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HOW TO READ THE CAMBRIDGE EDITION OF 

D. H. LAWRENCE’S POEMS 

 

PAUL EGGERT 

 

 

 

All three volumes of The Poems in ‘The Cambridge Edition of the 

Works of D. H. Lawrence’ are now published. Volumes I and II 

appeared in 2013 and Volume III in 2018. The first observation I 

wish to make about them is immediate and inevitable: as readers of 

Lawrence’s poetry we now can and should do more. We should use 

the edition: understand it, argue with it, and immerse our critical 

faculties in the new materials it brings to the table. There is the stuff 

of a great many Ph.D. dissertations and scholarly articles here, just 

waiting to be explored. Only learn to use the apparatus and you are 

away! You may have to learn to slow down, but after that almost 

anything you write will be new.  

This essay is aimed at helping achieve that end by understanding 

what this edition is, how its editorial claims and methods may be 

assessed, and the effects of its self-imposed limitations. Once you’ve 

got all this in mind the feared rocks of textual apparatus, on which 

many a literary-critical bark has foundered, become a second-order 

demand on your attention. Make the effort and the apparatus just falls 

into place. It guides you into harbour, where you will encounter far 

richer poetic cargo for your close-reading purposes than you will 

have anticipated. You’ll read Lawrence’s poetry differently in future. 

My second observation is this. If histoire du livre is more your 

bag than authorship, then (I can’t say it any other way): read this 

edition and weep, reflecting all the while on how textual criticism 

puts flesh on the bones of book history, with its generalisations and 

quantitative measures. The recovery of the book-trade and author 

practices of Lawrence’s time afforded by the editor Christopher 

Pollnitz’s intent concentration on a lived, single-author single-genre 

project extending over two decades means that, whatever you 
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thought you knew about the literary book trade and its associated 

legal practices of the 1910s and 1920s in Britain and the USA, will 

at every turn be complicated or nuanced – renovated – by the 

unpredictable steps that Lawrence’s poems took across the cultural 

stage as they moved from document to document to print, in 

recursive cycles. 

Before the force of these two opening observations can be 

appreciated, we have, dear Reader, a job in front of us: how to come 

to terms with this mega-edition, rather than just using it in our 

habitual way for quoting and citing purposes. The latter, by itself, is 

a fool’s errand, for there can be no true arrival without having 

travelled the distance. We all need to know what it is we are quoting: 

how the text was editorially arrived at. This is not a responsibility 

only for Medievalists and Shakespeare scholars. It is true for critics 

of modernist literature too. 

Volumes I and II are jointly titled Poems, and Volume III is 

Uncollected Poems and Early Versions. A great deal hangs off this 

distinction. Its significance for us as readers of the edition becomes 

clear below as I describe how the edition works and, via an extended 

analysis of ‘A Man Who Died’, how we can put it to work. The 

edition’s methodology gradually comes into focus as a form of 

argument about its documentary sources. Learning how to 

understand and then critique that argument is part of what coming to 

terms with this – indeed with any – scholarly edition involves. This 

is the subject matter of the second half of the essay, including the 

Appendix (‘Editorial method and its effects’) that follows. 

So, dear Reader, we have a journey ahead of us; and it starts in 

1928. My advice is, buckle up! 

 

Author-as-editor 

 

Lawrence’s Note to his Collected Poems in 1928 proposed an ideal 

cross-fertilising between criticism and editing that still holds good 

today. He was reflecting on the job he had recently done of reading 
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through, revising and sequencing the poems from each of his 

published collections: 

 

It seems to me that no poetry, not even the best, should be judged 

as if it existed in the absolute, in the vacuum of the absolute. 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. If we knew a little more of Shakespeare’s self and 

circumstance, how much more complete the sonnets would be to 

us, how their strange torn edges would be softened and merged 

into a whole body!1 

 

This declaration was a prelude to an appeal to readers of those poems 

sourced from the 1917 collection Look! We Have Come Through! “to 

fill in the background of the poems, as far as possible … What was 

uttered in the cruel spring of 1917 should not be dislocated and heard 

as if sounding out of the void” (i. 656). The declaration remained, 

nevertheless, quite general in its claim; it amounts to an early 

rejection of the New Criticism, whose first stirrings were just over 

the horizon in 1928. By the late 1940s it would come to be 

understood that poems treated as verbal icons necessarily stand 

proud of their biographical origins, in effect independent of them. 

Without a good measure of such objecthood there could be no 

disciplined literary criticism. All well and good, but this was not for 

Lawrence. Editing his own poetry had made him see that. 

Yet, if we are to judge Lawrence’s editing by his own resonantly 

announced standard, Collected Poems must be judged, as we shall 

see, as at best half-achieved. For one thing, although he would have 

benefited by reawakened memories of his earlier life as he edited his 

previous collections during November 1927–January 1928 

Lawrence was, like any editor, outside the original compositional 

flow. He was having to interpret the poems he was reading and to 

respond editorially, if also a little defensively and proprietorially. For 

him, after all, there were twenty years of poetic endeavour on the 

line. 
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Because he was living at the Villa Mirenda near Florence and then 

at the French ski resort Les Diablerets, Lawrence did not have to 

hand, and probably did not think he needed, his original manuscripts. 

Because many of these manuscript notebooks, revised typescripts 

and proofs have survived, we can, if given the resources, observe 

Lawrence’s production and working-up of a great number of 

versions for magazines or published anthologies over the twenty 

years prior to Collected Poems. Although each of these, whether 

manuscript or print, was necessarily seized of “its own [biographical] 

time and place and circumstance” (i. 656), Lawrence, as author, had 

the right to override them if he wished. Ignored altogether as he 

edited was the short wartime collection, ‘All of Us’, which was never 

published in book form. And Lawrence found it politic to leave out 

a 1912–13 poem implicitly about the suffering of Frieda’s first 

husband Ernest Weekley, ‘Meeting Among the Mountains’.  

Lawrence was reading and editing only his published collections. 

The opportunity and the desirability of putting his poetry together for 

the first time, to consider it as a whole, would have been attractive, 

as would the prospect of earning some additional money without 

needing to write anything afresh – a temptation for a man who lived 

by his pen. Only the Note to Collected Poems would be new.2 

What resources Lawrence had to hand in that editorial moment of 

1927–28 is one thing. How he deployed them is another. He claims 

in the Note that he “tried to arrange the poems, as far as possible, in 

chronological order, the order in which they were written … because 

many of the poems are so personal, that in their fragmentary fashion, 

they make up a biography of an emotional and inner life” (i. 655). 

So, for instance, poems about home life, adolescent flirtation and 

sublimated sexual yearning preceded those concerning his 

involvement with Helen Corke, the break-up with Jessie Chambers 

and the death of his mother. The effect was created partly by 

Lawrence’s preparedness to move poems from later collections back 

in amongst those from his first collection published in 1913, Love 

Poems and Others, thus creating one continuous sequence. By 

resequencing for Collected Poems Lawrence overturned the advice 
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on the contents and sequence of Love Poems that he had originally 

accepted on the matter from Walter de la Mare and Edward Garnett 

in 1912–13.3 However, Lawrence’s claim of a new biographical 

sequencing tended to overshadow the poetic experimentation that 

overlapped his shifting personal relationships recorded in the 

poems.4 Further, his claim that the new ordering represented “the 

order in which they were written” (i. 655) conveniently ran together 

the moment of writing and the moment of revision: the later 

collections New Poems (1918) and Bay (1919–20) consisted mainly 

of poems written as a young man, but newly revised for the later 

publishing occasions.5 His placing the poems from Look! We Have 

Come Through! (1917) after New Poems and Bay made biographical 

sense since its contents, which track his relationship with Frieda from 

1912, document a new, formative era in Lawrence’s life and a 

renovation of his understanding of love. But “the order in which they 

were written” was again blurred (i. 655).6 

As another example, he moved ‘Bei Hennef’ (of 1912 and 

originally collected in Love Poems), as well as ‘Everlasting Flowers’ 

and ‘Coming Awake’ (from New Poems), into the Look! We Have 

Come Through! sequence. It led off the second volume of Collected 

Poems, followed by the more recent collection Birds, Beasts and 

Flowers (1923). Pansies was only on the horizon for Lawrence in 

late 1927 (its poems were written between November 1928 and 

March 1929) and thus not a contender for inclusion; and Nettles 

(1930) and Last Poems (1932) were well into the future. 

The term “biography” may have different applications, especially 

when revisions are at stake. If Lawrence was to observe his editorial 

criterion of 1927–28 strictly he would have left the poetic texts as he 

found them because to revise them actively once again, as opposed 

to just correcting their typos, was to puncture their “penumbra”, to 

forfeit their synchronicity with their moment of volume publication 

and, in his editorial capacity, to treat them instead diachronically by 

pulling them, via their new revisions, into the 1927–28 present. He 

was alert to this objection and bizarrely defended his practice by 

distancing Lawrence the young man from the young man’s demon, 
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so as to “let the demon say his say” (i. 656). As a result he writes, 

“many poems [in the first of the two volumes that made up Collected 

Poems] are changed, some entirely re-written, re-cast” – because, he 

says, “the young man interfered with his demon”. Modern scholarly 

editors are not necessarily free of self-contradiction either; but 

Lawrence’s defence of it surely qualifies as one of the suavest. For 

Volume II of Collected Poems, much of it written closer to the 1928 

present, he implies that rewriting was not necessary as he was no 

longer a “young man”: the poems of Birds, Beasts and Flowers 

“were begun in Tuscany, in the autumn of 1920, and finished in New 

Mexico in 1923, in my thirty-eighth year” (i. 656). As a result they 

were, he wrote in the ‘Foreword to Collected Poems’, “practically 

untouched” (i. 654) – but, as we shall see, that would not be the end 

of the matter. 

Lawrence came up with a workable distinction between the two 

volumes: Rhyming Poems became the title for Volume I and 

Unrhyming Poems for Volume II. This was despite the fact that some 

poems in Volume I do not rhyme and some in Volume II do. The 

labels were convenient for grouping the two volumes into a single 

entity, Collected Poems, but little more. The biographical imperative 

went deeper but it lacked the rigour with which a scholarly editor 

might follow it. It would be truer to say that Lawrence’s editorial 

performance based on biography did not so much observe his 

announced criterion as attempt to bridge the tension between it and 

his aesthetic desire to improve the poems individually.  

