








Henry Laufenberg, Cascadia Commul1ity College 
"Changes in Eliot's Mytho-poetics from The Waste Land to 
Four Quarteti' 

The evolution of Eliot's mytho-poetics over the course of 
his career is the spine of my recent dissertation, Visions and 
Revisions: A Study of Myth in Late Modern American Poetry, 
and the talk I gave at this year'sannual meeting established 
that The Waste Land employs and revises myths and arche­
types in different ways than Four Quartets. The Waste Land 
adheres to a traditional, or "high" modernist, mytho-poet­
ics largely of Eliot's invention; Four Quartets, by contrast, 
essentializes a more radical "late" modernist �m�y�t�h�o�~�p�o�e�t�­

lC5. 

In general, the high modern Eliot is characterized as 
viewing myth as a stable form and using it to: approach 
epistemological questions; invoke isolated characters mired 
in self "awareness and in conflict with their environment; 
create narratives' stressing �s�i�n�g�~�l�a�r� recurrence or perpetual 
reduction; champion objective concepts of time; lay stock 
mythical plots and figures over a degraded contemporary 
scene, thus creating irony; retrogressively and nostalgically 
latch onto past social structures, as expressed in mythical 
ideals, as a means of coping with what is bleak in the present 
and with the limits of creative vision .. Myth' in The Waste 
Land is foremost an ordering device and interpretive tool, 
and Eliot's greater:conception of myth, his implicitly and 
explicitly expressed mytho-poetics, reflects the notion that 
cyclical rejuvenation, both cultural and spiritual, is either 
not possible (a latter-day Christian, linear mytho-poetic), 
or that the cycles expressed in the Fisher Kingl Vegetable 
god types of mythologies occur on such a grand scale that 
an individual cannot perceive them as being cyclic or re­
current. 

The late modernist Eliot, by contrast, approaches myth 
not as a device to order what andlor how one knows, but as 
a means to create realities, and so: addresses ontological 
questions; establishes commu"hities united in belief and in 
accord with their surroundings; opens the possibility of 
continual recurrence; sees time as malleable and ultimately 
subjective; creates synthetic or relatively highly mutated plots 
and characters; progressively promotes new social orders to 
cope with bleakness in the present and to transcend the 
limitations of poetic vision. Myth in Four Quartets is not 
an ordering device' but a means to crea'tion, a creative tooL 
In Four Quartets Eliot's mytho-poetics mimic those of the 
primitive myth"maker, wherein the sensitive, artistic indi­
vidual might not just forecast emerging recurrence, but 
through his or her remaking of worn-out mythologies also 
influence change and create culture. 

Eliot's adoption of later modern mytho-poetic tech­
niques, born in the radical and proto-feminist poetry of 
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the 1930's, flies in the face of reductive characterizations of 
Eliot'; being perpetually retrogressive and culturally con­
servative. 

Yisrael Levin, Tel Aviv University 
"Revisiting Eliot and Swinburne" 

For more than half a centuty now, Swinburne scholarship 
has regarded T. S. Eliot as occupying the role of the villain. 
Many Swinburneans find Eliot's "Swinburne as Poet" in 
his The Sacred Wood, one of the most harmful critical works 
ever to be written on Swinburne. In this short essay, they 
claim, Eliot completely destroyed Swinburne's reputation 
as a poet, and sent him to the critical oblivion in which he 
presently languishes. . 

As. a result of Eliot's great critical influence at the be­
ginning of the twentieth-century, most Swinburne scholars 
agree that what Eliot had found as Swinburne's 'diffuse­
ness' of poetry and emptiness of imagety had made it al­
most impossible to treat Swinburne's poetry with the seri" 
ousness that it deserved. The Modernists' attempt to re­
nounce their Victorian ancestors, so it appears, is nowhere 

asaggressive as in the case of Eliot and Swinburne. Through­
our.rhe last century, therefore, the two poets were treated as 
antithetical. Instances of possible influence which the one 
might have had upon the other, were Seen either in Bloomian 
Oedipal terms, or as a manifestation of Eliot's ambivalent 
treatment of literary history . 
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. However, as one examines the later poetry of both 
Swinburne and Eliot, what seemed to be an unbridgeable 
gap of difference, turns out to be quite the opposite. By 
'later poetry' I refer to poems that appeared in Eliot's Four 
Quartets and Swinburne's Poems and Ballads, Second Series, 
exemplified by Eliot's "East Coker" and Swinburne's ''A 
Forsaken Garden." My intention is not to show how Eliot's 
denial of Swinburne is, in fact, an attempt to deny the great 
influence Swinburne had upon him. Others have done that 
before. Rather, my intention is to show how these two po­
ets, who have always been seen as completely unrelated, do 
eventually reach the same poetic conclusions. They do so 
in a manner stemming from the nature of their own poetic 
language, thus exceeding any structuralist or psychological 
analysis of their poetry. 

