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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

A Poet of Interiority?

InNTracing T. SA. D&id Maotly@rguestipa | rii ohe W/aste

lLandisentiall yo dramatpersonale MPploandscape of
(116) . By staging his emotional i mpression
i mages, scenes, and personages, Eliot is a

would otherwise remain unexameid (115). Indeed, in expressing those feelings, Moody
believes EIliot in fact attempts to transfi
expression of t hgo-4).&d Mdodyatleastir@he dVastelhand

Eliot is a poet of ingriority, a poet who sés to express inner states in outwaoan.

In her biography of T.S. Eliot, Lyndall Gordon makes a similar point, writing that
TheWasteLaniuncti ons for EIliot as a fAguarded me
Moody, Gordon arguesaht one of EI i ®he @aste dandmas to effactavr i t i n
transformation in himself, as a Aknight wi
For Gordon though, almost all of Eliotds p
disguised autabgraphy and emotional sedf x p| or at i on. El i otds poet
creative, though Aguarded, 06 meamsh of <chann
Wednesdayfor instance, iseallya bout t he poetds compl ex, unrt

Emily Hale (237). Simildy, Four Quarte6 East Cokereallymas ks EI| i ot 6s fir e



from sexuality (347). Both of these thinkers, however, take as axiomatic an

uncomplicated view both of the relation between poet and poem as well as of the nature

of subjectivity itself. That isat say, in their discussion of Eliot, both Moody and Gordon
assume an unambiguously transparent relation between speaker and text (i.e., the speaker
experiences a feeling, then converts that feeling into text) as well as a stable notion of
interiority as sgh. For these two critics, Eliot confesses himself in his work, expresses in
concrete form the concrete contents of his inward experience of being, and in so doing
dramatizes a structurally stable notion of subjectivity (i.e., that subjectivity as such can
exist as a definitively defined object of representation).

Moody and Gordon are not alone in affirming Eliot as a poet who privileges
inwardness. Indeed, a good number of critics have taken T.S. Eliot as a poet whose work
emphasizes interiority. By have assumed that the experiences dramatized in his poetry,
from AThe Love Song o fFou Quarktsds waldsirPhisuf r oc k 0

plays, maps out an inner landscape of struggle, anxiety, or gudlodts of Realityfor

example,J.Hils Mi | | er argues that EIliot sees fAaut
the artistébés personalityo (149), that poet
mat erial 0 which they then |linguistically A

mat er i a ltoda suberraneangversion of the self which exists in tension with the

Awakeful egoo of everyday I|life (152). A A]
voice tobuhiesdfisgelefp, 6 provides it with dAan
content of language (152). nd e e d , Mill er sees this as EI izt
poetry: that poetryds purpose is to provid
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which form the substratum of our beingo (1
remain unarticulated, Abrings surface and
his true selfo (152). Poetry thuis helps pr
coherency, for in articulating their authentic being (i.e., suppressed, unarticulated emotive
states), they also integrate it into their conscious awareness of self. In this, Miller

maintains, Eliot shares much with Matthew Arnold. Both poets emphiadize @A hi dden
selfo or Aburied Iifeo (153). As Miller se
authentic, though almost inexpressible inner self that exists in and for itself. Poetry

becomes the means by which the poet attempts to render combheiEainner

experience of authentic selfhood. Poetry, that is, serves as a means both for making sense

of the self to oneself (i.e., articulating inwardness for the sake of a kind of redemptive
clarification) and of making sense of oneself for others.

And yet, Miller argues, AElIliotds indivVvi
practice achieve the goals he sets for itbo
the early poetry, is the existential experience of disjunction, alienation, innerddisbe
early poetry is a poetry of mental and emotional isolation. Individuals in the poems
remained walled off within themselves, monads cut off from connection with others or
from any mode of substantive seifiderstanding or psychological saifegraton. For
Mil |l er, Eli otbs early poetry constructs a
even though, Miller confesses, the seeds o
(155). Though largely uninterested in biography, Miller, like Mooag &ordon, still
sees Eliotdbs poetry predominately as the s
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states, however disguised or displaced. Like Moody and Gordon, he also argues for an
Eliot who affirms belief in substantive core self, no matter howpsistiically isolated it
may appear to be.

Although Jewel Spears Brooker notes that Miller has perhaps more than anyone
el se Apopul arize[ d] 0 tMasteryh93) Rolbert LangbaurB| i ot a
has surely contributed significantly to thiew as well. InThe Mysteries of Identityn a
di scussion of EIliotdéds AThe Love Song of J.
APrufrockds sensuous apprehension reveals
operative in the social world,camt reconcil e with the constr
that fix you in a formulated phrase6o (86)
poetry a subterranean self that exists below the inauthentic social self, so, too, does
Langbaum suggesth at Pr ufr ock possesses an inner s
beneath the crustations of the ordinary se
split between two modes of self, one of which (the inner) remains privileged over the
other (&).

And again, like Miller, Langbaum draws a connection between Eliot and Arnold,
in which he discusses the ways in which both poets map out the constitutive disjunctions
and inner antagonisms characteristic of the-postmant i ¢ fAbi f uthcat edo s
poets, Langbaum holds, see a nearly unbridgeable gap between the conscious, social,
guotidian self and the buried self which e
whereas for Arnold the hidden self remains a personally unique experienceofpthgli

buried self proves fless individual 6 and m



Aunconscious raci al memoryo (88). Langbaum
poems fAin spite of themsel vessthroughraciall i v [ e]

as well as personal memory, through unconsciously making rituals even when they think

they have abolished al/l ritual so (89). It
famously praises JamesUlsseyfmeddpc é@nytmoval m
il lTustrates indivi dual s-onythicfocnts wisich waskiatsa par t i
fundament al |l evel to structure those indiyv

Langbaum marks a distinction between an outer (inauthentic) aad (authentic) self.
And although Langbaumdés inner self remains
than Mill erdés, the presence of the binary
Langbaum further explores the disjunction between interioritlyeaateriority in his
discussion of th&@he Waste Landn which he argues that the poem dramatizes
individuals who experience themselves as monadic interiorities wholly cut off from one
anot her . |l ndi vidual s, he argthesuseffesdgl|l otf hesm
even as the poem otherwise suggests (throu
individuals fAgenerate . . .. an archetypal
this state (1134). At the level of the conscious self, individuadsain walled off, while
at the same time, an unconscious self continues to participate in a transpersonal,
ritualized reality.

Like Moody and Gordon, Miller and Langbaum provide touchstone instances of
one rather commonpl ac eayahohself. At the hearteofiliein g EI| i o
critique lies the argument that Eliot posits and privileges a substantive, stable, core self
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and that this self remains | argely inacces

clearest articulation of this positioa,r gui ng speci fically that EI
to his characters, a |life that #Aremains hi
[themsel ves] o0 (329). She claims that his p
al i enat i on ndimdbingeso shé seiggests the existence of an inner, authentic,

core self who experiences an outer, objective, othered reality which the individual finds
threatening and disorienting (333). OO6Dwye
beenburid beneath o6deli berate disguiseso (333)
claim that the fAimodernist selfo0o possesses
personalities, 0 TheWhstalargitt hesa peemohakit i e:
expresstheniu-l ayered enigma of the modern consci
fractured self, she argues, merely disguis
surface discontinuities (333).

Significantly, each of these critics implicitly propoundsaveesv EIl i ot 6 s poe
grounded in a set of binaries that provides the coordinates for their own analyses. In
various ways, mind/body, depth/surface, self/society, self/other all function as orienting
dualistic oppositions that inform their work. When Millegaes that Eliot advances a
monadic view of individuals, or Langbaum e
which EIliot constructs, or when Gordon arg
soul 0 ( 4TBe3vatrix obModernispianford Schwarta r gues t hat fit he
opposition between Osurfacesd6 and O6dept hso
relies on a set of assumptions which privileges inwardness or emphasizes a kind of cut
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between surface and depth (e.g., body and soul) that cemstea analyses and

mi srepresents the complexities of EIlIiotods
Admittedly, in a number of essays from both early and late in his career, Eliot

himself seems to have emphasized inwardness as the root source of poetry, and stressed,

too, a disjungbn between a private, inviolable, core self and some superficial social

persona. I n AThe Soci al Function of Poetry
as a Avehicle of feeling, o0 arguing that po
feeling and emotionodo (OPP 8). Although he n
refl ections he made in 19196s fATradition a
that fAemotions and feelingso serve as the
41) . But in other essays, he goes further
Poetryo (from 1953), Eliot writes that in

Aunknown, dark psychic materi al aghwhicht hi n t h
[they] struggleo (110). And in TheWseal osi ng
Poetry and the Use of Criticism he wri tes, poetry fAmay make
more aware of the deeper, unnamed feelings which form the substriwr being, to

which we rarely penetrate; for our lives are mostly a constant evasion of ourselves, and

an evasion of the visible and sensible wor
these point to an Eliot who, at least in his critical writjrgf§irms the binary modes of

t hought attributed to him by critics such
poetry serves to articulate previously unarticulated (and perhaps unknown) emotive states

of being. It functions as a means fororganiangd expr essing individu
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unexpressed but nonetheless authentically felt emotional experience. And of course, Eliot
seems implicitly here to suggest the exist
experience of onesebfthatl madkspehefsnondsvi
kernel of being. Indeed, the fact that he implies such a gap suggests as well his belief that
individuals indeed possess some authentic kernel of being (from which they can be
alienated and to which they can be regrated via the articulating mediation of poetry).

And yet this view of Eliot omits much, flattening his thought and ignoring the

complexities of his position. At the very least, critics who point to this version of Eliot

should recall Eliotds stated commitment to
famously i n ATradition and the I ndividual T:
as 19206s fAModern Tendencies in Poetryo),

i mpersonalized rendering of the haugheton subj

distance himself from the romantic emphasis on the centralizesedfigandeed,

chall enging the very existence of such a s
when he expresses his doubts ahluotydfthgi met aph
soul o (42). He goes on in that essay to ex
express, but a particular medium, which is only a medium and not a personality, in which
impressions and experiences combine in peculiar and unexpeatgds [ si c] 6 ( SP
The poet, he suggests, views his feelings dispassionately as elements to be combined and
recombined in the construction of a poem.

Ai's not particularly i thdyarehesst.gidonlyashdihi s f e



able to regard these feelings as existing apart from him . . . that he can work them into
arto (214).

At first glance, such a view would seem to construct a binary between an
observing, analytical consciousness drelfeeling, inner creature of self that the mind
then analyzes. Yet on closer inspection, E
undercut the notion of an inward self: it renders that self mechanistic, suggests it exists
only as some Lockean or Humeawmplex of feelings that arise by virtue of an
encounter with an external stimulus (i .e.,
words, the self as suggested here is not s
of the soud opr,odwct raft hiemdi vi dual sd engagec
physical and social worlds. The notion of impersonality can thus be seen as a means by
which Eliot effaces the line between the inward self and its exteriorized expression,
thereby blurring any dispction between them. Thus, to simply state, as Schwartz does
for instance, that Athe opposition between
underesti mate the nuances of EIliotds posit
surface ad depth that the notion of impersonality helps to dissolve.

In contrast with the critical positions examined above, this dissertation aims to
chall enge the notion of an opposition in E
as the prioritization ointeriority as such. Indeed, | intend in this project to reveal the
ways in which Eliot is not at all a binary thinker, an argument made, too, by scholars such
as Jewel Spears Brooker and Jeffrey Perl, although | want to make this argument in a way
that a&knowledges certain tensions in his critical, philosophical, and aesthetic

9



formulations. For Eliot indeed is preoccupied with the tension between surface and depth

(or interiority and exteriority), but not in the way manyhig critics conceptualize it. |

want first to reverse the binary critics s
Langbaum propose, and then ultimately to argue that Eliot, paradoxically, dissolves the

binary by exposing the dialectical interplay between surface and depth that he feels i

fact constitutes it. This in turn will | ea
human interiority (of its nature, construction, and perpetuation) than the one these critics
propose, and will help, too, to complicate those models of modevwinsch

overemphasize interiority as such, or even, as we will see, human exteriority.

Moreover, in contributing to a view of Eliot as a dialectical thinker, this study will
suggest an alternative genealogy for one strand of modernism, one which grows out o
German ldealist philosophy towards a kind of radical epistemological skepticism more
suggestive of postmodern than modernist th
focus lies only on a single author, it clearly hasréaching implications forwr
understanding of modernism in general. Indeed, in keeping with the scope of this project,
| intend not only to discuss Eliot, but to draw on his modernist contemporaries for context

and contrast.

Eliot the Dialectician
In The Life ofthe Mind Hannah Arendt proposes a fire
hi erarchyd which privileges interiority ov

the meaningf ul in this worl d . . . [ ar e] I

10



depths (27)She argues, too, t habto ufinsdo,udl aenxdp etrhiaetn ct
is in fact fAanchoredo in the body (33). 1In
Cartesian perception that undergirds much modern Western intellectual thought. Eliot in

part peforms the same methodological procedure in his work. In both his early and late

poetry as well as in his plays, Eliot repeatedly emphasizes the exteriority of the body and

how individuals appear as opaque, ®#itlosed surfaces to one another. Bodiestion

as boundary points, as markers of human finitude and isolation. Indeed, from his earliest

to his latest work, Eliot collapses the gap between surface and depth, in fact renders depth

as surfacé externalizing the experience of inwardness such thatianity as such loses

any positive content. Inwardness, one might say, exists only as written on the body itself.

Il n the AUNnreal C iTheyWastepLands exanmple, &lfot par t |
writes of a ghostlike fAcr owdWi tthian tiHil 9 wd rsc
individuals remain whollysela b s or bed, their eyes Afixed
one another or the road ahead (62). Each individual seems flattened, emptied of life;
indeed, with fAshort anuugséemdtoscemeuwehndifficultys i g h s,
as if they lack even the substantive depth of bodily materiality (i.e., sheer lung capacity)

(62). Such a description suggests constriction and an experience of overwhelming,
consuming exhaustion; it also suggests-esetfosure and isolation. Most importantly,

such an image renders inward experience palpable. The unit of figuration here remains
the body itself. Its enclosed, bounded, externalized surface provides the template for

conveying inward experience. Indeed, therpanakes no distinction between an

11



individual 6s inner state and the outward e
converge.

And yet there exists here a tension, for in his work Eliot does more than portray
bodies as sealed, inaccessibldates whose various features align with what observers
perceive as inner content. Rather, he also presents bodies as unstable, penetrable, subject
to dismemberment and disintegratipayticularly in his later poetry and plays. Inasmuch
as surfaces cohefer inasmuch as individuals perceive themselves as cohering), Eliot
suggests they also tend towards fragmentation or incoherence. Interiority and exteriority
may converge in a way that privileges the external, but what remains external proves
tenuous. Irshort, while emphasizing the substantiality of surfaces, Eliot also emphasizes
their insubstantiality. I\sh Wednesdayor instance, the speaker relates the experience
of his own seHdismemberment. As the poem opens, he dispassionately recounts how he
has been consumed by fAthree white | eopards,
Eliot presents a body here that lacks coherence, lacks the boundedness of form that
transf or ms Thé&Wasté lcanoovadroup of isolate individuals. Rathdret
body here proves permeable, broken, fragmented. It opens up into the formless abyss of
its own incoherence.

|l ndeed, even as early as fAPrufrock, 0o EI
the i mage of Prufrock asawalh(14). Prsreck transfatese r c e d
what he perceives as the judging social gaze of others into an image of both self
objectification and bodily violation. Their gaze penetrates his bodily integrity, shatters
any sense of private inviolability. He experienbesself as subject to a kind of

12



dismemberment, experiences their piercing gaze as a marker of his own self
insubstantiality. The cl osed form of the b
own incoherence. Although Eliot inverts the surface/deptarijrthus prioritizing the
external over the internal, surfaces nonetheless remain prone to disintegration or rupture.
For Eliot, then, built into his model of individuals as embodied surfaces lies an
antagonism suggestive of some deeper dialectical mowefew might we understand
this movement?

Il n AParrotdés Eye: A Portrait by Manet a
also sees Eliot as inverting the surface/depth binary, although for different reasons than
those proposed and explored here. Inanyasal s of t wo of EIl i ot ds e;
Portraito and APortrait of a Lady, o0 Dickey
i nwardness as itself an imitation or refle
consequence; rather, they mimicfopar r ot 0) t he persona expect
particular cul tur al |l ocation and embeddedn
Awhat others have already said or doneo (1
for instance, sees himself byetkend of the poem as merely enacting a performance. He
models the reactions expected of him, and comes to the stark realization that he is nothing
but the modeling of those reactions (135).
on this mode of exterity extends all the way to the end of his career, where, in plays
such asT'he Confidential ClerlandThe Elder Statesman c har act er s #Al ack i
except to the extent that they are consci o
(135).Asshe eads EIliot, then, individuals exist

13



or cultural discourse. Their identities are inscribed on the surface. And she is certainly

right insofar as she affirms EI i oritydbat pri vi
Dickey refuses to take seriously individua
exteriorization. She neglects to meaningfu

characters sometimes (though of course not always) betray an active consciousmess of t
ways that they mirror others, and thus she overlooks the new inner space created in the
act of such awareness. In so doing, she also overlooks the deeply dialectical process
embedded in Eliotds dramatizations.

Significantly, Eliot often presents inddaals whom he dramatizes as consciously
experiencing theirownseéf x t er i ori zation (e.g., the spea
Prufrock, the speaker in AAsh Wednesdayo).
surface/depth binary so that individuals caméseem to) lack any authentic inner space
(since those inner spaces have been, as it were, emptied out onto the surface), he
nonetheless suggests that individuals sometimes remain aware of the process or
experience of exteriorization. This salivarenes sets in motion a certain dialectical
movement between the Aselfo presented as a
interiority rooted in the individuial 6s awa
interiority seems paradoxically rooted ireth i ndi vi dual 6s refl ecti on
a kind of Lacanian mirrestage process. In essence, Eliot suggests that to encounter
oneself as a surface externalizes individuals to themselves (renders them visible to

themselves); individuals are credt@s it were, in the very act of reflection.

14



But Eliot suggests that the dialectical process extends beyond this initial
movement, for the sense of interiority i
exteriorization proves at best unstable and asedlusory. Recall the susceptibility of
El'i otébs bodies to disintegration. Il n the
into a surface, into a singular unified appearance. And to become aware of that reflection
is to achieve a selfonscousness experienced as an inward reality. But to encounter
oneself as sheer surface paradoxically ruptures the very experience of unified depth or
interiority such an encounter reflexively works to produce. Individuals find themselves
displaced from theméees; what they once experienced as inward they find now
objectively externalized, an encounter experienced as a kind gtipélfing. Still, this
innerdissolution, this selfragmentation back into superficial, transitory surface
coherency itself sergeas the first step towards reestablishing a (new) sense of interiority.
Individuals experience themselves experiencing themselves, and in the process a new
space of inwardness emerges, which in turn remains subject to further flattening
objectification. hus an endless play between surface and depth emerges, a continual

dialectic between coherency and fragmentation, exteriordyirgeriority. For Eliot,

Aisel fo proves never stable or static, but

In short, then, thisidsertation will argue that Eliot privileges surfaces, rendering
them both coherent and prone to dissolution; that individuals at times become aware of
their own exteriorization, see themselves reflected back as unified yet flattened surfaces;
that throughan awareness of this process of outward objectification, individuals
paradoxically reconstitute a sense of interiority; but that this reconstituted sense of

15
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interiority remains unstable, itself subject to disintegration in further experiences-of self
objectification. Thus, for Eliot, self proves neither stable nor substantive, but rather a
product of the dialectical friction generated by the interplay between surface and (a sense
of) depth. Still, while this basic pattern persists throughout his body rif fvoth in his

late and early poetry, in his plays, as well as in his criticism and philosophical
theorizations), there nonetheless exist differences in emphasis and valuation over the
course of his career.

His early work sees this process of exteridimaand dialectical cohesion and
disintegration in predominately negative terms. He portrays individuals who experience
themselves largely as flattened, wooden surfaces, opaque both to themselves and to
others. The emotional resonance of such portragatisttowards a kind of muted horror,
as individuals find themselves cut off from one another as well as from any sense of
authentic interiority within themselves. C
whose experience of isolation and s#giigraion culminates in the image of his own
drowning. At the same time, this feeling o
portrayal of a countervailing tendency emp
speakers in his early poetry sense a capémitgtisintegration latent within themselves.

They sense that the feeling of cohesive interiority which structures their sense of self
proves tenuous and ungrounded. Yet as EIlio
these two centripetal and centghl processes accrue ever more complicated meaning,

until in Four Quartets Eliot provides a positive formulation of these constitutive tensions

(i.e., through the image and formulation of incarnational embodiment).
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Taken as a whol evealsalpavasive gdoccupationswithvilreer k
tension between the external and the internal. His work reveals an attempt to think
through the contours of personhood through the scaffold of a binary that he both rejects
and reappropriates in a more complicaied nuanced form. However,
this topic are not wunique to him. As | wil
contemporaries, from T.E. Hulme and Ezra Pound to Wyndham Lewis and William
Carlos Williams, also emphasize concrete eatity in much of their work. True art, for
these writers, emphasizes only objectsd su
easy deceptionsof (smal | ed) romantic sentimentality.
most explicitty when heargge t hat M@Angood art must have no
of the hippopotamus, the shell of the tort
nearer to arto than does the fAnaTae2b5)pul si n

Sti | |, ojettldiffesstmarkedlpfrom that of his fellow writers. Whereas
exteriority for other writers often translates into an emphasis on stasis or on various
essentialisms, for Eliot, externality suggests a generative dynamism that lies at the core of
his concepualization of subjectivity. Perhaps the chief difference between Eliot and his
fellow artists |ies in Eliotdés familiarity
theory. Like the artists of the period, late nineteenth and early twen&athry soal
theorists and philosophers were also probing the tension between surface and depth,
although their aims and methodologies differed widely. And like many artists, these
social thinkers and philosophers turned away from (or at least challenged and
complicated) early nineteenttentury romantic models of sélimodels of self which,
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oftentimes following Rousseau, emphasized interiority as the authentic, knowable source
of human subjectivity. From Henri Bergson to Emile Durkheim, social thinkers and
philosophes asked questions regarding the source of the self, and for many thinkers, that
source proved external to the indid&idual
both its difference and significaritd want to first contextualize it within the intetitual

milieu that provides the coordinates of his thought. Without this understanding, it
becomes difficult to determine the extent
place in literary and intellectual history.

Chapter Twothen, willexplord he phi |l osophi cal matri x o
conceptual categories concerning self or interi@itme r g e . | n dexamng s o, I
t he ways i n leshphicahconEeiporartedyon tpehnterior/exterior
binary. In addition to Durkéim, this chapter will feature concise studies of theorists such
as Sir James Frazer and Lucien L&yhl, as well as speculative philosophers such as
Henri Bergson and F.H. Bradley, whose use of the interior/exterior binary differs from
that of culturalanthropologists such as Durkheim.

Also in thischapter, | will briefly sketch out some of the literary sources for
Eliotds thought, again focusing on the way
interiority and exteriority. | will argue that in contrast to the social theorists Eliot draws
on(whol argely privilege exteriority), the poe
background almost invariably privilege inwardness. As a poet, Eliot works in a literary
tradition whose concerns often include questions concerning the self, interiority, or
authenticity. For instance, nineteentbntury figures such as Matthew Arnold, Robert
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Browning, George Eliot, and Walter Pater each, in different ways, grapple directly with
the question of inwardness or the nature and source of the self. For Arnold there is
hidden self, for Browning, the diseased self. George Eliot sees human interiority as a
mappable, intelligible domain transparent to explanatory discourse, while Pater sees each
i ndividual separated by a fAthildséghamdal | of p
challenges writers such as these, as well as other influential figures (for him) such as
Bl ake and Swi nbur-nomanticismidir gad a resistanceonbt@rdy toa n t |
romantic and lateomantic poetics (which he sees as overly veldiadtract, sentimental,
etc.) but to the mode of personhood romantic poetry, particularly in its mid and late
Victorian instantiation, implicitly propounds, a notion which | will explore in the
following chapter.

In Chapter Three | wi | | prose wrnitings @ orEdr tio wacedtoat how
Eliot specifically responds to his philosophical and literary contemporaries and forebears.
For instance, in Eliotdés Harvard and Oxfor
book reviews from early in his care&liot directly engages with the philosophers and
social theorists whose views proliferated during the early twentieth century. | will argue
that Eliot affirms what many of these thinkers assert regarding the relation between
individuals and their sociahatrices. Indeed, Eliot himself points to Durkheim as a
crucial figure here. For i nietEementary Foima a 19
of the Religious Life: A Study in Religious Socioldgjjot affirms Durkheim as the
il eader of @htsc hwlhods eo fwarhkouhas i nfluenced
Bruhl . . . Jane Harri son, Completeh0).]JHe gbesr nf or d
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on to praise Durkheimdés originality, and

fascinating, of booksrothe subject of religion which have been published during the

a

present cdBHury wsildec]ael@i m that EIiot unde

that deemphasizes the personal in favor of the interpersonal or even impersonal, and that
thisviewer meates El i otds own theories of sel
claim that when Eliot grapples with his immediate poetic forebears (i.e., romantic and
mid and late Victorian writers) he criticizes what he feels to be their overemphasis on

individualism and subjective experience.

Inthisthirdc hapt er , l will go on to show how

reflections, aesthetic formulations, philosophical speculations) inform and reflect on his
project as a poet. Specifically, wi | | argue here that what
poetry regarding the relation between individuals and their ssdfaral contexts (i.e.,

between the inner self and the outer world) becomes explicit in his philosophy and

criticism. Indeed, inhissi ssertation on Bradley, EIliot ar
. seems to depend upon a world which in turn depends upon it, and nowhere . . . can we
find anyt hi ng &Knawlgdgsmand Expmenendda), wiiam & to say thdt

individuds possess no core, hidden, authentic interiority, but rather only gain a sense of
interiority through their constitutive dialectical encounters with exteriorized objects in the
outer worl d. Brooker, too, not eisnkihneg:difaT hee
movement of his mind, 0 she suggests, fAinvo
finally transcendence, 0 i s a fApatterno roo

Eliot has appropriated and transformdthétery3). This underlying dictic inherited
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fromnineteentc ent ury continent al phil osophy not ¢
position, but his aesthetic theorizations
Talent, 0 for instance, EI imeaningfexcepbiursldtign ar g u
to a larger, more comprehensive tradition, he essentially propounds a belief in the
dialectical interplay between individuals and the social structures and forces within which
they find themselves situated. Out of this view oéts emerges not only his w&thown
and weltdiscussed theory of impersonality but also a particular view of history or
tradition, as Brooker, too, acknowledges (3).

|l 61l go on to argue in this section tha
ard the unity of sensibility prove possible only within the horizon of a dialectical mode
of thought. Both of these speculative concepts rely on the collapse between the distance
between surface and depth. Objective correlatives demonstrate a constititive li
between inner emotional experience and external, empirical objects; while the concept of
unified sensibility suggests the degree to which thought and feeling overlap, thought
being grounded in the skin, so to speak, of language. In this sectiondissilks not
only Eliotds dissertation and critical the

numerous, scattered prose pieces published in various journals of the time.

InChapterFour 1 61 1 turn to EI i otlisearlpwokt ry, f o
up throughThe WasteLand | 61 | begin my discussion at t
examine EIliotds early poem AConvictions (C

published only in 1996, imventions of the March Harén this poemEliot first
introduces the notion of individuals as purely exteriorized surfaces through the image of
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the fimarionette, o which he develops throug
poems, | will also examine AMandarntihmeed AGC
more early poems, the second of which also employs the marionette trope, a metaphor
which in fact figures in a number of EIli ot
al so examine AOn a Portraito poends,ifiséroer t r ai t
way, reverses the surface/depth binary according to which surfacgi®dBzed in

favor of inwardness. Rather, in these poems, Eliot emphasizes exteriority. He flattens
individuals into wooden, static surfaces, seeing them as, litevadkyden puppeis

marionettes.

However, by the time we reach APortrait
movement. The speaker in that poem seems to become aware of the process of
exteriorization, and in that realization, initiates a dialecticalenmnt which introduces
into Eliotds model of self a notion of int
second half of this chapter, | wilTheturn t

Waste Landn order to explore further this ememgisense of dialectic that informs

Eli otds dramati zation of his speakers and
|l ndeed, | will point to APrufrocko as perh
stages in the poelhaware)exparienteyfsélfr ufr ockds (se

objectification/exteriorization but also his sense of a tendency towaredissstution or
disintegration. Prufrock feels himself relationally constituted in the gaze of others,
objectified by the gaze, and yet torn aparpierced by it as well. That is to say, he
experiences his own saibjectification and instantiation as a unified, singular, bounded
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form, which then produces an experience of interiority (i.e., he experiences himself
experiencing, which proves generatofean experience of inwardness), yet which

nevertheless is felt simultaneouslyasaseff | i nt eri ng, an assault o
selfunity or coherency.

Chapter Fivewill continue this exploration into the modes of exteriorization
functioning in Eliotbés work, but wil |l turn
1940s. In this chapter SweeneylAgonisgesndfourne @A Ash
Quartets and wil argue that each emphasizes the experience of disintegration,
dismemberment, and dissolution in contrast to surface coherency or unity. In other words,
whereas Eliot emphasizes wooden exteriority in much of his early poetry, his later work
stresses thedcturing of such exteriority, its splintering into incoherency. In this sense,
Eliotds | ater work carries forward the wor
complicating it. Eliot renders individuals into highly vulnerable creatures, whose
inwardnessas such, consists in the experience of themselves as surfaces subject to
exposure and fragmentation.

However, in these later poems, Eliot connects the feeling of dissolution with a
sense of selbvercoming. For the later Eliot, there is a sense thatichdals need self
dissolution in order to advance to higher modes ofis&dfyration, however tenuous or
temporary. As such, the emotional valence of these later poems shifts from the negative
to the positive. In part, one might link this proceduralmoyvemt t o EIl i ot 6 s cor
Christianity in 1927, a point that exactly parallels this slight shift in his poetics. While
this point proves cogent, one might also point out that this constitutive antagonistic
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tension (between t hlleovesceniing thughdissoluteon) syl f 6 s
reproduces the dialectical procedure apparent in his earlyopresrsion work as well,

albeit with a slightly different emphasis. The informing pattern here remains the same.
This chapter will culminate in a discuss of Four Quartets in which Eliot offers the

image of incarnational embodiment, a way of conceiving bodies in flux that maintains the
dialectical tension between the centripetal and centrifugal forces that work upon
individuals.

Finally, in Chapter Sixl will place Eliot in context of his modernist
contemporaries by moving into a discussion of the ways in which they varyingly
construct the inner/outer binary in their own work. Indeed, | intend to suggest that
concern with this binary extends far beydgiobt, informing modernist representational
strategies in general. Thus, turning away from Eliot, | will provide brief readings of
novelists such as Joseph Conrad, Virginia Woolf, and \WgmdLewis, as well as poets
such as William Carlos Williams, Gertte Stein, and Ezra Pound. | will argue that many
of these writers (ironically imitating their Victorian forebears) privilege interiority over
exteriority, though in variant and often oppositional ways. | will place Conrad, for
example, in opposition to nelists such as Woolf and D.H. Lawrence, for both of whom
| will argue an inner self remains a varyingly complex though nonetheless substantive
entity, the self existing in itself, as it were. Woolf, for instance, offers several ways of
conceptualizing intéority over the course of her work, but each relies on a definitive
notion of self as a category with positive content (i.e., self exists as such, however
malleable it may be). In contrast, Conrad (I argue) denies self originary content, seeing
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self onlyas an abstract conceptual category lacking substantiality in itself. Both privilege
inwardness and subjective modes of consciousness, but Conrad sees interiority as a blank
abyss onto which outer forms/identities are grafted.

Conversely, inthischaptemli | | al so expl ore how many
contemporaries prioritize exteriority over interiority, examining (among others) Ezra
Pound, Wyndham Lewis, and William Carlos Williams. Although these authors differ
from one another in various ways, each nonethelegshasizes concrete material reality.
Objects exist as ends in themselves, rather than as necessary analogues for inner moods
or states of consciousness. They possess, too;susitiency that defines theas
particularized objects located within an array of objects, rather than as objects mutually
constituted in dialectical relations with one another. Moreover, each of these authors
variously posits a transparent relation between the knower and the knowpeficeivers

perceive objects in their supposed gehsparent, seBubstantial, singular reality). As

C

Williams Carlos Williams argues i8pringand Al A There i s a constant

the reader and his consciousness of immediate contact withthor | d, 0 whi c h

intended as of a piece with the dédnaturebd
define nature as Athe cloynmomouathi mgo whi@h)
that is, not only sees the external world of material objects as simply and transparently
given, but implicitly separates the act of perception from that which it perceives (i.e., the
knower from the known). In doing so, heets a subject/object binary which privileges

the external as sefubstantial and seffustaining, independent from any mediating gaze.
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In short, in this chapter, in the same broad sense that Frank Kermode differentiates
between what he terms palemdreomoder ni sms i n his essay ATl
will differentiate broadly between those modernists who privilege interiority and those
who privilege exteriority, all the while acknowledging the various nuances and
inconsistencies their positions entail.

Ultimately, in this dissertation, Il hop
work that assumes continuities over the course of his career as well as variations in
emphasis and practice. As noted above, | intend to challengegeadiBliot that see
him predominately as a poet of interiority, and | hope to expand on the work of those
(such as Francis Dickey) who see EIliot as
provocative epistemological skepticism and dialectical conedipation of the nature of
human selfhood, my hope is to advance Eliot as a poet and thinker whose views on
human nature prove far more radical and indeestnodern than many critics
acknowledge, and | seek, too, to offer a way of more clearly diffatergihim from his
modernist contemporaries. Finally, | seek to place Eliot within a tradition of thought that
broadens our understanding of his location within the modern intellectual landscape. |
seek to show that Eliot is far more our contemporary kieamay seem, though not for
the reasons typically given (e.g., Eliot as a poet of modern malaise, existential angst, or
the breakdown of communal valwues), but rat
same Hegelian matrix that provides postmodemnitiy many of its own orienting

conceptual categories. In this specific sense, Eliot is not at all a reactionary thinker: for in
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fact his resistance to and deconstruction of binary modes of thought has proven markedly

prescient, anticipating many of ourroent theoretical presuppositions
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CHAPTER Il
CONSTRUCTING A POET:

PHILOSOPHICAL AND LITERARY CONTEXTS

Donald Childs points out that Feomer sinc
Ritual to Romanca n d J a me $he GaldanzBeugib tis notes tadrheWaste Land
that critics have sought to trace the conn
and the anthropological theories of his intellectual contemporarie$ 83ainly, Eliot
was an informed student of modern social science, as hiskwoi n Josi ald Royce
graduate seminar and his later numerous reviews of anthropological studies reveal.
Indeed, the fact that he continued to think and write on these issues, even after he
formally abandoned philosophy in 1917 in favor of his caasea poet, demonstrates his
ongoing interest in the field. Asill be discussed in Chapter Three EI i ot 6 s f ami | i
extended not only to Frazer and Weston, but also to social theorists such as Lucien Lévy
Bruhl and Emile Durkheim, as well as speculative philosophers like Henri Bergson and
F.H. Bradley. Along with a few other figures (e.g., Westtame Harrison, F.M.

Cornford), these thinkers provided Eliot with the conceptual coordinates of his own

10f course, years |l ater, in AThe Frontiers of Criti
stimulated the wrong kind of interesjust.annhathg the see
should pay my tribute to the work of Miss Jessie Weston . . . | regret having sent so many enquirers off on a

wild goose chase after On&oetyl2]-22p Btilll m thaverg next passagédo | v Gr a
of the essay, he gs on to argue that such explanations of his work (i.e., those that examine source
material), though partial, fimay be a necessary prep
admission, given the depth of his own familiarity with anthropologistsoéimer social theorists.
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social/anthropological positions. Whether he situated himself alongside or against them,
these thinkers equipped him with the terminological and theatepparatus that
necessarily informed his own reflections on the formation of individuals and their relation
to the social order. EIliotds musings on an
interiority and exteriority in his poetry and criticism inrpeespond to or extend these
thinkersd own specul ations, and thus it be
positions, however briefly, in order to be
consciously or not, each of these figures emplbgssurface/depth binary in their own
thinking about the relationship between individuals and their social matrices.
Consequently, to better understand EIliotos
understanding their own.

Thus, this chapter will in partdrc e out t he various ways ir
intellectual precursors deploy the inner/outer binary in their thinking. Each of these
authors attempts to theorize or dramatize a particular understanding of human
subjectivity and its relation to its social coxiteEach operates during a period when
largely normative conceptualizations of this relation have come into question, as altered
cultural, social, and economic conditions undermined previous certitudes. In a sense, the
self as such has come into questignrt an autonomous entity, complete in itself, or does
its inner structure derive from social determinants? Is it objectively knowable, or does it
defy conceptual delineation? What is the relation between the self and other selves or its
cultural environrent? How does the self develop or come to an awareness of itself as a

self among others? These authors seek to resolve these questions by implicitly or
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explicitly placing the self in oppositional relation to its social matrix, and privileging
either the séin itself (i.e., as autonomously constituted) or its social determinants. In
other words, they privilege either the internal (the self) or the external (the social). | want
to map out their varying positions (as | read them,) so astterllemonstrate Chapter
Threehow Eliot synthesizes and transcends their diverse formulations in his own work.
For even as Eliot draws upon the same essential inner/outer distinction that characterizes
their projects, he rejects their binary, oppositional logic iorfaf a dialectical
understanding of the relation between interiority and exteriority.

The first section of the chapter will follow how anthropologists grappled with this
binary, moving generally from a discussion of those theorists who privileged akyerior
to those who stregd interiority. Durkheim and Mg-Bruhl, for instance, uniformly
emphasize exteriority in their theories of human and cultural development. Both
emphasize the way individual consciousness reduces to its social determinants (i.e., the
way the internal reduces to the external). Frazer, on the other hand, preserves both poles
of the binary, emphasizing rather the tension between the two terms rather than
privileging one over the other. In contrast to these three thinkers, Jane Harrison
prioritizes interiority over exteriority, in a sense synthesizing the work of Durkheim and
Bergson in order to formulate her own distinctive notions. Accordingly, following an
exploration of Harrisonds ideas.,rsl wil/|l
Bergson and Bradley, and argue that whereas Bergson emphatically stresses interiority,

Bradley deconstructs the binary altogether.
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Of course, as a poet, Eliot remains as interested in literary thought and practice as
in anthropological and philosogal speculation. But just as social scientists and
philosophers implicitly employ the inner/outer binary in their work, so, too, do novelists,
poets, and critics. Consequently, following a discussion of social theorists and
philosophers, | will move intodi scussi on of Eliotbés Victori
the nuances of their positions regarding this binary. For instance, | will show how Robert
Browning dramatizes in his poetry a model of human subjectivity predicated on a
radically interiorized noon of self. Browning, | argue, defines self as utterly enclosed
within its own limited and limiting experience of itself, and that consequently individuals
ultimately prove unintelligible to one another. Conversely, George Eliot offers a model of
self tha emphasizes transparency and external human relationality. She suggests that the
self is a rational self, embedded in an external social context which provides the
structuring matrix for selféxperience and identity. In this, she aligns with later
anthromlogical thought. Following a discussion of these two opposed writers, | will turn
to an exploration of the ways in which Matthew Arnold and Walter Pater conceive the
relation between the two terms of the binary, and will suggest that, like Browning, both
largely privilege a radically inwardigriented notion of self. Arnold famously suggests a
bifurcated model of subjectivity, for example, in which he privileges an inward, hidden
self over an externally oriented superficial persona. Similarly, Pateredrégsextent to
which individuals, trapped in the sphere of their own-egfferience, remain barred from

one another.
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Each of these four culturally pivotal figures reveals a slightly different treatment
of the inner/outer binary, though (with the exdceptof George Eliot) they each generally
privilege interiority over exteriority, thus differentiating themselves as thinkers from
influential antlmopologists such as Durkheim,\yéBruhl, or even Frazer. Taken
together, these various theorists, philosophand literary thinkers each help provide a
sense of the ways the inner/oubarary manifests in nineteententury thought, and thus
hel p demonstrate the mode of binary thinki
and which he proceeds to challenger, as | will argue, Eliot reconceptualizes the
relation between the poles of the binary, placing them in dialectical rather than

oppositional relation to one another.

Durkheim, Lé&y-Bruhl, and the Anthropological Privileging of Exteriority

Many critics view Emile Durkheim as one of the most significant and influential
social heorists of the early twentietentury. InTheories of Primitive Religigrior
example, EEE.EvarBr i t chard argues that Durkteim i s
hi story of modern sociologyo (53). And EI i
Dur k h &he Eléngentary Forms of the Religious tifhbat 1t fii s one of
fascinating, of books on the subject of religion which have been published during the
preent cent uHp wleviec], 6 al 3 hough remembered t o
fathero of sociology and as one of the fou

(Hinkle 336; Throop 367), Durkheim began his career as a philosopher, studying

2 First published in 1912 dss form£lémentaires de la vie religieugEvansPritchard 123).
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alongsidefutr e | umi nari es such as Henri Bergson
philosophy granted him a broad perspective on which to draw while formulating his
sociological theories. Even as lateTée Elementary Forms of Religious L{fes last
published bok), he frames his argument by positioning it in opposition to Humean
empiricist and Kantian a priori rationalist traditions, arguing the insufficiency of both for
describing sociecultural religious practices (155).

Dur khei mds o p p otsditibns is grouhded irt pareirshés partioutar
view of the individual as well as the nature of the relationship between individuals and
society. For Durkheim, both empiricists an
own mental being. Forempii ci st s, individual s6 conceptua
the sense data they perceive as they move
understandingo by which they interpret the
of perception anéxperience that accrue over time (Durkheim 15). Individuals, that is,
Aforge [the] constructiono of their own fc
prove the authors of their own individual,
irrationail sm, 6 Dur kheim maintains (15, 16) . Il n
that the fAcategories of wunderstandingo rem
Individuals are preconditioned to perceive their worlds in a particular way, according to
particular set of innate ideas, as Descartes would have put it. Experience is thus
universalized, as is human subjectivity, resulting in a gap between the rationalist notion
of human individuality and the great wealth of ethnographic variety which obsiedo

human societies reveals. As Mark Cladis notes in his introductibhedclementary
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Forms of ReligiousLife A Apri orism [simply] cannot acco

that individuals in different societies inhabit (xxv).

What is most significant here is that empiricists and rationalists both privilege the
individual over society or culture as the source of meaning and coherency. Both locate
meaningnsidethe individual. Empiricists argue that experience precedes any ordered
understanding of the world, and that it is the individual who then orders that experience
into a coherent reality visose innate mental synthetiziegpacity. Similarly, for
rationalsts, individualsas individualgpossess within themselves the conceptual
categories that provide the coordinates for organizing experience. They encounter reality
as already ordered according to a set of categories inherent to mental life as such. That is
to say, both empiricists and rationalists prioritize interiority over exteriority, despite the
differences in their emphasis, a view that in many ways has proved characteristic of the

Western philosophical tradition since Descartes (arguably the firstrmoateonalist).

For Durkheim, however, individual sé6 exp
through Acollective [cultural] representat
world individuals subjecti v aildyhuseousidethent er i

individual) (337). Durkheim here suggests that individuals possess no unmediated, self
authenticating inner space. Rather, they experience their reality only as mediated through
an exteriorized framework (i.e., society). Inwardneghus the process of internalizing

what is external to the individual, and consciousness is never singular, but always

refracted through some fAcoll ective consci
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Durkheim, what individuals experience as personaligrnal to them proves in fact
objectively Ai mpersonal o (342).

Even Al ogical thoughto derives from soc
society exists, there also ex&teutside of individual sensations and imafyeswhole
system of representatisn. . . Through them, men understand one another, intellects can
intermingleo (331, 332). Individuals, he s
system of collective representations. Indeed, those shared representations provide the
framework not on} for communication between individuals but also for each
individual 6s particularized grasp of real.
AWhat might seem to be innate, wuniversal [
time, space, classumber, cause, substance, and personhood are in fact culturally
specific categories, whose medium is | angu
insight, individuals for Durkheim remain thoroughly determined by their locations within
a given social forration. In short, reality (whether social, physical, or metaphysical) is
always a collective, socially constituted reality.

In making this argument, Durkheim turns from those models of self that would
privilege internal states over external (i.e., awayfrationalists like Kant or Descartes
or empiricists like Hume or Locke) and towards a model that emphasizes the primacy of
externalsocic ul t ur al contexts. Durkhei mdés views
reflective of a set of underlying assumpsaommon to many social theorists of the
period. From Marx to Freud, social theorists strove to decenter the individual, either

dissolving the very notion of an authentic kernel of self that preexists its social
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instantiation (as in Marx) or displacing teelf by locating its energies in agencies alien

to or outside of its immediate sgdffer cept i on (as i n Freudos part

personal unconscious or Jungds notion of t
Although less well known outside the history lbtight than somef his

contemporaries, Lucian kg-Bruhl, too, participates in this geral project. Like

Durkheim, Lé&y-Bruhl began his career as a philosopher, and indeed, as-Extnteard

notes, he al ways fAremai nedmpnhoeroe tohfant haen p hi

anthropologist (78). Accordingly, his interests remained rooted in the functioning of

Aprimitive systems of thought rather than

him more so than behavior, particularly how they inform androhéte social behavior

and cultural practices. Reflea on Lé&y-Br uhl 6 s me t hPrittlmatd argues, Evan

that Aone might as | egitimately begin a st

as of ways of behavioo ( 7 8) . But vy-Birishludhd ep sdiattiesn Li®n

a false equivalence bfewaves no fii waegtsa wH ort hd ugi

Bruhl Aways of thoughto prbebawmboe. buAdame

Durkheim, Lé&y-Bruhl believes that collective cultuna@presentations precede the

behaviors that instantiate them. Ideas provide the structural matrix out of which social

behavior emerges. A¥illiam Skaff argues, both DurkheimandwéBr uhl fpost ul a

the existence of collective representations in ordexfdain how customs and beliefs in

primitive societies endure beyon®3).tdre | i f e

both thinkers, societies remain permeated by a dense weave péigrdfuating shared

images, cultural references, categoriehotight, and socigsymbolic structures which
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direct behavior and action. A difference between the two theorists, though (as Skaff notes

as well), is that whereas Durkheim often remains macroscopically focused at the level of

a c ul tialcodlettive caszicusness, My-Bruhl focuses on the intersection

between that collective consciousness and the individual mind informed by it (Skaff 63).
Indeed, L&y-Br uhl 6s focus on the individual fAr

processes social and physical realitycontradistinction, say, to the modern mind)

mar ks a fundament al di fference not only be

other anthropologists of the period as well, such as Frazer and E.B. Tylor, members of

thesec al | ed HAENQg! rospho | socghyodo I( ScefggaBnutpolitions | n f ac

hi mself directly against this AEnglish sch

between the modern mind and the-predern mind, despite the claims of theorists like

Frazer or Tylsesoctabtgnpupsmifikienok | i ke mod.

(Segal 25} Not only do premodern societies structure themselves differently than

modern ones, but the orienting conceptual categories that organize their perceptions of

real ity dirfifreirt iase oweilndi viiiPdual s si mply do r

meanings and significations that moderns do. Reality itself operates according to a

different set of conceptual criteria. Accordingly, anthropologists err when they believe

thattheycanundest and t he Aprimitived mind (and th

it actuates) by assuming it to be merely a less sophisticated version of the modern mind,

asking essentially the same questions about reality, perceiving it accordiegstorih

3Segal goes on to argue that Afor Tylor and Frazer
simply conceive of it differehty 6 (26 ) .
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setof categories. For Mg/-Bruhl, the differences between primitive and modern
structures of thought and meaning remain simply too pronounced to assume any reliable
equivalence between theds EvansPritchard notes, forMg-Br uhl , A The ment
the indvidual is derived from the collective representations of his society, which are
obligatory for him; and these representations are the functions of institutions.
Consequently, certain types of representations, and therefore certain ways of thinking,
belongt o certain types of social structureo (
incommensurately different ways of perceiving and relating to their worlds.