A scholarly editor who allows competing criteria to flourish 

generally ends in a trough of self-contradiction that tends to make the 

edition-as-edition illegible to the close, attentive reader. But of 

course, as a great creative writer working on his own material 

Lawrence has for us, today, an automatic get-out-of-jail-free card 

that the average scholarly editor cannot play. As Whitman famously 

asked, and answered, in his ‘Song of Myself’: “Do I contradict 

myself? / Very well then I contradict myself, / (I am large, I contain 

multitudes.)”.7 Whatever Lawrence did to the texts of his earlier 

poetry collections in 1927–28 deserves respect as a product of the 
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Lawrence of that later moment, and existing in its biographical 

context. This can be affirmed without depriving the earlier texts, as 

published or in manuscript, of the interest deriving from their 

different moments: logically, the same standard must apply across 

the board. Even if the resulting texts published in 1928 were 

diachronic hybrids, even if they sometimes perpetuated errors and 

over-sights Lawrence didn’t pick up, and even if his improvements 

are not always convincing, at least they were his. 

What implications does this fact have for the modern scholarly 

edition? Here the unstable editorial vessel, weighed down by its 

sprawling cargo of manuscripts, typescripts, proofs and magazine 

and collected publications, and typically buffeted as in Lawrence’s 

day by conflicting winds of editorial desire, strikes the rock of final 

authorial intention – and has to be rebuilt around its unforgiving 

contours by hardworking editorial shipwrights. Or at least that’s the 

traditional expectation: that readers will best be served by clear 

reading texts that correspond to Lawrence’s final intentions – in this 

case in 1927–28, even if the poems were written up to two decades 

before, and even if existing in multiple versions, some published and 

some not. 

And so it has been for the Cambridge Edition of The Poems. The 

shipwright-in-chief has been Christopher Pollnitz; for three decades 

he put his shoulder bravely to the wheel. Stoutly assisted in the latter 

stages of the voyage, at times steered more expeditiously towards 

port by first mate John Worthen, and with further wind in the sails 

provided by a seeming cast of thousands (see the 

Acknowledgements), this is an edition for the ages. Its third volume 

is the fortieth and last for the Cambridge Works of D. H. Lawrence, 

whose first volume appeared in 1980. The Press is to be 

congratulated for sticking with this massive publishing project from 

start to finish. Its volumes have inspired a new generation of scholars 

and scholarship. 
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Critical reward: ‘A Man Who Died’ 

 

Certainly the Cambridge Poems edition has had an immediate payoff 

for me. Having written in the past on the successive versions of 

Lawrence’s short story ‘Odour of Chrysanthemums’ prior to and 

including its collection in The Prussian Officer and Other Stories 

(1914), and having waited patiently for a full-scale scholarly edition 

of the complete poetry, including the poems contemporaneous with 

the developing ‘Odour of Chrysanthemums’, I turned with piqued 

interest in Pollnitz’s edition to ‘A Man Who Died’. Then, via the 

listing of versions in the textual note to the poem (in Volume II) I 

located (in Volume III) two earlier and differently titled versions of 

the poem: ‘A Woman and her Dead Husband’, dating to August 

1913, and ‘Voice of a Woman’, dating to 1918. Each of the three 

versions (1913, 1918, 1927–28) represents a partial but distinct re-

imagining of the central subject that ‘Odour of Chrysanthemums’ 

shares – a woman suddenly having to come to terms, as an 

indefeasible fact, with the corpse of her dead husband.  

The Cambridge Poems edition reveals the surprising number of 

times Lawrence treated this subject in his verse, and suggests how 

important it must have been to him – perhaps because he doubted 

that he fully understood it and had compulsively to go back to it, 

again and again. But how to come to grips with its poetic forms? 

Combining the information in the textual note for this poem in 

Volume II with those for its 1913 and 1918 versions in Volume III 

allowed me gradually to produce an ordered list of the successive 

stages of the poem.8 I referred also to the Bibliography of D. H. 

Lawrence for confirmation of the contents of the various documents 

and prints named in the textual notes and described more fully in 

Volume III’s comprehensive ‘Manuscript Listing’.9 While I had to 

put in some work to elicit what I needed I concluded that this should 

not be a cause for complaint in view of the relative complexity of the 

poem’s history and the number of its witnessing documents and 

published forms. They turned out to be as follows:10 
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MS15, 1–8 January 1911, as an untitled manuscript fragment 

beginning ‘Ah, stern, cold man’; at University of Nottingham. 

 

(MS18a), by end of January 1911, titled ‘A Husband Dead’, as 

one of three poems sent to Austin Harrison for the English Review 

but not published; unlocated. 

 

MS6 [Lawrence’s second College notebook containing 88 poems 

of 1909–11]; [January] 1911 but not entered in MS6 until April 

1911 (see iii. xci n. 55 and iii. xciii n. 64), titled ‘Nils Lykke 

Dead’; at University of Nottingham. 

 

MS20c, October 1911, titled ‘Nils Lykke Dead’, one of a group 

of poems passed on to Edward Garnett but not selected for Love 

Poems; at New York Public Library. 

 

MS28b, 7 August 1913, titled ‘A Woman and her Dead Husband’: 

sent by Lawrence with eight other poems to Douglas Clayton for 

typing and forwarding; at Stanford University. 

 

TS29b, 13 August 1913, titled ‘A Woman and her Dead Hus-

band’: one of eight unrevised carbon-copy typescripts typed by 

Clayton and sent by Ezra Pound to Harriet Monroe for Poetry; at 

the University of California, Berkeley. 

 

Poetry, January 1914, titled ‘A Woman and her Dead Husband’. 

 

Some Imagist Poets (1915), titled ‘A Woman and her Dead 

Husband’. 

 

MS45 [the Porthcothan notebook], c. 18 April 1918, titled ‘Voice 

of a Woman’ using MS6 (‘Nils Lykke Dead’) as its source not the 

immediately prior 1913–15 version ‘A Woman and her Dead 

Husband’; at University of Nottingham. 
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MS74 [incomplete manuscript of New Poems], April–July 1918, 

titled ‘Bitterness of Death’. Its source was MS45; at University of 

Texas. 

 

P75a [corrected page proofs of New Poems, the setting copy for 

which was MS74 in its complete form], 13 September 1918, titled 

‘Bitterness of Death’; at University of Nottingham. 

 

New Poems (1918), titled ‘Bitterness of Death’. 

 

TS143b [this poem was one of those typed by Lawrence in two 

ribbon-carbon composites as setting copy for Rhyming Poems in 

Collected Poems; TS143a is lost], November 1927–January 

1928; title typed as ‘Bitterness of Death’, revised by Lawrence to 

‘A Man Who Died’. 

 

Collected Poems (1928), titled ‘A Man Who Died’. 

 
The Bibliography does not notice the interrupted transmission caused 

by Lawrence’s not having the 1913 version (in any of its forms) 

available to him in 1918 and his instead going back to the 1911 

version in MS6 to work up a revised version for New Poems. The 

result of this was that the 1913 version became marooned, and it was 

again overlooked in January 1927 when Lawrence had a copy of New 

Poems retyped in duplicate for him to revise, in order to make up part 

of the setting copy (TS143a and TS143b) for Collected Poems. The 

revisions to the ‘Nils Lykke Dead’ version done in 1911 on 

documents subsequent to MS6 were also lost sight of. 

As we will see below in my account of the edition’s methodology 

the reading texts in Volumes I and II are, most of them, ideal forms 

of the texts of Collected Poems. To figure out how far Volume III 

goes in providing access to the texts of the versions prior to 1927–28 

we need to distinguish between the text of documents (such as all 

those in my list), and the text of versions. Do a few adjustments to a 

text create a new version? (The traditional German view from the 
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1960s and after was that a single variant did so.) Or does a new 

version require something more? In answering that question the 

editor will be guided by the evidence but finally has to make a 

judgement based partly also on the anticipated needs of readers. 

Printed books can have only so many pages; and Pollnitz had to 

make choices.11 In the case of ‘A Man Who Died’, he decided for 

Volume III that a version of 1913, a version of 1918 together with 

the version in Collected Poems of 1927–28, each of them critically 

edited but with apparatus allowing us only to a very limited extent to 

reconstruct the texts of the intervening documents, is an adequate 

solution. Was he right? How does the poem variously titled ‘Nils 

Lykke Dead’ / ‘A Woman and her Dead Husband’/ ‘Voice of a 

Woman’/ ‘A Man Who Died’ fare under this editorial dispensation? 

For a start, ‘Nils Lykke Dead’ is not provided, only the 1927–28 

version (titled ‘A Man Who Died’), which ultimately derives from it 

(that is, from MS6 via MS45, MS74 and thence via New Poems and 

TS143a). To what extent it represents and to what extent it 

misrepresents 1911 is impossible to tell since the 1913 version in 

Volume III is based on MS28b and the apparatus does not record the 

earlier states. So the best we can do is compare the 1913 version with 

the 1927–28 version, treating it as if were the 1911 version (i. 24–6).  

When we do this, we can immediately sense how tired the 1911/ 

1927–28 version is and appreciate the freshness that entered the 

poem in early August 1913. False notes such as the woman who is 

surveying the corpse of her husband being called a “daughter of life” 

(ll. 4–5), the resort to abstractions (“macrocosm”, l. 31) and strained, 

extended metaphors (ll. 34–42) are replaced by stronger, simpler, 

more direct wordings. The insights in the 1913 version into the 

woman’s growing awareness mean the poem is on its way to the 

insights of the July and October 1914 versions of ‘Odour of 

Chrysanthemums’. The poem has left behind Mrs Bates’s self-

deluding grandiloquence in the 1911 ending of that story as she 

reflects on the meanings of her husband’s body that she has just 

washed. The advances in understanding newly present in Lawrence’s 

other Prussian Officer stories of mid-1913, taken together with this 
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poem’s August 1913 version, showed me that the summer of 1913 

was more fertile and fertilising for his art than I had appreciated.12 

The 1918 version (‘Voice of a Woman’) provided in Volume III 

is an edited transcription of MS45. No other documents are collated 

against it, so we have no insight into whatever revisions may have 

been made in MS74 and P75a, which immediately precede New 

Poems. The last, however, is collated against the 1927–28 version in 

Volumes I–II, which helps narrow down where the changes 

occurred.  

