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Abstract

The purpose of this thesis is to focus initially on the English novelist D. H.
Lawrence’s (1885-1930) awakening interest in evolutionary ideas in his early writing
period, and then to examine how he accepts and reacts to the idea of eugenics, a
scientific discourse derived from evolutionary theory in the late nineteenth century. The
thesis finally investigates how he understood eugenics and evolved himself as a novelist
by assimilating scientific knowledge, including evolutionary thought and eugenics.

Part |1 observes how pre-Darwinian theories of evolution are represented in
Lawrence’s works such as Sons and Lovers, Women in Love and The Rainbow.
Considering Charles Lyell and Herbert Spencer as early pioneers of evolution theory,
and Alfred Tennyson as an early responder to it, this part examines the ways in which
early evolutionary theories are reflected in Lawrence’s early novels. Part | establishes
the ground for the subsequent exploration of Lawrence’s response to eugenics.

With his remarks expressing agreement with negative eugenics, Part Il reveals
Lawrence’s new understanding of ‘inferiority’ and ‘degeneration.” This part discusses
three stereotypes about what was considered to be ‘unfit’ for eugenicists: homosexuality,
non-white races and disease. It then attempts to understand how Lawrence interpreted
the degeneration of modern society or redefined the meaning of ‘inferiority,” apart from
its definition from the eugenic perspective.

Part Il analyses Lawrence’s reaction to eugenic discourse in his later years, after
considering the definition of ‘degeneracy’ of human beings, which finally shows his
personal development through assimilating knowledge of science and the discourse of
eugenics. Taking up three topics which are inevitable in the eugenics discussion and
Lawrence’s understanding of eugenics: motherhood, birth control and politics, this part
explores how he formed his own philosophy of life.

Throughout the examination of Lawrence’s acceptance of pre-Darwinian
evolutionary theory to his response to eugenic discourse, this thesis recognizes his own

‘evolution’ as a novelist and a man, as he contemplated the value of human life.



it SCEE H

AR ST BEEES D. H. Lawrence (1885-1930) (2351} 2 EMttilimh & ik~

(CIRE LTRSS, MOEROZREZEET LD TH L, BENIZIE, #—v
# U, T 5 19 #ALATE £ TIZT TITRNL LoD & o To ki o | i
FOR. X — v 4 VR HIRET A CHLE U7 EA I $ER L,
B BRI T AIER O UF S it A D RA TH 5,

B, BICARRCTEREZES 2 &I d HBARME) oM s LT,
F I R & R ARG OB 1 L X OMHIERICIB W TELET
%o H1FTIX, JEEESAE Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) 234 — v ¢ Ll

A R IZIRE LAt S AR ARGR I T o e L XA OIS % Sons and Lovers
(1913) ZED BTN 5, oL AL AR —HERICEIT S TE (EA)
WZxP 9 D8k & @Tzh TR A YT A, 2 E(L, The Rainbow (1915) & Women
in Love (1920) (281} 5 E E 72 5 Alfred Tennyson (1809-92) 7>6 D 5| HFEA] &

(2. 19 f&“rﬁﬂu?f}\?bﬁ U 4 LRTOELER ISR LR U7 BRI & 72 56 &
20 ﬁ%ﬂf’ﬁ%ﬂ@ Al (ot 9 BB A BT 5, 4 3 ®TIL, Charles Darwin
(1809-82) DAEMHEALFR D EIICKWVICEHBR L= & Sbh 5 B %3 Charles
LyeII (1797-1875) & 1t Lo 2 DML & WEET 5. 74::/»75)3531% LiF5—a

B s k) & TBTE) v RO 2 50, Hift & Wik, e & F
TR EL WS TN AT REER O A FIZB N T e LR L OB HE
REN5 Z & &#REICHEE The Rainbow, Women in Love (28 CTrrd,

W TIRL 1900 AR D 20 AERICTED v L X OEA AR A T ERT S
DEIBREEL AR EFHZLICLD, v L AWEICEIT A2 EBAFDE
S AR 5, HIBREIEES: (negative eugenics) ~DE[E, FEVTIX ARGk
WEBBRNDEE DL T, FEOWETER., KOF—a v SIS St
Pl EBEIHRZFET DD TH DD, ArxX— N TIHEAT RIZHB W TIEFEREE,
Bk, LT TRESE (unfit) | EARINDHUTO=2>DOB G <[FAMHE,
FEEAANFE, FH>IZONTE LU RZED LI ITHIFFLIEh &V ) T EICEH
T2, HAETIE, RENSDIEZDOERL DA X VU TN BRELEORE
V=T VIRRE OO E 2 HE L, EOERICKRE S EE LI EAMEDT, A
2 U 7 A TRC = #B1E Twilight in Italy (1916), Sea and Sardinia (1921), Sketches of
Etruscan Places and Other Italian Essays (1932) Zfi##id 25, #5ETH 5| i
TEZ DS 1920 FRUCEHNTIZA XV T T AV A, AFXF v a TOLERBESCA VT
74 7> EOHEDY The Lost Girl (1920) <° The Plumed Serpent (1926) (23515 5



AN CGEEAN) NFE~OFFHIICEN 5 2 & 27779, % 6 % CTl, Thomas Hardy
(1840-1928) (Z X % Jude the Obscure (1895) (it oAl K AT 5% [Hiw
& Sons and Lovers & bk L a Lo 2oi< 20 HACHIEBIL D T RED XS
IZRE, ERINTODH0HT 5,

=TI A R INbI D 2 2R < EF A &0 20 il B itaic
BiF2 ['RiEE (unfit) | 28 EFR L%, BRI LU ARMBEAZIIR L
TLERIEZMR LD, & 73I1L, The Plumed Serpent (f2 L > AESLDHF T
BUEBNL 235 5/ (leadership novel) & L TRk SN TV D28, AIEIXFEILE:
PESUBITAR W T2 /NG Cd 2 AT RENE 2 DR R ORI B BRI 5,
RS L DR T A TR DT 242 DIEY FTH LD, Fhiie b
VANKFFT LD LIRS D, (EFROBIL TR T if£< MetEtE ) @
AR EEHITHLHZ EEm LD, HEE8ETIE, RV RAAE, HESiELT D
BE. MEEOVEDF N DRI LD Z LT o T2, @%ik . HEDHE
A M) OFWEERZEL LT 2FRTH D Z LIZONT, B/l & 72
% Lady Chatterley’s Lover (1928) (ZBWTED X 5 Rkt A /R LTI-ERT 5,
H9 BT, ARAEHNCIT R Lo R SEAFEITHEAEN W & ZRREET 203,
1&75“@‘%%%%%& DI RRNE D RIS AR IR Lo RI2iX

L ME~ORBEEIH-T-Z L% vE A “Democracy” (1919) <°
“Education of the People” (1920) 7>H 0413 %, & HEK, 1EEEmD [AF
E EEiRE LTEAEESOBEIZARRZ 2O THD, L, KERE
FTIE, WITHEZED 1958 &9 N OEMmORIREZH O JFAGRI 21T 12
EEXAEX, HESHE TOLHBEIZHFVRISIIGEZH LN LIEE WD
ZEIERZEZE T,

EZNEMRE > TRIL 2 WVENS B X Z 20 2D v Lo R 3 Pricfii, 4
EFHITEHD EMREND L O RBEZHVIKL TELN, TR L THED
NEEFZRT O TIT R, M, AL, ArEOBLROEY | PIHES
[ZBWTIR, Amoilzfi®ib L Tl EWOMELZRESELIR L E
ET LR AZT b, FERIITEERERLS &S B OENS | A
TR RFET DD E NI ZEEREL TVD, LLRR b, REMIC
D. H. Lawrence & W O EZ IR FARERIC LI VAL HERERIND 2 LI
L. k) Xod THEs) ZBEA L, BMELD LHEONTHIIHLR -T2, K
A, ZOMEEREAR L 1T E D THATT D ERICEE T S BT, ROTER L
LTo, ¥ AMELTo T#k) & ThE] RO LD EHEiHT 5,



Table of Contents

ACKNOWIBAGEMENTS ...t e i
AN o] o] (=AY L[] 4 IO i
INEOAUCTION ..ot e 1

Part I. Pre-Darwinian Theories and Social Darwinism

Chapter 1. Herbert Spencer in Sons and LOVers..............c.ccooeviiiiiiiinnnn.. 12

Chapter 2. Lawrence and Tennyson: From The Rainbow to Women in Love...... 34

Chapter 3. Charles Lyell and LAWIence ..............ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeenne, 50
Part Il. Eugenics and Degeneration

Chapter 4. Lawrence, Italy and Homosexuality.................ccoooeviiiiiiiinnn.. 68

Chapter 5. Across Racial LineS...........oooiiiiiiii e 90

Chapter 6. Disease: From Jude the Obscure to Sons and Lovers.................. 111
Part 111. Beyond Eugenics

Chapter 7. The Quest for Womanhood in The Plumed Serpent..................... 134

Chapter 8. Birth Control in Lady Chatterley5 Lover....................cocoenenn, 154

Chapter 9. Lawrence and DemMOCIACY..........vvreriniireniiar i ereeieenanananns 172
CONCIUSION. ...t 193
0] (= P 204



Sumitani i

Acknowledgements

I would like first of all to acknowledge Professor Kaoru Mizoguchi, my
supervisor, who always gave me prompt and useful feedback. Her continuous interest in
and generous praise of my work motivated me throughout this thesis process. Professor
Setsuko Wake provided me with substantial comments about Tennyson, which helped
me identify the effect of pre-Darwinian theories on nineteenth century English literature.
Dr Mineo Takamura recommended several books on bio-politics which | found very
useful for organizing the final part of my thesis. | also must thank Professor Hiroko Uno,
who was willing to supervise me immediately after the death of my first supervisor and
kept encouraging me. A special mention must be made of the contribution of the late
Professor Masako Hirai. She taught me the pleasure of reading literature and opened the
way up for me to study at Clare Hall, at the University of Cambridge.

| acknowledge three Lawrencian scholars: Theresa Thompson, Garry Watson and
Pamela Wright. They provided several sources of inspiration and shared their critical
insights about studying Lawrence from the eugenic point of view. During my research at
Cambridge, many friends and individuals made my academic life easier and happier. Dr
Mikiko Ashikari encouraged me until I completed this thesis; her warm comfort and
friendship was incredible. I am also grateful for the generous help from librarians and
staffs at Kobe College. My beloved and funny friends gave me massive moral support. |
cannot express my appreciation enough for their long-term friendship.

Finally, I sincerely want to thank my family. My parents, Mikiko and Hiroyuki
Sumitani raised me with a lot of love and patiently supported me for many years. If my
grandparents, Masaharu and Fumiko Sumitani, were alive, they would be immensely
proud of me. The days that | spent with my great-aunt, Fusae Ueno, in my childhood
left me with happy memories. My uncle, Shoji Sumitani, taught me the most important
lesson in life: consideration for others. Ken and Meg were a great support to me while 1
was writing this thesis. This dissertation stands as a testament to all of their

unconditional love and encouragement. Thank you.



Works of D. H. Lawrence

AP

Etruscan

Hardy

Intro

LG

MS3

PM

PS

Late

LCL

Sumitani ii

Abbreviations

Apocalypse and the Writings on Revelation. Ed. Mara
Kalnins. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1980)

Sketches of Etruscan Places and Other Italian Essays. Ed.

Simonetta De Filippis. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002)

Study of Thomas Hardy and Other Essays. Ed. Bruce Steele.
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1985)

Introductions and Reviews. Ed. N. H. Reeve and John

Worthen. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2005)

Kangaroo. Ed. Bruce Steele. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1994)

The Lost Girl. Ed. John Worthen. (Cambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1981)

The Third Manuscript of Sons and Lovers

Paul Morel. Ed. Helen Baron. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
2003)

The Plumed Serpent. Ed. L. D. Clark. (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1987)

Late Essays and Articles. Ed. James T. Boulton.

(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004)

Lady Chatterley s Lover: A Propos of “Lady Chatterleys



Mexico

Poems, i.

Poems, ii.

Psychoanalysis

RB

REF

Sardinia

SL

T™W

WL

Sumitani iii

Lover.” Ed. Michael Squires. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1993)

Mornings in Mexico and Other Essays. Ed. Virginia

Crosswhite Hyde. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2009)

The Poems. Ed. Christopher Pollnitz. Vol. 1. (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 2013)

The Poems. Ed. Christopher Pollnitz. Vol. 2. (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 2013)

Psychoanalysis and the Unconscious: And, Fantasia of the
Unconsciousness. Ed. Bruce Steele. (Cambridge:

Cambridge UP, 2004)

The Rainbow. Ed. Mark Kinkead-Weekes. (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1989)

Reflections of the Death of a Porcupine and Other Essays.

Ed. Michael Herbert. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1988)

Sea and Sardinia. Ed. Mara Kalnins. (Cambridge:

Cambridge UP, 1997)

Sons and Lovers. Ed. Helen Baron et al. (Cambridge:

Cambridge UP, 2002)

Twilight in Italy and Other Essays. Ed. Paul Eggert.
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1994)

Women in Love. Eds. David Farmer, Lindeth Vasey and

John Worthen. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1987)



Letters of D. H. Lawrence

Letters, i.

Letters, ii.

Letters, iii.

Letters, iv.

Letters, v.

Others

Archetypes

DCP

DHL

Sumitani iv

The Letters of D. H. Lawrence. Vol. 1. 1979. Ed. James T.
Boulton. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002)

The Letters of D. H. Lawrence. Vol. 2. Eds. George J.
Zytaruk, and James T. Boulton. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
1981)

The Letters of D. H. Lawrence. Vol. 3. Eds. James. T.
Boulton and Andrew Robertson. (Cambridge: Cambridge

UP, 1984)

The Letters of D. H. Lawrence. Vol. 4. 1987. Eds. Warren
Roberts, James T. Boulton, and Elizabeth Mansfield.

(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002)

The Letters of D. H. Lawrence. Vol.5. Eds. James T. Boulton

and Lindeth Vasey. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1989)

Jung, Carl Gustav. The Archetypes and the Collective
Unconscious. 1959. Princeton UP, 1981. Google Books.
Web.

University of Cambridge. “Darwin Correspondence
Database.” Darwin Correspondence Project. U of

Cambridge, 2014. Web.

Worthen, John. “Bibliography.” D. H. Lawrence. U of
Nottingham, 2005. Web.



EES

EY

First Principles

Geology

History

Jude

NI

RH

Sumitani v

Eugenics Education Society

Worthen, John. D. H. Lawrence: The Early Years,
1885-1912. (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1992)

Spencer, Herbert. Synthetic Philosophy: First Principles.
\ol. 1. (New York: D. Appleton, 1883)

Lyell, Charles. Principles of Geology. Ed. James A. Secord.
(London: Penguin, 1997)

Foucault, Michel. The History of Sexuality. Vol. 1: An
Introduction. Trans. Robert Hurley. (New York: Pantheon

Books, 1978)

Hardy, Thomas. Jude the Obscure. 1895. (London: Penguin
Books, 1998)

Aristotle. The Nicomachean Ethics. Trans. H. Rackham.

(London: William Heinemann, 1956)

Aristotle. The Rhetoric and The Poetics of Aristotle. Trans.
W. Rhys Roberts and Ingram Bywater. (New York: Modern
Library, 1954)



Sumitani 1

Introduction

The purpose of this thesis is to focus initially Bn H. Lawrence’s awakening
interest in evolutionary ideas in his early writipgriod, and then to examine how he
accepts and reacts to the idea of eugenics, atificiediscourse derived from
evolutionary theory in the late nineteenth centdrge thesis will finally investigate
how he understood eugenics and evolved himselfrawealist by assimilating scientific
knowledge, including evolutionary thought and eugen

Part | observes how Pre-Darwinian theoriesewblution are represented in
Lawrence’s works such &ons and LoversVomen in Lovand The RainbowTaking
Charles Lyell and Herbert Spencer as early pioneémvolution theory, and Alfred
Tennyson as an early responder to it, this patt fadus on the ways in which early
evolutionary theories are reflected in Lawrenceislyenovels. Part | establishes the
ground for the subsequent exploration of Lawrenaesponse to eugenics in the
following parts of this thesis; eugenics is regdrdes a scientific idea which was
founded in the late nineteenth century by Fran@ida, who was a cousin of Charles
Darwin and greatly influenced by Darwin’s theoryewlution.

Part Il will demonstrate that his interesteingenics is shown clearly by at least
two remarks on the subject: one occurs in his eadyeer in 1908, expressing
agreement with eugenics; the other remark occul®6, four years before his death,
and in which he continues to regard eugenics pesjti Although he does not directly
use eugenic terms in his remarks, these statementtheless stand as clear evidence
of Lawrence’s interest in and positive regard fargenics over his lifetime. The
eighteen years between 1908 and 1926 is not a pkaddd, considering Lawrence’s
lifespan of forty-four years. This part of the tiseguestions what happened to
Lawrence during this period. Between 1908 and 1%26went through a variety of
changes in his life: elopement, marriage, travegllimvriting, publication, banning,
illness and encounters with many exciting peopé&et R proposes that his first twenty

years in the twentieth century gave him the opputyuto reconsider his view of the
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eugenicists’ concepts of ‘degeneration’ and ‘ud#s.’ This part deals with the three
issues of ‘degeneration’ which eugenicists atteohpte eliminate from society:
homosexuality, non-white races and disease.

First considering Lawrence’s trip to Italy as angfigant event for him in thinking
about homosexuality, this part examines the deapictiof homosexuality or
homo-society in his three Italian travel booksilight in Italy, Sea and Sardinjaand
Etruscan Placesas well asWomen in Love Subsequently, by examining at his
presentation of the non-white and non-English ie tiovelsThe Lost Girl and The
Plumed SerpenChapter 2 explores how he challenges racial baries in opposition
to the white supremacy which supports eugenic idéags conclusion to this part,
comparing hisStudy of Thomas Hardgnd Sons and Lovergeveals how Lawrence
redefined ‘disease’ or ‘illness’ in the contextrobdern society in his reading of Hardy’s
Jude the Obscure

The purpose of Part Il is to analyse Lawrence&tien to eugenic discourse in
his late years, after considering the definition‘adgeneracy’ of human beings—in
other words, to show his personal development ditoassimilating knowledge of
science and the discourse of eugenics. This pplbes how Lawrence formed his own
philosophy of life, which valued instinct and sea#y more than knowledge or
intelligence. For this purpose, this part takeghrpe topics which are inevitable in the
discussion of eugenics and Lawrence’s understandingugenics: the culture of
motherhood, birth control and politics. These tepitustrate what kind of humanity
Lawrence hopes will survive for the future, and éwen definition of what ‘superiority’
can mean for human beings.

The first chapter of this part discusses nmateculture both in the realm of
eugenics and imhe Plumed Serpenthe second chapter analyses the discourse on sex
and birth control, both central concerns of theesiig movement, ihady Chatterley’s
Lover. This examination reveals how the discourse ofeaigs influences his work
without his explicit acknowledgement, and how Lamwae tactfully avoided open

discussion of eugenics. The final chapter, focusinghis essays “Democracy” and
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“Education of the People,” develops the analysisafrence’s alignment with eugenics,
and his simultaneous rejection of it in his novélkis chapter interrogatdéangaroo
andLady Chatterley’s Loveto establish Lawrence’s political stance in hie leareer.

This study is intended to show the evolutiodoH. Lawrence as a novelist by
examining scientific discourse derived from evalatry theory. Beginning with tracing
the effect of early evolutionary theory on Lawreacearly works, this thesis
investigates the hiatus between the first anddbetlme he touches on eugenics in his
works, and bridges the gap between them by examgihia difference between his early
and late novels and other writings.

The research employed in this thesis is based@mtny previous studies of the
relationship between science and literature, eigrlaty theory and nineteenth-century
English literature, eugenics and fin-de-siecladitt and eugenics and Lawrence’s work.
These challenging but exciting studies nonethglessipt further investigation, leading
to a new approach to Lawrence’s complex and layevedd. This thesis offers an
original presentation of his development, estabiighhis philosophy of life by
capturing the stream of evolutionary thoughts #graerged from the early nineteenth
century and gradually escalated into eugenics ia thorks of Lawrence, a
twentieth-century modernist novelist. This intecgptinary research will contribute to
the elucidation of connections between differerdsagnd fields in the work of D. H.
Lawrence, whose writings have always suggestegtssibility.

Before commencing this investigation, | would lileintroduce previous studies
that inform an examination of the effects of prealdaian theories and eugenics on
Lawrence. Some have suggested the great influehseience on literary works and
revealed the connection between them. Gillian Beprominent 1983 workDarwin’s
Plots, reviews the substantial effect on literature dfa@es Darwin’s evolutionary
theory published in 1859, one of the biggest sdierdiscourses to shake the world of
nineteenth-century thought. Beer recognises theatnae structure and literariness of
Darwin’s Origin of Specieswhich focuses on genetic variation through tifBeer’s

study admits that Darwin’s evolutionary theory ifaat which is “not quite a scientific



Sumitani 4

fact at all” when she explores some of the waywhich evolutionary theory has been
assimilated and resisted by Victorian novelistshsas Charles Kingsley, George Eliot
and Thomas Hardy (2).

Following Beer’s illustration of Darwin’'s infence on Victorian and
contemporary novelists, Earl G. Ingersoll's 1992dgt explores the twentieth-century
novelists concerned with scientific fields such eamlutionary theory. In relation to
Lawrence, Ingersoll regards Hardy as “a valid stgrpoint” since “no other writer had
as profound an influence on Lawrence” (21). Begignivith Hardy, Ingersoll expands
the discussion to the scientific influence on madeovelists such as Joseph Conrad,
George Bernard Shaw, E. M. Forster, Virginia Waoitl Lawrence. Although he later
discussesLady Chatterley’s Loverfrom an industrial perspective, Ingersoll mainly
focuses on Lawrence’s early works includi®gns and LoversThe Rainbowand
Women in Loveén order to show appreciation for Lawrence’s peaddrackground: his
father was a coal miner and his mother the daugtiten engineer (100).

The trend for literary critics to scrutiniskettraces of scientific influence on
Lawrence has continued into the twenty-first centRonald Granofsky publishdal. H.
Lawrence and Survival: Darwinism in the Fictiontbe Transitional Periodn 2003;
followed by Jeff Wallace’'sD. H. Lawrence, Science and the Posthunmar2005.
Granofsky explains the transition from Lawrencesslye ‘marriage’ works to his late
‘leadership’ novels by arguing that Lawrence’s g&leae based on evolutionary theory.
Although Lawrence is generally viewed as “immunétowin’s influence” because of
several comments repudiating Darwinism in his essayd letters (13), Granofsky
reveals Lawrence’s engagement with Darwinism intidiy emphasising that
Lawrence’s roots lie in “the time immediately follomg Darwin’s publication ofThe
Origin of Speciesa full century earlier than the Lady Chatterlggltbut only a single
generation before Lawrence’s birth” (14). His cawn that Lawrence’s work is
deeply ingrained with the nineteenth century suggptite present study, which begins
with the examination of the relationship betweemvitence and pre-Darwinian theories

in the nineteenth century. Wallace reassesses bae'seengagement with science by
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dealing with the relationship between humans, alsiraad machines. It is particularly
worth noting that Jeff Wallace proceeds furtherntiaawrence’s engagement with
technology and science; in discussing the relatipnsetween humans and animals he
employs the idea of eugenics based on evolutionhepry and human heredity.
Accepting that “eugenics was a pervasive discoumsethe early twentieth century,
Wallace suggests that “the availability to Lawrené@advanced critical perspectives on
it [eugenics]” (154).

Lifestyles and modes of thinking have changédmatically since the
development of technology and science in the laeteenth century. The establishment
of evolutionary theory in 1859 ushered in a new ®iaich served as a foundation for
the future development of social Darwinism, gerseeiad eugenics. Nevertheless, just
as Granofsky expresses his regret that “Lawrerme®@nalous failure to engage with
Darwinism in his fiction” has not piqued much aél interest, it is to be regretted that
critics have not examined the eugenic legacies dmed to twentieth-century British
novels, focusing instead on the influence of evohary theory (13). Although Takao
Tomiyama suggested in 1995 that Lawrence and m#entporaries were resigned to
the presence of eugenics, recent studies tendrtaimeconfined to the examination of
eugenic influence on eighteenth-century and lateteenth-century fictions, making
little mention of Lawrence. Meanwhile, Makoto Kinoshita's pioneering study kise
focusing on eugenics angt. Mawr was published in 1999, and Donald J. Childs
discusses Lawrence’s response to eugenics inttessd¢10) and David Bradshaw refers
to Lady Chatterley’s Loveas “the culmination of his lifelong espousal ofduitarian
eugenics” (43). Kinoshita follows the developmeiffttioe story of St Mawr in the
context of social Darwinism and eugenics, to datifat the novel's and Lawrence’s
longtime theme—the extinction of instinct by cigdtion—shares a philosophy with
eugenics. It is instructive to note that Kinoslutassifies Lawrence as a novelist who
responds sensitively to contemporary social disse(225).

As is argued by several critics, the fact thavrence left in letters or essays a

negative comment on eugenics or evolutionary thbdgles not prove that he did not
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engage with them. Hidenaga Arai describes Lawrease“a novelist who can

intentionally and tactically avoid or sidetrack tleentemporary discourse,” which
supports my research (126). This thesis will illoate Lawrence’s conceptual
development of evolutionary ideas in his early veprkn the context of very early
evolutionary thoughts which have not been fully rekged in studies of Lawrence. |
will then develop previous research on Lawrence amglenics by contemplating his
conflicting principles over eugenics and evolutigntheory as expressed in his writing,
or sometimes in vague and enigmatic passages fnanety of his works.

This thesis will begin with an examination bawrence’s engagement with
pre-Darwinian evolutionary theory and ultimatelycdis on the effect of eugenics on
Lawrence and his works, whether it be consciouslgat. Before beginning this study,
it is necessary to look back on the history of eiggas there is such a gap between
twenty-first-century and early twentieth-centurygectives on eugenics. It is vital to
understand how eugenic thought, manifested in thleddust, was established as one of
the strongest ideologies of the twentieth centDgniel J. Kevles, in hith the Name of
Eugenics states that “Acquisition of the knowledge anchteques for human genetic
intervention would pose challenges which, whilefettént in kind from those of the
nuclear revolution, may be comparable in magnitaae, it is none too soon to examine
them in historical context” (“Preface to the OrigirEdition” xiii).

The term ‘eugenics’ was coined by Francis @a#is the science which deals with
all influences that improve the inborn qualitiediging beings. Inspired by his reading
of The Origin of Speciepublished in 1859 by his first cousin, Charlesvida, Galton
published the article “Hereditary Talent and Chaadcin Macmillan’s Magazinein
1865. Galton concluded that “mental traits were emibre product of heredity than of
environment, more the product of nature than ofuray” (“Hereditary Talent” 158) and
in which, “Galton disproved Darwin’s theory of pamgsis, which held that inheritance
could be affected by environmental conditions beedweredity particles were carried in
the circulatory system” (Cowan par. 9). It should bemembered here that the

establishment of Mendel’s law of heredity was ohéhe great spurs to the movement
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of eugenics. Gregor Mendel, an Austrian botantniin 1822, the same year as Galton,
bred and analysed garden peas in order to studyliitiebution from generation to
generation of alternative characters, such a®tahort plants and wrinkled or smooth
seeds. Mendel published his results in 1866, inRteeeedingsof the Brunn Natural
Sciences Society, “only to have the significanclisfwork go unrecognised for the rest
of the century” (Kevles 42). Since Mendel was rediered in 1900 by botanists and
geneticists in Germany, Austria and Holland, Merstkelwas immediately embraced by
a number of students of evolution in the Unitedt€dtaand England. Heredity became
the darling of the scientific world in the twentietentury.

Returning to eugenics, a society was foundeldondon in 1907 as the Eugenics
Education Society, and branches of the societyngpugp in Birmingham, Cambridge,
Manchester, Southampton, Liverpool, Glasgow, andn8y, Australia (Kevles 59).
Local eugenics groups sprouted across the UnitatksStand The Second International
Congress of Eugenics was hosted by the AmericareMusof Natural History in New
York in 1921, which led to the formation of the Anoan Eugenics society in 1923.
After the turn of the century, eugenics—often ahlfgace hygiene”—received an
enthusiastic response not only in an immigrantomatthe United States, but also in
Sweden, Norway, Russia, Switzerland, Germany, Biolarance, and Italy. In the 1920s,
the movement spread to Japan and Latin America |@se®3). Attempting to
indoctrinate their citizens with the idea of eugshiEngland and the United States
asserted the righteousness of their eugenic mousnfenthe former had agonised over
the London poor since the late nineteenth centaung,the latter strove for the restriction
of immigration from Europe. Human genetics, antloroptry, criminology and the birth
control movement were all based on the idea of mugeand the persuasion of the
public of the rightness of eugenics.

British eugenicists marvelled at the extentvtoch the first state sterilisation law
was enacted in 1907, in Indiana. Kevles observes tomparatively few British
eugenicists agitated for immigration restriction tinis period because non-white

immigration to Britain from the Empire was negliggband among the variety of other
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issues with which British eugenicists concernednigeves, one above all—the control
of the mentally deficient—engaged their politicakegies (98). Between 1907 and 1917,
sterilisation laws were enacted by fifteen Americaates. Despite the difference of
regulatory criteria in each state, they were gitrenpower to forcibly sterilise habitual
or confirmed criminals, rapists, epileptics, thesane, mentally disabled, and drug
addicts. Aided and abetted by the Great Depressfothe 1930s, the British and
American eugenicists insisted that “sterilisatiomswhumane as well as practical”
(Kevles 114).

It was 1933 when Adolf Hitler’'s cabinet enatte Eugenic Sterilisation Law,
which went far beyond American law. The German lawned at all people,
“institutionalised or not, who suffered from allelye hereditary disabilities, including
feeblemindedness, schizophrenia, epilepsy, blirgjres/ere drug or alcohol addiction,
and physical deformities that seriously interferedh locomotion or were grossly
offensive” (Kevles 116). The aim of the Nazi siedation programme was to prevent the
poisoning of the entire bloodstream of the racefditure generations, and to foster the
breeding of an Aryan elite, a Caucasian race notleWish descent. Mainstream
eugenicists in the United State and Britain couwt predict that the sterilisation law of
1933 would eventually lead to the holocaust centtefuschwitz.

The atrocious genocide perpetrated by the dNgmiovoked a powerful
anti-eugenic reaction. Opposition came from divesserces including academics and
religious sects. Catholic dissent resolutely priootal that in God’s creation, children of
God were all blessed with immortal souls even dythvere biologically ‘unfit’ to the
eugenicist mind. In the various social scienceghrapologists, sociologists and
psychologists gathered evidence against eugenics. ldading and most powerful
anti-eugenic scientists were British biologist J. 8 Haldane (1892-1964), Julian
Huxley (1887-1975), Lancelot Hogben (1895-1975)d dheir American colleague,
Herbert S. Jennings (1868-1947). These four ssisntivhose achievements were later
acknowledged as an enormous contribution to thdsfief genetics and evolutionary

biology, coincided with the recognition that manesim eugenics expressed race and
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class prejudice. During the interwar years, enéghig the public by adequate and
sound knowledge of biology, they undermined théauity of mainstream eugenics.

Among the various vicissitudes undergone byeeics from the late nineteenth
century onwards, one of the most intriguing is #méi-eugenic reaction of humanists.
Kevles holds up Stephen Dedalus in James Joyc®srtrait of the Artist as a Young
Man (1916) as an example of a humanist’s criticismm@i science. Quoting Dedalus’s
notion of beauty, Kevles points out that Joyce atsjghe idea that “every physical
quality admired by men in women is in direct cortietwith the manifold functions of
women for the propagation of the species” (11%lumanists were developing an
aversion to the authority of eugenics, as wergtlisic.

Furthermore, there was an intellectual circle intd London whose members
were mostly opposed to eugenics: the Bloomsburymra collection of writers, artists
and philosophers in the early twentieth century.mders included Virginia Woolf,
Lytton Strachey, Vanessa Bell, Duncan Grant, Rdger and E. M. Forster. This
feminist group promoted the emancipation of womed the importance of female
sexual satisfaction. They opposed political intatian in reproduction in the name of
eugenics. It is remarkable that Lawrence had mamgtdand indirect connections with
the Bloomsbury group and that he was acquainteld both Haldane and Huxley, the
leading scientists in the anti-eugenics assaulthough Lawrence later rejected his
friendship with its members, it is worth examinitige influence of this group on
Lawrence’s position on eugenics.

As it turned out, Galton could not discover any,l@mnunciate any theory, nor
reveal any body of facts which were later considesaid; therefore, eugenics may well
be regarded as a legacy of past pseudoscience atutsa of eccentric racism.
Nonetheless, | entirely agree with Kevles’ conwntthat “eugenics held a rich variety
of opportunities for historical investigation” anekgret the viewing of eugenics
exclusively through the lens of the Holocaust (fRce to the Original Edition” xiii).
The genocide of the 1930s was not the goal of dagemhe idea of eugenics has not

become obsolescent; eugenic thinking has percotatedigh to society and its issues
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have continued to be earnestly discussed in tHd &€& medical genetics. Eugenics

should not be dealt with in only a few countriestsas England and America, where it
was most mainstream, nor was it entirely confinedatcertain age. Its merits and
demerits should be viewed from various perspectiti@®ughout the ages and in a
cross-disciplinary field. The present research dagsprovide justification of eugenics

or its history, nor does it seek a revival. Follogiian understanding of all that was said
and done in the name of eugenics, and the distocatf present and past reactions
towards the discourse of eugenics, this study nsetige history of science, centred on
evolutionary theories, with the stream of D. H. lramce’s thinking and development

both in his works and his life.
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Pre-Darwinian Theories and Social Darwinism
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Chapter 1

Herbert Spencer iBons and Lovers

By selecting Herbert Spencer as one of thecjpal proponents of evolutionary
theory in the mid-nineteenth century, | would like begin Part | by analysing
Lawrence’s response to Herbert Spence®ans and Loverdderbert Spencer was well
known as a Victorian biologist and one of the eagial philosophers, and he coined
the terms ‘evolution’ and ‘survival of the fittest' The Principles of Biologin 1864. It
was not Charles Darwin but Spencer who used trersestfor the first time. He was
born in 1820 and was educated at home becauseseigkdy in his youth. He studied
mathematics, natural science, history, English, sommde other languages, and then he
joined Derby Philosophical Society, founded by Bras Darwin, a grandfather of
Charles Darwin, where he became familiar with peevdnian concepts of biological
evolution including Lamarckism. From 1848 to 185®encer worked as a writer and
sub-editor for The Economist an important financial weekly journal for the
upper-middle class. As a result, he came into @bndth a number of political
controversialists such as George Henry Lewes, Tho@arlyle, and Marian Evans,
later known as George Eliot, with whom he developedery close friendship, and
talked of marriage, although they never actuallyried.” Spencer’s interests spread to
many fields, and he applied the idea of evolutmbiblogy, psychology, sociology, and
ethics. He developed an agnostic-evolutionary gbidy, which was widely accepted
by intellectuals at the turn of the century. Oneh main achievements was that he
provided systematic theory to the rapidly develgpiields of biology and social
science’

Lawrence was familiar with the various philpeers such as Thomas Carlyle,
Arthur Schopenhauer, Herbert Spencer, Ernst Haefit®rles Darwin and Friedrich
Wilhelm Nietzsche. He was stimulated by Carlylelsndnciation of mammon and
self-consciousness, by Schopenhauer’s theory ofpthservation of species, and by

Haeckel's monistic view of the universe. Howeveisiregrettable that there has been
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little discussion about the intellectual relatioipsibetween Spencer and Lawrence,
which | think is important especially in view ofeldevelopment of Lawrence’s fiction
and his social and scientific ideas of life. Amahg nineteenth century thinkers, even
more than Darwin, Spencer may have shaped Lawrenoglerstanding of man, nature
and social history as he responded both positiaety negatively to Spencer’s ideas. In
this chapter, while investigating Spencer’s thebmwpuld like to demonstrate his great
familiarity with and interest in Spencer by showinig direct remarks on Spencer in
Sons and Loverd will then consider how Lawrence uses Spencbitdogical and
sociological theories and how he modifies therBams and Lovers

According to Jessie Chambers, Lawrence’s §jindtriend, he “read also Herbert
Spencer and John Stuart Mill and William JamesimfritO06 to 1907, before he started
to write Paul Morel the predecessor @ons and Lover¢E.T. 113). Lawrence also
wrote to Reverend Reid, in 1907, that “Reading afdn, Herbert Spencer, Renan, J.
M. Robertson, Blatchford and Vivian. . . has seslgumodified my religious beliefs”
(Letters i. 36-7). In addition, in 1908, Lawrence admittedan essay “Art and the
Individual” that “It would be a good idea, too, take a book—socialistic essays, an
Essay of Mill or Spencer or anybody” for intelleatwiscussionHardy 229). There is
also a note indicating that Lawrence “had read astudent, for instance, Herbert
Spencer’'Education(1861) which began with a distinction betweenngiin the mere
material sense only’ and ‘in the widest senséfaidy 255). These facts show that
Lawrence was already very familiar with Spencedisais before he began writiggpns
and Loversn 1911.

In fact, Lawrence in 1911 directly mentionad hame of Spencer MS 3, which
is the third manuscript d?aul Morel the predecessor &ons and Loverdde describes
how Paul and Miriam liked to talk about books, piaig and philosophy: “They read
together Schopenhauer and Herbert Spencer andsbhetz authors who hurt her
inexpressibly, and delighted himPi 231). Reading this paragraph, Jessie Chambers
handedVS 3 back to Lawrence with the following the notes. $banted out that it was

too early for Paul and Miriam to like to read theoks of philosophers like
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Schopenhauer, Herbert Spencer or Nietzsche: “Yoile WFirst Love’ from the
standpoint of twenty-six instead of that of seventeFor instance, Schopenhauer,
Herbert SpencerNietzsche are hard stuff for a boy and girl of sggen and sixteen!”
(PM 243).

Receiving the notes from Jessie, Lawrenceghbaver the plot of the story and
revisedMS 3 in 1912. He naturally inserted the name of Spemderthe conversation
between Mrs. Morel and Paul. Mrs. Morel, out ofigesy, irritatingly asks Paul why he
so often sees Miriam and what they talk about: “Wha&ngs—?" Mrs Morel was so
quiet, so cold and hopeless, Paul began to pant.“Why—music—Schuber—and
books—you don't care about Herbert Speneér (PM 102; emphasis in orig.). This
conversation still remained i8ons and Lovershe did not delete it, but just made a
minor change 3L 251). In conversations in bofaul MorelandSons and Loverghe
role of the name of Spencer was just to offer aanmgde of the kind of intellectual
conversation which would not interest Mrs Morel. wéwer, no matter what the
intention was, the mention of the name of Speneerained from the first manuscript to
the last version ofons and Loversvhich makes it possible to assume that Lawrence
was too attached to Spencer to omit his name whémgva biographical novel and
that Spencer’s ideas formed the core thenfeoofls and Lovers

Concerning the relationship between Lawremnod pencer, Baron writes in the
explanatory notes tBaul Moret “Many of Spencer’s ideas are embedded in thedéxt
Sons and Lovetq281). Baron sees the influences of Spencer'asdgpon Lawrence
much more irSons and Loverthan inPaul Morel John Worthen also notes how often
the young Paul Morel’s thinking iBons and Loveruched on SpenceEY 183). For
example, Worthen claims that Paul’'s remark abohitisnering protoplasm” in Chapter
7 of Sons and Loverwas influenced by Spencer’s remarks on “livingtpptasm” in
his Principles of Biologyand that Paul’s following remark is supported Ipeiscer’s
influential analysis of society as a “social organi: “And people matter. Buineisn't
so very important” $L 193). Besides, Worthen argues that when Paul itbesctthe

force of gravitation” as “the great shaper,” he aeh Spencer'System of Synthetic
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Philosophy, and that when Paul insists on nature’s “correabngsrical line and
proportion,” he repeats SpencePsinciples of Biologyagain (WorthenEY 183). The
analyses of both Baron and Worthen confirm that Hemee was truly affected by the
biological and sociological theories of SpencerSions and Loverd would like to
advance my study further than them by discussingg hawrence interpreted and
modified Spencer’s ideas i8ons and Loverand what differences existed between
Spencer’s and Lawrence’s ideas.

Spencer published as many as ten volum&yathetic Philosophlgetween 1851
and 1893. InFirst Principles originally published in 1862 as the first voluroé
Synthetic Philosophyhe enunciates the theory of force. For exampmendtes that the
shapes of plants are manifestly modified by gréweitaand that the direction of each
branch is decided by the pull exercised by the lEdtiven in animals, though less
affected than plants, the orientation of their it organs is in great measure
determined by gravity. Spencer concluded, “througttbe whole organism the forms
of parts must be affected by this [gravity’s] for¢€irst Principles234).

Later, in Vol. 2 ofThe Principle of Biologypublished in 1867 as the second and
third volumes ofSynthetic PhilosophySpencer returned to his theory that the force of
gravitation greatly affects the course of growtlplaints. After he examined how habitat,
light, air and nutrients can be forces influencotgnt growth besides the gravity of the
earth, he invented the theory of the general lavorghnic symmetry. Regarding the
shapes of plants, giving the leaves of plants asxample, he argued that their degree
of symmetry and their geometrical lines and prapartlepend on the forces that bear
upon the plantRrinciple of Biology28-46).

Spencer’s theory of force went far beyond gslanation for the growth of plants.

I would like to introduce more about Spencer’s tiyeof force because | think it was
closely related to Lawrence’s later ideas. Spedegoted part two dFirst Principlesto

his theory that space, time, matter, motion, amtté mental and emotional activity,
are the products of forces. Spencer tried to ansher question of whether all

phenomena in the world are due to the differentlyditioned working of a single force,
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or due to the conflict of two forces. His answerswihe latter: the absolute cause of
changes lies in the duality of two actions. He tfiduthat in every motion there are
co-existent forces of attraction and repulsion, ahresult in the general law of
direction of all movements. His main argument waet ta motion is not caused by a
single force of either attraction or repulsion bytthe combined forces of the two. He
noted, “Motion then, we may say, always follows time of greatest traction”FHrst
Principles 226). Spencer insisted that the cause of movermbahge and evolution of
animals, plants and all phenomena, lies in thelimbietween two opposite forces.

We can find irBons and Loverthat Lawrence seems conscious of Spencer’s idea
of forces. In Chapter 9, when Miriam calls on Pael,is creating designs for decorating
some material and also for embroidery. She asksihine likes that design and he
answers, “I love it. I've got a passion for convenalizing things just now” (240). The
conventionalizing design here is a stylized andngetac design based on birds and
plants, especially roses, which had been made aopulpre-Raphaelite paintings at the
turn of the century. Miriam continues asking whyneentionalizing things fascinates
him so much. Paul, struggling, begins to explaire‘theory that the force of gravitation
is the great shaper, and that if it had all its omay, it would have a rose in correct
geometrical line and proportierand so on” (240). Paul explains a very similar thieo
to the force of gravitation enunciated by Spenadich shows Lawrence’s recognition
of gravitation as a great shaper that can modiéysthapes of plants. He should know
that both plants and animals grow by taking thehed between the attractive force of
gravitation and the repulsive force to extend uglyand that the conventional design of
plants is a model to show what nature should berdfbre, Paul might have been
fascinated by conventional designs because he fauritem some natural beauty
following the law of nature.

What differs from Spencer is that Lawrenceadwels that there are forces which
have a great effect on the growth of human beings @ the relationship between
people, while Spencer finds them in organic cremtut.awrence discovers forces in

human relationships and describes what becomdseoftaracters i®&ons and Lovers
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affected by the forces which exist in human relaiorhey live to survive the conflict
between the two forces of attraction and repuldika the plants and animals in the
theory of Spencer. People grow through the conflith each other; at one time, we are
attracted by someone or something, or other timesfight with that person or thing.
In addition to finding forces in human relationshipivhat is more characteristic of
Lawrence is his view of human beings as sexual. HAsM. Daleski points out,
“Lawrence sets out his concept of duality in tewhghe ‘male’ and ‘female’ principles,
insisting that all creativity is dependent on thatful interaction of the two principles,”
the dichotomy of male and female is central to leawe’s dualism (13). | am adding
the point that Lawrence seemed to employ that dochy of male and female when he
analysed the effect of various forces upon humaginse When Lawrence considered
the influence of forces on human beings, his thtadiocused on their sexual
differences, while Spencer saw human beings asesnshaped by society, and did not
divide them into man and woman.

In Sons and Loversopposing forces between men and women are rajpgate
represented. First of all, Mr. and Mrs. Morel foanelear contrast. Lawrence devotes the
part of Sons and Lovermainly to the description of how the married IdéMr. and
Mrs. Morel gets corrupted and observes how eacthei grow under the force of
marriage inSons and LoverdVhat is emphasized about the difference betweeraivi
Mrs. Morel is their characteristics. Mr. Morel is gysical man and sensual, not
spiritual. He has “the dusky, golden softness & than’s sensuous flame of life, that
flowed from off his flesh like the flame from a aHe, not baffled and gripped into
incandescence by thought and spirit,” by which yp@ertrude, later Mrs. Morel, is
extremely fascinated5{ 18). Soon after the marriage, however, she restizat there is
nothing behind all his show and the fearful baktt#ween them begins. They are too
different from one another to really understandheather. Brought up by her stoic
father, George Coppard, Gertrude grows up to bentellectual and high-minded
woman who is a puritan like her father: “She wasvet in leading folk on to talk. She

loved ideas, and was considered very intellectdélat she liked most of all was an
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argument on religion or philosophy or politics, lviome educated man” (17). Between
Mr. and Mrs. Morel, such different kinds of forcesrk, which ruins their married life;
however, at the same time, we know they are asdaict each other at the beginning.

After finding opposing forces in Mr. and Mislorel, what is characteristic of
Lawrence is the way he describes how the forcestatheir married life. He expresses
how sensuality and physical attraction, Mr. Moredtsong points, decay as he grows
old: “Physically even, he shrank, and his fine farksence waned. He never grew in the
least stout, so that, as he sank from his ereseréage bearing, his physique seemed to
contract along with his pride and moral strengtB7)( The man whose confidence
derives from just physical attraction is vulnerabfehis physical fascination is
diminished because of his age. The deterioratiath@fbody undermines his mentality,
too. Regarding the limitation of man’s sensualiyprthen notes, discussing George
Saxton inThe White Peacoclthat “Lawrence is intensely aware of how limiweh a
man is, in spite of his sensualitygY 150). George Saxton, a young farmer, is a typical
manly type like Walter Morel and the limitation sknsuality seems to be one of
Lawrence’s favourite themes in his early works.

In contrast, Mrs. Morel's nature, expressed throbghintellectual and spiritual
characteristics, does not decay or diminish agshws old. Here is a symbolic scene in
Sons and LoverdMrs. Morel quarrels with her drunken husband eexkives an injury
to the brow when he flings a shallow drawer at ke reactions of Mr. and Mrs. Morel
to this happening are interesting to analyse. Aftercorner of the drawer catches her
brow and hurts her, Mrs. Morel, with an effort, Soight herself to. . . . She balanced her
head to keep equilibrium, so that the blood raa hrdr eye” §L 53). Mr. Morel, baffled,
asks “Did it catch thee?’ He swayed again, aifould pitch onto the child. With the
catastrophe, he had lost all balance” (54). Therashbetween the expressions, “lost all
balance” and “balanced her head,” shows the psggiaal relationship between Mr.
and Mrs. Morel in marriage. Mrs. Morel, whose cdefice depends on her intellectual
and spiritual power rather than her physical powan bear the physical damage and

keep her balance of mind. However, Mr. Morel, wiepehds on his physical strength
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and attraction, as a result of using violence,ddss balance of mind and confidence,
and his pride as a man is broken into pieces.

InSons and Loveydawrence presents forces which attract and ainflith each
other, and another force: the force of marriage Which means to fulfil the obligation
to take care of one’s family and to take respohsibior life. Mr. Morel abnegates his
responsibility as a husband and father in the famid succumbs to the pressure of
marriage like a flower or plant which cannot bda force of gravitation and becomes
distorted or withered as a result if Spencer’s axation is employed. Mrs. Morel,
though disappointed by her husband, but not despefimds her own pleasure in
devoting her love to children and contributing tcisty by joining the Women’s Guild,
for example. In the case of Mr. and Mrs. Morel ytlage fascinated by and conflict with
each other because of the different forces of ttie@racters, and eventually Mr. Morel
is crushed by the gravity of marriage, which | thexpresses Lawrence’s dualism of
male and female divisions. It is not only Mr. Moxeho falls down under the force of
gravity; his sons, Paul and William are squashethbygravity of love as well.

William’s death is a symbolic accident whicidicates that the force of woman is
so strong that he cannot bear it. Firstly, hisfiggnhd, Lily causes William to suffer
financially and mentally because she is a big coresuand very demanding: “All his
strength and money went into keeping this girl. ¢éeild scarcely afford to take his
mother to Nottingham, when he came oveSL (148). Mrs. Morel can see quite clearly
that William frets about Lily and is withering liKa big, raw-boned man” (162). What
is worse, this relationship causes a split betwé&éiiam’s body and mind; he needs
Lily physically, but his mind still rests with himmother. Although William expects that if
he got married to Lily the result would be a finess, he repeatedly insists to his
mother that he cannot give her up now: “Oh wdllve gone too far to break off now,”
he says. “And so | shall get married as soon a®'l €161), and again, “But | can't give
her up, now, it's gone too far,” he continues. “Apesides, fosomethings, | couldn’t
do without her-.” (162; emphasis in orig.). The repeated phragené too far” should

be noted, because it has a double meaning. Onkeointplications, perhaps is that
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William has “gone too far” by having a sexual i@urse with Lily and it is too late to
discard her. Another implication is that the phragpresses his struggle between body
and mind, Lily and Mrs. Morel. Tension and fruswat can be seen in William’s
repeated remarks, “gone too far.” However, he hameatal understanding that the
marriage to Lily will turn out to be a failure bers®e he cannot feel spiritual intimacy
with her, although his flesh needs her. His meiytalieeds his mother: “He was
accustomed to having all his thoughts sifted thhohig mother’s mind” (161). William
leads himself to self-destructive conflict. Whatkas him suffer is the conflict between
the desire for pleasure of the flesh and that faoritsal intimacy. He is torn apart
between two women, Lily and Mrs. Morel. His soutlanind rest with Mrs Morel but
his flesh has “gone too far,” in seeking Lily. Tpeoblem with William is that his
physical satisfaction is not accompanied by mengdisfaction. The discordance of
mind and body brings him death in the end. Willimmanother man who cannot grow
up with the forces of the relationship between a syad a woman.

