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More fully than in any other volume which he saw published, in 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers Lawrence recorded the global extent of 
his travel in the 1920s. Little attention has been paid as yet to his 
poems as tourist poetry in the tradition of Byron and Clough, or as 
modernist travel literature in the vein of Joyce or Pound. Paul 
Fussell was principally concerned with Lawrence the 1920s travel 
writer and novelist; yet had Fussell paid more heed to the poet, he 
might have mapped Leopold Bloom’s peregrinations around 
Dublin, or Ezra Pound’s tracings of the Italian coastline in The 
Cantos,1 against the periplus of Lawrence’s archetypal traveller. 
His baby tortoise, voyaging across the courtyard garden of the Villa 
Canovaia, in San Gervasio, is another “Little Ulysses”; or, again, he 
is another romantic or Victorian gentleman, setting off “in a long-
skirted coat” on a European tour (2Col 222-23).2 The reason for the 
delayed response to Birds, Beasts and Flowers as travel writing, not 
far to find, is the apparent prioritising of living things, of the 
nonhuman, before cultural otherness or cultural monuments. In the 
volume’s opening poem, ‘Pomegranate’, while Lawrence conducts 
a tour of Italian cities, he refers Venice and its historical rulers to 
the fruit that is his ostensible concern: 
 

  at Venice, 
Abhorrent, green, slippery city 
Whose Doges were old, and had ancient eyes, 
In the dense foliage of the inner garden 
Pomegranates like bright green stone … (2Col 123) 
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Lawrence perhaps saw the pomegranates when he visited the art 
exhibition in the Gardens of Venice;3 but where had he seen the 
doges’ “ancient eyes”, if not visiting the Ducal Palace and viewing, 
around the walls of the Sala del Maggior Consiglio, Domenico 
Tintoretto’s frieze of the seventy-six doges? In Birds, Beasts and 
Flowers, Lawrence is a sociological and historical explorer of 
peoples, places and artefacts, as well as an enquirer into zoology 
and botany. He remains a guide to those travelling in Europe for the 
first time. 
 Growing up in South Australia, I was first introduced to 
Lawrence through a secondary school anthology that included 
‘Piano’ and ‘Bat’.4 ‘Bat’ grew more accessible the more I learnt 
about Florence, and when at last I arrived in the city, I made my 
way to the Ponte Vecchio, in the evening, to discover whether a 
visitor could still see bats “Changing guard” with swallows above 
the River Arno. One still can. Who can forget the ending of ‘Bat’, 
in which the nocturnal flight of the bats—“Wings like bits of 
umbrella”—is contrasted to their diurnal repose? 
 

Hanging upside down like rows of disgusting old rags 
And grinning in their sleep. 
Bats! 

 
Not for me! (BBFEng 102)5 

 
Perhaps because they come from Martin Secker’s English edition, 
the lines will not coincide with some readers’ recollections of the 
ending. Thomas Seltzer’s American edition has the bats 
 

Hanging upside down like rows of disgusting old rags 
And grinning in their sleep. 
Bats! 
 
Also for me! (BBFUS 94)6 
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This non-sequitur ending is even less likely to chime in with 
readers’ memories, however. Not until Collected Poems is the 
familiar closure found: 
 

Hanging upside down like rows of disgusting old rags 
And grinning in their sleep. 
Bats! 
 
In China the bat is symbol of happiness. 
 
Not for me! (2Col 206) 

 
The textual transmission of Birds, Beasts and Flowers holds 
complications. On the basis of the one example, it seems that 
critical editing is needed to clarify a reading-text. Bringing that text 
to light is one of my tasks in preparing the Cambridge University 
Press edition of Lawrence’s Poems. Contrariwise, proponents of 
postmodern reading and editing would urge that the textual 
instability of tourist poetry—the uncertainties of the observer-
traveller about cultural and linguistic nuance, the changes of mind 
in writing about the experience after the event, the sense that 
neither the observer nor the writer can achieve a stable identity or 
perspective—should be foregrounded in the edition. Critical editing 
enables one to track down the origins of such instability. After 
examining the composition history and the textual instability of 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers, I shall conclude by asking whether, in 
the Cambridge Poems, it will be possible to represent the instability 
of these travel poems. 
 
