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The recent publication of St. Mawr in the Penguin Classics series of 
Lawrence’s works is the first printing of the text which incorporates 
a detailed consideration of a set of corrected page proofs that, for 
many years, had been assumed lost.1 These proofs, now held at 
Eton College Library, came to light in 19852 and were therefore 
unavailable for the Cambridge Edition of the text published in 
1983. I hasten to add that the proofs contain only thirty-nine, 
mostly very minor, corrections and their textual significance is 
therefore relatively slight: a collation of the proofs with other states 
of the text for the Penguin edition resulted in only five small 
emendations of the established Cambridge text, and this is  
otherwise reprinted substantively intact in the new volume.3 
Nevertheless, the Eton proofs represent a valuable advance in our 
understanding of the textual transmission of St. Mawr and they help 
to make our understanding of its textual history a little more 
complete. Brian Finney’s detailed treatment of that history in his 
introduction to the Cambridge Edition (SM xv-xliii) remains almost 
entirely accurate – but, clearly, it now needs to be supplemented 
and refined by the new biographical and bibliographical evidence 
which the Eton proofs provide, and it is to this end that I offer the 
present brief account of these proofs.   

The key facts in the textual history of St. Mawr are summarised 
in my textual note for the Penguin edition, as follows: 
 

Lawrence’s two manuscripts (destroyed in a fire in 1961) were 
written at Kiowa Ranch, June-September 1924. The first 
version of the story … was probably completed by mid-June; 
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he then wrote a much longer second version which he 
completed by 13 September. This was typed by Brett in two 
copies and revised by Lawrence; the surviving typescript 
(University of Nottingham) was the setting-copy for Secker’s 
St. Mawr Together with The Princess (May 1925), for which 
Lawrence corrected two sets of proofs. One set was returned to 
Secker on 23 March 1925, but that set is now unlocated … 
Alfred Knopf’s first American edition of St. Mawr (on its own) 
was almost certainly derived from Secker’s uncorrected proofs 
and was published in June 1925. For this edition, Lawrence 
corrected yet another set of proofs (unlocated), probably some 
time in April 1925. (SMP xxv-xxvi)  

 
We know that, on around 24 February 1925, Secker had sent “sets 
of proofs” to Lawrence in Mexico, asking him to forward a 
corrected set to Knopf (5L 244 n. 2; SM xxviii, n. 49). In a note of 
23 March 1925 added to a letter of 20 March to Secker, Lawrence 
says, “The proofs of St Mawr came – I am returning them today” 
(5L 227). We also know that he later corrected separate proofs for 
the Knopf edition as he wrote to Blanche Knopf on 18 April 1925: 
“I didn’t correct the St. Mawr proofs very well – felt too sick. Am 
better. – But there were only typographical errors, a clerk can find 
them. I didn’t know you wanted a revised set of Secker proofs” (5L 
244). Blanche Knopf replied on 2 May 1925: “The ST. MAWR 
proofs did very well and all that had to be done was done by you” 
(5L 251).   

What had never been entirely clear before was what had 
happened to the second set of Secker proofs. From Lawrence’s 
comment to Blanche Knopf, it was known that he had not sent them 
to Knopf as Secker had requested; but, beyond this, we had no 
further information about them.4 What is now more or less certain, 
however, is that Lawrence did not return them to Secker either, and 
that they therefore played no part in the final corrections for either 
the English or the American first editions. What Lawrence did 
instead, it seems, was to give them away as a present to one of his 
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friends in Mexico City – Mrs Anne Conway – some time before he 
left there on 25 March 1925.5 

Lawrence had gone to Mexico from Taos in late October 1924, 
staying for two weeks in Mexico City before leaving for Oaxaca on 
8 November. He lived at Oaxaca for three months (working mainly 
on The Plumed Serpent) but he then fell seriously ill in early 
February 1925 and returned to Mexico City later in the month, 
arriving there on 26 February, still fairly ill. He seems to have been 
feeling better from around 16 March and “up and about” again and 
“seeing too many people” by 19 March (5L 224-5). Two of these 
people were George and Anne Conway, as we know that Lawrence 
and Frieda went for lunch with them on 18 March 1925. The 
Conways were part of the British expatriate community in Mexico 
City and Lawrence may have first met them there in the preceding 
October (5L 228-9, n. 1).6 