In Paul’s relationship with Miriam, the prinyainterest in the novel, Paul seems
to be distorted by the force of love. It is oftesadissed that the relationship between
Paul and Miriam does not work because Miriam isdpinitual and lacks sensuality, but
this is doubtful. While Miriam is about take furtheteps with Paul so that their
relationship becomes more than friendship, hereabf it and denies it. Paul seems to
pass over or turn a blind eye to her sensual &ttra@nd yearning. Paul, though
recognizing she is “very beautiful, with her warralauring, her gravity, her eyes
dilating suddenly like an ecstasySl( 175), always gets restless, fretful and finally
begins accusing her of being too spiritual becdigsdoes not realize that his fretting is
coming from sexual frustration. Whenever she “gared “seeing”, and “touched” him
(192), or even let him kiss her (227), he just shéts the topic of conversation to
algebra or poetry. Miriam shows him again and agia@npassion and strong desire that
lies deeply inside her like “the shimmering protgrh”(183)—Paul explains to Miriam
about his drawings with this term which was usedSpencer inThe Principles of

Biology when demonstrating the mechanism of how life hagnessed by the continual
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adaptation of inner relations to outer ones. AlttouPaul’s remark that “Only
shimmeriness [of protoplasm] is the real living"dicates his high evaluation of
“protoplasm,” a fundamental component of everynigrbrganism, he hesitates to accept
it and runs away from the organic life and fleesht® inorganic world of philosophical
discussion when actually Miriam presents her “shering protoplasm” (183). They
break up because of Paul's refusal of Miriam’s masgather than her refusal to accept
Paul physically. After the relationship ends, Pauffers from depression more than
Miriam. She knows “She held the key to his souBZpand that “she would not lose so
much” (265), while Paul is “unstable” and has “nwity of purpose, no anchor of
righteousness that held him” (256) and finally ‘@wally realized where he was wrong”
(267). Paul totally loses out, overwhelmed by thred of his love for Miriam.

Behind the successive failures in love ofgbas, there is always the force of the
relationship between mother and sons, which woska enore effective force than that
of their desire to get into a relationship with aman. The children, William and Paul,
feeling their mother’s expectation, live to senes tetermined not to disappoint her like
their father. As a result of this, the sons seemnbwich conscious of her force. If their
lives are compared to trees, as Spencer obseivas,ttee of life does not develop
straight but yields to the weight of the burden pressure on them. Mrs. Morel’s life is
energized and vitalized by watching her childreavgup and by successfully sending
them into society, while what happens to the chkitddare the death of William and
Paul's failure in love. Paul is completely shatteley Mrs. Morel’s death: “Paul felt
crumpled up and lonely. His mother had really sujgzbhis life. He had loved her, they
two had in fact faced the world together. Now stes\gone. And forever behind him
was the gap in life, the tear in the veil, throwghich his life seemed to drift slowly, as
if he were drawn toward deathSI( 451). Whimpering “mother” repeatedly, Paul takes
the direction to “the darkness, to follow her. Halked toward the faintly humming,
glowing town, quickly” (464). InSons and Loversas the title suggests, the daughters’
contribution or sacrifice to the family is out dfet question. What is always highlighted

Is male characters as victims of the force in hunedationships, as seen with Mr. Morel,
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William and Paul.

Thus, Lawrence observes how the force of wiigks in human relationships;
sometimes it works as repelling force, sometimesamsattracting force. Lawrence
describes irsons and Loversow in marriage, in love and in mother-child redaships,
male characters are decaying under the force odlecharacters. For men, the power
of woman cannot be a great shaper like the foragrafitation affecting the growth of
plants healthily as Spencer enunciated. They cakery straight and in symmetry. The
forces that men feel in the relationship with wornause too much suffering for them
to endure and hinder their self-realization in.|By contrast, women feel the fulfilment
of life and excitement of love at some crucial peim life, by making the best use of
the force in human relationshipsLawrence’s uniqueness lies in his ability to emgplo
Spencer’s theory of force and develop it in an ysialof how the force of the great
shaper works on men and women in human relatioashipons and Lovers

| have analysed Lawrence’s use of Spenceo®dical theories regarding ‘force’
and have shown how much he was absorbed by Spemieldgical theory of force and
how he modified it ifSons and LoverBy adding the important element of sexuality to
theories of force. Now | would like to turn to Sgen's theory of the social organism
which may be more familiar with the public. | wdkemonstrate how Lawrence reacted
to it. We can find that Lawrence did not alwaysesgwith Spencer and was afflicted by
value conflicts between Spencer and himself.

As a sociologist, Spencer held an organic veéwociety. He considered society
as a living organism, believing that it developg)dtions, sometimes dysfunctions and
finally grows old, similar to the process of biolcgl life. Spencer enunciated the
analogy and the difference between society ana@ichl organisms ifrirst Principles
and inPrinciples of SociologySeeing society through an organic analogy, yirste
analysed the analogy between them in that botregoand biological organisms grow
during most of their existence; baby to adult, tawrmity. Secondly, as they grow, both
society and organisms become increasingly compleirdly, the progressive

differentiation of structure is also accompanied jogressive differentiation of
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function.

Spencer also admitted that there are fundaahdifterences between society and
organisms. The first difference is that the paftamorganism form a concrete whole,
whereas different areas of society are free aratively dispersed. The second is that
parts of the organism invariably exist to bendfé tvhole, whereas in society, the whole
exists merely for the benefit of the individual.€Tthird is that parts of the organism
cannot usually be cut off from the whole withouves® damage, while in society the
part can be cut off the whole. Spencer’s conclusmay not be persuasive because he
does not seem to give a logical answer to the isgueuman community. He just
concludes that people who survive are strongerthnd improve the population, for
example, we have survival of the fittest. As thente'survival of the fittest,” seemed to
fail to convey the complex nature of natural sétegtmodern biologists came to prefer
to use the term, ‘natural selection.” Howeversittiue that the evolutionary theory of
society advanced by Spencer promoted the spre&dal Darwinism.

There are passagesSons and Loverwhich reflect the influence of Spencer’s
theory of social organism. In Chapter 7, “Lad-and-Gove,” walking side by side in
the rain from the library, Paul and Miriam beginttonk about the meaning of the
individual among the whole:

“It seems as if it didn’t matter, one mar less, among the lot,” he said.
“No,” she replied, gravely, questioning.
“l used to believe that about a sparrow fallirgnd hairs of the head”
“Yes,” she said. “And now?”
“Now I think that the race of sparrows matters, bot one sparrow: all my
hair, but not one hair.”
“Yes,” she said, questioningly.
“And people matter. Bubneisn’t so very important. Look at William.”
“Yes,” she pondered.
“I call it only wasted,” he said. “Waste, no more.”

“Yes,” she said, very low. (193)
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This conversation is meaningful. Readers have tosdmptical of whether Paul or
Lawrence is really satisfied with Spencer’s socaanism, taking into consideration
Lawrence’s religious point of view. Look at the plehis is the conversation after
William’s death. If it were not for his death, Panhy have thought that the individual
was important and that, therefore, not one of thexa forgotten by God as is indicated
in the allegorical story of the sparrow written Matthew and Luke in the New
Testament. However, seeing his brother’s death, iagins to doubt the importance of
the individual. This feeling of Paul might resemitat of Lawrence himself. He lost
the members of his family one after another: hikeebrother, Ernest, died in 1901 and
Worthen writes that “Lawrence may well have hadnimd such mysterious challenges
to faith as the fact of his sister Emily’s babyrigeborn dead on 30 September 1907”
(EY 176). When Lawrence started to wrikaul Morelin 1910, he might already have
been haunted by suspicion about the existence ad &fter the succession of
misfortunes in his family. However, it is a hagstyerpretation to ascribe the purpose of
Paul's remarks quoted above to his personal histodyto consider them an expression
of his disbelief in the God of Christianity.

Yet, at the same time, it does not seem tigimterpret the conversation between
Paul and Miriam as an indication of Lawrence’s agrent with Spencer’s theory of the
social organism. Paul, having experienced thedbssbrother, begins to think about the
importance of the individual. It is true that nottea how much they suffer through
grief at the death of William, the other family mieens survive and the Morel family
will persist. Although one person has been lod,family, the company and the society
will go on. As Paul realizes that the power of thdividual is trifling in the society, he
may be saying that one is not as important as stegen the idea of Spencer, in which
part of an organism cannot be cut off from the whah individual can easily be cut off
from society with no damage to the whole. Lawrenocéerstands Spencer’s theory;
however, the remarks of Paul should be taken aseatign regarding both religious
belief in the Bible and scientific belief in Spensephilosophy rather than as the true

voice of Lawrence because several points of coitfiad are revealed between
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Lawrence’s thinking and Paul's remarksSans and Lovers

The contradictions are exposed when the wiobléhe novel is read as an
organism. If this novel is read according to theotly of Spencer’s social organism,
what Paul says seems correct. One could be easgilyffcfrom society, and society will
operate without any trouble. In fact, however, whappens in the novel is that the
death of William results in the family suffering otu damage and stress, though
physically they seem to operate without any chafide death of William leaves an
incurable scar on the other family members. Mrsré¥Jdeeling deprived of a part of
her flesh and blood, cannot regain her previoughbrinterest in life and remains shut
off. Mr. Morel's lament is described as “But newerhis life would he go for a walk up
Shepstone, past the office where his son had workad he always avoided the
cemetery” 6L 172). What is more, it is possible to assume ithafilliam had survived
as the eldest son of the Morels, Mrs Morel would Inave doted on Paul so much,
therefore, Paul could have loved somebody. If ke, lives of Miriam and Clara and
even their family would have been different fromawvthey were in the novel. His death,
involving the people around him, influences theies like a chain reaction, as well as
leaving an incurable scar on his family.

Besides William, Mrs. Morel also dies at thedeof the novel, which is a
shattering blow to Paul and kills his heart. Eveeisg her dying, his body and mind are
undermined: “He felt as if his life were being deged, piece by piece, within himS[
430). Mrs. Morel was part of his life and fleshrtpaf everything. Paul lived for her.
Losing his best support in life, he can neitheridieevhat to do nor feel joy or sorrow.
He has a big empty hole in his mind.

Sons and Lovers clearly saying that the individual is an ir@pgable existence,
and the loss or birth of one person is very impuarthuman relationships are observed
as organisms. Paul’'s remark that the individualasso important is not the true voice
of Lawrence. It does not matter that the race erlood of family survives at the level
of society. In the family, between the lovers, tblke of an individual is like the paw of a

dog or a cat, an organism. It cannot be separ&etting it off from the body is
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associated with deadly aches and pains. ThrougtsPamarks in the novel, Lawrence
guestions the righteousness of applying Spences&als theory to real human
relationships.

Another contradiction between Spencer and kaee is presented in Lawrence’s
letter, in which he observes how civilized soci@tfluences the individual, while
Spencer analyses how the individual evolves intostbciety through several processes.
On 19 November 1912, when Lawrence finished the Jassion ofPaul Morel he
wrote to Edward Garnett, the editor, and clearlglaxed the main theme of the novel
as follows: A female character who has no satigfacvith her own life comes to put
her heart into her sons like a lover, first theestdthen the second. When the sons grow
older, they cannot love women because their matioéds their souls. Whenever the
sons have sex with a woman, there emerges a wspiith hurts them. Lawrence tells
Garnet that this split kills William in the novdlawrence adds his opinion on what
happens to the sons in the novel: “It is a greageddy, and | tell you I've written a great
book. It's the tragedy of thousands of young me&mgland—it may even be Bunny’s
[Garnett’s son] tragedy. | think it was Ruskin’sidamen like him.—Now tell me if |
haven't worked out my theme, like life, but alwaysy theme” [etters i. 477).
Lawrence warns that the stories of William and Rauwild happen to any young man in
England, including even Bunny, the son of Edwardn@a. In fact, in this letter,
Lawrence mentions the names of Ruskin and Goetba&amples of men who led tragic
lives like William and Paul irSons and Loverbecause he thought that Ruskin and
Goethe were also men whose souls were held byriiahers.

What should be noted is that Lawrence depitiiedvictims of this tragedy only
as modern young men. The time he referred to wageles the late Victorian Era and
Lawrence’s contemporary society, roughly from 18%0915. In the Victorian age, the
woman was an angel at home, submissive to her hdslaad did all the housework.
Women, though had had little power in society ia tiineteenth century, and began to
be empowered through education and work in the éadntieth century. Regarding the

shift in women’s power, Ira Bruce Nadel’s view gt from the later Victorian era to the
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Edwardian era, the authority of the mother tookpleee of that of the father at home
(221-28). Women gained power and came to take tigative in raising and
disciplining children. Lawrence also might have gpated that the number of sons
resembling William and Paul was increasing in thdyetwentieth century because the
bond between the mother and the son became strdrgethat between the father and
the son, which was why he warned that the tragédyiliam and Paul was shared with
every young man of his time. Spencer’s interest wa®bserving the process of
development from an individual into the societye tisocial organism, whereas
Lawrence’s interest was in seeing the influencéhefdeveloped social organism upon
the individual. Looking at the interaction betwete individual and society, Spencer
and Lawrence take different angles: the formersalion of observation is from micro
to macro, the latter's from macro to micro, whichAncbe regarded as one of the
characteristic points of difference between theatisvand the sociologist.

Here is another letter to suggest what Lawgenmeant by the individual.
Lawrence wrote to his friend Gordon Campbell, tharister, in March, 1915. He
begins:

You see we are no longer satisfied to be individaadl lyrical—we are
growing out of that stage. A man must now needswkhimself as his whole
people, he must live as the centre and heart diuatianity, if he is to be free.
It is no use hating a people or race or humanitass. Because each of us
is in himself humanity. You are the English natidihat which exists as the
ostensible English nation is a mass of friable grhous individualities. But
in me, and in you, is the living organic Englishioa. (Letters ii. 300-01)
Then he continues to develop the idea of the iddai:
| wish | could express myseifthis feeling that one is not only a little
individual living a little individual life, but thtaone is in oneself the whole of
mankind, and one’s fate is the fate of the wholenahkind, and one’s charge
is the charge of the whole of mankind. Ma¢—the little, vain, personal D. H.

Lawrence—but that unnameable me which is not vain nor pesoput
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strong, and glad, and ultimately sure, but so blgadgroping, so tongue-tied,

so staggering. (302; emphasis in orig.)
He had finishedlrhe Rainbowby this time, but we can recognize that he haeaaly
tried to express what the individual was that herred to inSons and LoversThe
individual is not personal. The individual's happss and sorrow are shared by all
mankind. Paul's joys, sorrows and sufferings aré ey Lawrence’s but those of
everyone who lived in his generation. The mindf&is condensed into Mr. Morel, the
suffering of a miner’s wife into Mrs. Morel, the ws of young men into Paul and
William, and also the warmth and beauty of the reatif England into the Willey Farm.
The character in the novel is universal, not jodividual, not limited to the experience
of a certain person. Lawrence sees in a persorca@ooism of history and society. His
definition of the individual might have been abowe beyond the speculation of
Spencer.

What fundamentally differentiates Lawrencenfr8pencer is that unlike Spencer,
Lawrence does not swear by the employment of tibugon theory for an explanation
of the scheme of things, the structure of sociaty] how the world works. Lawrence
maintains the view that human beings have sometlhgh cannot evolve. In a
“Foreword toSons and Lovets(467-73), he expresses his profound thoughtshen t
creative life energy of the universe, beginninghwitis argument about the New
Testament. Lawrence feels that as the creativeehfirgy is unknowable, one cannot
recognize or control it with the human mind, ansh@erning the holder of its power, he
concludes that woman is more familiar with thisatiee energy than man. According to
the introduction toSon and Lovers‘At a deeper level, the ‘Foreword’ articulate® th
unspoken belief which underlies the novel: thatghgsical life of man and nature is far
more important than the values of civilization,” daithis concept in Lawrence’s
“Foreword,” written in Gargnano in 1913, would bepeated in his later works
including “The Crown” (1915)Twilight in Italy (1916), “The Reality of Peace” (1917),
Studies in Classic American Literaturébegun 1917),Psychoanalysis and the

Unconscioug(1920), Sketches of Etruscan Placé€s932), and eveihady Chatterley’s
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Lover(1929) (“Introduction” toSL lii-liii).

Although, in “Foreword,” Lawrence avoids assgy what the creative life-energy
of the universe is, it could be speculated thas ihis understanding of God or “the
Father,” “the Flesh.” He thinks that man, naturel aivilization are products of the
creative life-energy of the universe which is Gt Father or the Flesh. This means
that what is invisible is converted into tangibterhs. That is why Lawrence turns the
text “The Word was made Flesh” upside down (Joht¥)1 “The Flesh was made Word”
(“Foreword toSL” 467). He disputes the New Testament reinterpgtadf Genesis, “In
the beginning was the Word, and the Word was witkd,&nd the Word was God” (John.
1.1).

Psychoanalysis and the Unconscions 1920 expresses Lawrence’s objection
about the New Testament: “In the beginning was\Ward' This is the presumptuous
masquerading of the mind. The Word cannot be tiggnbeng of life. It is the end of life,
that which falls shed” (36). The text of John raosinter to Lawrence’s opinion that the
Word cannot be the beginning because the Wordsisthe production of God. The
Word, the production, should not have the whip hand hold life in it. The Flesh
should not be contained in the Word, because threl \@mmes out of the Flesh.

When he thinks about the relationship betwibenCreator and the created, God
and human beings, the Father and the Word, he iagpitaby the words “utter” and
“unutterable”: “The Father was Flestand the Son, who in himself was finite and had
form, became Word. For form is the Uttered Wordj #me Son is the Flesh as it utters
the Word, but the unutterable Flesh is the Fatli#fdreword” 467). The difference
between the Creator and the created is whethanitutter” or not, and according to the
“Explanatory Note” toSons and Loverd.awrence’s use of “utter” means “produce” or
“bring forth into existence” (576). The Son becathe existence that was temporarily
able to utter the Word as the formed thing of thatterable Father. The Father and the
Son differed in whether what they represented cdwdduttered or not. Lawrence
undoubtedly feels there is a bottomless mysteryosading the moment when the

Father, who is invisible and indescribable, credtes Son, who is visible and
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describable, and brings him into the world.

Lawrence’s philosophy iBons and Loversand also in the “Foreword” to it is
inclined to be more religious than scientific. lusttake childbirth as an example: if it is
explained biologically, it is for the propagatioh the race or the preservation of the
species, but for Lawrence, it is more than that.hddkeves the act of procreating is
based on a man’s instinct and cannot be excusadibgice. He sees it as profound and
awesome, and at a deeper level, what he suggesistievery man comes from a
woman, a mother, or in other words, the Flesh;etioee, it is natural that man should
go to woman, seeking the source of life for reneyait as all human beings go back to
heaven after death. He does not think of humarodemtion as simply a chain of life
from one generation to another by giving birth toheld. In the human’s continual life
cycle since ancient times, he visualizes the imaiga loop or an everlasting round
circle, not a straight and developing vertical Jimad he believes there is repeated
attraction towards the source of life, woman. Ual&pencer, Lawrence does not find
any evolution or development in the life of humarsd how they exist in society.
Spencer believed in the evolution of an individtavards society, while Lawrence
focused on the unchanging course of birth, whickenevolved and just was repeated
instinctively from the ancient times until now, agefinitely forever.

Paul's remark’s about the individual raises tjuestion of whether the role of the
individual and Lawrence himself follows Spencetigdry of social evolution. | have
revealed how Paul's remark in the novel and Lawe&nt¢rue voice behind it are
different, and how Lawrence can be distinguish@infiSpencer. Spencer’s biological
and sociological theories of evolution provided kemce with the opportunity to
review the relationship between man and societyyomt employing what in those days
was the trendy theory of evolution. Although Spenestablished both biological and
sociological evolution theories, sociological theevas more analysed and developed
by science and intellectuals in the late nineteestitury. In the “Introduction” t&ons
and Loversit is noted that Lawrence does not present aficixpbservation on the

novel in the “Foreword,” but attempts to account fthe relationship between Man,
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Nature and God.” Lawrence, confronting twin intésesChristian doctrine and early
twentieth-century scientific inquiries into the wstture of the natural world—tries to
“sketch a new religious cosmology which would nobftict with scientific discoveries
about the mature of matter” (li). It is hard to gpahis purpose in the “Foreword”
because he was simultaneously doing two thingssirfakting the post-Darwin
understanding of Nature into a religious framewaskile using the new science to
challenge New Testament cosmology in its assemiothe primacy of spiritual and
ethical values” (li). He does not dispute that werld can be explained both by the
Darwinian theory and by religious views, thoughdoes not like it to be accounted for
by only one of them, and we must remember thatehgion he refers to does not mean
Christianity. The reason why he recedes from Ghngly seems to lie in its refusal of
the Flesh. In Christianity, the word ‘flesh’ is asmted with a metaphor to indicate
sinful tendencies especially related to sexual sinlust; however, Lawrence finds the
source of every creature and living things in ie ¥an see that Lawrence,$ons and
Loversand the “Foreword” to it, is on the way to finditlte balance between religious
and scientific interferences in thinking about te&ationship between man, nature and
god, but not Christ. In other words, the created #ne Creator of the world.
Alternatively, perhaps he is trying to present fiedent and new solution for grasping
the meaning of life and the world, without beindgtdeed by conventional ways of
thinking about existence, though at this stagevwgda coming to a precise conclusion
or definition regarding these matters.

Also, Worthen presents a clue to Lawrence&swbn the relationship between
science and religion as follows: “Lawrence was alsavinced that it was one of his
tasks as a writer to rescue human consciousnessfrom the clutches of merely
scientific understanding, be it evolutionist, matkst or pantheist. He found himself
wanting to argue for man’s religious nature andeegmce, but not from a Christian
standpoint” EY 183). It is not a matter of scienoereligion, but it is more appropriate
to think that Lawrence tried to break off from baththem when he struggled with the

matter of the human consciousness; he tried tactegsit from the stifling effects of
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both science and religion.

Lawrence must have been saturated with Spencer liismeading of his book
and speculating about his theory when writbgns and LoversAs far as Spencer’s
biological thinking is concerned, Lawrence is das with Spencer’s theory of forces
and finds similarities and something in common leetw Spencer’s theory of force and
the characters or the relationship among themhbawould try to express later in the
novel. Analysing the power relationship$ons and Loversve would like to conclude
that Lawrence, finding what is equivalent to thecéoof gravitation in Spencer’s theory
and that people grow under the effect of that foseems to develop Spencer’s theory
of forces to describe the relationship between ¢haracters, but adds a gender
distinction. Recognizing the attracting and repellforces in human relationships, he
describes how they affect the growth and life ainbn beings. Male characters, in his
novel, are always defeated by female ones becéeseforces and gravities are too
great for them to bear. The “Foreword” $ons and Lovershows the reason: it is the
law of nature. Since men come from women, men daprevent themselves from
coming back to women and the mother of earth inetin& which supports Lawrence’s
reaction to the biological theory of Spencer.

Here, another struggling Lawrence should not bgdiben, who was drawn to but
not content with Spencer’s social organism whenigigavith human consciousness. In
his opinion, the human consciousness of an indalidwould not evolve in the
development from a man to a family, from a famity & community, and from a
community to a society as Spencer conceived. Thdliglconsciousness of a man is
always connected to the society, has an effect toand is affected by it, the
consciousness fundamentally remains the same, gdhrough the same primitive
cycle from birth to death, rather than evolvingariologically. Let us have a look at the
opening scene frorBons and Loversshere Lawrence describes people ranging from
those who lived in the coal-mining town, “Hell Rowt the late nineteenth century to
people who lived in “The Bottoms” in the early tviieth century, such as Mr. and Mrs.

Morel. What we feel is that their consciousneskfefhas not fundamentally changed at
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all. Both the people who live in Hell Row and Theot®ms share the same
consciousness of life, in which they experiencergggadation of feeling from joy to
grief, even though the degree and cause of thegedepending on the times. Lawrence
encountered the ideas of Herbert Spencer in hisesgcknce, a period of personal
sensitivity and vulnerability, during an era of igcant change throughout society at
the turn of the century, with people’s belief indsshaken by the advances in science
and technology. In the form of responding to Herl&gencer in an autobiographical
novel, Lawrence, must have been torn between sticko his belief in God and
supporting the knowledge of science. He preseniesbons and Loverthe struggling
consciousness of an individual, which transcentiedtitne but could not be explained

either by science or by religion.
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Chapter 2

Lawrence and Tennyson: Frorhe Rainbowo Women in Love

The effect of Spencer’s Darwinian theory omtence has been discussed in the
previous chapter. This chapter, not directly dephvith the effect of pre-Darwinian
evolutionary theory on Lawrence, explores how hterprets the poet who was
influenced by pre-Darwinian theory. From now ona@ter 2 and Chapter 3 deal with
Lawrence’s two successive novdlse RainbowvandWomen in LoveFirst of all, in this
chapter, Tennyson’s reception of proto-evolutionéimgory chiefly in his poemnin
Memoriamis examined in Lawrence’s two novels. For the wtadd comparison of the
two different time periods of the writers Tennysord Lawrence | employ a micro-level
analysis, which means to pay close attention tcktwece of vocabulary and expression
that Tennyson and Lawrence used in their worksrdemoto estimate the difference
between Tennyson and Lawrence along with the strefatime—between a Victorian
poet who absorbed pre-Darwinian evolutionary ided a twentieth-century novelist
who was ready to accept it as a fact. After thatagier 3 will take an approach of
macro-level analysis, which means that apart froologe analysis of expression and
vocabulary, the story development frofhe Rainbowto Women in Loveés examined
with Charles Lyell'sPrinciples of GeologyAnalogies between Lawrence and Lyell are
revealed in the next chapter.

What is required before launching a micro-leaealysis on vocabulary in
Tennyson’s and Lawrence’s works is to sort outmrmon recognition of the emergence
of evolutionary idea before Darwin. Evolutionaryetiy is not an idea brought by
Charles Darwin that abruptly burst onto the scfentivorld, but as early as 1794,
Erasmus Darwin, the grandfather of Charles Darwaiready advocated early
evolutionary theory against Creationism, which wiéély brought about the subsequent
growth of Charles Darwin’s indescribably refinedabssis of biological evolution. In
Zoonomia, or, the Laws of Organic Life in Three B8awhich appeared in the form of

long poems from 1794-96, Erasmus Darwin “implicifhpstulates that the direct
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creation of life is one infinity, and the capaditycause the generation of life is another
infinity. He then pronounces the second kind oinity greater than the first, because it
subsumes the first kind into itself” (Hart par. Eyasmus Darwin’s belief that “salvation
is possible by one's own efforts” is showing hismsm, but still he deserves credit for
suggesting the possibility of the development afcsps (ibid.).

A French naturalist, Jean-Baptiste LamarchoWes as a prominent forerunner of
evolution. His accomplishment, though it receivdtlel attention in his time, was
“dividing and subdividing the organisms accordingtype set the standard for later
systems of invertebrate taxonomy” and he annoumrcé&gndency to progression” in
Philosophie Zoologiquepublished in 1809; it was an innate quality otuna that
organisms constantly “improved” by successive gatnan, too slowly to be perceived
but observable in the fossil record (Clifford pa8<9). The other important component
of Lamarckian evolutionism is what is known as th#heritance of acquired
characteristics. Although it has not been subsitetdi this theory “described the means
by which the structure of an organism altered ogenerations. Change occurred
because an animal passed on to its offspring ploggaal changes it had undergone in
its own lifetime, and those changes came aboutshsesponding to its survival needs”
(ibid. par. 10).

Charles Lyell, a Scottish geologist, perhampstramously influenced a number
of important men of science in Victorian Britaircinding young Charles Darwin, was
obsessed with the implication of the evolutiondrgdry of Lamarck. He published his
geological opus calle@he Principles of Geology: Being an Attempt to Bikplthe
Former Changes of the Earth's Surface, by Referem@auses Now in Operatidrom
1830 to 1833, and advocates a uniformitarian vidwgeology. John Van Wyhe
summarizes that this theory assumed the constanogtoral laws first of all and that
the kinds of causes that affected the earth inptet must be assumed to have been
exactly those we see in operation today such asogrosediment deposition, volcanic
action, and earthquakes. Furthermore, these causstshe assumed to have been of the

same intensity in the past as we observe them t(uay1).
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Based on the premise that the emergence diitewmary theory was already
almost complete in the early nineteenth centunypuld like to focus on Lawrence’s
frequent citation of a certain phrase from Alfreghifiyson in his works. The phrase is
“an infant crying in the night” from Tennysonls Memoriampublished in 1850, nine
years earlier than Darwin'®rigin of SpeciesTennyson, one of the most favoured
British poets, publisheth Memoriamin 1850, his feature-length masterpiece composed
of 131 sections, plus prologue and epilogue, wlieinmemorates his closest friend,
Arthur Henry Hallam. According to Erik Gray’s intfaction, Tennyson met Arthur in
the spring of 1829 at the University of Cambridgel ahey spent their college life at
Trinity College. Thanks to having a newfound friefidnnyson, who had been dark and
unquiet, flourished. Hallam is sensitive and aliank man and often encourages
Tennyson to publish his poems. The engagement daraand Emily, Tennyson’s
younger sister, made their friendship continue esleser, when Hallam, all too soon,
passed away from apoplexy in Vienna in early Oatdi833 during a long tour of the
Continent with his father. Since Arthur’s deathpgirated with sorrow, Tennyson began
to compose his elegies for Hallam, and by 1845tiem had already reached nearly its
present length, but he was reluctant to publistséventeen years since he began to
compose, he eventually printed it early in 1850afGki-xiii). In Memoriamis soon
deeply admired by most reviewers and even Queetohacand Prince Albert as a
masterpiece to depict the bottomless grief oveingpa loved one and well describes
‘the way of the soul,” which Tennyson had considesis a possibility for the title of the
elegy. This well-beloved Victorian masterpiecd siitracts numerous readers and critics
not only because it brings great consolation topjged any age but also because it
depicts the poet’'s complex emotions toward sciemmk evolutionary theory, which is
very close to completing.

In this lengthy poemin Memoriam expressions related to ‘child’ can be found
scattered one after another, such as children,, iadayt, or babe, and the number of
times they appear is more than a dozen (Lanestetit andow par. 1). Among them,

“an infant crying in the night” seen in Lawrencé&equent references is used in Section
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54 ofIn Memoriam
So runs my dream: but what am 1?
An infant crying in the night:
An infant crying for the light:
And with no language but a cry. (54: 1j-2
By the time the story proceeds to this section pibet gradually begins to recover from
helpless grief of losing a friend and foster a hfipeseeing him in the afterworld again.
From Section 50, having a yearning for his frieethg with him, the poet inadvertently
doubts whether he can win his friend’s perfecipitd love that exists in the ideal world
because he is nothing but the imperfect, livingthe human world. Even so, he
bounces back from restless anxiety by taking upite @ptimistic view of life that:
Oh yet we trust that somehow good
Will be the final goal of ill,
To pangs of nature, sins of will,

Defects of doubt, and taints of blood;

That nothing walks with aimless feet;
That not one life shall be destroy’d
Or cast as rubbish to the void,
When God hath made the pile complete, 153)
Here, the poet asks himself “what am I”, who cowesisuch an optimistic idea, and
describes himself as “an infant crying” for thehtignd for the light. “The crying infant”
in Tennyson’sin Memoriamis the emotional imagery of man’s conflict overe th
Providence of God; he devotes his struggling sm@ad.
It was Lawrence’s letter to E. M. Forster ahdary 1915 when Lawrence cited
Tennyson’s “the infant crying in the night” for tfiest time:
| am tired of class, and humanity, andspeal salvation. What care |
whether my neighbour feels he is saved or not—sas@dpleted, fulfilled,

consummated? | am tired to death of the infanthgryn the night. I(etters
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ii. 266)
Lawrence’s employ of “the infant crying in the nigldoes not reflect anxiety such as
shown in Tennyson’th Memoriamand is not sentimental. He just tries to exprass h
hatred against “class, humanity, and personal satva “The crying infant” stared at
with Lawrence’s eyes, signifies his satiety of \dithn concerns for class, humanity or
salvation, the concepts from the Middle Ages, aadsheager to turn away from such an
old conflict of the nineteenth century.

The next time Lawrence employs Tennyson'sdimf again is eight months later
after a letter to Forster, ifhe Rainbowpublished in September of 1915. Describing
three generations of the Brangwens, its story dg@#elfrom 1840 to around 1900.
Lawrence’s citation of “the infant” expresses th#feying of Ursula, of the third
generation, when she declines a proposal of marregm her little brother’s friend,
Anthony, an innocent man like a child of nature:

He was an animal that knows that it ibdsied. Her heart flamed with
sensation of him, of the fascinating thing he ateher, and with sorrow,
and with an inconsolable sense of loneliness. Helwas an infant crying
in the night. He had no soul. Oh, and why had ste?2s the cleaneiRB
386)
Ursula’s aching soul and restless mind, which am@la to regret after refusing his
proposal, are “crying” like a child. Ursula, devad as the only woman experiencing
the twentieth century in the novel has a strongaef self, and is not satisfied with the
marriage, nothing more than formality. The mainseaaf her suffering comes from the
modern complicated mind that cannot peacefullylesetbwn in the relationship with
others because of too strong an ego and her soatyisg out of loneliness and
despondency, but not from the religious conflichiigson experiences in the previous
century.

Furthermore, “the crying infant” is taken ougr Women in Loviein which the

development of Ursula, the third generation frdhe Rainbowcontinues to be told.

Out of two couples, Ursula and Rupert Birkin manégenarry after quarrelling and
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conflicting with each other, while the relationslipGudrun and Gerald Crich ends in
failure. Gudrun, who is tired of Gerald’s restrctiand control over her, is infuriated by
his childish and selfish behaviour:

What then! Was she his mother? Hedasked for a child, whom she
must nurse through the nights, for her lover. Slespded him, she
hardened her heart. An infant crying in the nigiis Don Juan.

Yes, but how she hated the infayingr in the night. She would
murder it gladly. She would stifle it and burylike Hetty Sorrell did. No
doubt Hetty Sorrell’'s infant cried in the night—ndoubt Arthur
Donnithorne’s infant would WL 466)

“The infant crying in the night,” which Gerald i®mpared to, is violently hated by

Gudrun. The hatred towards “the infant” of this dinis infinitely stronger than ones in

Lawrence’s quotations before. Tennyson’s origimaage of “an infant” screamingly

crying in the night is completely dispelled herad&the infant” turns into an object of

hatred to irritate his or her mother. It is inteigg to examine the apparent difference
between two “infants” who are conceived by Tennysod Lawrence, which can be
resolved by observing their responses to evolutiotigeory.

According to Robert Bernard Martin, Tennysas loften been praised “for the
exactness of his knowledge of evolution in its paawinian stages, which came from
his voluminous if unsystematized reading,” but hmulats applause for Tennyson’s
scientific ability:

.. . but it is praise that might havestheextended to thousands of other
educated Victorians, for he remained only an iiggetit amateur of science,
as he did at theology, philosophy, and politics. e¢h he was never
anything but totally professional was in the anialydg his own perceptions
through the use of exact language. (344)
| think, however, Martin too much underestimatesnison’s expertise in science; in
1865, Tennyson was nominated for a fellowship @& BRoyal Society, which is the

oldest and most prestigious scientific society iitén.” The previous century study of
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Dennis R. Dean’s “Tennyson and Geology” points thatt Charles Lyell's influence
upon him began years earlier than hitherto susgeatal that Tennyson was more
widely read in geological literature than we kn&ecently published in 2013, Valerie
Purton’sDarwin, Tennyson and Their Readers: Exploration¥ittorian Literature and
Science going back to the crucial fact that Darwin (18®-and Tennyson (1809-92)
were exact contemporaries, provides a critical tdiéennyson’s abandoned knowledge
and intense curiosity on evolutionary theory, whilalso traces Tennyson’s effect on
Darwin.

This remarkable research on Darwin and Termysganizes the information on
Tennyson’s reading of evolutionary discussion idolg Darwin’s and pre-Darwinian
theory. Purton, in the “Introduction” tDarwin, Tennyson and Their Readetarifies
that they became exposed themselves to discussigigesting biological evolution and
development (viii-xiv). Tennyson had certainly rdactll by 1836, for in his letter, he
paraphrased a section from Book Il of LyelPsinciples of Geologyln 1844, both
Darwin and Tennyson read Robert Chambéfsstiges of the Natural History of
Creation which was first published anonymously in 1844msing the existence of
“natural laws” and natural progression of the erarog of species fifteen years before
Darwin. Right after Darwin’©rigin of Speciesvas published in November in 1859,
Tennyson Chronologiraces that Tennyson was reading it “with inteimserest” for a
whole month (Pinion 87).

As well as reading experience, an encountén meople stimulated Tennyson’s
scientific interest. It is noteworthy that there sva lifelong friendship between
Tennyson and Thomas Huxley since they met in Londdhe 1860s. Huxley, who was
a surgeon and leading supporter of Darwinism knasriDarwin’s bulldog,” quickly
recognized Tennyson’s ability to synthesize the ndeas of science into lines of
poetry; Huxley, in a letter, called him “the figspet since Lucretius who has understood
the drift of science” (qtd. in Purton x). In fadtwas Huxley who nominated him for a
fellowship of the Royal Society. Although therenis record of Tennyson’s response to

Darwin’s Descent of Marpublished in 1871, Tennyson already in 1865 meetioand
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attributed the notion of man’s descent from apeldugley, rather than Darwin (Purton
X). These facts prove that Tennyson was so prafesakin science that he could discuss
expertise in biology on an equal footing with Huyxle

Reading and discussion with his companiestexand matured him enough to
practice his accumulated knowledge in privatedifel work. The Sedgwick Museum of
Erath Sciences, which belongs to the UniversitZambridge, provides a clue to what
fascinated Tennyson’s scientific curiosity in ptedife. The Sedgwick Museum of
Erath Sciences has an interesting collection; tilets approximately over a hundred
million fossils collected over the last 350 yeatspwing that as well as geologists such
as Lyell, intellectuals of other fields and everinary people collected fossils and
rocks for different reasons and in different wayeme were interested in researching a
particular group of animals or the fossils fromaatjgular area, others collect to make a
living. Among the scientific collectors such as AdaSedgwick, Charles Darwin,
Thomas Henry Huxley, Harry Govier Seeley, John kensthe name of Tennyson is
listed as a collector. When he was an undergradata@ambridge and studied under
William Whewell, Professor of Mineralogy (later d&floral Philosophy), Tennyson
collected these fossils from around his home orlgleeof Wight and presented them to
the Museum.® What is meant by the name of Tennyson, only agmecs humanity
among scientists, is the early nineteenth centapple’s high interest in palaeontology
and eagerness to know the birth of the world rdgasdof their fields of study.

On the other hand, when putting evolutiondmyught into his work, Tennyson
was careful about dealing with it and found it idiflt to adapt himself to such a
completely new idea. In Purton’s examination, Tesamy at an early stage ldylls of
the King published in the same year@a the Origin of Specias 1859, was actually
working with the notion of progressive evolution head found in Jean-Baptiste
Lamarck and in Chamber¥estigesn 1844; she points out that Tennyson adumbrated
this same theory inn Memoriam written in the late 1840s (xi). In additiofn
Memoriam suggests the poet’s conflict between his beliefGimd and science; it is

impressive that his poem “The Kraken” is exhibibas$ides the fossil collections at The
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Sedgwick Museum of Erath Sciences. This is a shoem, which is composed of
fifteen lines, published iRPoem, Chiefly Lyricain 1830. “Kraken,” the poem’s subject,
is supposed to be an enormous mythical sea mosaigrto appear off the coast of
Norway. By combining the terms which associatesatfii@mous nature and wildness of
the ancient such as “His ancient, dreamless, udewaleep” (3), “he lain for ages”

(11), and scientific terms such as “millennial gtbvand height” (6), “secret cell” (8),

and “enormous polypi” (9), the poet tries hard &aince the world of the Bible and
natural history, literature and mythology, and thedition of Christian faith and the

theories of science. Its last line, “In roaring $t&ll rise and on the surface die” (15)
seems to express the poet’s struggle to find aubtlyin and extremity of our life.

This is why unfortunately Martin’'s argument shao be disregarded that
Tennyson’s knowledge on evolution was still at arateur level. His acquaintance with
geology, archaeology, and biology was much moreaae than just common people’s
interest in them. The more he learned about thgiroof life, the more his mind was
afflicted between his belief in God and his readitwnversation with scientific friends,
and the fossils that he excavated by his own hbeiedknew what his experience and
knowledge meant but the idea was so new that hiel cat prepare himself to be ready
for it.

Darwin struggled from internal debate abowotbgy and science as well. As
students at Cambridge, Tennyson and Darwin had éatbuntered theological books
such as William Paley’dlatural Theology which was published in 1802 to prove the
existence of God from the evidence of the beautiader of the natural world (Purton
ix). Darwin, like others, did not want to blaspheagainst God; he knew the amazing
beauty of nature and that the world is all holy.

Right after Darwin publishe@he Origin of Specie$e replied to Leonard Jenyns,
who was a naturalist clergyman and wrote to himualhos impression on Darwin’s
book. This letter of 1860 conceals Darwin’'s sigrafit confessions: his conviction on
the emergence of human beings and wavering abeatoding it. Darwin writes: “No

one has yet cast doubt on my explanation of therslitation of group to group, on
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homologies, Embryology and Rudimentary organs; dnechy explanation of these
classes of facts be at all right, whole classesrgdnic beings must be included in one
line of descent” PCP No. 2644} ' Before he publishe@he Descent of Mam 1871,
he already had the “belief of probability of allibhgs having descended froone
primordial form;” but Huxley alone supported himthat time and he himself was “not
willing to strike it out” (emphasis in orig.). Heorcludes his letter to his clergyman
friend with a prudent remark that “Of course ibj@en to everyone to believe that man
appeared by separate miracle, though | do not rhgsel the necessity or probability”
(DCP No. 2644).

This letter reveals how much at an early stegyevas already convinced about the
descent of human beings and how long it took taanoe it in public. It was five years
between 1831 and 1836 when Darwin went on the Beagyage. Since he began
taking notes on the adaptation of species to enmemtal changes in 1837, it took
twenty-two years until the publication ®he Origin of Specie#\t this moment he must
have noticed about the descent of human beingamhother twelve years he spent on
publication ofDecent of ManEven though he spent many years studying thetaiiamp
of species, he published it because he thinks‘dishonest to quite conceal his opinion”
as he confessed in the letter of 1860 quoted edM€ No. 2644). This long silence
means that he knew what was implied by his circweosptudy would be terrifying to
his contemporaries and even himself—we are distaathted to other animals, sharing
the same ancestor. There is nothing worse thamdtien; this viewpoint of evolution
evoked instinctive dislike in the minds of the ddan people because they were
exclusively preoccupied with the conviction thatman beings were traditionally
superior to any other animals because of our reasdrianguage.

Tennyson was also among his contemporarylectells who could not adapt
himself to what pre-Darwinian evolutionists sugegesfor a long time although he
could consider the possibility in his mind. Therefoat the early stage bf Memoriam
scientific Tennyson stands up for his idea of thpesiority of human beings. Against

insistence on the similarity of the origin of huntagings and animals, he visibly shows
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the difference between us and other living creature
| trust | have not wasted breath:
| think we are not wholly brain,
Magnetic mockeries; not in vain,

Like Paul with beast, | fought with Death

Not only cunning casts in clay:
Let Science prove we are, and then
What matter Science unto men,

At least to me? | would not stay.

Let him, the wiser man who spring
Hereafter, up from childhood shape
His action like the greater ape,
But | wadornto other things. (120: 1-12; emphasis in orig.)
In Section 118 begins one of the most importanfesi® dealing with the implications
of recent scientific discoveries for contemporagigious and moral creeds (Ross 78),
and ‘born,” italicized by the poet, expresses his distinretpride that human beings are
born as a human, not developed from an “ape.” Behirgkraag the supremacy of
humans, there must have been an instinctive diskikeing distantly related to animals
and religious belief that human beings are creatairGod.

On the other hand, a certain degree of higipesinderstanding toward evolution
is also indicated in the poem. Tennyson adds dogp to celebrate the wedding of his
sister, Cecilia, as follow:

No longer half-akin to brute,
For all we thought and loved and did
And hoped, and suffer’d, is but seed
Of what in them is flower and fruit; (Epjue: 133-36)

This epilogue for their future child, especialliyd longer half-akin to brute,” suggests
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the poet’s part acknowledgement of our derivatimmif “brute” and even yearning for
our development in the future. Robert H. Ross a®aythis passage claiming that
“Tennyson again asserts his belief not only in hugk@velopment but in the progress of
the race to ever higher forms, and he anticipaiggedar-off time when man will in fact
have evolved into a species ‘no longer half-akirbtote™ (90). Tennyson is about to
digest the idea of ‘progress’ of human developnaemt is even fascinated by a possible
further developmentln Memoriamserves as a shield to protect the poet against a
terrifying scientific idea and proclaim his rejextiof it, but at the same time, behind it,
we can find a man having a peep at it with a loggiye. “An infant crying in the night”
in Section 54 reflects his ideal of human beingdwinocence and emotion, no trace of
brutality, while the future “child” in the epilogusymbolizes hope of further human
development.

Meanwhile, even though more than fifty yeasvéh passed since evolutionary
theory was firmly established by Darwir@igin of SpeciesLawrence’s work still does
not seem to welcome an arrival of new science. Ii&enyson did, Lawrence also fully
confirms the existence of the Creator, for Urstle, third generation cfhe Rainbow
not particularly religious, suddenly has a revelain biology class at college:

For what purpose were the incaldelaphysical and chemical
activities nodalised in this shadowy, moving speaokler her microscope?
What was the will which nodalised them and cre#itedone thing she saw?
What was its intention? To be itself? Was its psgpst mechanical and
limited to itself?

It intended to be itself. But whatf8 . . . . She only knew that it was
not limited mechanical energy, nor mere purpossetifpreservation and
self-assertion. It was a consummation, a beingitefi Self was a oneness
with the infinite. To be oneself was a supremeagimg triumph of infinity.
(408-409)

No matter how passionately a woman doctor of plsylctures on life that there does

not seem to be a special order for life, Ursulaking at the plant-animal under her
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microscope, realizes that there is something thahat be accounted for by science.
She instinctively sees “the will” in the unicellularhose purpose is absolutely not only
“self-preservation” and “self-assertion” that isréarably employed by evolutionists.
Life is not the same as electricity, light and hest the doctor suggests, and has “the
will” which is continuously toward “the infinite”.

When it is compared with Tennyson, it is natetwy that Ursula does not mean
disgust at a close affinity between humans and alsirar plants. Unlike Tennyson,
Lawrence, later irKangaroq denies superiority of human beings and challeriges
human-centred world as it is by confessing, “Peapbdtered so little. People hardly
matter at all. They were there, they were frienBlyt they never entered inside one. It
Is said that man is the chief environment of manatT for Richard, was not true in
Australia. Man was there, but unnoticeablK”345). He continuously accentuates how
tiny and powerless a man is in mighty nature. Wrsiinply recognizes cells of a plant
as the origin of life and is simply impressed lgyntystery that infinitely tries to extend
to her life. What she conceives in front of a éellhe fundamental understanding of the
world of “a oneness with the infinite,” in other was, unification of all living creatures,
or a so-called “organism,” not the world of the lamrcentred world to praise its
ascendancy.

On the other hand, what makes a differencevdrt Lawrence and Tennyson is
that even though Lawrence shows some understardfirgyolutionary theory as a
twentieth-century man, he never possesses a hildohging for the development of
human beings as Tennyson does. Rather, in his ksmhawrence leans towards a
pessimistic tone about human development whosetimegaspect was indicated by
Darwin’s theory of natural selection.