In the summer of 1920, Lawrence entered the first free-verse notes 
towards Birds, Beasts and Flowers in a notebook that has been 
called his “Diary”, Roberts E47a.7 These drafts of ‘Southern Night’, 
‘Peace’ and ‘Tropic’ are scarcely more than jottings about the heat 
in Sicily and the proximity of Africa. The last is dated “July 1920”. 
During the summer, Lawrence travelled through northern Italy and, 
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in early September, visited Florence. Only then was Lawrence 
motivated to compose whole sequences of poems, the incentive 
coming from Ridgely Torrence, an editor of the New Republic. A 
letter was forwarded from Torrence, soliciting poems for the 
weekly (3L 596, n. 2), and in a burst of creative and sexual 
confidence—Mark Kinkead-Weekes has revealed that Lawrence 
was having an extra-marital affair with Rosalind Baynes8—he 
wrote the ‘Fruits’ sequence. According to Rosalind, Lawrence then 
went on to write the ‘Tortoises’ and ‘Evangelistic Beasts’ 
sequences, ‘Cypresses’ and ‘Turkey-Cock’.9 Composition or at 
least revision of these poems probably continued when Lawrence 
left for Venice at the end of September (3L 605), and new poems 
were written after 18 October, when he returned to Taormina.10 
There he announced the title, Birds, Beasts and Flowers, of the 
“complete MS” he was now envisaging (3L 613). On 4 November, 
he recorded in the Diary having sent Ruth Wheelock, a typist at the 
American Consulate in Palermo, an autograph manuscript of what 
may be called the shorter Birds, Beasts and Flowers.11 Although he 
persisted in calling the collection “a little book of vers libre” (3L 
629), it was already a not-so-slim volume. If those poems recalled 
by Rosalind Baynes are added to those mentioned in Lawrence’s 
correspondence, and these cross-checked against Wheelock’s 
carbon typescripts in the composite of typescripts and manuscripts 
which Lawrence eventually assembled, Roberts E47c, the tally in 
November 1920 came to half that in the final Birds, Beasts and 
Flowers. He at least meant to post twenty-four poems to 
Wheelock.12 
 That Lawrence did not ask his American agent, Robert 
Mountsier, to offer the shorter volume to a publisher was partly to 
give Mountsier a chance to place the poems with periodicals. By 
January 1921, however, Lawrence was again adding to the volume: 
he sent Mountsier four more poems to be typed (3L 657), ‘Snake’, 
‘Almond Blossom’, ‘Bare Fig-Trees’ and ‘Bare Almond Trees’. 
Almost certainly, ‘Snake’ was not composed “On the day of 
Sicilian July, with Etna smoking”, but “In long-nighted January,/ … 
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the long dark nights of the evening star, and Sirius, and the Etna 
snow-wind” (2Col 217; 160). When he once more travelled north 
for the Italian summer, more poems came to him. In Florence, after 
a holiday on Zell-am-See, he wrote ‘Fish’ (4L 83), then ‘Bat’ and 
‘Man and Bat’ (4L 88). It is plausible that Lawrence wrote ‘He-
Goat’ and ‘She-Goat’ before departing Naples for Ceylon on 26 
February 1922.13 Documentary evidence cannot establish what is 
also plausible, that he wrote ‘Elephant’ in Ceylon, and ‘Kangaroo’ 
before sailing from Sydney to San Francisco. Yet not until he had 
sailed for the United States, had passed through Taos and was 
wintering at the Del Monte Ranch, did Lawrence announce that he 
had to hand “new and unpublished” texts of ‘Elephant’ and 
‘Kangaroo’ (4L 378). In the Diary Lawrence entered the first draft 
of his first American poem, ‘Eagle in New Mexico’, and dated it 11 
October 1922. Typescripts which Alice Corbin Henderson prepared 
in Taos (Roberts E31.5; E109d; E234.5a; E234.5b; E340.3; E376.4) 
verify that Lawrence revised ‘Eagle in New Mexico’ and composed 
four more poems, ‘Autumn at Taos’, ‘Men in New Mexico’, ‘The 
Red Wolf’ and ‘Spirits Summoned West’, during October and 
November. Once he had removed from Taos to the Del Monte 
Ranch, on the slopes of Lobo Peak, the settings and his location 
notes demonstrate that he completed ‘The Blue Jay’, ‘Bibbles’ and 
‘Mountain Lion’. Also at Lobo, on the eve of his departure for Old 
Mexico, he added ‘The American Eagle’ (4L 409). With this 
finishing touch, the composite manuscript-typescript which he sent 
to his American publisher, Thomas Seltzer, was rounded up to 
forty-eight poems. 
 On 7 February 1923, Lawrence mailed Seltzer the composite, “a 
complete MS. of Birds Beasts and Flowers” (4L 378) as he 
described it, although on 7 February it included only forty-six 
poems. Lawrence sent on, three days later, a proof of ‘Almond 
Blossom’ which he found among his papers at the Ranch (4L 384); 
and five weeks later, on 14 March, he despatched the autograph 
manuscript of ‘The American Eagle’, Roberts E14c, which he 
composed to serve as an epilogue, “put last … among the ‘Ghosts’” 
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(4L 409). The composite of forty-eight poems is the last version of 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers over which Lawrence is deemed to have 
had full control. Critical editing of the text involves ridding the 
poems of corruptions, restoring the bowdlerising excisions made by 
the two publishers, and adding the revisions and corrections which 
can be shown or are presumed to be authorial. Whether the editing 
yields a stable text, or a text which retains traces of the instability 
which composition and revision lent to Lawrence’s tourist poems, 
remains to be seen. It should nevertheless be noted that the forty-
eight-poem composite referred to is a notional text rather than the 
document, Roberts E47c. E47c is a forty-seven-poem composite: 
the autograph manuscript of ‘The American Eagle’, Roberts E14c, 
was never added to E47c and is now unlocated, apparently lost. 
Since a satisfactory witness to E14c exists in the typescript of ‘The 
American Eagle’ in Roberts E47d, the loss of E14c does not impair 
the notion of a forty-eight-poem text that served Lawrence as a base 
for revision. Instead, the absence of the autograph manuscript from 
E47c (and of a typescript of ‘American Eagle’ from Roberts E47e, 
the English typescript) forms curious fault-lines, the tracing of 
which helps elucidate the publishing history of the four texts of 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers into which Lawrence had input. 
 