The Lawrences left Mexico City on 25 March, arriving back in 
Taos on 1 April. On 2 April one of Lawrence’s first letters was to 
Mrs Conway, thanking her and her husband warmly for their help 
in Mexico City and, particularly, for a basket of food they had 
given the Lawrences for the journey: “The basket of food was a 
great consolation on the journey, especially the fruit. We ate all the 
pie: not at all like invalids … Thank you so much for being so kind 
to us” (5L 229). Mrs Conway’s daughter “remembers her mother 
saying that she used to take Lawrence to see his doctor in the 
family car” and it is clear that Lawrence felt deeply grateful to the 
Conways for their help during this difficult period.7 Some two 
months later, in a letter to George Conway on June 10, Lawrence 
was still expressing his and Frieda’s gratitude: “We both, my wife 
and I, remember so gratefully how kind you were to us, coming to 
the station – and the basket! We still have it – the basket with the 
purple band” (5L 264). Beyond any sense of indebtedness, 
Lawrence evidently liked the Conways too and he continued to 
correspond with them, and to send them copies of his books, for 
several years to come (and certainly until at least February 1929 – 
see 7L 184).   
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The Eton proofs are inscribed to Mrs Conway in Lawrence’s 
hand, in blue ink on the half-title page, as follows: 
 

ST. MAWR / [inscribed in DHL’s hand] to my dear Mrs 
Conway / these proofs / D. H. Lawrence 

 
There is no date with Lawrence’s inscription, so we cannot know 
for sure when he gave them to her, but the proofs are bound and 
have what appears to be a binder’s sticker on the inside front cover 
clearly indicating that they were bound in Mexico. It was not 
normal practice for corrected proofs to be returned to an author 
(unless there was a second stage of proof corrections), so it seems 
highly unlikely that this set of proofs first went to Secker, was 
returned to Lawrence, and then sent to Mrs Conway at some later 
date. Of course, Lawrence may simply have held onto them for 
reference purposes without sending them to Secker, and then sent 
them to Mrs Conway at some later date; but, again, there is no 
evidence for this, and it seems unlikely, especially given that he had 
a good opportunity and good reason to make an immediate present 
of them before he left Mexico City. As we have just seen, the 
Conways had been extremely helpful and hospitable, they had an 
interest in books and literary manuscripts, and Lawrence liked 
them. If he did present them before he left, as I think likely, this 
could have happened on departure at the railway station on the 25 
March, where the Conways’ basket of food might have prompted a 
spontaneous reciprocal gift (and one that would also have lightened 
the Lawrences’ luggage a little). If Lawrence was expecting the 
Conways to come to the station to see them off (or if, indeed, they 
had arranged to take the Lawrences there in the family car), then he 
might have planned the gift in advance and inscribed the proofs 
beforehand.8 Alternatively, the lunch of 18 March might also have 
provided an appropriate occasion for such a gift, though it is a moot 
point as to whether Lawrence had received and/or corrected the 
proofs by that time and I think a later date – some time between 21 
and 25 March – is more likely. 
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In fact, if Lawrence had already received the proofs, it seems 
odd that his letter to Secker of 20 March does not mention them at 
all, even though he gives instructions for where to send 
complimentary copies of the published book. The note he adds on 
23 March – “The proofs of St Mawr came – I am returning them 
today” – reads in context as though the proofs might have arrived in 
the intervening time since he wrote the main letter (5L 226-7). The 
note also adds, “Apparently you didn’t include ‘Princess’ after all” 
(at this stage, Secker had not yet included that story), and, again, 
one might have expected Lawrence to have referred to this 
omission in the main letter if he was already in possession of the 
proofs. The journey by ship from England to Mexico seems to have 
taken around fifteen days at that time (see Lawrence’s various 
references to the voyage in the opposite direction, 5L 213-21), so if 
Secker had sent the proofs on around 24 February, it seems that the 
earliest they could have reached Lawrence would have been 11-12 
March – and they could easily have taken longer than that.  For 
example, on 1 November 1924, Lawrence received a letter in 
Mexico City from Secker dated October 9 1924 (5L 160): this 
would clearly support a date some time after 16 October 1925 for 
Lawrence’s receipt of the St. Mawr proofs, and, with the other 
evidence, it makes 20-22 March seem a distinct possibility (and 
probably rules out 18 March as the date when Lawrence gave Mrs 
Conway the Eton proofs). 