Darwin, in his Origin of Species raises an example of extinction and
degeneration through the process of natural selecti

Natural selection acts solely through pheservation of variations in some
way advantageous, which consequently endure. Bufram the high

geometrical ratio of increase of all organic bejregch area is already fully
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stocked with inhabitants, it follows that as eaelested and favoured form

increase in number, so will the less favoured fodasrease and become

rare. Rarity, as geology tells us, is the precurs@xtinction. (84)
His theory of natural selection is based on tha ithat as new species are produced it is
inevitable that many old forms become rarer an@rrand finally become extinct.
Darwin was actually annoyed with the result thated@oment was often accompanied
by degeneracy. This fact might come as a shockDiamwin and his contemporary
readers including Tennyson; Tennyson, indeed, eggdldhe idea of evolutionary
reversion from the point of Spencerian ‘degenenatiohis poem' *

Although it is poignant to accept a concepispnted in extinction of species, this
negative but profound reaction in the process ofoigical development is attractive for
Lawrence because it would emphasize his insistencthe loss of ancient instinct in
modern people. Lawrence, Apocalypseshares the same idea with Darwin. He begins
Chapter 7 stating, “What we have now to admit & the beginning of the new era (our
own) coincided with the dying of the old era of tinee pagans or, in the Greek sense,
barbarians” (90). LawrenceApocalypsds a searching examination of our civilization
and a radical criticism of Christianity and scifintitechnology that shaped it. He
applies similar rhetoric to Darwin’s: they are blilg up the argument under the
agreement of the law of progress based on theatxamof the old. Lawrence writes
“every rising civilization must fiercely repudiathe passing civilization,” while he
ponders the gains we got instead of losing the dokdits, in Darwinian terms, what we
see after extinction caused by natural selecti@h (9

He is not optimistic about what has been ghimg human beings as an outcome
of the development of civilization. We have morehteology and higher civilization
than those two or three thousands year ago, bdibas not mean that we are more
vitally conscious than they were, far from it: “Ozonscious range is wide, but shallow
as a sheet of paper. We have no depth to our @usess” AP 90). Our knowledge is
broadened by education; we know thousands of thingslack the preservation of

crucial knowledge. Knowledge, which is vital for, us “the wisdom of the old races”
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that used to be seen in old cult-lore (91). Laweemsists that more or less the old
nation was religious—for example, a church or & ea#-unit; then from cult to culture
it developed. Culture we have now is chiefly “amiaty of the mind”, while cult-lore
that the old nation had was “an activity of the s which would enable human
beings to learn the wisdom of life (91). In thetdale of the old community, there was
something mysterious but nobody required an exgiamay words and logic; they
would fully appreciate and relish the world witteithfinely-honed senses.

Looking at cultivated modern people, he argihas culture—*an activity of the
mind"—xkilled the senses which had been latent degiple us:

...we have not the faintest conceptiorhefvast range that was covered by
the ancient sense-consciousness. We have losttadmio®ly the great and
intricately developed sensual awareness, or samapeness, and
sense-knowledge, of the ancients. It was a grgahd# knowledge arrived
at direct, by instinct and intuition as we say, gt reason. It was a
knowledge based not on words but on images. Theualisn was not into
generalisations or into qualities, but into symbélad the connection was
not logical but emotional. The word “therefore” didt exist. Images or
symbols succeeded one another in a processiorstifictive and arbitrary
physical connection.. AP 91)

The development of civilization and acquiring knedde corrodes our sensuality and
instinct by complicating our “great” thing in ushierited from the ancient. The cost of
civilization seems to be considerable high. Hisuargnt here reaches accordance with
Darwin on the point that there is no newness withosing oldness. Lawrence applies
Darwin’s biological theory into the understandinfgcalture, and shifts his focus to the
source of loss and degeneration a few steps fuirthier glorious evolution.

The message and meaning of ‘an infant’ appgaim Lawrence’s works vary
from time to time. “The crying infant” inMomen in Lovea metaphor for Gerald
irritating Gudrun, conveys Lawrence’s understandif@iological evolution. An infant

mercilessly crying in the night is like an irratednbaby to waste his or her mother’s
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energy, and seems to convey the process of humaetogenent from an ape. Lawrence
might see, in its image, brutality and cruelty ded from an ape, and admits a kin to it.
Ursula, taking a biological class at collegeTine Rainbowresists science, but at the
same time, when her personal fear of love is ptegeonto the image of ‘an infant,” it
presents Lawrence’s concern about something crbcialost in the process of human
development. His pessimistic interpretation of thevelopment of human beings is
reflected in Ursula, only a woman living in the ttieth century in the novel. Although
the first and second generation of the Brangwems stecceed in marriage and the
prosperity of descendants, it is ironic that Ursthe third generation, can cultivate her
knowledge through education and establish herffsdfefore, she cannot be satisfied
with unity with others because of deterioration aweéakening of instinct and
communication ability, which makes her anxious.

Among the Victorian poets and Pre-Raphaelitethe middle of the nineteenth
century, there are some who became aware of difsaton in the world, which is
explained only by Creation. Tennyson is one of themd expresses “the remediable
insufficiency of Art in isolation” and “inadequa®f Art” in “The Palace of Art” and
“The Lady of Shalott” (Meisel 311). Evolutionaryitking achieving a peak when it
was most desired disabused them of the world aeayeGod and enabled them to
interpret the progress of the world and humanslyirégome employed evolutionary
theory for its interpretation, and others not. Lemge takes over a minor image of an
innocent “infant” which is loved by Victorian poetscluding not only Tennyson but
also his previous Poet Laureate, William Wordswertieen in the seventh line, “The
child is father of the Man” from his poem “My Hedreaps up When | Behold”. He
develops a “child” which used to be a popular imagethe Victorian era in the
twentieth-century novel. The infant in the twertietentury is crying out beyond the
conflict between religion and science. The Victor@oets might never imagine but it
would keep on crying over the loss of instinct aedsitivity because of being obsessed
with science, knowledge and too strong an ego, lwhie all results of civilization

through the development of human beings.
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Chapter 3

Charles Lyell and Lawrence

As | have taken a micro image of an “infant” in theevious chapter, now |
would like to analys&he RainbowandWomen in Lovevith a bird’s-eye view. Charles
Lyell is introduced in my research of the two swssiee novels, which | hope will be a
new interpretation of Lawrence’s works. No reviesvdrave focused on Lyell in
discussing Lawrence partly because no remark ofl lsyéeft in Lawrence’s writings,
but this might be regrettable. James A. Secortignntroduction of Lyell'sPrinciple of
Geology notes, “The reception of th&inciple is poorly understood, so that it is hard to
see why the book had such a significant impactitenature and the arts” (x). Secord
actually admits Lyell’s impact on Tennysoi's Memoriam George Eliot'sThe Mill on
the Floss and Edward Fitzgerald (xxxviii-xxxix). As suggedtby other studies such as
John Wyatt'swordsworth and the Geolognd J. M. |. Klaver'sGeology and Religious
Sentiment: The Effect of Geological DiscoveriesEmglish Society and Literature
between 1829 and 1858 cannot be denied that geology had an enornmpsct on
Victorian literature.

However, | think it is never irrelevant to determithe effect of geology upon
twentieth-century literature because “though thegmnalization of sacred history of the
earth...was largely completithin science by the end of the nineteenth century, the
controversy at the level of popular understandirgs \8till joined at the end of the
twentieth” (Greene 170-71). One of the reasons gdnlogy has not been discussed in
relation to twentieth-century literature is thablpgy began to be investigated at every
level from the microscopic to the global: “geologgs transformed in the first decade
of the twentieth century by the emergence of thirelds of study, appearing in rapid
succession: radiometric dating, seismology, andiignreiric geodesy” (Greene 179).
Geology’s application for other fields reduced thanber of purely academic studies of
geology and literature in the twentieth centuryvéi¢heless, what should be noted is

the high evaluation for the way and style of thelgtof geology. Mott T. Greene admits
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that the style of explanation, or approach to thelys of earth, we call “geology”
amounts to an extension of late Enlightenment qotimes of natural philosophy and
historical explanation to the understanding of ¢laeth and its component phenomena
(168). Geology’s way of approaching the earth tiglitolds on to those who have
something unknown that they want to present towileeld and | think this truth is
timeless. | myself cannot forget the sense thaehwed to find an unexpected analogy
between Lyell and Lawrence when | first saw sevdiragrams of the earth’s surface
showing the order of the formation of strata inIlgdook, which influenced this study
to examine and reconsider Lawrencé&ise Rainbowand Women in Loven light of
Lyell’s geology.

When it comes to Lyell, the famous story is thatoang Charles Darwin was
given Volume 1 of Lyell'sPrinciple of Geologyjust before the voyage of tiBeagleset
out in 1831. Lyell's achievement generally seembdaconfined to only a precursor to
Darwin’s Origin of Spices However, Darwin’s remarks on Lyell confirm thais h
publications are more than that for his contempesar

. ... I cannot say how forcibly impressed | anttwthe infinite superiority
of the Lyellian school of Geology over the Contitednl always feel as if
my books came half out of Lyell's brains and thaever acknowledge this
sufficiently, nor do | know how | can, without sagi so in so many
words—for | have always thought that the great tadrthe Principles, was
that it altered the whole tone of one’s mind arereifiore that when seeing a
thing never seen by Lyell, one yet saw it partidhyough his eyes. . . .
(DCP771)'°
Lyell published three volumes d?rinciples of Geologyfrom 1830 to 1833 going
through ten editions, and the target of the fidstien is, rather than ardent evolutionists,
“a conservative and respectable readership, madefugentlemen and ladies who
feared that geology was anti-Bible and anti-Chaistiin order to persuade them “that
science had nothing to do with materialism” (Secxird. Geology in the 1820s was

dealing with lively debates about how to interghet biblical account of the Flood with
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geological findings. Learning geology led many ¢arf being impious and that the new
science undermined the truth of the Mosaic namativ Genesis. Lyell adopted an
opposing position against diluvial catastrophe endemonstrate that a gradual process
could be responsible for great changes on the;dagtbhowed the results of many years
of excavation.

At this point, it may well be doubted that it isaptical to compare a
nineteenth-century geologist and a twentieth-cgnnovelist: the former’s object of
observation is nature, while the latter is humamtiermore, no correspondence, no
connection, and no critics have been found. Lyall &awrence are, admittedly, in
sharp contrast to each other in their fields artdr@sts. For instance, the subject of
Lyell’s research is an incalculably long periodtwhe as he points out the error of
previous geologists that they might have “misintetgd the signs of a succession of
events, so as to conclude that centuries were eéahphhere the characters imported
thousands of years, and thousands of years wherdatiyuage of nature signified
millions” (Geology 30). On the contrary, the time period seized byviemce is
infinitely shorter than that of Lyell as the charmeer roughly at most seventy years is
narrated inThe Rainbowfrom 1840 to 1900, plus ten years after thaMomen in Love
Lyell is seeing nature through a wide-field telggcdens, while Lawrence is shooting
humans with a narrow-angle one.

Additionally, there is a striking contrast in theattern of thinking. Lyell’s way of
research and thinking is, in a word, inductive anapirical as Secord admits (xxi). He
always thought highly of fieldwork; therefore, hepit excavating fossils with his own
hands because he insisted that he should onlwbdl®se things that he could see with
his own eyes to establish a firm position of geglag the scientific world. He
deliberately deduced from innumerable fossils avitécted results or data, which were
acquired by climbing volcanoes, hammering chalks;liand measuring ancient sites.
On the other hand, collection is not Lawrence’smiaisiness. He cherishes momentary
sensation and sudden inspiration, though not tripaugl to collect as many samples as

he can, but tends to generalize them into a shavemteness and a feeling of the
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common person, which may not apply only to Lawrermé to every other writer.
Lawrence, as a novelist, aptly makes an inductiomfsomeone’s particular experience
and revelation, such as Ursula in a biology clas$he Rainbowwhich enables his
readers to share a single fate and relive theofilhe characters in the novel whether it
is happiness or grief. The differences between tham countless, nevertheless,
analogies can be found between Lyell and Lawrendhe following three points: the
purpose of their work, their motivation to work datie backbone of their works.

First of all, Lyell's purpose of publishinBrinciples of Geologyis to separate
geology from religious matter and restore it torightful place, science. Lyell begins
Geologywith an affirmative sentence: “Geology is the scenvhich investigates the
successive changes that have taken place in treiorgnd inorganic kingdom of
nature; it enquires into the causes of these clsaragal the influence which they have
exerted in modifying the surface and external stmgcof our planet” (5). Geology in
the early nineteenth century had not establisleegdsition as science; hence, he was in
desperate need of dispelling the myth that geolgg merely a superstition or an
antireligious notion. He believed that geology cieace was never antagonistic to
Christian authority; therefore, he dedicated hisetiand energy to draw a line between
them. However, Lyell could not compromise aboutfl@od. Concerning the Flood, he
discusses in Chapter 8 of Volume 3 @Geology under the title “Whether Signs of
Diluvial Waves are Observable on Etna.” Lyell exgs®s his disapproval of some
geologists’ notion that “the sudden elevation ofjiéacontinents from beneath the waters
of the sea, have again and again produced wavehwhive swept over vast regions of
the earth, and left enormous rolled blocks streweer the surface”Geology419).
Although he admits the fact that “there are sign®cal floods of extreme violence, on
various parts of the surface of the dry land” isomtrovertible, citing a lack of
conclusive evidence that a devastating wave passedthe forest zone of Etna, he
denies “the denuding action of a violent flood” dé@sed in the Bible (ibid.).

According to Secord, the intensity of the debatesuathe Flood in 1820s was

equivalent to that of electoral reform taking plaeeParliament when he achieved his
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greatest theological triumph within the Geologicabciety. Lyell succeeded in
dishabituating former opponents’ use of the Fload & middle way between Genesis
and geology” by winning Sedgwick’s confession, thair of the Society:
Having myself been a believer [of the Flood], andhe best of my power, a
propagator of what | now regard as a philosophie$e and having more
than once been quoted for opinions | do not nowntadi, | think it right, as
one of my last acts before | quit this Chair, thusblicly to read my
recantation. (qtd. in Secord xxix)
The Geology brought a definitive end to a long time disputews®n science and
theology.

As the name of his theory, later called uniform@aism, suggests, Lyell
moderately presented plausible deniability agadlistvial theory without rushing and
forcing his radical thinking because above all Lyaldevout Christian, feared most to
take criticism from reviewers for being an atheReople in general from children to
adults, from the intellectual to working people ¢mb used to the Creation of Genesis
and the world of the Bible to shatter the religionterpretation of the earth history
overnight and it was not what he wanted. Secord #& “In arguing these points Lyell
saw no inherent conflict between science and tlyggolaather, he wished to redefine
their respective domains” (xxiv). The purpose@éologyis not to defeat Christian
belief nor discard it, given evidence that Lyellcsessfully parried Lamarckian
evolution. Although as far as the Flood was conegyte only gave collateral meaning
to it in spite of good proof of a deluge, he denéduming any need of the idea of
progress within the history of life. In early rewig Lyell “had agreed with their
advocacy of progress—invertebrates giving way $h,fireptiles, mammals and then
man,” later, however, he maintained that the eathibited no such sign of progress”
(Secord xvii, xviii). Volume 2 of th&eologybegins with the declaration of his attitude
towards species. In Chapter 2, “Theory of the Trartation of Species Untenable,”
Lyell consistently boasts the position of humamisiin the living world and disagrees

with everything Lamarck thought, for instance, lakihg an example of Lamarck’s
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disapproval of the wolf as the ancestor of the dog.

Most importantly, in this chapter, what Lyell wantsconfirm is the existence of
the Creator. Pointing out that the species are tbkurvive under all circumstances,
Lyell argues:

We must suppose, that when the Author of Naturatesean animal or plant,
all the possible circumstances in which its desaatslare destined to live
are foreseen, and that an organization is conferped it which will enable
the species to perpetuate itself and survive undkrthe varying
circumstances to which it must be inevitably explogéeology200)
Following that, a paragraph from “Concluding Rensdris most impressive in the
Geology and expresses his principles clearly:
In vain do we aspire to assign limits to the wodfscreation inspace
whether we examine the starry heavens, or that dwafi minute
animalcules which is revealed to us by the micrpscdVe are prepared,
therefore, to find that iime also, the confines of the universe lie beyond
the reach of mortal ken. But in whatever directismpursue our researches,
whether in time or space, we discover everywheesdear proofs of a
Creative Intelligence, and of His foresight, wisqoend power. (437,
emphasis in orig.)
As a geologist, after having observed that “it @& only the present condition of the
globe that has been suited to the accommodationyobds of living creatures”, Lyell,
after all, could not but conceive “a perfect harmari design and unity of purpose”
(437-38). He ended his mighty work with remarkke@lwith veneration for God, which
might remind Lawrence’s readers of the scene whesuld in The Rainbowhas a
revelation in a biology class at college. Some rhayconfronted with the question
whether Lyell was restrained by the era and coutldo nothing but class human
beings with their reason and morality as most efdantemporaries did. However, we
should not underestimate him just as a defendeelafion who tried to attack it but

could not go beyond the bounds of religion. He tsua scientist who divides science
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from religion and produces a proper balance betwtbem. In order to establish a
secure position of geology in science, what herdsds not a formula of geology vs.
theology but respects each other’s independencdepbndence, balance, and
equilibrium: the things Lyell seeks in what usedb® a dichotomy, and here we can
recognize the analogy between Lyell and Lawrencthénway of attempting to strike

compromise between two completely different things.

When the successive two novelBhe Rainbowand Women in Love are
examined, we can understand that Lawrence is alsmwelist who emphasizes
equilibrium between men and women. Yoshio Inoue itedithat the couples ifThe
Rainbowmatured by collision with other, which is inevitaldbr each generation of the
characters in the novel (266). As Inoue points the, “foreign element” stands out in
men and women ifhe RainbowFor instance, the difference in nationality terally
shown in the first generation of the Brangwens: TBrangwen, an English farmer is
fascinated by a Polish widow, Lydia Lensky. Complat@ the other couples, only the
first generation may be presented as a good exaafplee difference the couple has
that makes their commitment stronger.

The second generation, Will and Anna Brangwen andh religious conviction.
Will believes in Christian mystics and seeks spaitfulfilment in concepts such as
immortality and the absolute, while Anna is pagarasd worships life in nature and
human beings. Visiting Will's beloved Lincoln Catlral reveals the existence of a wide
gap in a sense of worship for religion. Ursularrgdated that Will calls the cathedral
“she.” It is merely “a big building, a thing of theast” RB 186). Her soul too is
astonished in reverence and fear and joy, but tmpki a carving which seems to be a
monk’s face for Will, she violates sacredness witliby insisting it is a woman’s face
carved by her husband with a personal hatred toWwardHis vital illusion is destroyed
and he can never again keep the cathedral absdledifference between Anna and
Will is more destructive than that of Tom and Ly@eangwen and they maintain the
chasm in the rest of their married life.

Then, The Rainbowocuses on the story of the eldest daughter ofafeamd Will,
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Ursula and Anton Skrebensky. Ursula has a stromgesef independence from her
childhood, while Anton lacks assertiveness and seendevote and sacrifice himself to
a social frame such as the military, nation andedutvhich irritates Ursula and makes
her break their engagement. When she finds hepsetfnant, Anton had already got
married and was posted in India. Ursula, after mgna fearful experience of being
surrounded by horses she bumps into in the fdiadls,into a coma for a while and ends
in miscarriage. Thus, iThe Rainbowwith each passing generation, the difference
between the couple generates conflict and becomeeasive that the couple cannot
resolve it.

Women in Lovalescribes a couple who eventually overcomes timdlictoand
finally develops into marriage. It is notable thatwrence already established the idea
of equilibrium when he finished writinghe Rainbown 1915 and begahhe Women in
Lovein 1916. Since 1914, Lawrence had formed a frieipdwith Bertrand Russell, a
British philosopher, mathematician and social nefer who affects his thought greatly
in his life. Lawrence met one of the best intellats, admired Russell and they agreed
on the necessity of social reformation; howeveansbawrence broke away from him
because Lawrence detested Russell’s rationaliory of civilization. * While
Lawrence was closely associated with Russell betwé&d4 and 1915, John Burnet’s
Early Greek Philosophyborrowed from Russell, formed the theme of hsags“The
Crown” first published in 1915 (Kuramochlhomas Hardy367). In this essay, by
allegorizing the lion (Royal coat of arms of Englaand the unicorn (that of Scotland)
battling for the Crown, he represents the polaigaed antagonism between the two.
Lawrence thinks “if the lion really destroyed, &ill the unicorn; not merely drove him
out of town, but annihilated him! Would not theriat once expire, as if he had created
a vacuum around himself? Is not the unicorn necgdsahe very existence of the lion,
is not each opposite kept in stable equilibriunth®y opposition of the otherREF253).
He recognizes the existence of the oppositiontasréaison d’étreof each of them” and
demonstrates the importance of the existence obpposition and balance between

polarities (ibid.); later this idea of equilibriuis expressed in the form of an ideal male
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and female relationship MWomen in Lovigpublished in 1920.

Ursula, failed in love inThe Rainbowfinds a partner named Rupert Birkin and
marries him, although her sister, Gudrun loses lbeer, Gerald, to suicide in the
Austrian Alps. Ursula’s and Birkin's secret of saeding in love is an idea of
“equilibrium.” Birkin and Ursula often come into wfict over relationships between
men and women because of their strong sense oiveelf Birkin hits upon the idea of
ideal love which does not bruise each other’s étg.admits that “What | want is a
strange conjunction with . . . not meeting and rngg. . . but an equilibrium, a pure
balance of two single beingsas the stars balance each oth&/L(148). He presents a
consummate love relationship by taking a consteliais an analogy that does not
interfere with each other and sparkles in the ngidyt At first, it is not easy for Ursula
to understand what he meant by an allegorical sibsyars and they still have a spirited
quarrel over the nature of the relationship, boalfy they come to a compromise and
can find the way to peaceful love. Ursula sitsdifullness and a pure potency that was
like apathy, mindless and immobile. She as nekirntg and hung in a pure rest, as a star
is hung, balanced unthinkably”, while Birkin “tocaited in the magical steadfastness of
suspense . . . Now she would know him, and he tooldvbe liberated. He would be
night-free, like an Egyptian, steadfast in perfealispended equilibrium, pure mystic
nodality of physical being”WL 319). Ursula would blame a patriarchal idea irkiiy
and Birkin a desire of possession in Ursula; howetey quit persisting in their own
beliefs and accept opinions of the other, whichsdnet mean there would not be a
difference or a conflict between them anymore. Rae@ng each other's different
perspective, they find a compromise that satigfiesn in peaceful love to liberate them,
not bind them.

In addition, to emphasize the importance of equiiln in a relationship,
Lawrence articulates a distinction between menveoithen:

The man is pure man, the woman pure woman, thepefectly polarized.
But there is no longer any of the horrible mergimgngling, self-abnegation

of love. There is only the pure duality of polatina, each one free from
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any contamination of the other. In each, the irdiial is primal, sex is
subordinate, but perfectly polarized. Each hasglsj separate being, with
its own laws. The man has his pure freedom, the avorhers. Each
acknowledges the perfection of the polarized sesu@i Each admits the
different nature in the otheiML 201)
Birkin's thought reflects Lawrence’s opinion thaemand women differ so greatly that
they are perfectly “polarized,” but that each Has $ame freedom and is independent of
each other. In Lawrence’s case, he advocates thatamd women should be understood
as a completely “separate begin,” which evokesspigt of Lyell, who engaged in a
constant effort to divide science from religion.ii@econvinced that trouble starts when
geology is confused with theology, Lyell spentfatime trying to draw a line between
the two fields, both of which he believed in. Lante, believing that men and women
are equal having the same power and right, sugéesis or convinces himself that the
key to success in a relationship is to admit aiatufference of the nature of sex and
to respect each other’s independence and freedom.

Another analogy between Lyell and Lawrence is thay have a similar concept
of time. From the viewpoint of the nature of hisriwoone of the important tasks for
Lyell is to determine how to perceive time and obset. Lyell considered time as
divided into three periods as Fig. 1 shows: thenpry, the secondary, and the tertiary

period." °

a. Primary rocks.
b. Older secondary formations.
¢. Chalk.

d. Tertiary formation.

Fig. 1. Diagram Showing the Relative Position & Brimary, Secondary, and Tertiary
Strata,Principle of Geology1830); rpt. (London: Penguin, 1997) 363.
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Lyell divided time into three periods between 57iliom and 65 million years ago for
convenience of explanation, but he add&te" distinctness of periods may indicate our
imperfect informatioh (Geology398; emphasis in orig.). He emphasizes the lihas t
separates different tertiary epochs are quite umected and allows the possibility of
necessity to intercalate other periods when newslepare found in the future.

In addition to the periodization of time, Lyell'sher distinctive concept of time
is the emphasis on gradual change. Pointing ouilpleserrors of geologists who “have
misinterpreted the signs of a succession of eventas to conclude that centuries were
implied where the characters imported thousang®ais, and thousands of years where
the language of nature signified millions,” he esign alarm over “undervaluing greatly
the quantity of past time'Geology30). According to Lyell, “It was contrary to anglo
to suppose, that Nature had been at any formehgparsimonious of time and prodigal
of violence” (38). He confirms that every singleaole in nature should require
enormous time and the importance of “carefully adersng the combined action of all
the causes of change now in operation” (372). msimteration of a short life span and
the fact that humans are not amphibious, Lyell ginbuhat “humans were not ideally
placed to be good geologists” as a witness of ahtiranges since the world’s creation
(Secord xxii).

Lyell's philosophy of the Geology the time-consuming record of crustal
movement over millions of years, is often summedasgpthe present is the key to the
past.” However, Secord observes that “this slogamnspecific and indeed almost
meaningless: causal keys can function in many wdysgi). Lyell did not like to
conclude by reasoning—he thought analogism andus@ce theory had hindered
geology from establishing itself as science—andebed that we could rely only on
induction from the evidence of our eyes in ordeextend our inferences into the past.
The past should not be told, viewed or torturednfrihe present perspective, but we
should listen to what the past tells and observémtwhappened in the past.
Contemplation of the past is the key to explainphesence, rather than the present is

the key to the past. This is Lyell's way of captgrithe time and history of crustal
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movement.

The similarity between Lyell and Lawrence, whichn®st easily noticed is
periodization.The Rainbowshows that the Brangwen family has lived at Mdfahm
for many generations and suggests the family Hasgestablished connection with the
earth. Lawrence chooses and depicts roughly sixe/yfears from the 1840s to 1905
and divides into three periods or generations, doly this period can be told by
Lawrence himself by his experience and most dra$ticshows changes of time,
people’s way of living and thinking as far as he t&l. By presenting three generations
in this novel, he succeeds in showing the gradhahge of time and the characters’
minds, which might not be accomplished if he deggiadnly two generations. Even if he
tells a story about three generation of a familys ionly sixty or seventy years, which
cannot be compared to Lyell’s observation of tinmeThe Rainbowsociety has been
changed over sixty years or more: industrializatimbanization, suffragette movement,
women's social advancement, and the Boer War,fallhich are interspersed in the
whole story and should not be told only in a shpmtiod of time such as one or two
generations. Lyell and Lawrence’s division into eiarperiods might reflect their
insistence on gradual change. For Lyell, it is seaey to divide the history of crustal
movement into three periods not to be interruptedriistal movement. He would never
want geological history to be told by the world dref the Deluge. He needs to present
undeniable evidence of the principle of uniformity a straightforward manner by
showing geological strata divided into three pesicms a matter of convenience.
Lawrence also needs to describe three generatiecgube he wants his readers to
realize the gradual changes in the minds of eacergéon. If he tells a parent-child
story, what is emphasized is difference, not chafige not a comparison but a stream
of time that Lawrence wants to highlightThe Rainbow

Furthermore, we should remember that it is not isgjme of generations that
Lawrence presents ihe Rainbowin narrating the story of three generations of the
Brangwens chronologically. Rather than segregatioe,connection and the influence

between generations can be found, tholigple Rainbowis often examined by each
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generation. The way of life and thinking, and atiehship between men and women
has been changing with the times, but there islear dine to divide each generation.
Beginning with the strong connection between Torrst(f generation) and his
step-daughter Anna (second generation), after Aamdh Will get married, the bond
between mother (second generation) and child (tigetheration) becomes much
stronger than father and child. “Anna was absorivedhe child now, she left her
husband to take his own way. She was willing nowptéstpone all adventure into
unknown realities. She had the child, her palpallé immediate future was the child.
If her soul had found no utterance, her womb h&B 191-92). Will seems to develop
a strong bond with baby Ursula by controlling Hrr it is inevitable that Ursula grows
up to be an independent woman like her mother ypaedcause Will begins to spend
most of his time away from home to meet other worasrhis daughters grow up. In
this way, it is clear that the influence of pareiste major force in the development of
character. The Brangwen family at the Marsh ispasable in each generation. It seems
like Lyell denies the distinctness between straid patiently observes sediment layers
to scientifically verify the history of geology lgonnecting millions of years ago and
his time.

The following episode confirms that he considers thhole story of three
generations infThe Rainbowas inseparable and closely interwoven with eadferot
ReadingThe Wedding Ringhe predecessor dhe Rainbowthe editor Alfred Kuttner,
complained to the publisher, Mitchell Kennerleypablhe Wedding Ringh November
1914 arguing that Lawrence should begin with tleeysbf Ursula because “The real
story is concentrated in the lives of Ella [Ursudadd Gudrun and the novel does not
strike its best pace until we deal with them.” Keit advises “the whole story of Tom
Brangwen'’s courtship of the Polish woman as welhasa’s marriage could be told in
retrospect” RB 483).'° Nevertheless, Lawrence finally keeps on drawing aup
chronology of events. The reason why he rejectstyle of memoir might be similar to
Lyell’s policy for his work of excavation. As wedis Lyell, he believed that the present

can be explained and proved only by examining gdus&rence also might not like the
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style and attitude of looking at the past from pinesent. Lawrence begins a story from
the beginning as far as he can tell to convincehatsthe past is the cause of the present,
which seems to follow Lyell's belief that the pasid history should not be inferred, but
just presented to us and examined.

By narrating in chronological order, ithe RainbowLawrence might show us
the so-called the collapse of the ‘grand narrdtimgoduced by Jean-Francois Lyotard,
a French philosopher and literary theorist. Acaaogdio Lyotard, he decides ifhe
Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledtgecall “the condition of knowledge in
the most highly developed societies” postmodern thimks this condition “designates
the state of our culture following the transforroas which, since the end of the
nineteen century, have altered the game rulescfenese, literature, and the arts” (xxiii).
Lyotard continues to explain the definition of pustern, saying that “I define
postmodernas incredulity toward metanarrative. This incrégluls undoubtedly a
product of progress in the sciences: but that gsgin turn presupposes it” (xxiv;
emphasis orig.). What he calls metanarrative isns@rand narrative” which may be
explained by a term of discourse, concept, or sbimgttaken for granted: narrative of
‘enlightenment,” ‘justice’ and ‘truth’ (xxiii-xxiv) The disappearance of discourse or
disbelief in a grand narrative is the conditiorpostmodernity, he presents. Lawrence’s
The Rainbowand Women in Lovemay represent the postmodern condition:
disappearance of the grand narrative.

What collapses in Lawrence’s sequential novelsait be happiness, fulfilment,
love or marriage. There is a certain amount offiftakent’ in Tom and Lydia Brangwen
of The Rainbowvhen they feel satisfaction from sexual life eveough their marriage
is distant and silent because they cannot undersgach other owing to cultural
difference. The second generation, Anna and Tomsaesningly happy blessed with
children from marriage out of passion; they are mspecially Tom, at least. Ursula,
well educated, having a passionate love affair v8krebensky, and even offered
marriage, fails to find her fulfilment in a relatiship with him. Next appear Gudrun and

Gerald inWomen in Lovewhich may be the best example of the collapsth@fgrand
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narrative. Passion, intelligence, a strong sexaahection, and money: they have it all,
but only to end up with the tragic death of Gerald.

Love, fulfilment, or a happy marriage was suppaselle there and was narrated
as if they could obtain them if they could fulfiertain conditions such as mutual
understanding, economic, and social independenderebewhat Lyotard calls
postmodern. We realized, by reading a story ofetlgenerations iThe Rainbowand
Women in Lovethat “happiness by marriage,” a grand discourskrearrative between
men and women, totally disappears in the twenteghtury, which is the result of
Lawrence’s chronological narration style. If he @edhe Rainbowwith the story of
Ursula, we might not realize a collapse of the draarrative. We can feel something is
missing between the first half of the nineteenthtgry and the early twentieth century
thanks to Lawrence’s presentation of the Brangwansly in order; therefore, we find
it is a grand discourse that is missing.

Regarding the point of the disappearance of thedynarrative, Lyell's geological
establishment by publishinghe Principle of Geologgpver three years from 1830, can
be regarded as a very early sign of the conditiggostmodernity, as Lyotard points out
incredulity of the metanarrative is a product obgress in the sciences and that
“Science has always been in conflict with narraivdudged by the yardstick of science,
the majority of them proved to be fables” (xxiN)hat Lyell has done by his long toil is
a challenge to the metanarrative of creationistiménearly nineteenth century. It can be
said that by demonstrating how the history of eastltlarified scientifically, Lyell
destroyed the “metanarrative” of creation and pdoiteto be a “fable” if Lyotard’s
terms are employed. Accordingly, Lawrence and Lyialla similar manner, brought to
literature and geology a new world subverting oddlitions and beliefs.

The last thing that | have to present as a sinyldretween Lawrence and Lyell
is that both of them consider travelling as helpfuife and stimulates their work. Lyell
was not a person who played with desk theories acttvely went exploring. He
travelled a lot and especially, excavation at MinaEenormously contributed to his

work even after first publishing tH@eology Lyell visited Etna in 1824, 1857, and 1858,
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which enabled him to submit an important monograpthe Royal Society and to give
a visionary account of the geology of the mounthiat remains today an important
document for any student of Etna (Chester 29). iSeiotroduces an episode that “Lyell
had three pieces of advice for aspiring geologiatg] had followed them at every
opportunity: travel, travel, travel” (xxi).

Lawrence likes travelling no less than Lyell. Innrance’s case, sometimes he
had to move with his German wife, Frieda Lawrerd@zause of war and his health. As
if he tried to escape from the traumatic experienic&/WI, Lawrence began what he
called his ‘savage pilgrimage,’ a time of voluntaxile.' * After leaving England in
1912, his wanderlust took him to Germany, Italy,xMe, Ceylon, Australia, America,
Switzerland, France, and Spain, and finally die¥ence in France in 1930. He admits
the importance of travelling in his essay, “The ving’ saying that “we must travel
away, roam like falling fruit, fall from the initialarkness of the tree, of the cave which
has reared us, into the eternal light of germimamd begetting, the eternal light,
shedding our darkness like the fruit that rotsledround” REF 256). In another essay,
“Love,” comparing love to travel, he notes “lovesisictly travelling” and expresses “a
belief in absolute love” by quoting Robert Louise@&nson’s words, “It is better to
travel than to arrive”ibid. 7). He is such a person who appreciates travediimyjabove
all, as well as Lyell, visiting Italy provided criat momentum to his writing and life,
which is proven by the fact that in Italy he wasyded with the inspiration foFhe
Rainbowand he left three travel books on Italyilight in Italy, The Sea and Sardinia
andEtruscan Placed would like to discuss later in the next chagtew Lawrence was
fascinated by Italy and what brought him after anile staying in Italy.

What | would like to note finally is that both Lagrce and Lyell presented the
new form of life, the world or universe which mingtve been strange at first and hard
to accept, but tried hard to liberate the converdiaovay of thinking of earlier times,
and surprisingly enough, despite the differenceheir fields and times, they did it in a
very similar way: they both thought highly of tHaex of time and divided it into several

fractions, actually three periods, not recogniziomgad distinctions between them but
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just to characterize for each age, and these ctsmoegpurred to them while travelling
all around the world. | have examined Lawrence’sergst in pre-Darwinian
evolutionary theories and its influence on hisyearbrks so far. There is a gap between
the ages and fields of Lawrence and pre-Darwiniaotugionists. | have spent Part | of
this dissertation recognizing the similarities be¢w Lawrence and precursors of
evolution theory, and such an idea occurred toitremuld be fettered by convention to
think that there exists a clear distinction in eliint ages and fields. We may live in the
same discourse that succeeded from a previousaageg a little change or a new
definition to it. Lawrence’s travelling has justdum. | would like to examine how and
why Lawrence is forced to create a new definitiod eneaning in or outside a discourse

of eugenics; in other words, how to transcend itrdpand after travelling in the end.
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PART |1

Eugenics and Degeneration
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Chapter 4

Lawrence, Italy and Homosexuality

I have examined Lawrence’s interest in Previd@an theory and its effect on his
works in Part I. Now, | would like to introduce hisaction to eugenic ideas. Among the
huge number of his letters, one in 1908 seemsdu $fis earliest response to eugenic
ideas even without using the term ‘eugenic’:

Concerning Daisy Lord, | am entirely zcard with you. If | had my way, |
would build a lethal chamber as big as the CryBtdhce, with a military
band playing softly, and a Cinematograph workingttty; then I'd go out
in the back streets and main streets and bring theall the sick, the halt,
and the maimed; | would lead them gently, and thewld smile me a
weary thanks; and the band would softly bubbletbet‘Hallelujah Chorus”
(Letters i. 81)
Daisy Lord, he mentions, was a woman who was seateto death for the murder of
her illegitimate child. Pointing out that this ttshows Lawrence’s complete approval
of the death sentence, John Carey finds in himmangtdesire of eliminating the mass
existence of the general public which derives frddetzsche, who blames the
corruption of the European races on the presemvaticsick and suffering specimens.
(12).

By showing Lawrence’s letters and remarks,e§aemphasizes that hatred of
mankind and the wish to exterminate the public@ind.awrence, which well accorded
with the ideology of eugenics in the twentieth cent(11). In 1915, in a letter to Lady
Ottoline Morrell, an English patron of writers aadists, he wrote that “I wish | was a
blackbird, like him [a thrush]. | hate men. . would be nice if the Lord sent another
Flood and drowned the worldLétters ii. 339). Then, in 1917, when the Lawrences
attempted to go to America, although they could abtain passports because of
Frieda’'s German nationality, he confessed he lgathananity and “the thought of the

earth allgrassand trees—grass, and no works-of-raaall—just a hare listening to the
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inaudible—that is Paradise” and declares “To lga|minly to hate mankind, to detest
the spawning human-being, that is the only cleaskmnow” [etters iii. 160; emphasis
in orig.).

In the 1920s, Lawrence, not only in privatiéeles, but openly in essays, began to
express his hatred of mankind and desire for itshdation. In 1923, he asserted in
Chapter 6, “The Vicious Circle,” d?Psychoanalysis and the Unconscious and Fantasia
of the Unconsciousnesthat “the little devil will grow up and beget ethsimilar little
devils of his own” and concluded that “Once we Iseabnsider this modern process of
life and the love-will, we could throw the pen awayd spit, and say three cheers for
the inventors of poison-gasPg¢ychoanalysid62).

After that, in 1927 irMornings in Mexicp Lawrence preferred to believe in
“what the Aztecs called Suns” rather than in evohlutin which “Worlds successively
created and destroyed. The sun itself convulses,tlaa worlds go out like so many
candles when somebody coughs in the middle of théktexico 14). Lawrence was
drawn to the end of the world. Still in 1926, iretessay generally known as “Return to
Bestwood,” he clearly stated “I know that we mwsil after the quality of life, not the
quantity. Hopeless life should be put to sleep,ithets and the hopeless sick and the
true criminal. And the birth-rate should be cored! (Late24). As “Explanatory Notes”
suggested, such eugenic views reflected Franci@EaHereditary Geniugpublished
in 1869, and appeared prominently in Lawrence’skearf the 1920siljid. 341).

Judging from these remarks, Lawrence seerhgite been an extreme supporter
of negative eugenics. Eugenics, in general, is csgyb to be conceptually divided into
two categories: positive eugenics, whose aim isrntoourage reproduction among the
genetically advantaged, and negative eugenics wdiosés to lower fertility among the
genetically disadvantaged. Donald J. Child regaaisrence, as well as Bernard Shaw
and H. G. Wells, as extreme supporters of negativgenics (10). His approval of
eugenic ideas coming from his strong hatred of nmeh&ppeared in the early twentieth
century and lasted until the late 1920s, which reghat he had been inclined towards

eugenic ideas all through his life after he becameriter. He did not reverse his
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opinion from his early career to the end. Howeeen though Lawrence ostensibly
continues to show his misanthropy and agreemerit auigenic ideas, | believe that
what he detested and desired to exterminate chabgeuhg the period of about twenty
years from 1908 to 1926, he experienced a lotosehis family, fell in love, eloped and
married, suffered from a lack of money and illnessperienced the war, travelled
widely, and met various people. After such exper@snof about twenty years, would his
mind have remained the same? It is just conceivalbdd his interpretation and
definition of eugenics would have been changinfu@mced by the events in his life
and his accumulated experience.

His repeated message of supporting negatigeracs drives me to investigate, in
this part, Lawrence’s interpretation of inferioréipd degeneration, the main concerns of
eugenics. He was keen to eliminate the inferior degkeneration rather than to promote
the superior as advocated by positive eugenicidthat, for Lawrence, was the
definition of ‘inferiority’ and ‘degeneration’ whit should be terminated, and what did
he want to eradicate from society? | would liket@lyse at whom he is pointing a gun,
and after that, consider the meaning and interihonis message supporting negative
eugenics over many years.

As regards influences on Lawrence’s thougtitsselling to Italy was a major
turning point in his life. Lawrence repeatedly matti@s to Italy and stayed there
between 1912 and 1928. His three travel bodWalight in Italy, Sea and Sardinjaand
Etruscan Placesshow his love of Italy. He left England for thest time in May 1912
to elope with Frieda and began to record his ingioes about foreign cultures. They
stayed by the Lago di Garda at Gargnano from Sdmed912 to March 1913, and his
first travel book,Twilight in Italy was published in 1916. From November 1919 to
March 1920, he went back to Italy and visited Capaiormina and Sicily. In January
1921, he travelled from Taormina to Palermo, andli&. After that, he returned to
Sicily via Rome and Naples. He began writing “Dagfya Trip to Sardinia,” which
becameSea and Sardinian December 1921. Between 1922 and 1925, he aieddr

travelled all around the world: Ceylon, Australidexico, America, and back to Europe.
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During another stay in Italy lasting from 1925 @28, Lawrence wrote essays in 1927
after visiting several Etruscan cities. It was iaties death thaEtruscan Placesvas
published in 1932.

Throughout these three Italian books, Lawrerasts an affectionate look at men
and seems to reject or ignore the power of femadsen he travelled to Italy from
1912 to 1928, he was often fascinated by male Imgndind found a primordial beauty
in Italian men, although he expressed his disapp@nt at seeing the developing
industrialization in Italy and the Italians’ longinfor English advancement. Laura
Fasick, pointing out that Lawrence’s sexual pditstiould be discussed more in relation
to his non-fiction writings and not only in his reds and short stories, observes male
bonding and male comradeship in Lawrence’s tridtalian travel books not as “an
active force in its own right, but a reaction torqeved female threat” (25). It is
guestionable how seriously Lawrence hoped for hexwal bonding, but it is easy to
recognize the effect on his novels of what he sagvfelt in Italy, for exampleyWomen
in Love whose ending suggests the possibility of homoslelave, shows a good
example of his attraction to men.

Women in Lovén 1920 may be the most notorious of Lawrence’skyamesenting
a strong reference to homosexual bondage in itsgarobs ending. Looking at dead
Gerald, Birkin mourns: “He should have loved meg”daid, “I offered him”\(VL 480).
When Ursula, afraid of his excessive adhesion toal@e asks Birkin if she is not
enough for him, he replies she is enough for hisif&a as woman is concerned,” but
“to make it [his life] complete, really happy, | ni@d eternal union with a man too:
another kind of love” (481). Although Ursula rejgdtaving “two kinds of love” and
angrily exclaims “It's an obstinacy, a theory, ayasity,” the novel ends with Birkin’s
answer “l don't believe that” (ibid.). Besides tbften quoted phrase, “another kind of
love,” which has long been a popular subject fowtencians, who debate whether it
proves his sexual engagement with homosexualiéywibrd “perversity” should also be
noted. The general definition of “perversity” isog¥ing an obstinate desire to behave in

an unacceptable way, and “Explanatory Notesthoimen in Lovenentions further that
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Ursula uses the word in its “modern sense” of “sdixperversity (585).

The word, “perversity,” also appeared in arpot&nake” published irBirds,
Beasts and Flowerm 1923. “Snake” is supposed to have been writthile Lawrence
was staying in Taormina, a small town on the eaastof the island of Sicily in 1920.
The poem begins with the description of a snakeigro a water trough to drink
some water on a hot day. The “earth-brown/eartllgyol snake in front of “I” should
be killed, for in Sicily, black snakes are harmléss golden ones are venomous (20).
' However, “I" confesses “ . . . how | liked him §ilsnake], / How glad | was he had

come like a guest in quiet, to drink at my wateugh” (27-28). “I” conflict between
“the voice of my education,” which whispers to himkill the snake immediately and
his instinct which makes him unable to kill it beasa he suddenly feels an unexplained
attraction to it (22).

Based on the previous studies of Jeffrey Meyerho has given the most
consideration to Lawrence and homosexuality, it banargued that Lawrence was a
repressed homosexual, Katsutoshi Kurose analysesehae’s homosexuality implied
in “Snake” in relation to the author’s friendshipthvMaurice Magnus, an American
Catholic convert, who had a career as an editothefRoman Reviewand as an
English/German translator, and had a wide acquadetawith cultural figures.”
Lawrence, in November 1919, met Magnus in Floretiteugh Norman Douglas, a
Scottish novelist famous for his travel books armbJater appeared as James Argyle in
Lawrence’'sAaron’s Rod Magnus had served in the Foreign Legion for memnhl916,
but soon deserted from it. Then, with the aid ofvtence, he wrote a memoir of his
experiences as a soldier, which was published Megnus’ death aMemoirs of the
Foreign Legionin 1924, with Lawrence’s introduction for it ehdid “Memoir of
Maurice Magnus.”

As Lawrence notes in “Memoir of Maurice Magnus,” ¢wtais “had a dislike of
women” and “loathed women, and wished for a worfdmen” (Intro. 32). When
Lawrence first met Magnus in Florence, Magnus wagetr and sensitive as a woman

with Douglas” (bid. 15). Magnus invited Lawrence, who sent some mdaeypim, to



Sumitani 73

the monastery in Rome but asked him to come altmeed, Magnus welcomed
Lawrence at the monastery and “looked into my ewdh that wistful, watchful
tenderness rather like a woman who isn't quite safréner lover” (22). Magnus is
obviously described as gay and although Lawrendmibered by Magnus’ desperate
guest for money, the details about Magnus describedly and with affection by
Lawrence reveal Lawrence’s peculiar interest irs thireetwisdut strange suspected
gay. Meyers states that “The artistic integritytte Introduction is based on Lawrence’s
honesty about his fascination with Magnus’ homoséigti (Experience of Italy30).
Kurose, supporting Meyers’ argument of 1982, dertrated in 2003 that the snake in
the poem implied Magnus, judging from Lawrencetsgoaphical records.

Howard J. Booth, pointing out in 2002 that Mey D. H. Lawrence: A
Biography(1990) does not produce enough evidence to supgodaim that Lawrence
had a sexual relationship with men, basically naans that Lawrence experienced
homosexual desire (86). Booth, responding to Maikk&ad-Weekes’ Lawrence’s
biography,D. H. Lawrence: Triumph to Exile: 1912-1922996), puts forward the
position that “Lawrence’s writing shows that he dimt identify as bisexual” (87). Thus,
Lawrence’s fascination with male homosexuality veiscussed in a number of his
works, not only irWomen in Lovavith its explicit references to homosexual lgve.

In my opinion, every previous study on Lawreachomosexuality has a valid
point. Lawrence could neither deny the conceptamhbsexuality nor accept it in his
mind, but at the same time, homosexual love was-@abed forbidden fruit which had
an attraction for him. Lawrence expressed disgfist he visited Cambridge in March,
1915, although he was at first excited and nenalusut visiting the city, a place of
intellectuals. It was because Lawrence found ‘qutrain’ in Cambridge; it is generally
thought that not only the authoritarianism and acaidism of Cambridge disgusted him,
but that he sensed Cambridge was infested with beruality. Specifically, he was
convinced that men in Cambridge and the Bloomslk&ngup including John Maynard
Keynes, Francis (Frankie) Birrell, and Duncan Griaad something dark in common:

homosexuality. Looking at Keynes standing in pyjania his room at Cambridge,
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Lawrence said “gradually a knowledge passed intg wigch has been like a little
madness to me, which has been like a little maditess ever since’Letters ii. 320).
After that, Lawrence fell into depression, whiclgrh Kinkead-Weekes analyses, was a
“psychosomatic reaction against his own latent reewoality: horrified to think he
might ‘really’ be like Keynes” (212; emphasis in orig.). Lawrence realizbat
homosexuality was “indelibly associated with beitihtellectualism,” and he intuited
“something poisonous” and such people were “not athorwrong, but corrupt’
(Kinkead-Weekes 213; emphasis in orig.).

Thinking about the frequent close bonds betweeople of the same sex in his
works, | basically agree with the opinion that Lamce had a strong inquisitiveness
about homosexuality. Before he came face-to-facéh wiightmarish reality in
Cambridge, he had already finished writilge Rainbowin which Ursula’s lesbian
experience with her teacher, Winifred Inger, isikstg. | do not think that the
description of man-to-man intimacy and Birkin's éo¥or Gerald inWomen in Love,
which was written after his visit to Cambridge,tjgeme from the ‘nasty’ and ‘unclean’
impression which he gained of Cambridge in 191&minot sure whether his attraction
to homosexuality was conscious or subconsciousywhether he engaged in male-male
sexual intercourse or sodomy, and this is not thetpf my argument. What | can say
is his repetitious emphasis on male comradeshipsante-sex connections can allow us
to consider the possibility of the author’s intéreshomosexuality or at least to regard
it as the representation of his suppressed detineraosexuality. The most important
issue is what is meant by Lawrence being drawrh& same sex in the context of
eugenics.

As a supporter of negative eugenics, Lawresioeild not have been attracted by
homosexuality because it was regarded as a crimhe grerversion. In England, Oscar
Wilde’s trial in 1895 was a good example of how losexuality was considered a crime.
Wilde was accused of homosexuality by the fathehisflover, Lord Alfred Douglas,
and sentenced to jail with hard labour for two gear Wilde's trial should be

recognized as demonstrating that homosexualithattttme was an indictable offence
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because it was supposed to be an explicit sigregéueration of the human species.
According to Gotthard Feustel, statistics on thasoms for homosexuals’ suicide
recorded before 1914 indicate that 10,000 homoseeraons revealed that they had
thought about committing suicide for various reassnch as threats from others and
recriminations against their families (qtd. in High 44-45). As well as Wilde,
Paul-Marie Verlaine in France, Pyotr II'ich Chaylsiy in Russia, and Friedrich Alfred
Krupp, the founder of the German steel company,ewsrccessively charged with
homosexual acts from the latter half of the ninetleecentury to the early twentieth
century. Before the discussion of Lawrence and rsmxality, what should be kept in
mind is the social background which caused homadayuo be cracked down upon
and the historical context at the turn of the cgntihen people maintained a tight rein
over the phenomena of degeneration.