In sending the composite manuscript-typescript to Seltzer, 
Lawrence asked his American publisher to have two type-copies 
prepared, one for Seltzer himself and one for the English publisher, 
Martin Secker (4L 378). Manuscripts, typescripts and proofs 
involved in the material production of Birds, Beasts and Flowers 
are listed under E47 in the Roberts and Poplawski Bibliography, 
and appear to outline a straightforward transmission history of the 
volume. The composite manuscript-typescript passed into two type-
copies, the first of which, E47d or the American typescript, 
Lawrence revised extensively. Printers’ marks show that the 
American typescript served as setting-copy for the American 
proofs, perhaps for the proofs E47f. Puzzlingly, Lawrence revised 
the English typescript, E47e, less extensively than the American 
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typescript. The English typescript also bears printers’ marks, 
however, and these establish that it was likewise used to set English 
proofs, which one might conjecture were E47g. On 19 July 1923, 
Lawrence arrived in New York to correct proofs for three books, 
one of which was Birds, Beasts and Flowers. By 26 July, having 
revised E47f or the American proofs, he notified Curtis Brown, his 
London agent, that “in a couple of days” he would have a set of 
duplicate revised proofs sent for Secker’s English edition (4L 475). 
After completing proof-reading of all three books, Lawrence stayed 
on in New York and remained in contact with Seltzer, until 22 
August. There were three weeks in August in which he might have 
further revised the American edition of Birds, Beasts and Flowers. 
Secker’s English edition shows that he received the corrected 
duplicate proofs from New York, but allowed them only limited 
input into his edition. Although the proofs from which Secker’s 
edition derived were not the duplicate English proofs which are 
extant, the English edition remained closer to these extant proofs 
than to the American proofs which Lawrence revised, because 
Secker adopted, in nearly all instances, not Lawrence’s revisions 
but Seltzer’s expurgations. 
 By 1924, Lawrence was already hinting that his agent should 
transfer new titles away from his American publisher (5L 161) 
because Seltzer was unable to pay arrears on royalties.14 In 1926, 
Seltzer declared himself bankrupt. In 1928, the Birds, Beasts and 
Flowers section of Collected Poems was perforce based on 
Secker’s English edition. Lawrence made ink corrections in his 
author’s copy of Secker’s edition, E47h, and it served as setting-
copy for the English Collected Poems. Hence, the single major 
source of difference between the American and English editions of 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers, Lawrence’s revisions of the duplicate 
American proofs, revisions which Seltzer included in his edition, 
did not pass into the Collected Poems text, as Lawrence intended. 
The American edition of Collected Poems, which was apparently 
photographically reproduced from the English edition,15 played no 
significant part in transmission of the text. To the illustrated Cresset 
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Press Birds, Beasts and Flowers, Lawrence added the section 
prefaces. For the Cambridge Poems, the chief consideration is 
whether these prefaces should be included with the poems of 1929 
or with the text of Birds, Beasts and Flowers. 
 While a simple, bifurcated stemma could be drawn for the 
surviving documents in E47, it would be premature to present this 
as the transmission of Birds, Beasts and Flowers. If one glances at 
the final stemma (Fig. 1), a worthwhile precaution is to turn it 
upside-down and observe how it resembles a candelabrum with 
proliferating branches. In ‘Bare Fig-Trees’, Lawrence calls the 
“Great, complicated, nude fig-tree” a “puzzle” tree, a “many-
branching candelabrum” which, the poet warns, has “secrets up its 
sleeve” (2Col 150). The first “puzzle” in this transmission is the 
light correction of the English typescript. When correcting and 
revising, Lawrence’s usual practice, well described by Paul Eggert, 
was to work simultaneously on ribbon and carbon type-copies: he 
would transcribe revisions from the first to the second type-copy, 
sometimes reverting to the first to add revisions that had occurred 
to him while working on the second.16 If this was his practice, what 
is the evidence that Lawrence did receive and revise the English 
type-copy? Lawrence revised the American typescript in haste 
between 14 and 18 March. He had booked to depart by train for Old 
Mexico; as he revised, he was hourly engaged in preparations for 
departure. On receiving from Seltzer the package which included 
the American typescript, Lawrence replied instructing the publisher 
to “send a complete MS. of BirdsBeasts to Curtis Brown at once” 
(4L 409). He had issued the same instruction to Seltzer five days 
earlier (4L 406-7). From the letters, it seems Lawrence had no hand 
in correcting the English typescript. 
 The evidence of the type-copies is more ambiguous. Perhaps, on 
14 March, Lawrence repeated his direction to send the English 
type-copy to London, before he examined what type-copies had 
arrived at the Del Monte Ranch. Some autograph corrections of 
substantives were entered in English typescript, but most are 
attributable either to the typist correcting her own mistyping, or else 
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to the English publisher (Secker, or his partner Percival Presland 
Howe) querying spelling or usage. In ‘Fish’, for instance, it is 
questioned whether “lacquer-mucous” should not be spelt “lacquer-
mucus” (see 2Col 203). The ending of ‘St. Luke’ exemplifies why 
it is a puzzle whether Lawrence did or did not correct the English 
typescript in parallel with the American. In l. 57 of the American 
typescript, Lawrence made an autograph alteration of the terminal 
exclamation mark to a terminal full stop. He also added a final line, 
l. 59: “The bull of the proletariat has got his head down” (2Col 
188). In the English typescript, the change to the punctuation was 
made, but the transformative last line was not added. Whereas 
many (not all) of the changes to accidentals (mostly additions of 
commas at line-endings) are transferred to the English type-copy, 
almost no substantive alterations are transcribed. If it is hard to 
believe that Lawrence was a copyist this inconsistent, it is harder to 
believe that Seltzer held on to the English typescript in his New 
York office, then asked someone to transcribe to it revisions from 
the American typescript. Publishers did not provide such a service; 
an amanuensis would have done a better job. The more plausible 
explanation of the imperfections of the transcription is that 
Lawrence, impatient at discovering he had an additional task before 
his imminent departure, corrected the English typescript 
perfunctorily and put off rectifying the many disparities until he 
received proofs. What makes the question of who copied alterations 
to the English typescript all-but-insoluble is that it hangs on 
identifying, not handwriting, but autograph punctuation. What 
makes the question empty is that the English typescript has no 
clearly authorial revisions not already found in the American 
typescript.17 
 Lawrence’s failure to transcribe his revisions to the English 
typescript is an example of his growing realisation that, if he was 
writing “towards America”, “America must have the first 
consideration” (4L 97; 299); Seltzer must come before Secker. Yet 
the decision made in haste, not to correct carefully the typescript for 
Secker, had long-term consequences: it would result not only in 
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many variants between the American and English editions but in 
anomalies left uncorrected in the Birds, Beasts and Flowers section 
of Collected Poems.18 What is surprising, given the failure to 
transcribe the American typescript’s revisions, is that there are not 
more substantive variants between the American and English 
editions. 
 The second “puzzle” of the transmission relates to the English 
proofs rather than the English typescript. The extant English proofs 
contain, not all, but many of the substantive revisions (including the 
last line of ‘St. Luke’) which were not transcribed to the English 
typescript. How did these alterations migrate across the Atlantic? 
Printers’ marks show that the English typescript provided copy for 
a set of English proofs, but there must have been some other, 
American input, for St. Luke’s bull to get “his head down” in the 
extant English proofs. This input cannot have come via the 
duplicate American proofs, since the date-stamps on the English 
proofs (29 June-3 July) are marginally earlier than those on the 
American proofs (2-5 July). Further, the duplicates of the revised 
American proofs which were sent to London were not posted until 
after 26 July. An account based on known and extant documents 
has to be expanded to make room for hypothetical documents, if the 
transmission is to be explicable. The explanation for the migration 
of the revisions is a set of American first proofs, pulled in May and 
sent to London. 
 As soon as this hypothesis is adopted, evidence surfaces that 
American and English first proofs did exist. The date-stamp at the 
head of the English proofs includes an ordinal numeral, “2nd/ 
3.7.23”: the extant proofs are the second, not the first, English 
proofs. On 9 April, Lawrence had written to Seltzer reminding him 
to have the manuscript of ‘The American Eagle’ typed and 
incorporated in the American typescript and proofs (4L 419); it 
should be remembered that an ‘American Eagle’ typescript appears 
in the American but not the English typescript.19 If either Seltzer or 
Lawrence informed Secker of this gap in his setting-copy, Seltzer 
would have found sending his first proofs to Secker a convenient 
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way to plug the gap of which his English confrere must have been 
advised. From March to May 1923, Lawrence’s letters to Seltzer 
urged him to print proofs of Birds, Beasts and Flowers, of the novel 
Kangaroo and of the translation Mastro-don Gesualdo. On 26 May, 
Lawrence reported to Curtis Brown, his London agent, that all three 
volumes had been “sent … to the printer” (4L 448). Evidently, the 
American first proofs were prepared in late May, well before 2-5 
July. With the American first proofs to hand, Secker was able to 
have Lawrence’s revisions to the American typescript copied, less 
than perfectly, on to the English first proofs, so transferring most of 
the substantive changes to the English second proofs. 
 
With the choice of the composite manuscript-typescript as base-
text, certain restorations become possible. As she scanned the 
composite, the New York typist was confronted with three oddities 
which copy-typing could not hope to reproduce. In l. 37 of 
‘Almond Blossom’, Lawrence describes the blossoming trees as 
growing from the same clay that pre-classical and classical 
Mediterranean peoples used to fashion their wine containers and 
drinking-vessels, “amphoras, craters, cantharus, œnochoë, and 
open-hearted cylix” (see 2Col 160). Lawrence compiled his list of 
vessels (it plots a transit from storage, through mixing and pouring, 
to consumption of the wine) from ‘Vases Classified According to 
Form and Use’, an appendix that he found in George Dennis’s 
1840s guide-book to Etruscan archaeological remains.20 In the 
composite, Lawrence supplied the text of ‘Almond Blossom’ from 
a proof of the English Review (February 1922), in which 
“œnochoë” was respelt “œnochœ”. The New York typist, managing 
no better than “oenochoe” on her typewriter, had managed well 
enough, but Secker and Seltzer reverted to the pseudo-learning of 
double digraphs (BBFUS 41; BBFEng 52). In the composite’s 
autograph manuscript of ‘Mountain Lion’, the query to the hunters 
is framed with appropriately Spanish punctuation, “¿Qué tiene, 
amigo?” (l. 16), but neither Secker nor Seltzer restored what the 
New York typist could not supply by way of punctuation (BBFUS 
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159; BBFEng 187; 2Col 281). In the composite’s purple carbon 
typescript of ‘St. Matthew’, Lawrence’s Palermo typist, Ruth 
Wheelock, used carriage returns to frame a space (in 2Col 181, it is 
between ll. 52 and 53) in which Lawrence penned a fish pictograph, 
like the one used by early Christians to signal their faith. In Women 
in Love, Lawrence had also pushed the boundaries of typography to 
include a drawing: Birkin chalks up a crude face to illustrate how 
Ursula’s schoolchildren should “make a pictorial record” of hazel 
catkins and stigmas (WL 36:50). In his drawing of ΙΧΘΥΣ, 
Lawrence endowed his emblematic fish with more facial 
individuality, in the form of an arch eyebrow. Less accommodating 
than Wheelock, the New York typist closed up the text, so 
banishing the “curvetting click” of the pictograph (2Col 200) from 
the proofs and editions. 
 Other, more routine corruptions entered the text during copy-
typing. Not exempt from eye-skip, the typist omitted, from between 
ll. 20 and 21 of ‘Purple Anemones’, the two marked lines: 
 