The internal evidence of the proofs also appears to confirm that 
they were never transmitted to Secker (or Knopf). Although thirty-
three of the thirty-nine corrections on this set of proofs were carried 
through to the Secker edition (E1) (and this indicates that Lawrence 
must have made at least some of the same corrections in the partner 
set of proofs), the other six were not, and three of these involved 
substantive changes which almost certainly could not have been 
overlooked by whoever made the final corrections for the Secker 
edition. Moreover, two of these substantive corrections, along with 
several smaller corrections, were also not transmitted to Knopf’s 
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first American edition (A1), so the possibility that the Eton proofs 
were sent to Knopf can also be ruled out.9 

For the Cambridge Edition, as none of the St. Mawr proofs was 
available for checking, Brian Finney could only make informed 
judgements as to whether textual variants in the first editions, as 
compared to the typescript (which is the base-text for the 
Cambridge Edition), derived from Lawrence’s own proof 
corrections or from changes made by others involved in the setting 
and printing of these editions. In his statement of editorial policy, 
Finney points out that where the base-text “differs from the English 
and American first editions in more than punctuation and where 
they are in agreement with each other, it has normally been 
assumed that Lawrence himself incorporated the change in the 
proofs he returned to Secker” (SM xxix). Although the Eton proofs 
played no part in the original textual transmission, they now 
provide us with important (if still partial) evidence against which to 
test some of these assumptions, and they also throw up one or two 
interesting variants of their own. For general information and for 
ease of further reference, the Eton page proof corrections (E1PPC) 
are set out in a table below, along with the corresponding text in the 
other relevant sources. The six corrections not transmitted to E1 or 
A1 are items 1, 5, 6, 7, 10 and 19 (1, 5 and 10 are the substantive 
ones). 
 
Table of Eton proof corrections collated with other states of the 
text 
(E1PP are the page proofs as they stand without Lawrence’s 
corrections. As the base-text for SM is the typescript, the readings 
in the final column are generally that of the typescript too, though 
not in every single case). 
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 E1PP E1PPC E1 A1 CUP SM 

1. worked in 
American Red 
Cross (12) 

worked with 
the 
American 
Red Cross 

worked in the 
American Red 
Cross 

worked with the 
American Red 
Cross 

worked in the 
American Red 
Cross (24:35) 

2. tableaux (15) tableau tableau tableau tableau 
(27:10) 

3. a break,” (18) a break?” a break?” a break?” a break?” 
(29:28) 

4. his big slightly 
(21) 

his big, 
slightly  

his big, slightly  his big, slightly  his big slightly 
(31:29) 

5. to get him 
going (26) 

to get the 
horse going 

to get him 
going 

to get him 
going 

to get him 
going (35:29) 

6. yet 
extraordinary, 
pair (27) 

yet 
extraordinary 
pair 

yet 
extraordinary, 
pair 

yet 
extraordinary, 
pair 

yet 
extraordinary, 
pair (36:2) 

7. hundred per 
cent (28) 

hundred-per-
cent 

hundred per 
cent. 

hundred per 
cent 

hundred per-
cent (36:39) 

8. devoid of 
emotion of 
personal feeling 
(32) 

devoid of 
emotion or 
personal 
feeling 

devoid of 
emotion or 
personal feeling 

devoid of 
emotion or 
personal feeling 

devoid of 
emotion or 
personal 
feeling (39:40) 

9. someday (33) some day some day some day someday 
(40:35) 

10. fiery and 
terrible (35) 

fiery and 
different  

fiery and 
terrible 

fiery and 
terrible 

fiery and 
terrible 
(41:36) 