Homosexuality has been provided with varioosia positions depending on
ages. It would not be considered degrading ungilrttmeteenth century because before
that, the concept of homosexuality had not everstedi As Plato, irSymposium
eulogized love between Harmodius and Aristogeifpostraying them as heroes of
democracy of ancient Athens, love between thoskeofame sex in ancient times of the
sixth century BC was connected to symbols of heroend courage which helped
people to free themselves from tyranny. In the Neéd&lges, an act of sexual intercourse
between men was a crime from the religious pointiefv. A knight of Hohenberg was
burnt with his servant before the walls of Zuri¢ébr sodomy, in 1482. The ‘act’ of
practicing sodomy was criminalized and identifiedthwbestiality at that time. A
Hungarian journalist, Karl Maria Kertbeny, coindtetterm, ‘homosexuality,” in his
writings anonymously published in 1869. Along wigistablishing the concept of
homosexuality, homosexuals were categorized asitiken the nineteenth century and
now has been finally accepted as the sound andatgreople since the late twentieth
century at least in the Western countries, aftereita when it used to be the symbol of
hero in the ancient time and became a religiousnst in the Middle Ages. Hence, the

definition and the social position of homosexuahie unstable, varying according to
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the times? *

In the history of homosexuality, the turn of theeteenth century to the twentieth
century, was the most significant period. Indur@ion, large-scale production and
consumption, urbanization and rationalism greatlgrged people’s way of living and
thinking, while at the same time, governments aations dexterously shifted their
expectations of the citizen, which provoked theedaintervention in reproduction
under the name of fortifying the country. Homosdityawhich could not produce
children, should be eradicated by inculcating peopith the threat of degeneration
which would corrupt the country. This is how homasaity was conceptualized in the
nineteenth century, and finally homosexuality wadditigally linked to the idea of
degeneration.

The ideology of degeneration of the human igge®ared its head at the turn of
the nineteenth century, and fin-de-siecle anxidtiesned over the nineteenth-century
thinkers. Degeneration had several meanings:enalitire, it meant “a decline from the
dignified norms of the classical tradition, theywegverse of progress,” and in medicine,
it meant “the effects of disease, stimulants andgs, passed down to the children of
sufferers” (Mazumdar xvi). Poverty, crime, alcokati, moral collapse and violence had
been growing all over Europe since the late nimgteeentury, which created a fear of
degeneration that might attack social norimis The Boer War, which broke out in 1899
in South Africa between Great Britain and the Dutdfonists, increased the threat of
degeneration, especially, in British people’s mitexause although it ended with a
British victory, British losses were high due te thghting against the bitter guerrilla
campaign of the Boers. After the Boer War, it wagrd/War | that made the British
become more and more convinced about the detedorat the nation.

A Hungary-born Jewish physician and author,xMaimon Nordau, wrote
Degeneration, which certainly reflects a strain of European thought uabthe
phenomenon of decadence in fin de siecle EuropeDdgeneration originally
published under the title &ntartungin German in 1892 and translated into English in

1895, Nordau, lamenting increasing rates of hystemd mental disorder, blames
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so-called degenerate art, citing writers and thisksuch as Henrik Ibsen, Friedrich
Nietzsche and Emile Zola. Nordau investigates thdtual and anthropological
degeneration of the human species represented detygoart and literature with
scientific eyes as a physician. What is at the adrordau’s thought are the ideas of
Cesare Lombroso, an Italian psychiatrist and tader of anthropological criminology.
Nordau begin®egeneratiorwith a “Dedication” to Lombroso.

Nordau is much influenced and inspired by Lombregmiblications including
The Man of GeniugGenio e Follig of 1864 andCriminal Man[L'uomo Delinquente
of 1876. Lombroso, based on the physical and niegdélires of criminals, presented his
theory of anthropological criminology, positing thaiminality was inherited, in other
words, that some people are born criminal. Needtessay, Darwinism and early
eugenics supported Lombroso’s fundamental idea amalytical study to specify
genetic elements which were supposed to be indebtecriminals. The founder of
criminology, Lombroso, shares a common idea witegics, for Lombroso and Galton
started their careers with examination of the higreaf genius. Lombroso demonstrates
that talents and genius are genetically passed danechGalton begins the “Introductory
Chapter” inHereditary Geniudy saying “I propose to show in this book that anra
natural abilities are derived by inheritance, unebactly the same limitations as are the
form and physical features of the whole organicl@/ofl). After they organized their
ideas on genius, which was regarded as a supeeiogetig factor, both Galton and
Lombroso concentrated on heredity of the inferyositich as criminal, insanity, illness
or alcoholism. Lombroso publish&timinal Manin 1876 andrhe Eugenics Reviewa
quarterly publication by The Eugenics Educationi&gcfounded by Galton, focused

on data and statistics showing that inferior gearesransmitted genetically.
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Fig. 2. Figure from F. W. Mott’s “Heredity and Insty” in The Eugenics RevieW.4.
(London: Eugenics Education Society, 1911).

Getting back to the point, when Lawrence wiasadetween 1885 and 1930, it
was the time when European people became awardeofdégeneration of their
countries and the human race at two major turnmigtp in human history: the turn of
the century and World War I. Nevertheless, Lawremess absorbed in depiction of
homosexual love which was regarded as a seriooseai that time, and it was hoped
that the inferior and unfit would be eradicatednirsociety. Does this mean that
Lawrence was also corrupt and that his desire sord®e homosexuality was a typical
symptom of degeneracy? Nordau’s philosophy wouldowar various clues to this
question.

It is hard to explain the enigmatic attitudeLawrence towards homosexuality.
Lawrence’s notion is similar to Nordau’'s iDegenerationto some degree. The
“Dedication” of Degenerationstates that “Degenerates are not always criminals,
prostitutes, anarchists, and pronounced lunaties; &re often authors and artists” and
warns that the phenomenon among “degeneratesenatlite, music, and painting” is
not to be disregarded (vii-vii). As a matter ofcfaright after Lawrence’s private
publication ofLady Chatterley’s Lovein 1928, a popular periodicakbm London,John
Bull, articulated its disappointment at the author:

Unfortunately for literature as for hirtfsevir. Lawrence has a diseased

mind. He is obsessed by sex. We are not awardéhaas written any book
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during his career that has not over-emphasizeditiesof life.

Now, since he has failed to condusrobsession, the obsession has
conquered him. He can write about nothing elseassnly. (gtd. in Scherr
377y

In Nordau's concept, Lawrence might have been esewmegte artist because of his
apparent positive description of homosexual lovaddition to explicit sexual scenes,
but what should be paid attention to is the faat ttawrence also saw the same world
as Nordau did concerning homosexuality. Lawrencatwe Cambridge with joyful
expectations and excitement in 1915, and only adays after, Cambridge made him
“very black and down. | cannot bear its smell dteoness, marsh-stagnancy. | get a
melancholic malaria. How can so sick people rise Tipey must die first”L(etters,ii.
309). Smelling ‘homosexuality’ among the intelleadi at Cambridge as typified by
Keynes, a sacred academic place turned into anretteld for him. Cambridge was so
lurid that his illusions about Cambridge were ciyushattered in a moment. This story
clarifies that Lawrence identified homosexualitytwilegeneration or “rottenness” as he
put it, and like Nordau, Lawrence recognized thegeheration also existed in high
society, not only among the lower classes, andesmading the minds of intellectuals.

Although Lawrence was already overwhelmed Hgeding of repulsion toward
homosexuality, why was he still drawn to it aftés hasty experience at Cambridge in
1915? Here again, Nordau’s interpretation of degsim® would be useful for
understanding what Lawrence tries to convey, fangxe, by completingomen in
Lovein 1920 with such a fathomless ending.

Nordau’s Degenerationinvestigated the cause of hysteria, one of thestaf
degeneration became prominent in the nineteenttuigealong with crime, madness
and suicide. It concluded that “The enormous ireeeaf hysteria in our days is partly
due to the same causes as degeneracy’—“This caufiee ifatigue of the present
generation” (36). Furthermore, Nordau attributes tluse of this fatigue, which is a
temporary hysteria, to the frantic pace of indastdevelopment and the swirl of

historical change: “The discovery of America, thefé®mation, stirred men’s minds
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powerfully, no doubt, and certainly also destroytbd equilibrium of thousands of
brains which lacked staying power” (37). To sumhig opinion, our body and mind
cannot keep up with new discoveries and progress$ thvilized humanity with
surprising speed: “It has had no time to adaptfiteeits changed conditions of life”,
which “grew fatigued and exhausted, and this faigand exhaustion showed
themselves in the first generation, under the fofracquired hysteria; in the second, as
hereditary hysteria” (40). In addition to the fattat both Nordau and Lawrence
recognized the mental corruption among intellestaald in high culture, Nordau’s idea
is similar to Lawrence’s in that Nordau attributeéntal breakdown and unsettled mind
to “a direct consequence of certain influences ofdemn civilization” (41). Both of
them criticize civilization, and regret that degeat®n is devouring even the mass of
the cultivated, which is attributed to physical anéntal reactions to rapid industrial
development.

Nordau and Lawrence seem to share a common ida# dbgeneration which
appeared prominently between the turn of the cgrdnd the early twentieth century;
however, their ways of reacting to degeneration different. Nordau analyses
degeneration in stages, for example, with the &abélThe Symptoms,” “Diagnosis,”
“Etiology,” “Prognosis” and “TherapeuticsDegeneratiorconcludes Nordau’s analysis
that “art, without being properly a disease of tisenan mind, is yet an incipient, slight
deviation from perfect health” (553). He presentsision for the coming twentieth
century and the future of art in the final chamtehis book. After examining Count Leo
Tolstoy, Richard Wagner, Henrik Ibsen, Friedrictefdsche and Emile Zola, he makes
the strong comment that art is a “slight deviatimm perfect health.” Nordau almost
admits that even if the artists themselves arditeoally mentally diseased, their works
and ideas are not healthy or appropriate for ethgatontemporary people. Nordau
could know nothing of Lawrence, and it is not sifileawrence had reaDegeneration
but to deepen understanding of the meaning of Liawa’s attraction to men and
interpretation of degeneration in a eugenic contéxs observation by Nordau on

literature and art cannot be disregarded. What irsm@ be elucidated is whether it
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would be appropriate to regard Lawrence’s work psta “deviation” from a healthy
state of mind.

Yousuke Kato observes that Lawrence goes beyoneneéegtion by verbalizing it
in the text of his works.” Kato points out that Lawrence, after visiting Caitite,
began to use vocabulary expressing corruption. Vao@abulary included words that
were similar or the same as words use@®@generation Based on the understanding
that the artists’ degeneration, which was pointetilly Nordau, derived from the fact
that they believed knowledge and art representalityeKato proposes that Lawrence
gets sickened by Cambridge men who “talk endlessiyyendlessly—and never, never a
good or a real thing said”Létters ii. 319). For Lawrence, “Their attitude [the
intellectuals in Cambridge] is so irreverent andtéht. They are cased each in a hard
little shell of his own and out of this they tallomds” (ibid.). Never talking about reality,
they are just enthusiastic about the discussidiooks and knowledge within their own
small group and never share their views with otheagrence flinches from Cambridge,
having the same repulsive feeling that Nordau ditesefore, Kato’s conclusion is that
Paul leaves Miriam irBons and Loverbecause she devotes herself too much to the
spiritual concept and the ideal world of beauty] #mat Constance Chatterley, liady
Chatterley's Lover cannot bear the dreariness of the discussionbelfntellectuals
from Cambridge gathering at Wragby Hall. Kato cdess that Lawrence keeps himself
from becoming degenerate by verbalizing his fealingf detestation towards
degeneration which is conspicuous among the icteldds in his novels of the twentieth
century filled with the discourse of degeneration.

| also disagree that Lawrence’s works can be dsmisas a “slight deviation
from perfect health” as Nordau defines them. Ickita high value to Kato’s view that
Lawrence’s success in avoiding degeneration liggsnvriting style and verbalizing the
degenerated world in his text. In addition, | wolike to present a new suggestion for
Lawrence’s way of manoeuvring around degeneratidhis chapter focuses on
male-male  relationships—immediately identified  withhomosexuality in

general—among several phenomena of degeneration. skated before, Lawrence’s
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frequent journeys to Italy, especially staying afrghano between September 1912 and
April 1913, should be regarded as a significanteeigmce in his life because he made a
start onThe Sisterswhich would later develop intbhe RainbowandWomen in Love
Both are representative works of his, and at thmesdime, contain enigmatic
descriptions of homosexual love. | would like tovel®p the discussion by clarifying
the meaning of Lawrence’s gazing at Italian memressed infwilight in Italy, which
reveals he is approaching men with a deep awarasfessd sympathy for men—not
related to a homosexual desire or tendency.

Twilight in Italy, which Lawrence began writing in 1915 and publdsive 1916,
describes the Lawrences’ stay between 1912 and ih9&argnano before coming back
to England for marriage registration in 191Rwilight in Italy is regarded as a
significant book which formed his later philosopbgcause it was the first time for him
to travel abroad and look at his country from thksmle. Setting out on a trip with his
wife to Southern Europe, we may well expect hinteiba lively and cheerful story of
Italians and their lives; however, that is not whappens. For the title, Lawrence chose
a word, ‘twilight,” which indicates the period beten daylight and darkness or a period
of obscurity and gradual decline. This is totallffestent from the traditional image of
Italy, the cradle of the Renaissance: a rich abdavit land full of sunshine. Lawrence
recognized ‘twilight’ in the Italian people and thn

Lawrence finds the Italians should be called “Otatd of the Shadows” rather
than “Children of the Sun” because their souls“deek and nocturnal”TW 104). His
description of the Italians is unique: “| was palad clear, and evanescent, like the light,
and they were dark, and close, and constant, tikeshadow” (ibid.). The Italians are
described as deeply connected with darkness thrhagitence’s eyes, for example,
“the dark-skinned Italians ecstatic in the nightl &me moon” (114). Since the darkness
means something mysterious that you can hardlylseeience is convinced that from
ancient times, the Italians had their own origirsgirituality, in other words,
sensuousness which is beyond the logicality andoreaseen in Northern Europe.

Lawrence explores Italy with mixed feelings, betwdenging and fear of the Italians
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who possess what the Englishman does not have.

Looking at the land of Italy, Lawrence expressagetthat Italy, which used to
be scintillating and brimming with life, is now tashed. InTwilight in Italy, Lawrence
becomes cordial with his padrone named Paoli, winosaa lemon garden near the Lago
[Lake] di Garda. Lawrence, taken to the lemon garole Paoli, finds that many lemon
gardens have been abandoned because the lemossldr& throwaway prices now,
which affects Paoli's management of the lemon gar&ting and looking at the lake,
Lawrence thinks “It was beautiful as paradise,hasfirst creation” but, Paoli begins to
complain about his country: “in England you have wealth—Ies richesses—you have
the mineral coal and the machines, vous savez., Mexehave the sun—"TW 131).
Listening to Paoli, Lawrence aches for him becausesees “the Garda was so lovely
under the sky of sunshine, it was intolerable. &oay, beyond, beyond all the snowy
Alps, with the iridescence of eternal ice abovarthevas this England, black and foul
and dry” (132). The machines and the industry Bragland created are about to ruin the
minds of Italians, once the children of the sune Bln, which used to be the pride of
Italy, is sinking and now Italy and the people @wandering about between the light and
the darkness. Seeing that agricultural life is gdwst, Lawrence is reminded of the
Italy of the past, in which the Italians once livacharmony with nature and the earth.

Judging from the landscape and the people in tiblyhe 1910s, when the “earth
is annulled, and money takes its place,” Lawrerieks it appropriate to use “the
twilight” in the title of his first Italian travelbook (TW 165). It implies his
disappointment and disillusion towards Italy, and hostalgia for the good and old
farmland of the country. What can be found in Laweess description of the
deteriorating country of Italy, whose golden ags hlheady gone, is his sympathy for
men and admiration of phallicism which affect hégéel novels such ashe Plumed
SerpentKangarooandLady Chatterley’s Lover

Throughout the three Italian travel books, Lawrengmesses extremely stable
friendships and bonds between men. When goingetdhtbatre to see the drameleto

[Hamlel, Lawrence interestingly observes the audienceerAhe end oAmletq the
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bersaglieri catches his eyes. They are sittingectogether in groups and there is “a
strange, corporal connection between them. And #neyquite womanless” as if “there
were some physical instinct connecting them” andeyl are in love with one another,
the young men love the young mef\W 150-51). Also inSea and SardinidLawrence
finds that every Sicilian man thinks “he is as hsorde as Adonis, and as ‘fetching’ as
Don Juan” and that “They [Sicilian men] catch eater under the chin, with a tender
caress of the hand, and they smile with sunny ngeténderness into each other’s face”
(12, 13). Although he has never seen “such mefimgtenderness as between Sicilians,”
Lawrence favourably describes their “relentlessspdal familiarity” out of curiosity
which is close to friendliness, not out of hostiliSardinial?2).

These descriptions of perfect casual affection land between the Italian men
remind Lawrence’s readers of a scenaMomen in Love“Gladiatorial,” a chapter in
which Birkin and Gerald wrestle with each other e@dKkThrough wrestling, “they got a
kind of mutual physical understanding” and “theyulb break into a onenessW(L
270). Birkin “seemed to penetrate into Gerald’s engolid, more diffuse bulk, to
interfuse his body through the body of the othabid(). The physical depiction
continues: “Often, in the white, interlaced knot ablent living being that swayed
silently, there was no head to be seen, only th, qight limbs, the solid white backs,
the physical junction of two bodies clinched intmeoess” (ibid.). This graphic
wrestling scene conjures images of sexual intesmas if between men and women,
which is corroborated by the conversation betwegkirBand Gerald. Panting after the
wrestling, Gerald says, “One ought to wrestle angesand be physically close” (272).
Birkin conforms: “We are mentally, spiritually intiate, therefore we should be more or
less physically intimate too—it is more whole” arfthally Birkin closes the
conversation, saying “lI don’t know why one shoulavé to justify oneself” (ibid.).
Birkin and Gerald, and even Lawrence needed thé&fipagion for the wrestling
between the two naked men so that the readersotligen the wrong idea—that this was
a depiction of homosexuality, a serious crimindente and a symbol of degeneration

since the nineteenth century. Witnessing the serssbonding between men in lItaly,
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Lawrence puts forward a clear proposition of phgisimonnection and understanding
between men.

Lawrence must have wanted to make use of his expe®iin ltaly for the
wrestling scene iWomen in Loveand did not mean to be demonstrating his sexual
interest in homosexuality. What he learnt from taeesses of Italian males was, in a
word, ‘phallic worship’—although | would like to aid using a term which would
immediately become a target of an attack from festsn According to Hilary Simpson,
the feminist case against Lawrence was first pusame length by John Middleton
Murry’s Son of Womain 1931, which informed much subsequent feminigtccsm,
including the two classic accounts in Simone deuBea’s The Second Sex 1949 and
Kate Millett's Sexual Politicsin 1970 (13). “D. H. Lawrence or Phallic Pride” in
Beauvoir'sThe Second Settacks the idea that “Lawrence believes passibnatehe
supremacy of the male” and his idea that “Thougttd action have their roots in the
phallus; lacking the phallus, woman has no rigtgither the one or the other” (218-19).
Later, Millett makes the criticism that Lawrencereally the evangelist of “phallic
consciousness” although “his mission is the noblé mecessary task of freeing sexual
behavior of perverse inhibition” (238). Millett sts Lady Chatterley’s Lovens “the
transformation of masculine ascendancy into a rogsteligion, international, possibly
institutionalized” rather than a matter of “reswtren of the body,” “natural love,” or
other slogans under which it has been advertised.].

Lawrence’s description of androcentric sexual iwerse and phallic diction
would have been irritating to feminists, nevertesleas he employs “phallic worship”
in Twilight in Italy. 1 would like to explore what he celebrates in wha calls “phallic
worship,” which presents a different way of readfingm the feministic one. Far from
superiority, Lawrence confesses man’s inferiorityhich he keenly senses when
identifying man with Italians. Lawrence dimly graphkis way to the knowledge of the
Italian through his padrone, Paoli. Paoli is alseatt but a well-bred gentleman with
grey hair, and his wife is around forty years afdych younger than him. Lawrence is

favourably impressed by Paoli’'s personality, bu¢ dining he lacks: a child. Lawrence
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gauges Paoli’s wife’s feeling: The Signora Gemmdl@sne-like and fierily sad. | think
she did not know she was sad. But her heart was dyt some importance in her life”
(TW 122). Intuitively, Lawrence understands why hessbe hurt in her at the sight of
Paoli, who is watching his wife cradling her nephew

As Lawrence knew they did not have a child, he staprised to see the Signora
looking after a baby and turned to Paoli enquignglaoli explains that the baby is her
nephew very “briefly, curtly, in a small voice. Was as if he were ashamed, or too
deeply chagrined”TW 123). While the Signora is engrossed in playinthva baby,
recognized as an “unimportant,” the old padrontilly ignored “as if nullified by her
ecstasy over the baby” even though he feels “bistenid with chagrin and obliteration,
struggling as if to assert his own experience” j124&awrence is startled when he
realizes:

. ... Itwas as though his reality weo attested till he had a child. It
was as if higaison d’étrehad been to have a son. And he had no children.
Therefore he had n@ison d’étre He was nothing, a shadow that vanishes
into nothing. And he was ashamed, consumed byvisrothingness.

. ... This, then, is the secret ofyfalattraction for us, this phallic
worship. To the Italian the phallus is the symbélimdividual creative
immortality, to each man his own Godhead. The cisildut the evidence of
the Godhead.T\W 124; emphasis in orig.)

It might be shocking for childless Lawrence toihtite a man’s raison d'étre to a child
although he admits to phallic worship in Italiamsldelieves it makes them attractive,
supple and beautiful. They are indeed beautiful retause they are strong; they are
brittle, as if living at the edge of life. Theirisan d’étre is unstable and they easily lose
it. This is what Lawrence has found in Italian mfar,from flaunting their strength in
what is described as phallic worship.

Lawrence recognizes beauty and pride in itatreen who engage in the creation
of life; his view is not supported by an idea ofr@ale chauvinistTwilight in Italy

narrates Lawrence’s compassion for men and is &ssion of the vulnerability of
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Italian men. He discovers something primitive artdyp in them. The Italian view of a
child as an outcome of the divine and the uniothefflesh allows Lawrence to ponder
that “The phallus is still divine. But the spirihe mind of man, this has become nothing”
(TW 135). Italian phallus worship is not what repléigis men’s spirit but deflates it.
After having a child, women are triumphant and $trong for men, so it becomes clear
that “The male spirit, which would subdue the imimaésl flesh to some conscious or
social purpose, is overthrown” (136). That is whgny Italian men go away to America,
not only because of the money:
It is the profound desire to rehabilitate themsglvi® recover
some dignity as men, as producers, as workersteasocs from
the spirit, not only from the flesh. It is a profalidesire to get
away from women altogether, the terrible subjugato sex, the
phallic worship” TW 136).
Struggling with the heavy burden of phallic worshifalian men are seized with a
desire to escape from women, just as Pawtons and Loverdesired to be released
from his mother. Therefore, Lawrence, seeing thesdmgieri hanging out, grasps
“something very primitive” which reminds him of Agemnon’s soldiers in the Greek
myth (151). He feels compassion for them because &wugh men are engaged in the
very primitive activity of creation, their dignignd mentality as men are excluded from
women and society. In the closeness between mdtalyy Lawrence cannot help
becoming conscious of beauty and pain both of whrehbased on phallic worship.

The attachment that Lawrence shows to men doésnean deviation from a
healthy state of mind although Nordau regardedsitirderiority and a symbol of
degeneration. It can be interpreted as the authaiXed feelings of compassion and an
expression of his respect for men whose meanirigeofies in begetting a child. The
point is that Nordau's and Lawrence’s observatibjects are different. This can be
summarized by saying that the former’s object dadlgsis is homosexuality and the
latter’s is homo-society. The ‘homosocial,” accoglito Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, who

coined the term in heBetween Menrefers to “social bonds between persons of the
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same sex,” meant to be distinguished from “homoaExd). She applies ‘homosexual’
when referring to intense homophobia, fear and edatof homosexuality, and
‘homosocial’ to indicate every bonding between peay the same sex without sexual
activity, though her study aims to present when ao@ the continuum between
homosexual and homosocial was broken by homoph&8eadgwick, as a feminist-gay
theorist, highlighting misogyny and homophobia ialenhomosaocials, critically points
out that “the diacritical opposition between theorftosocial’ and the ‘homosexual’
seems to be much less thorough and dichotomousdoren, in our society, than for
men,” which resulted from the “historical manifagia of this patriarchal oppression of
homosexuals” (2-3§.°

In the context of Sedgwick’s definition of thkerms, rather than homosexuality,
homo-society is more pertinent for a sense of tgistavhich Lawrence feels towards
Italian men. Sedgwick attacks Lawrence, disputinig fLawrence’s] own visceral, . . .
economically blind account of a world in which eyessue for every inhabitant
revolved around bourgeois sexual prohibition anel Worship or subversion of the
phallus” (215). However, whatever it may be calledmosocial or homosexual, what
caught his eye and mind in Italy would be spoiled were weighed and formularized
by the scientific discourse of eugenics or femitiigory too much. The dismal era of
degeneration at the turn of the century does noessarily indicate that Lawrence’s
attachment to men is directly linked to human detation. The ‘primitiveness’ that
Lawrence found in Italian men’s bonding, is comnyomhderstood as a word referring
to the first or early stage of biological formationgrowth, and an unsophisticated stage
in terms of comfort, convenience or efficiencynleans the very original form, full of
potential for development in a good way, but ishingy in itself. It needs some stimulus
from outside to evolve to a higher stage as ifqgplatsm could evolve to a higher type
of animal in biological evolution. Women and chédr as explained ifwilight in Italy,
are complements to men’s perfection, giving theairttaison d'étre. The feminist does
not have to be provoked at his idea of phallic \wirs

Lawrence offers an interesting counterpoinsacial and scientific perspectives.
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His narrative refuses to be read in the contexteofenic discourse, suggesting
discomfort with the science that left no room fon@n-reproductive stance including
homosocials or homosexuality. Although playing witle scientific discourse of
eugenic since his early career both in his privatd public writings from letters to
essays, he refuses the laws of eugenics whosesaimeistablish the perfect nation by
eliminating non-reproductive existence. In an eang in the eugenics direction
encouraged by evolution theory, Lawrence gives aitipe understanding of
primitiveness to the things that are stigmatizedarence as non-productive or sterile.
His interest in and celebration of men’s bondingcte the primitive and the origin of
life from being evaluated by scientific values. Bfwing and re-evaluating the
importance and beauty in the primitiveness couldabehallenge running counter to
national trends. His trip and experiences in It@g to an alteration in the way he

defined the degeneration meant by eugenics.
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Chapter 5

Across Racial Lines

In considering Lawrence’s reaction to eugenickave quoted several remarks
from his letters and essays in the previous chapieese remarks suggest a strong
misanthropy: nonetheless, | have demonstrated hamrénce accepted homosexuality
and homosociality, both of which were condemne@bgenicists and regarded signs of
degeneration at the turn of the century. By anatysiis remarks in the letters, essays
and novels, Chapter 5 will examine Lawrence’s wdrgm a racial perspective.

Although Lawrence was disgusted by Englandmie left the country in 1912,
he was still clearly feeling a sense of superioaityoeing English. Besides his remarks
on his distrust and dislike of the entire humarerdas assumption of superiority to
other races also lies hidden in his work. Lawrenoate to Lady Cynthia Asquith from
Ceylon in 1922, that he did not like Ceylon at dlbby “the sensuous spiritual
voluptuousness, the curious sensitiveness of tkedhpeople, their black, bottomless,
hopeless eyes’Létters iv. 233). After expressing his disbelief in Buddhe ends,
“Those natives ardack of us—in the living senséower than we are” ipid. 234;
emphasis in orig.). Although he admits to the qudlaof England and its Empire, this
condescending letter reveals the perceived rao@érsority of the white European to
the Indian. Subsequently, Lawrence set out for ralist with Frieda, wher&angaroo
was written; this novel, published in 1923, alsow$ his belief in the inferiority of the
Australian. In the novel, the Somers, a couple fiemgland, consider Australian table
manners as “the vaguesK @35) and Somers does not welcome the friendlinésiseo
Australians. Somers hates “the lack of reserve ammer” (36) and prefers “India for
that: the gulf between the native servants andmtiges kept up a sort of tone” (ibid.).
What slips in and out of Somers’ remarks on nonegean cultures is apparent pride at
being an Englishman.

The discourse of eugenics aimed for the im@noent of the human race, based

on a racial hierarchy with the Caucasian at the taopsurprising since eugenics
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originated in England: this discourse would later & motivational force for the
proliferation of fascist ideologies across Eurdphen understanding the prevalence of
eugenics in the nineteenth and early twentiethuwresd, although it was enormously
prevalent in both England and America, it shouldnoted that the acceptance and
purpose of eugenics manifested differently in thea® countries. Both nations held a
common fear of degeneration, and they both trieddopt effective measures against
the degeneration of their countries based on timeiptes of a racial hierarchy with the
white man at the top. Peter J. Bowler observes tthatsudden rise in popularity of
eugenics during the early twentieth century wasaitly both social and scientific
factors (293), while “The mechanism of the survieélthe fittest could be used to
justify a more ruthless approach toward conquereabjes, in which extinction was
both a symbol and a consequence of inferiority”wigw 300). In expanding around the
globe, European cultures had been in contact witieies whose levels of technology
were far below their own, which led them to assuina they were biologically superior
to the races they were subjugating with their amilittechnology.

However, the main cause of the surge in Ehgiiterest in eugenics seemed to be
based more on social factors than on scientificsoméhich is supported by Kevles’
argument that racism figured much less markedlgnglish eugenics because English
society was ethnically, more or less, homogene@g¥ Although Francis Galton, the
founder of eugenics, was as racist as most of KartoEngland, racial considerations
entered very little into his eugenic theorising.giamd’s eugenics movement focused
mostly on the following issues: firstly, inundateith immigrants from Ireland and the
Continent, they fretted about the threat to nafidite arising from the differential
birth rate (a low birth-rate in middle-class grougsd a continuing high rate among the
lower socio-economic classes) and the consequeakeming of their competitive
imperial abilities in relation to France and Germaithe second factor was the
increasing discomfort of the middle and professi@tasses at what was portrayed as a
massive increase in the number of mentally subnlomdariduals. They did not want to

see their financial gains dissipated by taxatiosupport an ever-increasing population
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of the incapable and insane (Bowler 293-94). Comsetly, English eugenics was
marked by a prejudice decidedly more of class tfaace (Kevles 76).

On the other hand, America showed more seitgitio scientific arguments for
eugenics, as Bowler writes that in America, whegrdt@'’s form of biometry had not
yet established itself, Mendelism was taken up wgtbat enthusiasm by the newly
emerging eugenics movement (294). This shows ket tnderlying concern was with
a hereditarian view of human character rather théascination with progress through
selection. Eugenics in the late nineteenth ceniay directed by the mainstream Karl
Pearson in England, who was a follower of Francatds; Charles Davenport, a
prominent supporter of Mendelism, attracted thdnesiaistic support of eugenicists in
America.

Davenport, a member of the new, anti-speatdagieneration of biologists, read
Karl Pearson’s papers on the mathematical theosrolution and began lecturing and
publishing on variation and inheritance. To analygsman breeding he had to source his
inheritance data by collecting extended family gesks, which convinced him that
patterns of heritability were evident in insanigpilepsy, alcoholism, pauperism,
criminality and feeble-mindedness. Furthermoreatyeied that heredity determined the
characteristics of the black and other immigrafdgeding into America, reflecting the
standard racism of the day, which was especiafigcted at black Americans. Anxious
that the nation was threatened by immigrants, Daednconcluded that the defective
gene from abroad would not be obliterated by mewith the healthy variety; it would
persist. Davenport insisted that if the family argtof all prospective immigrants could
be investigated, people with hereditary “imbeciépileptic, insane criminalistics,
alcoholic, and sexually immoral tendencies” could detected and kept out (qtd. in
Kevles 47). This staunch conviction promoted thapaign of sterilisation which began
in Indiana in 1907, and continued throughout thétééhStates until 1923—what came
to be called ‘negative eugenics’ for preventing haliferation of the undesirabfe’

Working from the fundamental concept of theiah hierarchy privileging

whiteness, England and America used the very tinaels of eugenics for their political
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aim of enhancing national strength. The Englishiemmally oriented, wielded the
authority of eugenics to justify their colonial i&dies all over the world, revelling in
their superiority over other ‘savage’ races, whiody did not attribute to civilisation but
purely to biological race. In spite of England’'sghemony on the seas, however, the
protracted Boer War revealed signs of physical degsion in the Empire: their overall
moral character, intelligence, energy, ambitionj aapacity to compete in the world
were declining. This explains why the English eugemmovement, in contrast to the
American focus on racial selection through scientifata, focused more on class than
race. The American eugenics movement was carrieglafds under the direction of
Davenport with the fundamental equation of natiomdth racial identity, and the
assumption that race determined behaviour. It isttwooting that America applied
eugenic policy to stop the influx of immigrantsrirall over the world, while England
used eugenics to expand its power over the retteoivorld, rationalising its activities
with assumptions of racial superiority.

Therefore, alongside much debate on how theature at the turn of the century
reflects the racial bias and discrimination inctécaby eugenics, the vast majority of
existing studies of eugenics and American liteetwxamine the racial issues
surrounding white supremacy. For instance, MasokestinThe Color of Sex2001)
examines the relationship between sexuality andenbss, demonstrating that white
supremacy and heteronormative sexuality sometinm& wwards the same ends, and
sometimes do not. Stokes places a wide range ofnm&teenth to early twentieth
century white supremacist American texts, by awgtsuch as Metta V. Victor, Charles
Chesnutt and Thomas Dixon Jr., in dialogue with #méi-racist efforts of African
American writers, revealing what happens when wieiss becomes the target of racial
and sexual desire.

Betsy Lee Nies, iEugenic Fantasie$2002), draws on the 1920s literary works
of Ernest Hemingway, F. Scott Fitzgerald, and Hiliaolittle (H.D.) to demonstrate
that “though each author was actually quite dammhgugenics, he or she turned to

images of whiteness or some transformation of eiagegic to restore what had been
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lost—the boundaries and marker of a concrete wiiértity in the encounter with new
immigrant intruders” (2-3). By applying a psychobmia and anthropological approach,
Nies’s study follows the figure of this mythic m&om his birth in eugenic texts,

popular periodicals, and pulp fiction of the 1920srder to create a new model for
theorising race.

When it comes to the study of English novelass rather than race is often the
focus of research into eugenics and human degémerdh accordance with the
class-oriented English national policy which haermdérmed up by eugenic ideology
since the turn of the nineteenth century. Taking thp question of eugenics in
Lawrence’sThe Lost Gir] Theresa Mae Thompson examines how Lawrence dethls
the matter of class as advocated by eugenics sigopon England. Thompson points
out that inThe Lost GirlLawrence speaks to the primary concern of eugesisince
before World War |—the fear of degeneration brousut by the fertility of the lower
classes and the sterility of the upper classes. mh&d marriage between a ‘nice’
middle-class English girl, Alvina Houghton, and therong’ man Ciccio, a dark
vagabond lItalian dancer, parodies every conceeugénics—heredity, ideal marriage,
education and class. According to Thompsdihe Lost Girl gestures towards a
population problem of near-Malthusian proportidis.emphasising that ‘fit women of
the middle classes become barren fruit left unpdckn the vine, so to speak, while
those of the ‘social problem group’ increase thanimers of the lowest class” (126).
Thompson does not overlook the darkness at theoértlkde story. The future of this
mixed marriage becomes unstable with Ciccio’s imitef answer to Alvina’s request to
return to her after his wartime military serviceydato go to America; an instability
which suggests the widespread feelings of losseamgtiness after the war. The last part
of Thompson’s study examines Lawrence’s persigense of insecurity that cannot be
removed by invoking eugenic ideology, but | third largument remains too concerned
with the class focus of English eugenics, with Babugh attention to Lawrence’s
struggle with questions of race.

This thesis adopts the standpoint that Laweemegardless of his status as an
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English novelist during the height of the twentietintury eugenics movement,
attempts to reconsider and reconstruct the ra@aatchy privileging whiteness, which
arose from the favorable misunderstanding of Daemirevolution by the West. It is
unquestionable that Lawrence tried to challengesscldistinctions in England as
Thompson argues, but in addition to class he alsallenged racial distinctions.
Lawrence attempts to honestly confront the hierahethnic nationality. Not only in
The Lost Gir] but also by analysing his travel writing, essagd the late novels of the
1920s, | will explore Lawrence’s opposition to vehsupremacy, and furthermore his
opposition to English supremacy.

To assess Lawrence’s evaluation of the ‘lowaces’ as defined by
twentieth-century eugenics, | will discuss his gss&eflections on the Death of a
Porcupine,” written and revised between 1923 an2i4li& Mexico. This essay more
clearly expresses his view of race thme Lost Gir] for which he drew on the 1913
novel The Insurrection of Miss Houghtor? In the essay, Lawrence is surrounded by
the wild animals and plants of Mexico, and pondiéeson earth: “Life moves in circles
of power and of vividness, and each circle of ligly maintains its orbit upon the
subjection of some lower circle. If the lower cyclef life are nomasteredthere can be
no higher cycle” REF 356; emphasis in orig.). He reaches the idea thas nonsense
to declare that therss no higher and lower” (ibid.; emphasis in orig.gaing that
hierarchies of life definitely exist on earth, fastance, that the dandelion belongs to a
higher cycle of existence than the hartstongue; fdrat the ant is a higher form of
existence than the dandelion; that the thrushgkdrithan the ant; the cat is higher than
thrush, and himself, a man, is higher than the(8a6). Lawrence then pauses to ask
what we mean by ‘higher’. He answers, “Strictly, vaean more alive. More vividly
alive. The ant is more vividly alive than the pitnee. We know it, there is no trying to
refute it” (356-57).

After this answer, he continues to descrilee wividness of life as follows, in a
passage which could again be interpreted as witeemacist:

Life is more vivid in the dandelidman in the green fern, or than in a
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palm tree.
Life is more vivid in a snake thanai butterfly.
Life is more vivid in a wren thanan alligator.
Life is more vivid in a cat thanan ostrich.
Life is more vivid in the Mexican widrives the wagon, than in the
two horses in the wagon.
Life is more vivid in me, than inetiMexican who drives the wagon
for me. (357)
This passage seems to carry a racist messagehdultishot be read mistakenly to that
end. Lawrence’s repeated excuse, offered beforeafted this passage, should not be
disregarded:
But let us insist and insist again, we tatking now of existence, of species,
of types, of races, of nations, not of single imdlinals, nor ofbeings The
dandelion in full flower, a little sun bristling Wi sun-ray on the green earth,
is a nonpareil, a non-such. Foolish, foolish, felolito compare it to
anything else on earth. It is itself incomparabid anique. (358; emphasis
in orig.)
Given his careful explanation, the word “vivid” ihe passage above can be substituted
with  words such as ‘vigorous,” ‘complicated, ‘déoped,” ‘matured’ or
‘sophisticated’—the life of a dandelion is more dm®ped than that of a green fern or a
palm tree in form. The life of a snake is more v than that of a butterfly in
survival ability. The Mexican is more developedrhhe horses in species. ‘I, the
Englishman, am more sophisticated than the Mexioanationality. Lawrence then
goes on to question the significance of this: dbedife, the individual exist merely for
survival? Is the existence of a higher form of lifiely to ensure a stable food supply
(357)?
In response to these remarks in “Reflectiamshe Death of a Porcupine,” Carey
notes that Lawrence, using a dandelion as an embfemdividuality, recognises the

individual as incomparable and unique, and Lawrsnegsay “Democracy” applies this
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understanding to human beings (77). Further, Carewyts out that Lawrence in

“Porcupine” is engaging in precisely the act of gamson which his “Democracy”

forbids, therefore concluding that Lawrence canresolve his rising anger at the
contradiction in his comparison between individiyaind society (78). This present
chapter will leave aside for the moment the argunregarding the importance of
individuality, and the measurement of how far Lave® tackles this issue in his social
and political understanding. In addition to my argunt that Lawrence’s remarks in
“Reflections” should not be regarded as racist, ill explore Lawrence’s shifting

understanding of the concept of race itself, ansl mmodification of the eugenic
definition of racial degeneration.

Following the previous chapter’s examinatidnhomosexuality in Lawrence’s
work, his presence in Italy may have caused himetioink his conception of race: Italy
is also the setting fofhe Lost Gir] which has been much discussed in terms of
eugenics. ThoughThe Lost Girl appeared in 1923, the beginning of Lawrence’s
reevaluation of race seems to have been earlier thet. Firstly, inTwilight in Italy,
essays from 1913, concerning the English evaluatidhe Italians, he asserts:

And this is why the Italian is atiti@e, supple, and beautiful,
because he worships the Godhead in the flesh. W ldm, we feel pale
and insignificant beside him. Yet at the same timeefeel superior to him,
as if he were a child and we adult.

Wherein are we superior? Only beeaus went beyond the phallus
in the search of the Godhead, the creative origind we found the
physical forces and the secrets of science. (124)

Lawrence questions the superiority of the Englishthe ‘northern races,” over the
Italians. The Englishman derides the Italian asg&uland negligible, although the
Italians enjoy their own flesh while the northeraces find joy in destroying the
flesh—according to Lawrence’s description, “our ibaif life, our very constitution,
prevents our being quite like the ItaliamW 125).

As Lawrence travels through Italy, he realidest people’s temperaments vary in
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the different regions. After returning to Englamorh Italy due to the war in 1914,
Lawrence and his wife Frieda left England agait949. They went to Florence, where
they met Norman Douglas and Maurice Magnus, bptated impossibly cold for the
unwell Lawrence, so they went further south to CdprFebruary 1920, they travelled
south to Sicily where they lived for almost two ygaluring which period he wrotea
and Sardinia when he and Frieda visited Sardinia in JanuaB11Sea and Sardinja
Lawrence’s second travel book, was first publishedmerica in 1921—he finished
writing it in six weeks—and it is an acute and ofteimorous diary of the trifgea and
Sardinia would crystallise his reevaluation of the ‘vulgand ‘coarse’ non-English
races.

When reaching Cagliari, the capital of Samiiawrence writes that the island
reminds him of Malta, “lost between Europe and édriand belonging to nowhere...
never having belonged to anywhere... Left outsidémé and history” $ardinia57).
He finds Sardinia different from Sicily and the mland of Italy, with “none of the
suave Greek-Italian charms, none of the airs aadeg; none of the glamour” (55).
Drawn by “the spirit of the place” which cannotd®e&=rridden by “our mechanical age,”
he then narrows his observation to the men and warhéhe island (57).

Lawrence feels a yearning towards the Sand&iwith their “curious, indefinable
remote elegance” (58). “Elegance” is a word ofteecuto describe the Sardinians by
Lawrence, who praises them highly. When he seeghierfirst time the peasant in
costume, the full-sleeved white shirt and the clolsek bodice of thick, native frieze,
cut low, he is amazed at this peasant’s unapprtelzand indomitable beauty: “How
beautiful maleness is, if it finds its right expsEs.—And how perfectly ridiculous it is
made in modern clothes” (62). He becomes dubiousutathe modernist beauty
standardised in the West and begins to find itultius. Such beauty is already extinct
on the continent: “One realizes, with horror, ttiz¢ race of men is almost extinct in
Europe. Only Christ-like heroes and woman-worstg@on Juans, and rabid equality
mongrels. The old, hardy, indomitable male is gdtis.fierce singleness is quenched”

(63). Although lamenting that the last sparks a$ thre dying out even in Sardinia,



Sumitani 99

Lawrence appreciates the island and considersahrbatter than Europe.

Lawrence also notes that relationships betwaeen and women are different in
Sardinia and Italy. Lawrence praises the “old,ysafay of love” in Sardinia. Unlike the
soft and tender Italian men, “Man is going to bdamard if he can. And woman isn’t
going to give him too much of his own way, eithéBardinia67). He finds a splendid
split between the sexes, living independent lieeg] he eulogizes “each his own, her
own native pride and courage” in taking the dangedeap to meet each other and then
scrambling back (ibid.).

Lawrence continues his admiration for Sardiwigh his consideration of the
island mentality. Fascinated by the people’s fagesCagliari, he describes the
intelligence in their eyes as a “soft, blank dadgall velvet, with no imp looking out
of them” as if always remote, “the intelligence gep within the cave, and never came
forward” (Sardinia67). Their eyes “strike a stranger, older notdot@ethe soul became
self-conscious: before the mentality of Greece amxk in the world” (ibid.). What
should be noted here is Lawrence’s mention of liigience” a change from his
observation of the Italians ifwilight in Italy.

Essential to Lawrence’s view is the differermxween Sardinia and mainland
Italy, both geographically and mentally, which iscaevident in his description in
Twilight (1915-1916) of exiled Italians in Switzerland: &tk were the other two men,
shy, inflammable, unintelligent, with their suddéadian rushes of hot feeling. All their
faces are distinct in the lamplight, all their beslare palpable and dramati@Vy{ 198).
He favourably concedes the Italians’ passion ambisaity in Twilight, but is still
reluctant to recognise their intelligence. Thelligence that he found in Sardinia does
not imply education to a high level of knowledget Beems to mean good judgment
and knowledge of how to live, similar to conceptiarf wisdom developed before the
ancient Greeks. The intelligence that dwells ndifura Sardinia cannot and should not
be compared to the intelligence with which the @igjsts were concerned, but
Lawrence makes steady progress in fairly obseraimdjappreciating non-English races

in his application of the word ‘intelligence’ to st&ibe the people. The Sardinians are
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elegant and dignified; they are not in the leaserior to the white people on the
continent, or more specifically, the English—adobgdboth the English and American
eugenics movements.

Lawrence’s trip to Sardinia in 1921 triggerad awareness of the superiority of
non-English races, contrary to the eugenic poli@rspading the public of their
inferiority. The purpose of the trip to Sardiniasma seek for the “good many fish” that
were “slipping through the net of the old Europeavilisation” on this island lying
“outside the circuit of civilization,” whom none @fe Romans, Phoenicians, Greeks nor
Arabs ever subduedsérdinia 9). With the new view of race he gained in Saalini
Lawrence continued to seek something good “slippimgugh the net” of old Europe.
At the end of 1921, Lawrence was determined to nwvé America, but in the event
his contact with a new hostess, the art patron Mabdge, made him decide to go first
to Ceylon in February 1922, intending to then apploAmerica from the west coast.
After Ceylon, where he wrote unusually little excégiters because of the heat, the
Lawrences diverted to Australia, then finally reehAmerica. Both Lawrence and
Frieda, reacting strongly to Mabel in New Mexicpest the winter of 1922-23 there. In
the spring of 1923 they travelled south to Mexiod éived beside Lake Chapla, where
Lawrence bega@uetzalcoatllater known a3he Plumed Serpent

While he was travelling around the world, he@untered a race that he had never
seen, the Apache. The Apache are an American Irpkaple living chiefly in New
Mexico and Arizona, and Lawrence met them when ttended the Apache harvest
festival in New Mexico and the San Geronimo fedtataTaos Pueblo, all arranged by
Mabel. Before Lawrence’s arrival in San Francissioe had enticed him to come and
write about the pristine quality of Taos and thdidms there. Mabel had been attracted
to his Sea and Sardinimand wanted him to write a similar travel book abdtlug
Southwest and the Pueblo life in America.

Furthermore, there was a political purposéabel urging Lawrence to write:
she wanted him to support the opposition of thesBor Bill. This was a bill that

allowed non-Indians to retain any land on whichythad squatted before 1902, and
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gave the state court the right to settle any futanel disputes. The Bill had passed in
the US Senate in September 1922 and was expectaahte into effect by the end of
the year, but the bill was controversial: the Imdichad not even been notified that
Congress was working on it. Having heard abouthiiethe Taos artists and writers
protested. Introduced to the subject by Mabel, lemee showed a clear awareness of
the vulnerability of the traditional American Inds who faced significant challenges in
the twentieth century. He sent “Certain Americang an Englishman,” an essay of
December 1922, dealing with the Bill, tdew York Times Magazindoping this
publication would influence an impending Congresalaliscussion of the Bursum Bill.

“Certain Americans and an Englishman” begipgdyvealing that Lawrence had
not known about the bill before he came to New Mexibut the clamour all around
him of “Bursum Bursum Bursum!! the Bill' the Bilthe Billl” made him “solemnly sit
down in a chair and read the BillMgxico105). He learned about the bill, the history of
New Mexico, and the people there—the Indian, “notAanerican citizen,” but “an
American subject,” in the position of “a defenselemtion protected by a benevolent
Congress” (106). Referring to the loss of the Taasans’ “prior right” to the region’s
surface water and deep groundwater, based on teeragnt with the three nations of
Spain, Mexico and the United States, Lawrenceceés the autocratic manners of
America: “To me the Bursum bill is amusing in itare-facedness—a cool joke. It
startles any English mind a little to realise thhahay become law” (108-09). The bill,
nothing but “an absolute checkmate to Pueblo” (b8Yye him to take an active role in
US politics with “Certain Americans and an Englisimi arguing that “The Bursum
bill plays the Wild West scalping trick a littleddorazenly” (110).