  Dis, the dark, the jealous god, the husband, 
| Do you think he would let her go? 
| Dis, the dark, the rageous, the flower-royal, 
  Flower-sumptuous-blooded. (See 2Col 163) 

 
In ‘Mosquito’, l. 61, Lawrence has the little parasite “stagger” after 
drinking the “Super-magical/ Forbidden liquor” of blood—
“stagger/ As well you may”. The New York typist introduced a 
second conjunctive particle in the typescripts, leaving the mosquito 
staggering “As well as you may” (2Col 197). The lapse degrades 
the insect, from a communicant breaking a momentous taboo and 
receiving a momentous communion, to an incapable drunkard. 
 The cumulative effect of such lapses in the entire text is 
considerable, especially when—as is the case in ‘Elephant’, where 
the copy-typist was confronted with a manuscript in small 
autograph, in places overscored and over-written—two or three 
slips were made in four or five lines. In ‘Elephant’, after the 
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perahera has passed and the fireworks begin, attention shifts, in ll. 
102-106, to the Sinhalese spectators: 
 

As the rockets went up, and the glare passed over countless 
faces, dark as black rice growing, 

Showing a glint of teeth, and glancing tropical eyes aroused in 
the night, 

There was the faintest twist of mockery in every face, across 
the hiss of wonders as the rocket burst 

High, high up, in flakes, shimmering flakes of blue fire, above 
the palm trees of the islet in the lake. 

Oh, faces upturned to the glare, oh, tropical wonder, wonder, a 
miracle in heaven! (BBFUS 143)21 

 
This is a not ineffective description, though one might hesitate at 
some details (were the rockets so bright as to “glare” against the 
night sky, and did those “wonders”, the rockets, hiss and burst 
simultaneously?) as well as finding the final exclamations jejune. 
Consider, however, that what Lawrence wrote in the manuscript 
was not “glare” but “flare”, that the “hiss of wonder” (not 
“wonders”) came from the spectators, and that the “blue fire” 
dissolving “above the palm trees of the lake” was falling “On faces 
upturned”, thus making the spectators exclaim, “oh, tropical 
wonder”. Consider the qualitative shift that a network of such 
restorations, across the collection as a whole, would give to one’s 
evaluation of Birds, Beasts and Flowers. If the typist cannot be 
wholly blamed for such errors in deciphering and copying the 
manuscript, it seems that the blame must fall on Lawrence, who 
never compared copy with original when proof-reading, and was 
capable of inattention when simply correcting copy. Not scrupulous 
about correcting proofs, Lawrence nevertheless gave more than 
could be expected when creatively revising a poem or a line. Not 
only did he make the first draft of a poem “a new effort of 
attention”; given opportunity, he made the effort to “‘discover’ a 
new world within the known world” in each subsequent revision 
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(IR 109:13-14). With too little of the editor in him to correct 
effectively, Lawrence nevertheless left texts which reward editing. 
 When the American first proofs were sent to London to enable 
correction of the English first proofs, Secker must have appointed a 
copyist to transcribe the revised readings from the American proofs 
to the English proofs. The Secker copyist had fewer lapses than 
Lawrence would have, but understandably omitted numbers of the 
revisions, particularly accidentals. The copyist also found it easier 
to identify changes to line-endings than alterations mid-line. In l. 25 
from the composite version of ‘Men in New Mexico’, the 
psychological paralysis of the American Indians leaves them, as 
diagnosed in three unpunctuated epithets, “Somnambulist wide-
eyed afraid”. By inserting a hyphen in the American typescript, 
Lawrence bestowed an adverbial function on the first two epithets: 
“Somnambulist-wide-eyed afraid”. While the alteration passed into 
the American proofs and American edition, it was missed by 
Secker’s copyist and not transmitted to the English proofs and 
editions.22 In l. 87 of ‘Bibbles’, as he scanned the copy-typings, 
Lawrence hesitated over the spelling of the English colloquialism, 
“physog”. He inserted an “i” in the American typescript to make the 
slang look more like “physiognomy”, transcribed the “i” in the 
English typescript, then deleted the “i” in the American, but not the 
English typescript. The London copyist did not pick up the variant. 
While the American edition has the Cockney slang correctly spelt, 
the English edition and Collected Poems bear the audibly 
inauthentic “physiog”.23 
 