These conclusions, generally speaking, relate to the fail­
ure of poetic language, and the poets' disbelief in the valid­
ity of poetic representation. By the Use of a self-negating 
language, that is, a language which points out its own in­
abiliry to maintain meaning or capture a definitiveness of 
reference, both poets achieve an almost identical effect. 

Fall 2001 



Cyrena Pondrom, University of Wisconsin-Madison 
"Unexpected Synonyms: The Waste Land and Marriage" 

Although at least one critic has noticed the ways in which 
Marianne Moore's Marriage (published in 1923 in Mani­
kin 3) is indebted to The Waste Land-in length, in form, 
even in the absence then presence of notes to the poem­
no one that I am aware of has noted the ways in which the 
twO poems reflect similar evaluations with respect to the 
implications of marriage and gender. Indeed that same critic 
describes Eliot as "a prime example ofa man transmitting 
his culture's misogyny" (Keller 237, 238) and positions 
Moore as his antithesis in nearly every ideological way. Such 
a characterization misreads Eliot, I believe, and may mis­
read Moore, but more comprehensively, such a reading 
structures a narrative of modernism which fails to identify 
the common concerns about gender that form an impor­
tant part of its core. 

A comparative examination of The Waste LandandMar­
riage demonstrates that both Moore and' Eliot are pto­
foundly concerned with the way gender role or performance, 
and hence identiry itself, is inscribed within traditional so­
cial and cultural expectations. Both see those social expec­
tations as coercive and as actually or potentially damaging 
to the self who speaks. While neither would see marriage as 
the sole occasion for the performance of gender, both fig­
ure this institution--or its evasions and substitutes..:-as the 
most comprehensive and ubiquitous expression of its so­
cial construction. 

For Eliot the failure of marriage is one of the reasons 
the land is waste. For Moore it is the site "of circular tradi-' 
tions and impostures, ... requiring all one's criminal inge­
nuity to avoid!" (CP 62). For both, failure in marriage or 
its refusal places one outside the accepted boundaries of 
the social-for Moore as "criminal" and for Eliot meta­
phoricallyas "dead men," incumbents of "rats' alley" (CPP 
40). Yet, paradoxically, neither is willing to give up on the 
importance of marriage and the love it should enact, in both 
cases because the poet sees marriage as symbolic of a meta­
physical principle with religious significance. 

The points of congruence between the two poems of­
fer us a kind of skeleton of the principal concerns of mod­
ernism with respect to the nature of identiry, the character 
of gender, and the legitimacy of the authoriry of the so­
cial-precisely because these two poems have so often in 
the past been read, improperly, as antitheses. 
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Ronald-Schuchard, Emory University 
"Did Eliot Know Hulme? Final Answer" 

When T,S. Eliot reviewed the posthumous publication of 
T.E. Hulme's Speculations in the Criterion of April 1924, he, 
declared the book a harbinger of the new classical age. In 
succeeding years, Eliot was openly and repeatedly to cham­
pion Hulme's intellectual conservatism and embrace the 
"religious attitude"ofhis humanism. Such was his enthusi­
asm that by the early 1930s Eliot's first critics naturally be­
gan to wonder if he had known and been influenced by 
Hulme in London during the war years. When Eliot went 
to Harvard in 1932 for an academic year as Norton lec­
turer, he was interviewed by EO: Matthiessen, who reported 
authoritatively in The Achievement ofT.S. Eliot (1935) that 
"Eliot had not known Hulme personally, though he had 
heard much about him from Pound; 'and he .had not read 
any of Hulme's essays before they were published, by which 
time Eliot's own theory had already matured." The similar­
iry of their ideas, he concluded should be attributed to "an 
emerging generj state of mind." 

There was, no further pursuit of the question forthe 
next twenry years, until Samuel Hynes felt obliged to write 
to Eliot about Hulme while preparing his edition of Hulme's 
Further Speculations (1955). Eliot wrote in response to a 
series of questions from Hynes that he never met or corre­
sponded with Hulme and that he did not remember read­
ing any of Hulme's essays. The first work he read of Hulme's, 
he said, was Speculations. In an afterthought, without re­
gard to date, he recalled having read the introduction to 
Hulme's edition of George Sorel's Reflections on Violence. 
Hynes thus dropped any mention of an Eliot-Hulme rela­
tionship in his introductory material. 

Three years later, in the letters page of TIS (2 August 
1957), Eliot emphatically reaffirmed that he never met 
Hulme. Further, Ashley Dukes, who had been Hulme's suite­
mate and a member of his literary salon at the time, de­
clared dogmatically on the same letters page that Hulme 
knew nothing of Eliot in his lifetime and that Eliot knew 
nothing of Hulme's work until the publication of Specula­

. dons. Thus, when Herbert Howarth published Notes On 
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Some Figures Behind T.S. Eliot (1964), he made no mention 
of Hulme. . 