In making this argument, Mg-Bruhl draws a very clear distinction between
primitive and moérn modes of thinking, a distinction Eliot will take note of, as will be
discussed in the following chapter.Hiow Natives Think Lévy-Buhl argues not only
that the fAcoll ective representations of pr
[modern]idea or concepts, o0 but that primitive tF
modern thought (37). It is Amystic, 0 he ar
agency into perceived objects. The primit.i
object in his mind, and thinks it real, but also has some hope or fear connected with it,
that some definite influence e3phhstes from
mystical Ainfluenced remains a fundament al

represatations of primitive societies (38).

4 Originally publishedn 1910 ad es fonctions mentales dans $exiét& inférieures(EvansPritchard
126).
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But more thanhis, Léry-Br u h | argues that Athe ment al

called prelogical with as good reason as i

=]

[t] hese are two aspec tysatherthanttwoelistisca me f und a

charact er i sidlly, éey-@Brul{l dla8ns that Iy prelogical he does not mean a

stage of thought preparatory to | ogical th
Aal ogical o (78). Ratmeere)| yby hptelsagihcalholigh
itself down, as [modern] thought does, to
representations of primitive mentality, o0 h

though in a way incomprehensibleus, both themselves and something other than
themselveso (76). The modern mind perceive
category error, what for the primitive mind conceptually coheres. In making this
argument, he seeks to protect primitive groupsifr t he char ge of fAment a
Anapve application[s] of the principle of
the attempt to refer their mental activity
he urges them to understand gtive thought as an expression of a view of reality in
which individuals sympathetically participate in the objects of apprehension, what he
calls the Al aw of participationo (76). And
between individuals ahperceived objects) constitutes the key feature of primitive
culturaklsocial collective representations (76).

Just as Durkheim affirms social reality as the determinate matrix for individual
subjective identity, so, too, does Lg-Bruhl. Both identify the individual as the product

of collective forces of cultural representation. Both thinkers, too, privilege the external
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over the internal, indeed, root the internal in the external, and thus relieve thd miterna

any determinateontent. L&y-Br uhl 6 s f undamental difference
distinction between modern and pr®dern modes of social reality, a distinction perhaps
suggested by Durkhei mdés argument, though n
that divdes the two cultural formations from one another, rendering them

incommensurate.

Frazerds Oppositional Ont ol ogy

Against both Durkheim and Mg-Bruhl stands English anthropologist Sir James
Frazer, who posits a constitutive opposition between normatniversal human needs
and desires and a thoroughly externalized hostile natural world (i.e., that world which
exists outside human control). Like Durkheim, Frazer was an immensely influential early
anthropologist. His most important workhe Golden Bagh was first published in a
two-volume edition in 1890, but subsequent editions featured the addition of further
volumes, three by 1900, twelve by 1915 (including the index), with a final volume added
in 1936 (Fraser xl). In 1922, Frazer published aidged copy, intended to condense his
arguments into a more accessible format (F
considerable number of years and versions,
1912The Elementary Forms of Religious LifeLévy-B r u h | 6How Nagives0oT hink
and stands as a higilater mark for a particular mode aftaropology that Durkheim and
Lévy-Bruhl would both implicitly and explicitly reject.

Frazer was a classical nineteentmtury anthropological evolutionist, who
believed that all human societies possess at root the same conceptual logic and categories
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of experience. Human beings and societies remain essentially, structurally identical to
one another, differing only in their particular, individual location on a comifirced
scale of cultural and social developmefbr evolutionists like Frazer, human society

proceeds through an AdAinevitable progressio

Civilizationo (Voget 944). As Fred Voget a
bioo ogi cal and geol ogi cal anal ogies, anthrop
institutions of mankind along a mental coordidater om t he | east to the
I n so doing, fAa chronological <chart of man
G ndex6 institutions could be assigned to n

charts used by students of the earth and o
evolutionist, Frazer universalizes human experience and modes of social atiganiz
suggesting that the only difference between social groups and their cultural practices lies
in their relative position upon a normative developmental axis.

Specifically, inThe Golden BougtFrazer argues that all human societies
progress throughhtee distinct though sometimes overlapping stages: the magical, the
religious, and the scientific. In the 1915 third edition, Frazer writes, for instance, that the
belief in magic that predominates in early

of the human mind, through which all the races of mankind have passed or are passing on

their way to religion and scienceo (55). T
Religion, 0 which in turn anti ci pacetisicof t he f
5The GoldenBough as Robert Acker man explains, was- iboth ¢t

style evol uti o46pEvenasRrdzdr contipued t@pgogute new volumes of his study, new
thinkers increasingly questioned his methodology and theoretical assumptions.
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modernity, although some atavistic tendenc
superstitious classeso (55). Magic, he mai
application of the same general assumptions regarding physical reality thaé Juéds.
Beneath both |ies the same dAfaith, 1 mplici
of natureo (45). For both, physical real it
impersonal forces which human beings can both comprehenudastdr. Both represent
means by which individuals and societies attempt to control or manipulate their social
and physical worlds. AThe fatal fl aw of ma
assumption of a sequence of events determined by law, butataitsnisconception of
the nature of the particul a6). Magionteus,whi ch go
proves but the Abastard sister of science,
were it ever to become wouldaclongenbe mdgichut t f ul , o
scienceo (46).

Only when a given societyods Ashrewder i
of magical incantations and ritual formulas do they move on to the religious phase, in
which belief in an impersonal world of péigal forces gives way to belief in a world
constituted by and mediated through the intervention of powerful spiritual agencies (55).
Instead of attempting to effect control of their environments through magic, societies now
attempt to do so through prapition. For Frazer, this represents a mode of progress in
that it demonstrates a particular societybo
more fruitful met hod of turning her resour

frommagictoreyi on (from incantation to propitiat
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underlying cognitive uniformity of human societies. The very scientific methodology
characteristic of Western, modern, enlightened thought (i.e., trial by hypothesis and
experimentcharacterizes, too, primitive thought. The logic of causality remains
conceptually consistent throughout each of the stages. Human beings (their cognitive
structures, categories of experience) remain the same no matter their stage of cultural
developmentFor Frazer the evolutionist, in ceatlistinction to Durkheim and kg-
Bruhl, all that divides societies (or individuals) is time and experience, and more
connects primitive and modern society than divides them, a notion Eliot dwells on as
well. But thisimplies, too, an oppositional relation between individuals (and the social
groups to which they belong) and the natural environment itself. That is, Frazer posits a
hostile, external world against which individuals struggle in predictable and
developmentdy progressive patterns. Indeed, the struggle itself helps propel the
evolution of cultural forms and human thought. As individuals discover ever more
effective means for controlling their environments, so, too, do they advance up the scale
of social orgaization and intellectual development.

For exampleThe Golden Bougis most known for its extended examination of
the social and cultural function of the prigtg in archaic societies, as well as its
treatment of the not iettionto this fifeey(2d)p ot Hnager,i c
the priestking provides the mechanism by which certain ancient societies (mistakenly, he
feels) attempted to effect change in their physical worlds. In the very first chapter of the
very first edition (1890) o heGolden Bougl{and reproduced with variations in

subsequent editions), Frazer lays forth his thesis, pointing to the fate of theimgest
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Nemi (a lake near Rome) as his foundational example. This priest figure served in a
grove dedicated to the god#eDiana, at the center of which stood a sacred tree, which he
sought to protect. The priest, also referred to as a king, bore his title by virtue of having
slain the previous priesting, and in turn, would himself be slain by his eventual
replacement. FBzer notes that this ritual drama seemed an anomalous barbarism in the
ot herwise fipolished Italian societyo of im
atavistic remnant of a less civilized period (I)e GoldenBougher ves as Fr aze
attempt © explain this strange cultural remnant, and he turns to comparative cultural
analysis in order to do so. A[l]f we can s
that of the priesthood of Nemi, hasnexiste
universal motives work to produce culturally homologous social practices (12).

He argues, ultimately, that the ritual death of the pkexj served as the means
by which primitive societies sought to exert control over their physical environments.
After a long cultural evolutionary process, these societies came to equate their kings with
the powers of nature and its fecundity, and they saw these kings as possessing a
Acontrolling influence ov-é7)t hé@Ngeéemnesaal yco
At he | i fe and -naead matiersoffanxi®us cohcera to thepadople
whose welfare and even existence are bound
allowed to grow old or sick, because doing so would threaten the very chmateire,
he must be slain and replaced while stil!l
against these catastrophes it is necessary to put the king to death while he is still in the

full bloom of his divine manhood, in order that his sacried transmitted in unabated

44



force to his successor, may renew its youth, and thus by successive transmissions through

a perpetual |l ine of wvigorous incarnations
Thus, relying on the notion of sympathetic magiwiant peoples equated the physical

power of the priesking with the physical processes of the natural world. To slay the king
before he grew old or weak was to preserve
over their physical worlds (e.g., th@m on their fields, the germination of their crops,

and the strength of their harvests).

On the one hand, Frazer characterizes primitive societies as harmoniously
integrated with their physical realities. These early cultures would seem to have
understoodhemselves as participants in a natural order, which they could manipulate
and master via magical ritual. But Frazer also argues that primitive peoples simply
deluded themselves into perceiving a sympathetic integration between human social
realities andrute physical nature. For the nineteeogémtury Frazer, the world remains
always external to the individual. It is an object of manipulation: magic, like science, at
root functions only as an instrument of power over a world construed as other. Thus,
Frazer pits human societies and individuals against an external, hostile world which must
be subduedramodified. Like Durkheim and hg-Bruhl, then, Frazer posits a binary that
places the external (of nature) over the internal (of particular cultures widunals). But
unlike them, the binary he constructs remains stable, whereas they invert it so that the
external itself functions as the privileged term: the external determining the internal. For
Frazer, the two exist in hostile opposition. Indeed, asesigd above, the antagonism

between the two terms serves as the engine that propels cultural evolution (i.e., the effort
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to master the physical world leads societies to ever higher levels of cultural development,
as they move through empirical observatitmabandon magic for religion and religion
for science)Moreover, unlike Durkheim and kg-Bruhl, Frazer seems largely
uninterested in the relation between society and the particular individuals that compose it
(or whomit composes, as Durkheim andvyeBruhl would argue), focusing rather on the
supposed purpose and structural function of ritual within societies from within a horizon
of assumptions that sees the primitive as simply an uninformed mfdern.

Later generations of anthropologists wo
methodology as well as many of his core assumptions. As Robert Ackerman points out,
as Frazer continued work dime GoldenBough a fit heor et i c al reori e
which began teender Frazer obsolete even as he reached the peak of his influence (45
46). Frazer, for instance, #Alifted out of
social practices in a way that the social sciences increasingly discouraged (46).5Also, hi
particular emphasis on comparative analysis privileged sameness at the expense of
difference, masking the distinctions between cultures and thereby distorting social
theoristsdé understanding of them. I n his e
anecdotes as possible in order to confirm his central hypothesis, he neglected to examine
the particular emotional or psychological needs that varied social practices and cultural
rituals served. Perhaps most importantly, younger anthropologists, egpinca#

influenced by Durkheim, began to reject his particular evolutionary model of human

I ndeed, as will be discussed below,iaonérakteEbBsot 0s
presumptiorto fathom the purposes of ancient ritual and religious practices.
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social and cultural development, in wh

i nevitably through fagbda Scierce(46,64)f Magi c o0

Jane Harrisomand the Inward Turn

Frazerdos influence remained pronoun
others struggled. Scalled Cambridge Ritualists such as Jane Harrison, F.M Cornford,
and Gilbert Murray wer e amon gughRheyavwere alsbs
among those who rejected his static evolutionism. They introduced new theoretical
notions to anthropology derived from the studies of speculative philosophers and
psychologists such as Freud, Henri Bergson, and Jung, as well as Dutkletzsche,

and William James (Ackerman 64; Phillips 465). Both Ackerman and K.J. Philips note

i ch

to t

ced,

mo s

that Jane Harrison was the center of this deeply collaborative group, particularly since her

particular views of the relation between myth, ritual, and socestyned to have

solidified first, and her knowledge of Greek social and cultural practices exceeded that of

her fellow Ritualists (Philips 466).

Like Frazer, Harrison affirmed a form of social evolutionism, though with
gualifications. Although she believed, as Camille Barr@ogno puts it, in the
Aexi stence of an evolutionary process
progressivelyit a hi storical oneo (668), she
some antecedent magical stage, in which individuals sought to control their worlds
through a form of primitive science. Instead, in texts suchhamis: A Study of the
Social Origins 6 Greek Religior{1912) andAncient Art and Ritua|1913), she argued
that the original purpose of ritual (and its derivative, myth) was guyohological: it
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provided societies with a formalized framework for integrating individuals into social
institutions, and in doing so satisfied some universal emotional and psychological need in
individuals for integration which manifests itself across cultures. Indeed, as Robert Segal
not es, Harrison affirmed that toéotwal fsynati
while the notion of the divine emerged onl
(71). But this means, though, that the universal need for integration reflects a deeper,
more essentialized level of human setperience. That is tay, in suggesting that
individuals require initiation into sociocultural structures, Harrison subtly affirms the
existence of an interior psychological or emotive reality (i.e., some concrete inner
essence) which preexists its socially determined instorii

Still, in her work, Harrison often emphasizes the stabilizing, communally shared
exterior social forms that provide the structure, context, and significance for individual
experiences. IiThemis for example, Harrison observes of certain trifitak that they
enable individuals to feel as i f they fdbel
|l asting, than [their] own individual exi st
individuals can experience t haciifs,erlewiths as
the generati ons b e fOfcoarseafor Harrisatas domallyc o me 0 (1
initiatory ritual practices continued over time, communities came to associate ritual
experience with experience of the divine, eventually grafting ottal practices the

fertility -rite function that Frazer expies in his work (71). iey began to abstract from

ficeremonies that

“I'n particular, she notes that e
d and going in to

t h
and allRites de Passageeremonies of transition, of going out froneth o |
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ceremoni al rites other meanings, despite t
insometranhi st or i cal i r e Inipayt followisg Durkheirh (wimoset 6 (2 8) .
influence she admits in her introductionTieemigix]), Harrison ultimately claims that
ANot only does [a] god reflect the thought
given group], but in its origin his sulasice when analysed turns out to be . . . nothing but
the representation, the utterance, the emphasis of these imaginations, these emotions,
arising out of particular social condition
religion as such and itspeesentative external forms arise out of particular collectively
shared social and cultural practices. And yet, as noted above, these shared social forms
themselves function only as a mechanism for satisfying autonomously experienced,
innate, individual neds.

Harrison and her collaborators go on affirm the link between these ancient
religious practices and the emergence of ritual drama. However, in the same way that she
suggests an underlining inwardness in effect gives rise to and takes definitive shape
within sociareligious structures, so, too, does she affirm that beneath ancient Greek
drama an essential ritual pattern continues to exist, despite the gradual disappearance of
any ostensibly religious or ceremonial associations. Indeddheamis Harriso includes
Gil bert Murrayods AExcursus on the Ritual F
identifies six stages of ritubBAsHasywGhmer ged

Payne points out in his discussion of the Cambridge Ritualists, the parsistehis

81n From Religion to Philosophy: A Study in the Origins of Western Specul&tibh Cornford comments

that he has fAhad the great advTaeami$}a gre tohf tchoei ragu t chwer, |
fadeodtmany of her conclusionso (i x). He notes, too,
interpretat i on OThentisa lisoWrastudyi(ilg.on uses i n
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ritual form into drama @i mplied that the
psychol ogi cal emotions which remained even
(186). Inner realities persist despite shifting external forms.

In thesame sense, that is, that socially embedded, collectivized ritual appealed to
individuals prior to the emergence of any distinct set of mythological or religious
narratives, so, too, does it continue to appeal to individuals once those narratives have
lostthe energy of their initial formulations. For Harrison, what ultimately underlies the
appeal of ritual is its ability to channel inner human emotion into outward socially shared
collective forms. InPAncient Art and Ritualfor example, she argues thatla root of
both ritual and art | ies the fidesire
by representing, by making or doing, or en
Emotion underlies ritual form, provides its generative impudsen though it requires
social sanction through ritual formitsélf.t i s not an individual 6s
emotions that tend to become ritwual, o Harr
expressed officially, that is, by the whdler i be or communityo (49).
also demonstrates her distance from Frazer, since for Harrison ritual serves an
Aemotional, not an altogether pcalladcti cal en
primitives employed ritual magic pseudoiertifically for the pragmatic purpose of

achieving control over their environments.)

°AA meal diigse sadesrdt ailminyg no rite, o Harrison agues, bt
influence of a common emotion, nmacent3land often does,
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In shot, like Frazer, Durkheim, and kg-Bruhl, Harrison (and the other
Cambridge Ritualists), worked to invert the standard, popular, nineteentiry
bourgeois undetanding of the relation between individuals and their society (rooted
partly in the empiricism of figures like Hume and the rationalism of figures like Kant, as
noted above). Individuals, she claims, find meaning and coherence only within the
context of tkeir own social conditions. Ritual provides a means for integrating individuals
into the social body, and does so in part by constructing a shared framework for
channeling individual and group emotional experience. It renders such emotion culturally
coherenin that it integrates it into a common social matrix. But there is a difference here
bet ween Harri sonods essojseNhereasDukheimtarady€é of her
Bruhl, for instance, seem to suggest that
remains predetermined by a given cultureods
Harrison seems to suggest that individuals possess an authentic inner space that exists
independently of the social order and which must be brought into some kind alignment
with it. Ritual, recall, serves an initiatory purpose for Harrison. That is to say, beneath the
crust of social forms exists a substratum of emotional life which persists outside of social
determinates.

This logic of locating the truth of an external pberenon by uncovering the truth
of its inner structure runs throughout her work. The core assumption, for instance, of her
Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religioni s t hat a f#fl ower <chthor
beneath fAthe main owtulgihne®s (Bf1)Gr Aemld rod | ic@iu

discussed above, one of the core argumentdemiss that beneath the surface of
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dramatic art lies a ritual pattern which stretches back into the prehistory of religious

practice: ritual serves as theinwardfoosni dr amads out ward express
affirms the existence of an informing interiodtythe notion that hidden structures

determine outward forms. And yet, she agrees, too, witkH2im (and L&y-Bruhl), for

whom individuals derive their own (inner) nméags out of the communally shared rituals

and collective cultural representations that provide the fundamental conceptual

coordinates of their worlds (i.e., the external remains primary; from it derives the
internal ). Thus a t akimswhiohrhe exieina andtheiimernddar r i s
interpenetrate one another in complex and productive ways. In her thinking, each informs

the other, even though ultimately she appears to privilege the internal, in that externalities
inevitably reduce to some lddn interiorized logic.

One source for Harrisonb6s difference wi
on Henri Bergson, a figure who influenced not only Harrison, but an entire generation of
philosophers and poets, including Eliot. Indeed, G. Willlmar nar d notes t hat
philosopher was more admired and respected in his own time than Ber@sai tve
turn of the twentiett e nt ur y dhenigd 4ar dinson is quite expl
influence on her. She c dnufte spsreosf otumadtd sdheeb to
and that reading Bergson | ed her teo believ
god, was an instinctive attempt to express what Professor Bergson calls durée [or
duration], that life which is one, indivisible and yetgeal es sl y changingo (
contrast to these mystery gods stand the Olympian deities, whom Harrison sees as late

abstractions, the product of fAanalysis, of

52



represent the unmediated flux of consciousnessld¢as, say, Dionysus), but remain

rather concretized, partitioned elements of experience abstracted from the instinctive
apprehension of reality. After reading Bergson, she claims that she came to realize that
APrimitive r el i gi oimotmnkisg, atisstie,of eaoss leadingtad dr i f
mistaken conduct [as Frazer had thought]; rather it was a web of practices emphasizing
particular parts of life, issuing necessarily in representations and ultimately dying out into
abstract c onThatip Bargeon dHarfison to beljeve that primitive ritual

and religion were expressions of a fundamental substratum of human psychic life as

embodied in various social forms.

Henri Bergson and the Primacy of Interiority

Bergson, of course, was a speculative philosopher rather than an anthropologist.
Yet just as Durkheim, Frazer, or Harrison variously employ the inner/outer binary in their
work, so, too, does Bergson. However, unlike these figures, Bergson unambiguously
emphasizes interiority as the foundational element of human experience. Indeed, as Harry
C. Payne notes, Bergson and Durkheim were
twentiethcentury Paris (188), an observation Harrison makes as wihamis(xiii).
Unlike Durkheim, for whom external social frameworks determine internal identities,
Bergson preserves an autonomous space for authentic inner experience. In his

ilntroducti on tThe QveativaNingiBsrgsonsafiirms theaxistence

0 The Creative Mindvas first published asa Pensé etle mouvarit n 193 4, uchonto Al ntr od
Met aphysicso first &evpdeanétaphysiquet deanoralan 1903 (Belgson,i n t he
Creative222).
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of awhsehfendureso beneath and beyond its
human person as a kind of sphere. The surface of the sphere consists of physical
perceptions, associative memories, Atenden
vitual&ct i ons more or | ess solidly bound to th
Beneath this crust, however, he | ocates a
uni formly, the most constantly and durably
This self, abstracted fromsit s oci al and cultural contex
of states, 0 a continual flux of moments of
the other (163). As Barnard glosses it, fo
that is ceaselessihhanging@ an inner world in which one state of consciousness
seamlessly flows into the nexto (45). Berg
sustaining, unbroken flow of consciousness
discrete parts aseil as conceptual abstraction or notational representation. He
understands durée as a gategrated/selntegrating whole, incapable of division into
temporal segments (i.e., seconds, minutes, hours). It exists whole and in itself, an
unending, unceasip indivisible current of consciousnéds-or Bergson, durée
constitutes individual sd6 experience of the
remains an experience achievable only by bracketing that self from the social world

which otherwise contexalizes it.

L ComparewithVi | 1 i am J a mehsed finsotteiaoom ooff consci ousness, 0 fir:
Psychology(1892).
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Bergson goes on to emphasize the gap be
the socially i nfl e ee¢aedselewdioh pendersfand dexided, t hi s
whi ch heat s Tanednd bréed\iles. Far Betgso(, as Bandaobserves
as well [49], when individuals ovedentify with their social and cultural instantiations
then Awe | ive outside ourselves, hardly pe
ghost . . . we live for the external world rather than for oursplvespeak rather than
think; we 6éare actedd rather than act ours
admits, the fAdeeper self forms one and the
qualitative gulf nonetheless stretches between the two exatstaties (ibid 125). They
cannot overlap in that the surface social self necessarily relies upon categories and
concepts in order to construct a navigable world, whereas the deep inner self exists
beyond (or beneath) such categorizing states of conseissisimTime and Free Wift?

Bergson states quite explicitly that in the process of perceiving a world external to the
individual, a Asecond self is formed which
made up of distinct moments, whose states grarated from one another and easily
expressed in wordso (138). This fAsecond se

the authentic self can negotiate with a world it encounters as deeply other, and yet it

remains an incomplete expression oftheindvual 6 s totality. As San
out, Bergson sees the intellect as a tool
the expense of real durationo (28).

12 First published in 1889 d&ssai sur les données immédiates de la consci@ergson,Timev).
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Thus, for Bergson, there exists an essential self, a buried self, which ezists a
more fundamental, preocial level of human experience, precisely the notion which
influenced Jane Harrison in her study of Greek ritual and religion. In making his
arguments, Bergson sought to protect a particular notion of human selfhood from the
postivist materialism of his day, which held that individuals act only according to
physical and social determinates. He sought to preserve the conceptsaotisatticity
and free will from a mechanistic science he felt misrepresented human experience.
P#g haps most of all, he resisted any fimecha
in Time and Free Wil{171). As Richard Lehan rightly argues, Bergson resisted the
Enlightenment ideological traditiacm that n
reduces | ifeds complexity to the measureab
resisted scienceb6s tendency to divide and
i ncapable of such reductivist amsikengesi s. Ps

resolves the self . . . into sensation

(169). It fragments the self into isolate, constituent parts which it subjects to analysis,
Asubstitutes for t he csteeldf fa osme rtihees ionfdievliednu
selfexperience (169). Even in philosophy, he argues, both empiricism and rationalism
conflate the rich subjective texture characteristic of inner life with the concepts employed
to analyze that inner life. Both, he arg s , Nt ake . . : parti al no
(Alntroductiono 172). Both Aremain . . . p

Mechanistic science thus distorts the reality of human existential experience, and it does
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so by confusing analyticgllderived concepts with the reality those concepts purportedly
describe.

|l ndeed, for Bergson, mechanistic scienc
of their own authentic interior existence, but their perception of the external world as
well. Objects do not in fact exist for us (as we subjectively perceive them) as fixed,
unchanging objects. Rather, they accrue shades of difference over time, such that, like
individuals, objects defy their own lobject
perceive the same houses, 0 Bergson explain
objects, | always call them the same name and | also fancy that they always look the same
t o nMmieneél29). But this feeling, Bergson claims, proves inexact. Over timsget
houses experience an fAinexpressible change
perceived by me and constantly impressing themselves on my mind, have ended by
borrowing from me something of my own conscious existence: like myself they have
lived, and | i ke myself they have grown ol do (
undergone an unending series of alterations. More often than not, however, individuals
do not recognize the subtle transformation constitutive of objects in the world, nor the
shift in impressions that those objects correspondingly make on us.

In fact, and here Bergson completes his reversal of the inner/outer binary, not
only do objects undergo subtle objective material transformation, but they undergo
constant subjective transfoation as well. No object ever presents itself twice as the
same object to any perceiver. As Schwartz

scent is never the sameo (24). For Bergson
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memories and associatiomslividuals attach to them each time they encounter them.

One smells a rose, for instance, and, as B
recoll ections of dimelbl) Bu thedrase doesmat exacly mi nd (

summon the memories. Rather,inddual s fAbreathe them in wit|

Memory proves coterminous with the experience of the rose. The two prove inseparable.

Consequently, the rose has as many scents
reflects, @it ywi I(I16slmel IA iifofl orgeamstt, say, w
subjective experience, would preserve fAonl
Apersonal el emento remains just as vital f
oftherose (161) Thus, as Schwartz correctly notes,
of an object is suffused with the inner |

the deepest self, the physical world remains experientially saturated with indiiduals
(constantly shifting) emotions, memories, associations, values (all of which permeate one
another as well) (22). Indeed, the phenomenological world remains inseparable from
these subjective elements.

For Bergson, then, in the end, material reality fitisein fact marked through and
through by the individual 6s subjective exp
dark recesses of inner life, but stretches out, too, over perceptible physical reality. The
internal and external overlap for Bergsand although he never denies the independent
reality of the external world (as subjective idealists/radical empiricists like George
Berkeley do), he clearly privileges inter:i

deepest existential experiendeleir realities in the self itself, rather than in physical or
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social reality. In so doing, he positions himself against stoearists like Durkheim and
Lévy-Bruhl, placing himself instead in a tradition of thought that maintains the primacy

of theirdividud 6 s s u b jexperiencer e s el f

F. H. Bradl eyds Deconstruction of the I nner
Bergsonds i nfl ue-cectweyinehectmlahouglyt and litezanyt i et h

practice was profound, although it began to wane after World War 1. In fabgrid

Lehan goes so far as to argue that #Ait was

phil osophy that became the foundation for

whom Eliot studied while an undergraduate at Harvard, wrote that had hadot re

Bergson, he would dAprobably stil!]l be bl ack

hope of making ends mdlartlistit bnaversei2&). Bergsone v er t

made him fAbold, 06 he claims, gave #fanch a mea

abstract reasoning that characterized nineteestitury philosophy, particularly in its

Kantian and Hegelian modes, and thus freed him to develop his pragmati¥t (anti

phil osophy. Without Bergson, he cefhif§lesses,

viewso on what keiftelctalt @aulde eaxrc efou l(t2rlal) .
What James most admired about Bergson was in fact what he also admired about

the English philosopher F.H. Bradley, on whom Eliot wrote his 1916 Harvard doctoral

dissertation. Like Begson, Bradley, too, launches an assault on thefadgihtenment

philosophical project, particularly its English utilitarian and positivist versions as

developed by thinkers like John Stuart Mill (Sorenson 5). As James noted in a 1910 essay

onthetwofgur es, both Bradley and Bergson argue
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aboriginally discontinuous, are woven into continuity by the various synthetic concepts
which the intellect supplieso (ABradleyo 2
conflatng I deas with | ived, human (emoti onal a
actual existential, phenomenological experience of themselves and their worlds resists

any conceptual reduction whatsoever. Although a useful tool, conceptual thinking

providesan always incomplete representation of reality, never corresponding with reality

in itself. Both agree this far, and both point to a deeper level of phenomenal existence that
persists beneath conceptual, categorized social, physical, and psycholotitggldwge

for Bergson, i mmedi adte experienceo for Br

But Bradley in fact goes further than Bergson here. James points out not only

Bradleyds belief in the insufficiency of I
knowledge ultimately renderse al i ty Al ess and | ess compreh
Afactivity becomes inconstruable, relation

unintelligible, time, space, and causation impos8ibiething survives the Bradleyan

wreclo ( 30, e etdp Whasthissmeans, though, is that Bradley no longer sees the
conceptual distinction between subjects and objects as ontologically or epistemologically
valid. All distinctions between the inner and outer remain merely contingent
constructions. In thisemse, Bradley distinguishes hirtfsgot only from Durkheim and
Lévy-Bruhl, but also from Jane Harrison and Bergson. Each of these figures privileges

one side of the inner/outer binary. Bradley, on the other hand, dissolves it altogether.

B Again, comparavi t h James & divwrnt rrecatmi o cconsci ousness
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Bradley ofers his core argument Appearance and Realityhe very text Eliot
later focuses on in his dissertation. In it, Bradley embarks on a demolition of philosophy
and scienceod0s attempts to abstract from re
compehensible. For Bradley, no entity or quality exists in itself, but only in relation with
other entities or qualities. So to speak of isolate objects misrepresents the nature of
phenomenal reality. As with Bergson, Bradley also argues that reality resisti®mng
into discrete, nomelation units. But he goes much further, for this initial critique hardly
threatens to undermine metaphysical certainty in the intelligibility of physical or mental
objects. Bradley suggests that to claim that objects iexistation simply presupposes
the existence of stable, intelligible objects which can exist in relation to one another.
Objects that supposedly exist oimiyrelation thus exist, too, in themselves abstracted
fromrelations, which for Bradley representslear logical contradiction. In other words,
for Bradley, entities (or qualities) can never be extracted as entities from relations with
other entities. Entities (as conceptualized as such) lack substantive meaning; they remain
iconveni entchwartzcparapbrasss,it (33).aBat saStoo, does the relation
between them remain a convenient fiction, since no discrete object exists which can enter
into or issue from a relation with another
Bradleyconfesss at the close of his discaangi on,
one that moves by the machinery of terms and relaiongst give appearance, and not
trutho (33). Conceptual thinking, he argue

comproni se, most necessary, but in the end mo
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For Bradley, then, conceptual thought permits only a provisional representation of
reality. In itself reality resists knowing (i.e., analytical intelligibility). In making this
argumentBradley reveals his radical epistemological skepticism. He critiques any mode

of knowledge that relies upon abstractions, and in the process undermines any scientific

or philosophic claims to certainty (Skaff
Aeptiemol ogi cal nihilismd was so thorough as
assunptions of the entire nineteenthe nt ur yo (11). But Bradl ey

idealist, at least in a limited sense. In asserting the impossibility of knowledge, Bradley

also asserts that what knowledge individuals do possess of the world remains only a

particular construction ot.iFor individual observers, the world exists according to the

conceptual schema applied to it. It remains a product of the mind, aligning itself to the

mi ndés categories of experience and concep

Bradl ey,anfcéeApppeaaire worl d as we know it, 1is

the mind into objects and persons, space and time; because the world is thus created by

the mind, Reality is said to consist of id

(objects individuals) or experiential (space, time), remain conceptual fictions,

constructions extrapolated by the mind from the undifferentiated influx of sensations and

perceptions. As concepts, interiority and exteriority (or subject and object) thus lose

definitive meaning, each term proving merely an artificial mental construction.
However, beneath this conceptual screen

experience, 0 a concept that on the surface

inwardly-orientednobn of dur ®e as well as with James
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consciousness. o0 For Bradley, fAi mmedi ate ex
fundamental encounter with the phenomenal world, an encounter that by definition

precedes any subsequent inteilal analysis of either the world itself or the perceiver.

But the notion of immediate experience presupposes the unity of perceived and perceiver
(world and mind/ object and subject), and a
the dualism charaeristic of most Western philosophical positions since at least

Descartes. As Bradley noteskissays on Truth and Reality A We . . . have e:
which there is no distinction between my awareness and that of which it is aware. There
isanimmediaté¢ eel i ng, a knowing and being in one,
(159160). The world, that is, presents its essential truth only when encountered

immediately i.e., onlywhenleftun nt er preted by the mindds m
even when the mindrects its interpretive frameworks in order to render the encounter
intelligible, the memory ofthepreoncept ual experience fAnever
throughout as the present -6@.AsakkwetIpears of my
Brooker glosses it, immedglit e experi ence fAi s a knowing ani¢
prior to the development of Mastiyl84.IForor t em
Bradley, it marks the original and primary experience of an undifferentiated, all

encompassing totality, hawver transientNlastery185). This totality Bradley terms the

Absolute, and in so doing reveals his debt to H&Qel.

¥Br ad Inatign dfotality derives r om Hegel 6s, al t hthepgaticulardFery di f fer v
Bradley the Absolute remains undifferentiated, unified, unchanging; it lacks any inner contradkaiions.

Hegel, however, the Absolute in fact evolves over time due to latent tensions whose antagonistic friction

provides the engine ds development.
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While Bradley does not deny the realm of appearances, he claims that the
tensions, antagonisms, and contradictions inherent to appeaganberthemselves in
the encompassing totality of the Absol ute.
transcend appearance. Rather the totality of appearances in themselves proves
constitutive of the Absolute. As Frederick Copleston puts it, the Absidlutss n ot an
additional entity |lying behindd appearance
unity (207). Indeed, Bradley goes on to identify the Absolute with experience itself, since
the perception of appearance, he argues, arises only out of expet i a | encount er
myself conceive of nothing else than the experienced. Anything, in no sense felt or
perceived, becomes Appearamelds) Bdacduse appearagcasn i n g 0
then, remain linked to experiential perceivers, Bradley goéson ar gue t hat A [
reality are, in brief, one thing with sentience; they can neither be opposed to, nor even in
the end, distinguished fr onisrealitypandthe4 6) . | n
totality of experience equivalent to thattotdly t er med t he Absol ut e:
one system, and . . . its cont4#4nts are not
In short, in making this argument, Bradley identifies the objective, external world
with the perceiving mind itself. He idengs the external with the internal. The world of
appearances exists only so far as does the sentient awareness of it. Consequently, Bradley
does not so much prioritize inwardness at the expense of appearance as he does dissolve
the binary altogether. Appence and the experience of it coexist in the Absolute. Both
presuppose the other, and resist isolation as discrete notions existent only in themselves.

Bradley reveals himself here as an idealist in the traditional Hegelian sense, i.e., as an
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Absolutelda | i st, who synthesizes manifest mul ti
(Appearancet99). Like Hegel, Bradley also conceives the Absolute as spirit, though

unlike Hegel, he does not necessarily attribute independent subjective awareness to it.

Rather, for Brad y , A[s]pirit is a unity of the mani
mani fold has utterly ceasedo (498). It is
pl ace in which they find experiential, phe

metghysical model of reality posits the primacy of sentience. And to privilege sentience
is ultimately to privilege a sensing, feel
consists neither of an inside nor an outside, but rather precedes both.

Bradl eyds intellectual preoccupations mir
even though their conclusions varied. Despite the complexities of their positions or the
subtle (and sometimes profound) differences between them, Bradley, Bergson, and
Harrisoneach more or less deemphasize the primacy of external realities. The self (or the
experience of self) emerges for these figures as the foundational element of their
philosophical and anthropological speculations. We might dwell on other figures here,
butthese three serve to illustrate a certain theoretical orientation of the period that stands
in relative contrast to thaif thinkers such as Durkheim, & Bruhl, or Frazer. For
whereas the former group broadly privilege some notion of self (whether aslimon
entity or as the Absolute itself), the latter prioritize social forms and cultural practices.
Together, these six figures provide a generalized but nonetheless useful map for
distinguishing some of the intellectual fault lines characteristic of thed)eéAnd, as

noted earlier, each of these figures deepl
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reflections on the tension between internal and external realities necessarily directed

El'i otds own reflections. rmecedsarityim®rmedtheespect
development of his own ideas on the self. But of course, Eliot was primarily a poet,

despite his forays into social theory and speculative philosophy. As such, it would be
useful to suppl ement t hbswithabrigf reeossguctomof i nt o
the ways in which Eliotds i mmediate Englis

particularly since Eliot, at least in his early critical essays, vehemently distanced himself

from them.

TheVictorian Foregroundingf Inwardness

Eliot and his modernist contemporaries quite famously disparaged their Victorian

forebear s. Pound, for instance, notably cr
Victorian and | ate Romantic vegade (AA Retr
Swinburne, in whom the Victorian poetic tr
suggests that for Swinburne, fAemotion is n

never focusedodo (ASwinburneo 283)b.urlinred éidd,e
object has ceased to exist, because the meaning is merely the hallucination of meaning,
because language, uprooted, has adapted itself to an independent life of atmospheric
nouri shmento (285). Il n contr agetdinthemoder ni st
writings for a poetics of exactitude, concreteness, specificity of emotion and of the object
intended to suggest that emotion. As is well known, they sought a kind of scientific

precision regarding the production of poems, the poetserviygo@d s a ki nd of A
as Eliot famously puts it in ATradition an
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But Eliot also responded to a particular notion and portrayal of the self in
Victorian thought and art, for just as social theorists and speculativeqptis were
reimaging the self, so, too, were the poets and novelists of the period. The general
assumption of the Enlightenment, at least in its Cartesian version, was that the self in
itself remained the one indubitable element of experiential reahiys, TEnlightenment
thought privileged interiority as such, but in doing so came, too, to affirm a gap between
a knowing, perceiving, feeling inwardness and an externalized, concrete, objective outer
world of material entities and quantified relations (F24l] Lavine 99). As Robert
Solomon argues, for Descartes to privilege a singular, solitary, thinking mind clearly
mar ks fia move towards subjectivity and the
opposition to his rati oneperieace andintgpspecevat s, t
reflection, on the nature of the identity of the self, and on the importance of the first
person standpointo merely reinforced Desca
prioritization of interiority (5). A universalizkself emerges out of both rationalist and
empiricist philosophies, perhaps cul minat:
universal categories of experience (i.e., shared notions of space, time, causality, etc.)
provide an a priori template for humaognition and perception of the material world, no
matter cultural or social contexts (Solomon 11).

The secalled Romantic reaction to the Enlightenment itself only reinforced its
presuppositions, in that the Romantic elevation of the inner self andhod s el f 0 s

experiences became a predominant cultural mode for producing and circulating this
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particular notion of the setf.Nancy Armstrong ties this process to the emergence of the

English novel, and argues that..ictortock ANEnNI i
overo (4). Armstrong argues, t oo, that Ath
Ahi story of the novel 6 coincide; each grow

means by which this notion of the self can reproduce and dissentsedit¢3). But the

same also holds for the poetry and the literary criticism of the period. Each of these three
genres (fiction, poetry, and criticism) reproduces certain core assumptions and values
intrinsic to romantic or posEnlightenment thought. Eh ultimately emphasizes
interiority over exteriority, i.e., each e
experience of the self as experienced in itself as well as the world as experienced by that
self. Despite the many differences between tHeobert Browning, George Eliot,

Matthew Arnold, and Walter Pater each serve as exemplar figures for demogstrati

ways in which nineteentbentury poets, novelists, and critics approached the inner/outer
binary. Each emphasizes the individual, andhlie qualified exception of George Eliot,
each sets up a binary that unambiguously privileges the inward over the outward. In this,
of course these paradigmatic nineteesgintury authors align much more readily with

Bergson and his treatment of the inoaterbinary than with Durkheim or &-Bruhl.1®

®Sol omon argues that #f[s]o far as the transcendent a

romanticismt ur ned out to be more alike than opposedo (12)
18 1t makes sense, then, that Eliot would reject both Victorian subjectivismeas | as Ber gsonds nc
duréeChapter Threevi | | di scuss Eliotds views here more expl:i

68



Robert Browning and George Eliot

One of the leading poetic innovations of the Victorian period hvasltamatic
monologue. A a poetic form (one which Eliot himself famously adoptedhe dramatic
monologue lends itself to an explicit exploration of interiority, since it dramatizes
particular kinds of self and of salhderstanding. As Robert Langbaum emphasizes, as a
form, the dramatic monol ogue foregmeounds t
experience of selfRoetry7 8 ) . It foregrounds and dr aws r €
as such, and in the process affirms or reiterates interiority as the primary category of
human experience (i.e., that this notion of self comes to mediatendoxduals relate to
themselves and to others). In this, it merely reproduces the Enlightenment and Romantic
elevation and celebration of interiority. But what begins to emerge in late Romantic and
Victorian poetry is less a celebration of the Enlightenna@d Romantic notion of the
universalized self than a | ament for or ev
dramatic monologues, for instance, Browning often presents eccentric, manipulative, or
even tortured individuals trapped in the circuitousdatfitheir own singular, isolate
identities. The self that emerges in Brown
than the rational, lucid, enlightened self posited by Kantian or Cartesian metaphysics.

Indeed, the utterly inwardigriented self Browmg constructs challenges even

the reliably intelligible and rational self of, say, Austen, Gaskell, or even Dickens. But his

"RobertLangbaum argues that the Adramatic monol ogue is
in Browningds, EIliot having contributed more to the
Browning CertainlyPrufrock, Portrait of a Lady Gerontion Journey of the MagiA Song for Simegrand

Marinado as much credit to the dramati c TheWastellangue as ¢
Eliot has opened new possibilities for the form by constructing a kindliafge of dramatic monologues as

pereived by Tiresias, whose dramatic monologue the poemi¢ i Dr a#@%.t i c o0 24
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representation of interiority especially contrasts with his late contemporary George Eliot,
for whom a studyso0d fiindeas dbadsd fMmatbi ¥ es o
knowl edgeo of them (fiNaturalo 112). For Ge
transparent to one another, wholly knowable in the fullness of their humanity. This
intelligibility, rendered through astudyo i ndi vi dual s6 (outer) act
constitutes the grounds of that sympathy for the other which Eliot feels art at its best
elicits in readers. fAArt is the nearest th
Ger man L iafmede df anfiplifying exgerience and extending our contact with our
fell ow men beyond the bounds of our person
sympathetic bonds between individuals, and consequently it should create bonds within
communities as a whel In making this argument, Eliot perpetuates the Enlightenment
assumptions regarding universalized subjectivity. Individuals are knowable because they
share knowable frames of reference (i.e., shared values, metaphysical intuitions, belief
structures). Thy are knowable, that is, because at root (as James Frazer will argue
decades later), they are the same. The inner structures that constitute their subjective self
experience possess a uniformity which universalizes a particular notion of self grounded
in a particular notion of interiority.

Browning, however, challenges many of these presuppositions. In his dramatic
monologues he often presents idiosyncratic, ssemanged (and occasionally totally

deranged), fragmented egelves'® In doing so, he also sggsts the degree to which

at Browning and Tennyson A
he romantic confessional m

®Langbaum notes th
t N

probabl
reaction against 0 0

r
de
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communities themselves remain fractured, splintered by consciousnesses who remain
opaque to one another, either due to deliberate deceitfulness or unfathomable

irrationalities (the latter of which is a more problematic concerarigrnotion of

universalized subjectivity). J. Hi Il Il is Mil
Browningdés characters, but surely this 1is
speaker, for instance, in fARosophegri ads Lov

unnerving, incongruous combination of tenderness and madness that dictates his
murderous actions reveals a persona with whom no sympathy is possible. The speaker
shocks readers out of sympathy, alienates them (and himself) in the act ohgeveali
himself to them. Langbaum argues that despite himself, the speaker in this poem reveals
Awhat stil/l remains a rationally wunderstan
only if one accepts the ill ogi toadfloyer emi ses
with possession and murder. Browning undercuts the bond of sympathetic understanding
that would link individuals together in order to reveal some radical, monstrous otherness
that defies intelligibility.

I n ASol il oquy i BrommingSmaatizesarsimiat (thaughtlessr , 0
di sturbing and more comical) scenario. The
towards Brother Lawrence isolates him, and thus isolates him from the larger community,
indeed, suggests a lack of communitp, sie t he speaker 6s own hypo
trust in the other necessary for community. It suggests, too, the degree to which the
speaker remains confined to the seclusion of his own hostile thoughts and impulses,

prisoner of his own seiSolating narcssism. For Browning here, the self reduces to a
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singular, insular sphere, connected to the external world of others only through the
antagonistic friction of bewildered encounters. Similar arguments might be made about

the characters pPuebesstegd HGafiMpahaspon Set
Rol and to the Dark Tower Came. 0 |In a sense

as critiques of the celebration of the stable, lucid, universalized self characteristic of the

high Enlightenmenf’ind eed, Mi |l |l er makes the point tha:
much from a sense of the inaccessibility o
claims, the other remains always fAdunreacha
and ideas (to approprat Geor ge El i ot d6s terms) remain in

Browning, inwardness predominates to such an extent that the self closes in on itself as if
it were a kind of black hole.

Thus, fundament al di fferences sexi st bet
presentations of the inner/outer binary. For Browning, experience reduces to the small
sphere of the individual 6s narcissistical/l
of the self itself, rather than of others. Indeed, when individuals ereronthiers, they do
so antagonistically and absent any true kn
George Eliot, however, the individual remains sympathetically connected to others, and
thus turned outwards, however much she, too, emphasizes ftbegance of) individual

experience. In a sense, then, George EIliot

¥lronically, Langbaum calls the dramatic monologue an expre
dramatic monologue takes toward its material the literary equivalent of the scientific attihede

equivalent being, where men and women are the subject of investightdistoricizing and
psychologizing of judgemento (fiDramaticdo 34). While
the dramatic monologue, Langbaum overlooks the way in which Browning turns the form against the

rationalizing, categorizingempirical mind through the dramatization of characters who defy intelligibility.
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of later thinkers such as Durkheim drél/y-Bruhl (in contrast to, say, Bergson or

Harrison, for whom an essential, inner self proves pyin&he privileges community as

a source of meaning in the individual 6s 1|
as much for understanding individuals as d

acknowledges that inwardness depends uperexkternal inasmuch as (for her) it depends

upon preexistent internal tendencies and e
rightly argues, for EIliot, external detail
social environmengnifecvanbeonatferwithle char a

their sense of themselves and position in the world’(@) making these arguments,

Eliot far more endorses Enlightenment assumptions regarding the intelligibility of the self

(and consequently socigtthan does Browning, indeed, grounds the very possibility of
community in those assumptions. As Terry E
sympathy springs from |l ack of knowledgeo a
Intelligibility provesthus a precondition for sympathy, and sympathy the precondition for
harmonious social intercourse. Thus, whereas Browning emphasizes the ultimate
unintelligibility of the inwardlyoriented self, George Eliot suggests the exact opposite, a

self open to knowmg and to sympathetic communion with others. However, despite these
fundamental differences, both nonetheless focus on thasseEelf and on the

experiences of particular individuals, and in doing so implicitly emphasize the centrality

of interiority, however differently construed.