The ‘Tortoises’ sequence was omitted from Seltzer’s edition, but 
included in Secker’s edition. The transmission of this section of 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers, almost as complex as that of the whole 
volume, is best considered separately. No autograph manuscript or 
typescript of ‘Tortoises’ survives. Lawrence announced to 
Mountsier, on 30 September 1920, that he had composed another 
“little book of those vers libre like the fruit studies” (2L 605).  On 
19 October, he appeared to have the manuscript still with him (3L 
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614). He would have had the sequence typed by Ruth Wheelock in 
November, before sending Mountsier a type-copy (along with the 
other poems in the shorter Birds, Beasts and Flowers) on 9 
December (3L 634). By January 1921, he was answering his agent’s 
questions about the sequence (3L 651). Letters in the Curtis Brown 
papers suggest that Mountsier circulated further type-copies of 
‘Tortoises’ to periodicals during March 1921, without success.24 
Mountsier sent ‘Tortoises’ to Seltzer as well: on 3 March, 
Lawrence reported Seltzer’s proposal to publish the sequence “as a 
chapbook” (3L 678). Arrangements for publication were agreed by 
9 April (3L 688, n. 1), and Seltzer brought out the stylish Tortoises 
on 9 December 1921. Although Roberts and Poplawski list 
“corrected page proofs” for Tortoises, Roberts E401.5, Lawrence 
was angered by Seltzer’s not sending him proofs to correct (4L 107; 
130). E401.5 is a disassembled edition, the leaves being selected to 
provide copy for Birds, Beasts and Flowers. When Lawrence sent 
the composite typescript-manuscript of Birds, Beasts and Flowers 
to Seltzer on 7 February 1923, he entered a note on the ‘Reptiles’ 
section page: “Tortoises missing”. Seltzer responded by inserting a 
disassembled Tortoises in the English typescript, where it remains 
unrevised, and a second disassembled copy in the American 
typescript, from which it has been removed. That the second copy 
was E401.5 can be told from the one-sided pencil foliation on its 
seventeen leaves, “67-83”: the pagination corresponds to a hiatus in 
the numbering of the American typescript, which breaks off at leaf 
“66” and resumes at leaf “84”. That E401.5 includes nine autograph 
revisions matches it with the American typescript, which was 
extensively revised in comparison with the English typescript. A 
peculiarity of E401.5 is that it has a duplicate leaf, pages 23-24 of 
Tortoises. At some point, that is, a third copy of Tortoises was 
disassembled, and this third copy had its pages confused with those 
of E401.5. 
 A narrative to explain this peculiarity would begin on 14 March 
1923, when Lawrence received the English typescript, and the 
American typescript (E47d) with E401.5 inlaid, and proceeded to 
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revise both. He returned both to Seltzer, probably on 18 March, 
when he left Taos for Old Mexico. By May, Secker had learnt that 
the type-copy (E47e) which he had used for the English first proofs 
was deficient: it lacked ‘The American Eagle’ and the substantive 
revisions entered in the American typescript and E401.5. In sending 
the American first proofs to London, Seltzer must have known or 
been informed that the disassembled Tortoises in the English 
typescript was unrevised. Seltzer must have disassembled a third 
copy of Tortoises and (with Lawrence travelling in Mexico) 
transferred to it the nine authorial revisions. Nearly all revisions 
entered in E401.5 do appear in the English second proofs, E47g, 
even though the disassembled Tortoises in the English typescript 
was unrevised and there was no text of ‘Tortoises’ in the American 
first proofs. Lawrence did nonetheless enter one revision in E401.5 
which was not transmitted to the English proofs: it is that which is 
found on the duplicate leaf in E401.5, the leaf that was, 
inadvertently, not posted to London. In l. 24 of ‘Tortoise Family 
Connections’, as found in E401.5, Lawrence revised “Being 
touched with love” to “Being touched with desire”.25 For the 
narrative to hold good, Seltzer must have not quite decided to 
exclude ‘Tortoises’ from his edition before the date (circa late 
May) when he transcribed the nine revisions. Lawrence himself did 
not learn of Seltzer’s final decision until he arrived in New York in 
July 1923 (4L 475). Lawrence’s preference was to include the 
sequence, as he had revised it, in a complete edition of Birds, 
Beasts and Flowers; it will be so presented in the Cambridge 
Edition, with the ninth revision to ‘Tortoises’ restored. The date at 
which Seltzer sent the third disassembled Tortoises to London was 
probably late May, with the American first proofs. 
 
In a paper given to the 2005 D. H. Lawrence Society of North 
America conference, I surveyed the censorship that affected nearly 
all Lawrence’s volumes of poetry, not excepting Birds, Beasts and 
Flowers. When Seltzer mailed the copy-typings to Lawrence, the 
American typescript was annotated with a webbing of pencil lines, 
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queries and suggestions to “omit”, against the more pressing of 
which Lawrence pencilled the reassurance, “OK”. On return of the 
revised American typescript, Seltzer made two immediate 
decisions: he withdrew ‘Fig’ from the setting-copy and cancelled 
what he found a particularly offensive line in ‘Bibbles’—“You 
stinker” (2Col 278). The distinctively English gibe, which was 
expurgated from the American but can still be found at l. 106 of the 
English edition, is a measure of how capricious publishers could be 
in their referred role as pre-publication censors. Offended by 
“stinker”, Seltzer found it more acceptable to abuse a dog as a 
“little black bitch” (2Col 249) or “nigger” (2Col 280).26 The other 
effect of Seltzer’s first bowdlerising of the American proofs was, 
paradoxically, to ensure that ‘Fig’ (under the title ‘Figs’) was 
published unrevised and unexpurgated in the English edition. The 
English first proofs had been set from the English typescript 
without arousing any disquiet, and neither the first nor American 
second proofs, when they arrived in London, included a text of 
‘Fig’ to model how it might be bowdlerised. Of the eleven poems 
caught up in Seltzer’s pencil web of proposed expurgations, five 
suffered excisions and modifications in his edition. To avoid 
repetition of my conference paper and gauge the degree to which 
Lawrence cooperated with Seltzer’s bowdlerising, I shall focus on 
the two ‘Goat’ poems, which Lawrence himself had suggested 
might need “modifying” (4L 378). 
 From mid-1922, Seltzer had suffered a legal and financial 
buffeting from the New York Society for the Suppression of Vice 
and the Clean Books League.27 The experience had left him a more 
nervous and cautious publisher of Lawrence’s poetry than the 
Seltzer who brought out a perhaps unexpurgated Tortoises. On the 
Wednesday that Lawrence arrived in New York to begin correcting 
proofs of Birds, Beasts and Flowers, Seltzer had cause to be 
especially nervous: the day before, 18 July 1923, he had been 
indicted by a grand jury for publishing “unclean” books, a criminal 
charge that might carry a penal sentence.28 Once in New York—or 
rather staying at the Seltzers’ cottage in Morris Plains, New 
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Jersey—Lawrence made good on his promises to proof-read three 
new books for Seltzer and modify “the ‘Goat’ poems”. In ‘He-
Goat’, the billy’s turned-back “eyes seeking the needle’s eye/ Of 
his long thin needle, forever” was transmuted to his “eyes seeking 
the needle’s eye,/ His own, unthreaded forever” (ll. 42-43). In ll. 
54-55, the he-goat’s failing ever to reach the “target-quick” of the 
she-goat—it remains “just beyond the range of the arrow even of 
his own ice-cold sperm that he hurls”—was abbreviated to “just 
beyond the range of the arrow he shoots” (2Col 258-59). While 
neither of these changes maims the poem, consider the new ending 
Lawrence gave ‘She-Goat’, in which the original four lines— 
 

And when the billy goat mounts her 
It is like a red needle entering a small place in a rock 
From a leap of black hair, momentaneous. 
While his slitted eyes squint back to the roots of his ears. 
 

—were compressed to three: 
 
And when the billy goat mounts her 
She is brittle as brimstone. 
While his slitted eyes squint back to the roots of his ears. (2Col 

263) 
 
The revised ending seems at first preferable, being more imagist 
and imaginative, yet it is not fully consistent with the imaginative 
premises of the ‘Goat’ poems. The he-goat never achieves 
satisfaction from his priapic career, it is insisted in ‘He-Goat’, but 
by the expurgated but sulphurous ending of ‘She-Goat’, it sounds as 
if the he-goat’s sexual tension, “Slowly revolving towards 
unexploded explosion” (l. 25, 2Col 258), is about to detonate. 
 Changes like these were nonetheless adopted by Secker when he 
received the duplicate revised proofs from America. Indeed, the 
bowdlerising was adopted so unerringly that it seems Seltzer might 
have included with the proofs some annotation directing his English 
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colleague to the bowdlerised lines. There were other authorial 
revisions in the ‘Goat’ poems which Secker ignored: in ‘He-Goat’, 
at l. 7, the alteration of a terminal comma to a semi-colon; and at l. 
81, the changing of the injunction that the billy-goat should “fight 
to be boss of the world” to “fight for your egoist’s will”.29 If Secker 
found it easy to discern those revisions which were coerced from 
Lawrence by Seltzer (and Seltzer’s predicament), a critical editor 
must effect the same separation in reverse: those authorial 
alterations which retain their place in the reading-text must be 
distinguished from those which were produced by the author’s 
complying with his publisher’s demands. That Lawrence could 
bowdlerise himself more creatively than his publishers does not 
detract from the value of a reading-text which represents the 
product of his free creativity. 
 
