawrence. At an obvious level, the vast majority of critics who have worked on
Lawrence’s manuscripts have also worked for the project and research has, therefore,
funnelled towards the production of editions; among others, these critics include: John
Worthen, Mark Kinkead-Weekes, L. D. Clark, Brian Finney, Helen and Carl Baron,
Michael Squires, Paul Eggert and N. H. Reeve. Charles L. Ross, meanwhile, edited a
Penguin edition of Women in Love (1982).

The Cambridge edition has indeed provided a much-needed critical edition of
Lawrence’s work, spanning the entire gamut of genres (long fiction, short fiction,
non-fiction, poetry and drama). These volumes were much-needed not only because
the biographical, compositional and reception histories provided by scholarly
introductions, the references provided by explanatory notes and the variant readings
provided by appendices and apparatuses supply the necessary materials for research
into Lawrence’s writing, but also because the “corrupt” nature of all prior editions,
which, as the Cambridge editors are at pains to point out, contained non-authorial
errors, alterations and cuts, meant prior readers had no reliable access to Lawrence’s
writing. Expanding the theme of new access to Lawrence’s writing, the Cambridge
edition has also included new versions of works based on manuscripts, including
well-known examples like Paul Morel (2003), an early version of Sons and Lovers,
and Quetzalcoatl (2011), an early version of The Plumed Serpent, as well as, most
famously, Mr Noon (1984), of which only the first volume (140 of 407 manuscript

pages) had previously been published. The Cambridge edition not only provides more
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faithful versions of Lawrence’s work, then, but, at a more basic level, it also provides
more of Lawrence’s work.

However, while the production of alternative versions of works (in particular)
makes the Cambridge edition something of a “laboratory” for genetic study (as
Dennis Jackson points out in an earlier quotation), the motivation for such volumes
has largely been one of comprehensiveness — not producing them would have meant
discarding large chunks of Lawrence’s archive, which would not only have rendered
the edition distinctly un-comprehensive, but would also have encouraged a rival
edition to come along and pick up the pieces — and the edition itself does not develop

9 <6

any ideas about “versioning,” “process,” or criteria for distinguishing between texts,
works, versions and drafts. Furthermore, once in the realm of drafts and works in
progress, the edition’s traditional approach to editing becomes more open to criticism.

Despite its own apparent quest for definitiveness then, the Cambridge edition has

ended up by implicitly encouraging readers to consider different versions, subverting

the former status of “the” text, and, hopefully, paving the way for future genetic study.

The final section of this chapter will therefore consider more recent work on
Lawrence’s manuscripts and on alternative versions of Lawrence’s work, in which a

latent form of genetic criticism can be detected.

Alternative versions

By focusing on intertextuality and cultural ‘difference’, Amit Chaudhuri’s D. H.
Lawrence and ‘Difference’ offers a new way of reading Lawrence. Offering an
explicit critique of traditional formalist approaches to Lawrence’s work, and rather
than isolating single poems, Chaudhuri situates poems within a broader poetic

discourse, which traditional critics ignore:
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It seemed that to ‘lift’ single masterpieces, or ‘finished’ works, from this
discourse, in order to preserve them by either anthologizing them or studying
them (in effect, reading them), and to take the occurrence of the often
unwieldy, repetitive, and overwritten discourse in which they were located as
redundant or unfortunate, would be to rob those poems of a certain dimension
of meaning, and, indeed, to elide the significance that Lawrence himself
assigned to such a discourse. Was there a way, then, in which the redundancy
and ‘unfinishedness’ of this discourse could be addressed positively, in a
reading that had other values to affirm than ambiguity, meaning, felicity of
expression, and complexity of treatment and subject matter?>
Approaching writing from an alternative cultural perspective, Chaudhuri re-evaluates
concepts such as redundancy, unfinishedness and repetition, traditionally used to
criticise Lawrence, and highlights their place within an imperialistic cultural tradition.
Deliberately avoiding deconstruction, as another “New Critical mode of close-
reading” in the hands of critics such as Paul de Man or J. Hillis Miller, Chaudhuri
instead takes up Derrida’s term “grammatology,” as:
A positive attempt to describe and affirm an alternative non-logocentric
language, a language without a single centre, hierarchies, and linearity, a
language which [...] approximates the Lawrentian poetic discourse in many of
its crucial characteristics: for the latter too disrupts the centrality of the image,
its chronological ‘development’, and destroys frames around individual

poems.*

> Chaudhuri, p. 2.

*% Chaudhuri, pp. 4-5.
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Echoing Fernihough’s discussion of Saussure in regards to “an alternative non-
logocentric language,” Chaudhuri moves on to suggest that “Lawrence’s conception
of Art is of it being a discourse that struggles towards communality and participation,
and away from control and power.”>” Chaudhuri therefore places Lawrence’s
resistance to the centralizing and monopolistic trends of Western aesthetic culture in
the context of post-coloniality and cultural ‘difference,” and argues that Lawrence’s
understanding of “primitivism” raises “a number of questions about cultural identity,
otherness, and the imagination that are crucially related to his poetry,” while he also
finds a “parallel” for his critique of Anglo-American reading practices “in Lawrence’s
own critique of Western assumptions about ‘primitivism.’””*

Discussing the traditional notion of Lawrence’s poetic genius (used both in
censure and praise), Chaudhuri argues that critics demonstrate “the admiration of the
‘civilized’ man for the savage [...] thrilling to his spontaneity and oneness with life
[...] in a manner remarkably similar to Orientalist scholarship,” where “Lawrence’s
‘difference’ is held to be somehow mysteriously fixed and essential” and thus “no
attempt is made to work towards a critical language that could address and describe
that difference.”® Following up Chaudhuri’s point here, this thesis works towards a
critical language in order to describe Lawrence’s difference in relation to composition
and revision, by deploying a “dialogical” model, in opposition to the more commonly
used metaphors of “construction,” as discussed in subsequent chapters.

Of most relevance to the present chapter, however, is Chaudhuri’s attempt to

address “unfinishedness” in a positive manner, which enables him to read different

°7 Chaudhuri, p. 8.
** Chaudhuri, p. 115.