“Certain Americans and an Englishman” is iegting partly because Lawrence
talks about the blood of a race: “It is obviousstfthe bill] means the scattering of the
Pueblos. The squatters and Mexicans interested enlppleclare that the Pueblos will
be finished in ten yearsMexico 109). As well as taking the land and the watemfro
them, the purpose of the white Americans seemsttlihin the blood of the Indians

by squatting on the land. Lawrence points out, “gheat desire to turn them into white
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men will be fulfilled as far as it can be fulfilledhey will all be wage earners ... For
the rest, lost, mutilated intelligence” (109). Bgcalent or design, his attack on the
removal of Native Americans is rooted in the ragalicy of eugenics prevalent in the
beginning of the twentieth century.

Although the history of the eugenics movemerthe United States has been well
examined, its impact on American Indians has yetbéofully addressed; Angela
Gonzales’s study, however, has launched discusgithow eugenics-informed public
policy during the first quarter of the twentietmbtary served to ‘remove’ from official
records Native peoples throughout the Southea8y. Blthough her study focuses on
the Southeast of the States, primarily Virginia awolrth Carolina, it is helpful to
understand how the Native American was threatenetheé name of eugenics. As
Gonzales summarises, “many of the Southeast’s isdigere increasingly constrained
by a society that refused to recognise them asharg/other than black. As such, Native
peoples became the targets of eugenicist poligdeexamplified by Virginia’s Racial
Integrity Act of 1924” (54). It is necessary for &nican eugenicists to identify Native
Americans as black in order to eradicate their thlaad the trace of degeneration it
contained.

The negative eugenics enacted by the US cresiteet definitions of race. For
example, in 1866 the state of Virginia declared tkaery person having one-fourth or
more Negro blood shall be deemed a colored pelsmh,every person not a colored
person having one-fourth or more Indian blood shalldeemed an Indian” (qtd. in
Gonzales 56). Then, in the first quarter of thertiath century, the categories became
more strict: “Whites were defined as those peogeirty no trace whatever of any
blood other than Caucasian” however, in considematf several prominent elite
Virginians who traced their ancestry to Pocahorntaesy conceded that “whites having
one-sixteenth or less American Indian blood couild lse legally classified as white”
(gtd. in Gonzales 60). There was no real distimchetween the black and the Indian, as
the Bureau classified anyone claiming to be Indiarblack, based on the quantum of

the genetically ‘tainted’ blood of the black or timelian.
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Behind these policies, anthropological ingesiion appeared to prove that the
Indian was a degenerate and inferior race. EvemsFBoas, a father of modern
anthropology, wrote in 1894 that “It may be thdie[tindian’s] dark hair and the wide
face are more primitive characteristics of man tthemnarrow face and light eyes of the
whites” (gtd. in Gonzales 62). Along with the blackhe position of the Indian was
declassed anthropologically, following Galton’s engs and Mendel's theories of
heredity.

To sum up Gonzales’s analysis, there seenettwb key purposes behind such
systematic categorisation of race based on eugefices: first of all, “to maintain not
only white power and authority, but also as jussifion for black slavery and the
dispossession of land from Native peoples” (56%08€ly, to “detribalize” Virginia’s
people. The former is explicit; regarding the lgtt€onzales claims that Virginia’'s
registrar of the Bureau vigorously worked to detdliiee the Indians—there were several
tribes in the 1920s, including the Monacan, Chickaimy, Rappahannock, Mattaponi,
Nansemond and Pamunkey: they classified all of therfNegro” (63). They needed to
resist the Indians’ efforts to be listed as Indiarorder to prevent their intermarriage
with the white race or to attend white schools.iThampaigns to identify all the tribes
in the Southeast as ‘Negro’ were promoted under ploditical manoeuvre of
dispossessing the land from the Native Americang, the administrative reason of
protecting the whites’ social rights.

When Lawrence’s “Certain Americans and an Ehghan” is read in the light of
eugenic policy towards Native Americans in 1920séems that he carefully and
intentionally chose his words to protect the Indidrom the surge of eugenics. For
instance, as mentioned earlier he admits that tiebdlB will be finished sooner or later,
though he deplores their slow disbanding brougbuaby Americanisation. However,
he repeatedly insists, “at least let them die anadtdeath,” without American political
intervention Mexico 109). Given the background of American eugenigécgdiowards
the Native Americans, he is appealing for protectd the rights of the Pueblo, but

much more than that, his voice is raised fiercggimast the eugenic policy of the US,
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even if he does not refer directly to eugenics.

In response to a request from Mabel Dodge,reaee draws his pen against the
autocratic American government. The conclusion €@ertain Americans and an
Englishman” appeals to the reader’s sentimentjquéatly in the context of the brutal
policy of the American eugenics movement. Lawrerespects the Pueblo and their
way of life:

The Indians keep burning an eternal fine, sacred fire of the old dark
religion. To the vast white America, either in @eneration or in the time
of our children or grandchildren, will come somerfel convulsion. . .
When the pueblo are gone. But oh, let us have theegand dignity to
shelter these ancient centres of life, so thadief they must, they die a
natural death. And at the same time, let us trgdjist ourselves again to
the Indian outlook, to take up an old dark thre@inf their vision, and see
again as they see, without forgetting we are ovesel(Miexico110)
As well as accusing the Americans’ forcible elintioa of the Indians, Lawrence
appreciates the value of their way of life althodghunderstands that they may die out
naturally in the future. He continues by arguingtttf their life can be compared to an
“eternal” and “sacred” fire, ours is an “electrght won’t show us over the gulf” (110).
He sees that they have an unfathomable knowledgehvelttracts him without reason,
as if it came from an old and dark realm. The Puéfalve “the dark thread of the old
vision” that the Americans have never known, andiemce insists that the Americans
do not have the right to destroy this (ibid.). Hlncludes the essay by seeking “one
moment of reconciliation between the white anddhek” (ibid.). Lawrence was urged
to defend the Pueblo not only by Mabel’s instigatioor because he saw the outright
discrimination against the Pueblo which must hdge axisted in New Mexico and in
the Southeast; rather, he had a spiritual expegieiinen he saw the dance of the Apache
in New Mexico.
The essays “Indians and an Englishman” and$Taeveal Lawrence’s first

impression of the Apache when he was taken to eéks@vhl at Taos by Mabel, both
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essays having been published in 1923 e Dial an American magazine of literature,
philosophy, and politics. Lawrence confesses inlidns and an Englishman” that it was
the first time he had seen ‘Red Men, and that they startled him by being
significantly different from his expectations. Sosmoke American English and others
only Spanish; they had “strange lines” on “Stradgek faces” exico115). When he
encounters religious rituals at the kivas, he fitltks people frantically excited with
“wide, shouting mouths and rows of small, closetseth, and strange lines on the faces,
part ecstasy, part mockery, part humorous, parilisley and the strange, calling,
summoning sound in a wild song-shout, to the thuatt of the drum” (ibid.).
Everything he sees is strange but not repulsive.idH@rofoundly impressed and
describes an unusual and all-encompassing feelmghwhe finds difficult to express.
Looking at their frantic faces, listening to theimout and the sound of the drum, he
feels:

Listening, an acute sadness, andstalgia, unbearable yearning for
something, and a sickness of the soul came overTime.gobble-gobble
chuckle in the whoop surprised me in my very tisdtreen | got used to it,
and could hear in it the humanness, the playfulreass then, beyond that,
the mockery and the diabolical, pre-human, pine-fuen of cutting dusky
throats and letting the blood spurt out unconfinedMexicdl16)

Lawrence’s feelings towards the Apache are amhiNaleomprising humanness,
playfulness, sometimes mockery and the diabolithése impressions are so evasive
that the Englishman cannot compare them to anythedpas previously experienced.
As the Apache observe Lawrence, they are not afadi do not look on him with a
wistful eye. They want nothing from the civilisedsd; rather, it is Lawrence and not
the Apache who feels an “unbearable yearning faretbing” in them (116). They are
satisfied. Their mockery, however, is not filledthvhostility, instead they fire up “an
acute sadness, and a nostalgia, unbearable yeafoingomething” ancient and
“pre-human” in Lawrence (ibid.).

When he witnesses their primitive appearanmesiniscent to him of the
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prototype of human life, Lawrence feels that “otifi@k may feel much more natural
and reasonable things” by touching “the sadnesstlamahostalgia of the song-calling”
of the ApacheNlexico116). He acknowledges that his analysis and sptoalmay be
wrong since he is no ethnologist, but he decisigglgses that something crucial lacks
in his own race: “Again something in my soul brak@wvn, letting in a bitterer dark, a
pungent awakening to the lost past, old darkneew; terror, new root-griefs, old
root-richnesses” (ibid.). The acute difference sgethe primitive tribes gives him a
huge shock, but at the same time, he finds thabtdselost something profound and
crucial in the dim past. He grieves and is temifthat modern people have gained
something new by losing something old. He belighes richness always lies in the old
root and old darkness.

Beginning with his encounter with the Sardmsiawhen Lawrence visited New
Mexico in 1922 he reached a climax in his reevabmadf racial hierarchy privileging
whiteness. His travels to Sardinia and New Mexioald be regarded as encounters
with regression: in Sardinia, an island isolateairfrthe mainland of Italy, he found
simple but independent men and women, while in IN@xico he touched the primitive
life of the Apache. What he saw in these placesteraised ‘regression’ according to the
terminology of eugenics and the anthropology oftthne. The Italian, the Mexican, the
Spanish and other Hispanics were assumed to be wdgar and savage than the
English and the white Americans, even more so #rdiSians or the Native Americans
including the Apache. However, his frequent tripdtaly and Mexico gave Lawrence
an opportunity to reconsider racial values—wasrhly superior to them? If so, in what
point could he say they were inferior to him? He faund elegance and intelligence in
Sardinia outside the net of old European civilsatiand felt an acute sadness for
something profound which his own race had already, land which was related to the
core of human life. Through meeting other racesyreace’s racial hierarchy with the
white man at its summit had been moderately regobrece beginning his travels in
Sardinia in 1921 and ending with his stay in NewxMe until 1925.

This reevaluation of race led Lawrence to evritis later novels, in which
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non-English elements determine important developsneihcharacter in these narratives.
In The Lost Gir] published in 1920, whose ending is left unstabté the suffering of
Alvina, she disregards social failure in strivirgy &elf-realisation by marrying Ciccio, a
totally different and ‘wrong’ Italian vagabond. A&ftThe Lost Gir] Lawrence continues
his attempt to integrate the Western, English-eeéeénmind with non-white and
non-English elements, if they are friendly. His neavel, The Plumed Serpendirectly
declares his anti-white and anti-English sentimevite great resonance. In the novel,
which Lawrence started in 1924 in Taos, New Mexara published in 1926, Kate
Leslie, an Irish widow touring Mexico, becomes grallly involved with the cult of
revival of Quetzalcoatl, a pre-Christian religieadlby Don Cipriano. She enters into
sexual relations with his dark henchman, Don Ram@wrence maintains that the
regeneration of Europe must come from ancient irelg roots, and he encourages a
return to indigenous religion by setting the dar&xitans at the centre of the story and
shattering Kate’s Western values.

Besides this novel, Lawrence’s praise foritttigenous is beautifully expressed
again in a travel bookSketches of Etruscan Places and Other Italian Essay
collection of travel writings about Tuscany writteluring the spring of 1927, and
published posthumously in 1932. This last Italiaavél book begins with a brief
introduction of how the Romans wiped out the Etamsg; the people who occupied the
central region of Italy in early Roman days, andvtence confesses that “I was
instinctively attracted to them” when he saw Etarsobjects in the museum at Perugia
(Etruscan9). He is excited by the phallic stones at thergaid many tombs, and the
stone house repeated by some tomb doorways refirgsdloah’s Ark with its animals.
When he discovers that Noah's Ark suggested forBinescans “The womb of all the
world, that brought forth all the creatures. Themo the ark, where life retreats in the
last refuge. The womb, the ark of the covenantyhich lies the mystery of eternal life,
the manna and the mystery,” he realises why the d&sndestroyed the Etruscans and
called them “vicious” (20):

.. . the Roman were not exactly saiBtg. they thought they ought to be.
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They hated the phallus and the ark, because theyedaempire and
dominion and above all, riches: social gain. Yoorzd dance gaily to the
double flute, and at the same time conquer natomake in large sums of
money . . .. To the greedy man, everybody that tke way of his greed is
vice incarnate.Etruscan20-21)
Decrying the Etruscans, who worshipped the phadlnd womb, as vicious and the
vulgar, the Romans killed the Etruscans to conttesil own greed, claiming that they
were moral conquerers.

Lawrence, observing the tomb, the small temple,gdrelen, and the exhibitions
in the museum, felt everywhere in these Etruscangd a real desire to preserve their
way of life, and became angry about their annitwfaby the Romans:

Because the Roman took the life out of theudttan, was he therefore
greater than the Etruscan? Not he! Rome fell, fBedRoman phenomenon
with it. Italy today is far more etruscan in itslge; than Roman: and will
always be so. The etruscan element is like thesgoaghe field and the
sprouting of corn, in ltaly: it will always be s@hy try to revert to the
Latin-Roman mechanism and suppressi@tuccan36)
In the last part of the above quotation, Lawrengticises the upcoming Fascists who
were about to commit the same atrocities as thedRsnLawrence consistently stands
up for the minority because he finds that the tkeowledge is more valuable than that
of the white man or the conquerer. In the Etruggaces, Lawrence again touches the
ancient soul, or the regression of the species.

Lawrence’s final Italian trip to Tuscany galien the opportunity to reconsider
the afterworld and the idea of regeneration. Theudetns' surprisingly big and
handsome tombs, with little sentences freely wriite red and black paint, implies to
him that “death, to the Etruscan, was a pleasamtirasance of life, . . . It was neither an
ecstasy of bliss, a heaven, nor a purgatory ofeatmit was just a natural continuance
of the fullness of life. Everything was in termslidé¢, of living” (Etruscan19). When

travelling to New Mexico, he feels only sadnessravieat modern people have lost, but
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in Tuscany he is assured of the regeneration@faihd that living a full life can lead to
the afterlife. Regrettably, Lawrence’s own life idwot last longer than three years
from then, but he had already recognised duringwhe that nothing was left in the
West, and he felt loss and emptiness for the ié¢ tould no longer thrive, especially in
England.

In November 1916, when he had just finishéeé Rainbowand was considering
going to Italy, Lawrence wrote to E. M. Forster. Was weary of the war, the death of
his friend, and mankind who continued the war. Hesvehe welcomed the notion that
the war would wipe out the human race: “I thinkviiuld be good to die, because death
would be a clean land with no people in it: notretlee people of myself'Letters,iii.
21). The war brought only death in vain, but mdvantthat, man’s foolishness and “the
people of myself’ disgusted him. If such foolisheescluding England and even
himself, were to vanish, he would accept the waa &srm of mass killing (ibid.). He
left the country in disgust at England, the peojpled Western thought—they were
rotten enough to be wiped out from the world, whfolnced him on a journey to
reevaluate his racial hierarchy.

Nevertheless, it is still hard to argue thatvkence was able to completely break
down racial distinctions, because in his work heslieot address the issue of blackness,
and even after travelling to Sardinia—which appeardrigger his reconception of
race—he remarks that the people in Ceylon are basvin comparison to the West,
and that their existence is of a lower order. Adddlly, his appeal for the protection of
the Apache can be viewed as a sympathy directed &lmove in a racial hierarchy; the
white, the English is always above them. Howeveanatwshould be appreciated in
Lawrence’s travels and his writing is that he cetesitly attempts to question racial
distinctions, and not only those relating to classsuggested by Thompson’s study of
The Lost Girl Lawrence’s challenge goes further than the pym@oncern of the
English eugenics movement—the matter of class. &= gleeper to the fundamental
issue of the American eugenics movement, that ad.rhlis travelling life and the rich

works that arose from it have substantial valueawrence’s attempts to break through
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the racial hierarchy which ranked whiteness att¢ipe alongside his challenges to class
distinctions. Also, it should be remembered thaitgst and mockery of the racial
discrimination promoted by eugenics has usuallynbdee territory of American
novelists. Conventionally, it was the mission of émoan artists, not English artists, to
raise their voice against racial prejudice. In gostext, it should be regarded as a great
achievement for a twentieth-century English novedisch as Lawrence to challenge
racial distinctions by reviewing and redefining theeaning of ‘degeneration’ and

‘inferiority’ as put forward by the eugenics movanse
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Chapter 6

Disease: Fronrdude the Obscur® Sons and Lovers

Regarding the degeneration advocated by ecgé&i | have discussed two
symbols: the tendency to homosexuality and the adeacial inferiority based on white
supremacy. This chapter will demonstrate anothempsym of eugenic degeneration:
the diseased, which is perhaps the most importadt tanse issue for eugenicists.
Eugenics attempted to improve the quality of a petpan and vigorously disparaged
physically handicapped persons, especially the bleeeninded.” Advocates are
concerned that the less educated and the poor—a&wedefdre also often
unhealthy—tend to erode the middle and upper ctag®egarding the mentally ill, the
“Feeble-Minded Control Bill" was introduced in 191ith Winston Churchill’s
intention of segregating those with mental defedivThis fact reinforces how much
‘the feeble-minded’ in particular were alienated tyg government. In addition, the
National Association for the Care of the Feeble-diéict was also in existence. Although
this bill was withdrawn and replaced by a simildt Wwhich would later became the
Mental Deficiency Act 1913, judging from the minsitef House of Commons Meeting
on 5th December, 1911, published Tihe Eugenics Reviewhe bill seemed to be
seriously discussed in preparation for enactmendrdier to reach the goal to “prove an
economic advantage and to do something towardsnstegnthe increasing tide of
degeneracy,” the committee eagerly discussed theatd'detentiori and “a complete
solution of the problem of the feeble-minded” besmthey felt that “the problem is so
serious and so urgent, that something should doee at once (EES “The
Feeble-minded Control Bill” 358; emphasis in orig.)

On the subject of physical health, the EugerBociety preached that staying
healthy and prosperity of a healthy family were tesponsibility of citizens and the
best merit for the nation and the individual. Aaiog to Lesley A. Hall's study, the
membership of the Eugenics Society, originally fdeeh in 1907 as the Eugenic

Education Society, was never very large; evendrpéak years of 1911 and 1932-33
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there were never more thaeighthundredmembers and usually considerably fe
(328). Althoughthe grouphad an influence beyond its sn size,owing to the fact the
they were fortunatenougl to have a stronfinancia sponsorshi (the quality of the
membership was good; their composition was verg tia bing “eugenic” al that
point), they had texaggeral the significance of their ciety and eugenicis thought
in the 1920s and 19, of their surviva because there were other contempo
organizatios with largermembeshigs such as the Wom’s Cooperative Guild (Ha
328). Tying into the prevailing knowledge of eugenics, the po of excluding the
mentaly and physicdy diseased people is considered one of the campai
advancini negative eugenics. As many diseases, including picdly example o
tuberculosis, werédelievec to be heredital bui are now known to be the result
infection or other environmental factors, the podtelow titled“Healthy See” was

distributed to convey a message of negative eugediscouragin theseperceive: as

“unfit” from breeding recklessly (Hall 3-31).

ONLY HEALTHY SEED
MUST BE SOWN!

Fig. 3 “Healthy See” Wellcome Librar. (Eugenics Society Archive, 1930; R
SA/EUG/G.4Y).*"°
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Enmity towards the sick, thus, can be deduced ftoese eugenics movements and
policies. The disease, whether mental or physwas; the thorn that eugenicists wanted
to get rid of from society as soon as possible.

When it comes to disease, Lawrence led aitiseparable from disease, as he
insisted “I have had bronchitis since | was a figiih old.” (gtd. in WorthenEY 6). At
the age of sixteen, after his brother fell ill asigd in London, Lawrence came down
with pneumonia in 1901, which turned his motherdigs, affection significantly
towards him. After marrying Frieda, he had been gmid in health: the first time in
Cornwall in 1915, he was ill. He was desperatdlagiain in the influenza outbreak of
February 1919. After they moved to Mexico in 19Bécause of high altitude (7,000
feet), he was in bronchial haemorrhage and camendeiih complications of typhoid
and pneumonia, which soon after was diagnosed lerdulosis. Although in the
summer of 1925 he recovered, tuberculosis becasgiaus problem for him again in
1926. Suffering more than one haemorrhage in 18@&ept seeking a place where his
health would improve. Finally, following an Englistoctor’s advice, he went into a
sanatorium in Vence, France, where he stayed tinatiend of February1930. It did not
help; rather it only made him terrifyingly thin ainttcapable of walking. Frieda moved
him out from the sanatorium on 1 March, and theowihg day, on 2 March, he died at
their rented villa in Vence at the age of forty+fo

How a sickly novelist accepts his own diseard the trend of eugenics that
detests the sick, regarding them as a nuisancengrdlde development of the human
race and society, is worth investigating. In exangndisease in relation to Lawrence,
there should be a few different aspects of analysist, the pathological analysis of
disease, which deals with illness itself, mostlikecusing on the diagnosis, symptom,
prognosis and treatment of the illness with theraesy of the development of medicine,
should be understood. Second, the analysis ofileask as a metaphor in literary work,
broadly speaking, how it is represented in arttafpam the medical field should be part
of the analysis. Third, examining diseases in $aui@ political contexts, that is, how

the people in the nineteenth century treated & sscial problem and coped with it at a
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social level, such as enforcement, establishmemstitutions, or a bailout must also be
considered. This third aspect cannot be considexellisive of the first and the second
aspects because social reaction is always builh@medical perspective, including its
seriousness and pathological process, moreovelirtbebetween society and art is
blurred; art represents society, and society igamsible for controlling art. This chapter
will demonstrate that reading the work of Lawrereeovelist invalid for life, clarified
interwoven effect and interference of an ilinedgsrature and society.

As previously mentioned, illness, particulanhental defect was detested partly
because heredity was believed to be the causéhdéutore practical reason of hatred of
the mental disease in the nineteenth century tighe social context. The following is
from section Il of “Report of the Committee on Paa@w Reform,” titled “The Eugenic
Principle and the Treatment of the Feeble-Mindgdiblished inThe Eugenics Review
in 1910, in which the two phenomenona and its ietationship are stated. First, the
report notes that pauperism, as well as feeble-edness, are hereditary: “it is chiefly
remarkable as the one instance in which the Poar Cammission has recognized
heredity as a factor in the creation of pauperiang in which the measures proposed
for betterment are not almost exclusively dependenimprovement of conditions”
(EES, “Eugenics Principle” 178). Second, feebledriuiness and pauperism coexist: by
citing the fact that “12.7 percent mentally defees were found in the urban, and 18.75
percent in the rural workhouse” and “79 percentha children in public elementary
schools in England and Wales, as being feeble-rdifi@gigenicists began emphasizing
the necessity of considering the feeble-mindedoitiedy in relation to various social
problems putting pauperism at the top of the lisid( 179). Eugenicists believed that
they could verify ‘heredity’ and the coexistencepafuperism and the feeble-minded;
the former created the latter and vice versa. Tdeble-minded would lead to the
collapse of the nation—this is only moment when |Bnd headed into the negative
eugenics, terrified of the bad circulation of dseand pauperism.

Needless to say, even putting Lawrence’s workbe middle of such a turbulent

eugenics context could create the awareness dfeetit tone and meaning than the
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original intent; however, there is another way lieg readers to grab the author’s more
obvious understanding of eugenics and to more lglaarderstand the reflection of
eugenic discourse in the literature. This can baiesed by having a deeper
understanding of Thomas Hardy’s work; someone whwarkence appreciates. Why is
Hardy necessary for understanding Lawrence? As tntighexpected, Lawrence left a
“Study of Thomas Hardy” essay, but even more thaat,tin understanding how
eugenics discourse is reflected in the literathi@,dy’s work bridges between the end
of the nineteenth century and the early twentiethtury when eugenic movements
began and soon reached a peak.

Lawrence began writing the essay “Study ofriae Hardy” in his early career in
1914 before revising his latest novEhe RainbowA publisher, James and Co., with an
invitation to write an interpretative essay on Thaniardy, personally approached him.
It was after Lawrence and Frieda returned fromyltal get married as soon as her
divorce from Ernest Weekley became absolute in W&d4; the couple then had to stay
in England for a time because of a war outbredkpabh they wanted to move back to
Italy again. Lawrence decided to accept the worldardy’s essay and began writing in
Buckinghamshire, however his personal circumstaarue political events in Europe
changed his plans for writing the book. Far fronmgdack to Italy, the manuscript of
The Rainbowwhich he continued revising as well as writingHerdy, was rejected for
publication. As he was working on Hardy, Lawrenealized his imaginative reading of
Hardy was stimulating and nourishing his philosqpllgich “gave Lawrence not only
the impetus he needed to rewdfke Rainbowbut a clearer metaphysical structure
which would ‘subserve the artistic purpose’Hardy xxiii). Although possible
publication seemed more and more remote now, theilend of 1914, with Frieda’s
help Lawrence continued typing the book on Hardgwilver, this effort did not last
long; he completely abandoned the idea of publghithook on Hardy by March 1915.

It was after Lawrence’s death that the fingblcation of any part of “Hardy” was
in the Book Collector’s Quarterlyin 1932, for this publisher was facing a finanlgial

difficult period and wanted something unusual toaat subscribers and help sales
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(Hardy xxxvi). This book consists of the surviving typednuscript which was kept by
John Middleton Murry, because Lawrence gave itito for safe keeping during the
war years. The reception was savage: “Most Amerreaewers were content to let
Lawrence’s reputation rest on his poems and stosied saw his criticism and
alone, regretting the delayed publication of thssay, acknowledges Lawrence’s
“specific genius” in particular, “the detailed coramary onJude the Obscurés
criticism of the very highest order, a piece oftaused and uncanny insight which
leaves nothing further to be said” (qtd Hardy xxxix-xl).

Even though Lawrence abandoned the publicatiothis essay, reading Hardy
was nourishing his philosophy, which would affecidaestablish his later primary
novels includingrhe RainbowSupporting Hawkins’ affirmative judgement on “ldgy”
my study, once again, demonstrates that the “Stidyhomas Hardy” should be valued
as great material for research of a ‘disease’ asetaphor in literature and as a
representation of degeneration in eugenic thowghtyell as tracing the development of
medicine from the nineteenth and the twentiethurgnt

Thomas Hardy lived to of the age of eightyesg\wbut this does not mean that he
led a long healthy life. In fact, he had been selyesuffering from life-threatening
illnesses since the autumn of 1880, at the agernty.fHardy scholars have discussed
his health based on his biography, collected ketted diaries, all of which are written
or complied by his first and second wives. Howewerthis century, surprising news
about the medical histories of Hardy and his fisste, Emma Lavinia Hardy was
reported. A practitioner, Dr. Robert Alan Frizzelhnounced the suspicion of Thomas
Hardy’s infection of syphilis in his article “Comled Life: Emma Lavinia Hardy,
1840-1912: A Retrospective Diagnosis of Syphiligiblished inThe Times Literary
Supplemenvn 8 December 2006.

According to Frizzell, the cause of death of Hasdy'st wife, Emma, was not
“heart failure and impacted gallstones,” as hadiptesly been thought: “The cause of

death was surely not gallstones, impacted or otiserwit was much more likely to
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have been a ruptured aortic aneurysm, which in 1842 again more likely than not to
have been syphilitic in its aetiology (12). MoregvEardy, continues Frizzell, “was
well aware that Emma, whom he must have infectdddriurn, had by far the worst of
it" (13).

Frizzell deduces from Hardy's biography thatas in 1891-twenty years before
her death—-that Emma first had symptoms of syphilis, thougk did not realize the
nature of the disease and just thought it was enfha. Soon after she felt sick, she
visited the doctor in London and was diagnosed wiphilis. Around the time of
visiting the doctor, she began keeping a notebaukled “What | Think About My
Husband,” which was destroyed right after her deatthough Hardy never admitted
that he was infected with syphilis, he left somerme that describe his wife getting
sicker and sicker day by day with typical vocabyldrat would remind his readers of
syphilis infection? ' Concerning such poems about his wife, Frizzellpssps that
Hardy might have suspected that his disease woeldifclosed by someone in the
future. Among several poems that Frizell examifidad You Wept,” most intelligibly
depicts Hardy accusing his wife of having the dsgeaven though he knew that he had
infected her:

When | bade me not absolve you on thahieg or the morrow,

Why did you not make war on me with thed® weep like rain?

You felt too much, so gained no balmdtbryour torrid sorrow,

And hence our deep division, and our darttying pain. (13-16)
As this poem suggests, his accusation againstreated a split between the couple and
caused great remorse in Hardy after her death.

Judging from Emma'’s childish clothing, remasgksl deeds, and her unreasonable
delusions and aches throughout her body, from aicalegerspective, Dr. Frizzell
diagnoses her as being in the terminal stage dfikkyplt generally takes five to twenty
years to reach the terminal stage of this disehsetimeframe fits the period of their
marital relationship. Then, why could Hardy live &mg as eighty-eight years?

Regarding the reason for his survival, Frizzell cments that “his own immune
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resistance to the spirochaete was of a differedérofrom that of his wife, and in him
the disease never progressed beyond the secordgey €12).

Dr. Frizzell no sooner published the artidart he stared to get letters from
readers filled mostly with suspicion. Claire Tomafiresents the fact that “there were
other members of her [Emma’s] family who showedsigf mental instability rather
suggests that her eccentricities were part of alygmattern” (17). Hardy’s biographer,
Michael Millgage, whom Frizzell quoted in the algic criticizes Frizzell's way of
research; a process which is just to justify hiscbasion, ignoring the background of
Hardy’s poems (21). Geoffrey Tapper, a former Ghain of the Thomas Hardy Society,
doubts Hardy had syphilis, insisting that “Hardyell to be eighty-seven, and his
second wife was healthy” (15). Positive feedbacketeived only from Henry Merritt,
although he remains unconvinced by Frizzell's argntnwho debates the possibility
that Hardy could have been completely cured, thémkise development of Salvarsan in
1910, before his marriage to Florence in 1914 (TIBgse letters all arrived at the editor
of The Times Literary Supplemenmithin six weeks of publishing Frizzell's reporttae
end of 2006.

The most recent research on Hardy and disgase comprehensive way is
another medical professional, Tony Finchamady the Physician: Medical Aspect of
the Wessex TraditioThis text appeared in 2008 and explores a meditaipretation
of Hardy’s life and works. Concerning Hardy’'s sevg@rolonged (since 1880) iliness,
Fincham remarks that there is no clear idea of th& name of) the illness is and its
cause, as we are left only with the symptoms, sash “physical weariness,”
“considerable pain,” or “a troublesome malady,” aésed in his collected letters and
biography (Fincham 27Hardy the Physiciannot referring to Frizzell's suggestion of
Hardy’s syphilis, concludes that Emma probably engifi from an inherited and
progressive mental illness, “a schizoid personalisprder” (ibid. 76).

Every explanation from, Frizzell to Finchaneems to be sound, but now that
over a hundred years have passed since Emma’sideBi2, it is nearly impossible to

verify the true cause of her death. However, Fiizzannouncement is still meaningful
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as a reminder of how much syphilis was terrifyirgpple and society in the nineteenth
century as a sign of degradation of the infectedgreand of the nation.

In relation to my study, | would like to acknowledighe achievement of
Fincham’s informative research based on both combeany (nineteenth-century) and
current (twenty-first century) medical knowledgdar®ling on indistinct boundaries
between Hardy’s own experiences of illness (ingigdiis wife Emma’s mental disease
and the epidemic going on around him) and thati®ffibtional characters, Fincham’s
study demonstrates that “Hardy’s life spanned teeog in which medicine changed
from a healing art based on ancient and unprovdblgrines to an interventional
science based on objective measurements” and tralyHsuffering from severe iliness,
IS “an astute observer of the human condition, motickness and in health” (Fincham
2). This supports my approach to reading “Hardyd &bawrence reading Hardy” to
appreciate Lawrence’s understanding of ‘diseaseutjh Hardy, and in relation to the
eugenics discourse.

| have argued back and forth about Hardy’s illnessfar for a certain reason:
Lawrence, in the “Study of Thomas Hardy,” develtips discussion of one of Hardy’s
novels,Jude the Obscurdy employing disease-related terms, “pestilent® &xpress
the nature of one of the characters in Hardy’'s ho%eie Bridehead. The word,
“pestilence,” precisely portrays the personalitySoie, who always feels a sense of guilt
for taking pleasure in life and even does notdradcept the bliss of life; the only thing
she brings forth is children dying so young. Poigtto her self-denial towards life,
Lawrence calls her “pestilence:”

She has a passion to expiate, to expiatexp@te...And she blasphemed
the Holy Spirit which told her she is guilty of théirth and their death, of
the horrible [nullity], nothing, which they are. &lis even guilty of their
little, palpitating sufferings and joys of mortéiel now made nothing. She
cannot bear it—who could?...And then her loathedlypovhich had
committed the crime of bearing dead children, whielkd come to life only

spread nihilism like a pestilence, that too shobkl scourged out of
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existence.Klardy 120-21; square brackets in orig.)
Rather than expressing sympathy towards Sue whes ld®r children Lawrence
denounces Sue like a “pestilence,” as if her bléate and suffering nature was
transmitting all around.

Among Hardy’s novels, which Lawrence examinesyould like to focus on
Lawrence’s discussion diude the Obscuradealing with Lawrence’Sons and Lovers
to consider how the image of disease is developetlawrence’s work.Jude the
ObscureandSons and Lovermake a good contrast for analyzing the story ofhmo
and child from the nineteenth to the twentieth agnt

First, | would like to examine how the histooy medicine and medical facts
effect a change in the descriptions of illnesshm two novels by Hardy and Lawrence.
Jude the Obscurebviously reflects the image of disease in LiEkther Time, a child
from Jude Fawley’s first marriage to Arabella Donvho literally looks much older
than his age: he is “Age masquerading as Juven{liiyde 276). Looking at the boy,
Sue observes that “these preternaturally old bdysost always come from new
countries” (280). The boy himself admits that hiskname is ‘Little Father Time’
because “I look so aged” (ibid.). Although he islyomround ten years old, his
appearance is like a wrinkled man. According tou@&Quétel, around 1780 in France,
faced with “women with the pox having series of wiloms, decrepit [syphilitic]
children who survived looking like little old methe eruptions which covered their
bodies,” the public authorities eventually becamara of the urgency of the problem
which affected the whole kingdom, not just the tai104). It is highly possible that a
child nicknamed ‘Father Time’ in the Hardy's novebsiginally refers to the
personification of time, typically as an old marttwa scythe and hourglass—is a child
with innate syphilis, whose parents are syphilpatients, as suggested by Claudia

Nelson’sPrecocious Children and Childish Adultk56).
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Fig. 4. An archetypal ‘syphilitic runt’ from QuéteIThe History of Syphili§l69).

ACTUALITES. o18

~
ie Temps éprouvant Iui aussi le besoin de s dquiper @ la mode.

Fig. 5. Honoré Daumier. “News: (248) Time Himselfoing the Need To Be
Fashionably Equipped.”
The appearance of Little Father Time describedhi riovel resembles a child with
congenital syphilis.

The mentality of Little Father Time is alsondar to that of a syphilis patient.
Jude and Sue find him “to be in the habit of siftgilent, his quaint and weird face set,
and his eyes resting on things they did not setheénsubstantial world”Jude 280).
Concerning his personality, he is also introve(téab reflective”) for a child, making it
difficult to deal with him fbid. 333). He sometimes falls into a stupor, whiclofiten

the case for those afflicted with syphilis. At tteeminal stage of syphilis, the cranial
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nerve is damaged and patients exhibit symptomgdasina dementia, which is similar to
the symptoms of little Time. Above all, it is imgtacal to believe that a small child
would kill himself after killing his half-siblingslt would be more natural to think that
the disease, the final phase of which is destroytimg cranial nerve, caused this
incredible suicide.

On the other hand, if you look @bns and Loverghe development of medicine
is recognized. In the twentieth century, the preneé of syphilis declined, owing to the
development of the medicine, Salvarsan in 1910, clwhexplains the fact that
Lawrence’s works does not describe the diseasgpbiilss. Nevertheless, other diseases
afflict the people irSons and Loverdn fact, three pathological diseases are degtribe
in Sons and Loverdronchitis, from which Paul suffers, erysipelesn which William
dies, and cancer which is the cause of Mrs. Mordeath. These diseases are
characterized in that they are not contagious nertlze diseases to be blamed on the
morality of the patient, like syphilis. The disease@Sons and Loverare fatal, but they
do not represent cultural corruption and do noseahe corruption of the whole world
in the novel, like inJude the Obscuren which the pathological disease operates as a
major part of the tragedy.

Along with the descriptions of diseases, italso interesting for assessing the
development of medicine to observe the cause othdieathe novels of Hardy and
Lawrence. FirstJude the Obscurdescribes two deaths: one is the death of childrneh
the other is that of Jude. Jude dies of tubercsilgging around in the city of
Christminster. It was 1928 when penicillin, a sfiecmedicine, was developed. The
death of the children is caused by Little Fathends aberration, a character that very
likely suffered from congenital syphilis. These twieaths are in accordance with
Katherine Byrne’s observation ifuberculosis and the Victorian Literary Imagination
that “Tuberculosis and syphilis functioned as sttesocial anxiety in Victorian times as
cancer and HIV/AIDS do in ours” (1).

Sons and Loversontains two descriptions of death: one is Willmmeath and

the other Mrs. Morel's. William dies of erysipelas,disease caused by a bacterial
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infection, which can now be easily treated by pélm¢c but which remained
inadequately treated in the early twentieth centiins. Morel dies of cancer, which is
the most appropriate cause of death, as canceom@af the three major causes of
death in the twentieth century, while in the nieetid century, the leading cause of
death was infection and respiratory disease.

Also, in Sons and Loversnedication should be discussed. At the death i&. M
Morel, she can only wait for death, as she is ¢ g0 have an operation. Paul and his
sister, Annie, give her morphine to relieve hempa@ne day, however, they cannot
stand to see her suffering from the pain and irdaatly give her much more morphine
than prescribed in order to let her die peacefullyey are free to keep her alive or
euthanize her. On the contrary,Jade the Obscuranedicine does not work at all. At
the sight of her dead children, Sue, who is pregaad is under the care of a physician,
has a stillborn baby. Moreover, the treatment tate)s tuberculosis does not work; he
dies soon after Sue leaves him. The cause of @satlthe use of medication Jude the
ObscureandSons and Lovershow the history of medicine.

| would like to proceed to a discussion of how thisease described in both
Hardy’s and Lawrence’s novels are connected taibeourse of eugenics. It is obvious
that Jude the Obscuréeatures eugenics. When Little Father Time killm$elf after
killing the other children, he leaves a note sayiDgne because we are too menny,”
(sic) which is clearly representative of the iddaeagenics Jude 336). The clear
implication of this note is that the child, peraaty that his parents cannot afford the
children, lessens the overcrowding to decreasefahmly expenses. Time’s murder
corresponds approximately to negative eugenics haisn is to eliminate ‘bad
seeds’—criminals, prostitutes, the disabled anddkble-minded.

It should also be understood that no one in theehdeserves to survive in terms
of eugenics. Little Time is a child of an immorabther, Arabella; it would not be a
surprise if Arabella were infected judging from Isexual history. The children of Jude
and Sue cannot be said to be genetically goodsSuehtality is not stable; too stoic

and over scrupulous, with a strong hatred of saae’3 father is a drunk and a domestic
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abuser, and his mother killed herself (69-70). Bbittle Time (a child of Jude and
Arabella) and the babies (of Jude and Sue) havét ‘parents and are regarded as
inheriting bad genes. One possible interpretatiodudeis that they die, or rather, are
eliminated, because they were ‘bad seeds’ and'uhéit’ people are never allowed to
leave offspring.

When swinging back t8ons and Loverst does not seem that eugenics is carried
out as clearly as idude the Obscurd-or instance, William and Mrs. Morel die in the
end, but they are not at all ‘unfit.” Mrs. Morebraing from a family that used to be rich,
is intelligent, with higher education, and an indegent woman; William leaves his
Nottinghamshire home for a job in London, wherebkeomes an elite and rises up to
the middle class. Instead of William and Mrs. Momdr. Morel survives in the family
although he is a drunken, and sometimes violerdb&id who injures his wife in a
quarrel. If Lawrence wished to utilize eugenicgudd not Mr. Morel be removed from
the family? Where is his passion for negative eiggnWhat is required for unravelling
his paradoxical position iBons and Lovers to change the way of analyzing ‘iliness’:
from the illness which has been seized as a palualbdisease and observed in light of
the history of medicine to the one examined as &aphm®r in the literary work. In
appreciating “Lawrence, reading Hardy,” the tastoislelve into what Lawrence sees in
the image of illness and what the definition afiéiés is for him beyond the pathological
disease.

Lawrence explains William’s cause of death as f@dip“As soon as the young
men come into contact with women, there’s a spiilliam gives his sex to a fribble,
and his mother his soul. But the split kills hinechuse he doesn’'t know where he is”
(Letters i. 477). This reveals that in fact, William ispatient’ who suffers from a virus
named ‘desire’ because of his mother who wantogsgss her sons and have them do
everything her way. This is why William’s mentality split; even if his physical being
Is seeking a woman, his mind is always on his mptlikich makes him unable to truly
love a woman. In that way, both Paul and Mrs. Mana ill; Paul is infected with a

virus of his mother’s possessive love, and Mrs. élldg also a patient who expresses
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her love only in an excessive way, only towardsssoot her husband, because her soul
has been tormented with lifelong frustration inuasuccessful marriage.

Lawrence, William, Paul and Mrs. Morel are all pats, the masses of disease,
which is equal to what eugenicists call the ‘uhfieferring to the physical and mental
handicapped. These characters are treated as alsghihferiority or deterioration in
Sons and LoverAlthough the eugenics movement was quite stranghe early
twentieth century in England, Lawrence choose aditérally but rather metaphorically
demonstrate eugenics by reconsidering the defingidunfit.” In the nineteenth century,
diseases such as syphilis, physical disability medtal disorders used to scare society
at large because medicine was not developed erfoughese illnesses, therefore, they
were considered to hinder national growth, caugmamperism. However, in the
twentieth century, when pathological disease didpese a menace to society as before,
owing to the advancement of medical science aloity wdustrial and economic
growth, true illness would not be in physique buthe mind. It is not the disease that
can be diagnosed; Lawrence sends off the playets thvis unidentified and modern
restless disease from the stage of the novel—eaah Burvives, but “is left in the end
naked of everything, with the drift towards deatbétters i. 477).

Lawrence, who describes Sue as “pestilence,” togmirsue the signifying of the
metaphor of disease scattered in Hardysle the Obscurelo begin, the “Study of
Thomas Hardy” precisely analyzes the tragic elenoémiardy’s works. In Lawrence’s
opinion, the first characteristic of Hardy’s novéds“none of the heroes and heroines
care very much for money, or immediate self-prestton, and all of them are
struggling hard to come into being;” the secondthat Hardy’s characters “do
unreasonable things . . . . They are always gofhgnexpectedly and doing something
that nobody would do,” and the last is “from suah @utburst the tragedy usually
develops” Hardy 20). The nature of Hardy’s tragedy is: “In thedamn, the State, the
Community, the established form of life remainesinained intact and impregnable, the
individual, trying to break forth from it, died &ar, of exhaustion, or of exposure to

attacks from all sides, like men who have left Wisglled city to live outside in the
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precarious open” (21). In short, “Remain quite witthe convention,” and one will be
happy and safe; “be passionate, individual, wilfahd one will die in misery (ibid.).

Lawrence continues to explain Hardy’'s posites a writer: Hardy’'s “private
sympathy is always with the individual, against tmenmunity,” however, “He cannot
help himself, but must stand with the average aga&rception, he must, in his ultimate
judgment, represent the interests of humanityhercommunity as a whole, and rule out
the individual interest”Hardy 49).

Furthermore, Lawrence categorizes Hardy's attars into several types: Jude is
the “physical individualist” and “in the end an énior thing which must fall before the
community.” Sue is also a “physical individualistdaspiritual bourgeois or communist”
and has an “ugly, undeveloped, non-distinguishegewerted physical instinct, and
must fall physically” Hardy 49). Lawrence understands that the types of JundeSae
tend to fall apart in society and are punishedhm énd. This interpretation concords
with Hardy’s understanding that “Artistic effortvedys pays heavily for finding its
tragedies in the forced adaption of human institwtsisty and irksome moulds that do
not fit them” (“Postscript” taJude467-77).

Thus, Lawrence appreciates Hardy correctlthout blaming him for a miserable
ending to the story; he knows it is normal in thietdfian age to exclude the people
who do not fit the framework of society as punishifeom the public. Given his belief,
Lawrence should stand for Hardy’s characters whddrbreak and run out of the wall
of convention because it is sad for him to see &amest people of to-day serve at the
old, second rate altar of self-preservatioHafdy 14). As he analyses, Hardy’s heroes
and heroines do not care about the self-preservatystem, money or ambition for
social class; Hardy’s characters never know thay thiould be kicked out by society or
pay double or more later if they turn their backtloa world. Jude and Sue also try hard
to defy convention—Sue, unsatisfied with her maeiao a schoolteacher, Phillotson,
leaves him for Jude. Jude and Sue are living tegeitiith their children although it is
tough for them to stay in a village unmarried. Tlaeg doing quite well. Then, what

displeases him about Sue, insomuch as he dammas lHpestilence”?
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The similarity can be easily found between 8nod Miriam inSons and Lovers
in which Paul discards Miriam because he detestspiet of self-sacrifice. Both Sue
and Miriam are the New Woman with high intelligeraoed pride, having a passion for
the discussion with men and believing themselves from tradition. Both women,
however, are prone to deny the pleasure of physicdl mental satisfaction from sex.
Sue asks from Jude, perhaps what no man could passion love without physical
desire” Hardy 121). Lawrence expresses his understanding ofslueimarks to Sue
that she was not worth a man’s loVé. Sue is a worst enemy of Lawrence: “She was
born with the vital female atrophied in her: shesvaémost male. Hewill was male...
She was not the Virgin type, but the witch type,clhhas not sex”ilfid. 108). His
evaluation of Sue is severe and he would rathéavmurable to Arabella, daughter of
a pig farmer: “At least let acknowledgement be manéher great female force of
character,” although it is evident Arabella is wmarse for Jude (106). Lawrence even
senses “in her character somewhere an aristoaatidr strong belief in herself (102).
At least, she has “instinct for love,” althouglisitselfish, which “brought him to himself,
gave him himself, made him free, sound as a phlysiede” (105-6). For that reason,
Jude, and Lawrence, too, could never hate herissheither the criminal type nor the
witch type.

Jude passes judgment on Sue that if intereowith men is not natural for her,
unlike Arabella, having children is not natural foer and thus, she should not have
them. Lawrence concludes the analysis of the tragedude the Obscuras follows:

And this tragedy is the result of overelepment of one principle of
human life at the expense of the other; on overigatg; a laying of all the
stress on the Male, the Love, the Spirit, the Mitiet Consciousness, a
denying, a blaspheming against the Female, the ttenvSoul, the Senses,
the FeelingsHardy 121).
It is very much like the attribute of Miriam thau& scarcely lives in the body at all,
despising being female, the balance between bodyrand, instinct and feelings. What

Lawrence meant by the metaphor of “pestilenceh& Sue’s too strong self and sense
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of morality would be depressing and suffocatinggbeple around her, like an epidemic
disease, and it is also leaves her feeling unhappyy moment in life thus, preventing
her from self-acceptance.

In addition to his confession of his instinetidislike of Sue, Lawrence mentions
the environmental factor of the tragedyJunde the ObscureHe bases his doubts on
why only Jude and Sue had to get impeached althooghy couples live together
without marrying in England. Jude and Sue would ®tforgiven “Only because of
their own uneasy sense of wrong, of sin, which tt@ymunicated to other people. And
this wrong or sin was not against the community, dgainst their own being, against
life. Which is why they were, the pair of them,tinstively disliked” (Hardy 118). The
expression used here is also linked to the metaphalisease: as if it was disease,
Jude’s and Sue’s sense of guilt would transmithto geople in the community, which
arouses their wrath. The theme that the novel taesonvey through the cold eyes of
the community is, Lawrence interprets, that theyrast accusing the couple of having a
relationship and children outside of marriage, dfutot blessing the full-veined life and
gratification of self-pleasure. If the couple, mgi®ue, took pleasure in life with Jude,
people could not blame that because no one carvdetre others of freedom and
enjoyment of life.

One contribution of Lawrence’s employment of theapéor of disease for Sue is
to reveal the whereabouts of ‘true illnessJunde the Obscurd-urthermore, he aims to
rebuild the definition of ‘unfit’ or inferiority afiuman begins. Lawrence shows Sue’s
madness with the image of a pathological disegsestilence,” which can be a unique
technique of Hardy’s study because it seems swjmlfi apparent that the madness lies
in Little Father Time and the dreadful murder henoutted. However, Lawrence
demonstrates the tragedy is in Sue’s iliness, me’s. Little Time might indeed suffer
from the disease of syphilis however, the metaglddisease can be recognized in Sue,
who cannot love a man and herself, and accept gditgi though she knew she needed
it; therein lies the prototype of the tragedy thappens to William and Paul 8ons and

Lovers Degeneration should be recognized in Sue’s coasoess; it is she who should
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be immediately eliminated from human race as atitua pestilence. Lawrence is

convinced that Sue’s illness would be taken ovebbth the twentieth-century novels
and real life. The “Study of Thomas Hardy,” by itilgnng the characteristic of the

modern disease with the metaphor of an old and teostying disease, “pestilence,”

demonstrates the redefinition of degeneration ohdnu beings: from the disabled and
the feeble-minded to the blaspheming instinct aam$gality.