The Eliot-Hulme question was reopened in the 1970s 
when it was revealed that in 1916-17 Eliot had not only 
taught Hulme's poems and his translations of Bergson and 
Sorel in Extension courses, but that in his review of Sorel's 
Reflections on Violence he had identified Hulme as "a con­
temporary" and strongly recommended his introduction 
and notes to the volume. When the first volume of Eliot's 
Letters appeared in 1988, Eliot's mentions of Hulme in let­
ters to friends in 1915 and 1916 made the mystery offriend-
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ship all the more tantalizing. The actual proof of friend­
ship would not come, however, and I was forced to con­
clude in Eliot's Dark Angel (1 999) that ultimately "we must 
accept Eliot's word, forty years on, that he never met Hulme 
during their very dose encounters." Recently) however, 'new 
material has come to light. 

In the mid-1930s Eliot commissioned his friend 
Michael Roberts, editor of The Faber Book o/Modern j,0rse, 
to write a critical book on Hulme, and the correspondence 
related to the writing of T.E. Hulme (1938) has become 
available. While Roberts was researching the book, Ashley 
Dukes, who had become a well-known director and a close 
friend of Roberts, came back into Eliot's life; Dukes, a 
founding member of rhe Group Theatre, would produce 
Sweeney Agonistes in 1935 and Murder in the Cathedral in 
1936. Working closely together, the two became good 
friends. Roberts, clearly interested in the Eliot-Hulme rela­
tionship, had evidently mentioned the matter to Dukes. 
Dukes, who was preparing to take Murder in the Cathedral 
on its second American tour, dined with Eliot on the eve of 
departure and subsequently wrote to Roberts, too late for 
inclusion in the book, that Eliot admitted that he knew 
Hulme "slightly" and admired him. Eliot also wrote to 
Roberts after the dinner, informing him that Dukes had 
acquired Jacob Epstein's 1916 bust of Hulme, the bust that 
Herbert Read photographed and used for the frontispiece 
of Speculations. Eliot conveyed his amazement that certain 
angles in Epstein's bust threw more light on Hulme's char­
acter than the photograph itself could reveal .. 

Eliot forgot and denied having known several people, 
including D.H. Lawrence, whose acquaintances have since 
been proved. In the case of Hulme, the facts are that Eliot 
knew Hulme, however slightly, taught his poetry and phi­
losophy, reviewed his edition of Sorel, and praised him in 
his early critical writings. Eliot's description of Hulme as. 
"the forerunner of a new attitude of mind" in his review of 
Speculations came as the renewal of his earlier enthusiasm 
for Hulme's work. Thereafter, Eliot became an open dis­
ciple of Hulme's religious humanism and theory of gaps, 
confessing to Allen Tate in 1929 that Hulme had influ­
enced him enormously. 

Leon Surette, University o/Western Ontario 
"T.S. Eliot, Sydney Schiff, Herbert Read and The Crite-
. " non 

Eliot's early friendship (1919-23) with Sidney Schiff has 
received little attention from Eliot scholars. In some way 
that neglect is justified, since their relationship cooled­
or, at least the correspondence dwindled-after 1922, and 
Schiff himself has sunk into obscurity. Though the rela­
tionship was close for only about three years, it is worthy 
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of attention if only because it was one in which Mrs. Schiff 
(Violet Beddingron) and Vivien Elior were included. 

Schiff was also a friend of Marcel Proust, and finished 
the SCOtt Moncrief translation of A la recherche du temps 
perdu after Moncrieff died in 1930. He wrote a series of 
autobiographical and Proustian novels under the pseud­
onym Stephen Hudson-two of which, Richard Kurtand 
Elinor Colhouse, Eliot read and commented upon (judi­
ciously, it is true). 

His second wife, Violet Beddington, was sickly like 
Vivien, but unlike her was a wealthy, London literaty host­
ess. It was at his home that Eliot met Lady Rothermere, 
leading to The Criterion, which Eliot thought of as a suc­
cessor to Art and Letters, a journal bankrolled by Schiff. 

BOOK REVIEWS 

The Early T.S. Eliot and Western Philosophy, by M.A.R. 
Habib. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