** Chaudhuri, p. 115-116.
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versions not as part of a single and exclusive teleological narrative, but as part of a
broader poetic discourse. This intertextual web includes texts from different stages in
Lawrence’s life, as well as texts written by others, which find verbal echoes in
Lawrence’s poetry. As the following note on method makes clear, Chaudhuri’s
positive “deconstruction” of the text-as-product parallels the procedure of genetic
criticism in some important ways:

My study [...] is not a chronological one, and does not attempt to be

‘representative’ in the chronological sense, or trace a narrative of

‘development’. Instead, I have considered groups and clusters of poems from

diverse collections by Lawrence, and his revisions of some of his early poems,

mainly to establish their intertextuality and open-endedness, to dissolve the
distinction between the ‘finished” and ‘unfinished’ poem, between the

‘redundant’ and ‘essential’ image, and to give a sense of the peculiar

Lawrentian discourse, or language, to whose creation all these poems

contribute.”

Having said that, it is also useful to outline some of the differences between this
approach and genetic criticism, which is able to develop some of these points.

One important distinction concerns the dimension of temporality, which
Chaudhuri’s explicit focus on “the poetry of the present” elides. This also relates to a
broader point about structuralist and post-structuralist approaches to literature, as
alluded to in the previous chapter, which is that small static texts are in a sense simply
replaced by larger static texts (i.e. Lawrence’s poetic ‘“discourse”). Although the
resulting “mega text” may be plugged into an endless series of other discursive

formations, including those formed by each new, “participatory” reader, the

% Chaudhuri, p. 9.
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discursive totality is itself as restrictive as it is liberating. Emphasizing the absence of
a temporal dimension in his own intertextual approach, Chaudhuri suggests, for
example, that Lawrence’s early poem ‘End of Another Home-Holiday’, “appears to
be actually haunted by and reminiscent of a late poem, ‘Bavarian Gentians’ [...] what
we seem to witness is the early poem’s amnesiac evasion of the theme of the later
work.”®" Genetic criticism escapes such loops by grounding reading in the internal
history or genesis of texts (which, as discussed in the previous chapter, also
reconstitutes a place for the author).

This temporal dimension is a more important feature of N. H. Reeve’s
Reading Late Lawrence (2003), which appeared in the same year as Chaudhuri’s
study and likewise considers alternative versions of works, though it focuses on both
long and short fiction from Lawrence’s “late” period. As Reeve’s own note on
method makes clear, Reading Late Lawrence focuses on a dynamics of revision which
Ferrer has labeled “retroaction” and “persistence”:

I have attempted to write from a kind of moment-by-moment engagement with

the late works of Lawrence that interest me most, trying to follow the little

undercurrents and stirrings of implication as they feed in and out of the larger
flow. Each of my commentaries has been prompted by a particular piece of
revision, one which seems to me to reveal something of the textual impulse

both in Lawrence’s original conception and in its subsequent development — a

development to which, however much the two may differ, only that original

conception could have pointed the way. These pieces of revision may affect a

paragraph, an entire scene, or a single sentence. I am interested in the phantom

imprints, as it were, left by Lawrence’s first thoughts upon the thoughts that

%' Chaudhuri, p. 27.
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replace them. I am also interested in watching for signs of this across and
between works as well as within one work, given that virtually everything
Lawrence wrote, especially in his later years, was a form of reengagement
with something he had already written [...] 5

Unlike Chaudhuri, who, in a single reading, juggles different versions of multiple
poems and thus deals with “writing” in a more general sense, Reeve pays closer
attention to specific “pieces of revision,” ranging down to “a single sentence,” and
follows the internal temporality of particular works. Whereas Chaudhuri suggests that
an early poem is “haunted” by a later one (for readers, at least), Reeve focuses on the
retroactive nature of writing.”

Less positively, however, Reeve, who has also served as an editor for the
Cambridge edition of Lawrence, does not delve very deeply into the theory behind his
approach, nor does he offer any critique of traditional modes of reading Lawrence.
This can in part be said to reflect the fact that Reeve mainly considers previously
published versions of works, as in the earlier versions of Lady Chatterley’s Lover,
which take up a large section of the book and have partly been in publication since the
1940s. One (albeit rather lame) context for the consideration of “process” which
Reeve does posit, however, is dialogism, via Paul Eggert’s introduction to the
collection D. H. Lawrence and Comedy (1996), edited by Eggert and Worthen. Eggert

discusses recent interest in Bakhtin and theories of the dialogic, which Reeve sees as

%2N. H. Reeve, Reading Late Lawrence, p. ix; see also Daniel Ferrer, ‘Clementis’s Cap:
Retroaction and Persistence in the Genetic Process’ (discussed in Chapter 1.1).

% In fairness to Chaudhuri, the difference in approach here may partly be accorded to the
difference between short pieces of poetry and much longer pieces of prose, which generally

contain lengthier compositional histories.
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conducive to a critical climate in which Lawrence “could come to be read more for
the processes than for the outcomes or ostensible messages of his writing.”**

Despite gesturing towards Bakhtin, Reeve adopts a predominantly
psychoanalytic approach to the interpretation of versions and is primarily interested in
“the signals they send out of something more vulnerable, less confident, more
psychologically defensive [...] to face up to the persistent survival in him of feelings
that ought, in theory, to have been long superseded.”® Although Reeve suggests that
respective approaches owe “much to the stage of Lawrence’s career that one looks at,”
the “genetic” inflection of his own, psychoanalytic approach to Lawrence’s late work
is relevant for the general study of Lawrence.” Consider Reeve’s question, which
responds to a question called out by the character Lady Lathkill in the story ‘Glad
Ghosts’:

When Lady Lathkill calls out, ‘Are you here, Lucy?’, is it not possible to hear

[...] the defiant, even rather majestic pathos of one for whom the world is

momentarily enriched by the echoes of the past vibrating in it?*’

% Reeve, Reading Late Lawrence, p. ix; see Paul Eggert, ‘Introduction’, Lawrence and
Comedy (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996), pp. 1-18. For the general introduction of Bakhtin
to Lawrence studies (and Anglo-American literary criticism more generally), see David
Lodge, ‘Lawrence, Dostoevsky, Bakhtin: D. H. Lawrence and Dialogic Fiction’, Renaissance
and Modern Studies, 29:1 (1985), 16-32, as well as After Bakhtin: Essays on Fiction and
Criticism (London: Routledge, 1990), which includes a chapter on Lawrence.