The extant English and American proofs offer examples of 
corruptions introduced by compositor error. Seltzer’s typesetters 
were capable of re-dressing Lawrence’s lines in spectacular 
fashion, when the “stripe-cheeked whelps” of ‘Purple Anemones’ 
(l. 50) were turned out as “stripe-checked whelps”, or the sun of 
‘Men in New Mexico’ (l. 45) leapt through the heavens, no longer 
“unleashed”, but “like a thing unleased” (BBFUS 47; 168). Because 
Lawrence had no opportunity to correct Secker’s second proofs, he 
could not take in hand the ‘Sicilian Cyclamens’, which (in l. 39) are 
“Sending their rosy muzzled pensive down” (BBFEng 61), and 
rearrange them so they are “Bending their rosy muzzles pensive 
down” (2Col 167). In another alteration or well-meaning 
“correction”, the Riverside Press compositors of Secker’s edition 
substituted a full stop for the comma terminating l. 30 of ‘Lui et 
Elle’ (see BBFEng 128). Grammatically correct, the stop mars the 
mounting horror of watching the tortoise, and the sheer persistency 
of her feeding, in ll. 29-31: 
 

She has no qualm when she catches my finger in her steel 
overlapping gums, 
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But she hangs on, and my shout and my shrinking are nothing 
to her, 

She does not even know she is nipping me with her curved 
beak.30 

 
The Edinburgh compositors, who set both Secker’s Birds, Beasts 
and Flowers and Collected Poems, were well trained house-stylists 
with firm ideas about punctuation and hyphenation. It was not until 
Collected Poems that every “almond tree” in a Lawrence poem 
became an “almond-tree”, and nearly every vocative address was 
marked off by commas; but in the English proofs they were moving 
in that direction. In l. 18 of ‘Kangaroo’, for instance, Lawrence 
describes the kangaroo doe’s “face oh! so much more gently and 
finely-lined than a rabbit’s” (BBFUS 146), a line which is house-
styled to become a “face, oh! so much more gently and finely lined 
than a rabbit’s” (BBFEng 177). Such house-styling will be stripped 
away in the Cambridge Poems, when it does not coincide with 
Lawrence’s text and majority practice. 
 Reading the American proofs of Birds, Beasts and Flowers, 
Lawrence saw that his apostrophising, appositions and free-verse 
parallelism resulted in an unsightly superfluity of commas at line-
endings, and made war on such commas. Somewhat comically, he 
proceeded to delete from the American proofs of ‘Grapes’ some of 
the line-terminating commas which he had inserted in the American 
typescript. In making the line-ending itself stand for the 
punctuation, Lawrence was nonetheless contributing to twentieth-
century free-verse technique, and the contribution is worth 
conserving. The final irony was that some commas he first inserted, 
then removed from ‘Grapes’, were re-inserted by the Scottish 
house-stylists of Collected Poems. Of more substantive importance 
in the American proofs are the revisions which Lawrence intended 
to have incorporated in both editions of Birds, Beasts and Flowers. 
Secker’s paying heed to the expurgations in the American proofs, 
while remaining indifferent to the creative revisions, may seem a 
culpable attitude on the part of a publisher who, like Seltzer, took a 
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personal interest in Lawrence’s work, but one does not need to 
search for his reason. From Secker’s perspective, he had already let 
Lawrence revise proofs once, when he had the revisions in the 
American first proofs transcribed on to his proofs. No trade 
publisher could afford an author making extensive revisions on first 
and second proofs. Lawrence’s not correcting the English 
typescript had far-reaching repercussions, textually impoverishing 
his Collected Poems for the better part of a century. 
 It is not even a simple question of preferring Seltzer’s edition, 
once it is rid of its expurgations and bowdlerising, and of the 
corruptions and house-styling introduced by typists and by 
compositors of first and second proofs. The resetting of Lawrence’s 
revisions in the American proofs introduced further errors into 
Seltzer’s edition. In l. 34 of ‘St. Mark’, for instance, “the lion of the 
senses thought it was worth” turning sheep-dog after his vision of 
the red-cross Lamb, as he still does in the Collected Poems version 
(2Col 184). Slightly shifting the allegory, Lawrence altered “the 
lion of the senses” to “the lion of the blood” in the American 
second proofs, but this was printed, in Seltzer’s edition, as “the lion 
of blood” (BBFUS 68). Nothing short of a complete critical editing 
of all available documents, including the definite or demonstrable 
identification of all authorial and all non-authorial alterations, will 
serve to distinguish revision from corruption. In l. 34 of ‘Grapes’, 
where the grape is imaged as “globed in Egyptian darkness” in 
Secker’s editions (BBFEng 23; 2Col 134), and “gloved in Ethiopian 
darkness” in Seltzer’s edition (BBFUS 15), analysis of the 
transmission shows that “gloved” is a compositor error, but that 
Lawrence replaced “Egyptian” with “Ethiopian” in the American 
second proofs. To represent Lawrence’s last intentions, the line 
should read “globed in Ethiopian darkness”; it will so read in the 
Cambridge Poems, even though this phrase appears in no document 
in the transmission history. Last intentions may be renewed in each 
new document into which the author has had input, if sufficient 
documents are extant and if the authorial intention is demonstrably 
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to renew the text. They may be renewed even in conjectural 
documents. 
 In ll. 134-35 of the American typescript of ‘Salvia and Hibiscus 
Flowers’, as remains the case in English editions of the poem, 
Lawrence (or his persona for the time) considers the garden of state, 
decides that he likes battling with the weeds and nettles, and claims 
it as his vocation to “put them in their place,/ Severely in their 
place” (2Col 173). This is also the case in the printed proofs, but in 
the American proofs Lawrence made an autograph revision of “put” 
to “keep” that appears ill-conceived: what disciplinarian ever kept 
the unruly severely in their place? In Seltzer’s edition, however, the 
two lines are condensed into one, and idiom restored, with the 
persona’s resolution to “put them [the weeds] in their place, and 
keep them there” (BBFUS 58). The alteration has the character 
neither of an expurgation nor a corruption. A creative solution to a 
difficulty in idiom and tone, it is clearly authorial. It is easy to 
conjecture the means which allowed Lawrence further input into 
the American edition: in the three weeks of August 1923 that he 
remained in New York, Seltzer must have had a third set of proofs 
pulled and must have offered them to Lawrence, who made further 
revisions, particularly in poems like ‘Salvia and Hibiscus Flowers’, 
which he had revised extensively in the second proofs. A lightly 
revised third set of proofs makes it possible to understand how 
other characteristic alterations appeared in Seltzer’s edition, though 
unheralded in the second proofs: for instance, a substantive change 
in ‘The American Eagle’; the deletion of the article in the title of 
‘The Mosquito’; and the removal of more line-terminating commas. 
That there were third proofs and that Lawrence revised them has 
not been used to sanction alterations which seem uncharacteristic, 
however, like addition of an unnecessary line-terminating comma 
to l. 30 of ‘Spirits Summoned West’ (BBFUS 173). With a third set 
of proofs established as needed to explain the transmission of Birds, 
Beasts and Flowers, it becomes possible to present a complete 
stemma of the volume’s transmission (see Fig. 1). 
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 When planning the two-volume Collected Poems with Secker, 
Lawrence promised that he would not “write … over” Birds, Beasts 
and Flowers, but that the poems could be printed in Volume II 
“pretty much as they stand” in the English edition (6L 206; 269). 
The author’s copy which Lawrence sent to Secker to serve as 
setting-copy for Volume II of the Collected Poems included a 
handful of corrections: the line about “Sending” the cyclamens’ 
“rosy muzzled pensive down” is adjusted so that the flowers are no 
longer emitting non-existent down, but “Bending” their “rosy 
muzzles” downwards. Lawrence corrected proofs for the two 
volumes of Collected Poems between 9 and 16 March 1928 (6L 
316; 330). The proofs are not extant, but it becomes clear from a 
collation of Secker’s 1923 Birds, Beasts and Flowers with the 
Unrhyming Poems in Volume II that Lawrence allowed himself 
scope for some creative revision in proof. The outstanding example 
is the insertion of the penultimate line of ‘Bat’, “In China the bat is 
symbol of happiness” (2Col 206). In other poems, he contented 
himself with single-word substitutions or insertions: in ‘Medlars 
and Sorb-Apples’, l. 51, marsala no longer lends its “music” but its 
“savour” to the mouth-feel of medlars; in ‘Fig’, l. 80, women no 
longer burst into “affirmation” but “self-assertion”; while in ‘St. 
John’, l. 54, “The poor old golden eagle of the creative spirit”, is 
restyled the “eagle of the word-fledged spirit”.31 As with the non-
extant third proofs of Seltzer’s edition, so with the non-extant 
proofs of Collected Poems, presumed authorial alterations call for 
circumspection. In l. 130 of the Collected Poems version of 
‘Bibbles’, the omission of the first possessive pronoun from “now 
… you’ve got your Nemesis on your track” (BBFEng 185; 2Col 
279) may seem an effective truncation, until the string of “you’ve 
… your … your” elevates compositor eye-skip to the more probable 
explanation. The clearly authorial revisions show Lawrence not 
only searching for the mot juste, but, as with the happy 
interpolation in ‘Bat’, widening the cultural and linguistic range of 
his tourist poems. 
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 In 1929, Blair Hughes-Stanton sought help getting permission 
for a new edition of Birds, Beasts and Flowers which he planned to 
illustrate with wood engravings (7L 457), and Lawrence hit on 
writing prefaces for the nine sections as a way of creating a new 
copyright for the edition. Yet, as he made clear to his agent, his 
motives in preparing the section prefaces were to help Hughes-
Stanton, not to create a new version of Birds, Beasts and Flowers 
(7L 503). There is a case for excluding the prefaces from an edition 
based on last intentions, not least because the prefaces seem to 
belong with Lawrence’s late writing, with the mythopoesis of Last 
Poems and the interest in the French prose poem revealed in ‘The 
Elephants of Dionysus’.32 In the preface to ‘Flowers’, for instance, 
the last of the four prose-poem paragraphs reads: “‘But blood is red, 
and blood is life. Red was the colour of kings. Kings, far-off kings 
painted their faces vermilion, and were almost gods.’”33 To create 
this pastiche of ancient lore, akin to the celebratory “For the heroes 
are dipped in Scarlet”,34 Lawrence fell back on a late comparison of 
his own, of American Indian with Etruscan face-painting (SEP 
50:22-51:2; 58:18-27). 
 Asking what the preface has to do with the ‘Flower’ poems 
nevertheless transforms the three sentences. ‘Salvia and Hibiscus 
Flowers’ is evidently the poem referred to, with its question “what 
right” have the Sicilian socialists to the “native royalty of red 
hibiscus” or to “anger-reddened, furious-throated salvia” (2Col 
171-72; ll. 68, 73, 104). The principal route by which the poem’s 
socialists might, improbably, earn the right to wear the red flowers 
is by igniting a cleansing revolutionary violence, setting “The dust-
heap of man’s filthy world on fire” so that “new, real souls [could] 
sprout” from the ash (2Col 172-73; ll. 92, 120). But the preface 
foregrounds another, still more improbable credential, that the 
socialists should find in themselves the “native” or the “natural 
royalty” (BBFUS 55; l. 73) to transmit to their fellows the finer, 
exquisite life of the flowers. Whatever his intentions, Lawrence 
provided in the section prefaces new frameworks in which to 
reinterpret the poems, just as, in the sections themselves, he returns 
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to and reworks themes like leadership and revolutionary change. 
The prefaces are not the point at which to draw a line between 
admissible and inadmissible additions to Birds, Beasts and Flowers.  
For Lawrence, it is less a case of having the experience but missing 
the meaning than of the meaning of the experience of travel being 
re-inflected each time it is revisited. 
 