11. Barmicide (35) Barmecide Barmecide Barmecide Barmecide 
(42:4) 

12. cottages (37) cottagers cottagers cottages cottagers 
(43:19) 

13. a bit of 
reverence (37) 

a bit of a 
reverence 

a bit of a 
reverence 

a bit of a 
reverence 

a bit of a 
reverence 
(43:31) 

14. intesely (40) intensely intensely intensely intensely 
(45:34) 

15. silent (42) still still  still still (47:12) 

16. came out (42) came out, came out, came out, came out 
(47:19) 

17. Phoenx (42) Phoenix Phoenix  Phoenix Phoenix 
(47:19) 

18. “Oh!” (43) “Oh!” “Oh!” “Oh!” “Oh!” 
(47:36) 

19. Flena (44) Elena Flena Flena Elena (49:8) 
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20. Louis (44) Lewis Lewis Lewis Lewis (49:8) 

21. side walk (45) sidewalk sidewalk sidewalk sidewalk 
(49:26) 

22. post office (46) post-office post-office post office post office 
(50:22) 

23. anything make 
him (52) 

anything to 
make him 

anything to 
make him 

anything to 
make him 

anything to 
make him 
(54:39) 

24. fates (55) Fates Fates fates fates (57:7) 

25. sometime (71) some time some time some time some time 
(69:17) 

26. Pinoreal (93) Pino-real Pino-real Pinoreal Pino real 
(86:7) 

27. Caesar no 
Antony (115) 

Caesar nor 
Antony 

Caesar nor 
Antony 

Caesar nor 
Antony 

Caesar nor 
Antony 
(102:28) 

28. Pirapus (131) Priapus Priapus Priapus Priapus 
(114:28) 

29. Pirapus (131) Priapus Priapus Priapus Priapus 
(114:29) 

30. Pirapus (131) Priapus Priapus Priapus Priapus 
(114:33) 

31. August with 
(139) 

August, with August, with August, with August, with 
(120:37) 

32. corner (143) Corner Corner corner Corner 
(123:35) 

33. back to it (148) back of it back of it back of it back of it 
(127:29) 

34. appar (152) appear appear appear appear 
(130:21) 

35. every (155) very very very very (133:7) 

36. undulatins 
(172) 

undulations undulations undulations undulations 
(145:29) 

37. drug like (174) drug-like drug-like drug like drug like 
(147:24) 

38. at the that (175) at that at that at that at that 
(147:40) 

39. you them (183) you want 
them 

you want them you want them you want them 
(153:27) 
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We cannot know for certain how far the corrections in these proofs 
mirror those made in the other set of Secker proofs or in the Knopf 
proofs, but they certainly confirm the impression that, as Lawrence 
was ill for most of the time in question, he did not correct any of the 
proofs in great detail: as we have seen, he admitted to Blanche 
Knopf that he “didn’t correct the St. Mawr proofs very well – felt 
too sick” (5L 244). Out of the 179 pages of the Eton proofs, there 
are only 39 changes, and, as can be seen, the majority of these are 
indeed the sort of “typographical errors” that any “clerk” could find 
(as Lawrence said of the Knopf proofs). Of course, it could be that 
there were more corrections in the lost set of Secker proofs, and it is 
likely that there were some different ones given what we know 
about Lawrence’s proof-correction habits for other of his texts, but 
the fact that the majority of the corrections here do seem to have 
found their way into E1 suggests that there was probably no huge 
disparity between the two sets of Secker proofs.  