Both the 1918 version and the 1911/1927–28 version have 72 

lines, whereas the 1913 has only 65. In 1913 Lawrence was evidently 

prepared to shorten a poem that needed it, but he had lost the urge or 

lost track of the means to do so when he turned to it again (in its 1911 

form) in 1918. There were some local improvements in 1918: for 

example, “daughter of life” was reduced to “daughter of man”, but 

the phrasing remained pretentious. On the other hand, 1911/1927–

28’s lines: 

 

Is this you, after all, 

Metallic, obdurate 

With bowels of steel? (i. 26) 

 

became in 1918: 

 

Is this you 

After all, this obdurate 

Nullified void? (iii. 1534) 

 
The change, I think, is deleterious: can a void be nullified? Isn’t it 

already that by definition?  

The ending of both versions remains adrift and unfocused: “Is this 

what’s become of you?” (1911/1927–8) versus: “Is there no worse / 

News still to send of you?” (1918). The extended metaphors of 1911/ 

1927–28 (the wife’s womanhood unfolding like a tree bending to a 

river) are revised in 1918 only to fail in a different way. There is 
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editorial tinkering in 1918 but no decisive new inspiration that I can 

sense. It is true that Lawrence’s giving Greek choric titles – Strophe, 

Antistrophe, Epode – to the existing three numbered sections was 

new. The section titles reflected an idea he temporarily entertained 

of a collection to be named ‘Chorus of Women’. This poem was at 

first to be titled ‘Choral Ode of One Woman’ but the title was re-

placed on MS45 by ‘Voice of a Woman’. The idea had been planted 

in Lawrence’s head by Cecil Gray who was planning to write an 

opera “based on Euripides’s The Trojan Women” (iii. 1835). But the 

idea came to nothing, and Lawrence reverted to section numbering 

in 1927–28. 

The apparatus for the 1918 version (iii. 1833–4) is in some ways 

more interesting than the text of the poem itself. It shows Lawrence 

working hard on the manuscript to retrieve this poem, making very 

many additions and deletions. For instance, he revised the stanza “It 

has no breath … Take cover in death?” (ll. 19–24) but to little avail; 

and then wrote three versions of stanza 5, all of which he deleted 

because, Pollnitz argues, he must have realised the addition would 

make the Strophe section longer than the others (all consist of four 

sestets,  with  lines  1 and  6,  2 and  5  and  usually  3 and 4  rhyming). 

And after “Nullified void?” (l. 57), he at first added an alternative 

reading, but then crossed it out: “cold thing?” – which might have 

been better.  

I have to emphasise that these are my reflections only and that 

other readers of the same evidence might have different reactions and 

reach other conclusions. This is as it should be: the consequent 

discussions will be the richer for it. There are very many ways in 

which discussion of the poetic resources in Volume III can go in the 

future. That is because there is so very much there. Diving at some 

depth into the textual history of only one of them soon made me 

aware of how very many others could have been pursued in parallel 

or potentially richer ways. 
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How to read this edition 

 

So far I have given a taste of what this edition may yield if used to 

its capacity. To exploit its buried riches requires some effort, some 

self-training. The purpose of this section is to assist in that process 

by explaining in some considerable detail how the edition works. 

Some of the more technical claims made in the rest of this essay are 

taken up in the Appendix, and in this endeavour some of the endnotes 

have a supplementary role to play. Dealing with them and with the 

Appendix on a second pass through the essay may be of benefit for 

those of my readers who may be unused to close editorial argument. 

What categories of readers will the Cambridge Poems serve? 

Volume I has only a ‘Chronology’ and a very short ‘Introduction’ 

before clear reading texts of each of the poems are encountered. With 

the exception of line numbers there is nothing to get in the way of a 

direct encounter. Sceptics of the value of detailed editorial 

scholarship being on display will be happy. But sooner or later they 

will ask: what is it exactly that I am reading? Where does it come 

from? Volume II answers those questions in authoritative detail in 

the 137-page essay ‘Composition, Publication, Reception’. This is 

followed by 429 pages presenting, for each poem consecutively, 

textual commentary, a textual apparatus listing variant readings, and 

compact and helpful explanatory notes that, I found, consistently 

afford surprise or satisfaction.  

These 429 pages are themselves preceded by eight pages 

summarising the editorial approach taken (ii. 811–18). This editorial 

rationale (as I’ll refer to it) then gives the symbols employed in the 

textual apparatus listings and describes the categories of editorial 

emendation made silently. Designed to reduce the number of entries 

in the apparatus listings these silent categories mainly consist of 

changes in presentation deemed to be of negligible interest, of which 

there would have been thousands. (For example, poem titles not in 

all-capitals or terminated with full stops are regularised to the 

edition’s own conventions and receive no further notice in apparatus 

listings except when part of another variant.)  
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Next is the ‘Textual note’ for Rhyming Poems.13 It starts with the 

‘Textual list and abbreviations’: that is, a list of all the text-carrying 

documents that have been collated, which are relevant to one or more 

of the poems (I’ll call it the textual list, for short). The first of these 

“MS1” is stated to be: “E317 (UN) [First College notebook, 78 

poems; late summer or autumn 1908–December 1910 or early 1911” 

(ii. 819). This notebook has of course already been described and 

discussed in the 137-page essay: useful if you have read it, can 

remember it and can find it. No diving in unprepared!, the list seems 

to say.  

I have to admit that, such is the complexity of its underlying 

evidence, this is the first Lawrence edition that I have not been able 

immediately to grasp as a whole by taking my usual shortcut. 

Normally I read a few pages of reading text and then, when curiosity 

beckons, go straight to the note on the texts (usually located right 

after the introduction) to get an initial grip on the editor’s approach. 

Then I go to the end-of-volume apparatus to see it in action, and last 

to the explanatory notes whenever the text presents me with a 

difficulty. When curiosity morphs into something deeper, why then 

I read the introduction! And finally I go back to where I left off in 

the reading text. I’ve found that the Cambridge Lawrence editions 

generally afford satisfaction if tackled in this order. 

If, like me, you are one for shortcuts you may find yourself 

scratching your head as to what “E317 (UN)” means. A headnote to 

the list explaining it would have been helpful; but, as an old hand, I 

know that it refers to Section E of the Bibliography of D. H. 

Lawrence in its third revised edition of 2001. Don’t try and get by 

with the second edition, as I did at first, for you will soon encounter 

an item not listed there or superseded by a corrected or expanded 

entry. Strictly speaking, you need also to have at hand the updates 

prepared by Paul Poplawski and published in the Journal of D. H. 

Lawrence Studies.14 If you are curious about, say, what other poems 

Lawrence inscribed or recorded in MS1 you can turn to the 

‘Manuscript Listing’ in Volume III, which usefully amplifies the 

abbreviated list I have been describing and brings together in a single 
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list all of the manuscripts consulted for the three volumes of The 

Poems. But even this listing will soon have you reaching for the 

Bibliography whenever the list of poems in the particular manuscript 

is judged too long for inclusion. Brevity is a touchstone in The Poems 

here and throughout. 

Unlocking the meaning of “(UN)” in relation to E317 is much 

easier. It is explained in the seven-page section ‘Collections and cue-

titles’ at the start of Volume II. Its subsection E lists the symbols for 

manuscript locations. It means, as you might have guessed, 

University of Nottingham. The preceding subsection D is a handy 

one: it gives the abbreviations of names used in the 137-page essay’s 

footnotes and in the textual notes for each of the poems in Volume 

II. You have to be alert for hints and pointers when using this mega-

edition. 

The textual notes for the individual poems are designed to allow 

the reader to get in behind the reading text, to understand the history 

of and the changes to that text: both Pollnitz’s emendations and 

Lawrence’s changes from the printed collections as he prepared copy 

for the 1928 Collected Poems. Its abbreviation is Col; the American 

issue, which has a handful of variants, is ColA. These abbreviations 

you will find, not in Section A of ‘Collections and cue-titles’ (‘Poetry 

Collections by D. H. Lawrence’), but in the textual list for Rhyming 

Poems (ii. 819–20). Once you realise that there are 45 manuscript 

and other source documents listed there relevant to Rhyming Poems, 

you begin to sense the baffling complexity of evidence that has been 

brought under control in this edition – and thus the corresponding 

adeptness that the reader has to muster to get a grip on it for any one 

poem or sequence of poems. A wet face washer and a hand towel to 

mop the sweating brow during the early stages of the operation are 

highly recommended, as is having multiple bookmarks available on 

all subsequent occasions. Having the three volumes open side-by-

side reduces the difficulty. It is as well that there was no yielding to 

the temptation on the publisher’s part to pack the more than 2000 

pages into one mammoth volume on thin bible paper in familiar 

Norton style. 
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Getting down to the work 

 

So far, dear Reader, I have not yet led you as far as the first 

subheading of each poem’s textual note, called ‘Versions’. This is 

where the texts collated for establishing the reading text of the 

particular poem are listed. Here is the example of ‘A Man Who Died’ 

(see ii. 837); my comments are in square brackets: 

 
Versions:  NP, TS143b, Col, ColA  

[NP is New Poems (1918). TS143b is the extant, mainly carbon copy of 

the mainly ribbon-copy typescript, from which the Rhyming Poems 

volume in Col was set in type. That ribbon typescript is no longer extant. 

ColA is a photographic reproduction of Col: see further below.] 

 

Moving down the entry we encounter the subheading ‘Other titles’ 

(if Lawrence used any other titles for a poem), together with their 

sources. Next comes the subheading ‘Layout’, which allows variants 

in layout to be described in natural language rather than having to be 

recorded systematically in textual apparatus entries, inevitably 

cluttering up the apparatus.  

 
Other Titles:  NP: BITTERNESS OF DEATH 

TS143b: <BITTERNESS OF DEATH> 
┌

A Man who 

Died
┐

  

[The symbols indicate deleted (< >) and added (
┌ ┐

) 

wordings.]15  

Layout:  Roman numerals, emphasising the poem’s division into three 

sections in NP but omitted by the copy-typist in TS143b and hence in 

Col, are restored in this edition. In MS74, Lawrence first wrote, then 

deleted, the section titles ‘Strophe’, ‘Antistrophe’ and ‘Epode’. 

 

The next subheading, always present, is ‘Transmission’. This gives 

a very succinct account, again in natural language, of the poem’s 

journey through its various versions in multiple, including printed, 

documents. Titles often changed along the way.  
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Transmission:  As ‘Nils Lykke Dead’, entry [50] in MS6, and MS20c; 

as ‘Voice of A Woman’, in MS45; as ‘Bitterness of Death’ in MS74, 

P75a and NP; in TS143b DHL last revised the title. As ‘A Woman and 

Her Dead Husband’, published in Poetry (January 1914) and Some 

Imagist Poets (1915). Composed c. December 1910–January 1911. 