% Reeve, Reading Late Lawrence, p. X.

% Reeve, Reading Late Lawrence, p. X

%" Reeve, Reading Late Lawrence,p. 121.
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Though the textual dimension is only a latent suggestion in Reeve’s question, this
thesis finds the texts of Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent to be similarly
“enriched by the echoes of the past vibrating in it.” As mentioned, however, Reeve’s
own readings draw attention away from the text-genetic dimension in order to
emphasise biography and biographical psychoanalysis. Consider, for example, the
following concluding note on ‘Glad Ghosts’: “in December 1925 Lawrence was by no
means fully reconciled to having Frieda’s children in his life [...] and much of the
writing he produced in this period appears spurred by an ambivalence, not just
towards the two girls themselves, but towards Frieda’s undisguised delight at having
restored to her a little of what life with Lawrence had taken away.”®

Returning to the introduction to Lawrence and Comedy for a moment, Eggert
suggests that Leavis was intent on “eliciting a body of truths about the life-enhancing,
religious and normative potential of Lawrence’s writings,” and this type of influence
is certainly apparent in the traditional manuscript studies discussed earlier.” However,
as Eggert goes on to suggest, “the intellectual relativism of the late twentieth century”
is helping us to recognise other “constructions” of Lawrence.

This “dialogical” context is relevant to the last two critics I wish to consider in
the present survey. As discussed above, Russell McDonald has taken issue with
Hilary Simpson’s notion of Lawrence as a “literary trespasser” (in D. H. Lawrence
and Feminism), and examines in greater detail the ways in which Lawrence
consistently collaborated with women writers via a series of challenging, critical

dialogues. McDonald’s textually informed reassessment of Lawrence’s collaborations

% Reeve, Reading Late Lawrence, p. 39.

% Eggert, ‘Introduction, p. 1.
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with women focuses upon the creative interplay of different, oppositional voices
within both the overall process of composition, as well as within narratives.
Discussing Lawrence’s collaboration with Louie Burrows, on the short story
‘Goose Fair’, McDonald notes how Lawrence:
Envisions their stories as presenting a dialogue between these styles rather
than synthesizing them into a single, monologic voice. Moreover, his
substitution of “nom de guerre” for “nom de plume” suggests that he wanted
the juxtaposition of their “masculine” and “feminine” writing to result in
conflict, presumably believing that such conflict could prove useful
creatively.”
McDonald also discusses narrative voice as dialogical, in his discussion of The Boy in
the Bush, written by Lawrence in collaboration with Australian writer Mollie Skinner.
McDonald notes the manner in which the novel’s narrative shifts between distinct
styles, marked by first and third-person narration, as well as between past and present
tenses, which “disrupt[s] any semblance of a single, authoritative voice guiding us
through these events.””"
McDonald concludes his essay by considering Lawrence (favourably) in the
context of other modernist collaborators, as follows:
Lawrence’s complex engagement in collaboration between men and women
makes him a more vexing case study for this important aspect of modernism
than writers, such as W. B. Yeats and Marianne Moore, who worked with

partners of the opposite gender in ways we might find easier to applaud. Few

writers embraced the inherent messiness of such collaboration or used it to

" McDonald, 5.

" McDonald, 20.
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install real gendered conflict in their work more fervently than Lawrence. [...]
we have seen that the male-female interplay so prevalent in his fiction was not
just the product of his solitary genius but often literally inscribed his textual
parrying with women. Both famous works [...] and lesser-known ones [...]
contain superb textual evidence of this conflictual yet productive process that
adds to our understanding of the modernist zeal to “make it new”.”
Though these questions move beyond the range of the present thesis, it is important to
note that it is precisely McDonald’s research into textual process that provides the
“superb” evidence of “textual parrying” between the respective authors.

The final study I will consider here is Violeta Sotirova’s D. H. Lawrence and
Narrative Viewpoint (2012), which, before discussing drafts of Sons and Lovers,
introduces Bakhtinian dialogism in some detail. Sotirova’s outline of a dialogical
model of language, which focuses on the role of “intersubjectivity” — where, in the
writings of Bakhtin and Voloshinov, “for the first time language is treated not as an
abstract system or set of grammatical rules, nor as the subjective expression of the
individual,” and cannot therefore be fully totalized into a single, monological system
— echoes the work of Michael Bell in describing dialogism as fundamentally
concerned with “relations between utterances expressive of different worldviews.””
Elsewhere, Sotirova’s introductory description of “the dialogic self” — where “any

attempt at defining personality would mean freezing it in a stale form which is

antithetical to human essence, always in a state of flux and becoming” and where the

2 McDonald, 22.
7 Violeta Sotirova, D. H. Lawrence and Narrative Viewpoint (London: Bloomsbury
Academic, 2012), pp. 8-9. In D. H. Lawrence: language and being, Bell describes Women in

Love as “the most radically ‘dialogic’ of [Lawrence’s] novels” (p. 97).
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“conception of the other as a subject in its own right [...] precludes any such
definition and is an important prerequisite for the existence of the self” — echoes the
visions and revisions of selfhood found in the manuscripts of Women in Love and The
Plumed Serpent discussed in subsequent chapters.”

However, Sotirova’s study is primarily a stylistic one, considering the
relationship between specific stylistic features (such as connectives and repetitions)
and dialogical narrative viewpoint, by focusing on Lawrence’s novel Sons and Lovers.
The ostensible aim is to reconcile a debate between single and dual-voice

b

interpretations of “free indirect discourse,” by introducing dialogism and by

“branching above the level of the sentence and considering passages of viewpoint
presentation in context and each sentence in relation to the surrounding co-text.””

In terms of Lawrence’s processes of writing, Sotirova attempts to place the
development of dialogic narrative viewpoint within the author’s overall oeuvre and
turns, therefore, to “the evidence from manuscripts” to see whether Lawrence
intentionally constructed the various stylistic features through revision. Besides the
relevance of traditional textual criticism to this examination of Lawrence’s intentions,
this approach to manuscripts is also somewhat in keeping with the genetic study of
other modernist authors, where critics often study the self-conscious “construction” of
text.