In this book, M.A.R. Habib examines the ways in which 
western philosophies influenced T.S. Eliot's writings from 
1911-1922, when Eliot chose, and then chose not, to be­
come a professional philosopher. Training for that career 
ta·ught him how to identify; approach, and survive interac­
tions with perennially-recurring problems in philosophy. 
Along with poetry and aesthetics, Eliot's training in phi­
losophy made clear to him that philosophical prose could 
not adequately address the issues in philosophy, or else­
where, that it revealed. Habib's book shows that this inad­
equacy, which Eliot approached in a Platonist and then a 
Christian philosophical manner honed in response to the 
writings of Kant, Bergson, and Bradley, turned him from 
philosophy to poetry and criticism. 
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The Early T.S. Eliot and Western Philosophy offers sensi­
tive readings of philosophy, including Eliot's, but is less 
convincing in its treatments of Eliot's poetry. Early in the 
book, Habib states that 'Eliot's ideological opposition to 
liberal thought, his philosophical views and his aesthetics 
cannot be adequately understood in isolation from one 
another' (3). Yet he studies all of these by placing philoso­
phy in a privileged position with respect to poetry and aes­
thetics, in defiance of his intention. Despite this flaw, and 
despite Habib's trivializing reliance on 'itony' and 'the prob­
lem of the One and the Many' as major categories of analy­
sis and structure, this book is a valuable treatment of Eliot's 
philosophical heritage and his relation to it. It reveals rea­
sons why Eliot was successful when most reticent, and least 
given to accepting resolution of a problem of knowledge or 
a feature of experience, in his poetry. 
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Habib concentrates on Eliot's response to three phi­
losophers: Kant, Bergson, and EH. Bradley. He argues that 
Kant taught Eliot that the philosophical subject and object 
could not be considered only united. or only divided, illu­
sory, or irreducibly multiple, and yet that they seemed, and 
could not but seem, to be necessary and whole. Later, as a 
Christian, Eliot lamented that Kant's foundational episte­
mology and its noumenization of God reduced the divine 
mystery to an unknowable cipher, as products of an 
early-modern divorce of philosophy from theology. The lao 
ment was based on Eliot's initial, Platonist response to Kant's 
relegating of Aristotelian substance into a category of the 
perceiving sUbject. This, in turn, enabled Eliot to hist()ricize 
Kant's and Aristotle's. universal claims in order to revcal their 
eternal, and enabling, conditions. Through his dealing with 
Kant, Eliot's union of epistemological skepticism with sub­
stance metaphysics became Platonist and incarnationallong 
before Eliot realized it. 

Key ro realizing it was how Eliot rejected Bergson. 
Habib argues th~t Eliot found Bergson's philosophy to de­
pend upon three flawed judgments: that consciousness and . 

rience, notion, and individual has to act towards cohesion 
with, and self-completion amidst, all else that is. Insofar as 
these conflict, the will to live is a will to make them not do 
so. 

The will to live is a will to live fully and beyond the 
cessation of identity and distinctions. Eliot eventually found 
that this will completed itself in Thomistic theology, An- . 
glican Christianity, and in societies which were able to ac­
cept, and mature through, the most eloquent users of their 
language(s). His choice of poetry over philosophy to ad­
dress philosophical problems and their foundation expresses 
this will to cohesion and completion. Habib's very cogent 
book helps to explain why. 

Christopher Wilkins 

T.5.Eliot and Our Turning World. Edited by Jewel Spears 
Brooker. New York: St. Martin's Press, 2001. 

marrer were essentially different, that timewas prior to space Anyone nourishing even the slightest doubt about the con­
and exten~ion and hence denied reality to the concept of tinuing relevance and renewed vitality of Eliot studies in 
eterniry, and that realism and idealism were indistinct. Eliot the new century will find such doubt dispelled upon read­
denied all three. In doing so, he adopted Bergson's impulse ing this collection of fifteeen critical essays edited by Jewel 
to make contradictions cohere, fixing it as a skeptical pos- Spears Brooker. The collection, which is based on confer­
ture before the claims of reason, faith, and nihilism alike. ence papers delivered at the University of London in 1996, 
Doing so enabled him to confront modern darkness, igno- brings together the work of ail eclectic group of scholars, 
rance, fears, vanities and lusts with revived classical and some whose life work has been dedicated to Eliot, others 
Christian ideals. Articulating What was missing in Bergson who could be 'described as relative newcomers, many from 
revealed to Eliot that skepticism, like honor and wisdom, the United States and Great Britain, some from Sweden, 
was a classical virtue whose maintenance and revival were Germany, Spain, and Japan. The internationalism, the vary­
integral to the philosophy and literature of his time. ing academic backgrounds of the contributors, as well as 

As Eliot moved away from Kant and Bergson. Habib the open-ended quality of many of the essays, would have 
argues, Bradley led him into a philosophy 'which is a secu- pleased T. S. Eliot who, as this collection in so many ways 
lar theology, an infinite system of contextualising human reiterates, was more impish than authoritarian and more 
finitude without God' (133). Its infinity is made known attuned to difference, relativism, collaboration, and chil-. 
through the concept, and primal unity, of experience. This dren' than the standard· portrayal of Eliot as an aloof and 
is the idea, which is first the unarticulated feeling, of'expe- . elitist poet would have us. believe. The authors united in 
rience itself as a harmony of thought, feeling and sensa- the book arrive at this new Eliot through what, ftom the 
tion', unified in itself prior to any experience of relation or perspective of high theory, might seem rather mundane 
of categories and names (133). We come to realize this, methods: by looking at previously sequestered, uncollected, 
according to Bradley, by first noticing that 'the identity or or simply ignored material; by re-examining texts in light 
content of a thing "slides beyond" (in Bradley's language). of current intellectual concerns or abiding personal preoc­
the limits of its existence', seeking to be reunited with all . cupations with aspects of Eliot's work; finally, and equally 
else that is, and from which each particular is substantially fruitfully, by placing Eliot's writing in relation to other texts 
indistinct (130). . and other arts-whether popular culture, mass media, or 