 

Here is where having read the 137-page essay comes in handy; but, 

for some purposes and up to a certain point, you can make sense of 

what is going on without it by consulting the textual list (ii. 819). The 

document MS74 where Lawrence experimented with the Greek 

section titles is a now incomplete manuscript of the contents of New 

Poems, but it does include this poem. It is the immediate predecessor 

of the extant proofs of that volume (P75a).  

We have already looked at the literary-critical implications of this 

transmission of variant forms of the poem. But, for now, notice that 

NP has been collated for the edition (it is in the ‘Versions’ list, as we 

saw) but MS74, its source for this poem, is not. Neither have P75a, 

MS45, MS20c and MS6 been collated, which means their variants 

are not going to appear in the textual apparatus that comes 

immediately next in the entry for this poem. What is going on?, you 

may ask. This is where definitely you should have read the first four 

pages (ii. 811–14) of the eight-page explanation, mentioned above. 

It sets out the editorial policy for Volumes I and II. As we have seen, 

Rhyming Poems has, in addition, its own supplementary textual note 

(ii. 819–22), as do each of the subsequent collections. That note 

comes immediately after the list of manuscripts and prints relevant 

to the collection; it is also where the base-text that the editor has 

employed for that collection is announced. It is essential reading 

before embarking on the poems.16 

One soon gathers from the editorial rationale that the policy is, for 

each poem, to establish the text of final authorial intention (ii. 811–

14). Cambridge editions never announce this so baldly (too 

contentious!: there’s a history to this pragmatic resistance to editorial 

theory).17 But this is what the approach nevertheless amounts to – 

which, on first blush at least, seems perfectly reasonable. In order to 

establish the exact wording and punctuation of that authorial text the 
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editor declares a base-text – “the last state[ ] of the text over which 

Lawrence had full (or nearest to full) control” (ii. 812) – and then 

emends that base-text: 

 

1. to remove any errors that had occurred in the preparation of 

it, and 

2. to incorporate any revisions of that base-text for which 

Lawrence was responsible whether visible on the document 

itself, or  

3. where a document is now lost but changes in wording in the 

following version need explaining by reference to the lost 

document. 

 

So, for instance, the proofs of Collected Poems are no longer extant 

but there are differences between that edition and the copy from 

which its proofs were set up in type (TS143a for Rhyming Poems). 

As Lawrence is known to have revised the proofs the inference is that 

the more significant, less mechanical changes in Collected Poems are 

more likely to be his responsibility than the typesetters’. In this way 

new errors in the production of Collected Poems can be dispensed 

with (but recorded in the textual apparatus) and readings that appear 

for the first time in Collected Poems judged to be Lawrence’s 

responsibility can be accepted into the reading text. 

Actually, the situation is a little more complicated than this. 

(Where’s that wet washer?). The base-text announced for Rhyming 

Poems is TS143b. Going back to the textual list at ii. 819–20 we see 

it towards the end of the list, just above Collected Poems of 1928. 

(Ah! one mutters to oneself: that list is chronological after all, as 

well as being in a sort of numerical order; and each set of documents 

relevant to one of the early collections folds in neatly just above the 

published collection symbol.) The typescript itself is more fully 

described in the ‘Manuscript Listing’ in Volume III.18 

TS143b is a largely carbon-copy typescript, a little over half of 

which Lawrence typed himself, and it also bears some revisions in 

his hand (ii. 821–2). But it had no descendant. It was going to be used 
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as part of the setting copy for the American edition of Collected 

Poems but, in the event, the cheaper alternative of photographic 

reproduction of the English edition was used to create plates for the 

American printing – even though this would not ensure the US 

publisher (Cape & Smith) full copyright protection under US law 

when the volumes appeared in 1929. Evidently that advantage was 

adjudged not to outweigh the extra cost of setting up type afresh. 

When Lawrence was correcting the duplicate typescripts – TS143a 

(the lost ribbon copy) and TS143b – he did not know this. He 

proceeded as if both would be needed. Collation of Collected Poems 

against the extant TS143b shows he followed his longstanding habit 

of correcting and revising the two typed copies differently and he 

also mixed up some of the ribbon and carbon pages (again, typical of 

him). Sometimes he made a revision or correction in one copy but 

failed to transfer it to the other. Thus unique variants in Lawrence’s 

hand in TS143b have a higher authority than the readings in 

Collected Poems (set from TS143a); and, equally, unique readings in 

Collected Poems must derive from his revisions in the lost TS143a 

or in the lost proofs, and thus they outweigh the authority of TS143b 

in its typed state.19 

Nevertheless, TS143b is the only complete extant document over 

whose text of Rhyming Poems Lawrence exercised personal control. 

Under the Lawrence Works’ policy it is therefore base-text. Unique 

readings in Collected Poems deemed to be Lawrence’s are incorp-

orated into that base-text. For the 68 poems in TS143b that were 

typed by others, collation against the earlier printed collections from 

which TS143b derives has allowed errors in the copying processes 

to be identified and eliminated. This is so even where Lawrence 

himself had failed to notice the errors when revising and approving 

the  two  typed  copies:  this  is  referred  to  as  passive  authorisation 

(ii. 821) and not deserving of respect.20 

The procedure that I have described is the essence of the critical 

edition, and Christopher Pollnitz makes the myriad decisions, 

wherever conflicting evidence has to be weighed and adjudicated, 

with sensitivity and skill. Readers new to the mysteries of critical 
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editing may have expected that the text of the original collections, as 

read by their contemporary readerships (so-called social texts), 

would simply be copied with some tidying-up of obvious errors. The 

fact that in the edition under review this is not so may come as a 

surprise. It really gets back to the question: whose text do you want 

to read? The Cambridge Edition’s answer has been unequivocal for 

40 years now: Lawrence’s – although, as we shall see, that still leaves 

the question of which Lawrence or Lawrences we wish to be in 

closest touch with. 

 

*** 

 

But back to the matter in hand: How to read this edition. We are still 

working our way through the entry for ‘A Man Who Died’ and we 

have reached the textual apparatus. Fortunately there are only eight 

entries. Hailing from earlier editorial moments than 1927–28, 

variants in the early manuscripts and proofs are not recorded (an 

instance of a general exclusion whose significance I develop below). 

This exclusion, and employing silent categories, have slimmed down 

the potential apparatus listing considerably.  

Even so, reading the alien textual remains is not for the faint-

hearted. (Grim-faced, as we stare at the apparatus entries), we need 

to keep in front of mind the versions declared as having been 

collated: NP, TS143b, Col, ColA. We also need to be aware that, if 

the abbreviation for a version stated to have been collated does not 

appear in the apparatus listing next to a variant, it will be because 

either: 

 

1. collation revealed no variation but the appearance of the 

poem, unchanged, in the named document or printing is a 

significant matter in itself (as outlined in the supplementary 

textual note for the particular collection); or  

2. a silent category covers a variant that would otherwise have 

been listed.21  
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The apparatus entries do not observe the conventions of the other 

editions in the Cambridge Works series that we may be used to. That 

is, they do not proceed by giving the wording of the reading text (the 

lemma) before a square bracket followed by the variant readings in 

the other versions. Instead Pollnitz arrives at a presentation 

reminiscent of some Oxford University Press editions, substituting 

for the lemma its line number only and allowing the variant(s) in the 

apparatus entry to identify the lemma and its position in the relevant 

line of the reading text, often by supplying more words around the 

variant in question than would be the case in other Cambridge 

Lawrence editions. Where there is ambiguity editorial comments in 

italics are used; they make up for the unsystematic (i.e. incomplete) 

nature of the reporting.22 A systematic variorum apparatus was 

originally intended for Volume III (it is foreshadowed at i. xxxiii and 

ii. 813). But in the event another approach was taken; this is 

discussed below. 

The first entry of the ‘Textual apparatus’ for ‘A Man Who Died’ 

is (see ii. 837): 

 
11 Col: heart,∇  

[There is only one instance of the word “heart” on line 11 so there is no 

ambiguity. Additionally, the symbol for the end of a line of verse, an 

inverted delta symbol ∇, denotes where “heart” in the reading text is 

located.] 

 

This entry signifies that of the four collated states only Col (and 

therefore ColA) have the comma as against the reading text, which 

has “heart” without the comma. In other words, NP and TS143b read 

“heart” and Col and ColA read “heart,”. The editor has noted that 

TS143b correctly copied NP at this point but has inferred that the 

typesetter of Col more probably added the comma than did Lawrence 

when correcting Col proofs. Formalising in this way at the end of a 

line was apparently not his habit.  

In one’s reading of the Cambridge Edition one would be on the 

lookout for other such cases to reassure oneself on this point. Should 

we challenge an editor’s judgements? In general I say, why not? 
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Editions are there to argue with because they are themselves an 

argument – an embodied argument – about the textual evidence. The 

first pencilled marking you make in the margins of an edition is an 

indication you are querying an editorial decision: as you should, and 

as the editor expects you to do, having given you the wherewithal to 

perform the counter-editorial operation if you feel so moved. 

A contrary situation occurs in the eighth and last apparatus entry: 

 
72 TS143b, Col: ∆Is this what’s  

[The delta symbol here signifies the start of a line of verse.] 

 

At line 72 the reading text has italics: “Is this what’s”. Italicising 

where sense does not demand it is an intentional, considered act and 

is normally interpreted as authorial. In this case NP has the 

italicising. TS143b failed to copy the italics in NP (Lawrence was 

not the typist in this section) and Lawrence did not notice the failure 

when correcting the proofs of Col. Thus Col and the base-text’s 

shared reading is overruled in favour of NP’s. That is why NP is 

listed as a collated version.  

Do this decoding for a few more poems and, dear Reader, the 

recording system gradually falls into place. Each successive sortie 

into the apparatus breeds confidence, simplifying things elsewhere 

(and allowing that wet washer to be safely put aside). 

 

Respecting final intentions and its editorial effects 

 
Since establishing the final authorial text of each poem is the avowed 

aim and since Lawrence’s heavy involvement in the preparation and 

proofing of Collected Poems in 1927–28 manifested that finality the 

policy of this Cambridge edition makes sense. This organising 

principle holds countless strands of the edition together; it mandated 

that, with the important exception of the verse written subsequently, 

Collected Poems would be the editorial focus. The most serious 

effect of having taken this editorial route, however, is that because 

Lawrence used copies of the earlier published collections as the basis 
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of his work in 1927–28 the manuscript and other preprint versions 

that preceded or underlay those collections, as well as the magazine 

appearances before and in between them, fall outside the edition’s 

remit. The implications of this exclusion are developed in the next 

section of this essay. 

