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which he complains that “the more one gets used to [St. John] the 

more Jewish he smells” and also refers to the “special Jewish-Jewy 

symbolism and aim of apocalypse” (36). St. John was one of the 

“moral Jew-boys” (36). Lawrence’s anti-Semitism was 

complicated, but it was also deeply ingrained. 

Race and Identity in D. H. Lawrence is an exemplary, 

impressive – and provocative – work of scholarship. It boldly asks 

difficult, unsettling questions that Lawrence scholars almost 

uniformly choose not to ask. The book opens the way for further 

discussion at the same time it stands as a major scholarly 

achievement. It belongs on the bookshelf of every serious D. H. 

Lawrence scholar. 

For the record: Harry T. Moore was not “Lawrence’s first 

biographer” (41). The British Empire was not “slipping away” (56) 

at the time Anton Skrebensky was courting Ursula Brangwen. It 

actually became larger after World War I with the addition of 

former German colonies and former Ottoman territory. Brewster 

Ghiselin was a poet and academic, not a painter (240).  
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The combined thrust of this volume of new essays on Joyce and 

Lawrence is to argue the commonality of themes and concerns 

between these two authors, who are commonly perceived as polar 

opposites with irreconcilable discipleships. I suspect that this 

common perception is itself now partly mythic: a view sustained by 

being alluded to, rather than espoused, precisely in order to deny it. 

In my experience at least, declared appreciation of both authors has 



not been uncommon. Surely few current Lawrentians are dismissive 

of Joyce and if many Joyceans are indifferent to Lawrence this may 

not be because they are Joyceans but is, rather, an aspect of the 

general academic occlusion of Lawrence in the final three decades 

of the last century; a period that seems now to be over as the 

appearance of such a volume partly testifies. In that respect, the 

polemical aspect of the volume is likely to be pushing at an open 

door and it feels more like a necessary condition for the project than 

an urgent cultural cause. Precisely for that reason, however, it raises 

a larger question not just about these two authors but about the 

nature of the contemporary academy.  

The classic statement of the exclusive “Joyce or Lawrence” 

view, duly cited in the volume by Louise Kane (91), is from D. H. 

Lawrence: Novelist by F. R. Leavis, whose gradual recognition of 

Lawrence’s creative and moral power went with an increasingly 

radical critique of Joyce and T. S. Eliot, in both of whom he 

nonetheless acknowledged significant, and in the latter case 

important, quality. Leavis was declaring a position in an important 

cultural war which was, in the first instance, fought partly within 

himself. A whole conception of the nature of literature, and of 

creativity, was at stake such that, if few would take such a strong 

position now – and most of us will indeed pass readily from one 

author to the other – the meaning of this change is ambiguous and 

not necessarily a sign of superior sophistication. We may now 

bracket Joyce and Lawrence together because the mutual challenge 

of these writers remains a radical question; a permanently necessary 

confrontation or negotiation within individual readers. Or, by 

contrast, it could be because the difference between them has itself 

become merely a routine item of academic business. The issues at 

stake in the cultural war have ceased to matter, or have ceased to be 

understood, in the day-to-day workings of the academy. In this 

regard, it is striking that the several essays in this volume which are 

devoted to comparisons of texts are predominantly thematic. The 

two authors’ treatments of a common theme are compared rather 

than their literary and linguistic media or their conception of art. If 



the latter question is not engaged the comparison is likely to remain 

an academic exercise more suitable for undergraduate essays. At 

the same time, it is indeed likely that the mythic opposition of these 

writers is partly a creation of the aesthetic investments to which 

they lent themselves and if read innocently in their initial 

circumstances of publication it is possible that they would not 

always seem so sharply opposed. 

For this reason, the most useful essays for this reader are the 

historically focused discussions tracing the publication contexts of 

specific works. Eleni Loukopoulou follows the important work of 

Brian Crick and Michael de Santo in seriously modifying, if not 

dismantling, the charge made by Leavis against Eliot that he failed 

to support the cause of Lawrence. She tells how Eliot solicited 

contributions from both Joyce and Lawrence for Faber’s 

monograph pamphlet series published as the ‘Criterion Miscellany’. 