In all this, Bradley led Eliot to treat classical problems music; In their unaffected, jargon-free, and unapologetic 
of philosophy with a quest for an adequate foundation for attention to the subtleties of Eliot's prose and poetry, these 
philosophical activity whose primary expressions were not essays mark a new. attitude, not only in Eliot studies but, 
philosophical. That foundation is, as Eliot learned from one senses, in literary srudies in general. Some might call it 
Schopenhauer through Laforgue, the will each thing, expe- a post-theoretical attitude if it were not equally apparent 
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that the tenets of post-modernist theory have been so thor­
oughly digested in many of the contributions as to make 
any explicit attention to them appear redundant. 

Some of the strongest pieces in the collection open 
new dimensions to the study ofT. S. Eliot. "T.S. Eliot's 
Theory of Opposites: Kant and the Subversion of Episte­
mology"-co-authored by Brooker and William Charron­
deepens our understanding of Eliot's philosophical reflec­
tions and their reverberations in his poetry. Exaniining so 
far unpublished reports written by Eliot for a 1913 Harvard 
graduate seminar in Kantian philosophy, Brooker and 
Charron conclude that "Eliot advances pieces of a provoca­
tive and sophisticated theory of opposites, more radical in 
its relativistic implications than anything found in Bradley 
or in many present day proponents." David Chinitz and 
Michael Coyle's contributions do much to prompt a reap­
praisal of Eliot's relationship to modernism and mass cul­
ture. In "The Problem of Dullness: T. S. Eliot and the 'Lively 
Arts' in the 1920s," Chinitz emphasizes Eliot's apprecia­
tion for popular culture. Quoting from a number oflesser­
known essays by Eliot, some of them uncollected, Chinin 
argues that "far from upholding the need for an uncon­
taminated elite art, as critics routinely allege, Elicit seems 
determined, rather, to render the boundaries between the 
high and the low more fluid, to affirm the value of popular 
culture, and to consider the possibilities of crossover works." 
Michael Coyle's "T.S. Eliot on the Air: 'Culture' and the 
Challenges of Mass Communication" investigates a ne­
glected chapter of Eliot's career-his activities as a radio 
broadcaster. Coyle makes a convincing case that the eighty­
one radiobroadcasts Eliot delivered for the BBC, many of 
them during World War II, reflect his effort to "recast" ra­
dio, which "he respected ... as a kind of pre-modern me­
dium, an essentially oral medium, capable of phatic and 
even fatidic speech-that is, as commanding a solidarity­
building and oratic authority." Chinitz's and Coyle's pieces 
are productively complemented by Richard Badenhausen's 
"Rethinking 'Great Tom': T. S.Eliot and the Collaborative 
Impulse," which further challenges the notorious portrait 
of Eliot as uncompromising, solitary elitist by demonstrat­
ing that "collaborative activity was a necessary condition 
for Eliot to create: a central feature of his aesthetic." 

Unfortunately, it is impossible for me to do justice to 
the many compelling essays in this collection and their dis­
tinct contributions to the ongoing re-evaluationof Eliot. I 
cannot conclude this brief review, however, withour com­
menting on two very different pieces-Rudolf Germer's il­
luminating '''Journey of the Magi' in the Context ofT. S. 
Eliot's Religious Development and Sensibility" and David 
Thompson's timely and rewarding essay, "T.S. Eliot, Anti­
Semitism and the Weight of Apologia." Germer's essay 
makes apparent that there is much about Eliot's "individual 
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religiou~ sensibility" and its impact on his poetry that is 
shrouded by misconceptions. Many critics have wondered 
why Eliot converted to the Church of England-"the con­
servative party at prayer," as Graham Greene dubbed it­
rather than the Church of Rome. Insisting that as a Chris­
tian Eliot was as much his own person as in other realms of 
his life, Germer explains that the poet's choice of the Angli­
can Church was dictated by neither conservative conven­
tionality nor an inclination toward absolutism, but by his 
desire for a "via media," "a middle ground between the 
undogmatic, ethical Unitarianism" of Eliot's childhood and 
"dogmatic Roman Catholicism." The catalyst for 
Thompson's essay is the 1995 publication of Anthony 
Julius's T.S.Eliot, Anti~Semitism, and Literary Form. In re- . 
sponse to Julius' accusations, Thompson succeeds at 
resituating the debate over T S. Eliot's anti-Semitism from 
apologia to an exploration of "the issues" that underlie Eliot's 
interest in Jews (an interest that Thompson describes as 
"very real," but that this reviewer would define as limited, 
at best) and of the poet's own complex sense of the consti­
tution of identity-his attentiveness to the "facades" and 
"flux)' of identities, and to the "discrepancies between con­
scious identifications and the disorderly realities [of nation­
ality, geography, race, and belief] they are meant to describe." 
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Elisabeth Diiumer 

TS. Eliot. The Waste Land Michael North, editor. New 
York: w.w. Norton & Company, 2001. A Norton 
Critical Edition Paperback. $10. 