But first it should be noted that the final-intentions orientation of 

Volumes I–II does allow the editor some wriggle room. The hitherto 

unpublished collection ‘All of Us’ that Lawrence never saw into print 

as a collection is the prime example. Its (extant) typescript TS52c, 

which Lawrence typed himself and subsequently marked up with 

autograph revisions, went missing when he was preparing a sequence 

from ‘All of Us’ called ‘Bits’, from which twelve poems would be 

published in the Chicago magazine Poetry. For copy, Lawrence re-

verted to his manuscript notebook (no longer extant), from which he 

had originally worked up the typescript. Thus he produced new 

versions of three of the poems “which differ significantly from their 

equivalents in ‘All of Us’” (ii. 914).23 Pollnitz deals with this, and 

with related situations in the manuscript collections ‘The “Nettles” 

Notebook’ and ‘The Last Poems Notebook’, by permitting himself 

to present competing versions in Volumes I–II rather than relegating 

one of them to the apparatus. The rationale for this – because “DHL 

had no final opportunity to choose” (ii. 914) – doffs the cap to the 

logic of the whole edition without feeling obliged to respect it in 

these tricky cases.24 

Another example is the editing of ‘British Sincerity’, which 

Lawrence selected to appear in the Faber edition of Nettles in 1930. 

Most of the preceding documents are lost but a version appears in 

‘The “Nettles” Notebook’ (an autograph manuscript MS170, written 

February–September 1929) as one of its 231 poems. Another version 

appears in a later, uncorrected carbon-copy typescript TS191b whose 

(lost) corrected ribbon copy was used to set up type for Nettles. 

Lawrence did not type this document but the manuscript that it 

copied (also lost, MS190b) must have had another distinct version of 

the poem, worked up from the one in MS170. It is the one from 

MS190b, as witnessed by TS191b, that gets pride of place in the 
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Cambridge Edition – because it is the later of the two versions. The 

whole earlier version is given in the apparatus since the two could 

not readily be collated, so variant are they. Faber pulled this poem 

from their edition of Nettles with the result that it did not appear until 

Last Poems in Italy in 1932 – and then only in its first version from 

MS170. The poem is restored to Nettles in its second version in this 

edition for the first time: a good result.25 

 

*** 

 

The nevertheless exclusionary logic of the editing in Volumes I–II 

cannot (as we shall see) be ignored; but things change for the better 

as soon as Rhyming Poems is finished with. The base-text chosen for 

the Birds, Beasts and Flowers poems is a relatively early one 

(MS117), largely because of Seltzer’s and Secker’s interference with 

both the texts and the selection of texts evident in later documents 

leading up to their editions in 1923. For the apparatus, the result is 

resoundingly positive. Lawrence’s restless textual adjustments, 

especially on Seltzer’s second proofs (P182b), and the negotiations 

between Seltzer and Lawrence are replete with interest and would 

reward close study. ‘Fig’ and ‘The Revolutionary’ would be two 

rewarding places to start. In preparing copy for Collected Poems 

using a copy of Secker’s edition of Birds, Beasts and Flowers, 

Lawrence made relatively few revisions; perhaps by then he had run 

out of steam. This was a pity because, back in 1923, he had failed to 

ensure that his revisions to the typescript and proofs of the Seltzer 

edition were transferred to their counterparts for the Secker edition, 

on which he was now, in 1927–28, working. The net result, given 

that Pollnitz had to make good, is that the familiar texts from 

Collected Poems are fairly extensively corrected in the Cambridge 

Edition by incorporating Lawrence’s revisions and by winnowing 

out non-authorial changes – and even some of Lawrence’s own when 

he was responding to others’ interference in his texts and yet unable 

to retrieve his original wordings. 



Paul Eggert, How to Read the Cambridge Poems 

 

 

92 

I have no space to explore, except in summary in the Appendix 

below, the editorial outcomes for Pansies, Nettles and the two Note-

books.26 But, dear Reader, now that we have together dispelled the 

mysteries of the textual apparatus you need me no longer and are 

ready, perhaps, for the edition’s approach to be placed in a broader 

perspective. 

 

The Poems edition in perspective 

 

Despite the exceptions to the final-intentions approach in The Poems 

noted above and the flexibility they bespeak, an obvious question 

still has to be posed. Why is finality to be privileged by default when, 

at each stage during Lawrence’s writing life, each version he wrote 

was necessarily attuned, as he put it, to its time and place and 

circumstance? The published versions of the collections and 

Collected Poems give us what Lawrence’s contemporary readerships 

had access to, the texts they made their own: such a source of textual 

authority is social-historical. The source of that text, or nearly all of 

it, is nevertheless the author, who has typically got by with a little 

help from his friends and professional collaborators in the production 

process. Given that the techniques of critical editing allow those 

contributions to be identified critically, defined as errors and thence 

eliminated from the reading text, the rationale for the end-directed 

critical edition (the text that Lawrence intended to be published) 

turns out to be a running together of two appeals: to the author’s 

textual agency and to the original readership’s, for whom the text 

was prepared. The assumption behind this marriage of convenience 

is that writerly texts are best studied under the sign of, and usually in 

the commercial trajectory towards, publication for that social 

readership. The concept of intention is the bridge that carries the 

argument across the divergent appeals, blurring them into one.  

Two facts nevertheless remain: for most of his life Lawrence 

wrote to be published, not just for amusement, and yet, contrarily, 

we are not the readership he had in mind as he wrote. Editors 

sometimes close this gap by treating an author’s rights in a work as 
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a kind of ownership, which they state they have a moral obligation 

to respect. If their methodology is more coolly considered, however, 

editors typically enunciate a source of authority for the text 

(readership, author, or document considered as historical artefact) 

and then put it into practice, appealing to it whenever errors are 

encountered or variant readings demand a decision as to which is to 

be preferred. Justifying the critical act by running textual ownership 

together with textual authority may be consoling. But an expanded 

view of the life of works suggests that editors can be clearer-headed 

than this.  

There is no inherently correct way to edit: it depends on the source 

of authority chosen. Final-intention editions squeeze hard on the 

orange of authorship at the end of the process, but there is no logical 

rule compelling editors to do so. As descendants of those early 

readerships we have our rights in the work too: every time we bring 

it to life, once again, in the act of reading and also later, in discussion. 

All steps along the trajectory towards publication are worthy of 

study, which editors can devise ways and means of exposing in 

practicable forms. 

When the process of textual development from composition to 

book publication is relatively short, or when the author is more or 

less continuously engaged in composition and revision, capturing the 

end result of that process in a readable and reliable form makes sense. 

Typically this is true of Lawrence’s novels. But when the works are 

short and require later collection, and then attract an even later 

gathering together of the collections, the skinniness of the appeal to 

final intention becomes clear.  

For the early poems, the versioning process took place over a 

period of up to two decades; the later ones traversed periods of 

Lawrence’s continuously changing, sometimes turbulent life. 

Battening on the endpoint of that process, as is the case for the editing 

in Volumes I and II of The Poems, is a legitimate editorial aim in 

itself: 1927–28 is a significant moment in Lawrence’s career as a 

writer, and Pollnitz fulfils the aim admirably. But the processes that 

precede 1927–28 – the early versions that could be the object of other 
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kinds of study – do not come forth as they could have done under a 

different editorial regime.27 Once accept the idea that editions are 

arguments about the source documents then alternative arguments 

may be entertained: not for the sake of argument but for the new light 

potentially able to be shed. 

 

The roads not taken 

 

Volumes I and II constitute, in effect, a critical edition of the 

published unit Collected Poems, together with the collections of 

poems it did not contain: ‘All of Us’, Pansies, Nettles and those 

poems in the ‘Notebooks’ of Nettles and Last Poems that remained 

unpublished at Lawrence’s death. Not only does the “penumbra” of 

1927–28 need to be invoked when understanding the achievement 

that Collected Poems represents but invoking the moment editorially 

delimits radically the relevant evidence needing to be considered. 

The move thus raises questions. How revelatory is this window onto 

Lawrence’s achievement as a poet? How deeply do we want to go 

into that editorial act of his via this edition? Will the rewards be 

worth the effort?  

A different editorial approach oriented towards the original 

collections would have illuminated different Lawrences: say, the 

Lawrence at the moment of collection of each of Love Poems, 

Amores, Look! We Have Come Through!, New Poems, Bay and 

Birds, Beast and Flowers, with the variant readings in Collected 

Poems then relegated to the apparatus. Yet another possible 

orientation would have aimed, not at unlocking the evidence of the 

collections but at that of the texts of individual poems as they shifted 

over time under changing biographical and other pressures and 

opportunities. Such an edition would take the individual work rather 

than the collection as its fundamental unit of organisation. The 

edition would record the development of the texts of his poetic 

oeuvre organised as individual poems across time, each one 

presented as a succession of critically established versions with the 

variant readings of the relevant documents recorded in the apparatus. 
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This procedure would require the invoking of – the bringing into 

mind – the “penumbras” of all the Lawrences that hovered over or 

underlay his poems, from first one to last. Only then would the full 

story become available. 

This last option may well be the counsel of perfection, and even 

invoking it may sound ungrateful when so very much codicological 

and bibliographical data have been brought painstakingly – I may 

even say beautifully – under control in this edition. The job I point 

to may have required a bevy of editors and more volumes to complete 

it. But the observation needs to be borne in mind as we come to grips 

with this scholarly edition, when we try to grasp the editorial 

argument that is embodied here: what is on offer and what is not.28  

I have noted that the collated versions for each poem often include 

the earlier collection that Lawrence was using to prepare copy for 

Collected Poems.29 If one understood one’s job as recording the 

textual development of each poem through the hands of both its 

author and his collaborators in the successive publication events one 

would not stop there. Even if one’s editorial focus remained on the 

final state of the text (as here), because the earlier collection’s text 

may have miscopied its source and that source may have miscopied 

its source, and so on to the endpoint, which is really the starting point, 

of the textual-documentary chain, there is no logical reason other 

than practicality – do-ableness – not to include the complete textual 

transmission in the edition’s documentation.30 

Documenting the complete transmission was to be the aim of the 

variorum (as opposed to a critical) apparatus originally announced 

for Volume III. It would have allowed reader-users to recreate the 

texts of each version and fragment along the winding road that each 

poem took towards magazine, then collection and ultimately 

Collected Poems publication. Volumes I and II would offer the 

critical editions and Volume III the variorum apparatus together with 

the uncollected and unpublished poems.  