®Levine goes on to argue that fAGeorge Eliotdos reald.i
individual consciousnedslike [Henry] James and the psychological elists who followed, she threw the

action inside; the question of consciousness, of who is perceiving the external fact and under what
conditions, becomes for her an indispensable aspect
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Matthew Arnold and Walter Pater

In contrast to both these figures stands Matthew Arnold, whose particular
conception of inwardness (characterized by
in certain ways more influential on the early T.S. Eliot than either Browning or George
Eliot, neither of whom Eliot directly grapples with in his critical work. In their
exploration and dramatization of interiority, both Browning and George Eliot posit a
notion of the self in which the self remains essentially internally unified. For Browning
thatunity derives from his presentation of the self as an undivided, incomprehensible
blank. Individuals in his monologues may appear deceitful and duplicitous, but they
remain uniformly (and irrationally) so. Th
charactes as well. They may experience conflict, siibt, and regret (as with
Gwendolyn Harleth, say, iDaniel Derondg, but they possess an internal consistency as
stable, epistemologically transparent characters. They may undergo development as the
novel pogresses, but they move only from one state of preliminarncseHistency into
another, final, more mature state of wholeness and (often, though certainly not always)
communal integration (consider, for instance, figures such as Silas Marner or Daniel
Deronda). The inward remains constitutively uniform and structurally cohesive.

Arnold, on the other hand, introduces the notion of a split internal to the
experience of interiority, and thus internal to the experience of self. He divides the self
into two onflicted and conflicting halves. He splinters the self, introduces a gap between
what he posits as a public, social self and a suppressed, yet more authentic, inner self.

That is to say, he introduces a gap between the self as it experiences itselfezimgpun
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the external material and social world (and abstracting an identity for itself from that

encounter) and the self as it phenomenologically encounters itself in its own supposed

essence. | FGifpBlye® S oholexrampl e, thhetwetnahmous | y
Astrange di sease of modern I|ife, [ Wi th it
obertaxed, [and] its -Gapsyés pemet sibcweah
Aundi vertedo sense -Gifp ssye lafv o(i 30083g)L. B €T hdes dScckh of

3t

| anguid doubto characteristic of contempo
with the authentic impulses of his own inner being. In so doing, he experiences, as well, a
closer connection with the natural world, a harmony of inndrauter realities which
contrasts with the speakerdés own sense of
others). And of course, the difference that the speaker in the poem draws between himself
and the ScholaGipsy ultimately serves to dramatize aternal split that the speaker

feels characterizes his own disillusioned, gestnantic seHexperience.

Arnol dés fAThe Buried Lifeo also draws o
more directly, as the ti tGipgy,n tifsehd Buwrdiedt
Life, 0 too, Arnold | aments the fAdistractio
them from some originarysedf x per i emcieg h( ficvhealnlg[ i ng] [t hei r
he writes [297]). Yet Arnolidnsspe gpkasr aadso xw ecla
dialectically give rise to a counter impulse in individuals, in which they experience
nostalgic desire for that primordial self
he writes, fAin the wor | Hedm ofstofes fThecermisesvashe d st

unspeakable desire, / After the knowledge of our buried life; / A thirst to spend our fire
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and restless force / I n tracking out our t
suggests, one outwardbriented (so@l, constructed, and contingent), the other
inwardly-oriented (essential, prior, and primary). Modernity splits the subject, introduces
an inner division which comes to prove con
inwardness. The modern selfis¢ithesefa | i enated sel f, 1 .e., 1 ni
inwardness remains characterized by a sense of lack and loss. John Farrell speaks of
Arnol ddés fAbleak estrangement from the exte
estrangement fromthait er nal worl d as well . I ndeed, Ar
men conceal [/ Their thoughtso and Alive an
/Ofmenandal i en to themselveso (296, emphasi s
artificiai t y, Arnold affirms that, however inacc
l'ife,o flows | i ke a #fbur i-endustedtsurfacasieorathere n e a t
Bergsonian formulation that anticipates Bergson by nearly half a century?{297).

Moreover, like Browning in his dramatic monologues, Arnold also affirms a
notion of interiority in which individuals remains essentially, constitutively estranged
from other selves. Individuals remain enclosed within thedsdimiting confines of their
own internal selexperience. The gap individuals experience internal to themselves is

mi rrored by the gaps that divide o ndividua

21 Like Tennyson inn Memoriam Arnold respondsn his poetry and prose to midictorian intellectual

developments in disciplines such as geology;@aewinian biology, and Biblical criticism, and thus his

work functions as a kind of reactive intervention into tientemporary sociakcientific, and religious

thought (implicitly in the case of his poetry, explicitly in his prosep poems | i kGa pfsTlylme aSah o |
AThe BupArwdoldfeéel i berately grapples with the effec
inner selfexperienceHisfi St anzas fr om t hasoe@loesntdeeffe@hobcortermaoy s e 0
thought on the modern self. Init, he lamefitida nder i ng bet ween two worl ds, or
powerless to be born, / With nowhere yettr e st my). heado (308
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Continued, 06 for instance, he expresses dis
indvi dual s from one another, a natbned amzémiT,s t ha
emphasis in original). But like George Eliot, Arnold also affirms the way in which
individuals internalize the external conditions of social life. That is to say, paradgxicall
the social produces the estrangement characteristic of the Arnoldian self. In a sense,
Arnol d preemptively appropri alheGermdhar x and
Ideologythat consciousness derives from material conditions (42). Arnoldian interiority
(alienated, isolated, and monadic) is a product of the material conditions that encompass
it. The external gives rise to a particular instantiation of the internal, one in which,
paradoxically, the internal experiences itself as alienated frerextterna And yet,
Arnol ddéds cont i nu e d-coatingemt, norcartditiooed buodd sef o me non
produces a tension in this formulation which remains absent from the materialist view of
the self.

Arnold, Browning, and George Eliot each serve as exemplguyess for
demonstrating a particular conception of the self and of the relation of the internal to the
external in the nineteenttentury English literary/cultural imagination. Each models
slightly different yet nonetheless influential notions of the, selfl each, too, ultimately
privileges the internal over the external, although with variations on emphasis. For
Browning and Arnold the experience of interiority remains problematized by opacity,
isolation, and alienation, each particularipdernconcers; whereas for George Eliot,
the inner self remains essentially the intelligible, universalized self of Enlightenment

philosophy. Walter Pater bridges both positions, developing a distinct notion of
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interiority in his criticism that would come to influenagnumber of later writers (e.qg.,
Oscar Wilde, Virginia Woolf, D.H. Lawrence, W.B. Yeats, and even T.S. Eliot, however
ambiguously).

Drawing on a number of speculative traditions (from theSweratics to more
contemporary philosophers such as Hume aawlt}¢? Pater posits a notion of interiority
as radically conditioned by a perpetual experiential flux. In the (in)famous Conclusion to
his Studies in the History of the Renaissa(id&73), for example, Pater constructs a self
who remains both constitutigepermeable as well as almost solipsistically-selflosed,;
a self wholly determined by externalized forces (and the influx of external sensations and
perceptions), as well as a self walled off within its own phenomenological self
experience. Pater argumat the self remains a product of the material forces and
elements that constitute the ontological fabric of the universe. In a sense, individuals are

literally woven from these forces and materials; they exist as flikkm@odes, dynamic

vortices thatraw into themselves the elements of theirownseatffnt i nuance. i Wh
the whole physical |ife, 0 he asks, Abut a
gives their names?0 (118). AOur physical I
continues, a fAdesign in a webo (1-ikBgur And h

life has, that it is but the concurrence, renewed from moment to moment of forces parting

sooner or |l ater on their wayso a(@ad 8) . Pat e

2For a full discussion of Patero6s philosophical inf
Context of Walter Pater 6s Cohe 8dngibteiSmrit WalterP&eBdnd and F.
the Modernist Paradigni1986).

78



externallyoriented) in its essence, a view which he admits is not unique to him, but has

become the gener al itentfency of modern tho
Echoing Hume, Pater goes on to suggest that the perceiving self of inner

experience also remains ctingively determined by material conditions. Not only the

body but the mind, too, exists in part as a product of the weave of interrelated, though

transitory forces. The mind consists of those elements that press upon it and which it

registers, and the aty it perceives only exists for the mind in the passing moment in

which it perceives it. In &reatise of Human Natuye Hu me f amously decl al

| enter most intimately into what | caltyself | always stumble on some particular

perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade . . . | never canmgsetfat any time

without a perception, and never ¢&a&m obseryv

Pater, too, makes a similar clainttif@ugh with a slight shift in emphasis from the self

itself to the i mpression the self receives

flickering, inconsistent . . . burn and ar

(119). That is to say, ¢hworld manifests itself to human consciousness only as

impressions on that consciousness. But as the world itself is an evanescent maelstrom, so,

t oo, consciousness remains unstabl e. As Pa

2Indeed, i the efgraph of the Conclusiolme quot es a p asaglasgretheiGreekm Pl at 00 s
philosopher Heraclitus, who represents perhaps the oldest intellectual influence that Pater integrates into his

thinking: fAHeraclitus says O6AlIl things are in motio
24 Compare, too, with John Locke, for whom notyodioes all knowledgeerives from sensory experience,

but that the self (or fsoul 6) itself oAnEgsaycomes t o
Concerning Human Understandingockewr i t e s, ANo ideas but eftifom sensa:

we observe children | see no reason therefore to believe, that the soul thinks before the senses have
furnished it with ideas to think ono (38).
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feelingo idesp esnudbss tfaonrce upon the Adrift of n
and thoudghto (118).

But here Pater parts from the Humean model. For whereas Hume suggests that
selves lack an essential core or discernable boundary point that would demarcate the
innerfrom the outer, Pater suggests that in fact the self remains isolated in itself in the
very act of perception; it remains constitutively oriented towards its own inward
experience. Supposedly stable, concrete objects in fact dissolve into a series of
insubstantial, transient impressions, impressions which only register in the mind of a
singul ar perceiving subject and which cons
reality. The fAwhole scope of observation, o
chamber of the individual mindo (119). I n a
assertion, Pater argues not only that the mind knows nothing but the impressions it
receives, but that it distorts those impressions as it receives them so that the object in
itself remains essentially inaccessible: #AE
impressions, is ringed round for each one of us by that thick wall of personality through
which no real voice has ever pierced on its way to us, or from us to that whaanwe

only conjecture to be withouto (119). I n a

that individuals remain bounded by their own perceptual apparatus, and can neither

®Compare this and other of Pakeows pasasaegentos hkEode
(1919, revised in 1925 fotheCommon Readgr. Wo ol f wri tes: #ALook within ar
from being 6like thisé. Examine for a moment an ord
myriad impressiort trivial, fantastic, evanegnt, or engraved with the sharpness of steel. From all sides

they come, an incessant shower of innumerable atoms; and as they fall, as they shape themselves into

Monday or Tuesday, the accent falls different from of old . . . . Life is not a serieslafgg

symmetrically arranged; life is a luminous halo, a seamsparent envelope surrounding us from the

beginnng of consciousness to the endo (9).
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receive impressions from objects (or other persons) as they exist in themselves o
communicate to others the authentic essence of their own phenomenological, existential
selffr eal ity. AEvery one of those i mpressions,
individual in his isolation, each mind keeping as a solitary prisoner its owm driea
worl do (119).

Indeed, Pater goes even further, and argues that in their utter brevity these
impressions lose what little objective reality they still possess, thus abandoning the mind
to the depths of its own completely sedtating, absolute negaity. The self thins into
its own subjectively aware, sgdersisting absence. It vanishes into its own blank
interiority. reelon Batret | fewhaneissitself dow
down, 06 and all that r enmmeaiwhsi lies weh et riiys itnog | aep
(119). Note that the AweO remains, even as
with the movement, the passage and dissolution of impressions, images, sensations, that
analysis leaves off, that continual vanishing awathat strange perpetual weaving and
unweaving of ourselveso (119). At first af
of the self, Pater here not only introduces a gap between the perceiving self and the
perceived world (since the world exists tbe individual only as mediated through that
individual 6s perceptual apparatus), but di
only the waiting, subjective void of pure interiority to register the accumulating moments.

Thus, like Arnold, Browningand George Eliot, Pater, too, privileges interiority.
But he offers a model far more radical than any they provide. Like Arnold and Browning,

he maintains that i ndi vidual s remain essen
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that thick wall of personalt y 6 whi ch distorts not only per

like George Eliot, he admits, too, the extent to which consciousness remains determined

by its encounter with the external world. However distorted, the objects of an

externalized reality prade the content for subjective experier&8&ignificantly, Pater

would seem to offer a vision of a wuniversa

in that he suggests that subjectivity itself possess a formally stable (and thus intelligible)

structr e, no matter the particul aroniextudli vi dual ¢

position. They differ in that Eliot assumes individuals remain transparently present to one

another. Individuals present themselves to one another as potentially knsgHble,

coherent, objects of knowledge. For Pater the epistemological skeptic, however, selves

remain ringed round by that deep opacity of subjective perception which blinds them

from adequately grasping the other 6s suppo

experiential impressions remain, the task then becoming, as Pater puts it in the Preface,

Aito know onedbs impression as it really isbo

places distance between himself and Arnold, for whom the task of the @itc wt o fi s e e

the object as in itself it really is,0 to
Taken together, these four representative figures (Arnold, Browning, George

Eliot, Pater) help provide a rough map of the different ways in which the nineteenth

century literary/cultural mind conceptualized the $eBut crucially, in developing their

various notion of the self, each of these figures, too, relies upon an inner/outer binary to

%Again, compare with Hume or Lockedés formulations h
27 Other writers might be added to this li§ennyson, Swinburne, Ruskin, Barrett Browning, Dickens, the

Brontés: each of these writers also implicitijers a theory of the self, but the four discussed here remain

particularly representative of the period
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construct a conceptually stable model of human interiority, just &sedeocial and
philosophical thinkers of the period. Indeed, between these writers and theorists a number
of parallels exist. Arnolddés notion of the
Bergsonds notion of dur®esmPahéeérBsowpli Bgém
guestioning of the applicability of Enlightenment rationality for adequately grasping
human subjectivity both resonate with aspe
position. And George Eliot offers a notion of the universalgdtithat Frazer, too,
would embrace. All of these figures, then, seem to participate in a shared cultural
dialogue over the relation between interiority and exteriority (or between the self and its
external environment), which in turn reflects the deg¢peghich the self in itself had
become a contested category during the period (as a result, one might add, of intellectual
and technological developments, as well as urbanization and shifting modes of economic
productiom® i.e., industrialization). It reflets, too, the anxiety unleashed by such
indeterminacy.

Of course, ltese questions had not been resolved by the time T.S. Eliot came to
poetry, social theory, and philosophy. Directly or indirectly, Eliot grapples with each of
these figures (or the viewkdt they represent), challenging their assumptions and
conclusions, synthesizing and sometimes distorting their positions, and occasionally
appropriating their language for his own use. Although he often distances himself from
these figures, he just as@ftreveals parallels between their thought and his own. Most
importantly (for this project), Eliot integrates the same structural binary involving the

tension between interiority and exteriority that each of these figures draws on in their
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work. But in dejoying this same binary, Eliot also transforms it, reveals its limitations,

and attempts to dialectically transcend the conceptual deadlock this binary ultimately
produces. I n order to | ay the f onanyoshbst i on f
poetry, Chapter Threeill explore the ways in which Eliot directly responds in his

critical and philosophical writings to these antecedent writers and theorists or to the ideas
they embody. For in order to adelgianaft el y wun
the individual to internal and external determinate conditionings, it proves necessary first

to understand EIliotds own particularized r

immediate intellectual contemporaries and predecessors.
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CHAPTERIII

A RADICAL SKEPTIC:ELI OT6S PHI LOSOPUALISVAL ANTI

In the Conclusion to his 1916 dissertation on F.H. Bradley, Eliot makes a number
of summary statements that encapsulate his intellectual views at the time, but which also

become the foundational premises of his later critical thotfghta statement that

affirms his radical epi stemol ogi c aédrtiorskept.
about the world . . coowi inevitably be a
reflection of some fundamental, incontesta
experience, 0 he continues, o0 BXpgriensell6d.t i t ut e
I n other words, for Eliot, the fAworld is a
propositions intended (falsely) to represe

such, resists articulation, because the objects of exyeri(from which knowledge of

Truth supposedly derives) always dissolve upon extended analysis into the background of

a seemingly infinite series of relations and irreconcilable perspeéfifmdeed, on the

last page of his dissertation, Eliot arguesth@ o b j ect i ve 6 truth i s a
we [ultimately] care about is how it works; it makes no difference whether a thing really

is green or blue, so long as everyone behaves toward it on the belief that it is green or

28 Jare Mallinson argues, forexample t hat EIl i ot 6s fAwork as a poet and
exploration of his engagement with [Bradleyds] work
29 Jewel Spears Brooker rightly notes tfiat he ghost ofeoHegelr HEdvVeortHshdror mul
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bl ued (169)ns A puwthne iMaliln her study of EI

of view can only offer a relative truth wh
What ultimately underlies each of these radical propositions, | claim, is a

particular view of theelation between subject and object, the knower and the known, the

innerand theouter As EIl i ot explains in the Concl usi

scrutinizes the o6éexternal worl doé, and the

lessthereistes e e and t54).urketextern@l Wérl8 collapses under the weight of

its own conceptual edifice. The fAworl do as

he suggests. But for Eliot the dialectician, such a collapse does not necessitategndorsin

some version of Berkeleyan subjective idealism or existential solif8Rather, for

Eliot, the external and internal remain inextricably intertwined; each entails and implies

the other in a complex constitutive dialectical process. As Mallinson righsigrves, for

Eli ot, fAthe existence of the subject is de

Athe existence of the object iIis equally de

subjecto (12).

0LateronintheGapter, EIliot claims that #Alt is not true t
for anyone who pursues this path of inquiry will come to the conclusion that this question is ultimately
meaninglesso (157)

3! Immediately after claiming the appatémsubstantiality of the external, objective world, Eliot goes on to

argue that the fiment al resolves into a curious and
physical reveals itself as a mental construct. If you will find the mechanicaha@ng, you will find it in
the workings of mind; and to inspect |living® mind, vy

In a kind of Hegelian coincidence of opposites, the (supposedly immaterial) mind manifests as a material
organ of determirta functionality, whereas the (supposedly concrete, material, objectified) world
manifests only as an idealized construction of the mind. The mind, it seems, constructs a world out of a
world that already contains the mind. Thus the internal and the akparadoxically interpenetrate one
another, blur together. Simplistic subject/object dualities dissolve.
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Indeed, Eliot goes on to argue in the €losion that the self itself remains only
an objectconstruction, just as external and externalized as any other
(phenomenologically) intended object. A8lliam Skalff puts it, for Eliot and Bradley,

Adi stinctions [such] d&tshe svedrfléd @ ra rées oiud a s
intell ectual construct i onAndasfEliothimselfputsnd, an
it AThere is a relation between the objec
theoretical and not merely actual, in the setist the self as a term capable of relation
withothert er ms i s a c olrhset rswed tfi,o rhée (sludgSg)e.st s, i s
but a contingent proposition, embedded within a particular relational framework. In other
words, when understood withithe context of subject/object relations, the self finds itself

already implicitly objectified through its conceptualized relation as a subject to an object.
Objects, that is, imply objectifie(and objectifying) observers. Thidjot argues in his

Concluson thata theory ofobjects necessarily implies a theory of self (i.e., particular
epistemologies imply particular notions of subjectivity).

In Mastery and Escape Br ooker rightly affirms that
essentially fAcentheer ssedrf 0am nidn ¢ thier ys eil ftéos r e
perceives fAoutside itselfo (192). And cert
the Objects of Knowl edge #thedisseeatioR asial osop hy
whole remains concerned fundamedly with the relation between perceiving individuals

and the perceived external world. Interiority and exteriority, surface and depth, subject

2Thiswasthaliss er t at i onds original title. On Kmawlkedge cati on |
and Experience in the Philosophy of FBtadley.
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and object: these thus remain the orienti

reflections in the disertation. And significantly, as this project argues, this underlying
conceptual framework informs nearly all of his work, both early and late, both poetry and
prose. Of course, as suggested in the previous chapter, Eliot comes to these conclusions
only dter grappling with the ideas of his intellectual and literary precursors and
contemporaries. Indeed, his ideas emerge out of theirs, his conceptual terminology
derives from their own, a point he readily acknowledges in regards to Bradley in the
Conclusionof his dissertation (153).

But Eliot builds on his precursor&nd his conclusions in his dissertation offer an
important statement of his intuitions regarding the relation between interiority and
exteriority, and thus provide as well, an important estdyement of his views that can
help make sense of the ways he responds to the philosophers, social theorists, novelists
and poets who together provide the intellectual and literary context out of which his ideas
emerge. However, more immediately, theadasions he draws in the dissertation help
make sense of the particular way he responds to and interprets his philosophical

contemporaries and forebears, especially since he grapples in it with them in their own

| anguage. And s i n cewsdhceptuallyundenpih hisllateswornk fas ¢ a |

this project contends), to understand his reading of certain contemporary philosophical
guestions is to provide the foundation for understanding his critical reflections on other

(non-philosophical) thinkers andriters as well.

I n short, this chapter wil/ explore EI

precursors and will argue that he rejects their reliance on inner/outer distinctions as
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overly simplistic (i.e., as insufficiently representative @litg). | argue that rather than
endorsing the view of those who privilege one term of the binary over the other, Eliot (in
part following Bradley) offers a view of the relationship between interiority and
exteriority that sees the two terms as thoroughlyually constitutive. Interiority and
exteriority dialectically interpenetrate one another, such that neither term obtains priority
over the other. Each constitutes the other, relies upon the other for conceptual coherence.
In essence, he seeks to recqtoalize the relationship between self and other, subject
and object, inner and outer. This view contrasts starkly with that of critics such as A.
David Moody, J. Hillis Miller, or Robert Langbaum, who argue that Eliot privileges
interiority in his work. t also contrasts with those critics (such as Francis Dickey) who
affirm that Eliot prioritizes exteriority. Rather, focusing in the first sections of this
chapter on Eliotds philosophical and anthr
subject/objetrelations) and in the last section on his literary criticism, | hope to show
how Eliot seeks to transcend both poles of the binary.
Ultimately, my intention in this chapter is to marshal evidence to demonstrate
how EIliotds ear | y ysustaired argarnvenat anlfagsor cd a diakeancalr k a b |
relation between interiority and exteriority. | want to note that this chapter draws upon a
number of EIliotdés graduate papers that wunt
Consequently, very little workas yet been done on these early documents. In light of
this newly available material (now publishedTline Complete Prose of T.S. E)idhis

di ssertation hopes to offer a more compreh
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philosophical work, and thera#® of the relation between his philosophical thought and

his poetry.

Eliot and Philosophy

While an undergraduate at Harvard, Eliot expressed little interest in formal
philosophical study, focusing predominately, as James Miller points out, aratzagnd
literature courses. In his first year, for instance, he took classes in Greek Literature,
German Grammar and Prose, and English Literature, a varied pattern of course work that
would continue throughout his three years of undergraduate studies(®06 to 1909)
(79-80). Although in his second year as an undergraduate, he did take George
Santayanads Modern Philosophy course (al on

true introduction to philosophy and social thought came only during hiyées of

graduatework (1962 910) , i n courses such as Santayar
perhaps more importantly, Il rving Babbittoés
Reference to the Nineteenth Century (Miller 80As Herbert Howarth points ut , fof al

the courses of the year, 0 Babbittds proved
(127) . l ndeed, Babbittds course in French
suggest s. Eli ot himself remaritbodowithhat Babbi
Aristotle, Longinus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus; they touched frequently upon

Buddhi s m, Confuci us, Rousseau, and cont emp

33 Eliot reports in an August, 1920 letter to Sydney Schiffthate finever | i ked Santayana
Ahis philosophy was a am easrmsiinmgt alptagiVolilBdSnddmjlfg sat(her
Jain, too, makes the point that EIliot always felt f
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(Manchester 102). Significantl yquedk!l i ot 6s e

modernity, as well as his criticisms of Rousseau and the mode of romanticism he

inspired, influenced Eliotbs own views on

1929, when he confesses that he bfbiingtdo bega

(ASecond Th®Euwgehnt sEJl i309t30)s. deci sion to study

languages while pursuing his doctorate in contemporary Western philosophy probably

stems from Babbittdés influence and suggest
Still, ELD1I0 couséwork ih phdoSophy remained a peripheral interest,

which would only gain intellectual priority for him following his 191011 year abroad

in France®® For it was in Paris, while Eliot was attending classes at the Sorbonne and

cont empl at i ngysh énd irying to spttledpwn Bnal scrape along in Paris and

gradual ly writ ebl)Fr etnhcahtd heqtadl sion altatiennded He

lectures, which would effect that shdited conversion in him of which he speaks much

| at er BemoriPeadhdd sn Magdalene College Chald@hanju Jain notes that

from the beginning of his career, EIliotods

Areinforced each other, 0 and he rightly po

Smith AcademRecordas evidence (6.But by 1911, when he returned to Harvard

34 Although Eliot also revealthe degree to which his thought has noweomt o di ver ge from Bal
(AiSecond Theoee dob El&fios 4cOrli)t i que of Babbitt in fiThe Hum
%Jain notes Athat Babbittés influence was one of th
Miller makes as well (117).

%My only conver si o8empp h@ bdelbdrdieenfueneeof danyindividual, was a

temporary conversion to Bergsonismo (qtd in Miller
Il'n 184@B5&a6yric,o0o Eliot writes, Alf time and space, a
sun which does not feel decay / No greaté¢rlsan wed (61). Other early poems,
convergence of interests, notably ASpleend (a poem
AiAnd Life, a |ittle bald and gray, [/ haadngOrithe fastid
doorstep of Canplete Pador808)l ut e 0 (
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from France, Eliot had decided to pursue philosophy (almost) exclusively, intending to
prepare himself for a career as an academic philosopher (61). And it was at Harvard,
while attendingour ses such as Josiah Royceds semin,
Eliot began formally grappling with latgneteenth and early twentietientury French
and English soclaheorists such as Durkheim,\wéBruhl, and Jane Harrison, an
engagement that woutbntinue well beyond his graduate work (Smith v).
It was also at Harvard that Eliot would first discover F.H. Bradley, on whom he
would go on to write his doctoral dissertation. And it was here, too, that he grappled at
length in multiple seminar papessth Immanuel Kant, an intellectual encounter that
helps inform and further contextualize his (Bradleyan) epistemological skepticism.
Indeed, after Harvard, as is w&lown, Eliot would continue on briefly to Marburg and
then to Oxford in 1914 in order twntinue his philosophy work, where he would go on
to study Aristotle with fABradleyds cl osest

dissertation (Shusterman 32). Each of these varied figures (i.e., Bergsoneibuyrkh

Bradley, etc.)nfluenced Eliodb s own aesthetic, critical, an
shaped as well El'i otds notion of the for ma
social and i deological environments. But i

Paris that | wouldwgggest first stimulated him to reflect on the relation between

internality and externality through the lens and language of philosophical analysis.

Henri Bergson: An Early Infatuation
When Eliot arrived in Paris in 1910, Bergson was at the height &dihnis. In
1896, Bergson had publish&thtter and Memorywhich William James compared in

92



i mportance wi tHrinciBlesrofkderhaa Knovdedgeid@ d O Kant 6s 1781
Critique of Pure ReasohPear son 15) . Il ndeed, for James,
seond epistemological Copernican Revolution, comparable in significance with the
epistemological revolution Kant himself inaugurated more than a century earlier (15). In

1907, Bergson would go on to publi€neative Evolutior(translated into English in

191) , which Keith Pearson calls fAone of the
closed, natwural and artificial)o (26). And
received the Nobel Prize for Literature. During his tenure in Paris, Eliot attended
Bersonds series of weekly | ectures delivere
his own admission, was deeply i mpressed. I
convinced his mother to at CCeaiiv Ewlutomur se of
pointshe made later in a January 18, 1916 letter to Bertrand Russell (Childs 51; Eliot,
LettersVoll1 30) . I ndeed, for Christmas i mhel912,
Introduction to a New Philosophy whi ch Chil ds notes was the
of the article later translated by Hulme and popularize@inalmtroduction to

Metaphysice ( 51) . Philip Le Brun makes the poin
Bergson that all his subsequent thought d wor k bear Bergsonbds ma
Eli otébs | ater protestations against him).
argues, AEI i ot ds ma jooaboutftraditionuhe associaeds ab o u't
sensibility of the artist, and the wook art as objective correlatidewould have been

guite different from what they areo (10).

John Mayer notes, ARhapsody on a Windy Nig
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was still att ensdi ncgl eBaerrlgys ornedfsl el cetcst utrreaces 0
Bergson, as, too, does the sonnet, fAHe sai
same month (780)38

Still, despite Eliotdos initial enthusi a
himself from the philosopher, and by December of 1913 delivered a critique of Bergson

to the Harvard Philosophy Club refemared to

paper that wil!/ be discussed in more detali
Bergsonism and his repudiation of it, howe
of Bergson inThe Natomms wel | as Bertrand Rhbedvorest | 6s Ju
As discussed above, Babbittds influence on

certain of his social and political views, the direction of his studies, even his decision to
study in France. So for Babbitthavwbadcr i ti ci
some effect on Eliot, however difficult to trace. In his essay on Bergson, Babbitt makes

the point that Bergsonds resistance to con
romantic emphasis dnnerfeeling and intuition common throughout the etigenth

century. Like Carlyle, for instance, who s
world 6into a huge,engiane, 6 mBheragudgmabl teost e
utilitarian, conceptual intellectualism, instead positing the truth aftiahal durée (453).

German romantic figures such as Goethe also anticipate Bergson, Babbitt notes, in that

t hey fAwarn daqdieddtecttiuemlawerng of science, O

of intuitional perceptual faculties (453).

38Donald Childsalsoc al | s fiRhapsody on a Windy Ni6é@ht o a #fthoro
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Most signifcantly, though, Babbitt links Bergson directly to Rousseau (whom he
fiercely opposed), arguing that Bergson Al
our fAvision of realityd comes from Al ookin
and upo @HIdHE opposition he establishes, o0 B
percepts, between intellect and intuition,
bet ween thought and feeling, the head and
Bergson like Rousseau) places too much emphasisieardnes; indeed, constructs a
notion of self predicated on the gap between a conceptually fabricated (and thus
inauthentic and false) exteriority and an inward, ultimatelyadffs or bed nfAgener al
emotional expas i v e n e s s The Eady5T 55) Eliot dnchWestern Philosophkly A.

R. Habi b argues that ABabbittds main objec
6anarchic individualismé and evasion of mo
turn away fron the outwareb r i ent ed contempl ati on of oneds
Indeed, against Bergson, Babbitt argues that the intellect in fact helps to generate

significant and useful #Asharp distinctions
serviceot he character and willo (453). For Bab

analysis serves as a tool for directing the individual outward and into the field of social

action3®

39 Although Babhit was politicallyconservative, some of his critiques against Bergson bear a leftist

orientation. For instance, he critiques Bergson of offering a palliative philosophy that masks social and
economi ¢ [FoeBemgdon, ahars, we afe to believe, may devote all hental energy to the stock

market, and yet be numbered with the sages, if only he succeeds in his odd moments in immersing himself

inla durée éelleand listening,inMBer gsondés phrase, to the dédcontinuous
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Russell 6s influence over EIliot sgs al so
as Richard Shusterman notes (AEIliotdo 38).
studiedPrincipia Mathematicamat | east by the fall of 1913,
seminar in scientific methodolodyAnd indeed, the following semester, in the spring of
1914, El'i ot took Russell ds course in symbo
Lecturer for Russell és advanced | ogic cl as

Russell and his thougby this point in time. Still, it proves difficult to determine how

familiar EIliot may have been with Russell 0
conclusion inFfrom Philosophy to Poetty hat EIl i ot {Bergsocnem ved hi s
i mpul se fr¥dmohhsmegSay. on Bergson, Russell

does not give reasons for his opinions, but relies on their inherent attractiveness, and on
the charm of an excellent styleo (332). Fo
unsubstantiateland t hus unintellectual) and depend
use of language. Russell goes on to argue that true philosophers (as Russell defines them)
concern themselves with ficalm and careful
argunent s i nvolve the fApassion and noise of v
phil osophers | ook beneath Bergsondés fAdrest.|

what ever for acceptingo his purely @Aimagin

40 Russell ceauthored thérincipia with Alfred North Whitehead, and its three volumes were published in

1910, 1912, and 1913, notebeckdnrepassingwvnention of thi@iecpiai@ost el | 006 s
Royceds cour se.

“El'i ot makes no mention, for instance, of Russell o]
period.
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Shusterman points out that Relsas a logical atomist, was concerned primarily
with analytically exposing Al ogical confus
extends to his treatment of Bergséilosophy2 2 ) . For Russell, Ber gs
rests upon confused and peatlly defined notions of space, motion, and time (334, 338,
342)#2 More importantly, Russell condemns Bergson for misunderstanding and
misrepresenting subject/object relatidnadeed, he concludes his essay with a vigorous
di scussi on of oBteesegesnts.rH@ arguésrthatBgrgsesnegwrongly
following certain schools of idealist philosophy, blurs together these two notions (subject
and object), in order to offer a n@ualist model of mind on which his entire theoretical
edifice rests (345). Bubr Russell, subject and object remain ontologically distinct and
self-coherent concepts that utterly resist conflation, which means that for Russell, to
reject Bergsondés didentificationd of subje
whichemergessut of 1t (346). Significantly, then
affirming the distinction between inwardness and outwardness, depth and surface, subject
and object. He resists Bergsonds attempts
reads him). For Russell the mathematician and abstract logician, as with Babbitt, Bergson
remains a philosopher entranced with interiority at the expense of concrete, objective

materiality?3

?ABergsonds whole condemnation of the intellect res
mistaken for a necessity of thought, ¢am the idiosyncrasy of visualizing successions as spread out on a

lineo (337).

43 Some months later, in January 1914, Karin Costelloe respondéeiMonist o Russel | 6s cri ti
Bergson, defending Bergson against Russell 6s ficaric
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Eli otdos Rejection of Bergsnendéos Model of Su
In the spring of 1914, Eliot delivered a paper to the Harvard Philosophy Club
provisionally entitled, AThe Relationship
paper, which | argely invol ves ARrefaeextd ended
Politics, Eliot examines and compares Bergsonism with Pragmatism. In this discussion of
Bergson, EIliot echoes Russell in arguing t
more from its delivery than its ctoxt efmwe
come to believe that the Bergsonian world is the only world, and that we have been living
among shadows. [But] [i]t is not so. Bergson is the sweet Siren of adventurous
philosophesdo (99). For Eliot, Beerngsomali& a
view of |ifed rooted merely in private fee
it (55)4* As Eliot reads him (echoing both Russell and Babbitt), Bergson overstresses
emotion and feeling at the expense of rigorous and systematic thougtstresses, too,
the phenomenological experience of interiority over the adrented demands of
concrete, external soci al exi stence. Bergs

fluid psychological world of aspect and nuance, where purposkmtentions are

replaced by pure feelingdo (99). Such a wor
Aworl d of social valueso individuals pragm
invariably subordinating the external to the internal, Baig8ss phi | osophy r ep

S reaction agai

“Habib goes on to argue that HAEIiot
1

0
rejection of romanticism, especia y of the notion
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fescape from reality as we know it in ordi
clarification of it (100).

While this critique does not explicitly
subjectivity, it nonethelesslres on the distinction between the internal and the external
characteristic of that conceptualization. It orients his reading of Bergson and provides the
basis for rejecting him, a rejection more clearly and systematically demonstrated in an
eveneariepaper, also delivered to the Harvard
Paper on*hBissligh8yearlierpaper, delivered in December of 1913, marks
Eliotds first sus Campleted®? And ds with the later paper,Ber g s o
Eliot 6s criticisms of Bergson here, too, cent
overemphasis on interiority and consequent neglect of certain metaphysical problems
which such an overemphasis generates. In essence, Eliot engages in this paper in what
Habibcal | s an fAassault on Bergsoné6és dual i sm, ¢
whet her relations are internal or external

Indeed, from the beginning of his discussion, Eliot demonstrates his concern with
this binary, arguing that the inconsiste i es i n Bergsonds phil osop
B er g s o n éosentedypbilpsepbital idealism, the same idealism, in fact, for which
Russell, too, criticizes Bergson (67). As Eliot reads him, Bergson argues that all external

relations and divisions remain gopluct of the analytically oriented intellect. Glossing

“%TheCompleteProse as subsequently t i tedimBergiots sl pagpleirsm.l ncon:
46 M.A.R. Habib treats this essay at lengthTime Early T.S. Eliot and Western PhilosopBge Chapter

Three of Habib s sentitledif Ber gs drmu sReasar T. S. OKE39-60p%eé, soo,Maunuscri pt
D o u g IBargssndEliot, and\merican Literaturdor further (although less elaborate) treatment of this

early paper (5%4).
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Bergson, Eliot notes that the mind (for Be
particular characters, and thus constitute
actively imposes orhe undifferentiated flux of object impressions order, relation, and

spatial multiplicity.

Space itself, for example, as a property of reality, remains merely a provisional
construct posited by the mind as & concept
relationso (70). The mind projects space i
well as the interactions between them. As Habib puts it in his discussion of this paper, for
Bergson, the fdAexternality withinanevealt i on repr
framework of internal relationso (49, emph
is primary, and space secondary; the external quite literally reduces to the internal (the
mind). But in making this claim, Bergson implies certain palsibetween his own
t hought and Berkeleyb6s, particularly in re
and spatiality, as Eliot notes (70). Bergson, though, attempts to distance himself from
Berkeleyan subjective idealism by affirming the existesfcan objective order beyond
the mindds mental constructs of that order
out, that space is not an Aillusiond but r
remain too fine for Eliot, who continués affirm that Bergson remains, at root, a
Berkeleyan idealist, for whom fAany extrins
the reflection of intellect; and the result of analysis of such relations is to give only the

indications of the possibleacv i t i es of i ntelligenceo (71).
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Still, Eliot acknowledges that Bergson senses a tension within his own
formulations, and that he seeks a definitive means by which to distinguish internal from
external realities. His solution, Eliot argues, is to offer a raol of the fAngenesi
consciousnesso predicated on a notion of p
the perpetual outer movement of the objective, material order (72). That is, as Eliot reads
him, Bergson ultimately attempts to reduce all of @meenal reality to motion and
maintains that this incessant flux in some deep sense mirrors the flow of consciousness of
durée, although both (material reality and consciousness) remain distinct (75, 76).
Bergson seeks to affirm that exact parallels ex@stvben the external world and the
internal, and that these parallels effect a shared resonance between the two poles of the
binary. In this way, via a kind of modified dualism, Bergson again attempts to escape the
trap of Berkeleyan idealism.

ButElot®es Bergsonds notion of motion as p
theory of motion, Bergson employs the instruments of scientific logic and demonstration,
yet in doing so, inadvertently undermines his own claims. For on the one hand Bergson
rejects asnsufficiently accurate the conceptual language and methodological apparatus
of science, while on the other, he relies upon these instruments to make his argument
about the relationship between physical and mental realties (i.e., that both at root remain
grounded in a structurally homol ogous undi
science, 0 Eli ot argues, fAdHhe seems to me to
the immediate, he says; science gives only abstractions. But when sciesc@gfivos,

he acce@gls iltno ot heer words, Bergsonds theor
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mi ndés conceptualizing, idealizing activit
conceptual, analytical thought only provides insufficient, incompleséorded
representations of (physical or metaphysical) reality.

Secondly, when Bergson el sewhere cl ai ms
identical with that objecto (thus implying
in that the reality of bth subject and object remain preserved even as they experientially
overl ap), Eli ot asks, but fAhow can our per
itself, is pure motion? Where again, is the redlity the consciousness or in that which
is percéved? Where is the one reality to subsume both of these, and can we or can we not
know it?0 (77). That i s, i fpergsiing)alissolge inlbs s uc
pure substanekess motion, and if consciousness, too, consists of purggtmipted
flux, then how can these two realities ever coincide? What substantively exists that can
coincide? Instead, contra Bergson, Eliot a
consciousness which distinguishes within the stream elements whicB itfaarly to
the slightestextedtc ont r ast; and contrast seems to me
(79-80).

For Eliot, then, just as for Russel/l, B
subject/object relations. In constructing this binary, Bergsompkasizes the reality of
external objects, and in so doing provides a distorted understanding of the relation
between interiority and externality. The external disappears into the internal, rather than
existing in generative tension with it. In short, asdd him, Eliot suggests Bergson

focuses too much on the inward, consequently collapsing the subject in on itself, severing
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it from its externalizing contexts and conditions, and thus misrepresenting its dialectical,

relational essence.

Beyond Bergson
El'i otbs concern with subject/object rel
Bergson. I ndeed, as | will demonstrate, El
philosophical work, from his earliest graduate essays to his dissertation on Bradley. In
spring of 1913, for instance (and thus nearly
Bergsonds I deali smo), Eli ot wrote sever al
philosophy’l n t he first of this series of paper s
Elioti s already thinking through the subject]/
observing (with Kant) that Awe can know ne
world, except as phenomena; and our knowledge is itself a phenananen k n o wn o
(35).For EIliot, Kantds value |lies in the way
knowl edge of the world (its fAmethodol ogi ca
the world only as iappearsto them (via innate categories of experience), aidigspite
this skeptical presupposition, the knowledge gained nonetheless retains its value for its
Apracti cal use and practical wvalidityo (37
I n the second of his essays on Kant, @R
to Agnosti cimenot grfm)om Blhieotsamakes the point

must begin with faith, that is to say, the conception of an external relation, a real which is

47 Eliot wrote this paper, along with two others, for Philosophy 15: The Kantian Philosophy, taught by
Professor Charles Montague Bakewé&lbmplete29).
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6outside of ourselves,® and just that whic
isthews | d of [ objects]o (44). I n other words,
between noumenal and phenomenal realities), the relation between subject and object is
defined by the subjectdos faith in the obje
rd ationso in which such objects may have e
objective world, and in the act of perception (ordered by cognitive categories of
experience), find the objects they have already presupposed as possible. But this means,
too, that what individuals perceive remains rooted in their internal presuppositions. Thus,
in this sense, the external world of material objects remains in part the product of an
internal phenomenon. As EIliot putskent, kno
internallydédo (44). Objects and objectivity
individuals presuppose them to exist.

I n the third of these three Kantian ess
Critique of Practical Reasqgnd E | i ot emphasizeithissubject/dbject
distinction, arguing here that how subjects perceive objects remains dependent upon
contextual, pragmatic considerations. The
attention and anot her , graclical, aadr. g therssis, in fadt,h o u g h
an infinite gradation of objects, from the best known object of direct perception, to the
|l east known object in untried theorieso (5
objects depends upon the particuletr & purposes that coordinate the act of perception.
But EIliot goes further, and claims that ob

viewo remain Asimply part of an organic co
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practical pointofview...wht her it [t he object] Obéexistso
such only within certain sets of relations, but for Eliot these relations remain ultimately
indeterminable, shifirgeven t he act of investigation it
Seenfromhe outside (fian external point of viev
their relations with other phenomenon. Perception itself draws them out, but only within
certain contextualized, purpeseented parameters. As Jeffrey Perl puts it in his
discuss on of these early essays, for Eliot, i
to certain terms within a shared context of discourse, and that, in relation to this context,
6knowl edged is also and only a termo (70).
Other papers from this pericde i t er at e and extend EIlioto
between subject and object, perceiver and perceived, internal and external. Most
significantly, in fADegrees of Reality, o al
revisits this dnyabsoluty distinktierrbetwegrepergeptiong image and
judgment, between real and unreal, between real and ideal, or between true and false, or
bet ween truth and facto (57). He affirms,
exist, butthat,again t hey possess only fndegrees of re
Crucially, what grants objects their objecthood (and degree of reality), Eliot argues, is

their ability to function as a fApo®int of a

48 As Eliot puts it in the Conclusion to his dissertatidnT h e twddjofeas dbject . .is the fact that we

intend it as an object: it is the attending that ma
relation to and in tension witheh obj ect s they intend, for the fiobject
transpositions of objectivity and feeling constantl
admits, #dAif there were no object]) B mndarawesinwl d not at
focus the objects of its perception, but these obje

to alternative perceptions of and feelings towarésth
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making this argument, Eliot explicitly links objectivity to intentionality. But this means,
he continueghatit h e s uslalsoeobjdactivee® f or iit, too, fAi s ca
intended object of attenti on @arlyds 8913),¢hexphasi
internal as such remains subject to externalization, since the internal may also serve as an
object of attention. When individuals turn the intending gaze onto themselves (or others),
there, too, they find a distinct, delineable, amdate object. Thus the internal gives way
to the external, itself proves subject to externalization, insofar as it remains subject to an
intending gaze.

Eliot wrote each of these essays while in the midst of his reversal on Bergson,
who also, as seen alwemained deeply concerned with the relation between subject
and object, interiority and exteriority. For Eliot, the relation between the internal and
external as detailed in these early essays proves incompatible with his reading of
Ber gs on 0 shis relaternw\Wwheas Bargson dissolved the external into the
internal (by suggesting that the internal constructs the external reality it perceives), Eliot
understands the relation between these terms as mediated through acts of attention. More
than a yealater, in the fall of 1914, Eliotagainark e s t hi s p Objects:, ar gui
Content, Objectivity, and Existenceo that
may be directedo (165). And that when an o
to be [an] object, 06 and fAiresumes the place
(166). In making these claims, Eliot reveals a deep consonance between his views and
Kant 6s (whom he had studied in the spring

develops a skeptical view of empirically experienced objective reality. Objects exist as
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objects so long as individuals continue to perceive them as such. Knowledge of objects
remains limited to knowledge of them in context of their appearances to aneybse

Eli ot notes in AONn Objects, o0 Athe object i
Individuals, he contends, do not perceive objects in themselves; rather, when the point of
view alters, the object itself alters (167). Thus, already by 191&, &ljues explicitly

for a model of reality in which inner and outer realities remain deeply intertwined, each

dialectically dependent upon the other, yet neither reducible to the other.

Appropriating Bradley

Eli ot 6s al most un reetlbbgeat binary,d claimpreactesits n t h e
most philosophically developed articulation in his dissertation on Bradley, whose very
title, Experience and Objects of Knowledge in the Philosophy of F.H. Bradtkgates
Eli ot s conti nueAds iEltieorte sntotiens tihni st hteo pdiics.s €
goal i's not to Acover the whole field of e
particular relationship between perceivers
activityo an asheputsdinthedoncloslon (&85¢153. Indeed, Bradley
offered Eliot a concisely formulated view of the relation between the internal and
external that Eliot came largely to endorse, even noting in the dissertation that his
conclusionstinafFk eagne s mé sAppearancenandRBalig d | ey 6 s ]
(153)#° In contrast to Bergson, who deprioritized the external in favor of an emphasis on

undifferentiated internal states of consciousness, Bradley stresses the ultimate dialectical

“He also notes, however, ,ldghahand psyeholdgica,jwiech appeadin cer t ai n
[ Br adPriacipesaslnd el sewhereo (153).
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identity of the inner and the outer, a position Eliot fully affirms, and goes on to examine
in the very first chapter of his dissertat
Experienceo.