I discuss the latter point in more detail (and in relation to Sotirova) in chapter
2.3 on Women in Love. However, in order to tie up the present discussion, in which

we have moved from a normative Leavisian narrative about Lawrence’s “progress to

maturity” to a more relativistic acceptance of multiple viewpoints inspired by

™ Sotirova, pp. 5-6. See chapters 2-3.

> Sotirova, p. 48.
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Bakhtinian dialogicity, it is worth noting the persistence of traditional themes of
emergence. These come through via Sotirova’s suggestion in D. H. Lawrence and
Narrative Viewpoint that the drafts of Sons and Lovers reveal a significant “break” in
Lawrence’s development as a writer.

Citing a timeline set out by Keith Sagar in The Art of D. H. Lawrence in 1966,
Sotirova argues as follows:

A comparison between The Trespasser and Sons and Lovers shows us how the

style, which was later developed to its full potential in The Rainbow and

Women in Love emerged in the first place. [...] Critics of various persuasions

have also felt a break in the development of Lawrence’s fiction between The

Trespasser and Sons and Lovers.”®
Despite marking a further development in the study of Lawrence’s manuscripts, then,
along with each of the other critics discussed towards the end of this chapter, some of
whom explicitly criticize existing traditions, textual genesis and the study of writing
processes remain largely subsidiary topics within Lawrence studies.

It is in this respect, then, that this thesis seeks to make its main contribution in
the chapters which follow, by analyzing the writing and rewriting of two of
Lawrence’s major novels, Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent. In doing so, I will
provide a clear idea of just how complex and multifarious Lawrences’ processes of
writing were; how Lawrence explicitly produced entire drafts as a form of preparation
for subsequent work; how the tension between the flux of writing and the stasis of the
finished text provided a clear grounding for central thematic oppositions in his fiction
between stasis and flux, completion and incompletion; how the rhythms of revision

find echoes in the fictional content, with a basic counterpoint between constrained and

7% Sotirova, p. 157.
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restful segments; and how perhaps the greatest dilemma for Lawrence when

producing his works was the question of how to write an ending.
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The Composition of Women in Love (Expanded Cambridge Version)

Bibliographical Notes Version Date
Pp. 291-6 in Warren
Roberts’s March - June
Bibiliohraphy of D. H. MS 7296pp. One 1913
Lawrence, MS ‘The Sisters I’
Catalogue no. E441a
Unfinished; pp. 373- MS ?380pp. August 1913
80 in Roberts E441a “The Sisters II’ Two - January
1914
MS ?600pp.
Not extant ‘The Wedding Ring’
Three February -
Typed by Dunlop; TS ?7500pp. TCC 7500pp. May 1914
TCC pp. 219-75,279- | ‘The Wedding Ring’“The Wedding Ring’
84 in Roberts E331a
Roberts E331a MS & TCC 811pp. November
The Rainbow 1914 - March
1915;
Unfinished first draft; MS 55pp. Four April 1916;
Roberts E441b “The Sisters III’
Pp. 650-863 in MS 863pp. April - June
Roberts E441C “The Sisters III’ 1916
Pp. 1-368 typed by TSIa 666pp. TSIb 666pp. July -
DHL, pp. 369-666 The First Five November
typed by Pinker: “Women in Love’ 1916
Roberts E441d & e
TSII 766pp. March 1917 -
Roberts E441f Women in Love Six September
1919
Roberts E441g English Proofs (DHL’s set) 508pp. Seven I\?:\t/:lrf;er
Women in Love 1920

! Extracted from the Cambridge edition of Women in Love, ed. by David Farmer, Lindeth Vasey
and John Worthen (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1983). I have modified the table by inserting
version “seven,” the surviving page proofs for the English edition, as Lawrence’s insertion of
(all) chapter titles and addition of a new chapter division (within Chapter XXIX) forms a major
part of the novel’s composition; the editors place this stage in a separate overview of the novel’s

publication.



2.1

Women in Love: Composition

This section on Women in Love consists of four chapters, the first of which (2.1)
introduces and reassesses the novel’s complex process of composition, while the
remaining three provide focused studies of the extant manuscripts, proceeding
chronologically, beginning with early fragments (2.2), then moving on to longer
notebook fragments (2.3), before finishing up with the extensive typescript drafts
(2.4).

The compositional history of Women in Love is well-trodden territory and I
must credit a number of previous accounts in the presentation of my own.' However,
whereas previous accounts discuss Lawrence’s work and, in particular, the placement
of early manuscript fragments in non-problematic terms, my own account emphasizes
numerous gaps and uncertainties and also suggests that Lawrence completed a greater
number of drafts than the extant materials alone suggest.

As discussed in the preceding chapters, traditional Anglo-American critics
tend to focus on the final work when approaching composition and hence the material

contingencies of specific processes of writing are often overlooked, in favour of a

' See Mark Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Marble and The Marble’, ‘Introduction’ to The Rainbow,
and D. H. Lawrence: From Triumph to Exile, 1912-1922; see also Charles L. Ross The
Composition of The Rainbow and Women in Love, as well as the ‘Introduction’ to Women in
Love, ed. by David Farmer, Lindeth Vasey and John Worthen, (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1987) and the ‘Introduction’ to The First ‘Women in Love’, ed. by John Worthen and Lindeth

Vasey (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998).
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more general narrative about the writer or work’s so-called progress to maturity. The
stemmatic table at the top of this chapter, extracted from the Cambridge edition of
Women in Love, may be used as a reference point throughout as it provides a helpful
summary of the basic chronology and surviving materials, which I will be detailing
and discussing in more detail in the following chapters (2.2-4). However, the division
of the various materials into distinct “versions” and the provision of the series of titles
‘Sisters I’, “‘Sisters II' and ‘Sisters III’ in this table provide a misleading sense of
certainty, which reflects the current general consensus and which I challenge here.
Besides raising a number of points that complicate the existing consensus (I
provide a recapitulation of these at the end of the chapter), unlike most previous
accounts, I also reflect on Lawrence’s methods of writing, beginning in the first

section with a consideration of Lawrence’s peculiar preparations for writing.