The change in heart for Volume III was presumably born of the 

fear that the sheer hard work of preparing the variorum would not 

have been matched by its actual usage. I have some sympathy with 
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this fear. Commentators on German three-volume historical-critical 

editions sometimes refer to their ingenious apparatuses as 

Variantenfriedhöfen – graveyards of variant readings, a place where 

canonical literary works go to die. The normal two-column 

Cambridge apparatus conventions would have been further stretched 

by the reshaping and sometimes repurposing, as well as the 

characteristic small-scale revisions and corrections that most of 

Lawrence’s poems underwent from their first extant recordings to 

their final form in Collected Poems. 

Yet I am not fully convinced by this pessimistic prediction given 

that, in the present era, interest in genetic criticism has been growing. 

It is in full song on the Continent as critique génétique, with its need 

for the dossier of genetic materials, and in digital editions or archives 

of such materials now available for the study of some authors. There 

have been more than tweets of interest in genetic study in the 

Anglophone countries too.31 The latter development is over and apart 

from the home-grown tradition in Lawrence studies of interest in 

early versions: of some of his novels (principally, Lady Chatterley’s 

Lover, Sons and Lovers, Women in Love and The Plumed Serpent), 

of many short stories (most famously, perhaps, ‘Odour of 

Chrysanthemums’) and of essays (for example, the first four travel 

essays in Twilight in Italy, the 1915 version of ‘The Crown’, the late-

war-time versions of Studies in Classic American Literature). For a 

few decades now some Anglophone editors and commentators – in 

their theoretical moments – have been challenging the exclusive 

claim of the text of final authorial intention to represent the literary 

work adequately. Since the late 1980s they have been pressing the 

claims to literary-critical attention that textual “process” ought to 

have over the traditional focusing on textual “product”. The editorial 

question became: how best to capture the underlying fluidity of 

creative expression?32 

Relevant here but strange to say (as I pursue in the next section) 

Volume III may be seen as an editorial self-critique of the limitations 

of the approach taken for Volumes I and II. In this it runs in parallel 

with The Vicar’s Garden and Other Stories edition. The latter 
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acknowledged what went wrong with the Cambridge Edition of The 

Prussian Officer and Other Stories by making good the early 

versions left out of it and out of the England, My England and Other 

Stories edition.33 Organising the Works series around the books 

Lawrence published during his lifetime, accepting them as a given, 

was a natural-enough approach when the Works series was projected 

in the 1970s. Concentrating editorially on the final phase(s) of each 

one must have seemed like plain common sense at the time. It made 

for achievable editions with textual apparatuses whose extent could 

justifiably be kept under control.34 But in some few cases it gave 

short shrift to the early and unfinished versions and fragments that 

critics nowadays wishing to undertake genetic or versional analysis 

need to have.35 I would simply count Volumes I–II of The Poems, all 

at least before Pansies, an addition to these cases – were it not for 

Volume III. 

 

The rationale for Volume III: An expanded canon 

 

As owner of the intellectual property locked away in his poetry note-

books where he archived his manuscript poems for later use our 

prolific poet busied himself in transcribing and revising them as 

publishing opportunities arose.36 As a reviser of his own poems, 

Lawrence was far busier in manuscript – typically the manuscripts 

show deletions, additions, transpositions of material, sometimes 

sudden new bursts of inspiration that might lead to whole new 

versions – than he was once the poem reached a publishable stage. 

My impression is that, by and large, the apparatuses in Volume III 

are more substantial than those in Volume II not so much in the 

average number of variants per poem as in the typical entry’s local 

and often more general significance.37 Despite his own pleas for 

poetic spontaneity in his Preface to New Poems (better known as 

‘The Poetry of the Present’)38 I wonder whether Lawrence felt a little 

constrained by the sense that, even if his poems were records of 

biographical moments caught on the wing, they nevertheless 

deserved some memorialisation as such. And thus that, once 
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achieved, their texts should not be trifled with. Financial prudence 

could have played a role. Payment for individual poems was usually 

too little to warrant ongoing effort towards an illusory perfection: 

easier, then, just to start afresh on another one?  

As we have seen, Lawrence did not mind rearranging the 

sequence of his poems as he worked them up for Collected Poems, 

and he was not especially keen to respect the chronology of the 

writing and revision either, except insofar as it traced a rough 

chronology of his life as a young man. For Look! We Have Come 

Through! he had originally arranged the poems to create the 

impression of a narrative arc in its trial-ridden but burgeoning love 

story; and when preparing the Look! poems for Collected Poems he 

laid into his copy of the published collection the typescripts of four 

poems, one of which had appeared in Love Poems and two in New 

Poems.39 So, while sequencing could be a significant matter to him, 

there would be no slavish adoption of a single standard to impose it. 

With the principal exception of ‘All of Us’, Volumes I–II of the 

Cambridge Edition respect Lawrence’s sequencing for Collected 

Poems, and then those of the later collections and Notebooks, 

adjusting the sequencing of the original ones in only limited ways. 

Volume III’s ordering is different. It is arranged in the chronological 

sequence of the poems’ compositions within distinguishable periods 

– Poems 1905–1911, Poems 1912–1914, etc. Because their texts 

were the heaviest revised in 1927–28 the published forms of the 

poems in Love Poems and Amores are presented in the final two 

sections of Volume III, only very lightly edited. The historical 

impulse at work here (in contrast to the final-intentions approach of 

Volumes I–II) allows readers to see how the collections read before 

Lawrence later got to work on them. The different editorial aims, and 

the consequent amplification of the explanations of the textual 

transmission in the textual notes in Volume III, are at first startling 

and then welcome. The conservative approach of most of Volumes I 

and II stands out in contrast to that of Volume III, which is where 

Pollnitz cuts decisively new ground.40 
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Access to 190 early versions is newly provided. Poems that we 

would all want to read, including the very first two that Lawrence 

recorded in his first College Notebook MS1 (‘To Guelder Roses’ and 

‘To Campions’) are not in Volumes I and II because they weren’t 

collected in Love Poems. Volume III contains them. Similarly the 

editing approach in Volumes I–II ruled out presenting the text of the 

poem ‘Grief’, the only Lawrence poem that T. S. Eliot is known to 

have read. He encountered it either in Poetry (December 1914) or 

The New Poetry (1917). Lawrence repeatedly sliced and diced the 

stanzas of this poem for various publications. It became two poems 

(‘Grey Evening’ and ‘Firelight and Nightfall’) in the lead-up to 

Amores, and in this form made its way into Collected Poems. Volume 

III contains the early version. Again, we learn that lines 209–56 of 

the fine dialect poem of 1911 ‘Whether or Not’ were added in 1927. 

As this poem’s appearance in Love Poems is not collated in Volume 

II, Lawrence’s remodelling of the original ending is not recorded in 

detail there. So the poem in the edition is treated as a poem of 1927 

– or a hybrid of 1911 and 1927. But what if I happen to be more 

interested in the text of 1911? Again, Volume III contains it – as well 

as the disturbing ‘[Ecce Homo]’, his first, previously unpublished 

war poem of November 1914.41 

Volume III’s scope is a wise recognition that such questions are 

not adequately addressed by the ideal form of the poems newly 

established for 1927–28 in Volumes I–II. But neither, as remarked 

above, is Volume III a variorum edition, so completeness is ruled 

out. Rather it offers a broad selection in critically established clear 

reading texts. This approach lifts the status of these early versions: 

they are not treated as subsidiary curiosities. But it once again means 

that some extant documents bearing texts of the version in question 

cannot be reconstructed since that recording is not the goal. This is a 

pity, I think. But, on the other hand, those versions its editor sees as 

the important early or alternative ones are all represented and fully 

supported by textual commentary, apparatus and explanatory notes. 

In addition, 120 poems that had gone uncollected by Lawrence, 

either deliberately or because forgotten, or because the documents 
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bearing their texts had been lost or become inaccessible to him, are 

provided in Volume III.42 It has broadened the canon of Lawrence’s 

poetry for us, and it implicitly envisages versional comparison as a 

now-standard literary-critical approach for Lawrence’s poetry. 

Version–work–collection is the ground upon which The Poems 

edition pitches its tent. Volumes I‒II favour the collection–work 

habitat of Collected Poems (with apparatus looking backwards along 

the continuum only as far as necessary for the critical editing); 

Volume III favours version–work (with apparatus looking forwards 

from the beginning, chronologically). This shift in editorial 

orientation allows, in principle as well as in practice (as my example 

of ‘A Man Who Died’ showed), much more evidence to come into 

view for anyone wanting to deepen their understanding of the 

successive phases of Lawrence’s writing.  

Editorially, it would be possible to go further; but this is unlikely 

to happen in print. To envisage the ideal digital edition of Lawrence’s 

poems as a project of the future is to foresee a more capacious object. 

For ‘A Man Who Died’, for instance, it would surely contain images 

and transcriptions of all the documents I listed. The same would be 

true for every other poem: all appearances in manuscript, typescript, 

proofs and print. Once having discharged that essentially archival 

duty the editor would still need, separately, to ascertain and present 

critically established reading texts of the significant stages of 

development (the versions) evidenced in those documents.  

The overall organisation of what I call a critical archive would be 

different than in print. The presentation of versions would elevate the 

work-concept as the fundamental organisational unit; and the work-

concept would underwrite both the sequence-concept (important in 

Lawrence’s post-1928 poetry, especially Pansies and ‘The “Nettles” 

Notebook’) and the collection-concept, but treat them both as of 

secondary, derivative importance in the editing process.43 

Interpretation and analysis could then respond to this computer 

modelling, with invocations of chronology and agency, as well as 

book-historical and discursive shifts – all of them serving as 
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interpretative glide paths easing our way into that personal and 

aesthetic possession of works that we call close reading. 

 

Conclusion 

 

I remember saying in a paper at the Lawrence conference in 

Montpellier thirty years ago that, given the then-recent publication 

of the Cambridge Edition of Women in Love, it would be truer to say 

that, in future, we will not so much read that novel as read in it.44 Its 

presence had suddenly been broadened, and would be again when 

The First ‘Women in Love’ appeared in 1998. Much the same might 

be said now of The Poems.  