As for A1, Lawrence would appear to have corrected proofs for 
this some time in the first half of April 1925 (after arriving back in 
Taos from Mexico and before the letter to Blanche Knopf on 18 
April) but, at any rate, after he had corrected the Secker proofs, so 
this would make the Knopf corrections his latest intervention in the 
text of St. Mawr – though, as already implied (and as with the 
Secker proofs), it seems that he corrected these proofs only very 
lightly, and there seem to be few substantive differences between 
A1 and E1 or between A1 and the uncorrected Secker proofs. 
Indeed, as Finney speculated, A1 seems to have been set up from 
the uncorrected Secker proofs, and there is nothing in the actual 
proofs which obviously challenges that view. In fact, items 12, 18 
and 26 in the table would seem to corroborate it (though it is still 
just possible that Knopf set directly from a copy of the TS) – and 
they also suggest that Lawrence’s proof corrections may have been 
even lighter for Knopf than for Secker. Overall, twenty-eight of the 
corrections made in the Eton proofs also appear in A1, while eleven 
do not (i.e. items 5, 6, 10, 12, 18, 19, 22, 24, 26, 32, and 37). 
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Of the twenty-eight which do appear in A1, only one is a 
substantive variant from E1, and this is item 1 in the table. Without 
the Eton proofs, it was reasonable to assume that this correction 
could have been made by Knopf, but it now looks likely that, 
having made the correction on the Eton proofs, DHL made the 
same correction on the Knopf proofs. As this seems to have been a 
later correction than for E1, and as, arguably, it involves a 
considered change of meaning (Mrs Witt was “with” the American 
Cross, not necessarily “in” it as a member of the organisation), I 
think the A1 reading should be preferred here and this is one of the 
emendations I made to the Cambridge text for the new Penguin 
volume. The other emendations made there revert to the readings 
for E1PPC in rows 4, 9, 16 and 26 of the table – all minor changes 
based mainly on Finney’s own principle of assuming authorial 
proof correction where E1 and A1 agree, but here reinforced by the 
further agreement of E1PPC. The exception is item 26 where the 
correction agrees only with E1, but where Finney’s adopted reading 
for SM is in any case an editorial change that diverges from all the 
other sources, including the typescript (“Pino-real.”).  

The other two substantive corrections in E1PPC (items 5 and 
10) would seem to be considered changes to the base-text, but they 
were clearly not made on the other two sets of proofs as they do not 
appear in either E1 or A1. There is therefore no case in these 
instances for emending the Cambridge text. The first of these 
changes appears mainly to have been stylistically motivated and 
probably intended to avoid the repetition of “him” (referring to St. 
Mawr), which occurs three times in close succession (SM 35:28-9), 
though the change to “the horse” would also help to reinforce the 
emphasis on St. Mawr’s animal otherness at this point. Similarly, 
while the second change, from “terrible” to “different”, may also 
have had some stylistic motivation – the words “terrible”,  
“terribly”, “terrific” and “terror” all recur in relation to St. Mawr in 
the preceding pages (SM 31:3, 11, 16, 24; 35:25; 37:15; 39:19, 26) 
and Lawrence may have felt he was in danger of over-using them – 
it would again have reinforced the idea of difference and otherness. 
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In the Cambridge Edition, when Finney suggests that the Knopf 
proofs were typeset from uncorrected E1 proofs sent directly by 
Secker, he cites “the examples of Lawrence’s punctuation which 
appear in Knopf’s text but which were probably deleted at a late 
stage from the Secker text” (SM xxviii), and in note 50 on the same 
page he gives the examples of post-punctuation dashes at SM 54:11, 
55:39 and 56:10. The Eton proofs bear out Finney’s view, as those 
dashes are indeed all still there and must have been excised at quite 
a late stage from Secker’s final text. Lawrence certainly did not 
delete them himself in these proofs and it is highly unlikely he 
would have done so in the other set of proofs as he almost certainly 
wanted to retain them from the original typescript. Indeed, in the 
Eton proofs, there is one instance where he actually re-inserts a 
dash that was there in the typescript but had been removed when 
the proofs were set (item 18 in the table). Interestingly, this re-
insertion challenges Finney’s point in that same note above when 
he says “It is also unlikely that DHL added dashes in proof” (i.e. to 
Knopf’s proofs): the example of correction 18 shows that Lawrence 
was indeed quite capable of re-inserting his dashes, and in the right 
places. Still, though, on the broader issue, Finney is almost 
certainly correct about the setting of the Knopf text from a set of 
Secker’s uncorrected proofs (a view strengthened by the otherwise 
highly unlikely omission of exactly the same phrase – Mrs Witt’s “I 
feel it in the air” (SM 23:10) – in both E1 and A1).  