Pre-genesis: Lawrentian preparations for writing

Lawrence began writing a draft for a novel subsequently entitled ‘The Sisters’ in
March 1913, towards the end of his stay with Frieda Weekley in Gargnano, on Lake
Garda in Italy, where he lived from September 1912 to March 1913. This work
evolved through perhaps a dozen separate, major phases of writing and included the
publication of an initial volume entitled The Rainbow in 1915, before it eventually
resulted in Women in Love, which was published privately in the USA in November
1920 and publicly in England in June 1921, more than eight years after its initial
inception; this period of time covers over a third of Lawrence’s entire career. As I
discuss in more detail in the next chapter (2.2), however, despite so much rewriting

and revision, some of the central characters, character dynamics and thematic
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concerns were already in place in the very earliest drafts, as indicated by the earliest
piece of extant work, a six-page fragment referred to as “The Sisters I.

One of the major arguments of this thesis is that Lawrence’s mode of writing
and revision, which represents an alternative to the type of modernist writing more
frequently studied by genetic critics such as Dirk van Hulle, Finn Fordham and
Hannah Sullivan, is better understood using a metaphor of “dialogism,” as opposed to
the more familiar metaphors for writing of “constructivism” and “organicism.”> While
the subsequent compositional history and, above all, the manuscripts themselves
furnish the best evidence of Lawrence’s methods of writing, the aforementioned
distinction can also be registered at the outset by considering briefly the novel’s pre-
genesis. As Lawrence almost certainly had some pre-conception of the novel before
beginning a draft in March 1913, what then were his preparations and expectations for
the novel? Unlike the modernist giants Proust, Mann, and Joyce, all of whom admired
Gustave Flaubert and his notion of the writer as métier, and, like Flaubert, made direct
(and often prodigious) preparations in the form of plans, outlines, notes and sketches,
Lawrence’s preparations were indirect and diffuse (often prodigiously so).’

Having finally “completed” his latest novel Sons and Lovers in November
1912 — though it was not published until May 1913, following extensive work by its
editor Edward Garnett — Lawrence, who, in August 1912, had already “thought of a
new novel — purely of the common people — fearfully interesting” (i. 431), quickly
conceived and began writing four separate novels to follow it up between December

1912 and March 1913, abandoning each one in turn before starting the next. However,

* Almuth Grésillon outlines these metaphors in ‘Slow: work in progress’.
’See Dirk van Hulle’s Textual Awareness, for a concise and comparative genetic study of

these specific authors.
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Lawrence’s almost comic level of creativity was not restricted solely to these
successive projects for a novel, which I describe below. In the period from August
1912, when he first conceived “a new novel,” while writing Sons and Lovers, to
March 1913, when he began writing ‘The Sisters’ itself, Lawrence also wrote: several
pieces of travel writing on Germany, which reflect on his recent journey on foot
across the Alps, two plays, one of which (The Daughter-in-Law), both Mark Kinkead-
Weekes and John Worthen suggest is possibly Lawrence’s best piece of drama, a
short philosophical ‘Foreword to Sons and Lovers’, a short story entitled ‘The
Overtone’, a review of Georgian Poetry 1911-1912 for Mansfield and Murry’s
Rhythm magazine, and a further three pieces of travel writing on Italy, which
comprised the ‘By the Lago di Gada’ series, initially published in the English Review
in September 1913 and later collected in Twilight in Italy (1916).

Throughout his career, this level and range of activity was fairly normal for
Lawrence and this indicates that the activities and rhythms of writing were themselves
a major spur for his creativity. However, what of the specific projects for a novel? A
first idea, a novel “purely of the common people,” mentioned by Lawrence in August

1912, appears to have been abandoned before it began, with the title ‘Scargill Street’

* For a more detailed discussion of each of these items see Kinkead-Weekes, From Triumph
to Exile, pp. 55-68; Lawrence’s writings are also listed in Appendix 1 of this volume (see pp.
730-731). Kinkead-Weekes praises The Daughter-in-Law on p. 60 and Worthen says the
same in ‘Drama and Mimicry in Lawrence’, collected in D. H. Lawrence and Comedy, pp.19-

44,p.21.
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mooted in October but never repeated (i. 466).” Having posted Sons and Lovers to
Garnett in November, Lawrence mentioned a completely new project in December: a
part historical novel, part fictionalized adaptation, based on the life of legendary
Scottish poet Robert Burns (late 18" century) but set in the Midlands, on the
Notts/Derby border. Although the surviving draft fragments demonstrate that this
effort at least got off its legs, Lawrence abandoned this project after only a month or
so, as attested to by the fact that, towards the end of December, having “stewed my
next novel inside me for a week or so,” Lawrence began “dishing up” (i. 496) a new,
unspecified novel.® However, Lawrence ditched this third project even more rapidly
than the Burns novel: by 12 January 1913 he was “simmering a new work™ (i. 501),
which he admitted “may not come off” (i. 501), and of which, by January 17, he had
already “written 80 pages” (i. 505). Despite his reservations, the length of work
completed indicated that Lawrence was much more committed to the fourth project,

which he described as “a most curious work™ (i. 505), “a weird thing” (i. 525) and “a

> However, both the subject matter (the working class) and the title (a street in Lawrence’s
home town of Eastwood) relate to the two plays written around this time (The Fight for
Barbara and The Daughter-in-Law) as well as to some of the projected novels.