Another significant contribution of Lawrence&ference to Sue’s iliness is that he
shifts the responsibility of the disease from whsgd to be in a man in the nineteenth
century to a woman in the twentieth century. A gobderver of disease in the Victorian
literature, Katherine Byrne, posits “Disease becommevested with a particular
significance when it is not the common afflictiohtbe whole community” (2). When
the disease itself poses no threat to the commgmeame, some implicit meanings are
added to the disease. This significance was ver ¢h the case of syphilis; the sufferer
was regarded to have had overindulged in illickusg behaviour, or was the offspring
or spouse of the immoral. These stereotypes “edatlphilis to be used as a political
and moral tool against potentially deviant, subiversexuality, making it, as Claude
Quétel has pointed out, ‘most social of social aése in terms of the extent of the
cultural and political response it has generategttl.(in Byrne 2):° It is true that
syphilis was no longer the fatal disease of thentigéh century and that whether Hardy
and Little Father Time are infected with syphilis rot is unsolved, furthermore, it
should be noted that Hardy does not deal with digolais a theme in any novel.
However, all the more, it is meaningful to think lafw, on the social level, Lawrence
views ‘disease’ and the meaning he attaches teybmd the pathological frame, by
reading Hardy.

Before revealing Lawrence’s social analysidiséase in the time stream from the
nineteenth to the twentieth century, there is diegtthat should be kept in mind: in the
nineteenth century, the idea of heredity was keenigported along with eugenics
ideology. After Gregor Johann Mendel discoveredl#ives of heredity in 1865, people

in the latter half of the Victorian Era took the iestific discourse into
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morality—feminists especially viewed syphilis agesdific evidence that “the sin of the
fathers were visited upon the children” (Showakd). Syphilis was thought to be
brought into the home by an immoral father anddnaitted to his wife, then finally to
their child. This is how morality and disease beeaasily connected to the discourse
of heredity.

The discourse of heredity works in bdtide the ObscurandSons and Lovers
In Jude the Obscurdor instance, little Time’s mental instability drstunt, possibly
caused by syphilis, reflects the sins of his imrharather, Arabella—not a father’s sin
in this case. The mention of Jude’s family—his éath domestic abuse and mother’s
suicide Jude69)—shows the belief in heredity, that the genmlerited regardless of
whether or not it is good or bad. Alseon and Loverseautifully describe that Paul's
excessive sensitiveness is a hereditary chardctmrght on by a suffering mother. One
day, after a quarrel with her husband, Mrs. Monglp is holding Paul in her arms and
begins bleeding after being hit by the drawer tle@athusband throws at her: “a drop of
blood fall from the averted wound into the babyagile, glistening hair.... Another
drop fell. It would soak through to the baby’s g&ISL 54-55). Since then, whenever
she suffers because of her husband, “From herfebkng was transmitted to the
children. She never suffered alone any more: thildrelm suffered with her”ipid. 85).
These descriptions with the words “blood” and “semit” are associated with blood
infections as a disease and the traditional iddaved of heredity.

What should be carefully observed here is ltlaatrence recognizes Paul $ons
and Loversas a patient with a disease. The fact is that Baftérs from an illness—he
cannot love a woman except his mother, and thatréaee, who believes in heredity,
attributes the responsibility of the disease torhiher. Whenever the sons, William
and Paul, go to a woman for physical and ment&faation, the split begins to tell in
their souls possessed by Mrs. Morel’'s hand. Intaddio Mr. Morel,Sons and Lovers
has a fateful enemy: Miriam. Paul is interestetdien because she is a beautiful girl and
intelligent. They can argue about anything frormgiag, a poem, music, and religion to

life. Paul loves the energetic discussions with Bee always develops his intellectual
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curiosity. At the same time, however, she chills passion, youth and sensuality; he
feels bereft in front of her waiting for a kiss aselx because he knows she does not
want a physical connection. Miriam feels that sleesalf is a sacrifice, which Paul
never wanted and thus, hates. Paul's enemy ismpthdrs. Morel, although he tries to
escape from his mother, the woman he rushes totia safe place. This type of woman
becomes the lifetime long object of his criticisam intelligent and possessive woman
with strong pride and ego, putting aside sensualitye formula inSons and Lovers
that the two women, Mrs. Morel and Miriam, make IP#lu—the responsibility of
disease lies in the women.

Lawrence likes narrating in a tone of voicattreveals that the woman is always
responsible for the disease; something that isideretely different from the era of the
nineteenth century when for syphilis, accusatiorerewfocused on the sin of the
immoral fathers. The point is that when the patbmlal disease would become less of a
menace to society thanks to medical advance, seasde, which is invisible and neither
diagnosed nor treated by medicine, would run ramparsociety. Furthermore, it is
represented by literature in the form of a metagiiatisease. The man would take full
responsibility for the menace of a terrifying cagitan, syphilis, in the nineteenth
century, although as Little Time idude the Obscurseems to represent the sins of
Arabella, there is no knowing how racked with gtilrdy was if the idea of a syphilis
infection were true.

However, the twentieth-century disease, in Lawrsnemderstanding, is that
along with women’s participation in society and noyements in their status by
education and women’s suffrage, women have improheid minds but the knowledge
does not release them but rather traps them bettheesensual desire and the moral
restraint, which result in torturing the men aroutitbm. Lawrence shifted the
responsibility of the disease, which used to bditinally in the man and was mainly
imposed by feminists in the nineteenth centuryp itite woman whose instinct as a
woman is degenerated and desires the power ofatanter men without giving them

love. Lawrence also shifts the blame from men toneo inSons and Loverilliam,
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Paul and the other children in the Morels familyehtheir bad drunken father and
protect the mother at home, but when Paul gets bleleealizes both are responsible for
an unsuccessful marriage. In Chapter 9, | will @sscLawrence’s sympathy to his father
from the aspect of class. | would like to closes tbihapter with the recognition that by
shifting his eyes from the sins of the father te thother, Lawrence reconsidered the
true significance of degeneration in terms of ‘modéisease,” stepping across the

disease.
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PART |11

Beyond Eugenics
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Chapter 7

The Quest for Womanhood the Plumed Serpent

Following the discussion of what Lawrence nmieby degeneration, Part Il
examines Lawrence’s final response to eugenicsisnldte novels, includingrhe
Plumed SerpentLady Chatterley’s Loveand Kangaroq with a consideration of his
several essays. Throughout this final part, | wdikd to reveal that there is always a
difference between Lawrence’s real intention ana@twie says on the surface; the same
is true of eugenics. The first two chapters of tlpart demonstrate how his
understanding of women’s sexuality and physicaldptrasts with the eugenicists’ one,
and the final chapter discusses how the ideasgdreas go against his views of society,
politics and classism. Firstly, Chapter 7, dealmigh The Plumed Serpgnanalyses
both the superficial and true voice of Lawrence aufenicists over women’'s
physicality and presents the meaning of the comttiads in himself and between his
thought and eugenic policy.

As an introduction, this chapter puts its fo@n howThe Plumed Serpens
seemingly in accordance with the aim of the eugemiovement. Finally, after reaching
Taos, New Mexico, where he settled for a time, leawee visited Mexico in 1923 and
1924, and begaihhe Plumed Serperthe early draft of which is called “Quetzalcoatl,”
in May 1923. Then, his late ambitious Mexican nowels first published in 1926. Its
setting is Mexico, where Kate Leslie, an Irish wad@omes from England for a tour
and becomes gradually involved with both a cultedfival of a pre-Christian religion,
Quetzalcoatl, and the leaders of the movement, Ramon and Don Cipriano.

Lawrence’s late novelhe Plumed Serpent considered one of his ‘leadership’
novels, emphasising male leadership by blood aityhand an unequivocal connection
between men. The ideal world described in this hosen be summarised in
psychological terms as a paternal culture, the ratiiibutes of which are confrontation,
hierarchy, exclusiveness, detachment and indepeed@&his study, however, at first, by

suggesting the possibility thathe Plumed Serpertan be interpreted as a novel
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representing a motherhood culture rather than a-haminated culture, shows that the
utopia Lawrence tries to describe in his late ctible novel is about to approach the
ideal of eugenicists who emphasise the significasiceromen’s independence and a
society based on a motherhood culture.

After the turn of the century, the English aAdherican eugenicists talked
increasingly about how to accomplish their aimgesior people must be bred and the
unfit must not be bred. Their courses of actionld¢ddae divided into two: ‘positive
eugenics’ the aim of which was to foster more fimbreeding for social merit; and
‘negative eugenics’ which encouraged less breedinifpe socially disadvantaged. As
seen before, Francis Galton had been principafppsitive eugenicist and his heirs in
England mainly took the course of positive eugeritgere was one eminent individual
leading the early twentieth century eugenics movenie England: Havelock Ellis.
Ellis, as a supporter of positive eugenics, hopedexploit the new knowledge of
heredity to increase the numbers of the fit. liable to cause misunderstanding, but the
eugenics movement was not always directly linked diass discrimination.
Social-radical eugenicists claimed that the mogtartant environmental reform was to
ease or even to abolish class distinctions anthaty Ellis was one of them, insisting
that “the ‘best stocks’ were not ‘necessarily thecks of high social class’ but were
spread through all social classes, with those eflthver classes being ‘probably the
most resistant to adverse conditions™ (qtd. in kev87). The argument went that
poverty resulted from indiscriminate breeding amaomgn and women prevented from
choosing genetically preferable partners; therefdrey thought that once class
distinctions were destroyed, human and social énwiucould proceed (Kevles 87).
Class was not supposed to influence the choicemétically optimal partners.

Ellis’ eminent achievement in the eugenics ement was his recognition that the
matter of eugenics is greatly concerned with womanorder to avoid eugenically
disadvantageous marriage, the eugenicists considéraecessary for a woman to
control her own life, and not only the physical esidbecause without independent

careers, women were forced to marry improper meh s the diseased or dissolute.
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Ellis claims in hisThe Task of Social Hygieme regard to women and eugenics:
The breeding of men lies largely in tlendls of women. That is why the
question of Eugenics is to a great extent one thighwoman question. The
realization of eugenics in our social life can otlg attained with the
realization of the woman movement in its latest eohpletest phase as an
enlightened culture of motherhood, in all that nestitood involves alike on
the physical and the psychic sides. (19)

Ellis insists that women should be liberated frorennmentally and physically and

encourages women to avoid eugenically disadvantagadiages which result from

poor women getting married only to make a livinglisEhopes for women’s sexual

liberation from Victorian pressure, to achieve engemprovement.

When the discussion is moved forward based Hiis’ emphasis on the
significance of a highly enlightened motherhoodtuned on the premise of the
realisation of eugenics, the first thing to be oedi is the conformity of Lawrencelhe
Plumed Serpenwith eugenicsThe Plumed Serpeoften talks about blood; the story is
developed in conjunction with the expression obbl@and the stream of the characters’
feelings is always engaged with blood. Kate, foaregle, is conscious of the decisive
difference between her, the white, and the Mexid@nit is not the racial
discrimination): “she thought to herself, the wrated half-white Mexicans suffers some
peculiar reaction in their blood which made theat tthey too were almost always in a
state of suppressed irritation and anger, for whilady must find a vent” S 54;
emphasis in orig.). Kate, coming all the way fromgkand, feels in the strange land of
Mexico that “something came out of the earth, thegdn of the earth, some effluence,
some vibration which militated against the very paossition of the blood and nerves in
human beings” (55). The race and roots of the Maxiéncluding Don Cipriano and
Don Ramén, are adequately explained: Ramon’s fridiodissaint, (according to his
explanation, he has “French, Spanish, Austrianladidin blood”) (64) tells Kate that:

Fifty percent of the people in Mexico gmare Indians: more or less. . . .

These are the real Mexicans, those with the mixeddb . . . Don Cipriano
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is pure Indian. Don Ramon is almost pure Spaniand,most probably he
has the blood of Tlaxcalan Indians in his veingvali. (64)
The Plumed Serpentliscussed the primary concern of eugenics—blood an
breeding—well.

The conversation quoted above gets aroundiedmarriage. Toussaint says to
Kate, “You may mix Spanish and French blood, andaty be all right. Europeans are
all of Aryan stock, the race is the same. But wiien mix European and American
Indian, you mix different blood races, and you el the half-breed’RS 64). The
mixed marriage between the European and the Indiaich Toussaint talks about
would be the one Kate chooses in the end. Katedvarry Cipriano, a pure Indian,
even though Toussaint precautions her that the-bne#d is a “calamity” and
“unfortunate” because he or she neither belongsn thing nor another (ibid.). As
Toussaint points out, it might be true that thd-be¢ed is “calamity” in the history of
the American Indian in the first quarter of the mweth century, living under the
eugenic policy of wiping out the Native Americamgjich | examined in the previous
part.

The mixed marriage ifhe Plumed Serpeprovides for an intriguing discussion
in terms of eugenics because Lawrence seems tp tterdual connotation of positive
and negative attitudes towards eugenics in desgithie marriage between Kate and
Cipriano. If taking into consideration that eugéste forbid mixing the blood of the
white with that of the dark, Kate’s marriage isasded to break the rule of eugenics. Is
the mixed marriage in the novel an accusation ayammogance of white supremacy
according to the mainly American eugenic movement?

On the other hand, however, there is anotlasr of interpreting Kate’s choice of
mixed marriage as being true to eugenics. At fihsg study adopts a course that would
allow The Plumed Serpet be interpreted along the lines of eugenics. Takaok at
Kate’s life: she marries twice before coming to Mex—first to a lawyer, second to
James Joachim Leslie, a political leader in Irelalatid leaves a twenty-one-year-old

son and a nineteen-year-old daughter in Englandiexico, where she is aged forty.
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Simpson admits that Kate is “an emancipated anepeddent woman of the world, yet
she is tired of her aimless freedom and readydorething new” PS115). Kate, unlike
a Victorian woman but typical of a New Woman, isleed liberated physically and
mentally from men, which seems to be similar to tHHavelock Ellis envisages in the
realisation of eugenics. Does not Ellis hope foe thppearance of mentally and
physically independent women exactly like Kate?

Kate, free from physical and mental oppresgrom men, chooses her proper
partner; her marriage with Cipriano, the third harg for her, is not for a living, and
Cipriano is healthy and rich—he is qualified fou¢enics’ except for the fact that he is
a pure Indian. Although Kate, who has a strongagbpride as an independent woman,
ends up thinking, “I'd better abandon some of myo,egnd sink some of my
individuality, rather than go like that,” she gdasck to Cipriano of her own will, not
because she is forced to do &5 @39). Kate is wise enough to realise that in aolalit
to the suffering of women a generation ago, théeroporary woman “has suffered far
more from the suppression of her ego than fromssgpression” (ibid.). She notices
and regrets that modern women have concentrateuliltuating only their ego which
controls them instead of sexual suppression. Sudesaription can be attacked by
feminists: “Without Cipriano to touch me and linmte and submerge my will, 1 shall
become a horrible, elderly female. | oughttantto be limited. | ought to bglad if a
man will limit me with a strong will and a warm tchi’; but Kate tells herself, “I will
make my submission; as far as | need, and no #ir(d89; emphasis in orig.). In her
remark that “as far as | need, and no further,”dtezng will and even egocentricity can
be found although she calls her decision “submissiBhe is still in control of her life,
not Cipriano; she wants him because she needswi haot it is fraught with the
possibility that she might leave him when she dogisneed him anymore. As long as
Kate is not in a restricted environment, forcea iatdisadvantaged marriage, it might
be recognised thdathe Plumed Serpei built based on the realisation of the women’s
movement, as Ellis insists.

Additionally, there is another concordancehvatigenics inmrhe Plumed Serpent
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Although Kate’s marriage to Cipriano violates thajon rule of eugenics on ethnicity,
the important thing is that the purpose of theirnmage is not producing a descendant.
Eugenicists wanted to prevent the mixed marriagalse they were all nerves about
racial degeneration—and political intention sucHaael exploitation as well—brought
about by getting the white blood dirty with the maled one. Fortunately for eugenicists,
Kate’s marriage does not mean conception of a -biabd’ with Cipriano; she has
already the two children with her first husbandaayer—both white’* The Plumed
Serpentas a consequence, reflects the purposes of esgeithout the author’s direct
attempt. It is interesting enough to observe tHatrpson’s analysis ofhe Lost Girl
suggests that mixed marriage in Lawrence’s workeseas an “alternative solution to
the life-crushing forces of English morality” batdoes not result in reproductionFae
Lost Girl ends in a description of a British girl’'s (Alvinpjegnancy with an Italian dark
dancer (Ciccio), which does not mention the chilgravards and only represents her
unquiet heart (Thompson 121). It sounds paradaoxicat although Lawrence gets
across the border between the races, as if agaigsnics, his way of ending the story
without leaving a child in form is true to eugenprdicy based on white supremacism.
The discussion so far has shown the validitthe possibility thafThe Plumed
Serpentargues from a eugenic point of view—and clarifiest it is greatly concerned
with blood, the very central concern of eugenidse Btudy from here reveals thete
Plumed Serpenstill seems to accord to the premises of eugeniesjn terms of the
elements of the motherhood, even though it shieayafnom the direct matter of
marriage, a practical concern of eugenics. Havelltis originally requires, for the
realisation of eugenics, the achievement of thdsgohithe women’s movement in a
highly enlightened motherhood culture, in which teem draws attention. This study
would like to go back to thinking over the sign#itce of the term ‘motherhood’
mentioned by Ellis. According to tHeED, ‘motherhood’ means 1a: “The condition or
fact of being a mother;” and 1b: “The spirit of atimer; the feeling or love of a mother”
(“Motherhood”). Accordingly, it can be interpretéd two ways: one is that, with the

first definition, Ellis might insist on the needrfbetter conditions for women, to have
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and raise a child, or in other words, a comfortastigte of being a mother,’; or with the
second definition, he might want to eradicate ‘8parit of being a mother’ among
women to have them leave a good offspring. My netemakes an issue of Ellis’ and
Lawrence’s usage or interpretation of ‘motherho@itognised in the meaning of the
“spirit of a mother” through an understanding of theme offhe Plumed Serpenthe
definition of Ellis’ usage of motherhood is inspatttiater in this chapter; now | would
like to reveal thafThe Plumed Serpei#t a ‘motherhood’ novel by showing the scattered
“spirit” and the “feeling” of a mother in the novein spite of Lawrence’s will to
manifest a male dominant culture.

Firstly, by taking a psychoanalytic approathe Plumed Serpem$ proven to
have the spirit and the feeling of a mother. Withie context of studies on the
psychoanalysis of Lawrence’s work and himself, Garrtheories are often addressed
such as those of Sigmund Freud (himself an Augtr@anwell as Friedrich Wilhelm
Nietzsche, who is constantly referred to in therfation of Lawrence’s philosophy. It is
partly because his wife, Frieda Lawrence, was am@er and through her he learnt
some Freudian theory about the Oedipus complexciwisi supposed to have had an
effect on setting up a theme f8ons and Lover$® Rather than the author’s personal
connection with or understanding of a specific psjogical theory of someone, the
discussion focusses on the representation of ntotbdrin The Plumed Serperand
how it is interpreted in psychoanalysis. When asialy the spirit of the mother, this
paper consults Carl Gustav Jung, who is not considas big a deal as Freud in
Lawrence’s study. Little attention had been givenJung, but a fascinating study
appeared in 2005; Masashi Asai established the armatipe research between
Lawrence and Jung.

Asai’s “Lawrence, Jung, and the Representatioine Other” attempts to clarify
the similarity between Jung and Lawrence in thencpption and representation of the
Other. Pointing out that Jung and Lawrence, whd boved to travel, share a keen
sense of the ‘spirit of place,” Asai recites thaascriptions praising the life of the native

peoples to show that they reach a common urge toagk to the primitive mind. By
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Jung visiting Tunisia, and Lawrence Mexico, andchboeeting the Taos Pueblos—they
were impressed by their living and receptivity—bo#ialised something is lost in the
Westerner. It is “projective representation” thest $tudy concerns; what they say is “not
necessarily the truth” about the native people theg are only “the catalyst” for their
reflection (Asai 373). Although it is impossible b@ave a representation which is not
‘objective,’” in other words, “everyone represerite Other, and no one can escape the
Other’s representation,” (ibid. 382) he scrutinighgs “alternative world view” of
Lawrence and Jung (380). Asai suggests the pasgitiit they fell into the trap of
“elevationism” as Ken Wilber calls it, as well & tpotential of humility that they learnt
through the trip, realising their provincialism arigeir ignorance (380-84)° As
explained by Wilber's theory of elevationism, withey felt towards non-European
countries might just be expansive delusions, riegulfrom Lawrence’s and Jung’s
“elevation” of their crude experiences into mataral spiritual revelations. There is no
single answer to the interpretation of their repn¢ations, but | agree with Asai’'s
conclusion that Lawrence’s and Jung’s represemtatiothe Other suffered from and
cannot escape from “elevationistic projection” nying to describe how the world
should be with their own ideas (384).

By presenting the similarity between Lawreaod Jung in their representation of
foreign culture when expressing their disappointht#rthe West and yearning for the
primitive state of mind, Asai’s research illuminatide significance of Jung, who has
not been fully discussed in Lawrence’s study. Iditah to his launch of Jung’s study,
his illumination of the limit of “objective” represtation allows me to give added
meaning to Jung in Lawrence’s study because myysattempts to pursue the
theoretical similarity between Lawrence and Jund, @t the same time, the limitation
of Lawrence’s representation Tine Plumed Serpent

The descriptions that form the greater parfTbé Plumed Serpergxhibit a
similarity to Jung’s theory of the Mother archety@eing, who began to see mental
patients in a psychiatric hospital in 1900, founcbanmon image in the stories and the

dreams that they were haunted by and noticed tiematimages shared many of the
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themes and motifs of mythology: legend and arfudiog novels, paintings and pottery.
A theory conceived by Jung is that we have a primitmental image inherited from the
earliest human ancestors, which is supposed todsept in the collective unconscious
(the part of the unconscious mind which is deriviedin ancestral memory and
experience and is common to all humankind, as ndistfrom the individual's
unconscious). He called it ‘archetype’ and thouginépresented a recurrent symbol or
motif in literature, art and mythology, because tirehetypes create the repeating
patterns of thought and action, again and agamsageoples and countries.

Among a large number of archetypes, one ofntlost classic archetypes is the
archetype of the Mother or the Great Mother, whechymbolised by Eve and St. Mary
in the Western culture. According to Jung, not oalyiving thing, the archetype is
associated with things and places as a symbolafsad devotion or feelings of awe:
for instance, “the Church, university, city or coyynheaven, earth, the woods, the sea
or any still waters, matter even, the underworld #re moon, can be mother-symbols”
(Archetypes81). Following that, Jung points out all these bgia can have a positive,
favourable meaning or a negative, evil meaninghbcase of the mother archetypes,
the positive meaning is supposed to be “materniadisme and sympathy; the magic
authority of the female; the wisdom and spiritushléation that transcend reason; any
helpful instinct or impulse; all that is benignl @lat cherishes and sustains, that fosters
growth and fertility” (82). Concerning the negatimee, Jung notes:

On the negative side the mother archetypg connote anything secret,
hidden, dark; the abyss, the world of the deadthamy that devours,
seduces, and poisons, that is terrifying and imedda life fate.
(Archetypes32)
It is the negative Mother archetype that domindtes Plumed Serpenthe image and
the attributes of the land of Mexico describedhiea hovel fit with Jung’s concept of the
Mother archetype. Jung’s theory of the archetymmires a good subject in considering
the meaning of the emphasis on the darkness of ddeaften expressed in Kate’s

feelings towards its land. Kate is fundamentaligttened by the unknown land of
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Mexico, the people’s black eyes, the brown coldutheir skin, and the passionate but
frantic and eerie ceremony of Quetzalcoatl. Thesek,dmysterious and frantic
descriptions inThe Plumed Serperdre closely associated with Jung's idea of the
Mother archetype.

Kate, for instance, is frightened by any blacdkoured thing which is unfamiliar
to her, the Western white: the Mexican’'s dark eged skin. Kate says, “You see,
Mexico isreally a bit horrible to me. And the black eyes of theglereally make my
heart contract, and my flesh shrink?§ 235; emphasis in orig.). Towards Cipriano,
Kate feels “he wanted his blood-stream to envelexs.hAs if it could possibly be. He
was so still, so unnoticing, and the darkness ®fnidpe of his neck was like invisibility.
Yet he was always waiting, waiting, waiting, inlilsi and ponderously waiting'il{id.
317). As if the marriage to Cipriano was “inescdpalife fate” indicated by the
negative Mother archetype, Kate, feeling “how dif@ his blood was from hers,” is
afraid that her mind and self would be devouredhsyunknown dark land, blood and
man (ibid.). The attributes of the Mother and thetivr Earth are terrifying for a white
woman with the Western mind.

Another dark side of the Mother archetype @presented in the ceremony of
Quetzalcoatl. The frenzied and hot-blooded passi@@hapter 18's ‘Auto-da-Fé’ ifthe
Plumed Serpenarouses frantic fear. On a Sunday morning, Kaés seman in the
crowd begin to sing “Jesus’ Farewell” to the soéerthud of the drum. Stirring up
strong emotions in the crowd, the ceremony finahds up causing something like
mass hysteria: “As he [Don Ramon with dead Chestered the crowd, kneeling men
and woman lifted sightless faces and flung thewrsawide apart, and so remained, arms
rigid and outflung, in an unspeakable ecstasy aff, feupplication, acknowledgement of
death” PS 282). Their blind and enthusiastic belief in th@wnbut weird religion is
intrinsically linked with the factor of the negatiwlother archetype. This secret and
hidden ceremony terrifies them but at the same n'seductive,’ like ‘poison,’ as Jung
points out about the Mother archetyp&rahetypes82). The worship of Quetzalcoatl

devours the normal state of mind and is like a moffossessing her children to avoid
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their independence because of her excessive losefahasThe Plumed Serpens
concerned, the detailed descriptions about the, |6 Mexican people and Kate’s
feelings evoke the negative side of the Mother etyghe.

The engagement dthe Plumed Serpentith the Mother archetype, if it is the
negative one, is ironic because this is the navevhich Lawrence means to extol the
virtues of the male-centred world, putting asidemea’s interference—the fact is the
mother image dominates male culture. He cannot tiefending on the representation
of the Mother in order to build an ideal male leatigp community in his fiction. All
are living in the underlying culture dominated byet Mother archetype. Sheila
MacLeod'’s analysis can be understood as dealirtg this limitation of Lawrence, who
cannot escape from the haunting Mother archetype. study is independent from a
psychoanalytic approach but suggests that “Lawrenomes to misunderstand
motherhood, at the same time overvaluing and devgitias an institution;” he cannot
understand fatherhood either: he would never batfzef of a child (MacLeod 154).
Also, his suffering from his mother’s possessiwelgannot be missed in understanding
his impression of motherhood. MacLeod’s examinatimuld be correct: “Motherhood
gives women too much power” in his novels (153). dddition to Lawrence’s
misunderstanding and exaggeration of motherhoodusecof his personal background,
my study would like to add the possibility of thifeet of the Jungian ‘archetype,” a
primitive mental image inherited by the human miwtijich means that he is unable to
escape from the narrative constructed by a somstereessively exaggerated negative
image of the Mother.

Along with Jung’s theory of the archetype, thmitation of Lawrence’s
representation is revealed—the Mother archetype gghrit of a mother, in other word,
motherhood) moves front and centre in the novspite of its theme of male leadership.
This thesis, dealing with another Jungian termtioaes to investigate how much his
so-called leadership novel is oriented toward tlegherhood culture from a religious
point of view.The Plumed Serpeld a story about the replacement of Christianity b

Quetzalcoatl. My research takes the approach okisigothat Quetzalcoatl is rooted in
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femininity by analysing the beginnings of Chrisitgn which would reveal why
Christianity is the target of Lawrence’s criticiemd why he wants to smash it.

In the first chapter of the Gospel of Johrthe Bible, describing the Christian
concept of God, it says, “In the beginning was Wmrd, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God” (John 1.1). The term “Word” in the Gospel of John is
considered to be translated from the Greek, “Ldgekpse original meaning was word,
speech, account and reason. In the context ofrémslation of Logos in the Bible, it
means principle of divine reason and creative oetet is identified with the second
person of the Trinity incarnate in Jesus Christigi@ally, the term Logos, was given
special attention to by the Greek philosopher, Eléts. Logos was the thing that
linked everything alive on the earth together. theo words, it was reason or cosmic
law. Following Heraclitus, Aristotle gave a cleadefinition of Logos in hi&khetoricin
the terms of the argument of reason. Thus, the imga the word Logos now differs
depending on the field of usage—such as philosgmychology, rhetoric and theology.
Among these variously-used interpretations, thelopbphical and psychological
analysis of Logos could reveal the reason why @hangy is criticised inThe Plumed
Serpent

When Aristotle’Rhetoricwas translated into English, the Greek word Logas
given as the counterpart of ‘speech’ and ‘reasamy that has been the accepted general
meaning of the word since then. Defining rhetosc‘the faculty of observing in any
given case the available means of persuasion,”td@ilés claims inRhetoric that the
practical argument requires three modes of persnasihe first kind depends on the
personal character of the speaker; the second timguhe audience into a certain
frame of mind; the third on the proof, or apparprdof, provided by the words of the
speech itself” RH I.1.1355b26-27, 1356a1-5). The first mode, relying on credibility
and trust, is known by the name of ‘Ethos’; theosel; ‘Pathos,’ is an appeal to emotion
and passion; the third, Logos, is based on logiason and proof. Furthermore,Tihe
Nicomachean Ethi¢sAristotle professes to investigate the subjecthef human good

that we should aim at in life and action. Accordinghis text, “the function peculiar to
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man” is valued in “what may be called the practili@ of the rational part of man.
(This part has two divisions, one rational as obedito principle, the other as
possessing principle and exercising intelligengb)’1.7.1098a3-4). Human function is
valued in “an active life of the element that hast@gonal principle”; the human good is
therefore the activity of the rational part of $@ul performed well, which is to say, in
accordance with virtueN] 1.7.1098a15-17). The theological vision of Chaisiiy was
formed based on this idea which praises reasonkdssaing for human, distinct from
animal, activity.

The theme oThe Plumed Serperbntradicts Logos which was philosophically
discussed by Aristotle and would become the unawylyrinciple of Christianity; it
denounces the world of, or the worldview of, whatmeant by Logos—knowledge and
reason. In contrast to Logos, the world that Laweepersists in emphasising cannot be
recognised by intellect, as reflected in Kate’s anifAll a confusion of contradictory
gleams of meaning, Quetzalcoatl. But why not? Hishlspirit was weary to death of
definite meanings, and a god of one fixed purp@®58). She comes to Mexico to “be
alone with the unfolding flower of her own soul,the delicate, chiming silence that is
at the midst of things”il§id. 60). In this “silence,” there is no word, accoontexcuse.
The only thing existing in this silence is what agls to the senses, instinct and soul. It
is true that the worship of Quetzalcoatl and theintty of Mexico are full of
contradiction and chaos, which is beyond Kate’s m@hension and that is why she
suffered; but at the same time they fascinate heéh@ more even though she cannot
account for her feeling. Neither account nor corhprsion is required. Kate desires to
close her “eyes” of knowledge; she envies a “rigdsfi¢hat Ramon and his fellows have
but she has not got: “The itching, pruriekbowing imagining eye, | am cursed with
it, . . . The curse of Eve is upon me, . . . myWlaalge is like a fish-hook through my
gills, pulling me in spasmodic desirabid. 184). Hope for replacement of Christianity
by Quetzalcoatl indicates the rejection of the riptetation ofthe Western pattern of
thought. The Plumed Serpemhythologises the dark enigmatic world that canbet

accounted for by reason as a saviour releasingvdst from the fixed understanding of
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the world worshiping intellect since the age of i€hrepresented by Logos.

On the other hand, when logos is analysectnmg of its psychological usage,
The Plumed Serpepiresents the fact that the masculine principkdiminated. Logos,
first mentioned in philosophy, is through the riigs interpretation applied in
analytical psychology established by Jung. In Jamgisychology, logos, a Greek term
for the principle of rationality, is considered agsounterpart of ‘Mythos,’ also a Greek
term, with elements of emotion and non-reason. Jstages that if the masculine
principle can be accounted for by Logos, the feng@rgan be so by the aspect of Eros:

Woman’s psychology is founded on the @ple of Eros, the great binder
and loosener, whereas from ancient times the rylmaciple ascribed to
man is Logos. The concept of Eros could be expdessenodern terms as
psychic relatedness, and that of Logos as objedtiterest. Collected
Works123)
The principle of Quetzalcoatl is well representgdtbe nature of Eros, rather than
Logos; Quetzalcoatl is a god that dissolves thkeatmmy, balancing and reconciling the
two opposing forces: “Listen!” said Ramén, in thtdlness. ‘. . . Listen! We are lords of
the day, and lords of the night. Lords of the dag aight. Sons of the Morning Star,
sons of the Evening Star. Men of the Morning arelElrening Star™” PS178). Ramon
swears this in the chapter “Lords of the Day anghiii Quetzalcoatl is not a god to
separate the light and darkness, men and natwesatith and the universe, but one to
unite them all. Technically, Ramén, a strong anthematic man, takes initiative in the
restoration of Quetzalcoatl, but the aspect of femily in Eros, not Logos, is
represented in the god of Quetzalcoatl. Quetzdianakes the conflict and tension
between the two opposite forces ‘loose’ and thenral.’

In this way, contrary to Lawrence’s intentittnprovide appeal to manhood, the
theme of The Plumed Serpens committed to the attributes of motherhood. My
research has originally begun from Havelock Ehesharks about ‘enlightened culture
of motherhood’ for the realisation of eugenics amdealed how mucffhe Plumed

Serpentis rooted in ‘motherhood’ psychologically and tlegpcally—the spirit and
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feeling of a mother—according to its definition,shlikes the other meaning of “the
condition or fact of being a mother” (“Motherhooda). It is acceptable thathe
Plumed Serpenton the face of it, is categorised as a male-datath novel because
Don Ramén and Cipriano take the initiative througthtbhe novel, asking Kate to submit
to them. However, this does not fully succeed; leawe bumped into the wall of the
limit of representation. As a consequence, the miéjemes and descriptions of the
novel—darkness of Mexico and the restoration of tZaleoatl—connote Lawrence’s
craving for and worship of the motherhood cultufée Plumed Serpens a tough
novel; the author tries to construct an ideal easfl men in the fields of women. Is
Lawrence for a motherhood culture or against it?isdaot such an ‘easy’ writer; we
cannot have a clear answer to this question. Hathig afraid of motherhood from his
experience with his own mother and from the refetiop with women, or perhaps
might have been asking for peace in it.

“Matriarchy,” an essay by Lawrence from 1928pvides a good means of
knowing his attitude towards men and women in laig d’his essay is, so to speak, the
celebration of the revival of matriarchy. He begihe essay with an introduction on
women’s social advancement and men'’s fear of ie an begins to announce “Man
must be master again!” because he is afraid ofnthewamped, turned into a mere
accessory” of womanLate 103). This is a nightmare and the most horriblerdyvo
reminding them of being whipped by women. Howel&wrence pacifies them by
taking examples of the existing matriarchal comrhesiin the world. Referring to
cultures of the Berbers of the Sahara and the Buedians of the Arizona desert, he
comments that “under the matriarchal system thatqued the patriarchal system of
Father Abraham,” the men look “jaunty and cockiwgly, engaged in spotting, hunting,
dancing and fighting, while the women does the dgigl and taking care of children
(104). Lawrence continually maintains that men #thawt be afraid—the man is not a
slave in matriarchy. Far from it, among the PudhMiians, for instance, man can fulfil
his deeper social necessities by spending mostisofilne away from his wife and

children in thekhiva the great underground religious meeting housemien only. His
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duty is not to live as a husband and a fathererfaimily; but they seem to consider it as
a social duty to send the boys to school, to lehgevife and children safe in the home,
and to educate one another through discussion gdmiitics and ideas with other men
in khiva. Lawrence thinks that to “satisfy his deegocial instincts and intuitions, a
man must be able to get away from his family, ar@imf women altogether, and
foregather in the communion of men” (106). Driftibgck to matriarchy: this is his
serious suggestion for modern society. Men neethéb free again” from the tight
family possession; woman must get “her full indegerce” (ibid).

“Matriarchy” is a very straightforward essagr fLawrence, without intended
exaggerations and irony. It is his honest opiniwat e wouldn’t mind if women were
given full independence, taking property, the aleifd even being heads of the family, if
men were free from family bindings and restoratibtheir social pride was guaranteed.
Although he reiterates the word ‘social’ to deserdbsense of fulfilment in men’s lives

(such as “social necessities,” “social instinctsl amtuitions,” and “social needs”) it
does not mean power over socieltate 106). The essay merely emphasises that men
are social creatures as well as admitting womeuoxsas advancement. Here, | would
like the discussion to go back to eugenics by camganatriarchy with what Lawrence
wishes for (i.e. with the motherhood culture) thaited from Havelock Ellis’s remarks
before. It can be found in Lawrence’s “Matriarchytie affirmative surrender of the
social power to women if the family is called a mom unit of social community.
However, in the real sense of the term of the mrbthad culture that eugenics
employed, it seems to imply that that it is the médno controls the family and society.
Behind the background of Ellis’ remarks that thealgoof eugenics cannot be
obtained without the realisation of the women’s sment in a highly enlightened
culture of motherhood, it is by no means free fidoabt that the motherhood culture he
mentioned would be the *“enlightened” one cited I tmainstream eugenicists,
generally males, and a mouthing slogan coaxed day thiiter all. Women'’s careers were

hoped for only because it could enable them to camigenically disadvantageous

marriage; in short, women were just expected toodyce a good race for a better
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society. Kevles confirms that within both EnglishdaAmerican eugenics “it was a
morally injunctive commonplace that middle- and epplass women should remain at
home, hearth, and cradle—that it was their dutyDaan Inge intoned and Theodore
Roosevelt trumpeted, to marry and bear childrenr(feer marriage was the number
thought necessary to maintain a given stock)” (88)¥act, they regarded women as a
reproductive tool to “maintain a given stock” ofetimation and were alarmed by the
higher education of women (ibid.).

Furthermore, what should be noted about mbtwat in eugenic discussions is
that eugenicists regarded parenthood to be ‘innatehuman begins. Parenthood,
particularly motherhood, was stressed by Calebidkié Saleeby, an English physician
and a prominent member of the Eugenics Educatiamego(interestingly, his daughter
was privately tutored by Lawrence for a few monitieen she was the age of ten).
Saleeby, in hisMoman and Womanhopdeclares “we may certainly be sure that the
parental instinct and its associated emotion mayutmistakably displayed as the
master-passion in a child who is not yet two yedds (167). Additionally, judging that
a girl would have a natural addiction to dolls @bles, parenthood was thought to
appear prominently in the female sex. Believing tiaagirl may be a good mother, in
the highest sense in her choice of mate,” Saleetphasised the necessity of women
breeding for motherhood (194). Eugenicists in gaheonsidered that women’s great
and proper function should be in living “as mothensd foster-mothers, nurses,
teachers,” which could satisfy their maternal imsti(Saleeby 346).

Such an assumption, that motherhood was th@atafunction of all women,
provoked the resistance of New Woman writers inléte nineteenth century, although
it should not be neglected that feminist eugenididtexist. Women were active in the
British Eugenics Society and some influential eugets such as Karl Pearson and
Saleeby supported suffrage and higher educatiowdéonen. Not every feminist writer
challenged eugenic policy and interference with womon marriage Iissues.
llluminating eugenic writings of three eminent feimsts—Sarah Grand, George Egerton

and Mona Caird—Angelique Richardson notes that Graras the most earnest
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supporter of eugenic love. Her study shows thah@sanovels exemplify the misery of
marrying without rational selection (Richardson28L). Meanwhile, Richardson points
out that Mona Caird'®©aughters of Danaugxpresses fierce opposition to eugenics,
challenging their favourable discourse about womematernal instinct (179-214).
Caird states iMhe Nineteenth Centuthat “we shall never have really good mothers,
until women cease to make motherhood the cented wf their existence” (qtd. in
Richardson 210). Caird detected the ingeniouseglieé of the imperial plan: letting
them clearly understand that women are made to behars—for reproduction.
Richardson’s study reveals the diversity of Vicorifeminists’ reactions to eugenics: a
kind of acceptance of the ‘new’ ideology nhamed eugge and a kind of thwarting of its
plot which would force conventional morality ont@muen. It is clear, more or less, that
eugenic policy demanded women’s sacrifices for gboeeding or the race, which
should be obstacles to self-realisation of the Naman in the true sense of the word.
The question is how does Lawrence deal withtherood in a so-called
leadership novellThe Plumed SerpehfThe term, New Woman, coined and popularised
in the late nineteenth century, was generally ackedged to depict a woman who had
departed from the stereotypical Victorian womarg tAngel in the House; she was
intelligent, educated emancipated, impendent arifisgpporting.”® Kate in The
Plumed Serpent a typical example of a New Woman with intelige and a strong
ego. However, Kate has nothing to do with eugerstress; neither would she try to be
a model of a good mother nor offer a defiant respaio their policy. No matter how
much the matter of blood is discussed in the nowelk about human instinct and
primitiveness as a counterpart of spirit or seligmousness, not about the ‘race.’
MacLeod recognises that to be “womanly, in Lawrm@mtierms, does not necessarily
mean to be a mother” (153). In her study of Lawesndepictions of overvaluing and
devaluing motherhood, MacLeod examines variousattars from his first novellhe
White Peacockto Lady Chatterley’s LoverMotherhood, according to MacLeod, is
often seen as a positive hindrance to womanlingssjn Letty in The White Peacock

and Anna inThe Rainbowwhile Aaron and Lille inAaron’s Rodboth jeer at sacred
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motherhood (153). Her study does not include aryaisaof The Plumed Serpeiind
cannot do because the novel does not bring mothdrimdo question. Kate lives, at
least after she comes to Mexico, outside of theaéraf motherhood. She is a mother of
two children but decides to leave everything in l|Bnd—everything nurtured and
secured in the Western culture: social positioméochildren and the rigid pride as a
European and an independent woman. Although ibudbtul that Kate would basically
feel the motherhood responsibility when in Englanmththerhood is not the aim or
meaning of her life and Kate in Mexico is totalled from it, which is the worst
situation that eugenicists wanted to avoid.

As might be true of Lawrence’s other bookke Plumed Serpemt an abstruse
novel full of paradox at many phases. In spiteisfviill to describe an ideal world and
the initiative of male leadership, the novel canegtape from representatives of
motherhood. The darkness of Mexico and the oppresaimosphere throughout the
novel are also deeply associated with the archetypeotherhood advocated by Jung.
Regarding a major theme of the novel, religionwad, it is revealed that a wish for the
revival of Quetzalcoatl means to seek the femiraspect; Logos, the beginning of
Christianity, is identified with masculinity, rementing ruling and separating, while
Eros is associated with femininity, representingdimg and loosening. That a utopia of
men, by men, for men, is represented by the motioerlaspect is the first paradox.

Another paradox is that the novel totally dgards eugenics even though it
seems to take on the discourse of eugenics. Bloah ioften discussed topic and as
long as Lawrence regards the mixed marriage of KateCipriano as the best way for
Kate, calming her strong ego (for her mental héadiid sexually satisfying her as a
woman (for her physical health), what he demonssrat The Plumed Serpéers very
true to the original purpose of eugenics. Moreokette decides on her marriage by her
own will, which seems to embody the ideal of “ehtgned culture of motherhood” as
Havelock Ellis suggested for the realisation ofenigs. However, a defining difference
between Lawrence’s view and eugenics is whethehenbbod becomes the decisive

factor of being a woman, that is, its raison d’éffbe idea itself of eugenics is not
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malicious—to improve the race by leaving good seéalsthe next generation.
Therefore, Lawrence lets Kate take on the discoafssugenics even after she ended
playing a role of a mother—‘eugenic’ for her, nar fthe race. He searches for a
possibility of women'’s realisation without and ddes of motherhood. What is required
for the ‘eugenic’ life that Lawrence anticipatesiemanhood, rather than motherhood.
Along with a hopeful goal of eugenics, Lawrenceimesly seeks for women’s
‘eugenics'—for instance, how to live vigorously body and mind, liberated from
motherhoodThe Plumed Serpenan be recognised as a paradoxical ‘leadershiglno
full of motherhood elements and celebrating a wonvhn chooses her own ‘eugenic’

life through the flowering of her womanhood in theldle of her life.
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Chapter 8

Birth Control inLady Chatterley’s Lover

Since Francis Galton coined the term ‘eugenicshguiries into Human Faculty
and Its Developmernh 1883, eugenics developed as a rationalisatieasure to solve
problems facing Britain as a nation such as rapigufation growth, physical
degeneracy of race and the decline of the Britisipiee as a result of the Boer War.
Eugenics, superficially a scientific discourse, licgted diverse fields—the economics
of overpopulation and depopulation, social hygigm®blems, the birth control
campaign and the movement for the emancipationaoh@n. Pervasion and application
of eugenic ideas, to put it nicely, means that aloproblems both in England and
America such as pauperism resulting from an owerflg population and the issue of
immigration allow the nation to intervene in thedividual's life and sex.' Sex
became an object of medical research and was pigrugovernment surveillance.
Michel Foucault states that, “Broadly speakingtheg juncture of the ‘body’ and the
‘population,’ sex became a crucial target of a poarganized around the management
of life rather than the menace of death” (147). dess to say, Foucault, applying the
terms ‘biopouvoir [biopower]” and biopolitique [biopolitics],” contributed to the
discussion of social or political power over lifé. Foucault reveals that, “We, on the
other hand, are in a society of ‘sex,” or rathesariety ‘with a sexuality’: the
mechanisms of power are addressed to the bodyeidd what causes it to proliferate,
to what reinforces the species, its stamina, iftytho dominate, or its capacity for
being used” (ibid.).

As well as modern philosophers, it is the duty itdrary critics to investigate
what kind of social interference circulates boththe realm of modern society and in
the realm of modern literary imagination as a disse and how it is connected to the
idea of biopolitics. As Child believes, this sholblel done by carefully reading the texts
written not only within the discourse, but with aadainst it (20). Dealing withady

Chatterley's Loverthis chapter examines how Lawrence takes decsi®ps against
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state intervention in life and sex under the narfneugenic policy although the novel
employs the narrative or discourse of eugenics.

This chapter clarifies thatady Chatterley’s LovelLawrence’s last novel in 1928,
is greatly engaged with the issue of ‘birth cortmhich was promoted under the
eugenics movement in the early twentieth centuryds the era in which individual
matters such as pregnancy and childbirth becamdyfiestablished as concerns of
society and the nation, with evolution theory a& tiore. Among the previous studies of
Lawrence and birth control, Akiko Kamada examineady Chatterley’s Loverin
relation to Marie Stopes, a Scottish birth contcaimpaigner. By making a brief
summary ofMarried Love by Stopes, Kamada clarified the differences betwee
Lawrence and Stopes in how each viewed women’s afigxu57-116). Kamada
suggests the importance of considering the inflaeicStopes on Lawrence’s work. My
research goes further into examining how the difiees between Stopes and Lawrence
in their views on sexuality are reflected in theews on life.

For the purposes of this chapter, to clarijwkence’s views on sexuality and,
furthermore, on life, Lawrence’s response to Ma&tepes is discussed and then the
discourse related to birth control limdy Chatterley’s Loverwhich was written in the
age when eugenic influence was inevitable, is ifledt After that, Lawrence’s real
opinions on eugenics are examined, and finallyathgarent eugenic contradictions that
turn out in the conclusion dfady Chatterley’s Loveare revealed, which allows us to
notice or reconfirm Lawrence’s respect for indiatluife at the peak of state
intervention in the early twentieth century.

‘Birth control’ was a term coined as a postidescription of methods of limiting
family size by Margaret Sanger (1883-1966), an Acaer birth control campaigner.
Sanger was amazed at the sexual sophisticatiordofasy mothers when she travelled
to France in 1913. When Sanger, who was the sixéteven children in a poor family,
began to work as a nurse in New York's Lower Eade Sshe came into contact with
poor women suffering the pain of frequent childhirimiscarriage and abortion. This

experience convinced her of the need for birth @ntn 1915, when Sanger came to
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England, she met Marie Stopes, now famous as @sBipioneer of birth control. In
1916, Sanger founded the first American birth aairttfinic in New York.* *

On the other hand, Marie Stopes (1880-1958s worn and raised in an
enlightened upper-middle-class family. Her fathesswan architect from a wealthy
family who was interested in archaeology and hetherowas a Shakespearean scholar
and promoter of women’s education. Stopes, infladnby her father’'s scientific
interest from an early age, chose to take a scidageee at University College, London,
and became the first Englishwoman to receive aocdat in botany. Therefore, at first,
she was appointed assistant lecturer in botanyaatchlester University in 1905. What
brought her to begin the study of women’s sexualBs her first marriage; after a
marriage to a Canadian botanist, Reginald Ruggktes;in 1912, she applied for the
annulment of her marriage because of her husbaedisal disability—in fact, however,
she did not realise that her husband was impotdinsa Shocked by her own and even
university-educated women’s blindness about seg, s#riously began the study of
sexuality.’ *

Although Sanger and Stopes had contrastirgs @ad educational backgrounds,
they shared many of the same concerns (McLaren Zl&med by the high maternal
and infant mortality rates associated with largmil@s, they both began to exploit
eugenics to improve the quality of the race. Athey both perceived it was lower-class
women who need the access to contraceptives alhdlig middle class already
restricted births. Therefore, they stressed thednfae clinics supported by the
government. For their common goal of women’s sedimaration, both Sanger and
Stopes strenuously engaged with birth control cagmsethrough writings and lectures.