Forty years ago, the editots of Harcourt Brace conceived 
the admirable idea of publishing a "critical" edition of The 
W<zste Land in the form of a source book. The plan was to 
augment Eliot's own Notes with the complete citations at­
tributed to them, and to accompany them with some semi­
nal studies on the poem, all introduced by a scholar of the 
calibet of Cleanth Brooks, or even by Eliot, himsel£ No 
thought appears to have been given to producing a defini­
tive version of the text. Alas, the idea was firmly put to rest 
by The W<zste Lands author. Irs still-birth became part of 
the legendary and sometimes uneven preferences Eliot ex­
ercised over the publication of the poem. However, the 
patience of Eliot scholars is now rewarded with Michael 
North's fine new edition of the poem published this year by 
w.w. Norton. Both those interested in the problems of the 
text and those in pursuit of the poem's critical heritage are 
well served. 

North does not claim to be definitive in his treatment 
of either the textual or interpretative issues but his editing 
and compilation are efficient starting points for further 
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exploration of both these areas. The task of choosing the 
most representative writings about The waste Land is not 
inconsiderable. North defines his critical agenda through 
the broad categories of "Composition and Publication," 
"Reviews and First Reactions," "The New Criticism'" and, 
finally, " Reconsiderations and New Readings." The 
economy of the edition mandates that many important and 
familiar studies, from R.P Blackmur (1928) ro some offer­
ings by present members of the Society, are acknowledged 
only as entries in the editor's excellent bibliography. In ad­
dition, North has annotated both the poetic text and the 
Notes through foornotes that inform many of the allusions 
and historical details that abound throughout the work. 

Similarly, it is not possible for an edition so dedicated 
to treat the full range of the poem's textual issues. An editor 
of The Waste Land is largely left to his own devices to choose 
from the almost limitless number of cruxes that can be in­
voked. North has taken theI922 Boni & Liveright edition 
as his base text or, in a more orthodox situation, what would 
be called a "copy text," were the rules of copy-text editing 
to apply. However, The waste Land suspends clear distinc­
tions between "substantive" and "accideniar or "formal" 
variants and expands the latter to problems of format and 
typography. 

In his preface, "A Note on the Text," North records a 
short set of emendations (pages xii-xiii) in recognition that 
an apparatus with a comprehensive Historical Collation is 
beyond the scope of this edition. The emended readings to 
the poetic lines (although not to the Notes) are drawn eclec~ 
tically from a few of the poem's more prominent authorita­
tive versions. Although the resulting version does not en­
tirely follow the Boni & Liveright base text in all aspects it 
is more than adequate for the purposes of this edition and 
underscores the point that The Waste Landis a reader's poem 
that authorizes the reader/editor to bring to the poem what 
he will. 

Several editors have made much of the "extra line" (fol­
lowing line 136) that Eliot restored to the poem in his 1960 
autograph London Library manuscript (arguably a pub­
lished form of the poem). Few go so far as to claim canon­
ized status for it, but the line is hardly inconsequential in 
the history of the poem. Although the manuscript presents 
a gray area, as North remarks, wherein Eliot's intentions 
"seem as muddled as the texts themselves," perhaps a reader­
friendly editorial compromise could be achieved by citing 
the line through a foornote at the place in the text where it 
is implicated. 

Two notable variants in the Notes also deserve atten­
tion: the reference to "Quebec County" that in 1962 was 
revisedro read "Quebec Province" (Note to line 357) is not 
emended here; and, Eliot's 1932 emendation to the final 
Note, line 433 (434), appears here in its revised form, "our 
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equiva.lent to, "but without any note indicating the change. 
A footnote addresses the problematic "carriage and insur­
ance free" phrase (Note to line 210). 

Each edition of the poem bears the responsibility of 
cultivating its own visual theater. Typographical strategies 
can have considerable influence on the way the poem is 
read. For example, the ostensible function of the line enuc 
merations is to connect the poem with the Notes in a prac­
tical way without being obtrusive. North's decision to enu­
merate every fifth line rather than to follow the base text's 
enumeration in decades is a decided convenience to read~ 
ers. However, had Boni & Liveright's typographical plan 
been exactly followed, these extra guideposts might have 
proven busy and distracting, as several anthologies have 
proven. In Boni & Liveright's original rough-hewn typog­
raphy the enumerations were visually integrated with the 
wordings by dint of that edition's type count that often 
pushed the poetic lines out to or near the extremity of the 
right margin (with many line turn-overs). In some places 
the enumerations, for lack of space, were squeezed out, and 
registered on either the prior or the following lines, num­
bered accordingly. On the other hand, the relationship of 
the Notes to the poetry can be diminished when the enu­
merations, in whatever quantity, retreat to the fur right 
margins, leaving a wide space between the numerals and· 
the words, as is the case here and in many other editions. 
North also alludes to the critique of the line count raised 
by other editors. Since little in The Waste Land can be re­
duced to hard and fast definitions, this edition has been 
wise to leave the line count as Boni & Liveright (or Eliot) 
originally miscalculated it, although since 1952 it has be­
come a standard feature of the American versions of the 
poem to raise the count to 434. 