% The surviving fragments of ‘A Burns Novel’ are published in Edward Nehls, D. H.
Lawrence: A Composite Biography, Vol. 1, 1885-1919 (Madison: Wisconsin UP, 1957), pp.
184-195. Critics suggest the subsequent unspecified novel was probably based on the Cullen
family of Eastwood (Florence Cullen nursed Lawrence’s mother on her deathbed, while she
and her father, George Henry Cullen, provided a basis for James and Alvina Houghton in The
Lost Girl), making use of material removed from ‘Paul Morel’ (a work in progress later
retitled Sons and Lovers) and traceable to the ‘Elsa Culverwell’ fragment housed at Southern
Illinois University; see James T. Boulton’s suggestion in Lawrence’s letters (i. p. 496), or

Kinkead-Weekes in Triumph to Exile, p. 59.
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most fascinating (to me) novel [...] so new, so really a stratum deeper than I think
anybody has ever gone, in a novel” (i. 526). However, already noting a plan on 11
March to “stick at it, get it done, and then write another” (i. 526), and despite having
completed “200 pages” of “a novel I love,” the fourth novel was apparently “too
improper” and, in mid-March, Lawrence “put it aside to do a pot-boiler” (i. 536).” By
22 March, Lawrence had already completed “46 pages” of this “new, lighter novel” (i.
530). However, despite intending it to be “absolutely impeccable” (i. 526), by 5 April,
having reached “page 110,” the latter novel had already “developed into an earnest
and painful work — God help it and me” (i. 536). Lawrence would complete a first full
draft of this fifth project, entitled ‘The Sisters’, two months later, writing Garnett to
confirm receipt of the “second half” (ii. 20) on 10 June.

In his account of Lawrence’s work during these months, Kinkead-Weekes
imposes some teleological order upon the creative flux, first anticipating The Lost
Girl by suggesting that “the newly imagined sympathy with ‘the common people,’”
alluded to by Lawrence in his first idea ‘Scargill Street’, had “by no means lessened”
in subsequent projects but “was merely coming out now in anti-bourgeois form” with
“a heroine who must escape the deathly enclosure of class and money,” in the fourth
project ‘The Insurrection of Miss Alvina Houghton’, and then anticipating The
Rainbow by suggesting that Lawrence’s subsequent ‘Foreword to Sons and Lovers’
represented not a retrospective foreword to Sons and Lovers but an anticipatory

foreword “to a deeper fiction, still to be written, about both marriage and

"Lawrence didn’t mention a title for the deserted work until May 1913, when he referred,

E)

“provisionally,” to ‘The Insurrection of Miss Houghton’ (i. 546). Lawrence eventually
returned to this work after having completed Women in Love and it was eventually published

as The Lost Girl in 1920.
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integration.”® These narratives bring sense to the overall work, but they seem
generalised in relation to specific projects and they also pre-empt the dimension of
contingency. How does Lawrence’s second effort, to fictionalise the life of Burns, fit
into these schemas? While it may relate to “the newly imagined sympathy with ‘the
common people,”” Lawrence’s contingent reading material at the time (a biography of
Burns) is more directly relevant.

Rather than anticipate final works, another way to make sense of these
projects is to consider Lawrence’s general method of writing. In the essay ‘D. H.
Lawrence: Spontaneity and Revision as Aesthetic’, Michael Black has described
Lawrence’s method as follows:

Lawrence found himself working on a number of works which he had initially

composed, often very rapidly, in a free improvisatory mode. He always wrote

fast, and could produce a draft in days or weeks rather than months. He then
often laid aside what he had written for a future reworking, while he embarked
on something else. In this way he had at any given time a number of works in
progress, at different stages of composition. His normal procedure was to
bring them towards eventual publication by revising them more than once,
sometimes very radically, taking them through a number of manuscript and,
after 1912, typescript drafts, and then later revising again in proof. So the
scholar who wants to pursue the writing life in detail would not only have to
move from draft to draft of any one work, but from this draft of one work to

that draft of another, and then perhaps to the inception of a third or fourth

¥ Kinkead-Weekes, From Triumph to Exile, pp. 59-64. Kinkead-Weekes likewise incorporates
“The Overtone’ into the latter schema: “not much of a story, and perhaps over-lyricised — but

it marks yet another step behind mere stories of character, motive and blame” (p. 66).
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distinct work before returning to the next draft of the first work.’

I agree with some of this account but also feel it is too generalised. In pursuing “the
writing life” and jumping from work to work, it overlooks more local writing
processes. For example, while Lawrence might have completed drafts of poems in
“days,” short stories would usually take “weeks,” while he usually did require
“months” to complete a draft for a novel. The sense of speed is therefore exaggerated.
Likewise, Lawrence’s “improvisatory” mode is only relatively “free” in the sense of
working without a concrete plan, which is not to say that he didn’t have specific ideas
for his work, while the very fact that “his normal procedure” was to revise more than
once indicates that his initial “improvisation” was itself a kind of preparatory work
(anticipating “sometimes very radical” revision).

Whereas, in the following chapters of this thesis, we find Lawrence repeatedly
reworking old material by retaining some passages and extensively rewriting others,
Black suggests, much more drastically, that there is often a “rift between draft
versions, which is so drastic, one has to go beyond the notion of detailed revision of a
steadily evolving text, and to posit a process of returning to a source.”'’ Here, a
generalised sense of the writing and exaggerated notions of speed and spontaneity
lead to the reductive notion of “returning to a source.” Recurring organicist metaphors
in Black’s essay are equally limited: “the best metaphor would be Lawrence's: the
growth and flowering of a perpetual plant was his own model [...] producing first
these flowers, then those. Yet they are all from the same originating organism”;

“Lawrence at these points began again, dived back into the pool of spontaneity where

’ Michael Black, ‘D. H. Lawrence: Spontaneity and Revision as Aesthetic’, The Cambridge
Quarterly, 28:2 (1999), 150-166, 150.

' Black, ‘Spontaneity and Revision as Aesthetic’, 154.
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he always started, and which he always trusted more than second and third thoughts”;
“Lawrence seeded and flowered for a score of seasons; and while each flower was
unique, they are all from the parent plant, identifiable and comparable, unique and
generic.”"

While I do find Black’s point about Lawrence’s opposition to Flaubert with
reference to their contrasting methods of writing helpful, as is Black’s suggestion that
a more flexible sense of planning prevents the limitations of pre-determination (if a
plan is too stringent, the author is no wiser at the end than he was at the beginning), I
also find Black’s conclusions to be restrictively generalised. Rather than posit a
“steadily evolving text” as a modernist counterpoint to Lawrence, I believe the model
of textual “construction” is more accurate. Furthermore, rather than posit organicist
metaphors, or the similarly mystifying notion of “returning to a source,” by studying
Lawrence’s specific processes of writing in subsequent chapters, I offer a model of
“dialogism” as a more positive way of mapping Lawrence’s mode of writing."”