StopesMarried Love a book on sex within marriage published earlyl 918,
generated huge correspondence. Lawrence’s commedmbsit her in his essay
“Pornography and Obscenity” can be regarded aobtiee responses to her sensational
book:

How to get rid of the dirty littleesret! It is, as a matter of fact,

extremely difficult for us secretive moderns. Yant do it by being wise
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and scientific about it, like Dr. Marie Stopes: tigh to be wise and
scientific like Dr. Marie Stopes is better tharb® utterly hypocritical, like
the grey ones. But by being wise and scientifith@ serious and earnest
manner you only tend to disinfect the dirty litdecret, and either kill sex
altogether with too much seriousness and intellectelse leave it a
miserable disinfect secret. . . .
. The idealists along the MaB¢opes line, and the young
bohemians of today have killed the dirty little #cas far as their personal
self goes. But they are still under its dominionially. (Late 247-48)
In this essay, Lawrence describes the necessityddinclilty of banishing the thought
from people’s minds that sex is dirty and shamehtlthe point where Stopes openly
began to talk about sex with scientific knowledge,partly agreed with her. His sharp
observation here is that he suggests limitationStopes. No matter how hard Stopes
tries, he points out that she cannot completelyh@dworld of the secret of sex as long
as she lives in a modern society and is pushechdrby the secret. She cannot escape
from the world which regards sex as an obscenity.

Lawrence and Stopes share two common beltats:importance of mutual
orgasm in sex and the belief that sex is essefdrah couple to achieve complete
fulfilment together. Nevertheless, Lawrence crégs Stopes for her chemical
explanation of sex which Kills the energy and myste life. However, the ironic truth
is that Lawrence is also the captive of a world #eeps “the dirty little secret” as well
as Stopes. Lydia Blanchard examines the use otilggyinLady Chatterley’s Loveby
quoting Foucault’s phrase, “the limit of languagalthough sexuality is believed to be
regained by expressing it “in the clear light aidaage,” Foucault, in his “Preface to
Transgression,” points out that, “We have not i ldast liberated sexuality, though we
have, to be exact, carried it to its limits. the limit of language, since it traces that line
of foam showing just how far speech may advance tipe sands of silence” (29, 30).

Foucault, inThe History of Sexualitynentions Kate inrhe Plumed Serpetiy

Lawrence and quotes his notions about realisatiosea from “A propos of Lady
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Chatterley’s Lovet (157-58). Blanchard counters that Foucault'swianderestimates
Lawrence, i.e. that “Lawrence is an example, peshiéye paradigmatic example, of
those who have misunderstood the nature of disepuss those who have
misunderstood the relationship between the langumghich we talk about sex and the
repression of sexuality” (Blanchard 18). Blanchaainits Lawrence’s interest in the
full conscious realisation of sex, but “that intgrevas, for him as for Foucault, part of a
broader concern with what it means to bring sekuaiito discourse, part of a broader
interest in the relation between language, sexygidwer, and knowledge” (21). Along
with this belief, her study reveals that Lawrendads sexuality into discourse.

Blanchard focusses on the use of languadeady Chatterley's LoverPointing
out that Lawrence often compares Connie’s orgasnthéotides of the ocean, she
suggests this expression is not originally from tewee but derives from imagery used
in Married Love by Marie Stopes. Blanchard states that “in fa& kinguage with
which Stopes describes female sexuality, drawinglmntides of the sea’ and its ‘ebb
and flow,” contains imagery not significantly difést from Lawrence’s to describe
orgasm from the point of view of the woman” (28joj%s often used “sex-tide” and
“love-tide” to explain woman’s nature and sexuaside Married Love27-36), while
Lawrence often compares Connie’s orgasm to the-tidbe was like the sea, nothing
but dark waves rising and heaving,...she was océéingats dark dumb massLCL
174).

My study reveals thdtady Chatterley's Loveincludes several discourses on
birth control besides the imagery of the tide Bl@nchard suggested and clarifies what
is behind the discourse. Firstly,ady Chatterley’s Loverpresents a theme: that
contraception is evil. The book has a scene in lwluontraception is talked about
directly. Connie, who is vaguely conscious of bemggnant with Mellors’ child, tells
him of the plan to travel to Venice because sha&si¢e convince her husband that the
purpose of the trip is sex for procreation. Melloeslises that she is implying the
possibility of pregnancy and suddenly asks:

“You've not taken any precaution aghihaving a child, then?” he
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asked her suddenly. “Because | haven't.”
“No!” she said faintly. “I should teathat.” (169)
The language in this short conversation should bech Mellors asks her, using
circumlocution, if she uses contraception. Femaletraception in the early twentieth
century was limited to the pessary and the douatemntraceptive shower of watet.
Given her sex life with a paraplegic husband, debetnswer to Mellors would have
been that she ‘did not need that’ rather than duth hate that.’

Why does Mellors avoid using the direct wombritraception’ and why does
Connie reply in a caustic voice, ‘I should hatet'thahe answer lies in the social
context regarding contraception as evil and sirfat, after Sanger opened America’s
first birth control clinic in Brooklyn in 1916, anafter only nine days in operation, she
and her staff were arrested on a charge of hawifnopnged The Comstock Act (Law) of
1873, according to which disseminating contracepiiformation and devices was
forbidden: ® Working-class women who wanted to use contracemimmetimes took
the risk of inducing their own abortions by takiagkinds of drugs, although they often
felt guilty about it. Angus McLaren’d History of Contraceptiopays attention to the
fact that “working-class women wanted to providentiselves with the greatest possible
degree of flexibility in dealing with reproductidecision” which “was reflected in their
use of language” (230). As a means of assuaging gldt, they changed the use of
language. They hardly used the word ‘abortion’ beeait recalled “the image of a
doctor carrying out an operation, something qualtdy different from the traditional
means of limiting family size” (ibid.). Instead @bortion,” they used expressions such
as “restored her menses” or “made herself regulastead of ‘conceived,’ they used
“caught,” “fallen” or “am that way again” (McLare?30-31). The same thing happens
in Lady Chatterley’s LoverThe words “precaution” and “hate” imply Lawrerse’
repulsion for birth control, which is against n&uAt the same time, this use of
language reflects society at that time which regadrsexuality, including contraception,
as evil and a sin. Lawrence, himself, who canndp husing circumlocution, is also

under the influence of this community.



Sumitani 160

SecondlyLady Chatterley's Lovepresents one of the contemporary concerns:
‘orgasm and pregnancy.’” On her way home from vigitMrs Flint, Connie meets
Mellors and has sex with him in the woods. She aemeve orgasm for the first time
with him and she feels as if she has become preégihhay have a conversation about
orgasm (actually the term “come-off” is employedtie novel) during sex. After that,
when she goes home, she realises “the depth aftiee thing in her. Another self was
alive in her, burning molten and soft and sensiiiveher womb and bowels” and
suddenly says to herself, “It feels like a childe” (LCL 135). Her remarks seem to be
abrupt and illogical, but orgasm and pregnancy virdessolubly connected with each
other for the wives at that time who did not wamrenchildren. Many women believed
that if they experienced orgasm, they would becpnmegnant. According to McLaren,
“women confessed to living in dread from month tomnth, of having their sex lives
blighted by fear of pregnancy, of actually avoidimgasm in the hopes that they could
thereby avoid conceiving” (221). This fact allowsew interpretation of this scene. It is
generally understood that Connie’s expectationaviirig a child must be stimulated by
Josephine, Mrs Flint's baby, whom Connie meetshe$bre the encounter with Mellors
and must have caused her jealousy. Now it is plessibinterpret this scene to mean
that Connie’s expectation reflects the popular sstiion that women would become
pregnant if they reached orgasm.

Finally, the novel is narrated with anothexusd discourse on men; Mellors
represents a good example of a working-class manwés given the cold shoulder by
birth control campaigners. For Connie, Mellors peaal, with “a certain beauty of a
pure creature” and “the sense of aloneness, ofeatume purely alone”LCL 66).
Although Connie recognises in him something diffiér'om the other vulgarians, it
turns out to be a typical working-class man in¢batext of a discourse on birth control.
The portrayal of their sex shows that Connie setanbe overwhelmed by Mellors
whose sexual desire is too strong. He is oftenesel® a sexual urge when they have
sexual intercourse. Both of them seem to indulgbénsexual pleasure; Connie actually

“felt herself a little left out” ibid. 126). At other times, when he holds her fasthia t
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woods, “she feels his urgency. Her old instinct wasfight for her freedom. But
something else in her was strange and inert andyhkelis body was urgent against her,
and she hadn't the heart any more to fight” (138dging from the context, in which
this outdoor sex leads her to orgasm for the fiins¢ with him, Lawrence might want to
stress the importance of liberation from modernsc@musness by connecting to the
nature beyond reason. However, what should be deresi here is the trend: i.e. that
passionate men like Mellors were really alienatedhfworking-class wives of that time.
In fact, in contrast to middle-class couples whadgially became aware of birth control,
“Many working-class men continued to see unfetteser as their ‘right” (McLaren
224). Accordingly, their wives had been forced intawanted pregnancies. Therefore, it
is natural that “working-class wives tended to ealoareful,” decent, sober husbands
more than passionate spouses” (ibid.). In contasEonnie’s overestimation of him,
there is nothing special and unusual in Mellorsjsheothing but a working-class man
taking the initiative in sex as his ‘right.” Mellgrpassion and instinct, which really
bothered wives of working-class men in real lifeg described as charms for Connie.
This can be also regarded as one of the ‘parodieshe traditional discourses, as
Blanchard suggested in her examination (26).

Thus,Lady Chatterley's Loveconsists of a social discourse on issues of birth
control although Lawrence attempts to liberate abtyufrom suppression by society,
which might suggest the possibility that Lawrenas, well as Stopes, could be an
activist who is trapped by the language meantde trur sexuality. Indeed, the limit of
language irLady Chatterley’s Lovedeserves the controversy, but what should be paid
more attention to is what is meant by this worn-digcourse of birth control in
fiction—it reveals how unconsciously and ingenigugtivate matters were embedded
into society, such as with sex and pregnancy irfiteequarter of the twentieth century,
while being noticed even by the novelist.

Broadly speaking, the purpose of birth congraatly changed after World War 1.
When Margaret Sanger began the birth control mowemest before the war, its

purpose was the liberation of women. After the wim,purpose changed; the birth
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control movement was promoted with an emphasisugerics. Before World War |1,
birth control was strongly opposed by eugenicistsabse those who would use
contraceptive methods were the upper class whosknithg birth rate particularly
alarmed many eugenicists. From her experiencevioigliin a large poor family, Sanger
believed birth control was an absolute requirenfenthe liberation of women when
she began the birth control movement by writingoturmn on sex education for a
newspaper in 1912. By the 1920s, women desiredasduifiiment in marriage as
Freudian theory was accepted by the middle clasth Bontrol had come to stay and
the birth rate of the upper class declined. Thamg8r began to insist that contraceptive
knowledge was necessary for people with lower irep@ind less education in order to
solve the problem of the differential birth rategenically. Kevles summarises that,
“Before the war, Sanger had linked birth controlféminism. Now, like her British
counterpart Marie Stopes, she tied contraceptioreasingly to the eugenic cause” (90).
In McLaren’s words, “in the 1920s neo-Malthusiam @&ugenicists began to close ranks”
(219).

Stopes was quite a radical eugenicist, gettitgline with neo-Malthusians, who
were desperate to raise the fertility of the upgass as to lower that of the working
class. McLaren observes that Stopes had little syinypfor the life of the lower class,
quoting her remarks: “Soon the only class calloasig carelessly allowing themselves
to hand on bodily defect will be the morons of vas grades, sometimes called the
‘social problem group’™ (qtd. in McLaren 220). Also “A New and Irradiated Race” in
Radiant MotherhoodStopes criticised a society which “allows theedise, the racially
negligent, the thriftless, the careless, the feetileded, the very lowest and worst
members of the community, to produce innumerabies tef thousands of stunted,
warped, and inferior infants” (221). It is uttedyphorrent to her that the inferior stocks
“drain the resources of those classes above theichwiave a sense of responsibility”
(ibid.).

It has been noted in this thesis that Lawrenceaterated misanthropic remarks

indicate support of negative eugenics, but it © l@asty to draw a conclusion that he
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consistently remains a merciless eugenicist likep&. Connie, inLady Chatterley’s
Lover, becomes pregnant with Mellors’ child at the efdhe novel, which leaves the
great eugenic contradictions as follows.

The first contradiction is the fact, as argbefbre, that Connie does not use birth
control although it is absolutely necessary foresugs. It is true that Connie does not
need to practise birth control because she beltmglse upper class whose birth rate
was expected to grow! As eugenics is meant to create healthier and mnoeligent
people, an aristocratic woman like Connie shoultl mave sexual intercourse with a
working-class man like Mellors from a eugenic perdjve, let alone have a child with
him. Concerning the standards of the fittest amléast fit in eugenics, generally, in
England, a country of a rigid social hierarchy, Migino states that class really
mattered (179). People’s clothes, physical corgiituand way of talking and looking
considerably varied depending on class. Thereftirere was a strong tendency to
believe the order of the hierarchy was directlkdid to the quality of human beings,
though among eugenicists, there were critics of typpe of classism. In such a cultural
view, Connie’s pregnancy is totally supposed touhitime principles of eugenics.

Another contradiction is that Connie’s pregnampenly disregards the law of
eugenics—a class barrier. As she hates to useaception, she could have become
pregnant by any man she had sex with. Both Commdehar two year older sister, Hilda,
have love affairs by the time they are eighteemn@® seems to enjoy a sex-thrill with
her first lover, a student in Dresden, GermanyeAftlifford’s bad injury, she has a
desultory sort of affair with Michaelis, a youngsh playwright who has made his
fortune in America. It could be possible that shed la child even with Clifford because
they enjoyed at least a month’s honeymoon durirgviiar. All of them are at least
socially higher in rank than Mellors. However, Canmares to have a child with
Mellors, not with a young intelligent student, aalby playwright, or an aristocrat
husband.

Furthermore, disregarding class, it cannasdid that Mellors is physically much

superior to Clifford from a eugenic point of viewhe pneumonia that has afflicted
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Mellors since the war left his heart “not so strerand the lungs not so elastic”; he
cannot exercise hard too oftebhQL 196). Slenderness, rather than muscularity, is
emphasised in Mellors’ appearance: “his slendersldi“his white, slender back” and
“his slender white arms’ilfid. 66). On the other hand, Clifford seems to be quthf
healthy except his weakest point, paralysis of l[tweer half of the body. He has a
“ruddy face” and “his shoulders were broad andrgjrchis hands were very strong”
(ibid. 15, 66). Connie chose Mellors not because hethawery picture of health as
eugenics campaigners promotdcdy Chatterley’'s Loveprovides the two players,
Mellors and Clifford, with divergent physical feads; it is difficult to tell which has the
better—a chronic man with reproduction ability drealthy man without it.

How can we explain Connie’s contradictory pragcy and what is meant by it?
Should it be regarded as natural selection ori@difselection? These contradictions
reveal Lawrence’s nagging doubts and inner cosfli@bout eugenics, although he
superficially takes a stance of supporting negatgenics. Connie’s pregnancy
expresses Lawrence’s strong will to reclaim theedem of the individual to decide
about matters such as pregnancy and childbirthghwivass controlled by the nation.

One interpretation is that the contradictioighhlights the value of life, in
opposition to eugenics which promotes the law ahithance. It is a challenge to the
classism of eugenics. We should understand thabhkehas something superior to any
other man as a human being and deserves to letsging, instead of asking why he
survives despite not belonging to a superior clas.was the only man who could
warm Connie up. As Connie’s outspoken father, Salddim, suggests, Connie needs
“some damned man” who would “set her stack on f+&” happens to be the
gamekeeperLCL 283). Lady Chatterley’s Lovers a challenge to the standards of
eugenics. The ambiguous description of the bodythadealth conditions of Clifford
and Mellors forces us to reconsider what a gerdsfect is. Physical strength, state of
mind and sexual capacity are all mixed up. Cliffasl depressed and sexually
unavailable because of paralysis of the lower enities, but except for that, is well

built and generally good in health. Mellors is saliu active and has no mental and
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physical defect except chronic pneumonia which &e leen suffering from since the
war. It casts question on the standards by whidemias rates the quality of human
beings. The conclusion dfady Chatterley's Lovesucceeded in making a distinction
between the value of life and social benefit, amdealed the need of revaluating the
value of life. This occurred at a time when theoratvas excited by eugenics, the new
scientific study used for rationalisation of claéscrimination and racial discrimination.

Another interpretation is that the contradigtoonclusion ofLady Chatterley’s
Lover subverts both the pre-war and post-war discowsdsrth control. Before World
War |, the purpose of birth control was to liberatemen from the burden of repeated
childbirth and raising children. The opposite igetiin the novel since Connie obtains
her liberty by having a child with Mellors. Pregegriberates her from Clifford and the
stifling life in Wragby. This conclusion opposesthampaigns of Sanger and Stopes
who began the birth control movement in the namwahen’s liberation. After the war,
its purpose was changed; birth control became synons with eugenics. As
mentioned before, Connie’s pregnancy totally deféhe post-war purposes of birth
control. Lady Chatterley’s Lovedescribes a rebellious woman who does not usk birt
control for women’s liberation or eugenics. Conngpresents the will to protect an
individual’s right to have a child against the sgoopposing social movement of the
time, namely when this sacred right was about tcebeved by the nation.

In consequence, it is undeniable thady Chatterley’s Loverwhose author
attempts to save sexuality from being a “dirtyidittecret,” is dominated by a social and
scientific discourse on birth control pervasivetlie early twentieth century although
the author hates their manners of disclosing sexd¥er, the discourse building up the
story has two important functions. One is thatekeaals social interference in private
matters. Some of the imagery and language in thvelmeflect the influence of birth
control and some seem to parody it. The discounsbirth control, which takes many
forms, shows social interference in sex, the maosafe matter.

Another function is paradoxically to reflebetideal that individual rights should

not be infringed on by government, no matter whae novel succeeds in placing the
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right of conception into the hands of the indivijuas it should be, by creating an
aristocratic woman who does not practise birth mdrdnd who has a child with a

working-class man. The discourse on birth conteflects social interference in the life

of the individual and at the same time, distingessiprivate and social matters. The
discourse on birth control ibady Chatterley’s Loverwhich was published in the late

1920s, when people were excited by the ideas ofreag, enables us to stop and think
about the value of life.

In the conclusion of this chapter, | wouldeliko scrutinise the philosophical
significance connoted in this novel by reviewing ttoncept of biopower/biopolitics
which was paid meticulous attention to by MicheuEault.

Almost forty years have passed since Foucault dioited the concepts of
biopower and biopolitics in the first volume @he History of Sexualityn 1976.
According to Foucault, the power over life startedthe seventeenth century and
evolved in two basic forms after thatdigtory 139). The first to be formed was what
Foucault called “amnatomo-politics of the human bgdwhich centred on the body as
a machine; for instance, physical disciple, thanigiation of physical capabilities and
the extortion of physical forces were all ensurgdhis power (ibid.; emphasis in orig.).
The second, formed later, focussed on “the spdwoely, the body imbued with the
mechanics of life and serving as the basis of tieo@ical processes: propagation,
births and morality, the level of health, life egfgncy and longevity” (139). The
supervision of these biological processes was teffiechrough an entire series of
interventions andregulatory controls: a biopolitics of the populatio(ibid; emphasis
in orig.). Such an explosion of numerous and deetechniques for achieving the
subjugation of bodies and the control of populatoarked the beginning of an era of
“biopower” (140). Foucault traces the history obpmlitics back to the seventeenth
century and clarifies that human life became centa politics in two different
directions from the eighteenth century. However, did not fully elucidate the
phenomena of the twentieth century, which he engbesherely suggesting.

Giorgio Agamben (1942-), one of the contemppoiainkers who took on the
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ideas of modern French philosophy, rethinks Fousaulconcepts of
biopolitics/biopower in the context of the twentietentury. Agamben begins Homo
Sacerwith the following etymological interpretation tife:’
The Greeks had no single term to exprdes we mean by the word “life.”
They used two terms that, although traceable toranton etymological
root, are semantically and morphologically distirat, which expressed
the simple fact of living common to all living bg# (animals, men, or
gods), andbios, which indicated the form or way of living proper &m
individual or a group. (9; emphasis in orig.)
‘Zoe,” in ancient Greek the simple fact of living, eken over by the term, zodios;
by biology (Ohsawa 13). Agamben quotes Aristotiishomachean EthicandPolitics
to demonstrate the distinctive use of language &etvbios and zaz. For instance,
Aristotle, in theEthics employs bios theérétikos’ to indicate the contemplative life of
the philosopher, andbfos politiko$ for the political life. The philosopher would newv
have used the terare. The following is the passage from Aristotl®slitics with the
complimentary Greek added by Agamben:
This [life according to the good] is theeatest end both in common for all
men and for each man separately. But men also toge¢her and maintain
the political community in view of simple livinggelbause there is probably
some kind of good in the mere fact of living itggdata to Zn auto monoh
If there is no great difficulty as to the way dielilkata ton bio, clearly
most men will tolerate much suffering and hold oriife [zc?] as if it were
a kind of serenityduemeria,beautiful day] and a natural sweetness. (qtd. in
Agamben 9)*®
The main point of Aristotle’s discussion is thabs is what the “polis” (a city state in
ancient Greece) is originally concerned with; ibsld not bezce. Human beings are
born with life zcz,] but essentially continue to exist for the sakea @ood life piog.
The purpose obios is to seek goodness in community. Life zs, in other words,

should be excluded from polis or politics.
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Foucault, in the first volume dthe History of Sexualitgummarises the process
up to the threshold of the modern era when natifeabegins to be included in the
mechanisms and calculations of state power antigsolurns into biopolitics:
But what might be called a society’s &éinold of modernity” has been
reached when the life of the species is wageredt®rown political
strategies. For millennia, man remained what he fmagristotle: a living
animal with the additional capacity for a politiedistence; modern man is
an animal whose politics places his existence lagrg being in question.
(143)

Foucault defines a society’s threshold of moderagysituated at the point at which the

life of species as a simple living body becomeargdt of a society’s political strategies.

He called this kind of power “biopower,” and patgibased on this power “biopolitics.”

Agamben has the same opinion as Foucaultcietgs threshold of modernity
accompanied by that biological existence was rtdtbcin political existence.
Agamben’sHomo Sacerestates Foucault’s concept with the term of “béieé to refer
to zcz: “the entry ofzaz into the sphere athe polis—the politicization of bare life as
such—constitutes the decisive event of modernity signals a radical transformation
of the political-philosophical categories of classithought” (10). Agamben’s definition
of “bare life” is “the life ofhomo sace(sacred man), whanay be killed and yet not
sacrificed,and whose essential function in modern politicsimtend to assert” (12;
emphasis in orig.). It is derived fro@n the Significance of Wordyy Sextus Pompeius
Festus, a Latin grammarian who flourished in thedtbentury: “The sacred man is the
one whom the people have judged on account ofnaectit is not permitted to sacrifice
this man, yet he who kills him will not be conderdrfer homicide” (qtd. in Agamben
47). '‘Homo sacercan be killed but cannot be legally offered tga as a sacrifice in a
religious ceremony, for instance. Then, what isliffieeof homo saceiif it is situated at
the intersection of a capacity to be killed andny@tsacrificed, outside both human and
divine law? This is an absorbing question for Agamf48). Agamben’s achievement is

that he applies the concept of biopolitics to dapds of the twentieth century, while
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Foucault’s attention centres on biopolitics in thghteenth century. He dares to focus
on the extreme “bare life” in the Auschwitz concatibn camp within the structure of
the great totalitarian states of the twentieth went

It is certain that power over life existed dref what Foucault calls a society’s
threshold of modernity, when human life became eatdbd in political strategies.
Foucault’s text features the power over life befarel after the seventeenth century.
Foucault, in “Right of Death and Power over Liféy¢ final part of the first volume of
The History of Sexualifystates: “For a long time, one of the characiertvileges of
sovereign power was the right to decide life andtlaie(135). The sovereign could
legitimately require his subjects to take part he tvar for the defence of the state;
without “directly proposing their death,” he was mwered to “expose their life”: in
this sense, he wielded an “indirect” power ovee li#nd death (ibid.). Also he could
exercise a direct power over the traitor’s or tfferaer’s life as punishment; he could
put them to death. The sovereign’s power is thietrig kill and he evidenced his power
only by exercising his right to kill or refraininfjom killing. In short, according to
Foucault, the right which was formulated as thewppof life and death” was in reality
the right to takelife or let live” (138; emphasis in orig.). However, since tassical
age the West has undergone a very profound tranatmn of these mechanisms of
power (136). Contrary to the right of the soverelmased on death, the right of the
social body is to ensure, maintain, or developsiibjects’ lives. In other words, “the
ancient right taakelife or let live was replaced by a power fiwster life or disallow it
to the point of death” (138; emphasis in orig.)eTpower to kill and threat of death
belong to the powerful in the ancient state; sifieelizei’ was established in the
seventeenth century, a new power emerged whichfenéel with and controlled the
health and lives of citizen§’

Thus, the issue of power over life has begued by many thinkers in various
ages from Aristotle to Foucault and Agamben. Whady Chatterley’s Loveis read in
line with such a long lineage of philosophy of poweer life, it is possible to draw two

conclusions. The first is that both Clifford and IMes simultaneously experience the
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two kinds of powers over life through the war: tecient power to “take” life and the
modern power to “foster” life. The two of them weteafted to World War | and had a
brush with death; in fact, Clifford received a desiing injury. After the war, they were
forced to stay alive without apparent purpose fef hith dreams and hopes under the
welfare of the state. Even Mellors, who returneahfithe war unscathed, withdrew into
a self-destructive world. During the war, they wéaeed with the threat of death and
the ancient right to take life in Foucault’s terrAgter the war, they have no choice but
to abandon a power to foster life. During the spafcenly a few years, they undergo
both the ancient and modern power over life beygpate and time.

Taking Agamben’s notes on the etymologicagiarof life in Greek into account,
Lady Chatterley’s Lovercan be interpreted as a story of bare life; ongpeeately
struggling to regairecz from biopolitics. The protagonists of the novebrie and
Mellors, are “bare life,” that is, the life dlomo sacerwho can be killed but cannot be
forced to be sacrificed. Their lives can be takegally if they commit a crime, but
cannot be offered to God. They decline sacrificedoything in the name of ‘God:’
customs of society, classism, intellectualism, stdalism, science and politics.
Cherishing “the simple fact of living,” Connie aMkllors try to skimzaz from power
over life and state intervention under the nameufenics, for example. They can die
any day if they wish, however, Mellors never watdsend his self-contained and
isolated life in his cottage in the woods and Cenwiants to escape from a lifeless
house at Wragby Hall. The woods at Sir Cliffors’'sagby Hall signify the void,
hopelessness and disconnection for Mellors and iEpand probably even for Clifford.
Staying in the woods is almost equivalent to beogma human sacrifice for God,
which Mellor and Connie firmly deny because theg dvare life” whose sacrifice is
banned—the wood at Wragby Hall functions as a Iripleéce where human life would
be offered. This is a story abad; the protagonists do not care abbiats the form or
way of living proper to an individual or a group.

Such analysis dfady Chatterley’s Lovein terms of biopolitics gives Aristotle’s

philosophy great weight once again. In his opinioving according to the good is great,
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but above all, men live for living. Aristotle opméhat if there is no great difficulty in
the way of life piog, most men hold on teaz because “there is probably some kind of
good in the mere fact of living itself” as if it weea kind of “beautiful day and a natural
sweetness” (qtd. in Agamben 9). In fact, Conrierdilly has no difficulty in her way
of life; she was to inherit money from her fath@ir, Malcolm, and has her own money
(above starvation) if she leaves Clifford. Connas mo financial difficulty but both
Connie and Mellors get sick of living in a form acding to ‘the good.” It might be
much easier to adapt to living asos however they cast off the burden of
bios—classism, morality, customs, society and induldria In the context of
philosophy of biopolitics from ancient times to &yl it is possible to conclude that
Lady Chatterley’s Lovetells of a man and a woman who believe that thepks fact of
living itself deserves celebration and pursue tleauty inzcoz free from the state

intervention and anyone’s interference.
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Chapter 9

Lawrence and Democracy

In this final chapter, | would like to discuesw Lawrence’s political view on
democracy is in line with his response to eugenige in the previous chapter, which
analysed Lady Chatterley's Lover this chapter also reveals Lawrence’s
contradictions—between his superficially approviatitude towards eugenics and
discordance with what he presents in his works. discussion goes along with his
essays on society such as “Democracy” and “Edutatio People” because they are
useful in finding out his inner conflict about eages and bring to light the motivation
behind his favourable comment on it.

His essay “Democracy,” now iReflections on the Death of a Porcupine and
Other Essay®f the Cambridge edition, was supposed to be ewittom September to
October of 1919 and originally grew from his work @alt Whitman forStudies in
Classic American Literaturdnstead of being printed in ti&udiesit was published in
a small weekly international paper call&@tde Word which would be mentioned in
Kangarooin 1923. “Democracy” consists of four parts andhepart begins with the
discussion of an American poet of the nineteentitucg, Walt Whitman (1819-92).

“Democracy,” taking Whitman'®©emocratic Vistaspublished in 1871 as its
starting point, expresses Lawrence’s views on @ennocracy on the whole. Lawrence
begins the essay by summarising and reviewing wee rhajor conditions for the
establishment of democracy which were suggesteWhbiman: “Whitman gave two
laws or principles for the establishment of DemograVe may epitomize as (1) the
Law of the Average and (2) the Principle of Indivadism, or Personalism, or Identity”
(REF63). This is supposed to be his response to Whithtdaims, as follows:

For to Democracy, the leveler, the unyielding ppfe; equally unyielding,
closely tracking the first, indispensable to itpopite, (as the sexes are
opposite,) and whose existence, confronting and eelifying the other,

often clashing, paradoxical, . . . This secondqpie is Individuality, the
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pride and centripetal isolation of a human being in

himself,—ldentity—Personalism. (35)
Whitman himself admits that these two principlestbé law of average and the
principle of individuality are quite “opposite,” buhat they function as the core of
democracy. In response to Whitman, Lawrence cheek$ element which sustains
democracy one by one: “The Average,” “Identity,”€Bonality” and “Individualism.”
Throughout the essay, Lawrence expresses his stietegtation of the concepts of the
Average and equality which are regarded as therfesbf democracy.

In the first place, democracy is a systemaegnment which cares about equally
providing the people with ‘liberty’ as liberalistsll it. Liberalism is a political doctrine
that insists on protecting the freedom and propeftthe individual. Liberalists rebuke
inequality as it deprives individuals of naturahis to freedom of thought, speech and
worship and discriminates individuals by blood amass. Liberalism has a close but
uneasy relationship with democracy; liberals recagithat government itself can pose a
threat to liberty by generating a tyranny by thgarigy for its doctrine—governments
derive their authority from popular electioh’ In spite of the strained relationship
between liberalism and democracy, it cannot beedkthat the concept of equality lies
at the centre of democratic doctrine, which prowokawrence’s backlash.

Equality is worshipped by both liberalists atfe democratically minded, but
Lawrence asks for whom it exists. It rests upone“fatal little hypothesis of the
Average” REF63). He keeps asking who ‘the Average Man’ is. Gdirse, there is no
such animal and it is “a pure abstraction” (ibid'he discussion goes further to the
meaning of the existence of the Average Man. Algioit is nothing but an abstract idea,
the Average Man has a purpose: “He is useful tosomeaby. ... He is invented to serve
as a standard in the business of comparison” @H4@r all, as it is impossible for the
government to guarantee equality for all peoplenalacy requires calculation of an
average to ensure equality. The Average Man efosteur “Materially need;” he just
“represents what all men need and desire, phygicalhctionally, materially, and

socially” (65; emphasis in orig.). The Average Marreated neither for worship nor as
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ideal. He is “the standard of Material need inlinenan” (65). The law of the average is
the first core of Lawrence’s criticism of democracy

Lawrence develops the discussion of the cdnaegquality based on the premise
that equality is merely idealistic theory. Nobodgncsay that all men are equal or
unequal. It cannot be formulated, such as A = B,Ae B + C. The question is when
and how the concept of equality or inequality ignied. Lawrence explains its
mechanism: “When | stand in the presence of anattzar, and | am my own pure self,
am | aware of the presence of an equal, or of &riar, or of a superior? | am not.
When | stand with another man, . . . | am only @amaira Presence, and of the strange
reality of Otherness. There is me, and theranesther beingj (REF 80; emphasis in
orig.). At first, there is no comparison or estiroat There is only “strange recognition
of present othernesgibid.; emphasis in orig.) and our emotions arfiuenced by the
presence of the other. Then, when does comparisien?elt enters “only when one of
us departs from his own integral being, and erttexrgnaterial-mechanical world” (80).
The material world generates comparison and cosparestablishes the concept of
equality.

Furthermore, the connection between the nadterechanical world and politics
is pointed out. According to Lawrence, the primbosiness of politics is dealing with
property. Politics concerns the possessor of ptgpenly its possession and ownership
can shift depending on political position and peeti

This is horribly true of modern desrecy—socialism, conservatism,
bolshevism, liberalism, republicanism, communisrii: aike. The one
principle that governs all the isms is the same:phnciple of the idealized
unit, the possessor of property. Man has his higlielsilment as a
possessor of property: . . . One half says thatutieducated being the
majority, should possess the property: the oth#rdags that the educated,
being the enlightened, should possess the progBRiEF 81-82)

To put it nicely, democracy is an ideal systemsitisg on equitable distribution of

property—out of their benevolent consideration thoe interests of the Average Man;
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but, in other words, whether it is democracy, d@raor communism, the reason for
existence of politics is really material: it is gribr settling a practical matter—how to
scramble for limited property on earth. Lawrencestrdstful of justifications for the
existence of democracy, conceives a political gambich disapproves of the private
ownership of land. In his letter to Mary Cannarl@15 he states, “Private ownership of
land and industries and means of commerce shabbkshed—then every child born
into the world shall have food and clothing anditeneas a birth-right, work or no work”
which shows his inclination to socialistic ideastters ii. 292).

Lawrence’s contradiction lies within the cahtrconcept that sustains both
eugenics and democracy. Although the concept of Aherage is in the central
discussions of both theories, Lawrence marks hgayal for eugenics but not for
democracy. It is palpable that eugenics was a stafdworship of the Average; the
discourse of degeneration was formed in the saaatext of England that had made
the public enthusiastically support eugenics sitioe late nineteenth century. The
British Empire was faced with the deteriorationnational power: London pauperism,
defeat in World War |, a decline in physical aliliof the whole nation including
soldiers and the increase in criminals and theléegiinded among the lower classes.
The obvious corruption of the country forced eugests to measure all things that can
be measured: measurement of body and physicatéirertility rate, criminal rate, rate
of school attendance, amount of income and intllg quotient. As a result of
statistics obtained from quantification, those abthe average were categorised as the
superior; below, the inferior. The natures of deraog and of eugenics are similar;
figure and average are all about them. Therefaajrence’s approving attitude towards
eugenics seems to conflict with his allergic reacto democracy.

However, anti-democratic power is generallpuiht to be liable to lead to
eugenic ideology. As Kevles asserts: “An unabastetiust, even contempt, for
democracy characterized a part of eugenic thinkangoth Britain and America” (76).
Henry Fairfield Osborn, the president of the AmanidMuseum of Natural History,

delivered a speech at the second Internationalitcg€ongress, stating “the true spirit



Sumitani 176

of American democracy that all men are born witliaqights and duties has been
confused with the political sophistry that all mare born with equal character and
ability to govern themselves and others” (qtd. evies 76). Eugenicists did not display
their admiration for the economic top of modernistycand businessmen were hardly
found among the leadership of organised eugenittsibdBritain and America because
business talent was not recognised as a eugenitgiyable trait.

Kevles observes that the eugenics movementabled middle- and
upper-middle-class British and Americans to canveadlocus of power for themselves
between the captains of industry on one side arndrléancome groups—nboth native and
foreign-born—on the other” (76). This observationginh suggest a reasonable
understanding of Lawrence’s stance on eugenicsaaiogy between eugenicists and
Lawrence as an anti-democrat is found in the pibiat they both do not believe in the
material world—eugenicists do not admire a bounidethe material world, which
would be the business of democracy, not of eugehasause they regard the success in
business as a causeless event which would annglighdicance of blood, thoughtful
marriage and education. Secondly, they share viewssocial position; neither
Lawrence’s birth nor the target of eugenics is ltiigh aristocracy or the upper class,
much less the business person. Those who eugepm=ala to match Lawrence’s
backbone: between ‘the captains of industry’ amgvér-income groups.’ Furthermore,
Lawrence and eugenicists stay in line as long &g disregard fine words of equality. It
might well be that Lawrence’s remarks were takenirmcating an inclination to
eugenic ideas because his ideas could fit intoger@a stance, i.e. they openly avowed
inequality in human life by brandishing the diffece—stronger and weaker human
life.

As if corroborated by the theory of eugenlcawrence would sneer at the naive
idea of equality in “Education of the People,” #mesay published in 1920, a year after
“Democracy”: “It is obvious that the old idea of &&jity won't do. . . . before we can
dispose of the equality ideal, ideal that all memessentially equal, we have got to find

how far it is true” REF 100-01). He persuades us that it is beneficialcfaidren to
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discard the hypocritical idea of equality. What sheuld bear in mind is that before we
educate the people, we must know well enough tihaty“are the proletariat, the human
implement of industry” and that their “proletarian laborious nature is their mundane
nature” (87). The problem is that we argue for edion in its “utilitarian aspect only,”
disregarding the be-all and the end-all for thebid(). To the poor education ideally
exists; they have a higher reality than the mod#gemocratic ideal. Although the
elementary school teachers know what the end wilfds children, the high idealists
preserve some illusion around children as if edanaénriched their life standards;
however, it is never promised. The first thing ®odone in the education of the people
is to “cure them of the fear of not earning theimadliving” (92). Regrettably, however,
the reality is different: “Between the idealistslahe materialists our poor ‘elementary’
children have their education shaken into themit()blt is a shame to treat children in
school to a lot of highfalutin ideas and lies.

The solution he suggests is that educatioruldhbe provided according to
purposes and classes. As every child has diffexieygical ability, mentality and family
background, there ought to be various systems o€atbn. Education, according to
Lawrence, should offer what children need, buthegitchildren nor parents know how
to choose what they need: “We’ve got to educatechildren. Which means, we’ve got
to decide for them”REF 106). Educators must take responsibility for thesidion as a
community. They have to keep in mind the followifig’s no good feeding our young
with a sticky ideal education till they are foumegears old, then pitching them out,
pap-fed, into the whirling industrial machine ari twarren of back streets” (106).
Education is sacred business; educators decidsteps of their young fates, seriously
and reverently. The remarks of Lawrence, who onoeead as an elementary school
teacher, are convincing: “unless we can act fromdmep, believing souls, we’d best
not act at all, but leave it to Northcliffe anddes unions” (ibid.). If educators admit
that distinct classes of society inevitably existsa system of education in which the
basis is the great class of workers, they will kribvgé time to shift to education with

gaps depending on class, abandoning the old ideguaiity.
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Hierarchical society is what Lawrence wantgjol is revealed by his letter to
Bertrand Russell in 1915: “You must drop all yoentbcracy. You must not believe in
‘the people.” One class is no better than anothenust be a case of Wisdom, or Truth.
Let the working clasbe working class. That is the truthldtters ii. 364; emphasis in
orig.). Lawrence exhorts Russell, a British mathecren and social reformer, to
consider the drastic social reformation which wouldplace democracy and
egalitarianism. He continues: “There must be amtaecracy of people who have
wisdom, and there must be a Ruler: a Kaiser: nsithats and democracy” (ibid.).
Soon after this letter, he whips up Russell again:

. . . you must criticize the extatgmocracy the young idea. That is our
enemy. This existing phase is now in its collapgbat we must hasten to
prevent is this young democratic party from getimg power. The idea of
giving power to the hands of the working clase/ieng The working man
must elect the immediate government, of his [ ] work, of his [ . . . ]
district, not the ultimate government of the natidhere must be a body of
chosen patricians. . . . The whole must culminatan absolut®ictator,
and an equivalenDictatrix. There must be none of your bourgeois
presidents of RepublicsLétters ii. 365; emphasis and square brackets in
orig.)
Lawrence goads Russell not only to criticise oldnderacy but to carry out a new
constructive idea of a new state with a rigid hielng in which an absolute ruler from
aristocracy—never the working class—is on top, ehoby election of the working
men.

It seems to clear up the contradiction in Lewee, as an anti-democrat and as a
supporter of negative eugenics, because althowgge ttwo doctrines share the principle
of the Average, eugenics is incompatible with eyuatHowever, the fact that Lawrence,
who wishes for an aristocrat ruler, comes from wrking class attracts readers’
interest toward the position in which he is stagdamd what he is thinking about when

he desires hierarchal society. To approach thetigunesf why he often delivers elitist
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comments,Sons and Lovershis autobiographical novel, describing the rgatit the
working class, should be examined again.

Sons and Loversan be regarded as a novel which deals with tki@oas class
complex and how to overcome it. As in the novelvtence is a hybrid; he was born of
a coal mining father, Arthur, and lower-middle-dasother, Lydia, who has more
education than her husband.3ons and LoversPaul’s father, Walter, who used to be
attractive and beautiful, with energy and passioecomes no more than a filthy
self-indulgent man who is called “Dirty nuisancddy his son $L 141). Although as
Paul grows older, he shows a little sympathy farfather, knowing his mother’s love is
too possessive and realising that not only theefalthut also the mother is to blame for
the failure in their marriage, the novel moderataproves of Paul's devotion for his
mother and antagonism towards his father.

The author began writin§ons and Loverat the age of twenty-five in 1910, as
his mother lay dying; it could be seen as a cordassf a suffering middle-class
woman who married a working-class man. Howeverhicearly contempt of his father
lead him to elitism? His ambiguous social positidmesa in the working class but
moved out of it through education—brings about ssvguestions: Does he really hate
his blood, i.e. of the working class? Does he desfiose who accept the hard life of
the lower class without tempting to get out it? @e his remarks no longer coming
from the working-class man and does he look dowtheraudience as a successful man
in the world? | think that | can answer yes to mafsthese questions. There must have
been a considerable psychological complex: as acuanng from the working class,
and at the same time, pride as a man of successewo, he never detests the
working-class men who live in what he calls latére* country of my heart™ It is
true that equality is nothing but a gloss as peapéebound to class as soon as they are
born, as Lawrence, who knows only too well the bhndl of the working-class life,
insists. Nevertheless, or therefore, a hasty sp#@oual should be avoided that he is an
extreme advocate of anti-democracy and eugenics.

Lady Chatterley’s LoverLawrence’s final novel, should be carefully exaed
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again along with the author’s spiritual growth amibinal theory of eugenics. As |
suggested in the previous chapter, Connie’s pregnaha child with the gamekeeper
totally annuls eugenics. Mixed marriage betweerfeddht races or classes was
commonly supposed to be an offence against eugemicsvever, it must be
remembered that Galton, the founder of eugenicsndt mean to enforce class-based
discrimination by his theory, or rather he hopedauld work in reverse. Before Galton
published his eugenic ideas litereditary Geniusn 1865, in order to pursue natural
ability he had drawn a sample population of digtisbed jurists, statesmen, military
commanders, scientists, poets, painters and masioeer two centuries. Finding that a
large fraction of them were blood relatives, hewdr@ conclusion that families of
reputation were much more likely to produce offsgriof ability than an ordinary
family. Kevles observes that “Galton’s hereditanalgsis proceeded from the premise
that reputation . . . truly indicated ability, thtae lack of it just as reliably bespoke the
absence of ability, that neither outcome depengbexh social circumstance” (4). Galton
believes in inherited talentereditary Geniusspecifies that “social hindrances cannot
impede men of high ability from becoming eminentidathat “social advantages are
incompetent to give that status, to a man of madexhility” (41).

In defence of the premise that environmental factoould not affect ability,
Galton liked to adduce an example of America: “Gudtis far more widely spread in
America, than with us [England], and the educatibtheir middle and lower classes far
more advanced; but, for all that, America mostaigly does not beat us in first-class
works of literature, philosophy, or art” (GaltdAereditary Geniugt0). This is a coarse
example dominated by imperialistic snobbism. Anri¢alent had been drawn into
forming a new nation rather than the field of akbove all, he missed noting the
possibility that without social advantage a manatént could not have got as far as he
did, or that without social hindrance those of hafility might have achieved more.
Consequently, his eugenic idea was accepted asbratfeg the social
environment—that is the English upper class, wi@eiton himself belonged to.

In that sense, the gamekeeper, MellorsLady Chatterley’s Lovercarries a



Sumitani 181

proto-eugenic meaning originally pronounced by @&glivho never meant to be classist.
Mellors is a middle-class man who has received edggrammar school education.
When he becomes a blacksmith, following his fatfesr working as an office clerk, he
rejects his middle-class identity and purposelyerts/to the working class. He had had
several traumatic relationships with women. His mage with Bertha Coutts is
disastrous; she is sexually rampant and dominamtia$ experienced a failure which is
very likely to happen to working-class men: chogssnwrong woman and imprudent
marriage. However, in spite of such a *“social hambte”—if Galton’s term is
applied—his ability is never ruined. No matter hdw behaves (in a manner of
working-class bluffness and speaking a broad Déibyslialect), he has “something
special” that makes Connie think he is “almosta.gentleman”(CL 69, 68). Indeed,
he is a cultured man who can appreciate intelléetod literary discourse and speak in
a refined way if he tries to. And during the wag bkerves as an officer. He is
talented—as if he was born as a gentleman. In a Wajlors is true to Galton’s
proto-eugenics—social hindrances cannot impede ohéigh ability. It might well be
that Connie or Lawrence decides to leave a chileifors, a superior, talented man.

In the case of Mellors, superiority does not mehbifitgg, which makes his name
appear inDictionary of Men of the TimePhilosophical reading along with an
examination of the author’s life could explain winaakes Mellors more advanced than
Clifford. 1 would like to apply Hannah Arendt’s ttey in seeking for Mellors’
peculiarity besides Connie’s abstract expressioriabhost” gentleman. A twentieth
century German-born American female philosopheenéit inThe Human Condition
deals with “the most elementary articulations o thuman condition;” she examines
“what we are doing” and proposes to designate tfmedamental human activities:
labour, work and action (5). According to Arendtey are fundamental because “each
corresponds to one of the basic conditions undechwiife on earth has been given to
man” (7). For each activity, she gives definitions:

Labor is the activity which corresponds to lthaogical process of the

human body, whose spontaneous growth, metabolisthe@entual decay are
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bound to the vital necessities produced and fealtime life process by labor.
The human condition of labor is life itself.

Work is the activity which corresponds to thenaturalness of human
existence, which is not imbedded in, and whose alityrtis not compensated
by, the species’ ever-recurring life cycle. Worloyades an “artificial” world
of things, distinctly different from all natural saundings. . . The human
condition of work is worldliness.

Action, the only activity that goes on dirgdletween men without the
intermediary of things or matter, corresponds te Human condition of
plurality, to the fact that men, not Man, live dmetearth and inhabit the
world. While all aspects of the human condition ammehow related to
politics, this plurality is specifically the conih—not only theconditio sine
gua non [condition that is indispensable], but tlenditio per quam
[condition by means of which]—of all political lif€7; emphasis in orig.)

Unlike Marx, who confused labour with work, thersficance of Arendt’s study draws
a clear distinction between labour and work, andbt® the victory of labour in the
modern age by putting weight on ‘action’ of humati\aties.

It is obvious that Arendt is not satisfiedlwihe modern age which has welcomed
a theoretical glorification of labour and the fétat the whole society has transformed
into a labouring society. Victory of labour hasuksd in consumption and confinement
of individuals to the private realm. Firstly, topgain how labour, which is the life
process itself, is connected with consumption, Ateguotes John Locke’s remarks:
“good things” such as life and labour are “gengrall short duration, such as—if they
are not consumed by use—will decay and perish byngelves” (qtd. in Arendt 96).
Labour is a precious thing that is indispensabidifie, but it is less durable (i.e. without
leaving something tangible) and it takes a muclgéortime to produce than consume.
In contrast, a characteristic of work is the prdgucof an artificial world although it
correspondents to unnaturalness of human exist@eerisk which Arendt is afraid of

is that the worldliness created by work could ba&stmmed by labour. Another of



Sumitani 183

Arendt’s major achievements is that she tries stirtjuish the public realm from the
private realm. The model of the public realm is #meient Greek polis where people
would race to show their ability through action aspmkech. Needless to say, Arendt
believes that people are released from the negeskiife and liberated only in the
public realm, while labour still belongs to the vatie realm which exists only for
necessities such as family.

Among all activities which intimately engagé&wthe most general condition of
human existence—birth and death—Lawrence engagetivank’ and ‘action’ all
through his life. The work and products that hé¢ tbestow a measure of permanence
and durability upon the futility of mortal life artle fleeting character of human time”
(Arendt 8). At the same time, a part of his worlowerlapped with action; his strong
interest in politics drove him to leave prolific vks and led him to become absorbed in
enthusiastic discussions with his companions. Gnadther hand, Lawrence’s father,
Arthur, and Mr. Morel inSons and Loverdevoted their lives to labour. A characteristic
of labour is “that it leaves nothing behind, tha tesult of its effort is almost as quickly
consumed as the effort is spent” (Arendt 87). Asoal miner, both Arthur and Mr.
Morel support and protect their family—in other wsy they assure not only individual
survival, but the life of the species; albeit iprajudicial manner, their labour might not
be productive.