Another typographical issue is the editor's replacing 
Boni & Liveright's capital letters in the Part headings with 
upper- and lower-cas.e lettering: The running titles, although 
wholly capitalized, also are printed in two sizes so that even 
there, like the headings, they suggest some sort of intona; 
tional emphasis tharthe reader should account fot. 

North introduces The Waste Lands intellectual tradi­
tion with Virginia Woolf's diary entry reporting Eliot's read­
ing the poem aloud. Eliot himself advised readers seeking 
an understanding of the poem not to approach it intellec- . 
tually but to assimilate irs verbal qualities first through hear­
ing it read. The burden falls upon the poem's typographic 
design to transmit the text to the reader as transparendyas 
possible, and the modernist trick is to accomplish this with­
out graphic distractions to the reader's visual "breathing." 
Accordingly, the present edition departs from the clutterof 
all the line turn-overs that were part of Boni & Liveright's 
solution to increasing the number of pages. It commend­
ably prints the poetic text (no one has suggested reading 
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the Notes aloud) with no line turn-overs, at all, a feature 
that emulates Eliot's own types~ripts. In general, the typog­
raphy of this edition has been thoughtfully ~onsidered in 
serving the edition's diverse purposes. 

It's of great interest that North provides a se~tion of 
Eliot's post-publi~ation refle~tions on his own poem. Few 
~ritkal editions are in·a position to illuminate this dimen~ 
sion of an aurhor's work. The sele~ted readings enfor~e the 
point, useful to literaty and textual scholars alike, that Eliot, 
the poet, also served in the capacity of a lifetime reader of 
his own poem. A section of Eliot's own essays illuminates 
his literary and aesthetic advocacy that formed the milieu 
in which the poem was incubated. In these and other mat­
ters, North's critical universe is more comprehending of the 
~omplexities of The Waste Land than would have been pose 
sible forty years ago. Good ideas do improve with age, as 
this edition attests. 

Joseph C Baillargeon 

CALL FOR PAPERS 
ALA ANNUAL MEETING, 2002 

As in other years, the Society will hold two multi­
paper sessions at the 2002 Annual Meeting of the 
American Literature Association, to be held ftom 
May 30 to June 2 at Long Beach, California. Mem­
bers wishing to read papers or make "innovative:') 
presentations of interest to Eliot scholars, are in­
vited to send usefully detailed abstracts or propos­
als to the President. Electronk submissions are 
preferred, and should reach him .at 
<shyamal.bagchee@u~berta.ca> no later than 18 
January,2002. Individual presentation time is lim­
ited to twenty minutes. General information about 
the conference is available at the ALA website: 
www.calstatela.edu!academic!english!ala2! 
2002con£html. . 

WEBSITE 

It appears that I circulated an incorre~t URL at the Annual 
Meeting. The ~orre~t Internet· lo~ation is 
www.artS. ualberta.~a!-eliotso~. Apologies. Please visit the 
site, and let us know what you think of it. 

Shyamal Bagchee 
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,WASTE LAND COPY AUCTIONED 

A ~opy of The Wttste Land (Hogarth Press, 1923) sold.at 
Sotheby's London on Tuesday, November 6, 2001 for what 
appears to be the record prke for a copy of any Eliot title, 
£ 91,200 (approximately US $134,000). This particular 

. copy, owned by the Frederick B. Adams, Jr. estate, was in­
s~ribed by Eliot at the time of publication to Richard 
Aldington, his friend and sometimes criti~. In addition to 
the inscription,. it bears twO inked Eliot emendations, that 
of "over" in lieu of "under" (line 62) and "carven" in place 
of "coloured," the generally accepted reading (line 85). These 
corre~tions ~an also be found in other Hogarth ~opies held 
by several United States resear~h libraries. Although the 
Hogarth edition does not contain the line enumerations) 
someone, but probably not Eliot, also penciled in line nume 
bers for half a dozen lines of the poem by way of quick 
identification with Eliot's elucidating Notes. Unfortunately, 
these non-authorial annotations also can be found in some 
of the copies held in the United States. 

Joseph C Baillargeon 

DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARDS 

At the annual meeting in September, the Board of Dire~­
tors voted to grant Distinguished Servi~e Awards to two 
members of the So~iety, Dr. Jewel Spears Brooker and Dr. 
Anthony Fathman. These awards will be formally conferred 
at next year's meeting. 