For EIliot, |l argue, Bradl eyoOsiculaoyt i on of
useful in helping him to articulate his own developing views regarding the relation
between interiority and exteriority. Indeed, as he notes at the beginning of this first
chapter, the fAdoctrine of &éi mmMendiwd teed geex poe r
since it provides the framework for understanding the mutually constitutive dialectical
relation between subjects and objects (15). Following Bradley, for Eliot, immediate
experience (or Afeeling, 0 whiam)refelsiothat not e
state in which subject and object remain undifferentiated from one another, in which the
oppositional binary that traditionally characterizes their relation to one another has yet to
appear (15). Quoting Bradley, Eliot affrms thatimineat e experi ence MfAmee
first, the general condition before distinctions and relations have been developed, and
where as yet neither any subject nor objec
experiential moment, neither existing agasim the other, but combined in a
fundamental, preonceptual unity. Consequently, for Eliot, as for Bradley, neither
subjects nor objects reduce to their opposing poles in the binary. Neither term achieves
priority over the other. Rather, each arises #iameously out of the other. Indeed, Eliot
mak s a r el at ed p o Real UnrahldedlQahddimaginafiy®@bj eciwbi ch

~

he argues that fAin becoming aware that [ an
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a subject, and its objectivityisd at i ve t o °&Fachtebnj(salgectand( 16 9) .

object) implies the other, each finds its meaning only in context of the other, and at the

moment of immediate experience, each exists only in simultaneous union with the other.
For EIliot, Bradleyds model of i mmedi at e

other contemporary models of the subject/object relation (16). In contrast to Bergson (for

example), Bradley does not oppose the internal to the external, or privilege thd aderna

the authentic site of knowledge, nor does he posit the existence of a reality in which

distinct, static objects exist as entities in and for themselves. As Eliot reads him, Bradley

resists the notion of a concrete, external reality which individwsiypely perceive (as a

camera might). Immediate experience is not an experience of the objective world in itself,

nor the experience of an inner self understood as some authentiorgeihed, self

authorizing essence. | nedad adt ®rexsgparsiaenm oa s
claims, nor is it a fistream of feeling whi
side only and must in some way be Orelated
time, Eliot goes on to argue thatimmediate per i ence and fii deal <con

conceptual world of meanings and relations that the mind constructs out of its

experiences) remain essentially intertwined (18). Although immediate experience

certainly precedes conceptual abstraction, no kedge of the experience remains

avail able unless it undergoes analytical ¢

experience could be merely immediate, for if it were we should certainly know nothing

S0 Written after he discovered Bradley, but before he began work on his dissertation
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about it, o0 but t hi sweendhe axperientepoothe givem,andthédt h e

constructed can nowhere be clearly drawnbo
Still, for Eliot, intellectual abstractions falsify the impressions of immediate

experience, and the notion of subject and object (of self and other, inner and out

remains always a distortion (i.e., a theor

right, o Eliot concludes, fexc epekperientce,t he mo

since the | is a construction out of experience, an abstraction frond ithetnats the

browns and hards and flats, are equally ideal constructions from experience, as ideal as

atomso (19). For of course, beneath the co

remains indivisible. Brooker rightly argues thatforbBth adl ey and EIl i ot ,

one . .. reality is one, [and] that dualism always leads tacselfn t r a dviastetyi on o0 (

178). Thus, experience itself proves primary, subsuming both subjects and objects.

Consequently, Eliot (again following Bradley), iaffis a model of subject/object relations

which denies precedence to either subject or object. Not only does he dissolve the two

terms into one another, but he argues that even when the terms gain conceptual

distinctness they remain deeply intertwined, ediekectically dependent on the other for

meaning. Rather than placing the terms in metaphysical opposition to one another, Eliot

argues that each term achieves conceptual coherence only when seen in relation to the

other. As emphasized above, the extemmalies the internal just as much as the internal

implies the externat

"Brooker goes on to note that Eliotdos dissertation
ofther evol t agaMasteryl78l.ual i s mo (
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Wh at I am ultimately arguing here is th
graduate papers, as well as his work on Bradley not only point to a sustained interest in
the relatim between the internal and the external, but to a particular view of this relation
which remained fairly consistent over the course of a number of years. His rejection of
Bergson, grounded partly in Kant and partly in Bradley, stems from his particidaovie
the internal/ external binary which he ul ti
own. Of <course, Eli otds reliance on other
as a derivative thinker. As others note, his views also developed listain

dispositional epistemological skepticism. Robert Langbaum, for instance, claims that

ABradley confirmed for EIliot a view of the
owno (108). William Skaff mak atElioafousdiinmi | ar
Bradl eyds work fAphilosophical confirmation

doctrines but also scientific theories must depend simply upon faith for endorsement

when they make ulti mate adsasseionstbabisplymabout t
certain understanding of the relation between subjects and objects as well as a certain

view about the objective validity of truth propositions (16). Eliot, then, was already

inclined towards the Bradleyan view prior to his exposurer&mlBy, although his

absorption in Bradley (and others, such as Kant) no doubt helped clarify his thinking. Of
course, as | will argue below, this view of the relation between interiority and exteriority
informs not only his philosophical speculations bistintellectual endeavors as a poet, a
critic, and a social t heor inigeteenthandwaly | . | nd

twentiethcentury anthropology and early social theory also reflects this theme in his
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work, particularly in that his viewsn the social sciences develops in part out of his

philosophical position%

Eliot and Social Theory

During a nearly ten year period between 194hile still working on his
dissertation) and 1924, Eliot wrote a large number of reviews ofugasiocial science
wor ks, rangi ng The study dbReligiolisd317 Cod o k ®aThk hei mob s
Elementary Forms of ReligiousLifen 1916, t o Wh&Sa&ed DaheesAt er | ey
Study in Comparative Folkloien 19 2 3, a n dThaGowthbf d CiviliZzation r vy 6 s
in 1924. These articles appeared in a variety of journals, suldiedsternational
Journal of EthicsThe MonistandThe New Statesmaamong others, and reveal not
only Eliotds competence adaeridhundeergvieeaser (i . e
well as an understanding of the wider critical conversation within which these writers
work), but a particular viewpoint which orients his responses and sharpens his
commentary.

Inhis1917r e v i e w dlie StQdy of Réligionkor example, Eliot praises
Cookbs interpretive r estr a-dspedulativeitataiizingli si nc |
theorizations regarding the nature, purpose, and%ocid t ur al evol uti on of
Cook warns very wi smstlaigying froblthe patt to thewhale, k s, fia

against constructing a hypothetical system into which every [persisting religious practice

2Brooker correctly argues that AElioto6s ytheD di ssert
intellectual framework for most of his other writings, even those completed before he began his
di s s erMaatenil®.n o (

112



and f or m] must fito (562). Il n contrast, i n
Elements of Folk Psychology: Outlines d?sychological History of the Development of
Mankind 06 El i ot critiqgqgues Wundtdés subordinatioc
arrange data to fit a preconceived interpr
conception of humanity appeasshe in reality only a way of rounding up the various
soci eti es wha thahis, bnéy a sheassdouasrangirsy diis data (508). As Eliot
reads him, Wundt focuses only on the fnexte
social and cultural expenee as felt from thanside(508). In so doing, Eliot argues,
Wundt incompletely represents the very phenomena he seeks to explicate.

In both of these examples, Eliot reveals a distrust for theory and systems. Indeed,
in his 1916Monistreview of Durkheind Elementary FormsEliot comments that
Dur khei més anthropol ogical theory, in cont
because it is the nearest thing to being n
theory misrepresents or in some sealways distorts what it purports to expRiifven
eight years | ater, i Mhe&rodt®d aCiviizatonElowy of W. J
remains sensitive to the way in which Perr
(536)>* What Eliot rejects is the notion of systdmilding itself, as if intellectual
constructs could transparently correspond to an ontologically groundedystlining,

self-contained external reality (i.e., disconnected from any observer).

As Perl notes, for Eliot, the fAphilosopheroés vice
me t a p h oreats.véyballdlestractions . . . and figures of speech . . . as though they referred to objective
phenomenado (71).

4 Admittedly, int hi s article, EIliot s eluidisgthaeistbe earlyarticlesclal of F
fact, heseemsintrigued y Perryds hypothesis that all world civi
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Thissensiti y t o and suspicion of schemas in
work in philosophy. His critique of ovesimplistic renderings of subject/object relations
(as discussed above) implies a general critique of the project of objectification itself, and
sugegsts the need for fAepistemol ogical humi | |
reflections on Eliotds dissertation (85).
remain relationally contingent and thus subjectively unstable? How does one isolate
objeds asobjects and then arrange them into a sequence of ordered facts when their
status as objects remains provisional and when the act of observation itself alters or
distorts the objects so observed? As Eliotrémar i n 191406s graduate e
Red, Unreal, Ideal, and Imaginafyd fit he el ement in the exper.|
to the side of the subject, and that which we may accredit to the object, remains
undetermined and subject to i ndefinate rev
is to say, objects retain an indeterminacy which renders systems constructed out of them
(either via deductive or inductive means) ultimately indefinite and unstable.

But EIliotds suspicion of schemas stems
epistemological psition, but also from his extended engagement with-toetemporary
competing anthropological systems. For in addition to his philosophical coursework of
the period, Eliot also enrolled in Josiah
Met hodsopéaoat iCemMet hodol ogyo) at Harvard
seminar that Eliot first (formally) engages with late nineteenth and early twentieth
century social theorists and anthropologists. In his most important paper from this

seminarerpmifkbeatnbn of Primitive Ritual, o E
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Adefinitiond and Ainterpretation, 0 and the
understanding anthropological and sociological theories regarding the origin,

development, purpose, andture of religion, ritual, and myf.Drawing heavily on this

paper, | want to argue that Eliot utterly rejects the subject/object (or inner/outer) binary

that anthropologists implicitly erect when constructing their (often opposed) systems.
Indeed,lwat to suggest that EIliotds critique o
precisely on what he feels to be their faulty reliance on this defunct binary. If his critique

of Bergson, say, dwells on Bergsquaads overe
social theorists centers on their epistemological certitude, their unquestioned faith in their

own supposedly subjective neutral positions, and their zealous pursuit of overly simplistic
attempts to objectify sociocultural forms and practices. Wtime | vy , Eli otds wor
theory reveals the same pervasive concern with the relation between interiority and

exteriority that he exhibits in his philosophical work.

Fact or Interpretation?
I n his notes for Royce6sblishen ind9%3), Harty a k e n
Costell o summari zes Eliotés core concerns

|l nterpretation of Primitive Ritualo: #@Aln ¢

and . . . how far interpretation? Can you treat refigie a form of social behavior, and

what i s behavior? Primitive mindbés interpr
A number of c¢critics have written on Eliotdés anthro
Josiah Royceds seminar .T.Se e |élfecndl d@idPeeticDevelepmentri er s Gr
19091922(108142) ; Wil liam Harmonds AT. S. Eli ot ,TheAnt hr opo

Philosophy of T.S. Elid69-7 2 ) , and W& kljottandJAmeéricad Bhilosopkll12-158). See also
Harry Costdl ob®si ah Roy c e 61914(8dited bynGaover Sniitl9.1 3
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and interpretation7d). ahheaprd gblbermafvoror®l i(c
comments suggest, lies in the dialectical deadgenerated by the very act of
objectification. AThe question to be kept
part is fact and what part interpretationo
a set of phenomenon an objective descpt i on of the #Afacts, o0 to
interpretation of those fAfacts, 0 and to wh
interpretation? That is to say, to what degree does the internal (i.e., point of view,
perspective) interpose itsah the external?

I n his 1916 dissertation, Eli ot argues
only one aspect, or which can be treated under one aspect. A fact, then, is an ideal

construction, and has its existence within a more or less vasplge of practical or

scientific interesto (60). It i s an i dea,
di scussion of Eliotbés dissertation, remain
selveso (407). Similarlty,vei rRiftTutad ,10n tEdri orte

~

as fia point of attention which has only on
definite aspect which places it in a syste
contingent, constructed, relational intelledtadifacts, as dependent upon the perceiving

mind and its concerns as upon the phenomena under consideration. Piers Gray notes that

for EIliot, anthropological Afactso reflect
definitions are never more tharshi or i c a l i nterpretationso gro
perspectives (109). But this slightly over

For Eliot, objectivity and subjectivity converge; indeed, each remains rooted in the other.
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Facts ariseoutofpat i cul ar points of view (fAattentio

perspectival context, and yet nonetheless retain their objective status as perceived

el ements of a given reality. As he notes i
judging and an egtr n a | recognizing of the validity o
Yet Eli otds concerns in AThe I nterpreta

this digression on the truitatus of facts. In the paper, he enters into a discussion of the
claims of contemporaryosial theorists, analyzing those claims through the lens of his

own Bradleyannformed epistemological skepticism. He aligns himself against earlier

theorists such as Max Miller (18239 00) , i n whose work fAscient
confused with philosophic nt er pret ati ono (106) . He al so
asEB.Tylor(1832 917), who argues that dAreligion i

mistaken, adaptation to environment, [a] more or less consciously rational inventing of
theoriestoaccunt f or experienceo (107). Tyl ords |
peoples that sees no essential difference between their categories of experience and

modes of worlebrganization and that of Western, urbanized moderns. Earlier peoples

sought rationaéxplanations of the world just as do modern thinkers. Religion, ritual,

animist spirituality, and myth each function as prsttentific accounts of a supposedly
purely objective, manifestly external, phy
immediate purposes, Tylor ascribes to-pr@dern sociocultural formations certain

motives and valuations which he infers fro
project, and comments that Tyl or merely fig

vraisemblane to the fact that we feel that this is what we should do were we in the
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savagebs placeo (107). It is of Tylorbés wo
part interpretation?0 (107). What part obj
and what part distorts that phenomena? Indeed, for Eliot, the line between these two
positions blurs; subject and object converge. In a sense, there is only the distortion.

Eli ot points, too, in thiaandawheer t o Jan
admiring her erudition, complains that for
interpretation i°Who |neettahpehryes iccesrat a(i Inll3y) .e xi s

external order in ritual and creed and in artistic and literary exgres n 6 ( whi ch Har

traces), and while the fAiprocesso of develo
Apurposeod remains elusive (113). For EIliot
interpretation, not a des c rrisgntintemdanmtofiyl 1 8 ) .

to describe process, but to impute purpose, which for Eliot remains epistemologically
problematic. He accuses James Frazer, too, of the same intellectual error. Although he
refers to Frazer as compatatjuweandthlrbpolg
believes that Frazer has fAdone more to mak
underlying the customs of races very remot
nonetheless that Frazer confuses description with interpretatioRe f | ect i ng on F
notion of sympathetic magic (i.e., that early peoples engaged in certain ritual activities in
order to generate certain correlative phys

historical or comparative, will give results suas this. No comparison of custom will

ff goes on to argue that AEIiot overl oo
scover how relevant Haprisonbds wor k was
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give us any hint as to purpose, and purpos
Harrison and Frazer overextend themsel ves,
by their assumptions regarding purpoBe state it more baldly, the facts as Harrison and
Frazer understand them exist only within the interpretive framework that Harrison and
Frazer themselves erect. They Skaftputoiguce an
which imposes a constructedtificial order onperceived cultural events (85)Again,
the objective and subjective (the external and the internal) overlap, but here in a way that
almost exclusively privileges the subjective.

However, Eliot goes oto complicate his own positn here. Significantly, for
Eliot, objectivetrut(( i . e. , i ndividual sé6 perception of
reality as it supposedly exists in itself) does in a sense exist, but not in the way Frazer,
Harrison, Tylor or Miller would affirm. Thasj despite questioning the tregtatus of
facts, despite asking to what extent nfact
interpretations (or constructions) of théhEliot nonetheless affirms that interpretations

themselves possess the capacity to resedhin kinds of truth. Again reflecting on Tylor

N

and M¢l I er, EIli ot comments that he woul d
are wrongo (108). Within the contexts of t

convey a particular versiasf truthd a perspective. But for Eliot, developments in social

S"AsEliotargues n 19146s fAThe Validity of Artificial Disti.
emerge with some 6positive resultd which can be for
or that . . . then the philosophersisply pulling out of his pocket what he put there hingself( 1 9 1 ,

emphasis added).

%l'n AThe I ntPeipi ¢ aei kb |fwhen ibpave | a fact, or
can be sufficiently abstracted from (1) my individual (or irvalat) interpretation of it and from (2) other
types into which it may melt and elude meo (108).
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theory are not Asimply [movements] from er
statement of the problemo (i .e., a shift i
gener ati otn nhaaicntt,ai nEsl,i oii s from the point of
interpretationo (109). 1 f others now see T
points out, fAbecause they are internally i

assumptions thatcano | onger b¥0).daces depahdupdn Subjdctive

assumptions, and proof, as Eliot puts it,
assumptionso (109). As he puts it his pape
for RoycedDfpFakbepmi saagge of explanati on, | be

mai ntenance of a particular point of viewo
Awholly true, 0 but neither is it Awholly w
while dependent upanternal idiosyncratic perspectives, assumptions, and frameworks,
nonetheless do provide some sense of the reality of that external world. While the
objective world remains in some sense a construct, it also retains its externality. As
argued above, for Eit, the external never fully reduces to the internal, nor the internal to
the external. Rather, the two continue to exist in mutual, generative, dialectical tension.

Thus, in rejecting the positions and methodologies of early sociologists like
Muller and Tylor, as well as contemporary theorists such as Frazer and Harrison, Eliot (I
argue) rejects a particular way of viewing the relationship between subjects and objects,
the internal and the external. Ifn hi s di ss
knowledge usually assume that there is one consistent real world, in which everything is

real and equally real, and that it 1s our
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subject over against an object, pits the knower against the knownsHtlipgputs it in

his April, 1913 essay, fAReport on the Rel a
you contemplate knower and known from the outside, what you find is not simply

knower and known, but a peculiar complex of existents, and knowladge into
ontologyo (44). The anthropologistds error
involves the inability to perceive to what degree objective knowledge remains
intertwined with particular subjegctive poi
outside the knowledge framework in question), the knower and the known converge.
Conceptual distinctions, objects of knowledge, causal relations arise only within the

context of a particular perspective delineated within the suppositional constrants of

particular theoretical proposal.

Eliotdos problem, then, with thinkers su
cultural evolutionary school from which they ultimately descend), lies both in their
methodology and in their conclusions. These thisktr Eliot) assume the existence of
a set of sociocultural #Afacts, o6 which they
reveal the Atrutho of a given soci al pract
universal cognition, where the same mations and categories of experience guide both
modern and prenodern peoples, the difference between the two groups lying in the fact
that moderns have attained their degree of apparent sophistication by improving on the
Aerrorso of t loediscounts suehdlaimsetskaaviedge, digedunts any
claim to know the intended originary inner purpose of an ancient ritual or religious

practice.
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Indeed, for Eliot, a theory cannot rest on an imputation of purpose, because
purposes themselves purpos (i.e., as the psychological motivation underlying a
particular action) are already interpretations of the action they supposedly determine.
That is to say, an individual s purpose wh
interpretationofthaa ct i vi ty. As Skaff puts it, Ano in
account for its origin, because even the meaning that the participants may ascribe to their
actions is in itself an interpretationo (8
givenaction, purposes prove to be historically contingent interpretations of those actions
by the actors themselves. EIliot quotes Iryv
interpretations by the people themselves are not of direct psychological value.dhey ar
facts,alsob as we said above, that nee&Setxpl anat
explain arexternalaction by annternal purpose explains nothing at all, for the internal
purpose itself remains already an interpretation of the external action. As late as 1926, in
a review of Charlotte EIliotdés ASavonarol a,
meaning of [a] sees of acts is to the performers themselves an interpretation; the same
ritual remaining practically unchanged may assume different meanings for different
generations of performers; and the rite ma

Y

anythingatbh | 0 -7R).7Thus, for anthropologists to attempt to affix some definitive

®Years |l ater, in 19236s fAThe Beating of a Drum, o EI
assert that primitive man acted in a certain way and then found a reason for it. An unoccupied person,

finding a drum, may be seized with a desireeatht; but unless he is an imbecile he will be unable to

continue beating it, and thereby satisfying a need . . . without finding a reason for so doing. The reason may

be the long continued drought. The next generation or the next civilization will firat@ plausible reason

for beating a drumo (474).
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explanation to a set of religious practices remains at best reductive and at worst delusive.

It is to falsely subordinate the objective to the subjective, or the external taeimelin

El i ot 6 s Duonkheitniangl ueég-Brohf

I n the AThe Interpretation of Primitive
epistemological reductionism of the cultural evolutionists. However, not all
anthropologists of the period weggolutionists Some, such as kg-Bruhl and
Durkheim rely on an alternate set of methodological strategies and theoretical
presuppositions, which privilege the external (e.g., concrete social forms, cultural rituals)
far more than the internal (e.g., projected or infeinmer purposes), and which
accordingly require from EIliot a different
both these theorists remains more sympathetic than his treatment of the evolutionists,
largely because of their increased focus ontheex nal , and t hus on fde
t han fAi nter pr ay a Eliotaeads thenT, bothyeBiutd and Durkiseim
refuse to reduce the (cultural, existential, social, metaphysical) gap between the present
and the past or between one grofipndividuals and another. Consequently, they limit
themselves more to describing social formations and practices rather than (strictly
speaking) interpreting them.

For example, although Eliedmits that he feels Léy-Br u h | Adraw[s] th
distinction betwen primitive and civilised mental processes altogether too atearlg n d
that L&ry-Br u h | dnoakesa longaehough excursion into the theory of knowledge to
gquestiont he ul ti mate adequacy of eaxsffrihsdéymti on al
B r u resedtmlclaim thatsome substantivggp s epar ates the Apri mit

123



modern mind110) Following Lévy-Bruhl, Eliot discounts any attempt to point to the

modern mind (and its valuations and motivations) as a model by which to understand pre

modernso i a | and religious practices (110). Su
of causality and a very defecti vlévwy-t heory o
Bruhl argues) no Auniformity of mindo exis

Modernand premodern peoples remain differently situated, their perspectives
fundamentally incommensurate with one anot
degree but of kind, o6 as Manju Jain argues
The explanatiomne group may offer for a set of behaviors will not necessarily

correspond with the explanation another group provides. As Eliot notes in hidl@@16

Statesmam evi ew of CG®updhetriesweReligionsand the Individulr

Lévwy-Br uhl , the Amind of the savage is not a
6di fferently orienteddo (417). I ndeed, eve
notes in his review of fASavonarola, o vari a

emerge over time, further complicating the interpretive process.

Accordingly, Eliot found Lgy-Bruhl useful for helping to demonstrate the
inadequacy of contemporary anthropological theorizations regarding the purpose of
ancient religious ritugbractices. The existence of multiple cultural perspectives on and
interpretations of a given set of practices prohibits the-eweaplistic explanations of
these practices offered by theorists such as Frazer or Harrison. Neags el
ultimately criticzes Lé&y-Bruhl for inadvertently falling into the same trap of

interpretation that entangles his opponents, a point Piers Gray makes as w2R) 121
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a footnote t womias ol @y ioe EVydBfo uihdadfieseetmisat oL ®
intothesmme di fficulty [as his opponents].
account for the savageods identification of
that the savage, except so far as he had mental processes similar to our own, had any

ment al pr ocess asay, anost despitethimSe)f, \néBiulhl attemptss t o

to construct an explanatory theory to account for certain sociocultural practices, a

theoretical intervention which Eliot of course rejects.

While Eliot maintains again reservations concerning\y¢Br uhl 6 s vi ews,
seems far more approving of Durkhei mds. I n
dedicates the Acentr al parto of fAThe I nter
rendering him the pivotal figure ims argument (123As Eliot reads him, Durkheim
refuses theypicalinterpretive errors characteristic lofvy-Bruhl, Frazer, Harrison, etc.,
in large parby remaining sensitive to the degree to whichitivernal itself proves
capable of objectificatianThat is to say, for Durkheim, individual purposes (whatever
they might be) matter much | ess than the o
that necessarily inform those purposes. For Durkheim, Eliot argues, social forms exercise
a constrainig power over the individuals subjected to those forms. As such, to an extent,

the inner lives of individuals within a given social group remain determined by the social

practices and fAcollective representnati onso
his discussion of EIliot and Durkheim, fA[ Db]
[t hese] collective representations, they d
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In this sense, the external exerts a determining force over the inteshapés,
directs, and informs it. Because the internal here relies upon the external for its form and
meaning, EIliot argues that it obtains an o
fatFod both Dur khei m an dhe@®dys obdcting, thihking, e @A f ac
and feeling, external to the individual, which are endowed with a power of coercion by
virtue of which they i mpo(skl itthte,msiell wteesr purpeot
117)% The external, that is, obtains a certain prjoaver the internal, exerts a
determining influence on it. As these ffac
they become suitable data out of which anthropologists, then, can construct (less
guestionable) theories of the development of soorah$ and practices. As Eliot puts it,
Durkheim fAibelieves, in short, that the 6fa
and precision to be traced historically, and joined logically, without the interpolation at
any time of [idiosyncraticl/fast f r om t he | i fe of the individ
supersedes inventive interpretation; facts replace speculation. Indeed, Perl points out that
Eli ot wultimately endorses a model of Adens
6t hi ck d&aerpopulgrized ly thé American anthropologist Clifford Geertz
(78).

Still, Eliot expresses certain hesitations over Durkheim as well, and confesses his

di ssatisfaction with any treatment of reli

®Transl ating Durkheim, EIliot notes, fAAny mode of ac
exercising on the individual an exterior constraint
61 Eliot providesthisgat at i on in the original French: Ades mani
ext®rieures ° | 6idividu, et qui sont dou®es dbébun po

(110) The editors of th€omplete Proserovide the translatioto this passagsmthd r not es f or EIl i
essay.

126



Awhol lyy e.xt.er.n abl i mpressiono (i.e., as mere
Internal meanings continue to exist for individuals and provide the immediate

experiential motivations for their actions, even if social scientists neglect such inner

purposes. Ag&liot argues, a complete description of a social phenomenon would
necessarily include a description of 1ts i
would recognize the ultimate inseparability of belief and behavior (112). Behavior alone,
Eliotasserts, 4fivay oehnlageaohdélof A[w] hat is a re
Awhich has not a religious meaning for the
affirms, even if that meaning remains inaccessible to scientific investigationt a

matters because the meanings individuals ascribe to their actions themselves function as
facts in the context of a comprehensive de
treat the subject in terms oflsosemain al behav
suspicious of descriptions which ignore inner experience (112). But for Eliot, that
includes every contemporary description of
behavior can be satisfactor yemannmerelysuggest s
externalized descriptions, and thus misrepresent the totality of the phenomenon they seek

to define (115). For EIliot here, fAmeaning
individual , 0 between t he extsdheotteet,exertaad t he
force on the other. From a certain point of view, the internal exists only as an expression

of external forces. And yet the internal maintains its own vitality, its own determining

Ai maginative and emotiokrtdel ement ¢ 6ofl 1D&G1 |
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ultimately aligns with his critique of the cultural evolutionists. Both neglect to
acknowledge the complex dialectical interplay between the external and the internal.

As Eliot reads them (I argue), anthropologists such as IFitdaerison, and to an
extent Lé&y-Bruhl place too much emphasis on the internal, inventing purposes that may
or may not exist, and ignoring, too, the way purposes evolve over time and remain
contextually dependent. Others (like Durkheim) overemphasizexteenal at the
expense of the internal, utterly subsuming the one into the Bthad while Eliot
roughly aligns himself with Durkhei m, he d
singular merit of putting usboeenEliogfindsr d agai
Durkhei més theory the fAbest because i1t is
attempts to limit itself to clearly observable social phenomena. Both Eliot and Durkheim
prefer fAsoci al f act s 0redtraintts ipvertianl Bath thickers, a n d
too, place the internal and the external in tension with one another, and each affirms how
i mpersonal social forces permeate human co
Durkheim overstates the dominance of theemal).

But Eliot resists Durkheim only to the extent that he feels that internal experience

(i .e., indivi du aundettaraingof tlex heleavior)showld aafaras e | f
possible enter into an obj ecftaictes 0d esshcoruil pdt in
only consist of the ideol ogical Acol l ecti v

determines behavior), but should also include the phenomenological perspective of the

2As EI i

0 ts i Group Theaies ofReligion and the IndividfalsowWe b b 6 s
1916), #nADu t

n
al ks far too much about o6ésocietybd
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believing, practicing individual within the group. Again, for Eliosteaning matters, for
in emphasizing meaning, Eliot also emphasizes the connection between behavior and
belief, between external determinates and the conditioned consciousness itself. That is to
say, Eliot endor ses Dur kh erstand sociaibehaviooid ol ogy
terms of collective modes of thought and experience. But he goes further than Durkheim,
and argues that a full description of a given social practice also necessitates a description
of individual soé i n tions. Pehawiorand betiefisterperfetrateloreei r o
another; conditioned behavior roots itself in conditioned selves who nonetheless find
meaning in their collective behavior.

Eliotds position here remains remarkabl
For example, decades later,Niotes toward a Definition of Cultu(@948), he makes the
Dur khei mian argument that fithe culture of
the group, and that the culture of the group cannot be abstracted from treatubioie
societyo (96). Individuals remains insepar
self (manifested through their behavior) remains informed by the values, perspectives,
and ideological horizons of the groups to which they belong. Indeied sEggests that
culture, which Aincludes all the character

permeates individual consciousness (083%1 t const i t uwhelewayofdi vi du

life . .. from birth to the grave, from morningtohiy and even in sl eepo
in original). Skaff argues rightly when he
Eli ot goes on to provide an interesting |list of the

Henley Regatta, Cowes, the twelfth of August, a cup final, the dog races, the pin table, the dart board,
Wensleydale cheese, boiled cabbage cut mttians, beetroot in vinegar, nineteenth century Gothic
churches and the music of Elgaro (104).
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writings that society should by nature embody the religion of its people unconsciously,
beyond any deliberate and over religiqusfession or observance, is an application of
Dur khei méds concept of -62hEhe exerhd teocotighly e consc
informs the internal, even as the internal expresses itself in the external. Easy binary
distinctions cease to have meaningthasline between the two polarities blurs.
Al Bl] ehavior, 0 as EIli ot goes on to argue, 0
and developed of us live also at the level on which belief and behavior cannot be
di stinguishedo (104).

Furthermore, Ebt emphasizes iNotesthe essentiampersonalityof personal
behavior, since it remains externally grounded in culture (i.e., in group and collective
consciousness). Social practices, mental categories, and ideological presuppositions form
the framework that underpins individual action and belief. As&t put s it , cul f
never be wholly consciogsthere is always more to it than we are conscious of; and it
cannot be planned because it is also the wu
(170). It constitutes the horizon of possible meaningsftividuals embedded within a
particular cul tur al context. 't delimits i
their worlds. Yet again, Eliot demonstrates his ongoing debt to Durkheim. But he also
emphasizes the way in which individuals expece these impersonal forces as
personally selconstitutive. Behavior is belief, Eliot affirms; it is that which individuals
experience as most intimately their own.

understand t he pehoeplcd , alverkse ¢ &liSse emphasées i
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Thus, again, as in his philosophical thought, Eliot offers a model of the
relationship between interiority and exteriority that evades the simplistic reduction of
either term to the other. His emphagmains on the constructive tension between the
two terms, and on the insufficiency of either viewed in isolation from the other when
attempting to provide a comprehensive description of sociocultural phenomena. Taken
toget her, EI i ot diens (peh hid Brasleyantepistemdlogys gne tusu | a
social sciences critique point directly to a specific notion of human subjectivity which
El'i ot goes on to dramatize in his poetry a
.. seems to depend upowmarld which in turn depends upon it, and [that] nowhere . . .
can we find anything original or wultimateo

self Knowledge and Experiendel6). And to view individuals as constitutively cultural

creatureswhoevertheless Alived their cultural e |
their subjective experience is also to aff
upon a world which in turn depends sgpon it

meaningless description of external phenomenon. The meaning of the external depends
upon the meaning attributed to it by the internal, deliberating consciousness. The two
remain inextricably, dialectical, constitutively interlinked.

Of course, Elioturned away from formal philosophical and sociological inquiry
in order to pursue his literary interests. As a poet and critic, Eliot immersed himself
deeply in the work of his literary precursors, redefining the canon according to his own
criteria in revievs and essays that span the breadth of his career. But in the same way that

his work in philosophy and anthropology/sociology remained consistently informed by an
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underlying, evidentially preexistent interest in the relation between interiority and
exteriaity, so, too, his literary views remained informed by this interest as well. To
understand Eliot as a poet means to understand him not only as a philosopher and social
theorist, but also as a critic. And to better understand the particular way in wioich El
dramatizes human subjectivity in his poetry requires understanding how he views the

representation of subjectivity in the work of his literary predecessors.

Eliot onthe NineteentfCentury Literary Tradition

Eliot famously repudiated his Victoriaand Romantic forebears in much of his
early critical writing. Regarding Swinburne, for example, Eliot again and again
comments on the ornate excessiveness of | a
AEuri pides and ProfessorekMttsrawn, 6oheoffiosd
Swinburneds work (48), an assessment he re

comments that Swinburne uses fAwords [that]

(273) . I n ASwinburne as omodth®e HaImMak) ,n gE Iniuar
wordso Swinburne employs, and argues that
|l anguage intends to dramati ze) remains exc
continues, fAmeaning i s mebecausejlanguage, ugrtcated, uc i n
has adapted itself to an independent | i fe
say, for EIliot, Swinburnebs work | acks spe

remains overly s uggpesseofcoacrefeiindanifgforudsteinant at
reference. Swinburnebs poetry appears over
own locutions and linguistic elaborations. Atmosphere triumphs over precision.
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Around the same time that Eliot develops tha#igues of Swinburne, he offers a
similar analysis of Bl ake. I n 192006s AWl
Afcapacity for considerable understanding o

Aremar kabl e and ori gihrealmusercs e fofl alngruauwyaege

capacities came, too, with the more quest:
Bl akeds strengths, EIliot argues, fibeen con
common sense, for the objectivityo sci ence, 1t would have bee
What Bl ake fAirequiredo (yet Al ackedo), EIlio

traditional ideas which would have prevented him from indulging in a philosophy of his
own, and concentrated hisattenh upon the probBRAswitof the p
Swinburne, Bl akeds wentrakced exessxalysaptivated bylitg e nt
own revelatory vision. It lacks grounding within a wider (literary) tradition. And it
requires connection to thaatlition in order to acquire greater cultural relevancy as well
as aesthetic and conceptual coherency. Indeed, Eliot goes on to note, the same
Alc]onfusion of thought, emotion, and vi si
[also] find in suchaworksa [ Ni e tABosSprach dasathrustca ( 2 8 0) . Bot h a
|l ack a Aframeworko that can provide concep
and consequently, both authors produce work that remains eccentric, unintegrated, or
disconnected from coamporary cultural currents.

In both of these instances (i.e., in his comments on Swinburne and on Blake),
Eliot affirms the importance of specificity in language and the necessity of tempering

poetic vision by contextually relating that vision to a preexg, comprehensive
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(literary, philosophical, and religious) cultural tradition. As Eliot reads him, Swinburne
privileges inexact, effusive, atmospheric language over concrete signification in his texts.
Similarly, Bl akeds | nscapaditytoneaningidygyi ni ngs ou
communicate them or the ideas they signify, since he refuses to ground them within any
wider tradition (which would lend them resonance and greater intelligibility). For Eliot,
then, Swinburneds fAhallkea&s nfahalolnu oif n anteaad i \ni
signify excesses on the part of the authors which ultimately mars their work, no matter
their native talents. They each exhibit an idiosyncratic aesthetic grounded in the
inarticulate privacy of personal vision. Each, tlsatoveremphasizes the internal at the
expense of the external; each privileges the individual over relational interconnections
with others.

|l ndeed, Eliotds core critique of the ro
precisely on what he feels is theveremphasis on internal states and elevation of a
notion of the subject that posits individuals as-selitained, selfustaining concrete
united what he calls in ATradition and the 1| nc
of the substantial unity f t h e % ©@awol Christ(righy)notes that Eliot believes
that the Aemphasis which Romanticism place
the writer from tradition, o but this is be
selfhood (8). Ad as he make abundantly clear in his graduate work, Eliot disputes any

metaphysical theory that asserts a monadic understanding of human subjectivity. For

4InT . S. s Rdmantic DdemméEugenia M. Gunner argues thiot, following Irving Babbitt views
romanticismasthB hi st or i cal owogi dbéosfsphei moderdecadence an
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Eliot, as discussed above, the fAselfo is a

only in the encounter with other selves as well as with the objects it posits in the world.

As he argues in his dissertation, Athe sel

a direct experience, but is an interpretation of experience by interaction h ot her s el

(146). The romantic Platonizes the self, elevates it such that it becomes-in-titseadf,

an object in the world, yet somehow transcending that world. And in fetishizing the self,

the romantic feti shi zetwerovebemphaseihgffeglmgatthnener e

expense of the intellect or the intellect at the expense of feeling. As he suggests in his

ASyl |l abus of a Course of Six Lectures on M

ARomant i ci ®xeess any dirdcsion.flsplits up into two directions: escape

fromthe world of factand devot i on tewmphésisinoriginal.act o (471
Perhaps under the influence of Babbitt, Eliot points to Jean Jacques Rousseau as

the paradigmatic figure here, the progenitor of allantit excess. In the same lecture

notes in which he defines romantici sm, he

[romanticitendeai es ar e f oun d.RousseaR,&liotsgees endocclaif,4 7 1

privileged Athe persogmpalcadnd iempihwaisd zald db

than thought, 06 and stressed fiHumanitari ani

of human nature. o He deprioritized Aform i

spontaneity, 0 and hijntensdiggateiastmd aaun d s[ ii Jnncd iur

477 . And he concludes that the fdtvagoe gr eat

emotionalism and the apotheosis of science (reabism) ke spring f)rom Rou

That is to say, for Eliot, Rousseau marksadbeent of an obsession with a flawed notion
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of the self, grounded in an uncritical overemphasis on interiority and idiosyncratic

subjective experience. As Eliot reads him, Rousseau posits a concrete, substantive self
whose essenti al Avf aulniddaanmteenst atl h agto osdenlefs@sd i n n e
This notion of the self | eads to a kind of
triumphs over the intellect and originality triumphs over inherited traditional social (or
aesthetic) forms. In thend, mood trumps precision (in language or thought) and
Aspontaneityo trumps tradition. And of <cou
Eliotds assessment of Swinburne and Bl ake.
condemnation of excessweh he extends to all the romantics and their (supposed)
Victorian imitators. Swinburneds inarticul
exemplify the fivague emotionalismo and nAgl
roots in Rousseau.

Signi ficantly, Eliotds critique of the va
emotionalism, and idiosyncratic originality of romantic and Victorian writers corresponds
precisely with many of the philosophical critiques he was making during this same period
(i.e., 19141920). His reflections as a critic, that is, echo his concerns with description,
precision, coherency, and contextuality that he also expresses in his philosophical work.

For example, again and again, Eliot (as seen in his Harvard and Oxferdyyegndemns

the inexact or confused thinking of his intellectual contemporaries. As observed above, in
his graduate work, he condemns Frazer and Harrison for their speculative confusions
(i.e., that they impute purposes to events without valid causednérthe same time, in

19146s nThe Relationship between Politics
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Jamesd0 work by suggesting that his #fAphil os
attitude more than a body of godsogtmdedigrated 0 ) .
the supposedl y i ntreelalleicsttuiacl |Inyo vreingeonrtoou sa sii nneo
Aispontaneous outburst of feeling, a song w
critique of Bergson (as rdedomé&satledealni dirhi)c
contention that Bergson6s philosophy remai
power it possesses derives from the emotio
(ARel ati onshi pdo N8wStadsmerrdesveide w i adfrodpNesb bl®sl 6
Theories he goes so far as to complain that AE
contemporary intellectual Ainfection, d an
the review with Aromanticismo (417).

Moreover, Eliot repeatedly emphasizes in his Harvard work the extent to which
meaning and coherency depend precisely on the contexts within which such concepts
operate. Sociocultural theories, for example, depend upon the particular framework
theorists costruct in order to make sense of the phenomena they perceive. As discussed
above, sociologistsdé view of soci al real it
point of view. Their particular perspective informs the meaning they perceive in the
socialp actices they observe. As Jeffrey Per|
that . . . knowledge of truth and reality is available only in the context from which [the
theorist] has plucked those ter ms.Recalld wi t h

here Eliotdés claim in 19146s fAThe Validity
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philosopher (or anthropologist) constructs a theory to explain a particular phenomenon,

she or he is Asimply pulling ¢80 of his po
Still, as also suggested earlier, for Eliot, these individual theories come together to

collectively contribute to a greater sense of the truth of an event or social practice (as

contexts and perspectives proliferate). Stronger descriptionsfresalan accumulation

of points of view, and events themselves accrue meaning only within the context of set of

perspectives. For instance,fifii ni t e Centres and Points of V

argues that dit 1 s onl ytobjectts @an owmoeirntobeimf s oci
and maintain their existenceo (174). The o
essentially publico (174). AOn the one han

to be merely the converging of various poiotview, and on the other, the points of

view seem to be nothing but differently <co
Objects (like the self) exist within a relational and perspectival totality. For an individual

to offer her or his isolated view ah object as the only (true) view is thus to misrepresent

or distort the object of perception. Indeed, all views, for Eliot, prove provisional and

subject to constant revision; they remain ad hoc constructions operative only within

particular conceptuaperspectival frameworks. Thus to critigue Swinburne and Blake for
idiosyncratic excesses, for operating outside of normative literary culture (as with Blake)

or for developing an ornate, unrestrained, atmospheric, and conceptually imprecise verse
style (aswith Swinburne), is for Eliot to extend his philosophical project into literary

criticism.
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|l ndeed, El i otds most famous <critical st

Talento (1919), exactly echoes hiwaltghi |l oso
a point Jewel Spears Brooker makes as Wadistery182-83)*®i No poet, no art
any art, o EIliot argues, fihas his compl ete
appreciation is the appreciation)Thdparhi s r e
remains an aspect of the whole, derives it
to which it inextricably belongs (38). The

the generative matri x outnemdrgesvandagdnstt he art
which posterity measures her or his contri
[the artist] alone; you must set him, for
And yet, significantly, Eliot goes on to argue thatitbl@tion between poet and the
preexisting fAideal ordero remains profound
existing tradition inasmuch as the tradit:
that he shall conform, that he shall cohéeot onesided; what happens when a new

work of art is created is something that happens simultaneously to all the works of art
which preceded ito (38). Each depends upon
meaning, that is, only within the terms tf relation to the other. Their relationality is

mutually constitutive. For EIliot, the

>
>
o
s

introduces a comprehensive reordering as w

existing order is completeebf or e t he new work arrives, 0 EI

%Brooker notes that AEIiot describes the relation b
tradition and individual artists. By doing so, he provides a textbook example of thendsaifithe
internality of relations and the systema83.c nature
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persist after the supervention of novelty, the whole existing order must be, if ever so
slightly, altered; and so the relations, proportions, values of each work of art toward the
wholeareredj ust edo (38) .

For Eliot the critic, then, as for Eliot the philosopher, singularity in itself remains
conceptually illogical. The individual (poet, person, theory) lacks definitive conceptual
meaning because it lacks the contextual coordinates cdvstitd that meaning. But the
context, too, remains fluid, as it remains dependent upon the singular (though
interrelated) elements constitutive of that context. The poet, that is, remains a product of
the tradition inasmuch as the tradition remains aymbdf the poet. As Eliot notes years
l ater in his 1926 | nS$avoonatolac thitohne tpoa sGh airsl o tnt
flux, 0O because the past remains a product
present generation (7789 The two remai in perpetual dialectical tension, each in
certain ways determining the other. And this tension recapitulates the dialectical tension
between interiority and exteriority Eliot traces throughout his philosophical work, and
which provides the conceptual fadation upon which he erects his critique against
romantic and Victorian writers in general. Contextuality involves the external material
and conceptual conditions that provide the structuring frameworks for interpreting the
individual elements within a ctextual field. The individual, on the other hand, functions

as an element internal to that context, determined and informed by it.

%A historical novel, for instance, r ethatimes fAmuch mo
portrayedo (771).t Reamolat  EhgotonBGeeisge hAlti [ b]y compa
in [the novel] as we know that period, with George
knowledge (which is itself an interpretation and relative) of the mind and of theepochGe or ge EIl i ot 0
(771). Thatisto sajgomolas ays f ar more about George Eliotds peri

period which it proceeds to document.
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Il n fact, Eli otbs key critique against M
concerns exactly this tension betweenditoning external contexts and the degree to
which the individual remains determined by
Mi nd o i The Wse Gf Bdetsy and the Use of Criticjdftiot argues that Arnold
sought At o pr es dhe bebefsaithavhiah theirdistony hastbeen t
involvedo (127). Arnold, that is, sought t
that gave rise to them. Perceiving the fASe
Beacho), Ar n edvdthesenseghttansdermdenpmeaning, purpose, and
order Faith engenders by transferring the functions of religion (as he sees it) to poetry.
But Eliot suggests that absent the enframing traditions that give context for and meaning

to the experience ahe transcendent (or of the sense of human significance derived from

the experience), Arnolddés project wultimate
celebration of art for artés sake, a fidoct
admissim of irresponsibilityo (145, 17).

For Eliot, the Victorian Arnold follows in the tradition of Rousseau and his
romantic heirs, in that he privileges feeling over thought and atmosphere over precision.
Nostal gia per meat es Ar netlectdabrigor andsystemat t he e
coherency. Arnold Aventured into departmen
mindwasile qui ppedo (97) . Al n philosophy and th

undergraduate, 0 and naor°Thuglne submjts Ameldtava s a

57 As Maud Ellmann more forcefully puts it, for Eligtrnold (buta | s o Ber gs onugreligisnuppl ant e
with a glittering shamo (48).

141



the same critique he brings against Swinburne, Blake, and social scientists and
phil osophers such as Frazer, Harrison, and
Eli ot specifically ar gudesdapline hhapassinforol d Al ac
exactness in the use of words and for consistency and continuity of reasoning, which
di stinguishes the philosophero (114). Like
di ffuse. Like Frazer and IHamead stomagt hveo Ulad kg
guard against hisownovwrheor i zi ng. And | i ke Bergson, h
and continuity.o Recall Eliotds chief comp
individual intuition over comprehension and thatthisories remained intellectually
confused. Arnold, too, fAconfuses words and
remained too focused on himself, Atoo ref]l
remains far too setibsorbed, far too obss=d with his own inner states; a satincern
which overshadows his thought, prevents it
Il ndeed, as Maud EIIl mann argues, for EIliot,
that overwhelms the sense, thiethat feeds on the declining faith: these parasites
eventually destroy the [very] values that
And yet, for Eliot, Arnold remained one of the preeminent figures of the Victorian
period. I ndeed, his fomistoi calt edéebndidd nerd f
of the nineteentlentury, to which figures such as Walter Pater, Arthur Symons, George
Saintsbury, and even | .A. Richards all dbe
Arnold in The Use of Poetry and the &ef Criticismj  Ar nol d remains a #fr

figureo and proof that a fimands theory of
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views of Iife in generalo (112). Arnold de
individuals desire (emotionallgpiritually) can permeate how they interpret and
construct their realities. And for Arnol d,
the attempt to find a 9D9.0t:mvoives,edsentiaiyor r el i g
overemphasizing reflecticemd introspection, the typical habit of romantic thought since
Rousseau (as EIliot argues). |l ndeed, i n ATh
t hat Tennyson and Browni ng, |l i ke Arnol d, r
A r umi n ahkeirevdrae, implhicithyt privileging a notion of the self as s@itlosed,

imprisoned in thought and isolating sedfflection (65). But what Tennyson and

Browning expand upon in their dramatic monologues (as inheritors of the ruminating

romantic traditiorof Wordsworth, Keats, and Shelley), Arnold in a sense perfects.

Arnold then, for Eliot, remained both a
Edward Lobb notes if.S. Eliot and the Romantic Critical Tradition he was a A s yn
of all teise ifin ewideetnacrii an t hought which EIi ot
1930 essay fAArnold and Pater, o Eliot trace

the (secalled) decadent poets of the 1890s, with Walter Pater as the transitional, pivotal

figur e . I n fact, Eli ot goes so far as to say
lifeo (349). In substituting ACulture in t
empty term which fieach man . . k. uipn tAe rporl etd
Ssubstitutionary project, elevating ACul tur

existentially transcendent experiences, which as Eliot rightly points out is not so much a

theory of aesthetics as iwihait[perslfouteithhi cs, f
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l'ifed (354). Accordingly, Pater was | ess a
moralist who valued experiential feeling or sensation above all other life experiences, a
position Eliot condemns as both intellectualyw s uf f i ci ent and mor al |y
(356) . Recapitulating his argument against
of sustained reasoning, 06 and that fhe coul
despite Pat er 06allyinfdrmedaestheticpahd epistesnolquy (55958

He remained overly concerned with inner sensations, and his emphasis on these
sensations, on the effect of a work of art
overshadowed any critical interest iretbxternal artifact as a cultural object in itself,

situated within a particular sociohistorical context. Impression trumped critical reflection,

and this, EIliot claims, in part helped dApr
arto whictntprirhatpsed to the fAuntidy | iveso
(356).