One final point about the Eton proofs might help to clear up a 
minor bibliographical puzzle. The proofs for E1 were prepared 
before Secker decided to add ‘The Princess’ to the volume and this 
addition had two immediate implications for what had already been 
set. First of all, obviously, the title page had to be changed. The title 
page in the proofs is as follows: 
 
ST. MAWR / A NOVELETTE / BY / D. H. LAWRENCE / 
LONDON / MARTIN SECKER / NUMBER FIVE JOHN STREET 
ADELPHI 10 
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For E1, this was changed to: 
 
ST. MAWR / Together with THE PRINCESS / BY D. H. 
LAWRENCE / LONDON / MARTIN SECKER / NUMBER FIVE 
JOHN STREET ADELPHI 
 
Secondly, a contents page now needed to be inserted. In the proofs, 
the first leaf (i.e., pp. [1]-[2] and the start of signature A) is blank.11 
The half-title page with Lawrence’s inscription to Mrs Conway is 
on p. [3], the title page is on p. [5] and the text begins on p. 7. In 
E1, the first blank leaf has disappeared and signature A now begins 
at the half-title page, which is p. [1]. On p. [2] there is a list of 
books by Lawrence, the title page is on p. [3], and a contents page 
has been added on p. [5]. As in the proofs, the text of St. Mawr 
begins on p. 7 – but, and this is the puzzle, the new contents page 
shows it as starting at p. 9.12 As far as I am aware, this anomaly has 
never been explained, but it seems to me that, while it may have 
been a mere typographical error, it could well have had something 
to do with this late addition of the contents page. My guess is that 
whoever set the contents page for E1 simply counted in the blank 
leaf, pp. [1]-[2], from the proofs without realising that, in the 
published volume, this would now become the half-title page and 
the number of preliminary pages would therefore remain the same 
(despite the addition of the contents page). Presumably, that is, the 
person who set the contents page assumed that it should be counted 
in as p. [7] (rather than as p. [5], as it actually turned out in the final 
volume), and this is why the main text is given as beginning on p. 9 
in the table of contents even though it actually begins on p. 7! 
 