Lawrence’s array of projects may appear erratic, but the steady progression
from one to the next is itself workmanlike and methodical. Rather than fitfully
changing course, Lawrence was perhaps working out his project through a number of
trial runs. Incidentally, Lawrence seems to have worked with increasingly less pre-
conceptualisation as he went along, starting out with a concept and a title (‘Scargill
Street’), which he apparently never began, and ending with substantial drafts which

only subsequently received titles (‘The Insurrection of Miss Houghton’ and ‘The

' Black, ‘Spontaneity and Revision as Aesthetic’, 151-152, 154 and 165.
"> 1 have provided a brief outline of this concept of “dialogism” in the ‘Introduction’. It is
developed in more detail during discussions of Lawrence’s specific revisions and rewritings

in the subsequent chapters.
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Sisters’). Perhaps, having written three previous novels, each of which had lengthy
pre-lives in the form of biography or autobiography, Lawrence had to work his way
through an unravelling series of plans before he could successfully produce a new
type of novel via improvisation (which his famously bemused reports on ‘The Sisters’
suggest: “I am doing a novel which I have never grasped. Damn its eyes, there I am at
page 145, and I’ve no idea what it’s about” (i. 544); “I have written 180 pages of my
newest novel ‘The Sisters’. It is a queer novel, which seems to have come by itself” (i.
546)). Furthermore, while Lawrence may have abandoned numerous -efforts
beforehand, he ended up working on the final project, ‘The Sisters’, for many years
and it resulted in two long and highly acclaimed novels.

The inception of ‘The Sisters’ is, however, complicated by Lawrence’s
supposed desire to produce a “pot boiler,” which stemmed from his financial
vulnerability having resigned his post as a teacher. We mustn’t underestimate
Lawrence’s ability to plan work mentally. On ‘The Insurrection of Miss Houghton’,
for example, Lawrence commented “I shall write it as long as I like to start with, then
write it smaller. I must always write my books twice” (i. 517), which suggests both
freedom (“I shall write it as long as I like”) and discipline (“to start with, then write it
smaller. I must always write my books twice”). In this case, Lawrence’s internal plan
also became clearer or more fixed as the draft developed, as, once he reached two
hundred pages, Lawrence suggested he had “written more than half” (i. 526).
Similarly, once Lawrence had written “180 pages” of his next project, ‘The Sisters’,
he was able to suggest (accurately) that the first draft would “only have 300 pages” (i.

546)." Finally, as his comments on ‘Miss Houghton’ indicate (“I must always write

" In early June 1913, Lawrence provided a final update on the length of the first draft: “I have

nearly finished The Sisters — p. 283 (ii. 20).
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my books twice”), redrafting seems to have been a conscious method for Lawrence,
something he could take into account while writing a (provisional) draft. Among other
drawbacks then, organicist metaphors, such as those adopted by Black, negate this

type of intentionality.

Rewriting: multiple drafts

As with ‘Miss Houghton’ (see quotations above), Lawrence suggested an intention to
write a second draft of ‘The Sisters’ before he had actually finished the first. On this
occasion, however, his decision was possibly precipitated by criticism from Garnett as
his first allusion to rewriting, in a May 17 letter to Garnett, came explicitly in
response to this: “I was glad of your letter about the Sisters. Don’t schimpf, I shall
make it all right when I re-write it. I shall put it in the third person” (i. 550)."*

On a separate note, this quotation also reveals a first major uncertainty in our
understanding of the compositional history of Women in Love, as it problematizes the
placement of the earliest extant fragment. Critics refer to the aforementioned fragment
as ‘The Sisters I’, which is supported by the following triangulation of evidence:
Lawrence indicated that the first draft was around 300 pages in length, the fragment is
paginated 291-296 and its narrative content corresponds to a climactic moment in the

novel (see 2.2 for a detailed discussion of the fragment). However, Lawrence’s

"“In another letter to Garnett a few days later, when sending the second half of the draft on
May 19, Lawrence adds: “I wonder how you like ‘The Sisters’. Not much, I am afraid [...].
Never mind, you can tell me what fault you find, and I can re-write the book™ (i. 550). Ross’s
forceful suggestion that Lawrence “was already aware that it would need to be completely
rewritten” may also be true (Ross, The Composition of The Rainbow and Women in Love, pp.

15-16).



2.1 Women in Love: Composition 115

repeated implication that the first draft was written in the first person (“I shall put it in
the third person”) undermines the argument that the fragment belonged to the first
draft of ‘The Sisters’."

To return to Garnett’s criticism, however, while it is possible to judge the
impact upon Lawrence, we do not know the precise nature of Garnett’s responses to
any of Lawrence’s drafts for ‘The Sisters’ or ‘“The Wedding Ring’ (as it was later re-
titled) as we only have Lawrence’s letters to go by. Garnett’s initial criticism was
addressed to the first half of the first ‘Sisters’ draft, which Lawrence had sent first.
Lawrence’s response is very short (one paragraph), however, and encourages Garnett
not to hold back (“don’t schimpf™), which suggests that Garnett had merely expressed
disapproval without providing a critique. Lawrence’s description of the first draft as
“a first crude fermenting” and his suggestion that he would make it “right” and “make
it into art now,” in the same letter, also indicate that Garnett’s reservations may have
concerned form, or at least that this was Lawrence’s concern with respect to Garnett.