For EIliot, ul ti mately, Paterds chief |1

experience, privileging subjective experience over all other forms of knowledge. But of
course, this remains EIliotds chisandcritcso mpl ai
of the nineteententury. The objections he raises against Pater remain nearly identical to

the objections he raises against Arnold, Swinburne, Blake, Tennyson, and Browning

(among others). And they remain similar to the critiques that he rgagsthis

%8Car ol Christ notes the ironic similarities between
critics, A[l]iterature composes unique foewul as for
in a determined way. Eliot, like Pater, achieves a universality for private experience by depending upon

sensation as the experience art offers. Objects implicitly contain the power of evoking particular

sensat i88nso (82
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philosophical opponents as well. Each in some way overemphasizes feeling at the
expense of thought (consider again his charges against Rousseau or Bergson). Each
deprioritizes the external, dissolves it into a series of subjective impressomgha
Swinburne or Pater). And each misunderstands the dialectical relation between the
individual and the collective, the inner and the outer, the original and the traditional (as
with Blake and Arnold, Tennyson and Browning, or Bergson and Harrisonktlieo,

context matters, because only context provides the coordinates by which the particular
acquires meaning. But understanding context requires rigorous intellectual reflection, a
sensitivity to the comprehensive material and historical conditiongioam individual
objects and persons.

As a poet, Eliot rarely discusses (in essays speltyfidavoted to them)
nineteentkcentury novelists, whose concerns with the intersection between individuals
and their social matrices might more clogedyallel his own. He omits any
comprehensive discussion of George Eliot, for instance, a writer whose concern for
exploring the dialectical tensions between individuals and their environments certainly
overl aps with EIi ot 6s idesests, and awriteetba, whona nd ph
Eli ot confesses i s fArepr es esmhdarhackeray) of [ her
( ASyl | a.likesEdot, gh@é @mphasizes the balance between the internal and the
external in her work (i.e., between psychology aodology). She also strives to
dissolve the typical tension (as Eliot would see it) between feeling and thought prevalent
in the writing of her romantic predecessors. In her novels, for instance, she elicits

emotional responses in her readers througHilaedlately considered presentation of her
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char act e-emsbéddelbves. Tdé dissociation of sensibility Eliot laments in so
much of Western literary and philosophical tradition seems largely absent from George
Eli ot ds wor k.

Interestingly, when Elibdoes comment on George Eliot, he seems divided over
her . I n a |l etter to his mother (Feb. 6, 19
Elioto (219). A mont®H Ihaet earf,f i ronwse vtehra,t ohne M
find himsg]l]d hienjwgfkn although he quickly
that Athere i s a great deal of endl ess pro
chiefly on one stoy Amos Bartod whi ch struck me as far and
(221). Indeedin an April 1, 1918 letter to Eleanor Hinkley, he expands on this thought,
and suggests that nGeorge EIliotAmoad a gr ea
Barton [but] went steadily downhill afterwards. Her best stunt was just this exact realism
of cauntry life, as good in its way as anything in Russian, [but] she thought her business
was phil osoRomilagc Elriagte dyomcl|l udes, Ai s the m
ever r e28)dSigniflcantty,iwhen he praises George Eliot here, it isdor h
consummate realism, for her sustained focus on the external world and the social texture
of community existence. But at the same ti
prosing, 0 an inexact phrase, but pea haps i
authorial interventions into her own novels. Such interventions, T.S. Eliot would argue,
introduce into a presentation of rural liféheoryof that life, and thus a perspective
which would subordinate observed experience beneath a particular (maly ent

contingent) interpretive rubric.
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As he explains in his reflections on sociological methodology (discussed above),
Eliot values description above explanation, and the more comprehensive the description
the better. Theo#dy interpretatio® merely hois$ upon observed events the idiosyncratic
perspective of the individual observer. Theory remains partial, incomplete, even a
distortion of observed phenomenon. The essence of an object lies in its relation to a

context, even as the context derives its meafrom the way that it enframes particular

objects. As EIliot notes in 191806s AThe Haw
strength Ilies in her fivisual realism, 0 in
constructs social reality in herwork (agai p ar t iAmesBatod )y ( W3 %) . | n

other words, for Eliot, at her best, George Eliot excels precisely in representing social
context, in presenting the frame that provides her characters with meaning, purpose, and
perspective. Implicitly, then, it praises Eliot for her methodology, as if she were an
anthropologista Durkheim or Ley-Bruhl) documenting the social existence of a given
group of individuals. And his criticism of her remains the same criticism he levies against
such anthropologisss wel | : her fAprosyo interventions
romantic and Victorian poets and critics,
informed by his contextriented, subject/object, relational philosophy, and further
demonstrates thegegree to which this perspective thoroughly permeated his thinking,
even in his private letters.

As a philosopher, so as a critic, Eliot repeatedly emphasizes the constitutive
relation between interiority and exteriority. He consistently resists efforesolve the

tension between these two terms by subordinating one to the other. To appropriate his
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own | anguage from his essay ANAThe Metaphysi
dissociation of the inner from the outer, and seeks to affirm their e$sezitiional, and
mutually constitutive unity. For Eliot, the Romantics and Victorians err by placing too
much emphasis on internal states, sundered from contextualizing conditions. As with
Blake, they overemphasize originality and the idiosyncrasy eégivision. They ignore
determining contexts and informing traditions, and in doing so minimize their capacity to
represent objects (whether individuals, situations, or feelings) in their ontological
fullness.

Indeed, when Eliot famously introduces hetian of the objective correlative in
AHaml et o (1919), he argues precisely that
.. shall be the formula of [glarticular emotion, such that when the external facts, which
must terminate in sensoryexpee nce, are given, the emotion
emphasis in original). That is to say, the external renders apparent the internal, even as
the internal finds its definitive expression in the external. The relation between the two
terms remains @procal, each constitutively reliant upon the other for intelligibility.
Because of this, Eliot privileges linguistic exactitude, and correspondingly criticizes the
emotionally diffuse, hazy atmospherics of a Swinburne, whose verse (as Eliot reads it)
lacks emotional and conceptual clarity. In contrast, when he praises George Eliot, he does
so precisely for her fAexact realism, o for
particular detail. And since for T.S. Eliot, the external necessarily ctaselath the

internal, to represent one implies the sufficient representation of the other. Exact
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representations of soci al real ity (Athick
Clifford Geetz), that is, translate into representations of stivgeexperience.

Thus, the same preoccupations Eliot revealed as a graduate student in philosophy
emerge in his criticism as well. Although his philosophical formulations regarding the
relation between interiority and exteriority (knower and known,as@df other, subject
and object) in his graduate essays and dissertation remain more conceptually robust than
in his critical work, these earlier for mul
aesthetics. The notion that the poles of this binary remdissoluble and that in fact the
two opposed terms emerge simultaneously each out of the other informs the content of
his critique of Western writers since Rousseau. For Eliot, the individual self is not an
isolated, seldefining, selfauthenticating, tramcontextual entity. It exists neither as a
monad nor as a preexistent, substantive essence. The self is not sufficient unto itself, but
rather exists only as a conceptual construct situated within a matrix of contending,
conditioning external forces. Wheriters attempt to construe the self as a definitive,
transcendent essence, they distort and misrepresent the self and its relations to its social
reality. Significantly, in the same way that Eliot continues to emphasize the irreducible
relation betweere internal and external in his philosophical and critical work, so, too,
does he repeatedly explore the tension between these two notions in his poetry. Indeed,
from the beginning of his career as a poet until his final work as a dramatist, Eliot
continudly examines the constitutive relations between subject and object, interiority and
exteriority, self and other. Even in his earliest poems, before his encounter with Bradley,

Eliot is already working from these assumptions, at ieasascent form. Chagt Four
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will explore EI i otThesWastalahdnd disocusstthe waysiirpp t hr ou
which this central binary undergirds his representation of individuals and their social

environments.
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CHAPTERIV
THE DISRUPTIVEGAZE: EXTERIORITY AND

INTERIORITY FROM THE EARLYPOEMS TOTHE WASTE LAND

In Mastery and Escapdewel Spears Brooker notes tRaur Quartets in many

ways, fAreads |i ke [F.H.] Bradley versified
certain Bradleyan philosophical concept s,
Atranscendent 0 experience, asthoughtahd as hi s
analysis (188 8 ) . Brookerds underlying argument ,

poet deeply informed by his philosophical concerns and influences, a claim William

Skaff makes as well, although more forcefully. Indeed, he begins his Ftuely,
Philosophy of T.S.Elipt by <c¢l ai ming that EIliot #Ais the
constructed a comprehensive philosophical system out of eclectic sources and then to

have allowed those ideas to determine the nature of his verse and tigsiof literary
critichTsomoc|(a3i)m that EIliotds philosophical
philosophical system perhaps reaches too far, but they certainly reflect a comprehensive
concern with the epistemological problem of knegde. As | argueth Chapter Three

throughout his philosophical work, Eliot remains consistently focused on the question of

how knowers know what they know (i .e., how

®Skaff goes so far as to conclude that EIliotds phil

(3)-
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guestion of the relation between subject and object, selftaed @r inner and outer. As
Skaff rightly intimates, such interests dictate the thematic concerns of his poetry as well.

Of course, as EIl i ot TheiSatsee \Wdodo92®,thar ks i n
phil osopher and t he poe tannptée chroed om atthe fainer e n't
timeo (95). Whereas the philosopher attemp
attempts to fArealizeo them in verse (95).
as such cannot beetphcialno sdoepali cwailt.h fpThh & opsoo p h
Anot as matter for argument, but as matter
be penetrated by a philosophic idea, it can deal with this idea when it has reached the
point of immediate acceptare , when it has become al most a
And in the case of Dante, he argues, it is indeed impossible to separate out the
philosophical (or theological) from the gtc (95).But the samepplies to Eliot as well.

For criticslikeDonad Chi |l ds, for instance, fARhapsody
profoundly Bergsonian poem 5%whi | e f or Brooker, AnGeront i «
fundamentally BradleyarMastery82). Other poems, too, from the same early period
(circa 1918), employ overt philosophical I
Sunday Morning Servicedo and AWhispers of |

Significantly, even the poetry Eliot wrote prior to his exposur@remlley (or
Bergson) reflects a pronounced concern with philosophical ideas, however obliquely or

ironically treated. I n 191006s fAFirst Debat

“Childs argues that f@ARhapsody on a Windy Nighto fAis
about Bergson. Thhpsoplgibl osophyaihedRnot of presenti
(53).
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Eliot refers to the Apure | deredamibarity t he @A
(however ironized) with Hegelianornébe gel i an t hought . I n AGol c
Eli ot refers (again ironically) to fieterna
APhil osophy [drunk] through a 19@),Ekt str aw.
alludes to the AAbsolute, 0 drawing here on
reference to God (i.e., God as the abstract God of the philosophers, rather than an
anthropomorphized personality). From his earliest poetry, then, allayéokour
Quartets Eliot reveals an abiding interest in philosophical ideas and terminology,
varyingly incorporating these elements into his work in sometimes subtle, sometimes
ironic, and sometimes explicitays.

However, Eliot does more than simplyisae metaphysical systems or
terminology in his poetry. Rather, his work reveals (or dramatizes) his own metaphysical
preoccupations and speculations. For in the same way that his chief philosophical
concern in his graduate work involves the relationveen interiority and exteriority (or
subject and object), so, too, does this remain a chief concern in his poetry as well, both
early and late. This chapter will explore the way in which Eliot dramatizes the inner/outer
binary in his early poetry, from higst unpublished poems all the wayThe Waste
Land Of course, an exploration of the relation between the internal and the external
necessarily entails, too, a discussion of
representation of these two binaeyms suggests a view of the self in which (for his
unpublished work, especially) the internal reduces to the external, and the external to the

internal. That is to say, Eliot collapses the space between these two poles, leaves no
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substantive gap betwedmem. At first,| argue,he appears to privilege the external over

the internal, since to reduce the internal to the external and the external to the internal is
necessarily to flatten both into abjective appearandea surfaceAnd yet, as his work

progresses, Eliot offers ever more complicated construals of this basic model, so that by

the time he r eachesThd Waste Larjda cmédel of (sedf endergess p e c i
predicated upon the (re)development of a gap between the internal and external.

Inter i ority as such develops out of an indivi
externalization, an experience however, which paradoxically suggests the ultimate

identity of the inner and the outer (in that the two terms remain dialectically mutually
constituive). Thus, even as he introduces a gap between the two terms, he (re)collapses

it, thereby not only inverting the binary batthe enddissolving it.

Eliot the Laforguian?

InT. S. El i ot pJehn Blayér rotes thaVHiddse sii scovery of
nineteentc ent ury French poet Jules Laforgue 1in
the poet weéPrkinomrwot d 3mi)s reading of Laforgue
of it) |l acked identity and directsitemsoPoem
and AAt Graduat i on 0Thd Smith Acguemly Recisdameaid i n 1905
stylistically and thematically unremarkable and derivative, which should not surprise, of

cour se, given his very young age at the ti

“Asiswellk nown, Eliot came to Laf oMp®SaEnbdlist Movamegiin Art hur ¢
Literature For a brief oveT.BS. El®wlhe Makirg of hrafaneas PAdi{99-104.r 6 s

See, too, David Rosen (AT.S. Eliot and the Lost You
encounter with Symons Ais surely the clearest |I|ine
styleso (479).
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hi mself admits to what degreketheseFeastee
remained overly influenced by his romantic
ent husiasm, 0 he confesses, and influenced
manner oDon Juan tinged with that disillusion and cynicism only gidse at the age of

si xt @rePoainy223)’2Yet , by 1908, with his discover

project began to take on new purpose and direction, and he began to forcefully cast aside

previous poetic model s. B for pasomplueasonst h at
there was a fundament al psychic affinityo
the ALaforguian turn of mindo (39, 40). An

own refl ecti ons o rOnBairdy and Boetgnthis 1940nesshyy e nce i n

AYeatso), where EIliot writes that young po
di scover the Aconsciousnesso of what they
that is in [tHem] to writeo (295).

ButMaye cl ai ms that EIliot fAexperienced a

Laforgueds way of thinking, o6 that he fAtouc
man, 0 Mayer argues, fireached to the core o
certainly proved of moumental influence to Eliot, a point Eliot himself makes, Mayer

nevertheless overstates the nature of that influéicen 19506 s fAWhat Dant e

2 James Millea r g

ues that EIlIiot placedother sp@dse¢fiuwmlgl wfi mi Aa Fr«
ordertois hi el d f

rom the viswi 9fpbdési ¢ elnedhadr s( 3B/yWdopéds en

BEliot affirms here, t meededtoremdh mé theeusefokmy owh vaicé, diggoet r y
not exist in English at all; it was only to be foun
“Here is how Ronal d Sc h.uElibtaxpatienped & shock of recoghition: hdrea f or gu e
was a poet with a seeminglynslar temperament, a poet experiencing similar difficulties and desires, a

poet whose voice was more intiate and | ess intimida
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Me, 0 for i nstance, El i ot reflects on Lafor

first to teachme how to speak, to teach me the poetic possibilities of my own idiom of

speecho (126). Eli ot notes, too, that in L
own, and found as well a Aform of expressi
discove yo of his (Eliotds) Aown formo (126).

style, his temperament) an authorizing model. Through him, Eliot found the way to begin
articulating his own vision. But éddehyer 6s c
precursor, in that it blurs Eliotds distin
to Laforgue, as if Eliot were merely an English version of the French orf§iRal. just

as Eliotbdés philosophical vy batwslytheird not fin
Aconfirm[ation]o (Langbaum 108), so, too,
origin in Laforgue, but only the validation of its mode of expression.

Like the bulk of EIliotds poetry, Laforg
(Awihmg Paris, o0 as he puts it i n Sélecthde Fi r st
16). As Wallace Fowlie argues, Laforgue dramatizes humahiiim deed t he feart
itsefld fas some abysmal mediocrity, o and yet
angui s ndeed(tBisrparodic orironic impulse is perhaps what most distinguishes

his work, an impulse that takes on added force as Laforgue develops the character (or

persona) of the clown Pierrot (Fowlie 88). And it is this Laforguian irony, Fowlie

Schuchard notesthitl i ot 6s earl i est 1908 poems (such as fANoc
ASuite Clownesqueo) have generally fbeen . . . disn
master Laforgueds symbolist techniqueso (76).
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reflects, vhich Eliot goes on to appropriate for his own project (89\nd yet, as

suggested above, Laforgue only enabled Eliot to speak in a certain way. He gave Eliot a
language with which to begin articulating his own distinctive vision (as well as certain

tropes to draw of the pathetic clowafigure, for instance). Significantly, key differences

exi st between the two poets. Despite his i
interiority, o who privileges the anner | an
Cartesian conception of subjectivity, in which individuals remain constitutively severed

from the objective world of perception. His speakers are observers, who look out on the
world, find it baffling, inscrutable, or indifferent, and who remain marked bense of

their own seHdelimiting inwardness.

Il n Laforgueds AThe First Night, o for in
window, 06 separated from the city evening w
repeated use of the first person possessipr onoun (AMy cat, 0 Amy w
through the act of positing himself as an
within the cemeteryo), he reinforces his o
| mpossible, 0 too,Aiphilgrdpnesalodr prad fel sotl s tawnde

worl ds, 0 thus suggesting a model of the se

thus also implicitly emphasizing the inward while at the same time opposing that sense of

inwardness againstanoutei,@n cosmos) (15). And in AApot
ponders the fidismal i solationo of the star
6 John Soldo affrmgoo,t hat EIl i ot was most affected by Laforgue

sentiimenftaovor of a fAdetached-42).i mpersonal 0 poetic pe
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ordero (9). Il n each of these i ns-toatanec s, L a
and selconstitutedn their Cartesian isolation, gazing upon an objectified, exteriorized
otherness, whether of #%Hia, aslwit argue challenges @ un i

this binary throughout his poetry.

Inventions of the March Haré&liot and the Poetry of Exteriority

Al t hough Eliotbés early poems clearly re
rightly notes, they nonetheless map out an understanding of the relationship between
subjects and objects distinct to Eliot (a relationshigvtiego on to develop in his
graduate wor k). Pl acing Eliotés early work
discussion thus helps not only trace out the stylistic genealogy of his poetry, but (more
i mportantl y) hel ps gepisternobgical artd anthEbpologicalé s unde
assumptionThese assumptions emerge even in EIi
Eli otébs ostensibly Laforguian 1909 AConvic
marionette, an image to which he will returpeatedly (implicitly and explicitly) in
these early poems. He offers in this poem a series of vignettes, all of which serve to
critigue the Boston upper class and its social practices and posturings. He ironizes
bourgeois courtingraiinadlvwhd tm@o AfMHiea ki mg dp ¢
drawing room philosophizing (his fAPal adins

bourgeois femininity (the Al amédy dwi)t h H® f an

“"Al'l three of these poems come from Laforagueds earl
Smith asOutcries of the EartliLe Sanglot de la terje Smith notes that Laforgue composed these poems

between 1878 anti881 (5).

®lnasense Laforgue helps serve as a foil for better un
preoccupations
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suggests that each of these individuals vapidly repredeesain social conventions,

such that any supposed authentic inner space reduces merely to inscribed social formulas.

For the poemb6s speaker, such dnduvieduahMyr

marionettes (or so they say) / Have these keenmame every dayo (11).
Thus, i n i'CEtionhportrays chavanters lazking in depth or inwardness,

existing only as exteriorized surfaces. He collapses the gap between interiority and

exteriority, here privileging the exterior as the sole determiliogs of identity. He

suggests, too, that their fAenthusiasmo i s

i magined fiaudience. 0 AThe enthusiasm is 1in

the stage / Conceived upon a scale immense / And evbis later age / Await an

audienceopemout hedo (11). They subject themselyv

which reduces them to objects intended solely for visual consumption. Nothing remains

but the objectified performance, so much so, that thekepéeels he can assert a kind of

imagined predicative control over their actions. Theynssp uppet s (fimy mari o

a possessive declaration with which the poem both opens and closes. They remain objects

seemingly subject to his manipulative cohteofigurative suggestion which only serves

to amplify the poemds insistence on the ut

marionettefigures. Nor does the speaker himself offer an alternative model. As David

Rosen notes, t he srearmsa tdievtea cpheerds corra ehsetrrea niig e

sel f . . . weako (478). What the poem offe

“As David Rosen rightly suggests, evén the title @AC
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ironizing gaze, itself without depth or substance. What remains, then, is a vision of
subjectivity (inflected by classritique) as inherently flat and mechanically performative.

With variations, Eliot repeats this theme throughout much of his early
ALaforguiano work. Again and again, he por
superficial, lacking in both depth and authemyicNo core essence of self emerges in
these early poems; individuals all too often remain shells, reflective surfaces that merely

repeat what they perceive in their social environments. Indeed, this general concern with

exteriorization remains the overrich g 1 mpul s e. In Alnterlude i
instance, the speaker describes himself as
ACarelesso (16). AWe hibernate among the b

window panes / With marmaladedatea at six / Indifferent to what the wind does /

Il ndi fferent to sudden rainso (16). I n this
the sterility of social formalities and rituals. Subjectivity remains superficial,

performative, and repetitiv&he self (interiority) attenuates into an exteriorized parody

of itself. The speaker himself (as a speaker) recedes behind the anonymity of the
collective AWe, 0 thus again revealing a #dad
course, the image of hibeation might suggest the latent possibility for the existence of

sense of interiority (i.e., it exists, but sleeps), but the space as such remains a closed,
negated space, lacking any positive content or sense of an openness to (self) experience.
What remans is an experience of oneself merely as a surface, an object for others to

perceiveasan object (devoid of substantive depth).
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Even a poem |Iike ASilence, 0 which might
of interiority, in that the speaker experiences a concrete emotional state (fear), in the end
privileges exteriority. Again | i loegther ufr oc
city streets, 0 observing the fAgarrul ous wa
of Laforgueds poems, the speaker here witn
experiencing its impressions as an outsider of sorts. The city thus seama@xternal
object, removed and detached from the roam
speaker here also confesses to a seemingly authentic emotional experience. He
encounters a moment in the city when its bustle seems suddenly stillee tamdistthe
moment terrifying: AThis is the wultimate h
experience / That were so broad and deep, / Are suddenly still. / You may say what you
will, [/ At such peace | am 18 masufpisiagl. / Th
inversion, what he at first characterizes as the broadneskeptif city life ceases, and
what might have turned into a moment of respite becomes instead its opposite. Foritis a
peace which seems inaccessible and alienatinguts she speaker out; he cannot
penetrate or fully articulate its (deeper) meaning. The terror arises precisely from his
experience of estrangement from city existéntee city flattens out, stills, motion and
activity cease, its depth erodes into an adetland occluding impenetrable surface.

In his notes to this poem, Christopher Ricks points out the resonance between

Eliotds speakerodos terror and Pascal és terr
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uni ver seo6s @i mrdmleed inlsepPenstesBadcal gaeL0b o reflect on

the Asmall space | occupy and which | see
spaces of which | know nothing and which k
such presents itself to the rationalist humandras a vast cipher, an impenetrable blank

which the individual confronts as an imposing externdfityn @A Si |l ence, 0 t he
sudden calm presents the speaker with a similar sense of an imposing externalized
impenetrability. In contrast to this view, tingh, Lyndall Gordon sees this poem as

exclusively autobiographical, arguing that Eliot relates here a sublime experience of
mystical transcendence, what she call s fihi
ti mel ess moment 0 h(e2 )o.e mMShe aarag U ex st raat etx p e
and that this moment would remain in EIliot
tantalizing reminder of an experience beyo
suggests a moment of profound spiitpenetration or insight, however inarticulately
expressed (and t husw).Builkerreagimpgoppresseestha f Ri ck 6s
Pascalian terror the poem also conveys, and in doing so misrepresents the nature of the
experience the poem relates. Forpbem seems less about the penetration of some

ineffable mystery than about its sheer impenetrability. The world reveals itself in the

poem not as an object susceptible to rationalistic understanding or the experience of

80|n thePenséesPascal write¢in translation) A The et ernal silence of these

d r e @8).&Ricks notes that Pater quoted this passagbhérRenaissance and t hat EIl i ot dAmar
copyo (126) .

81 Pascal goes on to suggest that the individual remains just as inscrutable an object to rational inquiry as

does the uniwvkirsei sttseé ft hiitvygtwe understand | east, 0
prodigy in nature, for he cannot conceive what body is, and still less what mind is, and least of all how a
body can be joined to a mind. This is his supreme difficulty,abdyé t i s hi s very beingo

say, for Pascal here, human beings themselves remain objectively inscrutable.
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mystical unity, butasastrangé, a enat i ng ot herness. As EIliot
AFi rst Debate between the Body and Soul o0:
mi ght seem possessed of discernable, compr
experience of an unfathomable sufxiality.

Of course, individual portraitures dominate the early poetry much more than first
person subjective mystical reflections, and these portraitures almost unvaryingly involve
the fimarionetteo trope, whetohe(rl9elx0pl,i cfiotrl y
example, Eliot directly refers to the poem
turn, return, / Float and fall, / Like the cigarettes / Of our marionettes / Inconsequent,
intolerabled (26). As i nitigie®buppernidtle ctasss , 0 t h
social forms and practices, and suggests the essential vacuity of bourgeois consciousness.
The poembébs charactersdé6 actions remain holl
As they fAturnd and matieely tepeat a geries of gtyalizede r el y p
social activities. As puppets (lacking depth or the capacity for reflection or deviation),
they remain Ainconsequent, intolerable. oo C
and AWhite f | an nhewrites later e the poémg, thgse ihdividuala lack
any sense of authentic interiority or even individual distinctiveness (28).

Ot her poems, such as AMandarinso (1910)
trope® Section | of the poem, for instance, portrapsunnamed man (amidst an equally
anonymous c¢crowd) who Astands and waits [/ U

regardless eyés / Looking neitheroutnorihn / The centre of for mal.

2For another explicit use of the fimardonetted trope

163



poem provides a fiher oyablamkrHe remdine immabileaselfns e s
encl osed, and unreadabl e. He | ooks fAneithe
absence of any substantive inner space. Whesthei s only a Acentre of
shell of social performativity withoueference to any inner content. Section Il of the

poem provides a similar portrait of ATwo |
socially prescribed script, as they drink
/| The abstr.achthes upnoseem opr(o2w0i)des no sense tha
the sunset in itself as a concrete (fadstract) reality. Rather, using the notion of
Asunsetd as a verbal count er -establishedy enact a
formalized routine (e., tea and disinterested remarks on a sanitized natural world that

appears only to exist for the benefit of idle, weakly aesthetic reflections).

l ndeed, as with many of Charles Dickens
early poems remain defineth®st entirely by their exterior traits, appearances, and
prescribed social pract.i c®esplcithyinBkesthi®e Cl owne
point. In the poem, Eliot presembodiedt he #fAco
role, hissoul / Concentrate i n hi s vest and noseo (32). He
another kind of puppet, and apparently lacks any sense of identity outside of his given
Aselmbodi ed rol e, 0 a point Christopher Rick

(165). Heremainswtr | y a surface, his Asoul 0 present

8El iotdos NAcomedi an o PiriogasRieks emreoitehis ndtea tb the ppeme(162).
f

But Laforgueds Pierrot served, as John Mayer argues
French c¢cl own whose sophisticated and whalneeditoc al pl ay
defend himself from his own Romantic vulnerability?o
no such Asophisticated and whi msi cal playfulness. 0

liberated expressiveness.
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and body (his fAvest and noseo). Even the p
and social environment suggests the degree to which his world remains defined
exclusively in term®f performativity. The poem describes his world as if it were a kind
of stage set, replete with Apainted col onn
Al awns, 06 Acigarettes and serenadeso (32).
theladies n Section |1, the fAcomedianod of ASui't
which individuals lack any substantively salvare sense of inwardness. No gap exists
bet ween individual s6 exteriorized social p
inner selfconsciousness capable of critically reflecting on that performance. Indeed, the
poem scathingly and ironically reflects: #
dogmatic vest, and nose / Nose that interrogates the stars, / Impressive, sceptic, scarlet
noe; / The most expressive, real of meno (3
course, that the fAcomedianod | acks any auth
remains a facade, a shell, a reflected copy of other individuals who themselaes rem
reflected copies. All that remains is surface.

This notion of exteriorization perhaps
a Portrait, o fMHarvas Advaratddiliar B8N la the poem, thetsmeaker
describes (a portraitof)aovman who fAstands at E€E€omplatée ng i n

599). Yet in describing the woman, the speaker admits that her expression resists

comprehensi on. Rat her than appearing as a
facial expression would provecea | vy i nterpretabl e, she seems
Ai mmaterial . o fAHer dark eyes, 0 the speaker
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and she remains ABeyond the circle of our
speaker, an incomprehensilidgade whose inner spaces elude detection. Yet in closing

of f access to the womands interiority and
externalized object, the poem also implicitly calls into question interiority as such. The
gazing eye only has accdsssurface realities. Interiority remains a supposition at best,

and at worst, merely an internalization of externalized forms, falsely perceived as

authentic (as in fAiMandarinso or ASuite Clo
tosuggestprecikey t hi s point by associatively | ink
parrot on his bar, a silent spy, |/ Regards

woman, too, a kind of parrot, an evasive mimic, whose elusiveness only indicates her
essentiallymitative subjectivity? Does the same hold for the speaker, too?

As noted in the Introduction, Francis Dickey makes precisely this point in

AParrotdés Eye: A Portrait by Manet and Two
Eli ot ds p o e poetapgakeraslhumarapsrrétsiheavoman is literally only
a painting, an fAaesthetic object,d a pure

speculations regarding her supposed interiority (130). And of course, as a painting, she
merely aestheticatlmimics a certain social form and appearance. And inasmuch as the

poem implicitly associates the parrot with the woman, it also associates it with the
speaker, since the parrotdés gaze appears t

(129). Is the geaker, Dickey asks, only parroting romantic clichés concerning interiority

84Whilel largelyc oncur with Dickeyds reading of fAOn a Portre:
APort rlLaaidty ,00f aa position which | will discuss in mor
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as he contemplates the womands portrait? |
and emotions merely a derivative exercise?
ses it wultimately fAforeclose[es] the possib
both characters (124). The woman remains an inscrutable facade, while the speaker
Af orgets himself in contemplation of an ae
concludes that Athe object of his absorpti
spacetoentérher s or hiso (130). The #dAfigure of t
speaker] to the painting6s sessiviequaligyofdied t o
thoughts or interior speecho (130). I n oth
which interiority itself remains a kind of illusion. In suggesting that the experience of
inwardness remains an illusory construction, the poeggesis, too, that individuals
remain constituted by the very facades they present both to others and to themselves.
Thus, as Dickey puts it, AElIliotds concepti
fl at and theatri cal tdqsaybothsugmenicéatanddnyitative(As35) ,
in AConvictionsod or AGoldfish, o0 AMandarins
an image of the individual as a kind of marionette, a puppet devoid of any sense of
substantive interiority, parroting instesutherited social (or literary) form.

In each of these early poems, then, Eliot appears to invert the standard romantic
privileging of interiority over exteriority. He suggests instead a model of self wherein the
self appears almost exclusively socially stvacted, ovedetermined by class and its
corresponding social forms and rituals. Thus, the self exists only as the externalized

reproduction of certain structuring social conditions. His early characters remain
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depthless edifices, lacking in both salfareness and individual distinctiveness. Each of
his marionettes, in the end, remain thoroughly interchangeable with one another. Nothing
differentiates them since each remains merely a superficial copy of certain socially
prescribed identities. As ArthuySmo ns r e f | &heiSynbalisht Movemnbited s
edition Eliot readf°i Ar e we not all puppets, in a thea
parts we play, the dresses we wear, the very emotion whose dominance gives its express
form to our face, have dii e e n ¢ h 0o s e n 8 Cantra the wrAaitic Aotidh 4f an
inner, authentic identity which constitute
Arnold, or Pater), these early poems suggest that no such inner space exists. Even the
speaker of these posmemains a distant and severely attenuated presence. He or she
appears more a roaming, disembodied eye than a situated, centerieniow@iy and
selfrevealing voice delineated by some wadifined sense of inwardness.

Again, in this, Eliot differentiges himself from precursors such as Laforgue, for
whom the speakerds inwardness remains a ptr
ironically rendered. As Symons suggests, e
becomes an escape from the arrogarice . the world as it agars to the sober
majori})yyol§dee&d, he continues, Laforgue re
cannot omit . . . a single hour of the day; and his flight to them®in sheer
desper af).OpasMayérpnos7 i t, fALaforgue preferred t

to give voice to the range of his own feel

85 This is the second edition. Symons originally published his book in 1899.
86 Symons writes thif his essay on Maeterlinck, immediately following the chapter on Laforgue.
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emphasizes the existence of a gap between a clearly delineated inwardness and an
external world the individual firlhostile, vapid, or artificial. Eliot, on the other hand,
not only blurs the distinction between the inner and the outer (as he will do in his
philosophical papers), but in the end suggests that the internal reduces to the external,
such that the internédses any sense of substantive-selfisistency. Fagade triumphs
over supposed inner essence. Or, at the very least, Eliot confesses to a profound tension
between the two polarities, which results in the end in the primacy of the external in these
poems.

This is not to suggest that these early poems merely map out an early version of
Eli otesque fAi mpersonality. o I n deemphasi zi
charactersodo), these poems implicitly advan
They posit a particular notion of knowing and a particular notion of being according to
which the external gains priority over the internal. Yes, these poems reflect a kind of
Afescape from emotiond and fApersonadlthety, 0 a
|l ndi vi dual Talento (43), but only in the s
of the substanti al unity of the soul, 0 as
deemphasizing the internal, these poems also suggest a oaythehof subjectivity that
runs counter to those models of subjectiwvi
precursors. These early poems already work to challenge normative notions of human
being in a way that his philosophical and anthropologicakwall only extend. Eliot
chall enges notions of the fApersonal 0o or of

effort to Ahide himself, 0 as MaPodicsBfl | mann
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Impersonality(15), but because he also peveei the epistemological complexity than
characterized the relation between internality and externality. Critics like Grover Smith,

who argue that impersonality functions for Eliot merely as a mask by which he

Adi sgui seso0 otherwi sadi,idbadgdenaenptt gmaprducem
some transparent exercise in emotional purgation and confessid¥ A28) while a

basis for this view certainly exists, these critics (i.e., Maud, Smith) neglect to take into

account the intellectual consonancénsen his poetry, literary criticism, and his

philosophical and anthropological work. For in fact, as discussed above, his philosophical
work reveals a thinker deeply concerned about the relation between subjects and objects,

and so, too, does his poet@f course, these earliest poems almost invariably privilege

the exterior over the interior, simply reversing, then, the binary established by his literary
predecessors, such as Arnold and Browning. Yet even in these early poems, Eliot begins

to question sth a simplistic inversion, suggesting that a more complicated relation exists
between internality and externality than these marionette poems necessarily imply.

Il ndeed, in APortrait of a Lady, 0 written o

beyonda mere reversal of the binary to suggest, instead, the way in which its two poles

remain fundamentally mutually constitutively interrelated.

APortr ai tAnaher Marionetiedgem?
RecallEl ot 6 s rrefl ®k4 06 oRed Whgaleldeal and Imaginady

in which he asserts that Ain becoming awar

8" Consider,tooL y nd al | Gor don, wh cexclggivelyimtliedangtdge dd Orsf g vij cerca |
ur ge @24y o
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that | am a subject, and its objectivity i
formulation, Eliotsuggests that subjects and objects exist only in terms of one another.
Neither exists in isolation from the other; each roots itself constitutively in its relation

with the othe® To contemplate an object, then, is to implicitly situate oneself as a

subject in relation to that object. And conversely, to assume subjectivity is implicitly to
assume an objective reality distinct from
coherence and definition. Objectification implies a subject for whom objectsestsf

objects. Otherwise elements in the material (and metaphysical) world sink back into a
spatially, temporally, or conceptually undifferentiated (because unperceived or
undesignated) mass. As Eliot puts it, AFor
resumes its place in reality from which it was for the moment detached . . . itis in the end
completely absorbed by its relationso (170
separate it (however momentarily and provisionally) from its continuity witkimore
ontologicallycompre e n si ve ¢ o n tObjects. ContentdObjectvity, andh i

Exi stenceo (also 1914), Eliot affirms that

may be directedo (165). The nthermadmentodr | d, O

perception, o6 even if the Areal and ideal,
Afabstractions, | egitimate enough, but rela
81n his introductory study of Hegel,or i nst ance, Peter Sicongaousness.i tes t h

. cannot exist in isolation. If consciousness is to form a proper picture of itself, it needs some contrast. It
requires an object from which to differentiate itself. | can only becaware bmyself if | am also aware

of somet hi ng t h &t asiHegelmimself putg in #Rkhehamenpl@gy ) fFeomstidusness

is the reflection out of the being of the world of sense and perception, and is essentially the return from
othernes¢ (105, italics in original).
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here, only four years after his earliest Laforguian poetry, Eliot clgaalyples with many
of the same issues that inform his dramatizations of subject/object relations in his poetry.

As argued above, Eliot largely emphasizes in these early poems the object side of
the binary. His characters remain stigkures, puppets, amate objects without an
ani mating autonomy. They | ack fisoul, 0 as i
of others, and in existing only for others lack existence in themselves (i.e.-as self
knowing consciousnesses aware of themsedgasibjecs). And yet, even as Eliot is
writing poems that dramatize individuals as utterly externalized creatures, a eounter
movement emerges in his work which complicates this formulation. This ceunter
movement becomes most initiailt yofmaailfady, d
published in the journ@thers( 1 915) , and t WPefmockagdd®ther i n 1917
Observation® (Miller 148-49).

Francis Dickey reads fAPortrait of a Lad
that Eliot, almost without exceptiors, a poet of exteriority (a direct reversal of those
such as Lyndall Gordon, J. Hillis Miller, or A. David Moody who affirm Eliot as a poet

of interiority). Indeed, she claims that over the course of his career, from his earliest

poetry to his verse dramma, Eli ot more and more dramati ze
theatrical, 0 | acking any sense of interior
prescribed social identities (135). Dickey
AOn a Piomauag@urtaot)es this trend in EIliotds wc

89 Even the title of this collectiorPfufrock and Other Observations significant, in that it suggests a
perceiving consciousness observing others as objects of study.
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attempts to Arepresent the very idea of 1in
(114). That is to say, Dickey reads APortr
illusory nature of interiority; that what individuals (potentially) perceive as an authentic
inner space is in fact only an internalization of external social conditionings. Still, while
sheds right to point out the wasy siunc hwhaisc hii C
a Portraito and (to an extent) APortrait o
he nevertheless goes on to complicate his own project.

Ofcourse,a wi th so many of Eliotds early pot
portrays cheacters who appear to lack any discernable sense of inwardness, at least at
first. Indeed, through the bulk of the poem, the speaker and the woman remain marionette
figures, puppets who unreflectingly enact the social codes appropriate to their class
posiion. Even as the poem opens, it presents a description of the setting which, as in
ASuite Clownesque, 0 suggests the theater a

and fog of a December afternoon / You have the scene arrang® asetfwill seem to

dd/ With 61 have saved this afternoon for
room, [/ Four rings of |light wupon the ceil:]|
Prepared for all the things toediage,asdi d, or

were, for the marionette roles its actors will enact, and it does so in a way that renders the
actors powerless participants. The scene i
actors passively occupy, constructs itself in a vay tompels from the actors a certain

kind of behavior. The fAsetodo not only consi

but it consists, too, of language, of a set pattern of exchanges, conversational topics,
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accepted responses, and tonal inflewi¢e.g., their talk of Chopin or of the subtle
romanticized allusions to fAvelleities and
then, but the womands statement, Al have s
poemob6s st ag eeddoaltoftherechpes af pastpanfarmeances which work
here as compulsory templates for potential future encounters. Thus the poem, from its
very first lines, suggests the degree to which individuals necessarily conform to the
material conditions that dek their contexts. The physical and social environment itself
compels a certain kind of pupgéte performativity.

Indeed, the conversation that unfolds between the speaker and the woman merely
repeats certain expected patterns, which alongside tleglicpable lines and posturings
reflect the theatricality not only of the encounter itself but of their identities. Grover
Smith notes that just as the fAisetting appe
of acquaintanceo duals$ (e Bickeytextemds this lineval thaughtd i v i
further, and correctly argues that in this
imitation and subsumed it into a larger thematic of theatricality, where the theatrical is
defined as a kind of automatich@a vi or t hat does not express
certainly, both of these characters exhibi
concerts, friendship, and the passing of time. The woman, for example, adopts a
culturally inherited, uper class (and thus privileged with the leisure to brood), romantic
attitude towards what she terms her Aburie
Arnol dés poem, AThe Buried Lifeo), as she

AYet witphidthsseskhts, 0 she remarks, Athat s
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Paris in the Spring, / | feel immeasurably at peace, and find the world / To be wonderful

and youthful after allo (19). The speaker,
to himself) mocks the womandés senti ment al r
Ai nsi sdf-temne olut. . . broken violino (19). H ¢

disaffected, culturalhprivileged male, critiquing her performance while largelywae
that he, too, merely performs a dléoth in his comments to her, which align with
certain public codes of normative class behavior), but also in his negative reflections on
her, which merely reinscribe a certain-fie-siecle decadent cynicism andse of ennui.

In other words, both the speaker and the lady reduce to their performances. Each
exists only as a surface, devoid of depth-aeléreness, or authenticity. Interestingly, in
her study of #APortrait of oaendasd yi coe nM.r alla ucra
involves fAimale aggressivenesso and Afemal e
as an opposition between Athe woman as she
(410). She emphasizes precisely the gap thatexistsveme n t he speaker ds p
towards the woman and his private resent me
masterful , 0 Laurentia argues, and that he
himself once for all from his slaverytothewama ( 4 10) . But he can ne
from her nor openly articulate his antipathy to her. He remains impotently confined to the
role he feels condemned to play. Laurentia suggests implicitly, then, that in his muted
hostility the speaker in fact exgses a degree of inner authenticity. He resents the
persona he adopts towards the woman, yet feels powerless to abandon the act. He remains

Asomehow bound to the woman by a civilized
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to, 0 yet whi c lepriaatelytesists (4413. mhas, thd verg gapopened up

bet ween the speakerdos resistance to the wo
towards her in fact authenticates the spea
Laur ent i a, animbsdy sterpsdrankad inrieisspace that remains intrinsically

his own.

Whil e Eliotbdés poem indeed offers a spac
Laurentia misstates the reasons why. Certainly, the poem suggests the existence of a gap
betweenthe spkae r 6s behavior to the woman and hi's
her room as fAJulietds tomb, o6 for instance,
woman, and throughout the poem he repeatedly uses body language (notably smiles) to
mask his attial feelings. After she reflects sentimentally on the transience of youth, he
reflects to himself, Al smile, of course,
proves cruci al here, in that it suggests t
perfomance. And yet, paradoxically, the supposedigadivledge the speaker evinces
here proves delusory, for in fact, he knows much less than he thinks he knows, either
about himself or the woman. As suggested a
womanitself remains a kind of act, a performance just as posed and scripted as his
out ward behavior. As Grover Smith suggests
and s up e rl0)iHisbehavieraowdrds the woman remains motivated largely by
blind egotism, an unwillingness or inability to sympathize with this woman who
nonetheless pleads for sympathy, however artificially romanticized her appeals. He

remains fAattunedo only to his own feelings
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hers (11)He apes the behavior appropriate for the occasion, and in acknowledging the

apery, generates the illusion of interiority. But his reactions and expressions (both public

and private) remain just as mudbwtoa perf orm
perform( A | keep my c oun tpeonsasnecses,e d/o)Il, rbeuntaionn |sye |
nothing else. Indeed, as he admits to hims
Reading the comics and the sporting pageo
routines just as much as the woman does.

Dickey, too, makes the point that the s
from some authentic sense of salfareness, but rather from the gap the speaker
perceives between the womanés daiootment s and
words, from hs hypocrisy Yetas the poem itself makes clear by the end, the gap is in
fact an illusion, for the woman fully understands the true state of their relationship, and
when she makes this clear to the speaker,
sefkfpossession gutters; we are really in the
moment where the speakerodés own artificiald:@i
having a private interior, 0 she anrdguheism, or e
and Athe collapse is broughtotlhbearr bfyr iheermrd & o(r
emphasis in original). When the gap between them collapses, so, too, does the illusion of
interiority. fAHe sees hi mdPdekeyconcladesjahen!l y, a
experience which fireveals him as nothing b

mi rrored) the appropriate facial expressio
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speaker to see himself performatively conditioned in the sameasvag had previously

regarded her.

Both Laurentia and Dickey misread the

exteriority, although from entirely different perspectives. Laurentia implicitly privileges a
normative notion of interiority in her study, anelver questions its status or stability as a
concept, nor the way the poem potentially interrogates it. On the other hand, Dickey
chall enges the poembébs presentation of i

simply privileging, in the end, thexternal at the expense of the internal. She reads this

p

nt e

poem in the tradition of the earlier HAmar.

AConvictionso), without thinking through

e

poem from those earlierpoenis3 1) . Yet EIl i ot ds poem proves

these two readings suggest, and in fact, contra Dickey, marks a shift in his representation

of the inner/outer binary. As discussed above, in the earlier poems, Eliot almost
invariably privileges exteridty over interiority. The poems serve in part as critiques,
satirizing the vapid social personas of the Boston upper class, and in part as informal
anthropological sketches, dramatizing a certain conceptualization of human subjectivity.
Il n APor adygi, © dfowavier, EIliot initiates a

that will ramify throughout his work.

The Emergence of the Interior

Dickey rightly suggests that the poem largely dramatizes subjectivity as imitative
and derivative. And yet | want to argue that the very moment that Dickey points to as
evidence of the poemdés final excl uthke on
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very moment of its initial appearance. When the woman reveals to the speaker her
knowledge of the true nature of their relationship and thus closes the gap the speaker had
assumed divided them, she, as it were, holds a mirror up to the speakercasdiim to
see himself i n a way that he had not befor
she unexpectedly says to him, AWhy we have
reaction is telling: Al feel ASudklenly bi:mie who
expression in a glasso (21). The figure he
significant. He sees himself reflected back to himself, encounters himself as a surface. He
finds himself startled out of himself, out of his illusiongagding their relationship, and
out of his rote performance. Dickey argues that the speaker discovers in this penetrating
moment of selreflection the realization of an essential inner lack. In the reflection, she
suggests, he discovers the absence okahgtantive inwardness. He perceives himself
as a purely performative creature, and kno
changing shape / To find expression . . . dance, dance / Like a dancing bear, / Cry like a
parrot, chattele cbhkhefandapeofie2pyessiono t
performance. All he can do is to fAparroto
this parroting goes all the way down, so to speak. Nothing in the speaker escapes the
imitative imperative.