When Hans Gabler conflated reading-text with textual apparatus in 
his synoptic edition of Joyce’s Ulysses, he was acclaimed by 
Jerome McGann for having invented a “continuous” text, one 
which provided the postmodern reader with a continuous 
experience of textual instability.35 No such conflation is 
contemplated for the Cambridge University Press edition of 
Lawrence’s Poems. Gabler included in his synoptic text only 
Joyce’s autograph manuscripts of Ulysses. In Lawrence’s Birds, 
Beasts and Flowers, where much of the evolution of the text took 
place in non-authorial typescripts and proofs, a separate reading-
text and textual apparatus are needed to remove typist and 
compositor corruption and to restore what publishers expurgated. 
The apparatus will enable a textually minded reader to ascertain, for 
instance, whether Lawrence was capable of writing “physiog” and, 
if so, whether he let it stand on the page. Critical editing clarifies 
which changes are generated through interference or error, and 
which result from the author-directed evolution of the text. Yet the 
textual apparatus for Birds, Beasts and Flowers in the Cambridge 
Poems will resemble Gabler’s synoptic text of Ulysses in being a 
“genetic” text. It will be useable as a textually unstable “mirror of 
composition”,36 in which readers so inclined will be able to retrace, 
through the great majority of the extant documents, how the volume 
evolved in Lawrence’s mind. Readers so inclined will be strenuous 
readers, but to add some amenity to their reading, in the Cambridge 
Poems the textual apparatus for each poem will be combined with 
explanatory notes and a note on transmission, in which attention is 
drawn to important phases of revision. 
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 What Birds, Beasts and Flowers (like other Lawrence texts) is 
also rich in is ideological instability. In the American proofs 
Lawrence rewrote ‘Elephant’ and ‘The American Eagle’—rewrote 
their endings, thereby creating a multitude of variants but also 
ideologically transforming the poems. In the revised ‘Elephant’, 
Lawrence withdrew the divine right to rule from among the white 
colonisers and handed it back to the natural aristocrat of the 
colonised race. So radically did he alter the conclusion that it seems 
to anticipate post-colonial political thought in the twenty-first 
century. From an ode ambivalently praising the Übermensch which 
the United States might yet produce, ‘The American Eagle’ was 
converted to a satire on American capitalism. But, to recall 
Lawrence’s use of the word “nigger” in ‘Bibbles’—it comes when 
the small dog, with questionable breeding, has been beaten until 
“fear” shows in “in the smoky whites of [its] eyes” (2Col 280; l. 
155)—is to recall how sanitising is the suggestion that Lawrence, in 
Birds, Beasts and Flowers, progressed from an attraction to 
imperialist, at-moments fascist notions of the charismatic leadership 
and racial destiny to a securely post-colonial, non-racist 
perspective. Ideological instabilities are in the text rather than of the 
text.  They make of Birds, Beasts and Flowers—with its break-
throughs to respect for cultural otherness, and its regressions to 
exclamations of racial prejudice—a poetry that, even as it betrays 
vicissitudes of political opinion, is also incessantly reinterpreting 
the experience of travel. A final example may underline what 
textual instability contributes to the volume’s status as tourist 
poetry. 
 Lawrence’s contention in the ‘Note’ to Collected Poems, that 
“Even the best poetry, when it is at all personal, needs the 
penumbra of its own time and place and circumstance to make it 
full and whole” (1Col 6), has application to more than the 
autobiographical verse of Volume I, the Rhyming Poems. In the 
Unrhyming Poems, the formal indicator that the poems of Look! We 
Have Come Through! and Birds, Beasts and Flowers are concerned 
with time and place and travel is that they have actual or implied 
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location notes. Hence, a point of interest in Volume II’s final poem 
is that, in both Secker’s editions, ‘The American Eagle’ is located 
“Lobo”, whereas in Seltzer’s edition it is located “Santa Fe”. 
Lawrence recorded his “last intention”, that is, when he altered the 
location note in the American proofs. While the significance of the 
first location note is transparent—Lawrence composed the poem at 
the Del Monte Ranch, on Lobo Peak—the significance of the 
revised note is more opaque. Since Lawrence passed through Santa 
Fe in March 1923, in transit from New Mexico to Old Mexico, the 
altered note may announce that the revised ‘American Eagle’, in 
which the eagle is no longer the totemic or armorial “bird of men 
that are masters” but the “bird of men that are greedy” (2Col 300, l. 
44; BBFUS 179; l. 45), no longer records how America impressed 
him from atop a mountain in the wilderness. It is how “‘These 
States!’ as Whitman said,/ Whatever he meant” (2Col 142), struck 
Lawrence on the point of departure: it sums up his first six months’ 
experience of them. Lawrence nonetheless fashioned his revision of 
‘The American Eagle’ after his first return to the United States, 
when he was staying, not in Santa Fe, but on the outskirts of New 
York. The transition from Lake Chapala to New York must also 
have coloured his reworking of the poem, from speculative ode to 
anti-capitalist satire. The poem’s remaking is incomplete, of course. 
In the reading-text alone, an attentive reader of the Cambridge 
Edition will be able to find the stock of the ode on to which the 
satire is grafted, while the strenuous reader of ‘The American 
Eagle’, who reads the reading-text in conjunction with the textual 
apparatus, will find notes drawing attention to how the text evolved, 
through the experience of travel, in Lawrence’s mind. If the 
Cambridge Edition serves to extend and refine a reader’s 
experience of ideological instability in Birds, Beasts and Flowers, 
by offering the opportunity to explore its textual instability, I shall 
be well pleased. 
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1  Fussell does note how the prepositions in Lawrence’s poems 
particularise locations and spatial relations, and does compare Homeric 
parallels in Joyce and Pound—but not Lawrence. See Paul Fussell, 
Abroad: British Literary Travelling between the Wars (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1982), 36, 52, 143-45. 
2  Parenthetic references in this form are to The Collected Poems, Vols. 
1-2 (London: Secker, 1928). 
3  See ‘America, Listen to Your Own’, Phoenix, ed. Edward D. 
McDonald (London: Heinemann, 1936), 88. 
4  E. W. Parker and Enid Moodie Heddle, ed., A Galaxy of Poems Old 
and New (London: Longmans, Green, 1962), 227-29. 
5  Parenthetic references in this form are to Birds, Beasts and Flowers 
(London: Secker, 1923). 
6  Parenthetic references in this form are to Birds, Beasts and Flowers 
(New York: Seltzer, 1923). 
7  References in this form are to the Manuscripts section in Warren 
Roberts and Paul Poplawski, A Bibliography of D. H. Lawrence, 3rd ed. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). The most complete 
description of the “Diary” is in E. W. Tedlock, Jr., The Frieda Lawrence 
Collection of D. H. Lawrence Manuscripts (Albuquerque: University of 
New Mexico Press, 1948), 87-101. 
8  Mark Kinkead-Weekes, D. H. Lawrence: Triumph to Exile 1912-1922 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 601-606. Kinkead-
Weekes remarks, “Rosalind is clear that the poems that came out of the 
experience [of the affair] expressed its meaning for him” (603). In a more 
recent biography, John Worthen characterises the affair as isolating and 
desolating, Worthen having shifted the point of reference from the poems 
to Aaron Sisson’s affair with the Marchesa in Aaron’s Rod: see D. H 
Lawrence: The Life of an Outsider (London: Allen Lane, 2005), 231-35, 
245-47. The tone of Lawrence’s last extended letter to Rosalind, in which 
he tells her he is having copies of Sea and Sardinia and Tortoises sent to 
her, suggests that the poems might hold some not unpleasant memories for 
both of them (4L 213). 
9  Edward Nehls, ed., D. H. Lawrence: A Composite Biography, Vols. 1-
3 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1957-59), 2, 49-50. Rosalind 
Baynes (née Thornycroft) had gone to Italy in 1920 to allow her husband, 
Godwin Baynes, to take divorce proceedings against her. In 1926, she 
married Arthur Ewart Popham. Hence, in her memoir in Nehls, she 