The labour of gathering up, ordering, sifting and relating of 

materials for this edition has been heroic. The wonder is, that 

Pollnitz’s reconstruction of the textual–documentary situations of so 

very many poems was possible at all. Doing bibliography is like 

herding cats. Manuscripts and prints, which you anticipate will just 

line up neatly in their correct chronological order and textual descent, 

often seem to have a mind of their own. They will silkily evade your 

grasp, dart off in multiple directions, spring surprises on you, hide in 

out-of-the-way places or disappear into the wild never to be seen 

again. Bringing the data so scrupulously under bibliographic and 

codicological control for such a formidable body of poetic work has 

been a major achievement. It brings the poems into the same digested 

order that we have long enjoyed for the novels, short stories, plays 

and essays. The poems, now versioned, are open to new and better-

informed kinds of analysis. Of equal importance they ought, in some 

digital project of the future, to be susceptible to chronological 

interleaving with Lawrence’s other creative forms to make for a 

noticeably fuller and richer understanding of any one period of his 

writing and professional life. 

The editing in Volumes I–II expertly achieves what it sets out to 

do, even if the editorial aim itself is predominantly conservative and, 

in its idealism, in effect at odds with the historical–biographical–

bibliographical spirit that underpins its superb 137-page essay 
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‘Composition, Publication, Reception’. At what I estimate to be 

about 70,000 words the essay is nearly a book in itself. For the 

Lawrence critic, no longer will any poem – just as Lawrence wanted 

– be suffered to exist “in the vacuum of the absolute”.45 For the book 

historian, its intriguing text-critical cum book-historical account of 

the long travails before and during the multiple, more-or-less 

simultaneous publications of the expurgated and unexpurgated 

Pansies would be an excellent place to start.46 It is a masterpiece of 

editorial exposition. 

The two contrasting trajectories I have just named have been 

fundamental to the Lawrence Works series as a whole, even though 

many of the volumes have adopted less conservative editorial 

policies. The historical trajectory, embodied in the Works series’ 

introductions and often in their textual apparatuses and appendixes, 

as well as in the three-volume Cambridge biography, remade my 

thinking about Lawrence’s creative art. It allowed the original 

processes of composition, revision and production to be brought to 

the literary-critical table. It de-mystified as it clarified the workings 

of the phenomenon we readers were dealing with, normally in other 

vocabularies.  

Considered in this light, Volume III of The Poems emerges as the 

gem. Although not systematic in its coverage it sets before us a few 

hundred versions most of which we have probably not read before 

and contextualises them neatly within their own “penumbras”, to use 

Lawrence’s term one last time. He would have been wryly amused, 

would surely have mopped his brow as he peered, and then peered 

again, into these canonising volumes. He might even have been 

grateful: just as he was for Edward D. McDonald’s work in his A 

Bibliography of the Writings of D. H. Lawrence – which, we might 

say, kicked the whole thing off in 1925.  

 

 

1  1Poems 656: because of the unusually high number of citations below, 

this JDHLS convention of citation is replaced in the text and notes by a 

shorter form (here, i. 656) throughout. 
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2  At first he wrote a longer Foreword (i. 651–4) but then cut it down to 

produce the Note (i. 655–6); both are dated 12 May 1928 (see ii. 1318–25). 
3  See iii. xciv. The sequencing of his collections became an important 

matter to Lawrence thereafter. For example, responding to Cyril 

Beaumont’s reversal of the order of two poems in proofs of Bay in 1919 he 

wrote: “The movement is supposed to be from the old pre-war days, and 

from the old country pre-war sleep, gradually into war. But if it is really 

important you can break the order” (8L 29). 
4  Uncollected poems and early versions in Volume III of Poems fill out in 

more explicit ways the young Lawrence’s successive but criss-crossing 

affairs (see iii. lxxxix and xcvi). 
5  Only one of the 42 poems in New Poems dates from 1918: the majority 

were redrafted in April 1918 in the Porthcothan notebook MS45, and “all 

but one [of those] is a redraft of poems first composed between 1905 and 

1911 and stored in the old College notebooks” (ii. 711). The poems set in 

war-time London may date from 1918 (ii. 710). Martin Secker decided on 

the title New Poems – which, from the publisher’s point of view, the 

contents were.  

On the other hand, 11 of the 18 poems in Bay have no “antecedents in 

the extant early notebooks” (ii. 710). Lawrence finished Bay on 21 April 

1918 and New Poems on 18 June. In April he seems to have been working 

on both volumes concurrently (ii. 712). 
6  This reorganising was the poet’s privilege but also a pre-existing habit. 

Pollnitz details how in January–February 1917 Lawrence had organised the 

sequence of Look! by inserting poems about later returns to the Isartal from 

where Lawrence and Frieda had set out on their trip to the Lago di Garda in 

May 1912 back into the sequence arising from the earlier travels; and poems 

about their two returns to England in mid-1913 and mid-1914 became a 

single return (ii. 700–01). In 1927–28 when preparing the contents and 

sequence for Collected Poems (hereafter Col), Lawrence reinserted ‘Song 

of a Man Who is Loved’ (written in 1912, early in their relationship, and 

which Chatto & Windus, publisher of Look!, subsequently insisted be 

omitted) later in the sequence “alongside poems commemorating Lawrence 

and Frieda’s July 1914 marriage” (iii. ci). 
7  Section 51. Quoted from the US edition of Leaves of Grass of 1891–2 

at <https://whitmanarchive.org/published/LG/1891/poems/27>, accessed 

27 January 2020. 
8  Textual notes at ii. 837–8 and iii. 1805–6, 1833–5. 

https://whitmanarchive.org/published/LG/1891/poems/27
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9  Warren Roberts and Paul Poplawski, Bibliography of D. H. Lawrence, 

3rd edition (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2001); ‘Manuscript Listing’ (iii. 

xxx–lxxviii). 
10  In a later section I describe the architecture of the three volumes and 

their inner workings that permit the relevant documents, for any one poem, 

to be identified.  
11  Printed books can only present poems in a particular order whereas in 

the digital medium they can be re-organised into sequence and collection 

ordering at will. The sequence problem is largely solved in the Cambridge 

Edition by relying on that of Col; in Birds, Beasts and Flowers by following 

that of the Seltzer edition; and similarly for the later collections. 
12  See also Lawrence’s effective revisions in 1913 to the 1912 version of 

‘Meeting Among the Mountains [1]’, a poem of acute guilt about the suffer-

ings Lawrence had caused Frieda’s husband, whose facial similarity to a 

waggoner passing between Lawrence and a wayside crucifix in the Tyrol 

occasioned the writing of the poem. Lawrence revised in October 1913 for 

its appearance (as [2]) in English Review in February 1914. For [1], see iii. 

1508–9 and iii. 1814–15. For [2], see iii. 1511–12 and iii. 1816–17.  

Lawrence revised once again in September 1915 for the poem’s anthol-

ogising in Georgian Poetry 1913–1915. In the meantime (late July 1915) 

he had rewritten ‘Christs in the Tyrol’ for Twilight in Italy as ‘The Crucifix 

Across the Mountains’ – and it shows in the revisions in lines 8 and 48 (see 

iii. 1817). But the poem remains essentially one of 1912–13. 
13  ii. 819–22. This Textual note covers all the early collections from Love 

Poems to Bay because these are the ones whose contents Lawrence 

reorganised. 
14  Paul Poplawski, ‘A Bibliography of D. H. Lawrence, Third Edition 

(2001), by Warren Roberts and Paul Poplawski: Corrections, Additions and 

Updates to Section A and Section F’, JDHLS, 2.2 (2010), 17–89; and ‘A 

Bibliography of D. H. Lawrence, Third Edition (2001), by Warren Roberts 

and Paul Poplawski: Corrections, Additions and Updates to Sections B, C, 

D and E’, JDHLS, 2.3 (2011), 11–100. It is to be hoped that Cambridge Uni-

versity Press will commission a fourth edition of the Bibliography so that 

published updates and those not yet in print will be available in one place. 
15  It is as well to be aware that, in the apparatus listing below, when the 

base-text itself is reported as variant, it is usually because a deletion or 

addition in the base-text is being recorded. The reading text at this point is 

normally the final reading in the base-text. 
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16  In Volume III, where this simple organisational principle cannot hold, 

the statement of base-text for each critically edited version is given 

individually. But it is sometimes lacking, making the task of benefitting 

from the apparatuses that little bit more difficult. When there is only one 

text named in the ‘Versions’ statement, however, there is no ambiguity. 
17  See also ii. 810: “the texts of his poems which Lawrence would have 

wished to see in print” – which echoes the declaration of policy in the 

General Editor’s Preface (i. xi). Similarly the use of the term “base-text” 

when “copy-text” is the more conventional usage. “Base text” (without the 

hyphen) normally means the text against which all others are collated, as in 

a variorum edition – not the basis of a reading text, as in the Cambridge 

Lawrence editions. 
18  iii. lix; and see ii. 746–51. 
19  For a challenge to Pollnitz’s invoking a principle of chronological 

supersession to deal with the different authorial revisions that TS143a and 

TS143b would have borne, see Appendix (1). 
20  Similarly Lawrence’s eye-skips when he was copy-typing. E.g. he typed 

Pansies four times (see ii. 763–4 and 1078, corrected at iii. cxxii n. 211). 
21  On silent categories, see Appendix (2). For an example of “a significant 

matter”, see next note. 
22  An unsystematic apparatus is not a problem in itself provided the limits 

of the reporting are clear. E.g. in Pansies the fact that the regular London 

(Pa) and New York (PaA) editions are routinely listed in the “Versions” 

statement is apparently not because of their variance from the base-text but 

to differentiate the 14 poems that the two editions omitted from the 

unexpurgated states in which the 14 appeared (PaU2, PaU3). See, e.g., 

‘There is no way out’ (ii. 1111).  