But Dickey misses the point that in perceiving himself agréace, the speaker
perceives himself sexperiencing, thus reflexively generating the very inwardness that
the realization itself would seem to foreclose. T@nent heecognizehimself as

merely performatively constituted, proves precisely the moment he escapes the confining
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delineations of his social constitution. He sees himself reflected back to himself,

perceives his own lack of depth. He can no longer sustain the initigbmlaSinteriority

that had sustained his sense of control over his own dissimulative performance. In
acknowledging her awareness of the state of their friendship, she, in a sense, penetrates
his selfillusions, renders him transparent, exposes him todifiria doing so, she causes

him to experience his own saibjectification, and he finds the experience disorienting

and disordering to his sense of self. She has robbed him of heosgilacency, and he
recognizes now that heg shapefibofToofwi edeeyp!
sense, he is like a puppet who has just gained knowledge of hasaghuppet, yet all

the while continues to remain a puppet. The shift remains subtle, but nonetheless crucial

in that it suggests the possibility farrther dialectical developments. Indeed, that the

poem concludes with a question remains significant, in that it marks both his newly
discovered seltincertainty, but also the development of an inner sfua¢be experience
ofuncertainty.t hfeShowlhd It ohawe |l e, 06 he asks,
that throughout the poem his smiles have been paradoxically that which most marked his
lack of depth (21).

Thus, APortrait of a Ladyo marks a shif
representationofsulget i vi ty characteristic of EIiotos
portraying individuals purely as marionettes, sfiickires lacking either depth or self
consciousness, he initiates in this poem the beginnings of an alternate model. Confronted
with his own refection (via the woman), the speaker encounters himself as an object,

sees himself, as it were, from the outside, and he finds the experience bewildering and
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selfnegating. His placidity shattered, what remains is a tenuous nepesediption,
although hghly undeveloped and largely unarticulated. Indeed, he experiences this new
(sense of) self not as some more authentierversion of himself that had previously

been obscured, but rather as an experience of pure negation. Inner space, as it were,

opensup, but only in the sense of an abyss opening up beneath a previously solid surface.

Ending with a question, the poem suggests
| onger knows dAwhat to feel or i f |1 ounderst
soono (21). I n a sense, the experience has

To appropricg  EIl i ot 6s own | aRegl,Waegleldedland m f Obj ec
Imaginary 6 fiin becoming awareo of himself as a
Ladyo becomes aware of himself as a subjec
objectivity is somehow relative to his status as a subject. The two terms intertwine, for in
coming to perceive himself as an object, he comes, too, to a new perception of himself as
a subjectapable of objectificationThe same dynamic that Eliot affirms in his

philosophical work on subject/object relations thus characterizes (to an extent) the

Speaer 6s experience in this poem, as it wil/l
speakers in a number of his | ater poems. |
was al so working on AThe Love Songesof J. A

with a speakerodb,experdiemce omf Beltf wher eas
never quite moves beyond the disorienting effects of objectification andeggdtion (he
remains only a holl owed shelbrofya semai by

abyss on whose edge he teeters), Prufrock incorporates the experience of objectification
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into his very experience of self, thus modeling a notion of subject/object relations that

aligns much more preciselaynswi th EIliotds ph

APrufrocko andEmeilygenceDr ama of Sel f

Eli ot composed an initial wversion of AP
on fiConvictions, 0 AMandarins, 0o AGol dfish, o
ina March &, 1946 lettertoJon Pope t hat he began thinkincg
1910, 0 thus placing it fi°®%Indeed thesepoemsml t hi s
share certain similarities. Each focuses on upper class Boston social life. Each presents
individuals thorought circumscribed by their sociocultural contexts, confined to a
narrow range of culturally ritualized behavior. And each offers portraits of individuals
who exist only as inflected though their socially prescribed performances. Social identity,
in other wods, comes to mark the limits of identity as such: exteriority and interiority
converge, as inwardness merely recapitul at
complicates this formula, in that it introduces a figure who seems not only aware of the
social scipt which delineates his identity (both public and private), but of the tension
between that social script as publically enacted and privately experienced. Just as
APortrait of a Ladyo opens up a gap bet wee

Proucfkr, © but the | atter extends its treat me

1]

% n his notes to the poem, Christopher Ricks points us to this (&#6}, which John Pope (the recipient)

first published in his 1947 essay, fAPhetufipassagk and Ra
reads: fAThe poem edsomkertimeinrldld.K thimkahat wicea Iwerd to Raris in the

autumn of that year | had already written several fragments which were ultimately embodied in the poem,

but | cannot at this distance r emembterP wihnace .Hd mltenti
passage showing the influence of Laforgue, was one of these fragments which | took with me, but the poem
was not completed until the summer of 19110 (Pope 3
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illustrates the mutually constitutive dialectical relationship between the two. In fact, in

many ways, Eli otds dramati zation of subjec
parallels the view of subject/object relations he promulgates in his philosophical work

only two and three years later, in his essays on Kant and Bradley.

Anumber of critics point to APrufrock?o
enfeebling experiergcof a speaker claustrophobically setfclosed. J. Hillis Miller, for
instance, argues that the fAireader is plung
spherical enclosure of Prufrockds mindo (1
AEver yt hbecagse [Be}thirkks of it, and the bubble of his thought is never
brokeno (137). From Prufrockés perspective
and consequently the external world ceases to have objective reality for him. Carol T.
Christagree, adding that APrufrock constructs a
preserve him in a solipsistic dream worl d,

world he inhabits, she suggests, fictionally dramatizes himself as an actor in his ewn self

na rative. Similarly, for Lyndal/l Gordon, P
psychological states, memories, and rol es,
someone, an admired woman, 0 he cannot, con
hisown i nsul ar consciousness (68). As Gordon

accumulation of inner states that in themselves lack connection with any objective,
external world. Prufrock can experience nothing but his own inner world, nor can he
relae that experience of inwardness to the outer realities of other consciousnesses. Thus,

for each of these critics, Prufrock remains confined exclusively to the experience of his
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own inner consciousness. He possesses no authentic (or verifiable) linlexbetmeal
world. In fact, the external world that he grapples with in the poem proves more or less
only a figment of his own seklbsorbed (and absorbing) imaginative projections.

For critics |like these, then, dnRheufr ock
problem of interiority. Indeed, for these
experience of interiority, but the experience of a solipsistically delineated interiority. No
di scernably objective r el atimselhancktxeioder s bet w
world. He simply finds himself thrown into a particular social and cultural environment
which, yes, he finds bewildering, but which also, ultimately, remains dualistically
uncoupled from PrufrockOs isdamssayefor Milea Carad e n s e
Christ, and Gordon, Prufrockds interiority
space in itself that finds itself in tension with an alien environment (also an ontological
Agi venodo) with whi chmnmubicate.&lme sdlf remainsano means t
essentialized Abubbledo in conflict with an
to comprehend by projecting onto it its own inner, psychological content. Thus, these
critics posit a dualistic relation between theer and the outer that utterly severs the
connection between the two. They construct a binary which they themselves then impose
onto the poem, and proceed to argue (whether directly or only through implication) that
the poem necessarily privileges thevard element over the outward.

Of course, fAPrufrocko undoubtedly focus
that clearly demarcates this poem from muc

Indeed, as a dramatic monologue, this poem serves as a ¥ehitle expression of
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inward states of consciousness. Miller makes this same point when he argues that the
Apoetry of the dramatic monol ogue coll apse
i solation of a singl e mi ictdtésthe dpiajison The dr a
internality, as it involves a single speaker speaking out of a particular psychological,
intellectual, and emotional position. By definition, then, no other voice exists in the poem
with which the speaker might engage. The ressliMidler observes, is the sensation of
Aan opaque sphere closed in on itselfo (13
monol ogues effect this feeling (as Miller,
(137). Moreover, that the dramatic morglie extracts an individual spealesran
individual from a particular social/cultural/historical context perhaps exacerbates the
sensation of solipsisticsedfnc|l osure. To emphasize the spe
expense of her or his dialecticalnmrsion in a field of other voices necessarily, to some
extent, distorts that voiéegrants it an intensity or sense of isolation it might not
otherwise possess if contextualized within a chorus of voices.

However, to suggest t éxpetiende Bfinteriortyo(askto dr a
does) is not the same as to suggest that the poem posits a notion of the self characterized
by its dualistic severance from the external world. The dramatization of interiority does
not in itself imply the essentializing mteriority, which is what Miller, Carol Christ, and
Gordon each in their different ways appear to cl&ather, as | will argue below, Eliot
offers a much more complex and nuanced portrayal of interiority, which places
inwardness in direct dialecticale | at i on wi th its &xtudrmrmalk ocdr

will claim underminesny notion of an ontologically autonomous inwardness, and
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suggests instead that interiority arises only in dialectical friction with certain perceived
external realities. Carersely, those external realities, too, only take on concrete

determinant existence with the emergence of a sense of inwardness. Both poles of the
binary remain mutually and persistently implicated in one another, neither separate from

the perceived reaiitof the other, an antiualistic position Eliot also affirms in his

philosophical work and literary criticism. In staging inwardness in this manner,
APrufrocko marks a pronounced shift in EI|
representing humapeings as utterly exteriorized pupyigiures, he now offers a more

nuanced portrayal of the genesis and contours of human subjectivity, even though he goes

on to further complicate this modael his later work (see Chapter F)ve

Dialectical Relations n A Pr ufr ocko

Significantly, thepoeminitially stresse®r uf r ockés exteriority,
object rather than his inner experiential reality. Specifically, despite the differences that
clearly separate it frompmudlmdqgf ARPIriudtrd®dc ka
many of the same marionette tropes as do these other poems, thus suggesting a degree of
continuity with them, rather than divergence. Indeed, in certain ways, Prufrock himself
remains a kind of puppet, formulaically performigrording to a particular social script
and participating in particular soci al rit
His thoughts and concerns remain those of his class position, and demonstrate to what
extent the horizons of his conscsgmess remain circumscribed by his location in the
social order. Utterly immersed in his own socially derived existence, he exclaims that he
has fAknown them al [0 /Hhbstkeacvdthe evekimgs, morningsh e m a |

186



afternoonso (tldhceHi 8Bmeasuamaédeaust . . . Wi
his only mode of seléxperience, and thus marks the boundaries of his capacity for self
knowl edge (14). As with many of EIliotds ot
remains largely perforative, an enactment merely of certain social codes and behavior
conventions. He simply reproduces the social and cultural forms expected of him,

however haltingly. No interior space exists for him to withdraw to in order to escape the
required performanc@nd it is in this sense that he remains a puppet, a woodened

exterior lacking depth or substantive salfareness.

Il ndeed, the poem in fact foregrounds Pr
that reinforces this mar i gnoeinstaee, compagee. The
the evening (Aspread out against the skyo)
of course, the comparison just as well applies to Prufrock himself, who throughout the
poem betrays his own mode of paralysis. But in ligkime image to Prufrock, the poem
also suggests the extent to which Prufrock appears as an anesthetized body, an exterior
form without depth or inner consciousness. From its opening lines, then, the poem
presents its speaker as simply a physical surfdoedy closed in around itself, precisely
that Aspherical enclosureo to which Miller
with an emphasis on the sphere itself, rather than to that which it encloses). Indeed, as the
poem proceeds, Prufrock repehtey dr aws attention to his ow
spot in the middle of [his] hair,o for ins

Amorning coato and Acoll aro that Amount fi

presents Prufrock as agularly physical figure, gangly, stiff, and tldirjust like a
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mari onette. It foregrounds Prufrockdos body
opposed to his interiority).

Thus the poem, at least at first, presents Prufrock as a figury degoid of
interiority, an essentially imitative personaéty pupped who merely enacts the
ritualized cultural conventions of upper class Boston social life. Yet, crucially, the poem
goes on to dramati ze Pr uf r ocslwaseneasvwhatithem e s s
creates the gap between Prufrockds sociall
himselfasa persona. That is to say, to experience himself as a subject first requires
experiencing himself as arnt roaijtecaf. aAsL aw yt,hc
the experience of his own selbjectification, he comes to experience himself as a
subjectsubject o obj ecti fication. And, again |ike
comes to experience himself as a subject via thectfigation to which others subject
hi m. I n a pivotal passage in the poem, Pru
already, known them @l / The eyes that fix you in a formulated phrase, / And when |
am formulated, sprawling on a pin, /. . . fefthow should | begin / To spit out all the
butends of my daylsS)and®PrwdynTk 6(slexperience
mediated, here, through the seljectifying gaze of the other. He is (in his social
instantiation) as these others perceive tarbe. His identity remains that as constituted
in their glance. Yet he Aknowso the gl ance
hi mself overdetermined by it. 't Afor mul at
him for these others, yet hemains selfeflexively aware of himself as the object they

havesubjectedo their formulations.
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That is to say, figuratively pinned to
insect) as a subject capable of objectification. This insight openshim ithe subjective
(and anxious) awareness of his own objectified status, and thus the creation-of a self
perceiving inwardness distinct from his objstitus. Consequently, his sense of himself
as a self emerges only when he finds himself construed algject in the eyes of the
other (indeed, in the passage, he-focuses
experience (inwardness) requires s#ifectification (exteriorization), each state remains
dependent upon the other for its own felt phenorugical reality. To appropriate
Eliotds own | anguage from his dissertation

subjective; and everything, fR20Orasheot her p

says el sewhere in t hes..dupsnother selaes;iit s notgivént he s
as a direct experience, but is an interpretation of experience by interaction with other
selveso (146).

Much more so than APortrait of a Lady, 0

relation between subjectifition (i.e., as here defined, the emergence of subjective self
awareness) and objectification. Specifically, it presents the process of subjectification as
emerging out of the subjectds sense of his
speakerofi Portraito remains, at the end of the
sefconsciousness, fAPrufrocko stages its spe:
own body (its age and fragility) as well as his pervasive diffidence reflect the struggles of

an individual utterly overwhelmed by the experience of himresedf s el f . A Shal | |

hair behind?0d he asks, iDo | dare to eat a
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to ask, but can come to no clear conclusion. But his questions revaaldieness that
his experience of self remains bound up in his ownagkctification, for in posing
these questions, he implicitly seeks some definitive external confirmation of his own
status as a self. He seeks, paradoxically, furthetobgdictificaion in order to stabilize
the sense of self that emerges out of his initial perception of himself as an object.

Thus, APrufrocko introduces a dynamic vy
predicated on the dialectical relationship between internality aednedity. Contrary to
those critics, then, who would suggest tha
essentialized notion of self, the poem in fact suggests precisely the opposite. The
experience of inwardness emerges only in relation to theierpe of exteriorization. In
itself it |l acks conceptual coherence. Cons
experience of solipsistic, existentialist isolatfdRather, it emphasizes to what extent
individuals remain radically bound up withoaen ot her . AsOHeLts: o0t notes
Content, Objectivity, and Existenceo (writ
with #APrufr oc k acpntraditt@yy becapse if Aisrto knaw oslyehis bwn
world, there must be another world to castrit with: and there is none. If A knew only
his own world, he would have to know that
Prufrockdés problem is that he knows precis

world, that other subjective centers preashim, objectify him, and in doing so, elicit in

91 Referringto the poends opening lines, in which Prufrock appearstoadsrs an i nterl ocutor (
then, you and 1060), Miller argues that the Ayoud her
addresses himself here, as if he were speaking to a

isolation, o0 Miller argues, A h]e has spl

ofPufrock
(

0s
aloneo 138).
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himthatseir ecogni ti on whi ch awakens him to hims
completes a turn in his poetry begun i n AP
ever more sophisticated ways indivilua 6 experi ence of interior.]
finalizes this initial turnThe Waste Landeepens it, extends its expression through its
presentation of a series of individuals who lack the capacity to recognize their own
objectification, while at theame time infusing the poem with a sedignizant

consciousness (Tiresias) who draws attention to the process of objectification and the

consequences for those who cannot recognize it.

From fAPr UHeWastehand t o

The Waste Lantepresat s a di stinct departure from
not only in size, but in conception and the radicalization of technique. Composed of a
series of narratively disjointed scenes and lyric fragments as well as a bewildering
succession of seemingtiisconnected images, the poem privileges the experience of
disjunction and disorientation. For many critics, the poem lacks the mode of coherency
found, say, in APortrait of a Ladyo or APr
delineated central conscisness, a structurally stable narrative voice which speaks (or
ruminates), and thereby provides the cohesion needed to unify otherwise ambiguous
observations, apparent memories, and images.\Waste Landn the other hand, would
seem to sever the link vaten a coherent, pervasively present central narrative
consciousness and the events of the poem.
themes, settings, sAlirezaEatabnbakbash putsd (vH). Ooés s el ve

Derek Traversi argues, it offers only a fAw
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explore, because he had nothing else on wh
perspective, then, by its very forifheWaste Lanalready suggests a more complicated
portrayal of the relationship between interiority and exteriority, because it blurs the
boundaries between the two. The discernable;evellf i ned, si ngul ar spee
and APruf r oc kaultdlicity of ilndefiniee ¥oicesnperspectives,
perceptions, and encounters, whose exact relations with one another remain relatively
indeterminate.

Still, in its many vignettes, the poem clearly dramatizes the experiences of
particular individuals disonnected from one another, isolated monads confined to their
own limited modes of selxperience. That is, inasmuch as the poem dissolves the
boundaries between the inward and the outward (by blurring the distinctions between
voices, perspectives, etat)also offers a portrayal of individuals as radically self
delineated. Indeed, the individuals it dramatizes lack any substantive sense of
inwardnes8 they appear emptied out, hollowed shells devoid of any inner content. They
lack seltawareness or intrpgction, even to the limited degree as that experienced by the
speaker of APortrait.o They exist only as
The Waste Landrects a certain tension between the inner and the outer unique to its own
representatinal strategies. On the one hand, it dissolves distinctions between interiority
and exteriority (by splintering and confusing perspectives, voices, etc.), and yet on the
other, 1t emphasi zes i nisbiatwon ahdiugdr, sindelepgr of oun d
exteriorization. Indeed, in emphasizing such exteriorization, it recalls the particular

portrayal of the inner/outer tension char a

192



earlier poems, the individuals Tthe Waste Landppear as puppet figugpossessing
neither depth nor consciousness.

And yet, as i n f PlhaVWastelandldo deamalizesitieor t r ai t
experience of selfecognition, only it does so indirectly (yet nonetheless crucially)
through the figure of Tiresias. Indeed, ffeeem positions Tiresias as both internal and
external to its events, but does so in a way that suggests the constitutive interdependency
of the two locations. What Tiresias witnesses (as external to himself), he also experiences
(asinternal to himself). 8t h experi ences arise simultaneo
APortrait, o subjectivity here requires obj
seltexternalizing, sellestabilizing gaze. In short, as | will argue, Tiresias provides the
lensthrougtwhi ch t o read Eliotds poem as an exte
Through Tiresias, Eliot critiques normative notions of interiority (i.eqraslogically
seltcontained or sel€onsistent), revealing instead an understanding of interiority as

dialectically grounded in its owreflexive self-externalization.

The Waste Landnd Interiority

As with APruf r ocTke Wastenhandsa peemicandernest r e a d
exclusively with the experience and expression of interiority, although now
autobiographically inflected. A. David Moody, for instance, argues that the poem
Aessentiall yo traces out the i dile6. wtncr ati c
root , he suggests, the poem explores #fthe
Eliot struggled with during this period of his life. Lyndall Gordon makes the same point
when she suggests thitte Waste Lantunct i ons | ar guardeg maddeof EI i o
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confessiono (149). But she goes further th
even more fundamental psychol ogical dynami
waste, 0 she argues, fAwas ahopr(elrbe7gyui slintdee etdo,

roots this linear model of spiritual development (i.e., the movement from despair to

redemption) in Eliotds own cultural ancest
i mperfection to perfection, ofamiyadthdirai ms, 0
Puritan pasto (157). However, in reading t

Moody and Gordon not only oveeduce it to its immediate sociohistorical context, but
also promulgate certain assumptions about the relationship letev¢s and authors that
in turn suggests a certain notion of the s
say, in reading the poem as a biographical allegory, both critics assume the poem
unproblematically, transparently translates the innerconts of EIl i ot 6s | i f e
form. Implicitly, then, they each posit a notion of interiority as a stableceatfined
repository of intelligible experiences which the poet can access and then convert into
verse. They thus erect a binary betweehinvi dual s6 inner | i fe and
experience which they confront and then communicate to others.

And yet, in his own philosophical speculations regarding subject/object relations,
Eliot argues that no such radically polarized binary exists. Ratteriarity and
exteriority (subject and object) remain constitutively interdependent. Each remains
ontologically rooted in the other. No autonomous,-setitained, seltonstituting inner
space exists which simply absorbs outer experience before tnagsiatto language.

Such a Lockean or Cartesian nodidualsn of t he
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conceptualizations. Indeed, as Jewel Spear

he formulates his most developed views on subject/objectrel ons, only HAspri
when it i's understood in the context of th
mo st fundament al Ainsight, o for Brooker, f

dualism always leadstos@font r ad78ct i ono (1

Nevertheless, other critics broadly con
El'i otdbs poem, although they do not focus e
elements. IMT . S. El i ot Q§forinstangeaBloisesrknapp\day argues thiae
WasteLand s a fApoem of radical doubt and negat
stilled except the desire forsalfur r ender , f or r esThegppopemt , and
that is, dramatizes emotional and spiritual dilemmas. It stages the individd s -own s el
struggle, a project necessarily inwardly focused. Similarlyhe Mystical Philosophy of
T.S.Eliof Fayek M. | shak argues the poem maps t
seeks refuge in phant as mal oe prgspneesitheanc es 6 0
existence of a constitutively singular ego that confronts a hostile, alienating social reality,
from which it then Aseeks refuge. o6 He goes
i dan g e rimprisohmerst and the possibility ofattaimg peaceo (75) . Fo
then, the poem expresses the inner spiritual lament and yearning of an individual quester,
a point Grover Smith makes as well, when h

t hrough [ a] privat e hwastgenh Itadred ,potelmed g PBt) G s

20f course, she goes on to echo Moody and Gordon, a
Eliotds own | ifectexpleird emwre,figédragzonal reifinteeri or j ou
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end of the poem, for Smith, the quester @fc
any rate the |liberation of Prosperoo (98).

guestjourney that a singular indigual undertakes in order to gain some spiritual insight

or sense of release. I n this sense, their
whom the poem serves to express Eliotds pe
such, they reproducethem@a di ¢ noti on of self i mplicit i

readings, a notion, again, which | argue Eliot strenuously disputes in both his

philosophical work and in his poetry.

Voiding the Interior

Of cour se, asThewWastehLan@®iously dravactki, z0e s i ndi vi c
innerexperience, although not in the way that these critics affirm (i.e., as an intelligible,
ontol ogically autonomous f@Agiveno). For the
serve to illustrate (as a kind of objective cotigls) the speakep r ot agoni st 6s ow
of inner desolation (as Moody or Smith claimhely stageéndividual moments of
disconnection, disillusion, and isolation which reinforce one another, collectively
amplifying the putegperimeeeln essereq they fudcsoncasen s el f
instances exempl i fying in miniature the speaker
argue that the poembés many character portr
interiority. | want to suggest that these portraits the poem negates inwardness, portrays
it only to suggesits absolute absenck deniedts characters interiority, by repeatedly
dramatizing individuals who lack any substantive sense of inwardness. They exist solely
on the surface, laakg the capacity to perceive themselves or others as persons capable
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of possessing depth. Their behavior remains rote and mechanical, their relations
characterized by mutual acts of objectification (and a corollary insensitivity to their own
objectstatus) Consequently, their interactions remain exploitative and denigrating.

For instance, in Part 111 (AThe Fire Se
between the clerk and typist, the poem presents individuals who not only utterly objectify
each dber, but lack any seleflective awareness of their objectification. They act
without cognitio® no gap exists between impulse and behavior. Like the marionettes
from EIliotbés earlier work, they simply per
teatime, c¢l ears her breakfast, Iights / Her st

describes her in terms of her actions, rather than her feelings or thoughts. She acts, rather

than reflects. |t privileges, dtheowindower i mm
perilously spread, [/ Her drying combinatio
di van are piled . . .l Stockings, slipper

inwardness here, it does so only through its negation. Sken® blank for readers,
characterized only by her mechanical behavior and by the material objects that share her
space (those Astockings, slippers, camisol
extends physically out into the objects around hea. $ense, they constitute her being.
Indeed, the poem positions her as merely another object in the collection. Like them, she
remains devoid of agency, awareness, org@éence. She exists only as an object
among objects.

When her Al ovamoc@rhbhendcwdbamng)marri ves,

once, 0 and while his advances remain Aunr e
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68) . She neither invites nor deters him, b

requires no reepomsaeved come ld frhaek] indiff
object without concern for the reality of
final patronising kiss, o before fAgrop[ing]

suggestive of a return baakto the darkness of his own salisence, i.e., into that blank

abyss of the absence of inwardness) (69). The poem describes the clerk in animalistic

terms, as a creature blindly reduced to the limited sphere of his own bestial desires.

Utterly lacking insel-awareness (or sympathetic awareness of others), he possesses no

substantive interiority. Rather, he acts only upon impulse, seeing the typist not as a

person, but as an instrument for use according to his own unarticulated purposes. Indeed,

shehardly egi sters him, either. Aftformedhe | eaves

thought to pass: [/ o6Well now thatos done:

sustained reflection, she simply fAsmooths

recordot he gramophoneo (69). Like the clerk,

Aaut omatically, 0 remains co+fperieneed onl y to
Thus, rather than depicting interiority, the poem presents the typist and the clerk

as individuals utterly devod of inwardness. Each exists solely on the surface, defined

only by their actions and surroundings. They remain utterly immersed in their own

unconscious activity, automatons unaware of themselves or of adsglves.

Significantly, the poem repeatedlyamatizes this particular model of self. Indeed, in the

final section of Part | (AThe Buri al of th

version of this view. In this section, the unnamed speaker reflects on the crowd of people
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moving wraithlikeover London Bridge. fAUnder the brow
broodingly observes, AA crowd fl owed over
death had undone so manyo (62). They | ack
rat her t haheyléck tod, kdividgalitydor pfesence; they move together as a
crowd, indistinguishable from one anothigliost significantlythey strike the speaker as
ghosts, lifeless, immaterial, and purposeless. They appear devoid of volition, and
therefore depth or reflection, manifesting themselves only in their spectral movements.
They remain moving shapes (or shades) rather than peesamisapparently fully
interchangeable with the other. The speaker goes on to observe that each of these
individuals fAfixe[s] his eyeso directly #fAb
oblivious to (or at least uninterested in) one other, theiowisiosed in upon their own
limited movements. They appear to themselves, then, as they appear to the speaker, sheer
external motion. Like the typist and the clerk, they possess no substantive interiority.
They remain confined to their own surfaces, tBelf-experience delineated by their own
superficiality. Like objects in space, they merely move. Like a Mobius strip, they consist
only of their own surfaces.

In this London Bridge passage, as in the encounter between the typist and the

clerk, the poem agn portrays human subjectivity as utterly void of interiority (thus

privileging the exterior). Further exampl e
of Chesso), for instance, the woman and th
blanks. Shesayso hi m, @AAre you alive, or not? 1s

remains haunted by the possibility that beneath his surfaces a vast emptiness lurks. He

199



appears to her a face without depth, a mas
yourth nki ng of, 0 she repeatedly asks (65). TI
incessant questioning betrays, too, the fear of her own inner lack. She consists only of the
guestions she continually poses. She dissipates into a constant stream of wadnds that t
constitutes the texture of her own seMperience. That is, she experiences herself only in
terms of the questions she poses to the man, which effectively are questions she poses to
herself as well. Indeed, as with the typist, the poem also iderthiBasoman here with
the materiality of her own surroundings. At the beginning of the scene, before the man
arrives (in an action that parallels the clerk), the poem positions the woman as an object
in a room full of othernmndkkj abtra, (0e .ig.ewed si
ivory and colored glass, 0 etc.). She disso
object among others, just as she dissolves into the questions she poses to the man and by
extension to herself.

In each of thesmstancesThe Waste Landssentially recapitulates the particular
portrayal of individuals found in the Laforgui@ma marionette poems. Like these earlier
poems,The WasteLandn t hese vignettes emphasizes i ni
portrays imividuals devoid of any sense of an inner life, who merely ape certain social
and cultural conventions, and who treat one another amstsements. Individuals
experience others only in terms of their objgtettus, as opaque shells substantively
lackingany inner reality. They lack, too, any sense of that dialecticatefidiivity out
of which a sense of personal inwardness might emerge. And yet, unlike these earlier

poems,The Waste Landoes on to challenge this model of self, although not in the
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manner Moody or Gordon might affirm (i.e.,
an inner experience of spiritual or emotional numbness; that they function as objective
correlatives that transparently communicate the experience of a substantive, callglogi

stable inneself). Rather, as | will argue below, theem introduces in its portrayal of

Tiresias a dialectical procedure similar to (but not identical with) that which operates in
both ARodt A&irwdr ock. 0 That arimede of telatiormlityy h T r
the poem dramatizes interiority as the product ofrsfléxive selfperception (as

opposed to postulating an essentialist model). Tiresias perceives himself in the suffering

of others, thus initiating through empathetic ideaétfion the selexternalization

necessary for the development of interior-sedperience (i.e., he experiences himself
experiencing). The many individuals the poem portrays, then, function less as varied
illustrations of the pogb r ot a g o ni s tate,ghareasieldmentsnnan ldialestic that

calls interiority itself into being. Indeed, in offering multiple portraits, the poem suggests

the radical comprehensiveness of dialectical relationality. For Tiresias never experiences
seltexternalization as aompleted project, but as an ongoing, inexhaustible encounter

with others he comes to identify with as himself.

Tiresias and the SeExternalizing Gaze
In his notes to the poem, Eliot famously suggests that Tiresias functions as a
Aspectat orad fArcehtalrearc tter@dn properly i mmer sed i

that he A1 s . . . the most import &Hd perso

93 Some criticgesist granting Tiresias any privileged unifying position, emphasizing instead the utter
fragmentary nature of the poem. See, for instance,
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goes on to note that fAWhat Tiresias sees,
Cruciallyy, i n explaining Tiresias, EIliot focuse:-c
gaze as his defining feature, as that which grants him his privileged position. Both a

character internal and external to the poem, he functions ultimately as a detached

perspective who perceives and comprehends the events and experiences the poem
dramatizes, and as such, grants the unity of a focal consciousness to the poem (a point a
number of scholars not&y Of course, Tiresias appears by name only during Part lll, as

the typist awaits the clerk. At the beginn

with wrinkled dugs / Perceived the scene, and foretold thé réstoo awaited the

expected guesto (68). Outside thdhe scenebds
nonet heless participates in the event. He
sterility of the encounter A[e]nacted on t

or clerk (or the crowd that flows over London Bridge in Part therwealthy couple in

Part Il), he possesses the capacity for sustained reflection asadltseifation. He

experienceandk nows what he experiences; AdAthough I
brings a consciousness to these events that others lack. Insl&#idt suggests in his

notes, Tiresias functiorsst hei r consciousness, to an exte
experiences and perspectives (not just the

and find articulation through his voice.

Sel f hooro dWiol | i aAmecAnstridtionfdl S. Eliot: The Fire and the RoSee, too, F.B.

Pinion, who c¢cl ai ms that nit seems an unconvincing i
i mportant per son a@leabtheseriits ntiss is theodalactic p(odeds $hat Tiresias

dramatizes. His unitary function is procedural or structural, not necessarily narratological.

94 Seediscussion of Grover Smith, Calvin Bedient, and Robert Langbaum below.
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But understood structurally, Tiresias embodies a very particular procedure which

A

parallels that advanced in Eliotds philoso

rel at i on s -reflaxive cegsition aiges meeisely out of his position as a

detached observer. He experiences himself refracted through these other figures,
encounters himself multiply in them; their experiences he perceives as his own, even as
they remain unaware of him. Through others, he finds himself externalized to himself.
They mirror him back to himself in a manner that renders palpable the experience of self
objectification. The poem suggests, then,
from the events he witnesses. Distance, Tiresias demonstrates, proves fiter@qui
perception, botlof the self and of the other. Perceiving himself in others (as others)

draws him out of himself as an object to himself, in a sense doubles him (so that he is
both himself and another). And it is precisely this-sélectifying miroring process that

gives rise to the seleflexivity necessary to articulate the inner impressions of this outer
experience. He both distances himself from those whom he observes and projects himself
onto them. In doing so, he distancing himself fromgeglf (doubles himself), thereby
generating the conditions of possibility by which he might recognize himself as a self.

That is, perceiving himself as othered to himself allows Tiresias to experience his own
self-objectification. Thushe extracts himsetfr om t hese charactersbo
(objectifies them) only to better immerse himself in it (as an experiencing subject
reflectively selfaware of the experience). They present him to himself in a manner which
reveals him to himself as an object capablsutijective reflection. In a sense, he posits

himself as them, so as to dialectically transmute their experience into his own self
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articulation. To articulate himself through them, in a way, redeems their sordid
experiences, because it provides them vdigebecomes the subject (i.e., innerself
cognition) correlative to their objective condition.

Tiresias, then, demonstrates the necessary and mutually constitutive relation
between subject and object. Indeed, as noted above he recapitulates the dlialectica
procedure Eliot explores repeatedly in his philosophical work. As he says in his
di ssertation, for example, Athere are the
really stable, independent, the measure of the other. In order to considérchavet
came to be as it is, we are forced to attr
Neither subject nor object ontologically subsist in their ownesdence, but rather rely
on each other for provisional coherency and conceptual sgabib self, as such, exists,
any more than does an object without its corresponding subjectively positioned perceiver.
Tiresias serves precisely to demonstrate the artificiality of an absolutist conception of the
subjectin-itself or the objectn-itself. Each pole of the binary draws its reality from its
position in rel ati orawdremess roots itselfarphs awatereessof T i r e
the condition of those persons he observes. In them, he observes himself, while at the
same time preservirthe distinctions between their subject positions and his own (the
very difference, of course, which provides
operations).

It is Tiresiasod6 particular relation to
differene between the portrayal of this dialectical procedurenie Waste Lanftom its

portrayal i n APortraito or APrufrock. o0 1In
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cognizance through the experience of forcedajéctification. The poem charaaisss

the encounter as a kind of violentsaliva k eni ng (e. g., as when th
exclaims to pomselssj omMyudseler s; we are rea
speakers obtain a sense of their own inwardness only through the oredfan

intrusive, rupturing gaze. Objectification shocks them intcz&$ence, as it were. But

no such sense of shock characteridles Waste Lar@ls t r eat ment of thi s
gaze itself originates in Tiresias, and lacks the intrusiveness#iis its presence in the
earlier poems. l ndeed, the objects of Tire
remain unconscious of him (and of themselves), even as he subjects himself to their
objectively portrayed lived experience.

In effect, the nrroring function proceeds differently ihhe Waste Lanthan in
APrufrocko or APortrait. o Jobjectdied)iratlee seamsé n ot
hostile gaze of other persons, but rather comes to his owreselinition through the
self-extenalizing, selfpositing of his own gaze in the lives of others. In a sense, then, the
gaze is sympathetically inflected (i.e., he suffers with those he observes), and emanates
from the very person reflexivel yseltkransform
awareness does not arise out of some intrusive act aflgelftification that renders him
subjectively present to himsel§an object (i.e., from an act that emanates from outside
him). Rather,theself e f | exi ve act ar i smthizimgaze of Ti r esi
projected onto others who themselves remain unware of his presence. In this way, the
poem paradoxically shifts its emphasis awa

itself (as in APrufrockoo) relatomalty withothess. i t s d i
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For this reason, too, the poem deemphasizes Tiresias as a vocal presence in the poem,
focusing instead on the multitude of other figures whose lives he sympathetically (indeed
empathetically) enters. Their experience is his agpee, for it is only through them that

he comes into any awareness of himself.

Anumberof critics emphasize Tiresiaso cent
reasons contrary to those explored above. Robert Langbaum, for instance, argues that the
poem pasesses a single quester (the unnamed speaker), who adopts in Part Il the
ATi resias consciousness, 0 in order to bett
(unconsciously) informs the actions of weac

Alanncti epatter no b yuestdr can imselfHired redemptiark(25). Indeed,

for Langbaum, fiwe must wunderstand all the
of Tiresias, but of the quester tigthee. , dApr
poem functions fAessentiallyd as a fAmonodr a

meet in Tiresias, he serves as an indicator of the way that each of the characters also

meets in the speakeuester. Grover Smith also points to Tiresias esmdral figure, and

in fact makes no distinction between Tires
consciousness. Di scussing the poemds openi
hi mself who fAihas been content feeding/l&t winte
little Iife with dried tubersdéo (72). And
shores fragments against his own ruin (98)
Grover argues, fAis his past edpifitwardesiret o appe

They have summed up the crucial experience that leave him unable to participate,
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through his interior |ife, in the Apri/l re
argument that echoes not only Langbaum but Lyndall Gordonascwela i ms t hat fia
voices in the poem [Tiresias included] are the performances of a single protagonist . . .
namelessstanadn [ s] for EIl i ot himselfo (ix).

Yet all of these critics possess the same deficiencies that characterize Moody and
Gor d o n O0rs(asmaiseated iabmve). To unify the poem beneath the banner of a
singular, stable, questing consciousness r
the nature of human subjectivity. It suggests a solipsistic view of the individual, rather
than a viev that sees the individual as immersed in-selistitutive dialectical encounters
with others. That is to say, these critics misunderstand the particular manner in which
Eliot dramatizes the subject/object binary in the poem. Indeed, J. Hillis Milleisgoin
the wellreferenced quotation from F.H. Bradley that Eliot offers in his notes to the poem
as evidence of the poemds essential solips
sensations are no less private to my self than are my thoughts angsfeleliaither case
my experience falls within my own circle, a circle closed on the outside; and, with all its
el ements ali ke, every sphere is opaque to

this passage demonstratmes|[ alhle ovfaly EIni ovthd € he

isolated from all the otherso (136). I n EI
encounter anything other than itselfo (136
encounter, and against whichitcandefine s el f . I nteriority is al
because I am everythingo (136).
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But as Jewel Spears Brooker notes, Bradley vehemently denied solipsism, even
devoting an entire chapter to the subjecAppearance and Reali{it93). Andin his
disseraition on Bradley, Eliot, too, devotes a chapter specifically intended to refute the
possibility of solipsism. The passage Eliot includes in the not€sdéd/Naste Landomes
from Chapter XXIIl ofAppearance and Reality on fABody and Soul .o P
context, the passage refers only to indiuvi
experience. In this section of the chapter, Bradley focuses on the nature and limits of
communication, not sefonsciousnessiSgni f i cantly, and in cont:H
assertions, Bradl ey ar g-oassiousness,andistnet fromi er ¢
self-feeling, implies a relation. It is the state where the self has become an object that
stands before thdeemdndeévéaOmdPpre to the poi
from the outside, but the distinguishing process becomes more inward, until it ends with
del i berate and consci ous i rdnsciosnessriterioono ( 9
self-experiencegrises out of the encounter with an external otherness that¢sents (or
objectifies) the self back to itself, precisely the procedure that Tiresias embodies.

Thus,The Waste Landgtands at the end of a trajectory begun in the Laforguian
marionette poems, in which Eliot first offered a dramatization of individuals as utterly
selfexternalized. But it also recapitulates and extends the dialectical operation initiated in
APortraito and APrufrock, 0 i n swdftharbwnt he sp
seffext ernal i zati on. I n each orfheWastelargl p oems (
Eliot consistently refuses to privilege interiority as an ontologically stable mode of

subjectivity sufficient in itself. Individuals either remain confirte their own surface

208



features (i.e., their socially inscribed personas or set performances), or develop a sense of
inwardness out of a seléflexive realization of themselves as objects subject to
objectification. | n fA Pergencoumtertthemsalveslas §eRasu f r o
only through the process of (seniolent seltobjectification. An intrusive, external

gaze initiates the dialectic. TThe Waste Lanan the other hand, sedbjectification

through identity with the other renders gudf visible to itself. Tiresias perceives himself
externalized i n ot he-obgdificgionpveichrerderslens , an ac
present to himself through the experience of experiencing aibére self, an

interiorized seHconsciousness whidie proves in the very act of articulating it. As in his
philosophical work, Eliot thus portrays the subject/object binary in terms of the mutual
interdependency of the two terms. Both interiority and exteriority (or depth and surface)

imply one another. Bither exists in isolation from the other, but dialectically intertwine,

such that only the experience of objectification (for instance) can reflexively give rise to

the experience of interiority. And conversely, interiority as such implies the self

conscous experience of oneself as an object.

However, neither nPheWastedandramatizesthis uf r oc k ,
dialectical relation between the inward and the outward as a positive experience. Each of
these poems, in various ways, portrays the gerare of interiority as the end product of
an agonizing process. As noted above, in b
consciousness results from a near violent encounter with the objectifying gaze of the
ot her . Mor eov er , -etpériene eemana ¢haracterized byvameas e | f

hysterical sense of disorientation and dislocation. AntheWasteLand Ti r e-si as 6 s
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experience comes inflected through the experience efst#ring (as well as

witnessing others suffer, especially since they renmecapable of acknowledging it).

Moreover, these poems each appear to suggest that the sense of interiority generated
through encounter with an external otherness itself then remains stably established (even

i f negatively expeWhiethicfendamentldialectical felgtioru f r o c k
bet ween interiority and exteriority wil!/l r
career (whether in prose or poetry), the way he encodes thaenge does alter.

Chapter Fivewill discuss the ways in whichliot alters the dramatization of this binary

i n his | at erWembmres, dduyrQoartetsRAtlsehthan portraying the
subject/ object relation negatively and as
positive view of the relation, le at the same time refusing closure to the process. That

is to say, Eliotdos | ater work demonstrates
yet how this instability itself offers the possibility for a sednscendence which his later

work will go on to affirm.
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CHAPTERV
DISSOLUTIONAND CONSTITUTION IN

SWEENEY AGONISTE;ASHWE DNE SDAY , KOUR QUARTETS

I n 19296s fADante, 0 EIliot writes of tho
from the very nature of the damned themselves, expresses their essence; they writhe in
the torment of their own perpetually perv
themselves, he seems to suggest, twisted round their own distorted thoughts and desires.
Their suffering stems from their own inability to distance themselves from themselves, to
come to some sefkflective awareness that they remain the source of thveitearment
(that it fAexpresses their -lewedgealeckijhat | n o
l' inks them to many of the figures Thee EIl i o
Waste Land(Recall those marionettes from tkiarch Harepoems, or the ghostly crowd
t hat @Afl ows o0 o videWakteLarglSignificBntly, id theesamerpassage
from ADante, 0 EIliot contrasts the soul s i
t hat for those i n peisdeliberatelyyand cénsciowsly t or me nt
accepted. 0 Those Ain purgat ovmslytpguffeifoe cont i
purgationo (220, emphasis in original).

The difference, then, between those in tifeno and those in purgatory perhaps
lies in the difference between their respective states of reflexivawalteness. Indeed,

those in purgatory actively seek the Atri
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unmake and then reconstitute themselvesmiact of submission to a divine order which

both exceeds and encompasses them (226). That is to say, Eliot appears to posit a model

of dialectical renunciation in his study of Dante that parallels the model of selfhood he
advances in his own theory andepry. He suggests that damnation consists of
individual s6 inability to experience thems
perpetually confined (condemned) to their own insular sphere of subjective self

experience. Conversely, those in purgatonyedo some awareness, however limited, of
themselves as objects acting in a world of other objects. Thus externalized to themselves,
they seek to purge away the merely subjective (the limited, the insular) in order to

achieve a higher, more complex or coefensive state of refined selfhood.

Significantly, this gap between these two states formally correlates to the shift in his
poetics that takes placekbet Ween @Cagmuwidc ti in
Four, in his earliest poems, Eliot dramaszedividuals who lack any sense of self

awareness. They exist only as depthless surfaces, confined to rote performances which
they mechanically enact. Beginning in fAPru
APortraito), El i ot 0 sawpreness af themgedves agsobjeets t o a
capable of objectification. That is, they come to experience their ownlgelttification.

But in contrast to Danteds vision, the
remains highly negative. Indeed, asthggepiaph t o APrufrocko sugge
speaker as one of the damned, rather than a soul working its way through purgatory.

While the portrayal of the sef&flexive structure of subjectivity remains similar between

the two poemsKurgatoryand m&c kid ) El i ot suggests that
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experienceselb bj ect i fi cation as redemptive. Howeyv
Wednesday, 6 Eli ot has not only transfor med
but further complicated his own dialeetl procedure. For rather than emphasizing only
the emergence of sedfivareness through the experienceotseltf ] ect i fi cati on,
later work advances a third procedure, whereby the sense of self established through
awareness of the self is itselfogected to further (seliegating) objectification. That is to
say, individuals do not reflexively discover some deeper, ontologically stable self (as
Matthew Arnold or Henri Bergson might argue), but rather encounter a self that itself
remains subject turther deconstitution. Eliot denies the self an essential uniformity,
and suggests rather that the self remains ever susceptible to further rupturing through
further experiences of setibjectification. In essence, Eliot posits a purgative process, by
which the self experiences its own perpetualseaiptying. And just as for Dante,
purgation remains a positive experience, so, too, does it remain redemptive for Eliot.

This chapter will trace in Eliotds midd
stage irhis portrayal of the dialectical relation between interiority and exteriority. | will
argue that Eliot moves beyond the emphasis on bounded, sealed surfaces as developed in
his earliesMarch Harepoems as well as ihhe Waste Landnd that he complicateand
extends the dialectic he first begins to e
that in poems (or verse dramas) suclbaseney Agonistes M Ash WedRausday, 0
Quartets Eliot portrays surfaces as constitutively unstable, permeatindieprone to
disintegration and fragmentation. He emphasizes their abject vulnerability, or tendency

towards perpetual decay. Since for Eliot, external surfaces necessarily represent inner
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experience (as a kind of objective correlative), so then to reprgseincoherence of the
surface is to represent the incoherence of
APrufrocko reflexivity gave ri sathente a nasc
inwardness, his later work undercuts this newly emergesessan inner self by
suggesting its fundamental, constitutive instability. For even as the self manifests to itself
through the process of its own selfternalization, the self which manifests remains
vulnerable to further acts of saltindering objediication. That is to say, Eliot portrays a
notion of self characterized by the endless dialectical interrelation of the inward and the
outward (the unending subjective experience ofalgjéctification).

Each of these three texSweeney Agoniste5,AsMe d nes dd&gur 6 and
Quartetg dramatizes this dialectical procedure, and each, too, portrays this process as a
kind of seltredemptive purgative experience. Indeed, each builds incrementally upon the
ot her, as EI i-dedoristsuctipewisigsowly developsSsveeheiargely
retains the negative valance of his earlier poems, while at the same time emphasizing the
instability of the body/self that the | ate
Wednesdayo initiat es iehbddiy(asklf)dismtagnasohor mat i o
comes to seem a necessary step in the further development of interiority. Fowd in
Quartets through the image of incarnational embodiment, Eliot offers a vision of the self
as poised between disintegration and caatiice, between its own seifpturing
externalization and sense of internal gmfpetuation. Each of these works, then, reflects

the ongoing presence of a dialectical operation that began to emerge in his poetry as early
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as fAPortrait, opreacoudation fvith the relationdetvdeenringeriority and

exteriority that dates from his earliest unpublished poetry.

From fPr Sweeneygknisted o
As discussed in ChapterFour i n APrufrock, 0 EIli ot dr am:

self-objectification and the resultant, disorienting sense of inwardness that reflexively

emerges. As noted then, Eli ot draws attent
concrete, selboundednat er i al f or m. Prufrock fixates,
coat o and on his Acollar mount[ed] firmly
At hin[ness]o of his fAarms and | egso as wel

(14). In dwelling @ his body in this way, he reveals the sense ofesaifosure and

isolation that characterizes his immediate-sg&lierience. His body marks the extent of
hisownsefe x peri ence, functions as an encirclin
focus on théody also reveals an anxiety over the solidity or coherence of that body. His
descriptions of himself implicitly reflect a concern over his ownagdnuation. His

Aar ms an dterdllefAgtshoi na,roe as i s his hair.l He conf
grow ol d, 0 suggesting a sense of permeatin
further. I n a striking iIimage, which antici
Prufrock sees his fAhead (grown sHeightly ba
portrays his own seliismembering, however briefly. Most significantly, though, when
recounting those Aneyes that fix you in a f
pierced by a pin, Awriggl i ng gazeoftheothaval | 0
not merely as an assault, but as an impaling. Their gaze ruptures his senstotlibglf
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Even as they dAfix [him] in a formulated ph
as an object subject to their gaze), they disrupt thtatiee coherence established in the
act of that objectification. APrufrock, o t
objectification, but reveals, too, the ultimate instability of the object generated through
that process.