http://www.pdffactory.com
http://www.pdffactory.com


Travel and Transmission 
 

 

87 

                                                                                                      
appears as “Rosalind Thornycroft Popham”. An examination of the 
typescript of ‘Cypresses’, of Lawrence’s reading and of his 
correspondence suggests that this poem was not composed before 1921. 
10  ‘Sicilian Cyclamens’, for instance, was written by 25 October (3L 
616). 
11  Tedlock, Frieda Lawrence Collection, 91. 
12  Lawrence is thought to have sent Wheelock twenty-three poems for the 
shorter Birds, Beasts and Flowers: ‘Pomegranates’, ‘Peach’, ‘Medlars and 
Sorb-Apples’, ‘Figs’, ‘Grapes’, ‘Baby Tortoise’, ‘Tortoise-Shell’, 
‘Tortoise Family Connections’, ‘Lui et Elle’, ‘Tortoise Gallantry’, 
‘Tortoise Shout’, ‘St. Matthew’, ‘St. Mark’, ‘St. Luke’, ‘St. John’, ‘The 
Revolutionary’, ‘Southern Night’, ‘Peace’, ‘The Evening Land’, ‘The 
Mosquito’, ‘Humming-Bird’, ‘Turkey Cock’ and ‘Sicilian Cyclamens’. On 
9 December 1920, when sending his American agent typescripts of these 
poems, he enclosed an autograph manuscript of ‘Tropic’ and expressed 
annoyance that he had forgotten to send this poem to be typed (3L 634). 
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