Lawrence began work on a second draft of ‘The Sisters’ in August 1913;
having spent the intervening months in England, he had returned to Irschenhausen
that month and stayed there until late September. Though Lawrence reported “two
false-starts” (ii. 67) on 24 August, by 4 September the new draft had “quite a new
beginning — a new basis altogether” (ii. 68) and Lawrence had completed “a hundred
pages” (ii. 74) by 15 September. Writing was then interrupted for a month or so,
however, as Lawrence travelled across the Alps and waited several weeks for the

postal service to forward his manuscript from Munich. On 31 October, having settled

" Lawrence repeats this suggestion in another letter (June 1) to Garnett: “I am rather keen to

re-write it in the third person” (ii. 20).
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in Fiascherino in Italy where he would remain until June 1914, Lawrence updated
Garnett as follows:
I am just getting sufficiently unrooted to begin work again. I was a fool to
move in the midst of a flow. If the Sisters is late, it’ll be my fault this time. (ii.
99)
Lawrence once again suggests self-conscious spontaneity here, as he apparently
works to get himself “sufficiently unrooted,” in order to restart the “flow” of writing.
“False-starts” and interruptions appear to have made work on the second draft
slow. In a letter to Garnett on 30 December, in which he indicates a new title,
Lawrence anticipated sending “the first half of the Sisters — which I should rather call
The Wedding Ring — to Duckworths™ in “a few days” (ii. 132). While work appears to
have been slow, Lawrence seems to have become more committed to the project,
sending it “to Duckworths” (his publisher) rather than to Garnett in a personal
capacity, and also more defensive in anticipating Garnett’s disappointment,
acknowledging he would “be sorry if you don’t like it, but am prepared” (ii. 132).
Similarly, having dispatched the first half, Lawrence reported to Garnett on 6 January
1914 that, although “there may be some small weeding out to do,” and again
anticipating Garnett “may not find it as exciting,” he was confident “this will be the
final form of the book. I really think it is good,” expected to “finish it in six weeks —
perhaps in eight” and hoped they might “rush quickly into print” (ii. 134-5). Just a
few days later, on 10 January, in a letter to a friend Lawrence claimed that he had
“nearly finished” the novel (ii. 136), though this was probably relative to the overall
process (which began in March 1913), while in another letter on 19 January,
Lawrence reported having done “340 pages” (ii. 137), which tells us the second draft

was already longer than the first prior to its completion.
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By 29 January, however, Lawrence had received another disappointing
response from Garnett, who appears to have written a more detailed critique in
response to the first half of the second draft; in a remark which seems deeply
understated, Lawrence suggested in his reply to Garnett, “I am not very much
surprised, nor very much hurt by your letter” (ii. 142). In his reply, Lawrence
summarised and agreed with the following specific points: “to your two main
criticisms, that the Templeman episode is wrong, and that the character of Ella is
incoherent, I agree.”'® Lawrence also distinguished these criticisms from a more
general point “about the artistic side being in the background,” which troubled him.
The letter therefore registered an emerging split between Lawrence and Garnett:
Lawrence is willing to criticize specific content but not to condemn “the new style,”
which he had already suggested was “very different from Sons and Lovers [...]
another language almost” (ii. 132). At this point, however, acknowledging that he
“must write to live,” Lawrence suggested that, if the second half also disappointed
Garnett, he would “abandon the exhaustive method entirely” and “write pure object
and story” (ii.143).

As in May 1913, then, having received Garnett’s disapproval of the first half
of a draft, Lawrence once again planned to “go over it all again” (ii. 142) before he
had even finished the second half of the draft in January 1914. By 7 February,
Lawrence had indeed “begun it again” (ii. 144) and he wrote what appears to have

been the third full-length draft between February and May.

' Ursula was originally named Ella (her name is revised in the first manuscript of The
Rainbow); she and Ben Templeman (an early lover) appear in the second extant fragment

(discussed in Chapter 2.2).
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On this occasion, Lawrence had Thomas Dunlop, the British Consul in Spezia,
type the draft up as he wrote it (ii. 152) and this level of conviction was further
reflected in Lawrence’s letter to Garnett on 22 April: “I am sure of this now, this
novel. It is a big and beautiful work™ (ii. 164). In the same letter, while still
acknowledging the underlying necessity to publish — “I must have money for my
novels, to live” (ii. 166) — Lawrence also suggested he would no longer accept
disapproval: “if Duckworth is not really keen on this novel, we will give it to Pinker”
(ii. 166).

Lawrence completed this version of ‘The Wedding Ring’, which he described
as “a magnum opus with a vengeance” (ii. 173), in mid-May: “the novel is finished,
and I have gone through the sheets” (ii. 174). However, Lawrence once again re-
christened the novel, this time as ‘The Rainbow’: “a better title than the Wedding
Ring, for the book as it is” (ii. 174). Though, like the previous full-length drafts of
‘The Sisters’, the majority of this typescript is lost, a lengthy fragment survived as
Lawrence interpolated this segment into the first manuscript of The Rainbow (this, the

third early fragment, is also discussed in detail in 2.2).

Break in work, outbreak of War

At this point, despite Lawrence’s belief in this version of the novel, work on the
project stalled for several months. Having posted the typescript to Garnett for
Duckworth, Lawrence and Frieda left Italy in June 1914 in order to visit family in
Germany and England and get married, with the express intention of returning to Italy
in September (cf. ii. 166 and 170), when Lawrence presumably planned to complete
the novel. In the meantime, Lawrence had received a very substantial offer of £300

for the novel’s rights from Pinker and another hostile reception to his draft from
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Garnett. In a famous letter of 5 June, in which he reflects on futurism, criticizes “the
old-fashioned human element” and “the certain moral scheme” for characters in
fiction, advises Garnett not “to look in my novel for the old stable ego” but for
“allotropic states” and “some other rhythmic form,” which is “not perfect” but is “the
real thing” and “takes lines unknown” (ii. 182-84), Lawrence responded outright to
Garnett: “I don’t agree with you about the Wedding Ring” (ii. 182)."” Subsequently,
Lawrence decided to take the English volume rights elsewhere (ii. 174) and signed an
agreement with Methuen at the end of June (ii. 189).

Although it seems Garnett regretted Lawrence’s decision (ii. 189), Lawrence
had made Pinker’s interest as well as his own financial situation clear to Garnett on
more than one occasion.'® More importantly, perhaps, as the more general argument
about form in the above letter indicates, Lawrence had effectively reached a terminal
disagreement with Garnett on aesthetic grounds; whereas Garnett was seeking to
emulate the form of Sons and Lovers, which had partly been achieved as a result of

Garnett’s own editorial role, Lawrence was seeking a new departure for the novel."”

" For the impact of Marinetti and futurism on Lawrence, see Andrew Harrison, D. H.
Lawrence and Futurism (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2003).

"® For example, in the January 29 letter to Garnett, Lawrence reported: “I’ve got just over