Thus, i n 0 Pemphisizesthk lack of Brly ontologically intrinsic
external coherence. Surfaces, the poem suggests, remain open, permeable, and
contingent. The external itself (as a concept) remains the product of an externalizing,
objectifying gaze, and thus remainsnetlable to further reconstitution within that gaze.
As Eliot himself puts it in his dissertatd.i
sensations organize themselves around a . . . point of attention and the world of feeling is
transmogrifedih o a worl d of self and objecto (137
constantly shifting, and new transpositions of objectivity and feeling constantly
devel opingodo (155). Thus objects (as object
perspectival alteratiorend new relations. When the self perceives itself as an object
through the seléxternalizing gaze of the other, the self, too, perceives itself as an object
subject to further reconstitution. Prufrock, of course, senses this and responds with a
degree ohorror. Sill, as argued in Chapter Fqur EIl i ot 6 s ear |l 'y wor k fc
predominately on the mutually constitutive dialectical interrelation between subjects and
objects. Inwardness develops when individuals perceive themselves as selves through
their own s#-objectification. His later work, on the other hand, goes on to emphasize the

inherent instability of the subjects and objects generated out of this dialectical matrix.
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Indeed, beginning witBweeney Agonistesliot emphasizes the a®nstitution of the
self, whether figured as subject or object.

As Russell Elliott Murphy points out, Eliot originally intend8d/eeney Agonistes
as a kind of fAkeWasted anéB80). Bollowingrthe sutcess of the
latter, he sought a new directionforhieppr vy, and turned to verse
vehicle (380). Indeed, in a conversation with Arnold Bennett in 1924, Eliot confessed that
Ahe had definitely given OheWastehantandthatr m o f
he now s oug hama df moddinifie (furneshea flatdart of people) in a
rhythmic prose 6é6perhaps with certain thing
Roby 22). Eliot began work on portions®fveenews early as 1923, only two years after
the publication offhe Wate LandMurphy 380). But of course, as a character, Sweeney
stems from much earlier in Eliotds career,
among the Nightingales, 0 ASweeney Erect, o
(however briefly)The Wastéandi t sel f. As such, despite EII
contrary,Sweeneynarks a continuation of his earlier projects, at least at one level,
despite the variation to dramatic form. Indeed, Helen Gardner argues that not only the

characters mark a contiation between the two periods, but that thematic similarities

exist as well. What Sweeney reveals, for G
beneath the commonplace and wuglyo (129). B
Eliotdos fehhd yt wom&k .of Mr. EIliotds early ver

expression imhe Waste Lando whichSweeney Agonisteppears a rather sterile

appendi xo (132). Mur phy echoes this when h
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tone sufficienttomae it seem now, with the possible
the last gasp ofhe Waste Lails mor e despairing and depr es:
mordantly savage quality of verse that had
by thispoint n ti meo (380).

But Gardner overlooks the profound differences that the dramatic form of the play
introduces. Drama places individuals in confrontation with one another in a way that
highlights their ontological distinctness from each other. It tHow/a for a more distinct
portrayal of subject/object relations in that individuals speak out of their own subjective
centers while at the same time engaging others as objects of attention. Speakers constitute
themselves in relation to one another in thenact of engaging with one another. On the
ot her hand, the dramatic monologue (such a
privileges the perspective of a single subjective persona. What the speaker of a dramatic
monologue perceives is necessarily ¢aised by the epistemological frame intrinsic to
the speaker 6s own TFhaWaste candvhicke (sticity sgedkingdia . Ev e
not a dramatic monologue (contrary to what Grover Smith may sudgpstjileges the
subjective perspective, in that it works to convey the same sense-ehske§ure and
entrapment (the gap that divides the subject from the object or the inner from the outer)
that characterizes poems snusc.cho as APrufrock

WhatSweeneys dr amatic form offers, then, 1is
subject/object relations. It allows Eliot to continue to explore the inner/outer binary in a

way his earlier work would no longer allow, despite the fact that he left the play

% For Smith, as noted in ChaptEour, Tiresias isSThe Waste Larils s peaker
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uncompl eted (although, as Kinley Roby notes
Afappears increasingly . . . tSweetep . . . a
dramatizes the same concern with the relation between the internal and the external that

che acterizes much of Eliotdéos work, as he co
instability of both terms of the binary (of both subject and object). Batieenepe no

longer dwellssolelyon the emergence of an inwardness predicated on the experience of
self-objectification, but focuses rather on the desire fordisBolution, although he does

so by first emphasizing the same sense of isolation and epistemological limitation that
characterizes much of his earligork. In this senseéGardner is right telaim that the

poem dwellsontheself mpr i soni ng fiboredom and horroro
And yet, she overlooks the poemddweetgeper d
dramati zes is the indivi duoladdsubject nner exper
oppositionally opposed to the object of the other, and the concomitant desire to overcome

that status through setfissolution into the other.

Sweenewnd Oppositional Relations
Sweeney Agonistesonsi st s of t wo 0 ftakepjpoeennwhad , 6 b 0|
appears to be a brothel (or flarnedbrothel). As such, from the beginning, the play
hints at a model of human relations characterized by objectification and opposition. In
this, the play also channels the relational dysfunctionrsardal objectification that
characterizes a number of crucial passag@heWaste Lan(ke.g., the clerk and the
typist, the wealthy coupl e i n fiTheWssteme of C
Land Sweenexwlso presents individuals largely devoifdaoy sense of substantive
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interiority or selfa war enes s . l ndeed, as in hiTke wor k r
Waste Landin Sweene¥liot collapses the gap between inner and outer, reduces the

inward to its outer expressions. Individuals exist oslyree series of shifting outer

surfaces they present to others. Shortly after the play opens, for example, Dusty and

Doris play at cards, identifying others according to particular cards drawn from the deck:

Dusty: First is.What is?

Doris: The King of Clubs

Dusty: Th
Doris: It might be Sweeney

Dust y: I
Doris: It might just as well be Sweeney

eééeeéeéeeééeecécéee.

Doris: Herebs arhean?t hr ee. What 6s th
Dusty: ONews oBPaara absent friendo.

Doris: The Queen of Hearts!Mrs. Porter!

Dusty: Or it might be you

Doris: Or it might be you

eééeeéeeééeecécéee.

Dusty: The Knave of Spades

Doris: That ol | be Snow

eéeéeéeéeéeéeée.
Doris: Of course, the Knave of Hearts is Sam! (118)

They | ink Pereira here to the AKing of Clu
Sam Wauchope to the fiKnave of Hsarts. (117
individuals as repeatable, predictable types. They lack depth, individuality, or even

specificity (e.g., they identify both Swee

instance). Each corresponds with a card which in some significant way seems to
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encapsulate their persona or essence. The inward (what exists of it) literally corresponds
with an externalized markés.

Grover Smith makes a superficially similar argument when he points out that the
play presents characters in pairs, one female agd thale: Doris and Dusty, Sweeney
and Pereira, Sam and Horsfall, Klipstein and Krumpacker. He goes on to argue that each

of these pairs fAsuggests opposed personal.i

dramatic construction makes the matterunceri no (AT. S. El i ot o 432)
that this fApervasive doubling denot[es] pe
Yeat so (433). Th &weenejss tcoh asraayc,t e nsi tehs sseenetsi a l

opposed elements of a generic binather than as complex, unrepeatable, singular

individuals. He privileges their oppositional status, views them simply as partial persons,
lacking individual seHcoherency or substantiality. They exist only insofar as they exist
relationally and superfiai | | vy . But Smithods binrlangign i nvol ve
psychology that ignores the tension generated by the oppositional relations he

emphasizes. He takes for granted their typological status while overlooking the very
antagonisms encoded in the bindrgt characterizes their relations. In other words, he

ignores the subject/object binary that necessarily complicates the reductionist

oppositional (and psychological) binary he constructs. And in overlooking the

subject/object binary, he misrepresentsiode of typological flattening which the play

dramatizes.

%|n a sense, Eliot revisits Bweeneyhe marionette trope prevalent in his Laforguéan poetry. These
characters lack any sense of themselves as selves. They perform together, blindly enact certain roles.
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For the play indeed portrays individuals as fiafmed, flattened, marionette
figures (i.e., types), but it also places individuals in generative, antagonistic tension with
one another, and imthg so, creates the conditions of possibility by which individuals
come reflexively to experience themselves as experiencers, and thus to a nascent sense of
i nwardness. |l ndeed, the playods first epigr
Choephoroi(TheLibation Bearer}, and points towards a theme Eliot will explore in
more detail inThe Family Reunian I n t he epigraph, Eliot quo
AYou dono6t s edbutl$eethem: tlyep are hdnting éhé down, | must move
ono (l1lea5pot AsfiPortraito and APrufrock, 0 EI
beginning of the play the notion of the sd#structive and yet seffenerate gaze.

Referringt o t he Furies that pursue Orestes for
mother, tle passage suggests both a threat to the self as well as an identity generated out

of the protagonistoés relation to the gaze.
otherness, which works to position the individual as a subjdgectto the antagonizop

gaze. Thus, the play opens with an epigraph that suggests a certain notion of

subject/object relations out of which a degree of tenuous inwardness emerges (i.e., that

the self knows itself as that which the furies pursue).

In fact, the opening linesgbween Dusty and Doris only reiterate the binary
suggested by the initial epigraph. 1 n the
about Pereira,o to which Doris responds,
himo (115).rdfl ¢ atrn, MDAsd Yi/fTheyywwnevera&kmo@t t r u ¢

what heb6és going to doo (115). The conversa
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conver se, the two women awai't Pereirads ex

what to say to him when henally phones:

Dusty: Samés all right
Dori s:
We candét have Pereira
Dusty: Well what you going to do?
Telephone: Ting a ling ling
Ting a ling ling
Dust y: T
Doris: Yes, thatdos Pereira
Dusty: Well what you going to do?
Telephone: Ting a ling ling
Ting a ling ling
Dust y:
Dori s: Well candét you stop that horrib
Pick up the receiver
Dust y:
Dori s: Say what you I|ike: say I om il

Say | broke my leg on the stairs

Say wedve had a fire. (116)
They seem to view i as a kind of threat, although they remain unable to fully articulate
the nature of the threat he embodies. He simply hovers over them as a vague menace,
suggested in part through the phoneds i nsi
too,theclambous fAknockingo which concludes both
Afragment. 06 As Rick de Villiers also point
Clubs, o0 Aa card emblematic of violence and
Pereira posssses some of the same spiritual power and purpose as do the Furies. Doris
and Dusty perceive him as pursuing them, and thus recapitulate (however ambiguously)
the same subject/object binary that delineates the relation between Orestes and the Furies.
Indee d , Car ol Smith argues that Pereira fdrepit
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insistently calling and who must some day be reckoned with, even if not now. . . . The
pursuing spiritual force is no O0gatiessl emandd
and because he demands the agony of purgat
claim, as Smith doeposivd hhor ey esha esmbodghk
that he demands from Dusty and Doris (and others, perhaps) a reckoning,ahsor
similar way the Furies demand of Orestes.

Of course, the play never suggests that either Doris or Dusty achieve any
substantive sense of interiority. They remain largely unconscious of themselves as selves
(or of others as others),asdomostdie pl aydés ot her figures, w
perhaps, of Sweeney. Of all the individuals in the play, Sweeney corresponds most with
the Orestes of the epigraph. For of all th
selfawareness that in fact sepasahim from the other figures, and the knowledge
haunts him, as the Furies do Orestes. Swee

come to some cognizance of himsedfa self, as distinct from a mere role or social

persona. Al 6ve sbeeenno ubgohr,nd, haen dd eocnlcaer eis t o Do
remember, but | remember, / Once i s enough
capabl e of making such a remar k. It denot e

SweeneyOs bisdistaneesfomshem. o f
Indeed, as the verse drama progresses, he sets himself up in opposition to the
others, antagonizes them, attempts to provoke them, thus fdetmemstrating his

essential difference from them. Consider this exchange between Sweeney and Doris:
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Sweeney: Birth, and copulation, and death.

Thatos all, thatdés all, thatdos all,
Birth, copulation, and death.

Dori s: | 6d be bored.

Sweeney.: Yo
Birth, copulation and death.

Dori s: | 6d be bored.

Sweeney: Yo
Birth, copulation, and death.
Thatodos all the facts when you come t

Birth, copulation, and death. (122)

Functioning here as a foil, and in a sense standing in for the other clafatteremain
silent during this exchange), Dori s seems

vision of human relations and purposes. What for Sweeney constitutes his chief

exi stenti al horror is for Dori stweugmply fAbo
contrast Sweeneyob6s fundament al di fference
supposed Afactsod in ways that they do not.

devoid of knowledge of themselves as subjects, whereas Sweeney understaetfsri
part in relation to his own existential finitude. He smifisciously perceives his own
materially objective selflelineation. He perceives himself (as a self) in perceiving his
own external limitations, however negatively construed. That isytcheaperceives

himself as an object subject to external forces and constraints. In contradtgthe ot
characters in the verse draagpear to lack the saléflexive capacity to experience
themselves as objects to themselves. They remain unable tosrpehmnselves
externalized to themselves, and thus lack the consequent inwardness such experience

provides.
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More importantly, as Villiers argues, what differentiates Sweeney from the others
is his Aaware[ness] of si n, 06surcomfostablalbye ne s s
drawing their attention to the spiritual w
expresses this sense of sin through his st
the text clearly identifies with Sweeney, figurativelydt literally (124). A crime of this
magnitude places the perpetrator in a spiritual, emotional, and psychological category all
to himself. As Eliot notes in a remarkably
Appl epl ex, 06 Al n Gdadgsshis mistr8ss. e értportant factisithatfiar r
the man the act is eternal, and for that brief space he has to live, he is already dead. He is
already in a different wor | dCompleteb¥).our s . He
William Spanos notesthesmi | ari ti es bet ween Eliotds ref]
psychological portraiture iBweeney a n d D o €rime &g RukishidesThrough
his monstrous transgression, the spiritually sensitive crimRedkolnikov, Sweeney,
etcy Adi scovers another di mension of reality
I i f e an d1l2d Ehawohidno lbrnber appears as it once did to such an individual.
Between the criminal and the normative community now yawns an impassable void.

Both Villiers and Spanos are correct to point to the notion of sin and the
Aphenomenol ogy of alienationd (as Spanos p
for comprehending Sweeneyods spiritual cond
1930s fiBaudel aireo that Athe recognition of
possibility of damnation is so immense a relief in a world of electoral reform, plebiscites,

sex reform and dress reform, that damnation itself is an immediate form dics@vaf

226



salvation from the ennui of modern life, because it at last gives some significance to
| i viSelecte® 85 ) . But Sweeneyds sense of sin on
a particular dialectical framework. Sweeney must feel not only thatime (or the
crime that he recounts) is constitutively saienating (i.e., that it functionally excludes
him from the community whose social norms he violates), but that in some sense his
crime is in itself alreadknown by anotherven if the crimeamains a secret.
That is to say, what drives the development ofseifsciousness in him (i.e., of
guilt, and thus of interiority), is the sense that he is subject to judgement, that some
objective, perceiving, externalized otherness will in some seiseim to account. As

the chorus chants at the playds end (in an

tale):
When youbre alone in the middle of the
you wake in a sweat and a hell of a fright
When youbre alonedand t he middle of the
you wake like someone hit you in the head
Eééeééeéeécécéceéecéecée.
And you wait for a knock and the turning of a lock
foryou knowthehmagmanés waiting for you. (126)
I n this, Sweeneyods situati oistsfeehplisued bothi rr or

sense the penetrating gaze of some externalized (though undefined) other. The sensation
of guilt thus effects a setfoubling, whereby the self experiences itself externalized to

itself. Sweeney (like Prufrock, to an extent) encetmhimself as a stranger to himself,
undergoes a profound decentering, which he experiences as an awakening of sorts.

Significantly, Sweeney attempts to duplicate the experience eéselfnalization
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through the veiled attempts at confession he engageish the others, but their deafness
rebuffs him, and thus further isolates him, thereby intensifying the experience of self that
has given rise to his sense of inwardness. His inability to communicate his inner
experience further heightens his senskiwfself as a self, since it amplifies the
oppositional relation between Sweeney and the others. He senses his difference, even as
he attempts to overcome it through confession (of a sort).
Thus, on one leveGweeneyecapitulates much of what Eliot explores in his
earlier poetry. It portrays the marionette consciousness characteristic of individuals in
many of Eliotdés earlier poems, while at th
sense of interiority out of indv i dual s 6 e sexieenalizagon.dndghisotf sel f
rearticulates the dialectical relation between interiority and exteriority also prevalent in
his earlier work. Sweeney develops a definitive sense of interiority only when he
experiences himself extnalized from (or to) himself. The experience of-galfardness
depends upon the experience of @aifernalization. Both events remain inextricably
bound up with one another, arise (as experiential events) concurrently. To this extent,
Helen Gardner isorrectSweeney n s ome sense does offer a 0
Eliotds previous efforts. I ndeed, Gardner,
the play thematic structure, although for her the binary is not essentially dialectical and
involves rather the opposition between the

boredom at bayo and the Ainner | ife of nig
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Sweenewnd SeHDissolution

But what Gardner misses, and what fundamentally separates the play fabm wh
comes before is the pl adssblstioruanddsdodation.i ng e mp
Indeed, what separates Sweeney, say, from Prufrock is in fact what sefaretesy
from APrufrock. 0 Wher eas TlieRMasiefLandc k 6 (or AP
emphasied primarily the dialectical development of a tenuous inwardness out of the
experience of semiolent selfexternalizationSweeneynoves a step beyond this and
dramatizes the subsequent experience of the dissolubility of this new sense of self. In
otherwords, the play dramatizes the instability of the very inner/outer binary it implicitly
constructs. The self (as inwardly experienced through its owseskefnalization) retains
a tenuousness that defies its own nascent sense-stibstintiality. Inded, individuals
experience inwardness as such as a traumatic encounter. The experienee of self
objectification which renders individuals apparent to themselves at the same time marks
an experience of sefundering, by which the self experiences itseti@sbled or
internally ruptured. The boundary between inner and outer becomes subsequently
unstable.

Examples abound. For instance, when Sweeney first appears (at the beginning of
the second fragment), his first lines involve images of consumption aiilgt bo
di sintegration. Al o6l I carry you off [/ To a
responds, 0You ¢§1Rl). Canmbalisimenedaiziyn suggests hobonly
bodily decomposition, but the disintegration of one individual into another. It involves, in

other words, the dissolution of an object into a subject, the collapse of the space between
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the two, in that the internal incorporate t he ext er nal into i1 tself.

desire to violently overcome the distance between itself and that external to itself by

|l iterally devouring the external object. S
ironically or comicallynt ended) to consume Doris, to di s
gobble you up, o0 he exclaims, dAaldéll be the

A nice little, white little, mi ssionary st

stens not (necessarily) from some dehumanizing misogynistic masculine ideology which

sees the female simply as an object to consume for the sake of bodily gratification (i.e.,

the female as the site for the exercise of male power), but from a desire tothe dgg

that marks him to himself as a consciousness internally aware of itself as an object

di stinct from other external objects. That

nightmarish) desire to consume Doris marks a concurrent desire to lose hinfselaat t

of consumption. He seeks to close the gap between himself and the other (the inner and

the outer), a necessarily violent act which conforms to the violent act that first gives rise

to the selfdos inward sensdaothdrs. i t self as a
Sweeneyb6s story of the fAman [who] once

the emphasis on the dissolution of the distinction between subject and object (and thus of

the instability of the self). His grotesque story involves a man wisolgdiss a woman in

a bath of lysol. But the line between the literal and the figurative blurs, for Sweeney

seems less interested in the factuality of the account than in its allegorical, psychological,

or spiritual import. Indeed, the tale involvesnotonh e womands bodi |l y di

the mands psychol ogi cal di sintegration. Th
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with the per pdedompaditionra®veell. dhe disinegrdtidn of the external
mirrors the disintegration of the internBloth events necessarily, dialectically intertwine
with one another. As Sweeney explains, the man loses the capacity to distinguish
bet ween his fate and the womandés (or betwe
he was alive / and the girlwasddad He di dndét know i f the girl
dead / He didndét know if they were both al
permutations suggest SweeneyO6s own sense O
the outer (or the subject@mhe object). Who here is the subject and who the object, he
seems to ask? Who in fact has been decomposed? Where is the line that distinguishes
between the two individuals or stai@sbeing?’ His violent act thus defines him to
himself even as it decoingcts him as a self. In this, the lines suggest, too, that the sense
of interiority generated through the sdifubling (or selexternalizing) his crime
enables, remains subject to degeneration even in the moment of its intial self
constitution.

This sense of sekdissolution (or of the collapse between inner and outer) is not
merely some incidental el ement tangenti al
the very first epigraph hints at themes of pursuit andde=fruction. The Furies pursue

Orestes in order to rend him apart, even as Sweeney (it seems) feels similarly pursued.

And indeed, the playbs final l i nes, too, s
above, Wauchope, Horsfall, KIipswakadop and
“Wauchope and Horsfall reiterate this ambiguity whe
one / One |live as two / Two |live as threeo (122).
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A

at seven o6clock and itdéos / foggy and itods
for a knock and the turning of a lock [/ fo
And perhaps youodre alive [/ Ancaecmgsefpursaips you
and bodily threat reappear here in the final lines, as, too, does the ambiguity over the
distinction between life and death (or sedinstitution and sellissolution). Indeed, the

play ends with a series of fAknockso:

KNOCK KNOCK KNOCK

KNOCK KNOCK KNOCK

KNOCK

KNOCK

KNOCK (126)

Such knocking (in insistent capitals, no |
thus some imminent confrontation, consummation, or final deconstruction. That is to say,

the play concludes by himtig at t he arrival of the HfAhangm:
(Sweeney) can no longer evade his pursuers.

What the play dramatizes, then, is not only the development of an inwardly
orientedselawar eness (as APrufrockoy),bunte ot her po
impermanence and essential insubstantiality of the self constituted through that
awareness. The self remains bound, the play suggests, to that which it experiences as
external to itself. Alternations to the external produce alternations totémeal. But
more than this, the play ap-gissadution. ltt o sugges
dramati zes Sweeneyod6s quest to dissolve the

spaces) from ot hers. 't dr aetadissotvetee, 1 n ot h
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subject into the object, the inner into the outer. In this sense, the play portrays a process
of purgation (or of the desire for purgation), i.e., of a burning away of the self. But in
Sweeneypurgation, the loss of the self, remainsamtionally and psychologically
horrifying experience. Il n Eliotdos | ater wo
of purgation obtains a less negative (though still ambivalent) valence.

Thus, in certain wayssweeneyunctions as a transitiohevork. It links together
the earlier work with the [ ater. Li ke APru
of selfconsciousness out of the experience ofeglérnalization. But like the poems
that follow it, it also dramatizes the insubstahty and instability of the self so
generated. AAsh Wednesday, 0 then, mar ks a

Sweeney Agonistéisst inaugurates.

Affirmation and Dissociationifi ASMe d nesdayo

Eli ot publ i shed A AatthougWmrtbussestibres pfahe poem 1 9 3 0
had appeared as early as °%Ag@thrs havenetedyteear o f
poem in many ways represents a break with what had come before. Balachandra Rajan,
for instance, not esrtklsata fdecercimdmwy tthue npdem

some of them it is . . . a turn for the wo

(@2

Anew styl e of the poem, #fAwhich shows an e

expressiono whemexampanmee dotwert of condensat

®Eli ot published Part 11 in 1927 as ASaluastiAn, o P
som de | 6escal i nahurimhyl 920k ¢ sMutrhpeh yp cbi5nt. t hat as wi't
no reason to conclude that Eliot was not conceiving of the three separately published poems to begin with

as pieces of a largavhole, justasthr e i s no reason to conclude that he
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earlier work (101). And A.G. George sugges
Wednesday, 06 EIli ot abandons the use of iron
his previous practices (129 Atthe veryleasti Ash Wednesdayo is dist
neither a play lik&weenem or a dr amati c monol ogue | i ke 0
possess the fractured multiplicity of voices characteristichef Waste Landnstead, in
AAs h Wednes draanexdended lyrio meditatiorf geounded in a singular
speaking Al 6 that provides the poem a sens
Whereas fAPrufrocko (or APortrait,o etc.) p
immerses its readers in the canssness of a speaker easily conflated with the author
(and thus manifesting a degree of reality denied Prufrock). And whEhead/aste Land
offers a series of structurally disconnected voices and vignettes (obaganepn
chorus of contending, spletr ed v oi ces) , AAsh Wednesdayo c
utterances and ruminations of a single-seffective speaker.

Still, similarities persist. I ndeed, Da
[the poem] departs less radically from the earlier witks the newly Christian theme
has | ed most commentators to supposeo (60)

Atechniques of negat i orhe WastedLanchedpghattits t i on o s

Asyntactical formalityoofanidT Hd i Halrlgow aMe rsd
Similarly, Russel/ ElI'liott Murphy observes
continuance of issues and themes that EIio
®Russell EIliott Mu

rphy also obdVedwnes dtalyat i Bt hQeri ¢ es
from anything that had come from [EIliotds] pen befo
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(58). For Murphy, EI i ot 6n®afioem, ana a poéetny, thditAs h W
is, rather than a lament . . . an expression of acceptance and communion with what vision
there is that is availableo (57). That is

of spiritual wasteland characteristic a$ learlier work, and was ready now to explore in

verse the process of nacceptance and [ i mi
wasteland. Or, as Eliot himself puts it 1in
ready fAto consbnuwhisbmebhrepgoictp (89). F
poem mar ks a break with EIliotds earlier wo

development as a poet. But, as Murphy suggests, such development remains necessarily
predicated on what came befor | n short, fAAsh Wednesdayo c
rather than interrupts it; it simply changes its key, as it were.

Both positions possess merit, for the poem marks both a break from and a
continuation of EIi ot 6s goamHliotwrites.moerms of b ut
genre and structure, APrufrock, o say, diff
The WasteLand i f f er s f r o mSweéheyceftainly, difers dromtait af
them. Yet each of these poems nonetheless exhisitarad constellation of themes,
underlying assumptions, and intellectual preoccupations which structural variations
cannot efface. |l want to suggest that what
is a continued emphasis on and subversion ofntheriouter binary. In the same way that
his other work posits (and undercuts) an opposition between interiority and exteriority
(i.e., by suggesting the constitutive interrelation between the two terms), so, too, does

A AdNednesday 0 But | oa,that whabseparates the poem from its
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predecessors is not only an increased emphasis on disintegrative processes (as seen in
Sweenegnd hinted at in APrufrocko) but an aff

with thesuggestion of their necessit

The Dialectics of Sel€Construction

I n her discussion of AAsh Wednesday, o G
out upon the world and seeing sharply defined and various manifestations of the same
desolation and emptiness, the poet turns away from the outer world of men to ponder
overcerai n i ntimate personal experienceso (100
dramatization of the experience of desolation in others to a dramatization of his own
individual spiritual struggle. In making this claim, Gardner expresses an understanding of

the poenin terms of an inner/outer binary which (for her) lends the poem its structural

and thematic coherence. Indeed, she adds t
poetry is replaced by an intensityyomf medi
Eli ot turns from an externally oriented da
Ameditationo (100) . Fayek I shak also dr aws
links 1it, too, to EIliotds Apr esoocuclu, poa ta so nwew
At he mysticism of the Dark Night expounded
ascent in Dantebés Mount of Purgationo (87)
spiritual drama of the soul 0 hbstianmystisnoy i n g

(106) . Similarly, Audrey Rodgers argues th
underl ying psychol ogPurgatwotio framelwart ki of i ®mph .
formula of doingsufferingunder st andingodo (97¢m, Fork®&oDaet
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traces the fiprogressions and regressions o
darkness, descent and ascent, death and re
Gardner and Ishak, this process remains fundamentally (ansisaeibg inwardly

oriented.

Each of these critics (Gardner, Ishak, Rodgers) sees the poem as a record of the
speaker6s own psychological or spiritual s
the inner | andscape of tuhe Op oYeettd si no venmpfhdaasri
inward experience, each of these critics in effect constructs a binary (explicitly so in
Gardner) which too neatly divides the inward from the outward. Indeed, in drawing such
a stark distinction between the inner and the otitesse critics foreclose the possibility
of a more complex understanding of the relation between the two terms. Moreover, each
of these critics posits (implicitly) that the poem represents interiority in itself as both self
contained and seBubstantialThey inadvertently suggest a model of self characterized
by that s el faliserptianwihey suggest, m otseewofds, that the speaker of
the poem embodies an entirely sgilfected, rational project of salhprovement through
the processofpr gati on and renunciation. They posi
of itself, wunified in purpose and effort,
characterize its selixperience. They posit an ontologically stable-peff r si stai ng Al ¢
endeavors to undertake aselfr ansf or mati ve process, for th
and succeeds the transformations by which it defines itself. It exists in itself as a stable
ontological reality. Neither Gardner, Ishak, nor Rodgers acknowdettigepossibility of a

constitutive dialectical relation between interiority and exteriority which might call into
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guestion the metaphysical reality of that
degree of unity and seflubstantiality impliedin he poemdés representat.i
subjectivity.

Still, the poem certainly dramatizes an inward turn, an exploration of the
speaker6s own reflections and emotions, in
or actions of others. The very first lines &drsuch a turn in their repeated use of the first
person personal pronoun:

Because | do not hope to turn again

Because | do not hope

Because | do not hope to turn

Desiring this mandés gift and that manos

| no longer strive to stve towards suckhings. (89)

The opening lines immediately reveal an inner landscape of contemplativefissifion
centered on a singular, pondering, p-er si st
persisting speaker, the poem suggests for that speakgreedf selsubstantiality and
innercoherence. Indeed, the persistent continuity (whether structural or thematic) of the
poembés | yric Alo might be seen to imply a
Al 6 of the poem ielhirpaganistic relatign withcanverld it posits e s it s
external to itself. That is, in turning 1in
perceived external reality. As the speaker
gi ft and t HBnblonga strivesto séricedopvardscslh t hi ngsno (89) .
seeking to renounce fisuch things, 0 he i mpl

rejects. He experiences the pressure of that externality even as he attempts to distance
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himselffom i t . I n other words, from the poemods
bound up with the experience of exteriority. The internal derives its intensity from its
rejection of the external, even as the external exists (for the speaker) only as that whic
powers the oppositional emergence of the internal.

The poem dramatizes this underlying dialectical tension in yet another, more
fundamental manner as well. For not only does the poem suggest an implicit relation
bet ween t he sel f drealitpancha materialeeality@pergeieed ase nt i a
external to itself (the concrete quotidian world), but it also places the self in relation to a
transmaterial reality it perceives as external to itself. The poem, that is, not only stages
the poetdrs @®fx phioy adwn i nner spiritual str uc
something / Upon which to rejoice, 0 as he
that exploration in terms of an appeal to some felttsatfscendent external reality. Thus
the act of supplication that concludes Part I:

Teach us to care and not to care

Teach us to sit still.

Pray for us sinners now and at hour of our death

Pray for us now and at the hour of our death. (90, spacing in original)
The speaker pleads in this passage with a transcendent Other he perceives as utterly self
exterior. He subordinates himself to that which he perceives as outside himself, positions
himself in relation to some sdifanscendent power, thus defining himselferms of that

relation.
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Echoing these lines, the poem concludes with an evocation of and appeal to the
ambi guous and multivalent ALady of Silence

Blessed sister, holy mother, spirit of the fountain, spirit of the garden,

Suffer us not to mockurselves with falsehood

Teach us to care and not to care

Teach us to sit still

Even among these rocks,

Our peace in His will

And even among these rocks

Sister, mother

And spirit of the river, spirit of the sea
Suffer me not to be separated

And let my cry come unto Thee. (99, spacing in original)

The act of supplication and peti-limtson r evea
Again, the speaker places himself in subordinate relation to a reality he perceives as
ontologically transendent. The Lady exists outside him, beyond him, and as such

delineates him to himsedfsa finite self. She functions as a kind of existential foil.

Indeed, the Lady appears in almost every section of the poem, either implicitly (as in

Section I, as quotkabove), or explicitly, as in the later sections. She appears, for
instance, in Section Il as the fALady of Si
Section V as the Aveiled sister, o0 and in S
And each time she appears, he praises or petitions her, each time subordinates himself to
her, thus privileging her as the medium of his own-agltulation. It seems, then, as if

the speaker can only encounter himself as a self through the mediatingcpressome

already externalized other. To perceive himself requires the presence of a gaze capable of

240



sustaining him as aobjectto himself, or at least of validating his own reflexive self
objectifying gaze (i.e., by reference to a presence outsidenstl).

In short, the Lady provides the point of attention that renders him apparent to
himself, draws him together as a self. As such, the guediker turns outwards at least as
much as he appears to turn inwards, addressing that which he percextesras ®
himself, even as he articulates the vicissitudes of his owsespérience. As Eliot argues
in his 1913 essay AReport on itdhiesRel @di PauU:
in Chapter Three, fAin order t o Kkntheconcepegonaohanst begi n
external relation, a real which is O6outsid
for that Areal which is O6outsidedd the spe
that powers his own emergent seiné self. In 1918 s i O RgaleUntals Ideal, and
Imaginaryy ( al so di scus)s,edEliinotChafpftiemmsThrteeo, t |
that [an object] is an object, I become aw
the Lady as an object external to himself, he acknowledges himself as a subject in
relation to the Lady. But paradoxity, in acknowledging himself as a subject in relation
to the Lady, he acknowledges himself as an object as well. The polarities coincide.

In turning towards a transcendent (or even quotidian) other, the poet turns
outwards, away from himself as the t&mof his own selexperience. Dennis Brown
argues that rather than the Amonol ogical,
AAsh Wednesdayo presents fAthe voice of a d
(for Brown) is thus a turn tdve other. But this suggests a relation between equals

(Aconfidanteso), when the poem in-fact sug
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insufficiency. Contra Brown, then, the outward turn implies that the inward lacks the

capacity foritsown seléonstt ut i ve full ness (thus the poet
not to be separatedo). The speaker, that i
outward. Indeed, the poem suggests paradoxically that a more intensified experience of
inwardness condss precisely in the self orienting itself towards that which it identifies as

extrinsic to itself. Not to do so would bind the speaker to the solipsistic confines of his

own inner experiential realities.ileBuch, af
puts it, in APrufrock, o fAthe reader is plu
enclosure of Prufrockds mind. . . . and th
Certainly, AAsh Wednesdayo t hreaasker &s andiemnds.
Hi s thoughts and emotions do indeed const.i

reveals the dialectical engine that helps power the emergence of a self capable of such
seltarticulation, and as such, contests the very notion of sucbsemel For the self, the
poet suggests, exists in generative tension with that which it perceives as external to

itself.

Dismembering the Self

However, as wBwebneyi FirAusfhr oWekdon ecsrd ay 06 dr a ma
disintegration of the self inasmuchitalso dramatizes its dialectically emergent
constitution. Even as the speaker defines himself in relation to that which he experiences
as extrinsic to himself, he discovers the insubstantiality of the self thus constituted. For
instance, osmest arresting passageocenteds on an image-of self
dissolution, on the puncturing of the self and thus the idea of the self agxargalhed
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unit or wunity. In Part 11, the speaker des
who feast upon himantil all that remains are his bones:

Lady, three white leopards sat under a junipee

In the cool of the day, having fed to satiety

On my legs my heart my liver and that which had been contained

In the hollow round of my skull. And God said

Shdl these bones live? Shall these

Bones live? (61)
The speaker coolly recounts his evisceration and dismemberment by the leopards, the
violence of the imagery only slightly lessened by the distanced tone he takes in
describing the events. Crucially, thpeaker does not inflict this dismemberment on
himself, but rather experiences it originating in a source outside of himself. The leopards
rend him apart, reconfiguring his sense of self such that it now includes his own self
rending. The experience of artority here involves the violent intrusion of the external,
to the point that the internal loses its own sense oftedlérency. Thus the passage
portrays interiority as opened up to a reality it perceives as extrinsic to itself and capable
of radicallyi nt er veni ng i n -tohstitutisneThdti§, sot enly dosseheo f s e |
self posit itself as subordinate to some externally perceived reality, but it encounters that
reality as a deconstructive force. In this, the poem dramatizes the relatibeshgen
the internal and the external as profoundly dynamic. The inner is not closed in on itself as
if it were some solipsistic setfircumscribing sphere, but remains vulnerable, open to
intrusion, violation, and the possibility of disintegration. Tak exists in tension with
that which it experiences as external to itself, subject to its dissipating, attenuating forces

(even as it defines itself in relation to those external forces).
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Moreover, the speaker 6s ex pamatzesance of h
experience of selflissociation. He perceives his mutilation from the outside, rather than
the inside, as if he was simply an object of study to himself. Indeed the poem seems to
suggest that sefferception entails setfissociation, that togyceive the self involves a
rending of that self, further undercutting any notion of an ontologically stable self as
implied byGardner Ishak, and others. In a sense, then, just as Prufrock experienced his
own seltobjectification (which then reflexivelgenerated a sense of interiority), so, too,
does the speaker in AAsh Wednesday. 0 Both
process of selflistantiation, and experience it as a rupturing of their former senses of
self. Both poems, too, present speakers a#perience selbbjectification through the
agency of external forces. For Prufrock, these forces manifest through the (hostile,
pinning) gaze of the other. For the speake
through the leopards themselves as wethad_ady who seems to preside over the act of
dismemberment. In both cases, the self becomes aware of itself as a self only when thrust
into an encounter with that which it perceives as external to itself. Recall, too, the
sensation of pursuit and thredtd@struction that frameSweeneyFrom the epigraph in
which Orestes excl ai ms,d butYseathainotiepdre see t he
hunting me downo to the final omi nous fAkno
Ahangman, 0 t h ¢e gdsenge ofch manace presented not only as external
to Sweeney himself, but to the play itself (i.e., since that which seems to threaten the

characters nevdully materializes).
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But what separates AAsh Wedneattiddeyo fr om
towards the events it portrays. For EIlioto
other and the concurrent process of-ggliernalization (and subsequent s#ffsolution)
it initiates as a violent, destructive, fearful event in thenfeof the self. As discussed
above, for Prufrock, the sound of Ahuman v
(17). He experiences his own seljectification as a violently intrusive act. Sweeney,
too, experiences others as vaguely threatening, &vée seems vaguely threatening to
them. But at least he seeks to efface the gap that separates him from them through veiled
confession, and thus to dissolve the boundary between inner and outer, subject and
object. And yet at the same time, he feels kdrrexposed, as if teetering on the edge of
his own destruction, though at the hand of some external force, which fills him with
dread.The Waste Landoo, portrays the encounter between self and other (or inner and
outer) as deeply antagonistic. Thisnisst evident in Tiresias, who perceives himself
refracted through all the other personages of the poem, and unites in himself their
division and strife (i.e., he internalizes the external, and, conversely, externalizes the
internal). He suffers with thenmdeedfor them, since they seem incapable of registering
the pain they experience (or inflict). And yet, the experience disperses him. Others may
unify in him, but they do not unify him: nh
these three key workthen, in one way or another, portrays the encounter with the other
as an experience which threatens the integrity of the self. Each portrays the constitutive

dialectical relation between the inward and the outward as a profoundgnselfating
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experiene. The speakers or actors in these works dread the dissolution of the self, or at
best evince a profound ambivalence towards it.

AAs Wednesday, 0 ,meversdas theemotibnalealande af these
earlier works, rendering setfisintegration gositive or even necessary experience in the
inner life of the individual. In the leopard passage, for instance, the speaker chooses to
focus not on the feast itself, but on its aftermath, when the moment of violence has
passed. When the section opensJtteopar ds have already ndfed t
now recline -thueae e/l lan jtumeé peool of the dayo
choosing not to focus on the act of violence, the speaker shifts the emphasis of the
passage from one potentially cheterized by terror (or horror) to one of relief and
release. The speaker seems as relaxed and sated as do the leopards. Indeed, the presence
of the Lady in the scene further defuses the sense of horror that might otherwise
accompany such a descriptionevisceration:

Because of the goodness of this Lady

And because of her loveliness, and because

She honours the Virgin in meditation,

We shine with brightness. And | who am here dissembled

Proffer my deeds to oblivion, and my love

To the posterity othe desert and the fruit of the gourd.

It is this which recovers

My guts the strings of my eyes and the indigestible portions

Which the leopards reject. The Lady is withdrawn

In a white gown, to contemplation, in a white gown.

Let the whiteness of besatone to forgetfulness. (91)

Silent, Awithdrawno in Acontemplation, 0 sh

scenebds violence (91). Her fAgoodnesso and
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i mage of | oose fAgut s o softedsthe lurideflted sicheary es, s u
image would otherwise convey. More importantly, she serves, too, as a point of attention
that draws the speaker further outside of himself. Rather than lamenting his own
dismemberment, the speaker treats it as an occasamdtess the enigmatic Lady. In a
sense, she sanctifies the process for him, gives it purpose, redeems it in some sense, such
that the selscattering seems to the speaker somehow necessary or purposeful (e.g.,
fiBecausof t he goodnessenebt thnsiAkhdpnpé t hebbigh

Indeed, this section concludes with the speaker (or rather his bones) expressing
satisfaction over his own dismemberment. Rather than lamenting his condition, the
speaker in fact celebrates it:

Under a junipetree thebones sang, scattered and shining

We are glad to be scattered, we did little good to each other,

Under a tree in the cool of the day, with the blessing of sand,

Forgetting themselves and each other, united

In the quiet of the desert. (92)
AWe are glad to be scattered, o0 his bones s
seltannihilation pleases him, as does the promise of forgetfulness such annihilation
implies. For he seeks through suchskif si nt egrati on hbdbsdewhr ubhtg
only the fAiguiet of the desert. o As he excl

Proffer my deeds to oblivion, and my love / To the posterity of the desert and the fruit of

the gourdo (91). He e mbr a cteenancipatry potemtial,di s s o
its capacity (paradoxically) to free him f
forgotten, so | would forget, o0 he el sewher
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as fundamentally insufficient to itself, as inqolete when rendered a totality in itself. It

| acks fimetaphysical unity, 0 as he puts it
obtains coherence (again, paradoxically) only when dissolved into its external relations
(whether figured through the leapa or the Lady). In discussing the portrayal of

subjectivity inThe Waste Landrobert Langbaum argues that Eliot imagines individuals

as locked withihouske¢isi ownseprfiosdld 09) . | f
Wednesdayo i ma g escapisg thatpriséhousedhmoagh a near sheerful
actofsefob |l i t erati on. More to the point, howeyv

inadequacy of the self as a foundation for the self. The self exists, the poem suggests, not

only in tension with externdbrces, but in constitutive subordination to those forces.
Kinereth Meyer rightly notes that A[t] h

its (his?) contents, the leopards appear to be agents both of physical destruction and of

possible spiritualde gener ati ono (441) . But the same mi

Ahangm&weenep i nt he Apinningo eyes in APrufr o

that characterizeBhe Waste Lanoh general. Meyer never takes note of the way in which

AAsh WYWeadye echoes these earlier works, and

tonal differences that differentiate them. But whereas these earlier works clearly portray

selfdi ssol ution as a horrific experience, @A

that the poem in some sense affirms such an experience is not, in itself, new. Others have

pointed to the poem as a dramatization of regenerative purgation, in which the newly

converted Eliot appropriates Dante in order to convey the process of his owivéposi

selft r ansformation. Lyndall Gordon, for inst:e
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[ EI'i otds] oO6turningd towards the religious

=]

poem, the penitent [ EIl i ot Joreakhhendedfdownnte past
the bare bones of a rudi me nArénawaly 294 237)st ence o

Similarly, Audrey Rodger s dbrgamnoassas t hat EI

structur al and themati c #fsc @demodetdildhef or @A As
Aisteps of the journey of gradual and painf
argues that AAsh Wednesdayo Adraws inspira

.thePurgatoricd ( as we | Mita Nuava (D68)nih seeddsrg himself of himself,
Williamson suggest s, Eli ot fApass|[es] beyon
directiono (175, 184).

Certainly, these critics are correct to
(Dantean) purgation and renewal. Still, lr@a¢ these critics overlooks the underlying
di alectic that informs EIliotds dramati zat:.
neglects the conceptual continuity that links his early work (both poetic and
philosophical) with his later. For inasmuchhas previous work dramatized subjectivity
as dialectically constituted, so, too, doe
upon exteriority for its sel€onstitution as exteriority depends upon interiority for its
experiential consistency. The Bebnstitutes itself in terms of that which it locates
outside of itself, and experiences its own-sidfolution as an act visited upon it by
external (and selkéxternalizing) forces to which it necessarily submits (as a consequence
of the sieddldosstdriradtewcrte) . Thus, while well ¢

Wednesdayo from his earliest published wor
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outer (or subject and object, surface and depth) he affirmed then continues to inform his
representationfdiuman subjectivity.

Of course, MAAsh Wednesdayo ends inconcl
obtained the renewal or selconstruction he seems to seek (despite the insinuations of
Williamson, Gordon, or Rodgers). Indeed, his final words entaifreeht for himself and
an appeal to the Lady: ASuffer me not to b
(99). As a self, he remains-genstituted, incompleted, and thus vulnerable and exposed
(like Prufrock), even though he seems to affirm the négesfsthis condition (e.g.,

AAl't hough | do not hope to turn againo). L
|l ives. 0 Or as he writes in Section VI, A Th
birtho (98). He s e e mg9 devetopmerits, a waiting whach egaina it f
suggests a dialectical conception of subje
a subtle reiteration of it s-insufficiemdy.€Theds subs
sense of interiority he experiences deggeupon an objectified view of himself as

dissociated from himself (witnessing his own dismemberment), which in turn undermines

any notion of a sel€onstitutive substantive inwardness. In the end, he remains torn

between the inner and the outer,thesudsnt i al and the i nsubstant
He experiences his own selisintegration, even as he awaits some new mode of

integration. Only ifFour Quartets however, does Eliot begin to move beyond this

impasse. For whil&our Quartetscontinues taramatize the dialectic that (implicitly or

explicitly) informs the conception of subjectivity present in all his work, the poem

introduces a new mediating concept into that dialectic in the image of incarnation.
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Four Quartetsand the Dialectics of Tranendence

Eliot originally published=our Quartetsas four separate poems over the course
of several years. As Russel/l Elli ott Murph
1 9 3 8dllexted Poemdhaving grown out of some discarded lines fidiorder in the
Cathedral(1891 9 0 ) . Il n 1940, Eli ot went on to publ
by AThe Dry Salvages, 0 and i n New&mlshi Li ttl e
Weekly (190-191). Finally, in 1943, at the height of the war, Eliot pulddshll four
guartets in a singl e vol Rom®ualels8ameditaticer ke A A
poem, grounded in the voice of a single contemplative speaker, presumably Eliot.
Accordingly, many critics view the poem biographically. Dennis Brown, fetaimce,
calls it Aconfessional poetry, 0 i meledyi ng t

emotional or spiritual memoir (1). Lyndall Gordon echoes Brown, when she asserts that

the quartets fArecount EI i ot388'%Geprger sonal ] s
Williamson, too, makes a similar c¢clai m, af
hi story, personal but [ also] representatiyv

the meaning of timeod by fanctahsm(20gon pl aces

WFor Gordon, alils odutEdbiod drsapliecdaly in some way. Gor
own biography, enlarging poem after poem on the character of a man who conceives of his life as a
spiritual quest despite the amtie | i gi ous mood of his ageo (1).