For all matters regarding the content of the T.S. Eliot Soci­
ety Newsletter, please contact the Vice-President and edi­
tor of the Newsletter: 

Benjamin Lockerd 
Department of English 

Grand Valley State University 
Allendale, MI 49401 
PH. (616) 895-3575 

email: lockerdb@gvsu.edu 

Printing of the T. S. Eliot Society Newsletter is sponsored by 
GrandValley State University. Production and Design by 
Ginny Klingenberg. 
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Patrons 
Julius M. Cruse, MD 
Anthony Fathman, MD 
Melanie Fathman 
Nancy Hargrove 
William Harmon 
Joan F. Hooker. 
James Olney 
Sandra Perkins 
Ronald Schuchard 
Patricia Sloane 
Leon Surette 
Isao S. Uemichi 

Supporting 
Shyamal Bagchee 
Sumana Sen-Bagchee 
Joseph c. Baillargeon 
Jewel Spears Brooker 
William Burke 
Elisabeth Daumer 
A. Lee Fjordbotten 
Nancy Goldfarb 
Mark Jeffreys 
Thomas Kissane 
Elizabe.th Konnyu 
Richard G. Landini 
Benjamin G .. Lockerd, Jr. 
Gary L. McDowell 
Jeanne Mortel-Franklin 
Virginia B.Pheian 
Sanford Schwartz 
Harold W. Shipton 
D. Barbara Smith 
Michael Smythe 
Charles W. Spurgeon 
Victor Strandberg . 

Regular 
Elise B. Aasgaard 
The American Press 
Richard Badenhausen 
William Blissett 
John Boaz 
Mildred Boaz 
Joon-Soo Bong 
AnnP. Brady 
Frank Braio 
Brad Bucknelf 
Dorothy T. Buser 
Chris Buttram 
Cynthia G. Cameros 
Stefano Maria Casella 
Donna Charron 
William Charron 
David Chinitz 
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T.S. ELIOT SOCIETY MEMBERSHIP LIST 
November 2001 

John Xiros Cooper 
Dianne R. Costanzo 
Michael Coyle 
Charles Crispin 
Karen Crispin 
Lois A. Cuddy . 
Jan Curtis 
Vinni Marie D'Ambrosio 
Thomas Danforth 
Clifford Davidson. 
Jan Deg-Jacobi 
Brian: Dennison 
Anne Dewey 
Rick K. Dirck 
Keith Douchant 
Jacqueline C. DuPont 
Christoph,,, Durer 
Linda Egendorf 
Helen Emmitt 
Earl Finden 
Richard Fischer 
Robert F. Fleissner 
Diane J. Forbes 
Dr. Armin Paul Frank 
Goran Fransen 

. Leonore Gerstein 
Teresa Gibert 
Carol Gilbertson 
Theodora Rapp Graham 
Ransom Griffin III 
George G. Harper, Jr. 
Warren M. Harris 
Harvard College Library 
Tyler Hofman 
Rev. Earl K. Holt III 
Marilyn Holt 
David Huisman 
John Karel 
Kathleen M. Kemmerer 
Young II Kim 
Gary Kissal 
Yuraka Koshizawa 
Ken Kramer 
Rev. Laurence Kriegshauser, OSB 
Jenny Ledeen 
Literary Classics of the United Srates 
Randy Malamud 
Dominic Manganiello 
Sr. Yoshiko Matsumoto, SSND 
Gail McDonald 
Rex McGuinn 
Anthony R. Moore 
Tatsuo Murata 
Atsushi Nakamu'ra 
Jonathan Nauman 
Keiji Notani . 
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Francis M. Oates 
Thomas P. O'Donnell 
Lee Oser 
Rickard Parker 
David Partenheimer 
Jane E. Patrick 
R. McNaughton Phillips 
Richard J. Pinkowski, Jr. 
Charles W. Pollard 
Cyrena N. Pondrom 
Joseph Preston 
Patricia Preston 
Peter Puchek 
Mary Margaret Richards 
William K. Runyeon, MD 
F. Richard Seddon 
Murray Sherman 
Pronoti Sinha 
Carol H. Smith 
Denise J. Srankovics 
Jayme C. Stayer 
Michael R. Stevens 
Ake Strandberg 
Richard Sullivan 
Rev. Shunichi Takayanagi, SJ 
Rev. James Torrens, SJ 
Sara van den Berg 
Grace Yvetre Wells 
Robert M. West 
Christopher Wilkins 
George T. Wright 
Glenn Parton Wright 
Linda Wyman 
Mrs. Sakiyo Yamanaka 
John Zubizarreta 

Student 
Katey Kuhns Castellano 
Jennifer Formichelli 
Mary Grabar 
Marcia Karp 
Berh Ellen Roberrs 
Beth Ann Sweens 

Honorary 
Mrs. T.S. Eliot 
Donald Gallup 
Robert Giroux 
A.D. Moody 
AndrewOsze 
Christopher Ricks 
Grover Smith 
Marianne Thormahlen 
Leonard H. Unger 
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