The gamekeeper Mellors is a labouring man edroappreciate the value of work
and knows the temporariness of labour. By idemtgynimself as a working-class man,
he devoted his life after the war to labour asackdmith for a while before becoming
Sir Clifford’'s gamekeeper. He is a cultured man &@s$ enough intellect from his
education at grammar school and reading experiendes teenage years. He could
engage in work if he tried to do, but in the enddiek not; what he did—whether as a
blacksmith or a gamekeeper—was labour, not workraadt called it. His activity does
not lead to productivity and Mellors knows this ivéle grabs the essence of labour; at
the ending of the novel he writes to Connie abbathiad situation of the pit: “The pits

are working badly . . . They talk about nationdi@a, nationalization of royalties,
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nationalization of the whole industry. . . . Whaewou make you’'ve got to sell it”
(LCL 299). He continues to clarify the connection betwkdour and consumption and
the distinction between labour and life: “Theirdtiioung at the pit] whole life depends
on spending money, and now they’ve got none todpE&hat’s our civilization and our
education: brings up the masses to depend entirelgpending money, and then the
money gives out” (ibid.). He argues for the needré&in the people to live “without
need to spend” and to notice that living and spsndire not the same thing (300). His
declaration—“If only they were educated tive instead of earn and spend”
—corresponds to Arendt’s argument (ibid.; emphes®ig.).

Mellors, a final hero created by Lawrence,nsaccord with Arendt and the
author’s position in his late years. Both Lawrenoe Arendt believe in the value of the
ancient and are doubtful about equality. Arendipsuts Aristotle’s thought that neither
“labor nor work was considered to possess sufftoiignity to constitute dios at all,
an autonomous and authentically human way of &fece they served and produced
what was necessary and useful, they could notdee findependent of human needs and
wants” (Arendt 13; emphasis in orig.). Arendt rdsethe most obvious reason for her
rejection of the spectacular rise of labour fromdespised position in ancient times to
the highest rank, i.e. as the most esteemed dfuallan activities. She finds that the
history of labour changed since John Locke discaehat labour is the source of all
property; Lawrence also concluded that politicssexifor the matter of property
regardless of party (Arendt 101). She disapproveth® socialised man which was
emphasised by Karl Marx as opposed to the “egoitifee of the individual because
socialised man “act for reasons of self-interestie-iforces of interest which inform,
move, and direct the classes of society, and tlirabgir conflicts direct society as a
whole” (321). Deploring the victory of “animal latams,” Lawrence, Mellors and
Arendt respect the ancient thought that bies politikos[politic] as Aristotle calls it
should be based on action and speech. In addiidheir inclination toward ancient
philosophy, Arendt is a disbeliever of egalitarg@anias well:

. . . [Besides labour] this society does no longesw of those other higher
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and more meaningful activities . . . Within thiscmay, which is egalitarian
because this is labor’s way of making men live tbge there is no class left,
no aristocracy of either a political or spirituatare from which a restoration
of the other capacities of man could start aneyv. (5
For Lawrence and Arendt, egalitarianism seems todmeenient paradigm that makes
people engage in labour and live together obedientsociety, dangling a fairy tale of
liberation from the fetters of labour.

As for Lawrence, it is obvious that his distrwof egalitarianism results in
accordance with eugenic discourse from his youdt.itrtakes a long time for him to
reach the figure of Mellors who invalidates eugdaig but is politically neutral, neither
on the right or the left—just fed up with worship money. Before_ady Chatterley’s
Lover, he published a political noveKangaroqg in 1923. Soon after its protagonist,
Richard Lovatt Somers, who is a poet and essdyastcome to Australia with his wife,
Harriett, he receives an invitation from the rigirtd left wings. Their neighbour in
Sydney, Jack Callcott, an ex-serviceman commitedsdizing political power by
military force, offers Somers the opportunity tanjeéhe organisation led by Benjamin
Coley known as “Kangaroo™—an ex-army officer anayer. Kangaroo advocates an
Australia established by ideals of universal lond &rotherhood, which is based on a
strictly hierarchical system of government. In theantime, William James Trewhella
(Jaz), Jack’s brother-in-law, who is involved wikie labour movement, takes Somers to
the leader of the Labour Party to invite him tonjot as an editor of a socialist
newspaper. Somers is tempted by both offers fromgkeoo and the Labour Party; he is
drawn to Kangaroo’'s generosity and warm spirit, @sda man coming from the
working class himself, attracted to the movementtifie labourers. After all, however,
Somers will not commit himself to both movements; fiim, neither type of love and
political ideology can persuade him.

When Somers leaves for America, Jaz asks him:

“You won't give in, Mr Somers, wijlou? . . . You won't give in to

Kangaroo, and he’s dead now. You won'’t give in &baur, or Socialism.
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Well now, what will you do?—Wiill you give in to Amiea, do you think?”

... "l won't give up the flag of ourakcivilized consciousness. I'll give up

the ideals. But not the aware, self-responsible&spdeonsciousness that

we’ve gained. . . .” (348)
Paul Poplawski argues th&iangarooends with a sense of “a plague on both your
houses” in terms of the political options Somers been offered. But before he leaves,
Somers commits himself to another thing: to the terysof wild nature as represented
by the Australian bush—to the “non-human Gods, homan human being” (231).

Tracing the transition of Lawrence’s politithbught in his late novekangaroq
could be helpful for understanding what he comrhitsself to in the final years of his
life. As Somers is drawn to absolute authority tmthe labour movement, Lawrence is
pretty far to the left at one time. For instancertBand Russell, whom Lawrence asked
for drastic social reformation, recalled Lawrenoehis autobiography: “I was a firm
believer in democracy, whereas he [Lawrence] hagldped the whole philosophy of
Fascism before the politicians had thought of it. He, of course, in his imagination,
supposed that when a dictatorship was establiseedolnld be the Julius Caesar” (21).
Russell disputes Lawrence’s dream-like thinking #mak he never let himself bump
into reality, which would result in the breaking thie short friendship between them.
Russell's review of Lawrence is reasonable; judgiram his eugenic remarks and
authoritarian thinking againptairliamentary democracy, it is very likely that Lrawce
is regarded as a totalitarian advocating centidlés®d dictatorial government requiring
complete subservience to the state. However,nbidrue. Agamben’s observations on
democracy could explain well why Lawrence hates algacy, but at the same time,
does not believe in totalitarianism at all.
Agamben insists that modern democracy contasgecific aporia in itself: firstly,

as opposed to classical democracy, modern demoonas/ presented from the
beginning as a vindication and liberation zdz in that it is constantly trying to

transform bare life into a way of life and to firsh) to speak, thieios of zoz; another is
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that it tries to put the freedom and happiness @ mto play in the very place—"bare
life"—that marked their subjection (13). Democrasys unable to saveaz from
unprecedented ruin although all its efforts wereickted toward happiness ate.
Modern democracy’s decadence and gradual convezgeitic totalitarian are attributed
to this aporia of democracy. Agamben confirms thesiof an inner solidarity between
democracy and totalitarianism, which Lawrence knovedl (Agamben 13). Lawrence
does not switch to totalitarianism only becauséshanti-democratic.

Although seeming to be tempted by totalitagam or fascism at one time,
Lawrence believes neither in democracy nor totaitesm, which his essay,
“Democracy” proves. In it he states that “SocietyDemocracy, or any Political State
or Community exists not for the sake of the indidl] not should ever exists for the
sake of the individual, but simply to establish theerage, in order to make living
together possible’REF 66). He cannot have turned into a totalitarian bseavhen he
published “Democracy” in 1919, he already notideat tmodern democracy and all the
‘isms’—socialism, conservatism, bolshevism, libeml, republicanism and
communism—are the same; they provide “the princgiléhe idealized unit” for “the
possessor of property” (ibid.). Then four yearsedain 1923, whenKangaroo is
published, Lawrence grasped the direction: “I'NVgiup the ideals. But not the aware,
self-responsible, deep consciousness that we'veedaiK 348). Somers discards every
‘ism’; neither the right nor the left and the middiWhat is the “real civilised
consciousness” that Somers will not give up? Altgtohe is a highly socially minded
person, Lawrence’s final decision or philosophylitéd should be talked about away
from the field of politics, even though which call&dream-like” by Russell.

It is suggested that Lawrence’s idea of “de@psciousness” is rooted in classical
philosophy. Absorbed in John BurneBarly Greek Philosophy1892) which he had
borrowed from Russell, Lawrence wrote to Russdllhdve been wrong, much too
Christian, in my philosophy. These early Greeksehelarified my soul. | must drop all
about God” etters ii. 364). Greek philosophy offered him anotheywa interpret the

world, apart from Christianity. In this way, Lawnshould have assented to Arendt's
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view on ‘labour;’ both of them wanted to emphadise significance of ‘action’ as a
human condition as well as the ancient Greek pehere people show their ability
through action and speech. Also, that is why hitye®vel, Sons and Loveysn which

a coal mining father, a servant of labour, is detk$y his children, might express the
effect of ancient philosophy on the author. Laweetiws is shown to assign great value
to zez—or in Agamben’s terms, ‘bare life'—and that he dences mixing up of
modern democracyz¢ and bios). It can be deduced that Lawrence tried to seek a
foundation of deep consciousness in Greek philogadter giving up any political
‘isms’.

Another interpretation of what he calls deepsciousness might be revealed in
his emotional development through his life—espéciais understanding and sympathy
for his father. The difference of dealing with arking man, betweeSons and Lover
andLady Chatterley’s Lovemwould be important. A labourer, Mr. Morel is oppsed in
Sons and Loversbut Lady Chatterley’s Loverevives a hero like Mr. Morel, who
purposely degrades himself to be identified as akimg-class man and exhibits
uncouth behaviour. Worthen admits Lawrence’s sympédr his father in his later life:

A visit to England during the coal-strike of 192@®ight his last opportunity
to see his old haunts, and it was probably thigegpce which provoked the
first version ofLady Chatterley’s Loverone of a series of works revisiting
the themes and places of his youth, and the probfdris own early life. His
sympathy was now far more with his father (who Haedl in 1924) than with
his mother, and the novel’'s central character wasoughly working-class.
(DHL “Struggle” par. 2§ *
Worthen examines Lawrence’s emotional change oldtee1920s; on the other hand,
Inoue comments on his early reconciliation with faiher (150-51). Inoue focusses on
the fact that Lawrence began growing a beard indee of pneumonic disease in 1914.
After spending the winters of 1912 and 1913 inrthiel weather of Italy, he had to face
a dreadful winter in England. During his illnesg Wrote: “I've grown a red beard,

behind which | shall take as much cover hencefagH can, like a creature under a
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bush” (Letters ii. 224). Besides the fact that Arthur Lawrenaed to be proud of a

luxuriant beard, referring to his remarks, “creatuand “bush,” Inoue suggests the
possibility that those terms related to nature wdeld to the image of Lawrence’s
father, contrary to his mother who disliked anim@s0-51). Whether growing a beard
meant his reconciliation with his father or nots#ems obvious that Lawrence was
moved by compassion for the working-class man wiewent back to England for his
last visit in 1926 and saw a bitter strike.

This compassion for the working class makesn realise the deeply civilised
consciousness that Somers seeks for instead afl¢laés inKangaroa In Poplawski's
interpretation, Somers commits himself to the “mouman Gods, non-human human
being,” that is the mystery of wild nature as reprged by the vast land of Australia.
Although | have no objection against Lawrence’seremce for wild nature, in writing
Kangarooin 1922, | would like to add another meaning tédwiature of “non-human
human” as Poplawski calls it—it could also indic#ite very basic nature of human
beings as far as his final year are concerned.

When he returned to England in 1926, his tuberesilgs now a real problem.
He had something on his mind: the coal miner stNKben he was back to Eastwood in
July, the general strike was already finished @sillay) but unlike other industries only
coal miners kept going on strike even though theega strike ended in a defeat of the
Trades Union Congress. What he saw in Eastwoodhifotast visit was shocking for
him. There was no idyllic and peaceful nature amgmthe country of my heart’ was
gone—the miners, pickets, and policeman that he wave poignant like “a spear
through one’s heart’Letters v. 592). He witnessed the bare livelihood of tual
miner family, which was much worse than what he bagerienced as a child, and
women seemed to have changed most for him; theghtoagainst police and were
taken off to court for insulting and obstructing tholice in a strike.

The ‘country of his heart’ was completely destrgyleolwever, he sensed a strong
connection between himself and labourers. In “RetarBestwood,” his essay, written

at the time of this last visit, he confesses:
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They [the colliers of the Erewash Valley] are th@yopeople who move me
strongly, and with whom | feel myself connectedlegeper destiny. It is they
who are, in some peculiar way, “home” to me. | skaway from them, and
| have an acute nostalgia for them. (22)
He must have met quite a lot of influential peojike writers, editors, and educators;
nevertheless, only the coal miners were striking.dées not attack colliers who had
broken strike and went back to work for living, ando were still on strike. No matter
how hard the colliers went on strike, it was obgidhat they had lost but would never
surrender, which grabs him. He writes about hispatiny towards labourers:
Curiously, | like England again, now | am up in owyn regions. It braces
me up: and there seems a queer, odd sort of paligntin the people,
especially the common people. One feels in themesodd, unaccustomed
sort of plasm twinkling and nascent. They are nmuslied. And they have a
funny sort of purity and gentleness, and at theesime, unbreakableness,
that attracts oneLétters v. 519-20)
There must have been significant crossover betveediiers who stay out on strike
against capitalists and Lawrence himself who figigsinst government. He bestows
the best compliments on labourers with the terneh s1$ “plasm twinkling and nascent,”
“purity and gentleness” and “unbreakableness.” \We lwith ‘the deep civilized
consciousness’ in modern society. Our mind and ofalffe are much too civilized to
return the primitive life that we had before, howgJooking at labourers fighting for
life in front of him, Lawrence recognizes in themnomn-human human being,’ the
twinkling proto-plasm which reminds us of the beaait the origin of life.

It could be true that ‘labour’ is not an adtithat should be highly evaluated as
Arendt suggested because, according to her, inlg ‘®he biological process of the
human body, whose spontaneous growth, metabolischegentual decay are bound to
the vital necessities” (7). However, Lawrence selyesuffered from illness in his
forties; he barely maintained his health when e th& colliers strike in Eastwood. The

strong labourers who are energetically protestiggiresst coal owners seem to shine



Sumitani 191

brilliantly in his eyes. He witnessed the deeplisgd consciousness in their twinkling
plasm. Although he criticised mechanised civilisatias the end dfangaroosuggests,
he is “not the enemy of the deep, self-respongibiesciousness in man, which is what
mean by civilisation” (348; emphasis in orig.). $épirit of labour existing as the
civilised consciousness which has been the backbbowilisation, the modern people
owe much from. In the human condition, labour carrdnked under work as a human
activity that is only consumed and fed into the lirocess—in this point, labour might
be a “non-human” being in terms of elements of huraativity; however, Lawrence
revaluated this human primitive activity of labcamd the strong will for life behind
labour which dwells in the modern people: it is wha wished to cherish after giving
up all ideas.

Consequently, two things are revealed by ofisgrhis attitude in favour of
eugenics and of anti-democracy: one is why doegrtkin stating such aggressive
eugenic remarks even if only superficially? And tiber is that he believes neither in
eugenics nor democracy after all. As a man who lveais into a working-class family
and went out from it, he knows both the lives @& tbourer and the intellectual. He has
learnt it the hard way that one is born differesttackled to class. For Lawrence, it is
Russell who he thinks is a dreamer (he was callebysRussell though), believing in
democracy whose policy is established on egalitesim; he was too different from
Russell who was born a son of a Lord and Ladys linderstandable given Lawrence’s
background that he indulged in the idea of dicttgr or eugenics; he could not help
leaning the difference of individual life—theretiee life of the strong and the weak in
the world.

On the other hand, his essay “Democracy” finahplies that he will never be
bound to eugenics: “The State is a dead idgation is a dead ideal. Democracy and
Socialism are dead ideals. They are one and dllcpgtrivancesfor the supplying of
the lowest material needs of a people” (66; empghasiorig.). His emphasis of
“contrivances” expresses his concern that peoptegiren to accept any new idea

unguestioningly, expecting it to solve a social gbeon and to improve their life
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(although actually not doing so). Eugenicists wamong those who were trapped by
new “contrivances,” for “Socialist, progressivehdral, and conservative eugenicists
may have disagreed about the kind of society theshed to achieve, but they were
united in a belief that the biological expertisee[tidea of eugenics] they commanded
should determine the essential human issues ofdheurban, industrial order” (Kevles
76). It can be concluded that Lawrence must haea lkeenly conscious of uselessness
of contrivance—whether it is scientific discourgepolitical thought—for dealing with
“the essential human issues of the new urban, tndusrder” (ibid.). His pro-eugenics
remarks well indicate the author’s explosive tempat are tricky; they should be
carefully dealt with. Although he admits that thieeagth and weakness of human life
exist, he stands for the labourer in the end; hendoand admired the truly deep

consciousness of will for life dwelling in peopléavare fighting against the strong.
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Conclusion

This thesis has outlined the possibility ofegration of scientific discourse,
derived from evolutionary theory in the late niregtéh century, and early
twentieth-century literature. This concluding cleapwill briefly review the insights
gained from an advanced reading of Lawrence’s wailts evolutionary theory and the
idea of eugenics, as well as revealing the prooéskeveloping the thesis. This study
began with analysis of the significant mark sodizdrwinism and pre-Darwinian
evolutionary theory made on Lawrence’s early navElsapter 1 examined hofons
and Loversreflected the theory of Herbert Spencer’'s sociganism. Chapter 2
compared the difference between Lawrence’s and yBams reactions and
interpretations to evolutionary ideas by focusing leawrence’s frequent use of an
image of an ‘infant’ inThe RainbowandWomen in Lovewhich was borrowed from
Tennyson’siln Memoriam Chapter 3, also dealing with Lawrence’s successiwels,
The Rainbowand Women in Loveshowed the analogy between Lawrence and the
nineteenth-century geologist, Charles Lyell, in raang the stream of human
consciousness (for the former) and the historhefdarth (for the latter).

There were challenges in the organisationat P The order of chapters was
problematic; if evolutionary theories were placadsequential order, Lyell'Brinciple
of Geology(1830-33) would be introduced first, then Sperxc&ynthetic Philosophy
(1862-96) followed. However, that order was notss#o because the purpose of this
study is to focus on Lawrence’s development, nothenhistory of Darwinism. My first
encounter with Lawrence waSons and Loverswhen | realised Spencer’s social
Darwinism was clearly reflected in the novel. Sitiven, | have been reading his works
with great attention to see if there were cluesstiggest any connection between
Lawrence and evolutionary theories. | thought itdreto begin my research based on
clear evidence that showed the influence of evohatiy thought on Lawrence or his
interest in it. As the research progressed, | becammious about Lawrence’s frequent

employment of the image of an infant, which wascovered to be quotation from
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Tennyson, who was deeply affected by early evahatip thought in the nineteenth
century. Study of Tennyson uncovered his advancedwledge of biology and
archaeology, geology such as Lyell's uniformitaisam and Darwin’s law of natural
selection. Attention to Lyell in the study of Lawaee was triggered by the discovery of
his usage of the image of an infant borrowed frannlyson’s long verse. This is why
the chapters in this thesis are organised in revansonological order of the emergence
of evolutionary ideas.

Part I, “Pre-Darwinian Theory and Social Dansim,” confirmed the fact that
there was no clear line between science and lilsratind between the nineteenth and
the twentieth centuries. The difficulty in sepangtiscience from literature or literature
from science in the culture of the nineteenth cgnhas been discussed. Although my
research did not go further into analysing theaftd literature on science, it examined
the closeness between the fields. Chapter 1 shtve¢dhe nineteenth-century theory of
the social organism still affected Lawrence in kimig about the importance of an
individual. Chapter 2, after paying attention taifgson’s conflict between his theology
and new science, showed how that conflict of tretdrian era was transformed into the
concern of the people in the twentieth century. piéra3 presented a challenging
analysis of the concept of ‘development’ and the/ Wwehas fascinated people across
different times and fields. The comparison betwéemwrence and Lyell was most
difficult in this part because there was the longesiod of time between Lawrence and
Lyell, compared to that between Lawrence and Spefeanyson or Darwin. However,
Lyell’'s belief in the extremely slow transition ofhe earth through time
(uniformitarianism) and his method of demonstratinig could be broadly shared with
Lawrence, in his descriptions of the transformatioh men's and women’s
consciousness from the nineteenth to the twentietitury inThe RainbovandWomen
in Love Part | again presented no segregation betweemcziand literature, and
between the two centuries. The concept of ‘develghwas a fascinating discourse
for science in revealing the history of the eartid dhe origin of organic life; for

literature, the scientific approach to the proce$sdevelopment was a dramatic
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metaphor to use in narrating the development oindividual as a representative of
organic life.

In proceeding to Part Il, at the earliest sgagf research my intention was to
continue examining the effect of evolutionary theon Lawrence’s works, but this was
too wide a scope and had to be focused. | retuwmedy previous reading of Lawrence,
and the gap between the aggression shown in hgdednd essays and the sensitivity
expressed in his novels. It was important to amalykat generated this gap and what
made Lawrence appear as an extremist, leftist, aamsnhand socialist. What most
contributed to revealing an answer to this questi@ne his essays, letters ahddy
Chatterley's Lover Merciless remarks on the socially vulnerable Wwhigere often
found in his letters and essays, and a cross-ohasgage inLady Chatterley's Lover
implied that the idea of eugenics may have contedbuto the formation of his
philosophy and character, albeit with many conttilns; at the same time, | also
considered whether his written responses to eugeméze fundamentally negative or
positive. This was how Part Il was focused on aalyais of Lawrence’s reaction to
eugenics.

Part 1l examined Lawrence’s redefinition ohfériority’ and ‘degeneration,’
which were primary concerns for the eugenics moventéor eugenicists, paupers, the
feeble-minded, the incurable, the disabled, crifsinarostitutes and alcoholics were all
regarded as having a hereditary inferiority, befngfit: English and American
eugenicists made an earnest effort to eradicatetheoups because they thought the
‘unfit’ would cause the degeneracy of the natiom &me entire human race. Among
these signs of degeneration, this part raised fscudsion three stereotypes of
‘inferiority’ for eugenicists—homosexuality, non-via races and disease—to
understand how Lawrence interpreted the degenarafionodern society or redefined
the meaning of inferiority, apart from its defioimi from the eugenic perspective.

After discussing Lawrence’s essays and leftera 1908 to 1926, which revealed
that his ideas inclined towards eugenic thoughgp@ér 4, “Italy and Homosexuality,”

considers his frequent trips to Italy, which begari912, as a major turning point for
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Lawrence in thinking about homosexuality or homotisty. One of his Italian travel
books, Twilight in Italy, showed that he witnessed a physically close fagfilé beauty

in the male bonding of Sicilian men, which wouldmied his readers of the
“Gladiatorial” chapter irlWomen in LoveEncounters with Sardinian independent men
as described isea and Sardiniand with an American homosexual, Maurice Magnus,
which defined his contact with both homo-societyl &momosexuality, gave Lawrence
an opportunity to find ‘something primitive’ in hasexuality or the bond between men.
He regarded this bond as precious, but it was bleisigto modern people through its
low estimation in movements such as eugenics.

Chapter 5, “Across Racial Lines,” demonstratkdt Lawrence tried to cross
racial boundaries, while eugenics movements atthah@gh value to a racial hierarchy
with the Caucasian at the top. This chapter reghakdsvrence as a challenging English
novelist because the concerns of the English eaganovement were concentrated in
class matters, while it was primarily American wr#& who explored the racial issues
surrounding white supremacy. Although his white d@mplish supremacy could be
recognised in the letter from Ceylon and some dasans in Kangaroq nonetheless
The Lost Girland The Plumed Serpestcceed in dismantling racial barriers. Mixed
marriage between a ‘nice’ middle-class English, gitvina, and a dark vagabond Italian
dancer, Ciccio inThe Lost Girlstill left disquiet in Alvina. AfterThe Lost Gir)
Lawrence continued his attempt to integrate thet®vias English-oriented mind with
non-white and non-English elementhe Plumed Serpemtklebrates the emancipation
of Kate’s western consciousness by her marriageoio Ramon, a pure Spaniard with
the blood of Tlaxcalan. What supported Lawrencésnapts at mixed marriage in the
late novels was his trip to Sardinia in 1921, Tao$924 and Tuscany in 1927. He had a
spiritual experience when he saw the dance of tpache in New Mexico and
witnessed primitive beauty in Sardinian peasants faft the regeneration of life in
Etruscan remains. This chapter showed that encouwith non-Western and
non-English culture moved him, which enabled him d@ocomplish a literary

achievement as an English novelist—moving acrogalrines.
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Chapter 6 discussed how Lawrence interpretlidease’ in the context of
twentieth-century society, a phenomenon of degegdram the eugenic point of view.
This chapter compared Thomas Harditgle the Obscuraith Lawrence’sSons and
Lovers a comparison based on more than Lawrence’s “Stfidjnomas Hardy” essay.
These two novels make a good contrast for analyki@gtory of mother and child, and
more than that, in understanding how eugenic dissowas reflected in literature.
Hardy’s work bridges the end of the nineteenth wgnand the early twentieth century.
The main focal points of this chapter were the @nes of syphilis ifdJudethe Obscure
or in Hardy himself, and Lawrence’s expression péstilence,” which he used to
describe the character of Sue in Hardy’s novels Thiapter discussed the theories that
Hardy may have been infected with syphilis, whielpled to suggest the possibility that
Little Father Time was a child of congenital syghilThe purpose of focusing on
disease in reading Hardy and Lawrence was to shevdévelopment of medicine and
the different meanings of ‘disease’ in the ninetbeand twentieth centuries. Syphilis
and tuberculosis were representative illnesselehineteenth century as described in
Jude the Obscurewhile cancer served the same function in the tw#ncentury, as
described inSons and LoversHowever, Lawrence found another ‘true illness’ in
modern society: he recognised that the tragedyude the Obscuréay not in Little
Father Time but in Sue, who could neither love anraad herself nor accept sex and
physicality although she needed them. Lawrence eoatpSue, a woman who was cut
off from the source and origin of life, with ‘pdstce.’” This chapter revealed that
Lawrence thought ‘true illness’ or degeneration Idobe recognised in a too strong
consciousness and ego, which would cause a spliteka body and mind for modern
people. Thus, throughout Part Il, it was demonsttatow Lawrence redefined the
meaning of degeneration as it had been represamtedimosexuality, non-white races
and disease.

In moving on to the final part, one point reqd particular attention: what
happened to Lawrence after he wrote a letter inrB1®Bich suggests his supportive

attitude towards negative eugenics. After that] &t 1926, he left pro-eugenics
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comments such as “we must look after the qualityifef not the quantity” I(ate 24).
Remarks both in 1908 and 1926 are similar, but thag different meanings because
the trip to Italy prompted a great change in Lawesm consideration of the
degeneration of human beings. So, after redefitiiegmeaning of ‘unfit,” how did he
reflect his understanding of degeneration or ewgeim his life and writing? This
question became the central challenge of thisgfdtie thesis. It was vital to approach
the following three factors, which were all impart#éo discussion of both eugenics and
Lawrence’s life: motherhood and womanhood, diseauns sex, and politics. Hoping
that these three pillars would reveal Lawrencelfiresponse to eugenics, | decided
that Part Il would deal with his late publicatioafser 1920.

The purpose of Chapter 7 was to investigate Wwomanhood or motherhood was
dealt with inThe Plumed Serperdnd how motherhood functioned in the discussion o
eugenics.The Plumed Serperis considered one of Lawrence’s leadership novels,
emphasising male leadership by an unequivocal atiomebetween men; however my
discussion began with an objection against thisnclalrhis chapter suggested the
possibility thatThe Plumed Serperdould be interpreted as a novel representing a
motherhood culture. Firstly, this was showed by l@yipg Jung’s psychoanalysis.
Darkness, which was often associated with desonptof Mexico, the colour of local
people’s skin and the eerie ceremony of Quetzdloodahe novel, was regarded as the
negative archetype of motherhood advocated by J8agondly, this chapter showed
that the purpose of the novel itself signified testoration of the culture of motherhood.
Don Ramén and Cipriano hope for the replacemenChuistianity by Quetzalcoatl,
which means a denial of Logos, the core principl€lristianity; and at the same time,
indicating a psychological element of paternityaircounterpart to Eros, representing
femininity.

The latter half of this chapter attempted to revkaldifference in the meaning of
‘motherhood’ as advocated by Lawrence and the eaigen As Havelock Ellis argued,
enlightening women as to motherhood and parentia@sdan important mission for the

eugenics movement; they aimed to increase the nuaibeise’ mothers because they
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did not want them to produce ‘unfit’ offspring agesult of choosing a ‘wrong’ man.
This chapter clarified that Lawrence and eugeniesamh different things in their
discussions of motherhood; Lawrence hoped thatghksation of motherhood culture,
would result in every woman being liberated megtalhd physically whether she was
educated or not, while general eugenics supporégrarded women as a reproductive
tool to “maintain a given stock” (Kevles 88) of tination, and were alarmed by the
higher education of women. This chapter confirmeat although the dominant image
of motherhood in the novel could indicate a limdatof Lawrence, who could not
escape from the haunting mother archetype evenignlate years, Lawrence and
eugenics conflicted with each other in the conoépin ideal motherhood culture.

Chapter 8, focusing on the discourse arounxd which was inevitable for the
nineteenth-century eugenics movement, examined lbewrence took decisive steps
against state intervention in life and sex underrtame of eugenic policy, even though
his last novellLady Chatterley’s Loveremployed eugenic discourse on sex. Because of
the pauperism resulting from an overflowing popolaiand the issue of immigration in
the late nineteenth century in America and Westeunope, population control was
required. The nation began to intervene in theviddial's life and sexual activity. Sex,
pregnancy and birth control became an object oficaédesearch explored by the
government. First, after introducing Marie Stoes England birth-control campaigner,
and Lawrence’s remarks on her, this chapter sholmd Lady Chatterley’s Lover
employed the sexual discourse presented by bimir@locampaigners: discourse on
orgasm, pregnancy, contraceptive and men’s sexistinct. The fact that although
Lawrence criticised Stopes’s chemical analysisexf lsecause it killed the energy and
mystery of life, he did use the birth-control digcge in writing about sex in the novel,
indicating “the limit of language” in discussionxsality as explained by Michel
Foucault (“Preface” 30).

The latter half of this chapter argued thatdy Chatterley’s Loveshould be
regarded as a novel which protests against thepdlites discussed by Foucault.

Connie’s pregnancy with the gamekeeper Mellors arasbvious violation of eugenics.
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What was meant by Connie’s pregnancy, although eaweg maintained a position

supporting negative eugenics? For this questias, dhapter attempted to investigate
what Lawrence regarded as the good or ‘superiofite novel presented a challenge to
the class prejudice of eugenics, which promoted ltve of dominance. Lawrence

wanted to highlight the value of life beyond clastellors is a character who has a
superiority over other men as a human being, asdrgdes to leave offspring unlike the
upper-class male characters in the novel. Onlycutdckindle Connie’s heart. Mellors’

triumph in the novel helped to resolve discussibhawrence’s final attitude towards

eugenics in the final chapter.

The purpose of Chapter 9 was to present adictcay findings: adducing the
proof of Lawrence’s pro-eugenics stance since aif/eareer; and on the other hand,
revealing why he conflicted with eugenics in thel.eHis essays “Democracy” (1919)
and “Education of the People” (1920) were analytsedlchieve the first purpose of this
chapter, as they presented grounds for Lawrencessfication of eugenics. These
essays revealed that he disliked democracy bedause built on the idea of equality
and average. Lawrence argued that democracy i©sagpo serve the ‘average’ person,
but he asks: “What is the Average ManREF 63). He could not find any meaning in
calculating the average, nor in egalitarianism beeaas a man coming from the
working class, he believed that people were borpetdifferent. It is true that eugenics
was concerned with the average, but this chaptdfiroted that anti-democratic forces
were generally thought to be liable to lead to @imedeology because eugenics
disapproved of the concept of equality. Additiopalthis chapter showed that
Lawrence’s family background inclined him towardgyenic ideas. Although his coal
mining family was never poor among other workingssl families, he endured hardship
that upper-class men had not experienced, as Hedcim Sons and Loverd awrence
knows the reality: there exist the upper and tieeloclass; the weaker and the stronger
in the strength of an individual life. The concejtthe average took him nowhere;
equality was an illusion for idealists, which expkd why Lawrence displayed an

affirmative response to eugenics from his earlgeaonwards.
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The second purpose of this chapter was toircorthat he was anti-eugenicist
after all. Sons and Lover€l913) and.ady Chatterley’s Lovef1928) were analysed for
this purpose. Comparison of these two represestatiorks from his early and late
career drew the conclusion that Lawrence ultimatejued ‘labour’ above all. This
chapter introduced Hannah Arendt’s theories in isgethe reason of Mellors’ triumph
in Lady Chatterley’s LoverArendt's Human Conditionsorted fundamental human
activities into three categories: labour, work amtion. Among them, in her opinion,
the value of labour is lower than that of work aadion as a human condition. Work
corresponds with human existence by creating aifical’ world; action is the most
valuable human activity because it is “the onlyhaist that goes on directly between
men without the intermediary of things or mattekréndt 7); while labour is readily
connected to consumption and “the activity whichresponds to the biological process
of the human body” and means “life itself” (ibidljowever, the triumph of Mellors in
the novel represented Lawrence’s praise of labdarbe sure, labour might be a
temporary activity of the human being which is aogned immediately, and the
labourers were the group whose rapid populatiomvtiranost alarmed the eugenicists,
but we cannot live without labour. As Arendt obs=yit is “life itself;” it makes life
possible. In contrast to the hatred of a fathdéabaurer, inSons and Loversn his last
novel Lawrence reevaluated labour.

The final task of this chapter was to evalua®rence’s final political position
and his personal development after a significapegrnce Kangaroo (1923) was an
appropriate text for tracing the transition of Lawce’s political thought. Just as Somers
in the novel is drawn to both authoritarian powed #éhe labour movement, it was true
that Lawrence was aligned to the left at one tikhough he seemed tempted by
totalitarianism and fascism, his essay “Democrapyves he believed neither in
democracy nor totalitarianism. Each political paatyd ‘ism’ was just “contrivance”
invented for the taking of propertyREF 66). This chapter confirmed that because
Lawrence left eugenic remarks that did not meanpbigical stance was more to the

left.
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Finally, this chapter emphasised that Lawr&nceevaluation of labour was
caused by his personal development as a man. ldsrstanding and sympathy for his
father contributed to his praise for labour. Thaeppear to have been several occasions
that made him rethink his opinions of his fathehéi he married and had a fierce
guarrel with Frida, he may have understood tharfgslof his father. When he fell ill
and suffered from lack of money, he may have faetenable in thinking that he could
not even work; his father supported his family by labour. This chapter highlighted
Lawrence’s writings when he returned to his honventdor his last visit in 1926 at the
age of forty-one (his father had died two yeardiedr Observing at a bitter strike, he
showed his compassion for the working class manwréace sensed a strong
connection between himself and the labourers, aad moved by the coal miners’
strong spirit that would never surrender to thequitners. He left comments that he
found “some odd, unaccustomed sort of plasm twmgkAnd nascent” in thenhgtters
v. 520). After that, in the last part of the ess&®eturn to Bestwood,” his pro-eugenic
remarks followed: “I know that we must look afteetquality of life, not the quantity”
(Late 24).

The obvious difference between his eugenic remiawrk908 and 1926 was their
context. Lawrence’s experiences as a man coming ffee working class may have
made him accord with eugenic thinking at one tilhen he remarked on a woman
who was sentenced to death for the murder of tegitiimate child in 1908, he was only
twenty-three years old, an immature single mangdwdd say whatever he wanted. If it
had been after his marriage, while he suffered fithness and lack of money, his
comments may have been different. However, the mero& 1926 arose from his
concerns for the labourers and their welfare. Lasgevas discussing our responsibility
for the future; he did not want to see such a ralsertown. He realised that such a
social situation could be avoided in the futurer fiostance, if the birth-rate was
controlled by some reasonable action by the goveminor the state immediately.
Although his expression was still extreme, in rékeasuch as “Hopeless life should be

put to sleep, the idiots and the hopeless sickilaadrue criminal” Late 24) the tone of
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his comments changed between 1908 and 1926. Lagvdlmoonstrated a deep concern
for the welfare of the working-class family in 1926

I would like to conclude this thesis with a remindef the term ‘plasm.’
Lawrence’s impression of the fighting coal minesvsimilar to the impression Ursula
receives inThe Rainbowon finding “the nucleus of the creature underrheroscope”
(408-09). He did not deny science; the developroéstience made it possible to show
us the beauty of life. Even the pseudo-scientifecaurse of eugenics gave him an
opportunity to reconsider the value of human [fee beauty of ‘plasm,’ the origin of
life, became visible thanks to the developmentcadrece but paradoxically could not be
fully explained by science. Recognising its beaude Lawrence return to the ‘origin’
of himself. When returning to Eastwood in 1926 ftxend the origin of his life in the
land, nature, women, children and labourers of it@stl. Finding ‘plasm’ in them
created the celebration of Mellors’ way of lifehirs last novelLady Chatterley's Lover
in 1928, which signified his reconciliation withfaher-like figure or his father himself.
Throughout the examination of Lawrence’s acceptasfcgre-Darwinian evolutionary
theory in his early novels, to his response to eiggeiscourse chiefly in his late
writings, this thesis recognises that Lawrence’s @wvolution could be witnessed in the

fact that he returned to the origin of human lifel @f his own career as a writer.
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Notes

. See Jenny DavidsonBreeding: A Partial History of the Eighteenth CemytuNew
York: Columbia UP, 2009). Also, Angelique Richardsd.ove and Eugenics in the
Late Nineteenth Century: Rational Reproduction #mel New WomanNew York:
Oxford UP, 2003), suggests Lawrence’s eugenic esrgagt in the depiction of his
short story, “England, My England.”

. After ‘The Eugenics Education Society’ was founded.ondon in 1907, it adopted
its present name, ‘Eugenics Society’ in 1926. litsehican counterpart changed its
name in 1971 to ‘The Society for the Study of SbBialogy,’ to meet the changing
orientation of the subject. With the arrival modegenetic knowledge, and
particularly of clinical genetics, much of the Satgis earlier activity has been
incorporated into the National Health Service atlieo government departments.
See “Eugenics Society” ihhe Cambridge Encyclopedié22.

. In order to indicate that Joyce dislikes the cohadfpeauty or esthetic because it is
all led by eugenics, Kevles also quotes a passageA Portrait of the Artist as a
Young Manthat “you admire the great flanks of Venus becayme felt that she
would bear you burly offspring and admired her gte@asts because you felt that
she would give good milk to her children and yourgd. in Kevles 119).

. Kevles explains how a zoologist Lancelot Hogbenabse acquainted with the
members of Bloombury Group through his wife, Enila@es, a feminist and
economist (124-25).

. See Nancy L. PaxtonGeorge Eliot and Herbert Spencer: Feminism, Evohism,
and the Reconstruction of Gend@Princeton: Princeton UP, 1991).

.| consulted the following sources for details orefger: William Sweet’s “Herbert
Spencer.Internet Encyclopedia of Philosogh&lvin Wee’s “Herbert SpencerThe
Victorian Web

. Not only with Miriam, but also with Clara, Paul &iin love. Clara is saved

financially and mentally by Paul. Clara can getla at Jordan’s thanks to him, and
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find consolation in Paul. On the other hand, algto@aul is sexually satisfied, his
emptiness is never fulfilled.

8. In consultingIn Memoriam | referredin Memoriamedited by Robert H. Ross
which had helpful guides to every section.

9. See Valerie Purton eDarwin, Tennyson and Their Reade(ig-x).

10.The information is based on a brochuiidie Sedgwick Museynpublished by
University of Cambridge.

11.This letter is from Darwin to Leonard Jenyns oraid.JL860. See, U of Cambridge.
“Darwin Correspondence Database” at
<http://www.darwinproject.ac.uk/entry-2644>.

12.See Roger Ebbatson’s “Tennyson’s ‘Locksley Halfodtess and Destitution.” in
Valerie Purton edDarwin, Tennyson and Their Readets12.

13. Letter from Darwin to Leonard Horner on 29 Aug. 488ee University of
Cambridge. “Darwin Correspondence Project” at
<http://www.darwinproject.ac.uk/entry-771 >.

14.In a letter to Bertrand Russell on 14 Sep. 1915yreace shows his detest for
Russell: it begins with “I'm going to quarrel wityou again.” He continues: “I
believe in your inherent power for realizing thathr. But | don’t believe in your
will, not for a second. Your will is false and clidt ends with: “Let us become
strangers again, | think it is bettef’dtters ii. 392). Strangely enough, however,
their friendship lasted at least until November3;91awrence invited Russell to tea
at home ipid. 442). It was after the publication Women in Lovén 1921 that they
became through as friends; Russell found Lawrenéed fun at him by creating a
character who resembles him in the novel.

15.The present periodisation is different from Lyelige, and each period is now called
Paleozoic (Primary), Mesozoic (Secondary), and €eieq Tertiary).

16.See “Report and Letter on ‘The Wedding Ring,” Apde Il of The Rainbow
(483-85). When Lawrence wroléhe RainbovandWomen in Lovdée had intended

them to be a single novel. He considered the tfiestly, The Sistersthen,The
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Wedding Ring for the work, however, the publisher chose tcakréhe work into
two novels. He agreed and there are two novelsytbdahe persisted in telling the
story chronologically imThe Rainbow

17.Lawrence’s phrase “savage pilgrim” appears in telegb John Middleton Murray
dated 2 Feb. 1923, written from New Mexico. He wrdlit has been a savage
enough pilgrimage these last four years. . . . Wé&pkfaith—I always feel death only
strengthens that, the faith between those who haveeeletters iv. 357.

18.SeePoemsi. 303.

19.See Meyers’s “Maurice Magnus.” ID. H. Lawrence and the Experience of Italy
(Philadelphia: U of Pennsylvania Press, 1982. 20-ABo0, see Kurose’s “Hebi’ to
Maurice MagnusTori to Kemono to Hanani okeru Homosexuality no Mondai”
(Tokyo: Shohakusha, 2003. 91-111.)

20.Meyers’s Homosexuality and Literature 1890-193fkals with Lawrence’sThe
White PeacockWomen in LoveAaron’s Rodand The Plumed SerpenfLondon:
Athlone Press, 1987.)

21.For Wilde’s information, | consulted M. H. Abramseteral Editor.The Norton
Anthology of English Literaturé’th ed. Vol. 2. (New York: Norton, 2000. 174749.

22.Regarding the history of homosexuality, | consultéthruhiko Hoshino’s
“Douseiaisha’ no Rekishiteki Kinou” (Tokyo: AkasBihoten, 2011. 42-60.)

23.To see the terrible condition of London from theateenth to the early twentieth
century, these two books are interesting and infdirra with pictures: an American
author, Jack London'$he People of the Aby¢%okyo: Hon no Tomo, 1989); an
English journalist, Henry Mayhew'$he lllustrated Mayhew's LondofiLondon:
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1986.)

24.Quoted from “Famous Novelist's Shameful Book: A Harark in Evil,” John Bul|
20 October 1928, in Draper, 278.

25.Kato’s discussion that | summarized in this parpfgras “Taikaron wo Koete
[Beyond Degeneration]: Lawrence no Shigaku to SGootext [Lawrence’s Poetry

and Its context]” irD. H. Lawrence to Taikaro[D. H. Lawrence and Degeneratipn
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(Tokyo: Hokuseido, 2007. 53-80.)

26.Sedgwick quotes Gayle Rubin’s remarks: “The supoesof the homosexual
component of human sexuality, and by corollary, dppression of homosexuals,
is . . . a product of the same system whose ruldsrelations oppress women” in
Between Meli3).

27.See Kevlesln the Name of Eugenider Charles Davenport’s accomplishments.
44-49.

28.See Worthen's “Biography” on the websii2 H. Lawrence managed by the
University of Nottingham.

29.For the information of this poster, see Eugenicsie@p Archive’s “Healthy Seed” in
the Works Cited list.

30.For Lawrence’s medical history, | mainly consuld@rthen’s “Biography,’D. H.
Lawrenceon the Web managed by the University of Nottingham

31.Frizzell, for example, posits Hardy’s “And | Sawetkigure and Visage of Madness
Seeking for a Home,” “The Man with a Past,” and éT®hange.”

32.See Lawrence’slardy (121). Jude says this to Sue in the novyetl£389).

33.See Quétel'The History of Syphilis‘Of all diseases, syphilis is the most social, in
every sense of the word. More than any other it jrasoked, and continues to
provoke, changes in society, cultural responsesiwhave a completely different
character from medical ones” (8).

34.Kate remarks: “No. | wanted Joachim’s children sachy but | didn’t have any. But
| have a boy and a girl from my first marriage. Rysband was a lawyer, and | was
divorced from him for Joachim’RS70).

35.Frieda learnt Freudian theory through her relatigmsvith Otto Gross, an Austrian
psychiatrist. He was an early disciple of Freud bad an affair with Frieda in 1907,
when a boy was born between Gross and Else Jaffeelder sister of Frieda.
Concerning the relationship between and around Gttss, Frieda and Freud, see
Saburo Kuramochi's “Otto Gross Den: Freud, Jungedar Tono Kankei. 1.”

(213-23).
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36.To understand Wilber’s theory, | consulted Lew Ho&lntroducing Ken Wilber:
Concepts for an Evolving Worldccording to Howard’s summary, ‘Elevationism’ is
the interpretation of pre-rational occasions ast-patonal or spiritual (232).
Pre-rational/pre-personal means stages before atinalis person has
emerged—childhood levels. Post-rational is ‘nomeral’ stage like the pre-rational
one, but all mature spiritual experiences happahenpost-rational category, not at
the childhood level. Those post-rational individuate like “the spiritual pioneers
who have moved into levels of consciousness thdteyond the mind. These levels
transcend and include the rational mind—but they ot anti-rational,” Wilber
explains (qtd. in Howard 200). Jung is famous fus:tthe mythic and magical
(pre-rational) were raised, and interpreted as-gaiginal or spiritual experiences.
Wilber considers Jung’s contributions to be siguaifit and valuable, but wants to
remain clear that the mythic and magic are premnali (Howard 232).

37.See also John 1.14. Christians became convincedJésais was God: “And the
Word was made flesh and dwelt among us, (and weltbdtis glory, the glory as of
the only begotten of the Father) full of grace &mth.”

38. See Aristotle’sThe Rhetoric and The Poetics of Aristofld-25.

39.See Lawrence’s letter of 18 May, 191betters ii. 340).

40. See Diniejko’s “The New Woman Fiction” ofhe Victorian WebThe term ‘New
Woman’ was coined by the writer and public spe&amah Grand in 1894.

41.1t is obvious that the demographic problem has ¢hobun state intervention in
respect to reproduction since the late nineteeathucy. According to McLaren, in
the nineteenth century, America and Western Euempered a new demographic age.
Until the 1870s, most Europeans maintained muchdridevels of fertility. What
demographers call the ‘demographic transition’ wWesdramatic drop in such rates
that occurred between 1870 and 1920. In Englandples who married in
1861-1869 had an average of 6.16 children; those880-1899 had 4.13 children;
and those in 1920-1924 had 2.31 children (qtd. icLden 178-79). | analysed

Malthusian problems in this period of demographransition, described in



42.

43.
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Lawrence’s works. See Sumitani Yumiko’'s “D. H. Lawnce’'s Early Works
Representing the Final Phase of Demographic Transiin The Edgewood Review
(2011).

This power over life which is supposed to have es0dl from the seventeenth
century. See FoucaultBhe History of Sexualityol. 1 (139).

See McLaren’s “The Triumph of Family Planning” A History of Contraception

(216-17).

44.See ibid. (216) and Hall's “Stopes, Marie CharloBarmichael (1880-1958)” in

45.

46.

47.

48.

Oxford Dictionary of National Biographgn the Web.

The oral contraceptive pill, which is now a populaomen-led form of
contraception, was developed in 1951 by Dr. Gredq@incus (who Sanger met in
1950) and Dr. John Rock. The pessary was develwp&880 in Germany, and the
condom in 1884 in Britain and America. See Reikkebta and Yuuko Yoshid®&ill
no Kiken na HanasHhil12-45) and Mutsuo Suggill no Hon (20-21).

The Comstock Act is a federal statute passed byJtBe Congress in 1873 as an
“Act of the Suppression of Trade in, and Circulatiof, Obscene Literature and
Articles of Immoral Use.” It is named for Anthonyofstock (1872-1965), a
zealous crusader against what he considered td$feenity, the act criminalised
publication, distribution and possession of infotiora about or devices or
medications for ‘unlawful’ abortion or contraceptiolndividuals convicted of
violating the Comstock Act could receive up to fiyears of imprisonment with
hard labour and a fine of up to $2,000. See “Coaksfrt” in Britannica Academic
Edition on the Web.

According to census figures, the birthrate hasidedlsince 1881 for each census in
Britain. The problem was that not only the birtleraf the working class, but also
that of the upper classes, began to decline aftetdV¥War |I. The nation’s primary
concern was ‘adverse selection’ caused by the didfesence in the birthrate. See
Ogino’s Seishoku no SeijigaK68-70).

Aristotle’s Politics Book 11} 1278b23-31. English translation that | quotedehisr
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different from Agamben’s. For this quotation, | satted The Complete Works of
Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translatiovol. 2. Ed. Jonathan Barnes. (Princeton:
Princeton UP, 1985). 2029.

49.Polizei is the science of government establishetbumercantilism in German in
the seventeenth century. ‘Polizei’ in German isigtated into ‘police’ in English
nowadays, but in a broad sense it indicates wetfaliey.

50.See “Liberalism” inEncyclopaedia Britannica Online Academic Editiamn the
Web.

51.By using the phrase, “the country of my heart, aitetter to Rolf Gardiner (on 3
December, 1926), Lawrence introduced Gardiner albusithometown: “When
you've crossed the brook, turn to the right (Waite Peacockarm) through Felley
Mill gate, and go up the footpath to Annesley . That's the country of my
heart.—From the hills, if you look across at Undeod wood, you'll see a tiny red
farm on the edge of the wood—That was Miriam’s farmhere | got my first
incentive to write.—1I'll go with you there some dgy.etters v. 592).

52.See Worthen'’s “Biography” on the websii®,H. Lawrence
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