This led Lawrence to expand an earlier piece into his now classic 

essay ‘Pornography and Obscenity’ (LEA 236–53), which became 

one of the best-selling of the pamphlets and a significant 

contribution to an ongoing public debate about censorship. It is 

striking that, just as Lawrence by this stage in his life was 

becoming increasingly an outsider to mainstream culture in his 

native country, his perhaps most notable internal intervention in the 

home culture came on a platform devised by Eliot. Moreover, since 

Eliot is also invoked by Hidenaga Arai’s essay, his name raises the 

possibility of a more triangular comparison modifying the 

Joyce/Lawrence polarity. The story of the modernist generation is 

one of several close associations growing apart while mutually 

oppositional figures show, in retrospect, many common traits.  

The volume’s polar frame of reference, whether questioned or 

maintained, has a limiting impact on several of the essays and 

specific comparisons can require some strained justification. This 

frame also, for some less apparent reason, seems to have given an 

inappropriate prominence to Lady Chatterley’s Lover as compared 

to The Rainbow, Women in Love and other major works. For Zack 

Bowen “in many ways Ulysses and Lady Chatterley’s Lover are not 



so different. Each represents the mature work of its author and 

culminates his career” (11). Lady Chatterley’s Lover “culminates” 

in the sense of being the final novel but not, for most readers, in the 

sense of being the summative achievement. Bowen goes on to say: 

“It is often said by Lawrence’s critics that his last novel is a 

summation of themes developed throughout his entire canon”. This 

may be so but, especially in a thematically obsessed writer such as 

Lawrence, that is not the same thing. In a similar rhetorical mode, 

Bowen’s essay goes on to cite many circumstantial and thematic 

parallels or contrasts between the two authors, as if setting the 

scene for a more searching comparison, but gradually these 

parallels and contrasts become cumulatively the point.    

At several moments, the conventional dismissal of Lawrence is 

rehearsed in a way that leaves this reader uncertain whether the 

author is endorsing it, stating it without approval as necessary 

context, or sitting on the fence. When Enda Duffy refers to 

Lawrence’s “quasi-fascist tendencies” (199), as one of the reasons 

for his late twentieth-century decline in popularity, is he accepting 

the often-refuted charge of fascistic sympathy? Or is the phrase 

deliberately ambiguous? Margot Norris, author of the 

philosophically ambitious Beasts of the Modern Imagination 

(1985), also seems restricted here by conventional judgement and 

the polar mind-set. Comparing Lady Chatterley’s Lover and 

Ulysses she writes: 

 

Mellors, his job as gamekeeper notwithstanding, can be quite 

brutal, as when he makes his little girl cry by killing a cat he 

calls a “poacher.”  His treatment of his sobbing little girl is no 

less cruel— “Ah, shut it up, tha’ false little bitch” (LCL 58). It is 

impossible to think of Bloom treating a cat or his daughter Milly 

like that. (32) 

 

This ad hominem comparison, however true in itself, loses much of 

its meaning when the human elements are separated from their 

imaginative contexts and thematic functions. The incident reflects 



not only Mellors’s irritable and withdrawn condition, especially at 

the beginning of the relationship, but also Lawrence’s settled 

hostility to sentimentalising the relation with animals; an attitude 

that a gamekeeper might well share. In her book, Norris celebrates 

Lawrence for his rare capacity to escape the anthropocentric 

viewpoint vis-á-vis the animal and his boldness in challenging 

conventional moral expectations, but here the contextless 

comparison allows the judgement of cruelty in its everyday sense to 

stand with unmodified self-evidence. It may be that in the end this 

is indeed the appropriate judgement to make of Mellors’s character, 

and that in turn might be a comment on the too overt intentionality 

of this novel, but that judgement would properly encompass 

consideration of the literary universe of each author.   

 Overall, these essays provide useful material and lines of 

thought for students of these writers but the major question 

ostensibly at the heart of the volume remains unaddressed and 

unnoticed as if hidden within full view.  
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Shirley Bricout published L’itinéraire d’un prophète en fuite: le 

texte biblique et la réflexion politique dans ‘Aaron’s Rod’, 

‘Kangaroo’ et ‘The Plumed Serpent’ de D. H. Lawrence in 2008, 

and she has now done English-speaking scholars the favour of 

translating the text into English. The book is a thorough, precise 

and detailed examination of Lawrence’s uses of the Bible, and of 

the political significance of these uses, in the three “leadership 

novels” to which the French title refers. 