                                                
1  D. H. Lawrence, The Woman Who Rode Away/St. Mawr/The Princess.  
Ed. Brian Finney, Christa Jansohn and Dieter Mehl. With explanatory 
notes and additional editing by Paul Poplawski and an introduction by 
James Lasdun (London: Penguin Books, 2006). Where appropriate, this 
volume is hereafter abbreviated to SMP. 
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2  The proofs in question were bought at auction at Sotheby’s on 18 
December 1985 (5L 244 n. 1). They are held at Eton College Library and 
are item E352.6d in the Manuscripts section of Warren Roberts and Paul 
Poplawski, A Bibliography of D. H. Lawrence, 3rd ed. (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2001). I am grateful to Michael Meredith, the 
librarian at Eton College Library, for allowing me to examine the proofs; 
to John Worthen and Lindeth Vasey for detailed advice on textual matters 
relating to them and to the text of St. Mawr generally; and to Dorothy 
Johnston of the Department of Manuscripts and Special Collections at the 
University of Nottingham for giving me access to the typescript of St. 
Mawr (Roberts and Poplawski, E352.6c). 
3  A further nine emendations to the Cambridge text – mainly to do with 
accents and punctuation – are listed on p. xxvii of the Penguin volume. (A 
typographical error in the Cambridge text of ‘The Princess’ is also 
corrected there: SM 195:23 “cooly” is corrected to SMP 215:23 “coolly”). 
Readers might further like to note that, in the new explanatory notes for St. 
Mawr in SMP, the previously unidentified lines at SM 55:33-5 (SMP 
75:33-5) – “Those maids thank God / Are ’neath the sod, / And all their 
generation” – are now identified as being from a poem by Ford Madox 
Ford, ‘June in Town’, first published in Country Life in 1907 and collected 
in his Songs from London (1910): the lines are actually one continuous 
line in the original poem and the punctuation therefore also differs in 
Lawrence’s slightly misremembered version.  
4  Brian Finney’s account (understandably) fails to shed any light on the 
question: he confirms that Secker sent Lawrence “duplicate sets of proofs” 
with the intention that he should return one corrected set to him and the 
other to Knopf, but then, without clearly differentiating between the two 
sets, he says simply that “in the event it appears that Lawrence returned 
corrected proofs only to Secker” (SM xxviii). 
5  In principle, then, the Eton proofs are a cul-de-sac in terms of textual 
transmission because Lawrence chose not to transmit them. In this sense, 
they have no textual authority and cannot take precedence over the later 
states of the text for which Lawrence did transmit proof corrections (i.e. 
both the Secker and the Knopf editions). However, in the absence of the 
other two sets of proofs, the Eton proofs are the only concrete evidence we 
have of Lawrence’s proof corrections and, by collation with the typescript 
and the two first editions, they can sometimes help to support judgements 
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about which changes Lawrence was likely to have made on the absent 
proofs.  
6  See also David Ellis, D. H. Lawrence: Dying Game, 1922–1930 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 208, 238-9. From 
1916, George Conway was the managing director of the Mexican Light 
and Power Co. and Mexican Tramways Co., and he became its president 
in 1927. He also had historical and literary interests and was a keen 
collector of Spanish colonial documents, especially relating to Englishmen 
caught up in the Inquisition in the sixteenth century (5L 264 n. 1). He 
eventually wrote a book on the subject which he published privately in 
1927, and a copy of which he sent to Lawrence, who wrote back, “I was so 
pleased with your book – thought you did it awfully well, and it gave me 
such a good glimpse of that early Spanish Mexico” (6L 323; and see n. 2 ). 
Lawrence almost certainly had Conway in mind when he depicted Robert 
Attenborough in ‘The Lovely Lady’ (written in early 1927) as having “a 
genuine scholar’s passion for his old researches” in “legal Mexicana” 
(WWRA 247:19, 4).  
7  David Ellis, Dying Game, 239. 
8  On the other hand, if Lawrence had already given the proofs to Mrs 
Conway in the days just before the 25th, this in itself might have been 
what prompted the Conways to come to see the Lawrences off at the 
station. In Lawrence’s letter to Mr Conway on 10 June he mentions a 
“little MS.” that Conway had evidently given him before he left Mexico 
City, and, although the St. Mawr proofs are inscribed to Mrs Conway, it 
may be that they were given as a return gesture for this (unidentified) 
manuscript (5L 263). It might be noted that there were other occasions 
when Lawrence gave away proofs as presents: for example, he gave the 
duplicate proofs of The Prussian Officer to Willie Hopkin in January 1915 
(2L 259), and he also gave the duplicate first proofs of David to Edward 
McDonald in January 1926 (5L 376) and the duplicate second proofs of 
the same text to Arthur Wilkinson at Christmas 1926. 
9  Lawrence’s comment that he “didn’t know” Knopf wanted the 
corrected Secker proofs is intriguing (5L 244). Had he forgotten about 
this, or not noted it in the first place; or had Secker failed to make it 
sufficiently clear – or clear at all – when he sent him the proofs? Or was 
Lawrence covering up the fact that he had decided – perhaps on the spur 
of the moment – to give the proofs away instead? 
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10  Lawrence seems to have begun referring to St. Mawr as a “novelette” 
from around the end of July 1924 (5L 85-6), but Secker’s inclusion of the 
word on the title page of these proofs may have been designed to reassure 
his readers that they would be getting value for money as he had been 
concerned that St. Mawr was not substantial enough to warrant its own 
book. In the event, of course, he reverted to this view and added ‘The 
Princess’, though Knopf had no qualms about publishing St. Mawr in its  
own volume, with no qualifying label (see SM xxvii–xxviii). 
11  The first page of the Eton proofs is inscribed by Lawrence at the top 
left in blue ink with his initials: D.H.L.  
12  See Roberts and Poplawski, Bibliography, 110-11, where variants (1) 
and (2) of the first Secker edition of St. Mawr (A31a) are described as 
giving p. 9 as the start of the text in their tables of contents; variant (3) is 
described as correctly giving p. 7. No explanation of the anomaly is 
offered.  
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