One has to work this out. It is nowhere stated that I could find. Explicitly 

drawing a distinction between versions collated for the purposes of the 

editorial overview and versions actually reported in the apparatus would 

have clarified matters. Alternatively, a general statement (typical of 

systematic apparatuses in other volumes in the Lawrence Edition) that 

collated versions read the same as the base-text except where otherwise 

indicated would have sufficed. That normally goes together with a statement 

that only the first state of the text containing the variant is noted and that the 

subsequent ones in the given sequence of versions follow it unless otherwise 

specified. 
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I suspect that the Lawrence Edition’s standard practice in its apparatuses 

of routinely reporting the readings of first London and New York editions 

(when the base-text is an earlier version) has kicked in here. In a novel, the 

first English and American editions will inevitably have introduced 

hundreds of variants in the act of typesetting. But in a short poem there may 

well be none and thus nothing to report.  
23  Inserting ‘All of Us’ in between Rhyming Poems and Unrhyming Poems 

and adopting a different editorial method in effect breaks the container that 

Lawrence himself created when he prepared Col. But the collection had to 

go somewhere (Volume III is for uncollected poems); and a roughly 

chronological approach is also adopted, for lack of anything better, for the 

post-1928 published collections and for the late notebooks.  
24  See ii. 1184 for a lucid defence of the procedure, which recognises the 

“intrinsic interest” of early versions in ‘The “Nettles” Notebook’ that 

“should not automatically be considered as inferior to later versions” (see 

also ii. 798 n. 290).  
25  Similarly, Lawrence’s addition in 1929 of prefaces for the various 

sections of Birds, Beasts and Flowers (intended for a collectors’ edition) 

are incorporated into the reading text of Poems on the grounds that “the 

volume’s transmission history … had been one of constant revision, 

addition and adjustment” (ii. 743). There is some tension here between the 

editorial focus on the intended texts of 1927–28 elsewhere and those of an 

ideal Birds, Beasts and Flowers, which the rationale would fit rather better. 

Final-intentions editing often involves the use for emendation purposes of 

multiple documents, in any of which authorial intention, earlier or later, may 

be identified. Intention is more interpretative than is a demonstrable history 

of transmission. The Poems has to bridge both. 
26  For Pansies, see Appendix (3); for ‘The “Nettles” Notebook’, see 

Appendix (5). 
27  Magazine and newspaper publications of Lawrence’s poems are a 

particular victim. Unless they contain readings censored by the collection’s 

publisher that Pollnitz needs to retrieve, or are in the direct line of trans-

mission to Col, the publication of such poems is normally only mentioned. 

Such versions are therefore neither collated nor their variant readings 

reported, whether Lawrence revised them or not. E.g. the Dial’s publication 

of ‘St. John’ deleted implicit mention of the Phoenix Insurance Company, 

but BBF did not delete, and the readings of the latter are what matter for 

establishing the ideal reading text of 1927–28 (i. 284, line 61). Again, Idella 
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Parnell published a variant version of ‘Autumn at Taos’ (as ‘Autumn in 

New Mexico’) in her magazine Palms in Autumn 1923. Judging by its 

variants, it may have been reconstructed from memory by Lawrence, who 

did not have a copy by him: BBF, which contained it, was in production in 

New York (ii. 735). The Palms variants are not reported or considered for 

emendation. 
28  An editorial presentation arranged around individual works would face 

a demanding complexity of apparatus recording, yet it would still be 

feasible. Whenever the load on the apparatus became too great, it would 

provide a second reading text supporting an apparatus that carried the 

poem’s textual development forward, say, to the next significant publishing 

event. And so on, as necessary. Parts of poems refashioned to create new 

ones would also have to be accommodated. That would still leave the 

question of the sequence of the poems since readers have to encounter the 

poems in one sequence or another.  

Here the two options (ordering by collection or by individual poem) 

might fold into one another, or the poems could be presented in some other 

chronological order. In either case, Lawrence’s sequencing of poems and 

the counter-sequencing of collaborators and publishers would need to be 

recorded as alternative paths for consecutive reading. 
29  It is a pity, from a historical-textual point of view, that this recording 

was not done systematically since it would have defined more precisely, in 

the differences, Lawrence’s activity as reviser in 1927–28. But the 

historical-textual is subsidiary to the critical (based on final intentions) in 

Volumes I–II. 
30  Detailed examples of the consequences of the exclusion are given in 

Appendix (3) and (4); and see also n. 27. 
31  E.g. see the French journal Genesis. Its volume 36 (2013) on ‘Proust, 

1913’ gives a fair sample. In English (mainly), see Samuel Beckett Digital 

Manuscript Project (2015), eds Dirk van Hulle et al. at <www.beckett 

archive.org/2-editorial.jsp>, accessed 27 January 2020. And note the 

advertising for Cambridge University Press’s new series called Twenty-

First-Century Critical Revisions (2019– ): 

 

this series addresses two main themes across a range of key authors, 

genres and literary traditions. The first is the changing critical 

interpretations that have emerged since c2000 ... The second is the 

substantial scholarly shifts that have occurred, through the emergence 

 

http://www.beckettarchive.org/2-editorial.jsp
http://www.beckettarchive.org/2-editorial.jsp
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of new editions, editions of letters, and competing biographical 

accounts.  

(at <https://www.cambridge.org/core/series/twentyfirstcentury-critical-

revisions/52D0E3CDD107E0AF5375B4FF87B19961>, 27 January 

2020.) 

See also Elliott Morsia, ‘A Genetic Study of “The Shades of Spring”’, 

JDHLS, 3.3 (2014), 153–78. 
32  See Appendix (5) for an account of how the editing of ‘The “Nettles” 

Notebook’ addresses this question. For the “process” versus “product” 

debate and its implications, see Paul Eggert, Securing the Past: 

Conservation in Art, Architecture and Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge 

UP, 2009), 200–03. 
33  See Paul Eggert, The Work and the Reader in Literary Studies: Scholarly 

Editing and Book History (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2019), 148–50 and 

‘The Silent Witness of Book Logic: The Cambridge Lawrence at its 35th 

Volume’, JDHLS, 1.4 (2009), 153–70. 
34  E.g. the base-text chosen for the Look! poems in Col is that of the 

collection itself, despite Lawrence’s having revised and corrected the extant 

first proofs of Look!, P61b. (Lawrence provided a hand-corrected printed 

copy of Look! as setting copy for Col.) Wherever his changes in P61b were 

not followed in Look! they are retrieved in the Cambridge Edition from that 

document. Why not simply declare P61b as base-text (since the result is 

effectively the same)? The answer is, economy for the apparatus, but at the 

cost of some initial bafflement for the reader for whom questions are raised. 
35  For a prediction of the future contrasting but supplementary 

methodologies of genetic and versional analysis, see Eggert, The Work and 

the Reader, 150–4. 
36  Lawrence’s recording of the poems in his manuscript notebooks was not 

always done in the chronological order of writing: see iii. lxxxv and xci. 

Until 1917, the magazines that published his poems included: English 

Review (from 1909, edited by Ford Madox Hueffer [later, Ford] and then 

Austin Harrison), Nation (1911, courtesy of Edward Garnett), Saturday 

Westminster Gazette (1912, of Walter de la Mare), New Statesman (1913, 

of Edward Marsh), Smart Set (1913, of Ezra Pound), Poetry and Drama 

(1914, ed. Harold Monro), Poetry (from 1914, of Ezra Pound; ed. Harriet 

Monroe),  Egoist  (from  1914,  eds  Ezra  Pound,  Richard  Aldington  and 

H. D.), Lyric (1917, ed. Samuel Roth); and the anthologies Georgian Poetry 

(from 1912, ed. Edward Marsh), Some Imagist Poets (1915–17, eds Amy 

https://www.cambridge.org/core/series/twentyfirstcentury-critical-revisions/52D0E3CDD107E0AF5375B4FF87B19961
https://www.cambridge.org/core/series/twentyfirstcentury-critical-revisions/52D0E3CDD107E0AF5375B4FF87B19961
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Lowell et al.) and The New Poetry (1917, eds Alice Corbin Henderson and 

Harriet Monroe). 
37  In the apparatuses in Volume II, by contrast, a good percentage of the 

entries record failures in copying, or regularising, on the part of the 

compositors of Col or of the TS143b typists (when not Lawrence himself). 

The apparatuses of poems from the two Notebooks are fuller, however. 
38  Because Lawrence prepared two manuscripts of this essay and couldn’t 

help but revise as he did so, the ‘Preface’ has an extensive list of substantial 

high-quality variants well worthy of study (see ii. 1309–16). 
39  See further, ii. 940. For the chronology of the love story, see n. 6 above. 
40  The term “conservative” may need justifying: see Appendix (6). 
41  See also its grim reworking in April 1915 as ‘Eloi, Eloi, lama 

sabachthani?’ and the thematically related, nightmarish ‘Resurrection [2]’ 

of October 1915, ‘The Turning Back’ of November 1915 and ‘Erinnyes’ of 

January 1916, which last gives the formula of a resolution for the war dead 

– the subject with which all these previously uncollected poems are 

concerned. Together they enlighten Lawrence’s long and baffling prose 

essay-series ‘The Crown’ of October–November 1915. 
42  Many uncollected poems will already be familiar from The Complete 

Poems of D. H. Lawrence, eds Vivian de Sola Pinto and Warren Roberts 

(London: Heinemann, 1964, rev. 1967, further rev. 1972). However, its 

texts are not trustworthy. Pollnitz shows that a new transcription of the 

‘Nettles’ and ‘Last Poems’ notebooks was not prepared for the 1964 edition 

even though Roberts was the first scholarly editor to have access to them. 

He evidently made only a list of corrections but “numerous errors remained” 

(iii. 809). Corrections were made by Roberts for the revised printings but 

still “fell short of eliminating all substantive errors [i.e. in wording]” (iii. 

809). Errors from the non-scholarly 1957 Phoenix edition of Complete 

Poems (the 1964 edition’s setting copy) were thus perpetuated; and one-

volume reprintings in Viking and Penguin paperbacks (many times 

reprinted from 1971) went on using the 1967 rather than the 1972 revised 

printing. The perpetuated errors in wording, together with Pinto and 

Roberts’s applying their own “light grammatical punctuation” to 

Lawrence’s manuscript texts (1972, p. 24), amply justify the superseding 

they receive in Pollnitz’s edition, which is the first to be based on a new 

transcription. 
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43  In comparison, the editorial method in Poems privileges the collection 

in the choice of base-text (e.g. choosing TS143b for all the Rhyming Poems 

for Col): see further, Appendix (6).  
44  Paper, 1990: published as ‘Reading a Critical Edition With the Grain 

and Against: The Cambridge D. H. Lawrence’, Editing D. H. Lawrence: 

New Versions of a Modern Author, eds Charles L. Ross and Dennis Jackson 

(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1995), 27–40, 38. 
45  i. 656. Do not overlook the Introduction to Volume III, where Pollnitz 

takes a more biographical cum literary-critical turn. A nicely considered 

guide to the new material, it is replete with suggestions for further literary-

critical endeavour. 
46  ii. 759–82; and see the corrected information at iii. cxxii n. 211. 

 

 