1williams goes on targue thathe quartetin factrearticulate the view of the relationship between time
(or history) and the individualready preseritn EIl i ot 6s 1917 ATradition and t
I'n ATradition, 60 EI i ot hsedvoldsh perceptod, ndt dnly of the gagnesSh i st or

of the past, but of its presence, 0 and that the ind
the dead poets and arti st s o0FouriQaattetspapstheelatian ofthem or her
speaker to the past in terms of place. I ndeed, for
hi story and escape from ito (206).

251



Certainly,Four Quartetscontains strong autobiographical elements. As both
Gordon and Williamson remind readers, the titles of the quartets themselves largely refer
to places personally significant to Eliot. Burnt Norton, for instarscie name of a
manor house Eliot visited around 1934 with Emily Hale, and East Coker the name of a
village to which Eliot traces his ancestry (Gordon 266, 346). The Dry Salvages are an
actually existing group of CApeeAnhedbowhich
used as a landmark when sailing in his youth (Gordon 336). And while Little Gidding is a

village with no immediate biographical significance for Eliot, it nonetheless

embl ematizes for EIliot thewthadmamited a fAdevo
religious community (Gordon 371). For Wil
[ EI'i ot ds] beginning and end, from point of
returno (207). That i s, the atjoumdyelgsstamap EI i
AEngl and and America meet in 6Burnt Norton
AMIi ssouri and Massachusett s Ma@ggeifwantlyij n 6 The

Eliot employs these places in order to speak to his own inner spdéualopment.

AMoments of time must be in places, 0 Will.i

not of time or place, is known in time and
But to view the poem exclusively as EII

map hisowninnersaces or as his own personal ver si

sees it), is to inadvertently reduce the poem to an exercise in expressatessefftion

(13). It suggests a speaker concerned largely with his owdesetiopment, and thus

essentiallydisconnected from others, since his focus remains primarily upon his own
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i nner experiences. That iIs to say, in focu

and thus on the poem as an expression of t

thatthe poem implicitly posits a model of self predicated on a monadic vision of human

interiority (i.e., the individual as settlating, seHcontained, and selubstantial). In

ot her words, these critics mak e warkmakes ame m

when they similarly read his poetry simply as an expression of personal disgruntlement,

as when A. David Moody callBhe Waste Land por trait of EIliotds o

desol at i®%Tnhoe y( 1plrée)s.ent t he sel f asbleoncl osed

thought , o0 as J. Hillis Miller says of Pruf
|l want t o ar gdranatizatiom tfFoUf Quartetspdoses moeel f

complicated than these critics suggest, since the model of self the poem affirms proves in

fact more complicated. Ais his earlier work, Eliot (I claim) constructs a model of

subjectivity inFour Quartetspredicated on a particular notion of the relation between

interiority and exteriority. The self does not exist in isolation from that which it

encounters outside dself (and which it perceives as a traumatic intrusion upon its inner

reality), but rather arises only in context of its relation to that outer reality. The poem

voices the speakerdos sense of his own i mme

that povides the generative tension out of which his own sense of self emerges. That is to

10210 contrast, consideE | i ot 6 s own r ef | ¥imtNiovarEkot amuwes, Daterotfeessa | n t he
Ami xture of biography and allegory . . . according
Dante attached i mportance to certain events that oc
in themselves,®dedbmed btec aluism the hlrkgve some phil osophi
In other words, biography is only important to the extent that it translates into a significance beyond itself.
Compare this vision (from 1929) to the similar view of impersonalityexps ed i n 19196s ATr ad
the I ndividual Talent. o
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say, his particular experiential sense of interiority arises out of his encounter with an

external reality he perceives as utterly-sel€umscribing and ultimately setfegating.

More than this, though, the poem posits the mutually constitutive interpenetration of the
internal and the eSwtereggynatlt . AAshi WedPesflapcé
presents the individual as profoundly unstable, prone to disintegratraptare (the

internal riven by the external). But unlike these earlier po&ms; Quartetsultimately

affirms the dialectical coincidence of opposites (i.e., of coherence and flux, and thus the

internal and external ) tdarorugthi drh.ed cul mi na

Heracltean Purgations

Eli ot prefaces A BFourQuartetoarwhalehwith gsatmfd t hus
epigraphs drawn from the p&ocratic philosopher Heraclitus, famous (in part) for the
idea that dAall ¥33Fhesenond of thexwnp epigkhphs, ramslated by ) .
Guy Davenport, reads, AThe way wup and the
10). In his study of the poem, Grover Smith argues that this fragment refers (for

Heraclitus) At o tdmentsttheayels oheatthawaierpair, andffire,t he e

for which | ater philosophers cited Heracli
suggests, this Acycle proceeds everlasting
substance is fire, fremotwvt es t he cycledo (256). Of cour s
Heraclitus remains notoriously Aobscureodo a

interpretations (Osborne 81). Mary Ann Gillies, for instance, reads this quotation simply

WBAsFrederick Copleston argues, Heraclitus seems to
stabl e, nothing abideso (39).
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as i mplyi ng sitthhaet saalme ot i(MPe8) . Even more pro
suggests the passage refers Astraightforwa
also a path going down a hill, just as an
three ofthese critics would agree that the fragment suggests the ultimate unity of opposed
polarities, the eternal (dialectical?) transmutation of certain states into their opposites
(water into fire, or up into down). Indeed, as Edward Hussey argues, the unity of
opposites suggested in the fragment i mplie
states (42). Or, as Frederick Copleston pu
deeper underlying unity or <coldioacfti ve orde
opposites: this tension is essential to th
way down ar e t he s abmarywew tfloteenwjse ddamefrgadlys t s a n
opposed conceptual real i ti eownviewsper specti v
explicitly expressed in his earlier graduate work.

Significantly, the first of the two fragments also invokes the concept of a
uni ver sal order, although much more direct

things is a law of ReasdJniversal, but most men live as though they had a wisdom of

their owno (Servotte 10). Smith interprets
or Aflux itselfo (256). Catherine Osborne,
wrongtotakeHexc |l i t usds recurrent fire as an unde
treat it as a model for [the] radical di sc

Osborne, the image of fire suggests a cosmos characterized by unending transformative

conflgr ation (i .e., its fAlawo). No substance
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only as part of a process of exchange, alteration, perpetual reconstitution, and ultimate
di sintegration. As Copl eston athgsathisgsinf i r e
a constant state of tension, of strife, of
short, the Alaw of thingso is that persi st
whi ch makes and unmakes the Aworl d. o

Thus, before the mon even begins, Eliot sets forth a set of philosophical
propositions that helps establish a certain theme (i.e., the law of disintegrative flux and its
corollary the coincidence of opposité&)And indeed, the poem goes on to explore this
theme at some lgnt h . I n Section |11 of AEast Coker,
Heraclitean image of cosmic negation:

O dark dark dark. They all go into the dark,

The vacant interstellar spaces, the vacant into the vacant,

The captains, merchant bankers, emimeen of letters,

The generous patrons of art, the statesmen and the rulers,

Distinguished civil servants, chairmen of many committees,

Industrial lords and petty contractors, all go into the dark

And dark the Sun and Moon . . . (180).
The dominant i mage here is of an abysmal a
endless reach of sky engulfing all within its impenetrable expanse. Harry Blamires rightly
argues that this passage points ltes the Aul

(ambitions, valuations, concerns, projects) (60). Human social reality as well as

individual i dentity (Acaptains, merchant b

John Bradbury goes so frasidingoserthegpoemsias g wheleisthahait @At he
Heraclituso (256).
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the passage points beyond t hiSsunasanwel|IMo,ont.®
The conflagration proves total. All of material creation, Eliot seems to suggest, remains
Ssubject to some encompassing, consuming da
to my soul, be still, andilnetiAtsthe Weeamle sdam
speaker experiences (even invites)-sgintegration, but now the experience of
annihilation reaches beyond himself as well, to encompass the cosmos as a whole.
Nothing, Eliot suggests, escapes dissolution. Nothing possessessaliatifficiency,
substantiality, or stability.

|l ndeed, in Section |1 of fAEast Coker, 0
to convey an even bleaker vision of cosmic negation:

Scorpion fights against the Sun

Until the Sun and Moon go down

Comets weep and Leonids fly

Hunt the heavens and the plains

Whirled in a vortex that shall bring

The world to that destructive fire

Which burns before the iezap reigns (1789).
Here EIliot offers not onl vyichihitselfisupgegiss of an
interminable movement or change), but suggests that the vortex culminates in a
transfiguring fire, whi c hanrihitatioh./AsDerekibur ns o
Traversi rightly notes of]upohimagessoedsdrdeon, t h

covering nature and the universeo (132). T

reality, leaves in its wake only its own act of consumption. Again, Eliot offers a vision of
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total cosmic obliteration. He denies objectsodmgical continuity (i.e., their being),
prioritizing instead disintegrative processes as such.

In both of these passages, Eliot offers a metaphysics that clearly privileges
Abecomi ngodo over fAbeing. o0 Objects nack esse
constitutively unstable, incapable of maintaining their ownaatitinuance. Indeed,
Eliotdbs vision of perpetual fAbecomingo ent
Not hing survives the Avortexo oronéngisstruct
too, (necessarily) the speakeroés own disso
can be seen to function as a kind of objective correlative for describing such an
experience. As noted above, he acknowledges his own subordinateneimbracing
Adarknesso that consumes even the fASun and
the dark come upon you. 0 And in ABurnt Nor
Part Ill, the speaker narrates a purgative descent in which the gelfemces its own
decomposition via the |l oss of all sense of

destitution of all property, / Desiccation of the world of sense, / Evacuation of the world

of fancy, [/ 1 noper an c yedmarhatizestre inmeoexderiencedf s p i
hisownsele mpt yi ng, an utter Adetachment [/ From
persons, 0 as he puts it in ALittle Gidding

itself or as known to itself. It lacks dsrnable content, as well as the capacity for
connection with a world perceived as external to itself. Indeed, the self seems to have
been emptied out into that world, dissolved into it, leaving behind only a blankness (or

Afdar knesso) .
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Eliot offers in ths passage an image of the self as void of substance, stripped of
its (self) detemining coordinates. & Kenneth Paul Kramer rightly reminds his readers,
Eli ot dr aws on ADidngsiusaheiAreapagitesAqungs, &¢ e u d o
especially St. Johnof¢gh Cr oss o0 in order to dramatize tF
and elsewhere in the poem) (8%He proposes in this passage
John of the Crossdé6 Andark night of the soul
witheringaway® t he sel f he envisions. Kramer not
negative way of O6deprivationsdé and Ointern
a state of emptiness, poverty, and abandonment, for the sensual part is purified in
emptnss and the spirit is purified in darkne
process of self reduction (both here and i
| anguage of negation (fAideprivation, 0 fAdest
self stripped of itself enters into a darkness that appears to subsist beneath that self. But,
the Al nternal d ar k n e-eslbof thid seried of segtfargagonsh e s  a s
aligns, too, with the sudevouring external darkness he posits agtiteresult of cosmic
purgation. The two states mirror each other, and in effect reproduce the same experience.
Inner content has been purged away, leaving nothing behind but the (implicitly
exteriorized and exteriorizing) process of purgation and negasiglh Suggestively,
then, Eliot offers a model of self according to which the self itself (like the material

cosmos) lacks any inner or core substantiality. Nesédsisting inner content exists

1050r, as Ronald Schuchard putsitB y t H@80smonde and Ignatius, Crashaw and Theresa, had
gradually been displaced in Eliotds miSpahistby an Engl
mystic, St. John of the Cross. THWkesTemplawma Bad bDedaonrme
Ascent of Mount Carmélis handbooks, as he moved ifour Quartet® ( 17 4 ) .
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capable of resisting its own decomposition. The innez Bppears to remain subject to
corrosive external forces. And once those forces have completed their operation,
inwardness itself ceases to have determinate meaning.

In other words, iFour Quartets Eliot would seem at first glance to construct a
binary relation between the inner and the outer which unambiguously privileges the
outward. Inwardness remains fundamentally subordinated to exteriorized pressures or
processes, lacking ontological substantiality (or coherence) in itself. Thus his lament in
ATeh Dry Salvageso: fAWhere is there an end o
withering of autumn flowers / Dropping their petals and remaining motionless; / Where is
there an end to the drifting wreckageo (18
persistent disintegrative processes which would seem to act on the flowers from the
out si de. I ndeed, in the above quoted A0 da
experience of selflissolution itself as originating ultimately in a source outsideghe s
Al et the dark come upon you. 0 He places hi
external to himself. He is that to be acted upon, rather than that which is empowered to
act. The fAwounded surgeonodo whompiededspadrhto
works upon him, cuts into him (in yet another image of bodily disruption), rather than the
reverse (181). In short, as8weeneg nd A Ash Wednesday, 0 the se
reality as a violently intrusive force, always threateningahohately succeeding in
rupturing the i naherencel Budf cosrsesueQuartetgars fars e | f

beyond eitheBweenepr fHAsh Wednesdayo in its dramat.
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poem negates not only the individual self but the esbeal and physical cosmos along

with it.

Incarnation and Resolution

Thus, whereas fAAsh Wednesdayo concludes
in dialectical tension with one anoth&gur Quartetsseems ultimately to privilege the
external. And yet not quite. At the very least, the poem suggests that individuals define
themselves precisely in terms of those oppositional energies which they encounter as
emanating from outside themselves. The indivadll 6 s encounter with a
reality provides the boundaries by which the self comes to understand itself as a finite
self. The self defines itself precisely in terms of its subordinated relation to an
incomprehensible external, selélimiting reality. It seems less an isolated entity than as
anexposedne, whose limitations and vulnerabilities prove constitutively formative of
the individual 6s sense of self. And these
starkly in those places in the poem where the narrator contrasts the human self and its
egostic pretensions with the profound and alien otherness of thumoan world, what
C. 0. Gardner refers to as the fAgrim realit
Harry Bl amires as si mpislyecomesapgparentooly wheh9 ) . Wh
sea against the backdrop of this contextualizing inhuman érdwteed the self that
emerges is precisely a product of the contrasted relation between the two (i.e., self and
Anatureo). The poem portrays the sedf as b

and the empty desolationo of the outer wor
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However, the poem suggests much more than merely the oppositional identity of
the inner and the outer (i.e., that the self defines itself in terms of its oppositional relation
to an externally peroeed reality). Rather, it suggests that the internal and external in fact
ontologically interpenetrate one another. That is, inasmuch as the poem posits that the
self lacks any substantive content, so, too, does it suggest that those external forces which
rend the self apart in fact remain as much
Salvages, 0 for instance, Eli ot offers an i
destructive power purely external to individuals. Reflecting on tresisBippit®® he
writes, fil think t hat 0 sulee tamedarsintrattable,s a st r
Patient to some degree, at first recogni se
Athe brown god is al mostesf,or giott treenma i nBsy fiehv
implacable, / Keeping his seasons and rages, destroyer, reminder / Of what men choose to
forget. Unhonoured, unpropitiated / By worshippers of the machine, but waiting,
watching and waiting (1 &tdppriraysitlastharwhisher I s a
delimits the human, exposes the vanity of human endeavors, as well as of human self
compl acency. The r i vpeint,andaxists as a reminderrofiitt y 6 s | i

(humanityds) transi ence,rcotelstprimaskitsfoucta n e f f

] n his annotations to @Th erivédheyeisShe MigssgippisvhichruBse r v ot t e
along the city of St. Louis where Eliot grew up; except for summers which his family always spent in New
EnglandonthtMas sachusetts seacoasto (35).

YHarry Blamires comment s t hnature.t. haichiman hasdasubduemr esent s
civilizing himselfandhi s wor | ddhe( t9)v.erBwtndercuts these Acivili:

all human pretensions to distinction and &dability,
alien otherness whose contours utteesist comprehensionsA St af f an Bergsten notes,
Dry Salvageso is as much as fAsymbol of the onward a

and natur e Oppwer(220). physi cal
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In other words, he represents it as an external force that intrudes upon human social and
psychological realities.
And vyet, at the exact same ti me, EI i ot
the external and thaternal in fact in some deeper sense coincide with one another (184).
Rather than maintaining the opposition between the two terms, Eliot goes on to suggest
their ultimate identity%® In a lyrical passage which immediately follows the image of the
Mississip i as a destructive fAistrong brown god,
The river is within us, the sea is all about us;
The sea is the I andds edge also, the gr
Into which it reaches, the beaches where it tosses
Its hints of earlier and other creation:
The starfisht he hor seshoe crab, the whalebs ba
The pools where it offers to our curiosity
The more delicate algae and the sea anemone. (184)
Eliot offers an image here of deeply interwoven spiritual, biological, and temporal
realities, in what Ronald Meoe i nt er prets as a fAreconcil i a"
ab s ol ut®Fhose(verylfgrces which work to undermine and negate human activity
and which seem to stand in an oppositional relation to human consciousness, in fact
penetrate the human,thasot only circumscri bing individu
realities but informing them as well. Human beings participate in the same order of being

(putatively fAnatureo) from which they feel

human beingsinanontgo cal continuum with other creat

1081n positing the identity of the inner and the outer, he echoes the Heraclitean dictum regarding the unity

of opposites fremighappoe md s e sdeoavgm dapr ea nodn et haen dw atyh e
109Moore goesontoargueh at t hi s ofsrie cheen ciicloiraet ioddn EI i ot 6s met aph
poem (51).
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horseshoe crabod), suggesting not only shar
well. In so doing, Eliot essentially dissolves the distinction between the internal and the
external, theeby complicating his earlier dramatization of interiority as utterly
subordinated to seHinnihilating external forces.

Indeed, elsewhere in the poem, Eliot expresses a similar sense of the fundamental
reflexive identity of the self and that which théf gerceives as supposedly external to
itsel f. I n ABurnt Norton, o0 for instance, h
circulation of the | ymph / Are figured in
correlation between different, othase incommensurate orders of being (the human and
the natural/cosmic). He links the body itself, its rhnythms and visceral materiality, to the
alien realities of the whirling constellat
of the world is refleted in the circulatory processes of the body, and both . . . are
refl ected in the . . . motion of the stars
suggests, inform them all. Takenvalsole(he seems to imply), the cosmos reveals
underlying patternand coherencies which resist binary formulation. The internal and the
external ultimately coincide, overlap, or interpenetrate one another, such that to
distinguish either from the other disrupts the conceptual coherence of both.

But Eliot goeseven further than this, and through the use of the image of
incarnation, offers a means for resolving the inner/outer binary that ultimately transcends
any ontological or conceptual distinction between the two terms. This image finds its

most significantet i cul ati on at the end of AThe Dry
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The hint half guessed, the gift half understood, is Incarnation.

Here the impossible union

Of spheres of existence is actual,

Here the past and future

Are conquered, and reconciled®()
Eliot here deconstructs, as it were, the Cartesian binaries that structure Western
epi stemol ogi cal and ontological perspectiv
suggests a means by which modernitydés para
Ward makes as well, calling Alncarnationo
problem of dwualityo (263). fAlncarnationo s
the Aspheres of existence, 06 of abothitsnder|l yi
tempor al (Apast and futureo) and bodily (m
It thus suggests a reorientation of the relation between (the interior) self and (external)
nature as well . Alncarnati omodg@sp®and des an
affirms its own immersion in the world of flux. That flux no longer manifests as a violent,
threatening external presence, which the self confronts and resists, though eventually
succumbs to. Rat her , t h eaxatidneofathe ofposifionat c ar n a't

tension formally characteristic of the relation between the self and the external world, for

it acknowledges the mysterious union between the'tvo.

119The image clearly has its Christian overtones as well. Eliot was a practicing-@atiiolic, having

convertedo Christianity inJuneof192and® it i s cert ai rclay ntag mptnion hetre r e
specifically in terms of its Christian resonances.
appears in the text without the definite article which would denote it unambiguouklylasarnation of
Christian faith (228). Simiar | y, Cl eo McNel ly Kearns remarks that

or directly associated with any familiar Christian
poem, Eliot mentions Krishna (40), an incarnation (or avatar)eofithdu deity Vishnu. Given this,

Kearns remarks that fAthe term élncarnationd . . . ¢
content -obaeca, 0dglanpskdrinthe mterktiadietweeran Indic and a Christian point

of viewdo (252, emphamakesi m i imglmaal poi 8¢rvatrigei ng t
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Thus, despite the poembs apparent dr ama
between the inner and the outer (in which the inner remains subordinate to the outer), the
poem al so offers an i mage of the ultimate
While the music | asts, o0 EIi ot atkefrélatioms, aga
between the self and the external realities it perceives or experiences (190). Human
beings themselves, he suggests, in a sense
that structure reality, despite their own temporal materiality. Tingk the convergence
of the internal and the external (or the subjective and the objective). For in the end, Eliot
affirms a view of the self as an embodied&difl eshl y i ncarnations of
embodi ments of some A Elotseenstoibsisteexisisni on. 0 Th
indivisibly from those i mmensities figured
indivisible from the ot her b 0oedssohution.mpl i cat e

| do not intend to draw attention to the unitiveimsimplicit in Four Quartetsfor
the sake of illuminating that vision. Many critics, of course, have already performed that
operation. Fayek Ishak, for instance, notes at the beginning of his study of the poem that
Eli ot fAgives a @Quaness efi ao fmyrsetailciatly omoime ntth o f
6heart of lightéo (107). Derek Traversi wr
the heart of the poem (88). A. David Moody argues that the poem encapsulates an
Afet ernal n o tilenotdd cordeatsandrwhichtedquates rest and motion, silence

and utterance, fulfill ment and anni hilatio

instead of 6t he I ncarnationdé seems

to universalize
many more cases and situationso (377).
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that Aln each quartet the eternal stillnes
endless meement of a temporal pattern, a patter characterized by action and appetency,
desire and knowledge, hope and despair, an
other hand, has been to trace out a certain dialectical procedure operative in the work,
which in fact (as | argue) reaches back ¢t hr
i mportance of Eliotds use of the i mage of
connection to a view of the relation between the inner and outer that well priedate
Quartets

Recall Eli otds dissertati 096).wodetkiledon F. H
in Chapter ThreeEliot develops a view of subject/object relations in his dissertation (as
well as in his previous graduate work) which ultimately dispength the distinction
bet ween subjects and objects (or the inner
in his dissertation, dAwould not exist with
the bundle would not be a bundle unless it wetd tugether by the moment of
objectivityo (133). Or, more directly: ATHh
in turn depends upon it; and nowhere
(146). The internal and the external intertwinectEeemains constitutively present in the
other. Each dialectically entails the other. Objectivity implies subjectivity, even as
subjectivity implies objectivity. Jewel Sp
against dual i s m, positwrhais & rejecoh & Cagtesiarsmetaphysitso
(172, 173). But Brooker also goes on to ar

against dwualismo permeates his thinking ov
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FourQuartetd t sel f eepriay nisn diedbt ed t steryBO6)Mhileey 60 s i
Brookerdoes not speak specifically about the inner/outerbjpa pr esent i n EI i
her observations serve to corroborate my view that Eliot remains preoccupied with
certain philosophical concerns throughout his life, notablycurdlism.

Ultimately, | want to suggest thBbur Quartetsmarks the culmination of a series
of reflectionsh at stretches back to Eliotds earl i e:
early as 1909 6RurQuanets keioftets ia dewof.the relation between
inner and outer that in many ways recapitulates the view propounded in all of his earlier
work.11 He portrays the two opposed terms as inextricably interlinked, reflexively
grounded in one another, and thus denies either term ontological or conceptual priority
over the other. He suggests that tverds exter
within uso), even as the interior itself r
of the external. In short, he turns the two terms inside out, placing the external within the
internal and thus the internal within the external, therebigmsing any essential
distinction between the tw&our Quartets then, posits a model of self in which the self
(the subjective or internal) remains constitutively intertwined with theselbtthe
objective or external). Contra those critics who wouélv the poem merely as an

expression of the poetds own unbroken fibub

HEven in EIli ot 6 doexplorathisdialedtie altboagh hei navar@approaches the clarity of

vision expressed iRour Quartets | n  MuBl& B the Cathedralfor instance, Eliot portrays

individuals as most internally ramified only when subjected to their own externaiiiserment (i.e.,

Thomasdé i mpendi ng exerceuftlieocnt iaonnd itth ebhp bamibeResnehnsde lifn 1
Eliot revisits the themes of guilt and pursuit he first dramatiz&hieeneyHarry feels haunted (and

hunted) by the avenging FusieTheir ceaseless, piercing gaze externalizes him to himself, renders him

visible to himself as a self (i.e., their gaze generates his mode of inwardness).
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Eliot in fact challenges any notion of self that would define that self as-arss#tfsed

bubble. As suchFour Quartetsc ont i nuesk d hann titad tfamet aphysi c
the substanti al unity of the soul o famousl

Talent, 0 devel oped at I ength in his gradua

both early and late.

Conclusion Eliot andModernism
From 19096s fiConvictionso to 19426s ALI
continual fascination with the relation between interiority and exteriority. In a sense, he
dramatizes in his poetry what he explores discursively in his philosophitakitical
work. As | have tried to make clear, Eliot posits a relation between the two terms (inner
and outer) that prioritizes neither. Rather, he seeks to demonstrate how the two terms
remain inextricably bound together. Each remains mutually impdigatthe other. In his
earliest unpublished work, Eliot offers a portrait of individuals as utterly exteriorized,
depthless creatures. The inner collapses into the outer, as it were. Interiority as such
emerges only when individuals encounter themsehflected to themselves in the gaze
of the other (as in APortraito or APrufroc
of selfexteriorization. Inwardness derives dialectically from the interplay between
surface and depth. But this means, toat thteriority remains provisional (i.e.,
ontologically unstable), subject to further destabilizing acts ofcdgéctification. As
F.H. Bradley puts it il\ppearance and Reality t he sel f Acannot
against external relations. For tees wi | | enter iIits essence, anid
(119). The self never obtains selhity, never congeals into some setfclosed, self
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persisting monadic sphere. Thus, rather than affirming inwardness asarsgifutive,
autonomous state, Eliot fact questions the very notion of interiority in his work. The
self as such is an ongoing process (rather than a substance), continually made and
unmade, never at rest. It exists as a function of the relation between the inner and the
outer.
Early inhis career, Eliot portrays this process negatively. The self encounters
itself as a disturbing presence to itself, and perceives the processeftsethalization
(or seltobjectification) as a violent, intrusive experience which it both resists amitsgese
as seen both in APor tSwesneyalthoughrwidh cértBim uf r oc k 0
variations). But by the time of fAAsh Wedne
dialectical procedure less as a negative experience than a necessary and even positive
onge despite the poemds tent at fFour®Quartatisnconcl us
Eliot offers a vision of the self at peace (in a sense) with its own contingency. While
El'i otds 1927 conversion to Christiteenity wun
emotional valence attached to the model of self he forwards in his work (as it
undoubtedly affected his choice of tropes and images), the basic framework or dialectical
procedure of that model remains largely intact throughout his career. Even asearly
19136s fibegrees of Reality, o Eliot is alre
perception, image and judgement, between real and unreal, between real and ideal, or
bet ween true and false, or between truth a
Of courseas arguedhroughout Chapter Threkliot continuously attacks binary

metaphysics in his philosophical and critical essays. Indeed, the year before his
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conversion, in his 1926 Clark Lectures, he condemns Descartes himself as the source of
modern binary modes of thght!? For Eliot, Descartes inaugurates a philosophical

tradition which culminates with Kant and then Nietzsche. Each of these figures in their

various ways introduces and perpetuates an inner/outer distinction. Each draws a line
between the mind and the dait perceives. With Descartes, Eliot arguggnstead of

having ideas as meanings, as references to an outside world, you have suddenly a new

world coming into existence, inside your own mind and therefore by the usual
implication inside yourownhead ( 80) . Descartes signals for
Aont ol ogi sm to psychologism, o0 i.e., from a
with the external world to the construction of a sharp division between world and self (or

inner and outer, self andher, subject and object) (85 Suchwas precisely his critique

of romantic and Victorian poetry, which overemphasized (Eliot argued) the inner (self)

over the outer (objeavor | d) . Even his early doctrine o
something of this critique. As discussed in the Introdactio EIl i ot 6 s noti on o
Ai mpersonalityo stems from his belief that
but a particular medium . . . in which impressions and experiences combine in peculiar

and unexpected wayso (A Tfereauntdringdtselbasdn2) . EI i
object to itself, as a complex of @i mpress

externalizes in verse. He suggests that the internal does not exist in itself, but only in the

awareness of t he s e lf-¢odsstutive extemal sontexis,ai n i t s o0

2These lectures were firgtiblished a¥he Varieties of Metaphysical Poetry1993.Also includel in

the volume are Eliotds 1933 Turnbull Lectures.

WBEl i ot makes much the same point i nknawheeflebtisnsii The Me't
on the 0 dfisensilityioat i on
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conclusion obviously antithetical to the binary formulations of Descartes and his modern
successorst*

Thus, as | have repeatedly sought to emphasize, Eliot is a dialectical thinker. He
resists easy binaries, and semistead to expose how conceptual polarities in fact inhere
together as a unity. Jeffrey Perl rightly

and knower, are aspects of the total situation and can be distinguished only for practical

pur pos)e.soSuc/h0, too, is Bradleybés position,
AAbsolute, o6 Bradley contends, fApredicate a
the whole relational form, must be mergedo
dssertation on Bradley, the fAfact that we
compel us to the conclusion that reality consists of things. We have found from the first

that the thing is thoroughly relative, that it exists only in a context of exyperief
experience with which it is continuouso (1

di stinction between Athingso and their con

concludes, but adds that an o bgreferencejjiasd o nl

<

the reference itself is an experienceo (15
subject existing only in relation to external objects, but those external objects existing
paradoxically only in context of a perceiving subjectshiort, in his prose and poetry

(both early and late), Eliot propounds a sthralist metaphysics in which he continuously

critiques all binary modes of thought.

14Thus histamousc | ai m, t oo, that TfANo poet, nor artist of an
ratheronly in context of and connection with the tradition that precedes that poet (38).
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As a dialectical thinker, then, Eliot emerges as a unique modernist figure, whose
work remaingyrounded as much in a particular mode of Idealist philosophy as in a
reaction against his Victorian precursors. Indeed, seeing Eliot as a dialectical thinker
allows not only for a more nuanced understanding of Eliot, but suggests an alternative
understanishg of modernism itself (i.e., of its roots, influences, and varied aims). How is
the movement typically defined? For many critics, modernism (as a culturally distinct
though polytomous phenomenon) entails an increasingly radical departure from
normative nodes of representation and inherited formal conventions as a result of
radically altered sociohistorical circumstances. New smgological and material
conditions require proportionately new representational and formal strategies.

For example,asPelices Lewi s defines it, moderni st
experimental terature of the early twentietentury to break away from traditional verse
forms, narrative techniques, and generic conventions in order to seek new methods of
representation apprdpte to life in an urban, industrial, mass i ent ed ageo ( xvV
Lewis, modernism consists of a series of responses to disorienting historical, social, and
economic developments. It constitutes an aesthetic reaction of sorts, an attempt to capture
(ormi rror) in art the Aessenceo of the age.
make a similar argument when they claim th
the scenario of our [modern] chaoso (27).
Heisenbergdés 6Uncertainty Principledbé, of the
First World War, of the world changed and reinterpreted by Marx, Freud, and Darwin, of

capitalism and constant industrial acceleration, [and] of existential exposure to
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meani ngl essness or absurdityo (27). Or, as
A6Moderni smé is not so much a thing as a s
conditions of modernityo (3).

Other critics define modernism in terms of its increasedn@sip on
consciousness and phenomenological reality, while nonetheless continuing to ground it in
its proper historical matri x. Peter Childs
towards and attempts to adequately represent subjective experienCail&sy
modernism, in prose at | east, fiis associat
ways more real than [traditional Victorian
moderni sts seek fAto represent canditleci ousnes
individual 6s relation to societyodo in a man
of their timeo (3). Similarly, Dennis Brow
movement that radically probed the nature of selfhood and probsematie means
whereby O6selfdé could be expressedo (1). As
of the self as a response to the fAgener al

psychoanalytic movement, the disorientation brought about lshthek of the Great

War and the increasing experimentalism of almost all the contemporary artistic

movements. o (1). Charles Taylor, too, argu
ur bani zed, mechanized, and i nduwenemdreal i zed
i nward, has tended to explore, even to cel

Each of these critics defines modernism as a reaction response to contemporary

sociocultural developments. Each suggests that modernists rejected traditional
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representationakiategies and genres in favor of novel techniques better able to mirror
modernityds new social, i1ideological, and e
critics as a zeitgeist poet, capturing in his work contemporary phenomenological
experience. Th&éagmentation off he Waste Landor instance, captures the
fragmentation of modern social reality. As
the Western mind of the twenties, it expresses it as heterogeneity, contradiction and
multilayered multipleitydi n short, as a species of chaos
arguesThe Waste Lails fidi ssonances, sudden transitioc
characteristically Modernist obsession with language has often been seen as indicative of
an alienationfromlg and from historyo (99). For both
reflects its social conditions, translates those conditions into aestheticizett¥tmm.
ot her words, these critics see EIliotds wor
sensehis is apassiveendeavor. He merely mirrors social and psychological reality in his
work, although he does so in technically novel ways (though only to better capture
modernityds own particular novelties).

Thus, on this reading, Eliot emerges as atreaal poet of existentialist angst or
even nihilistic despair (at least in his early and-cadeer work). He reacts to the
conditions he observes, and encodes those conditions in his poetry in a form he feels bes
reflects them. Sucis J. Hillis Milerdb s r eading of Eliot. For Mil

individuals whose lived experience reflects the social, cultural, and ideological

15 Similarly, for Richard LehariThe Waste Landdepi ct [ s] t heidkecagcbétgn ( @4ad
Baudel aireds Paris, o0 he ar gues,O0 theGpirtuallydead inlife,ndon i s
the mechanized dead in a commercial/industri al wor |
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di sl ocations of modernity. AThe quality of

Ais exactly threceaamfe talse t h@l iexprey iegood i n |
worl d and individual remain ficharacterized
|l ovel essness, [and] frustrated [ ongingo (1

encodes this same basic formula.(imimetic correspondence), only now in a
specifically Christian register. He seeks
recover an fAobjective rather than subjecti
Langbaum makes a similar point, arguthgt inThe Waste Lan(for instance) the
Aprotagoni stds consciousness emerges from
another nameless, faceless modern voiceo (
Awhere Western culotfurle® 2Mas (Qo/me tlon .sh.or.t ,a
Eli ot6s work embodies a passive reflexive
intervenes, reflects rather than interrogates, mirrors rather than interprets. He represents,

in other words, the standaréd i ni ti on of modernism as the |
in his work the periodds particular emotio
common metaphysical assumptions (Bradbury 24).

Of course, these critics are absolutely correct in their aisse, at least to an
extent. For Eliotdés work certainly develop
literary matrix. He responds to the particularities of his cultural moment, and necessarily
operates within a conceptual framework determinedetynby his historical placement.

Not only does he dramatize theantemporary social and cultural conditions in his work,

both directly and indirectly, but he actively resists prior modes of representation as
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aesthetically insufficient (e.g., his earBsistance to romantic poetics). That is, the very
form his poetry takes encodes his historical position. And indeed, many critics emphasize
the degree to which EIliotds poems (as form
continuumt16

But | want to pant out the insufficiency of seeing Eliot only as a poet of reaction,
who merely embodies his historical moment and its cultural complexities. | want to resist
seeing Eliot as a protexistentialist, pseudaihilist (at least in his early work), or poet of
Apessimistic recoil, o0 as Raymond Will i ams
as simply setting out Ato modernize |itera

argues, as if he were tng solely to update nineteentlentury aesthetider twentieth

century sensibilities (227). Worse yet, | want to avoid théoaleasy division between

Aitwo EIliots, a |iberal younger one and a ¢
wor k fAwas i ndeed exper-estadishmenth g maandrthatnt ur ous
showed an open mind, 0 while his older work

ideological disposition (Gupta 272). While accurate to an extent, these descriptions tend
to overly simplify Eliot, dissolving him neatly into his backgrouadd thereby masking

or distorting the distinctiveness of his project as well as his philosophical and aesthetic
commitments. Instead, | want to emphasize the degree to which Eliot intervenes in his

moment, interrogating received (Cartesian) metaphysicgibgtioning reigning

For instance, as Car ol -Mitorranissnt Modernigtpaets expldreDayspfi t e t h e
objectifying poetry that show striking continuities
that Ali ke the Victorians, [EIliot] wuses hthen dr amat i
in orthodox Christianity, an objective means of str
as, say, Arnold and Tennyson fAuse myth and | egend t
personal emoti.on could offero (3)
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ontological, epistemological, and anthropological ideologies. That is to say, | want to
reposition Eliot, stressing his singularity and the uniqueness of his mode of modernism.
For as | have argued throughout this project, Elisabws binary modes of
thought in favor of an epistemological skepticism and metaphysical pragmatism (i.e.,
whatever theory works, works). His poetics and criticism stem directly from his
philosophical orientation. To understand Eliot as dialectical pe@ins, then, to see him
guestioning inherited metaphysical dispositions in art and philosophy. It means seeing his
mode of modernism as a critique of the modern project and the particular mode of
aesthetics it supports (i.e., one reliant upon a concepinatiequate binary
metaphysics). It means seeing Eliot not as a poet of modern malaisegxyisbémtial
angst, nihilistic despair, or supposed doctrinal quietism, but rather as a cultural
interventionist and philosophical iconoclast (of sorts). Findéliyjeans reconsidering
those definitions of modernism that present it solely as an existential response to the
cultural and existential crisis of modernity. Such a definition suggests an acceptance of
modernityds concept ualycdnstracisendnaduaks as paseivet h a t
subjects confronting a hostile, indifferent, bewildering obyeatld. It pits the inner
against the outer, the self against the other. It suggests, too, a model of self that
essentializes the self, construes it as @aaremmous ontological given distinct from the
world within which it moves and acts. As | have repeatedly sought to show, Eliot contests
such binary formulations in his work.
Indeed, the philosophy he propounds in his graduate work or dramatizes in his

poety reflects in fact a profound epistemological skepticism more indicative of
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postmodern than modernist thoughtWith JearFrancois Lyotard, for instance, Eliot
rejects metanarratives (as seen in his rgjea of various early twentietbentury
totalizinganthropological theories). With Richard Rorty, he espouses a version-of anti
essentialism or anfoundationalism in favor of a thorougjoing philosophical
pragmati sm. As he concludes on the final p
6 o b j emthis &reldtivettruth: all that we care about is how it works; it makes no
difference whether a thing really is green or blue, so long as everyone behaves towards it
on the belief that it is green or slueo (1
conceptual binaries and affirms the determining power of language to construct and
delimit social and subjective reality (as seen in his refusal to ontologically differentiate
objects from subjects or subject from objects). And with Lacan he understands
subjectivity as dialectically grounded inan actofseé f | ect i on (i . e. , L ac
stage). For Eliot as for Lacan, there is no essential, stable self.

What accounts for these apparent parallels betweentE6 s t hought and
twentiethcentury criical and social theory? | would suggest a shared philosophical
provenance. As | have argued, Eliot descends from that tradition of thought, stemming
largely from Hegel, which maintains that the fundamental structure of reality is
dialectical (and thus ueasingly transitional). Indeed, as Jewel Spears Brooker notes,
Bradl ey himself hadegfettemnhe®emwiddl lhed a& miprh

AAbsol utedo and on the di al ecMasteryd16). Asa@al at i on

117 Although | lack the spadeere to unpack these correlatidts do so would require a book in itselfye
few examples | provide should at least help support the general point.
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student of BradleyEliot, too, emerges as a kind of Rdegelian, although, like Bradley,
he propounds an epistemological skepticism utterly lacking in Hegel. All three figures,
however, privilege dialectic. All three complicate-@lb-easy binary distinctions. And in
the and, all three affirm the unity of opposites as an axiomatic element of their
phil osophi e-postmddérnism,tth@rs fingsitosbuoce (I argue) in a dialectical
conception of reality which for Eliot necessitates a rigorous epistemological saspicio
all essentializing ontological distinctions. Accordingly, to see Eliot as a poet rooted in the
Hegelian tradition suggests not only a bro
understanding of moder ni s mdingtinghe pefrigd. Forar t i c u
seen in this light, modernism entails not only a response to modernity as articulated
within a largely uncontested Cartesian conceptual framework, but a challenge to that
framework stemming from an alternate metaphysics.

Thus, Elid emerges as a powerful intellectual skeptic who interrogates the
metaphysical presuppositions of his age, even as he dramatizes its felt existential realities.
Of course, Eliot was not alone in exploring the relation between the inner and the outer.
Indel, a number of Eliotds fellow modernists
work, although with certain key differences from Eliot. In order to better understand
Eliotds project and his positionie,fklol i tera
as a dialectician), it becomes necessary to explore the ways his contemporaries
approached this issue aslw@ccordingly, in Chapter Sixl will offer brief readings of a

number of modernist novelists and poets, and will suggest that eaatying ways
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maintains the binary distinction between inner and outer that Eliot in his work labors to

deconstruct.
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CHAPTERM
INTERIORITY AND EXTERIORITY IN

ELI OT6S MODERNI ST CONTEMPORARI ES

Throughout this study, | have argued against those critics who describe Eliot as a

Apoet of interiority.o A. David Moody, Lyn
all argue (with slight wvariatiomser in empha
experience. For them, Eliotds poetry funct

articulating his inmost emotions and spéirceptions. Eliot confesses himself, as it were,
through his poems. As Gordon ar gpoens... A To Kk
We must venture . . . into the morass of the manuscript to determine the chronology of
accretions and then . . . we may perceive
read the poems, then, is to read the man, just as to know this toaead the poems.

But this means, too, that the inward precedes its dramatic portrayal. Inwardness proves
primary. Eliot only translates inner content into outward form. In making this

assumption, these critics erect a binary thatoaineatly divides the inner from the

outer. They imply that individuals possess an ontologically stable and conceptually
comprehensible core self that exists in itself apart from the world it encounters. The self
(and its inner complexities) and the external world rencategorically distinct from one

another. They exist on divergent planes.
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But as | have argued, Eliot vigorously resists this view of the relation between
inner and outer in both his prose and poetry. As | pointed out above, even as early as
19196ci iiTom and the I ndividual Talent, o EI
met aphysi cal theory of the substanti al uni
that essay, his theory of impersonality itself derives from his refusal to affirm any such
fu n i £8»nd of course, his graduate work involves an ongoing strenuous critique of
binary conceptualizations of subject/object or inner/outer relations, whether in philosophy
or anthropology. Nevertheless, critics such as Moody or Gordon (or Langbaum and
Miller) continue to read Eliot as a dualist who affirms interiority as a stable, self
sustaining ontological reality. They see him as privileging inwardness and promoting an
aesthetic vision that seeks to illuminate inner experience in stylistically waysl For
these critics, Eliot participates in a literary cultural moment characterized by a general
emphasis on interiority. That is, nothing distinguishes Eliot metaphysically from his
contemporaries. Just as he prioritizes inner subjective realitigsosalo they. For these
critics, then, Eliot merely articulates in his own register the same concerns with
inwardness or sekxperience that marks the work of his fellow modernists.

Indeed, Langbaum states quite explicitly that the self has emerged as the primary

focus of all posKantian thought. Kant severed the subjective from the objective,

Langbaum points out, | eaving in place of t
qustion of whether things outsideo the indi
8As he famously writes, fAfor my meaning is, that tt

particular medium, which is only a medium and not a personality, in which impressions and experiences
combineinpecuiaand unexpected wayso (42).
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own subjective construction (6). Miller, too, argues that modern art and philosophy
generally emphasize a fAspiritual m® wer
external to them (11). He points to indivi
chief existential concern. He stresses the phenomenological over the ontological, the
psychological over the externally objective. Dennis Browd e Modernist &8f, makes
much the same claim, when he suggests that modern literature remains concerned
primarily with fAnewexwmegrsi efce@®p(rk)senltn ngs s
critics variously echoes cultural historian Erick Kahler, who argugénhward Turn
of Narrativethat modern Western literature and social thought share in general a
commonly expressed fimove inwardo away from
(227)119

These critics are right to note the increased emphasis on inwardnesgeristic
of much modern thought, even if, as | have sought to explain, they present an
unproblematized notion of interiority. They are right, too, to implicitly posit as a feature
of modernism a relational opposition between inwardness and exterwrgylfjects and
objects), even if they do not perceive how Eliot contests this opposition. Building on
these claims, then, | want to turn away from Eliot in this chapter in order to explore how

his contemporaries present this binary. For just as Eliotsvauk of a philosophical and

119 Eliot himself makes a similar clairm his 1926 Clark Lectures (later published in 1993z Varieties

of Metaphysical Poet)yheargues that a deep cultural shift occurred in the seventeenth and eighteenth

centuries. In the early modern period, Eliot sigges , Ahuman i nquiryo became | es
guestions and more interested in psychological ones (79). For Eliot, the view of the world as consisting of

real and existing outer objects gave way to a view of the world as produced by théamérdEiot calls

this the Atrue Copernican revolution, 06 and points t
For Descartes, Eli ot suggests, fAwhat we know is not
object# ( 8 0) . ds harguepHiidt vehemeénily rejetiiss psychologizing of reality.
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literary tradition that relies on inner/outer distinctioss, too, do they. In Chapter Two

provided brief discussions of a number of key nineteeatt early twentieticentury

figures whose understanding of interioritydan e x t er i or ity provi des t
own formulations. Similarly, this chapter will sketch out how certain early twentieth

century novelists and poets treat this persistent binary. However, my ultimate goal is to
demonstrat e EI iffe;encé Somtis litecary noatentpardriesdrFor while

Eliot shares a concern with this binary with them, he ultimately rejects their pervasive

dualism and implicit ontological essentialisms. Eliot explores the binary in order to

subvert it, whereas othea#firm it as a metaphysical given (with variations in emphasis,

of course). In short, | want to explore EI
order to illustrate what most distinguishes Eliot from them. | want to show how Eliot

stands out, ther than blends in, despite any stylistic similarities, shared (social and

aesthetic) iconoclastic impulses, or overlapping subject matter.

The first sections of this chapter examine those modernist writers who privilege
interiority over exteriority. s ect i on one, | explore the com
understanding of human subjectivity, and I
malleability and contingency of selfhood, she nonetheless affirms the existence of a
definitive inviolable coe self. Similarly, as | go on to argue, D.H. Lawrence also affirms
a core nauthentico self, which he distingu
identities. Indeed, both Woolf and Lawrence reveal an epistemological confidence in the
metaphysical niwon of self in their work which Eliot would categorically reject. In

contrast to both these novelists, however, Joseph Conrad denies the self originary
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content. While Conrad continues to privilege the inner over the outer (consider his
| i terar ynifisirmop)r,e shsei ovi ews t he self (I argue)
derives from contingent conditions, but wh
self-referential seHexperience.

Other writers of the period reject this emphasis on interidngtead, they
consciously privilege surfaces, appearances, and concrete images. Despite their
differences, Gertrude Stein, Ezra Pound, William Carlos Williams, and Wyndham Lewis
all variously stress externality in their work. Eacleot$ as an unwantedstege of
romanticism and Victorianism any substantive emphasis on internality. Lewis, for
instance, explicitly rejects the fAnaked pu
putsitinTarr( 265) . For Lewi s, fAdAgood hatmattermie st hav
the image itself, an argument which Pound famously makes in his early Imagist work as
well . Stein, too, I 61 | argue, privileges e
repetition. And Williams, | contend, offers an entire metaphysitssipoetry and
criticism predicated on isolating objects as ontologically sufficient in themselves. Indeed,
each of these writers implicitly advances a metaphysical project, whether they privilege
internality or externality. And each of them, in one wagwother, affirms the binary
which | argue Eliot labors throughout his career to dissolve.

I n short, to understand the particul ari
of the ways in which other novelists and poets approach this binany. Hoo v e | i's EIIi
approach? To what extent does he differ from his contemporaries? To what extent do

they differ from each other? | hope to offer in this chapter some tentative responses to
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each of these questions. For | claim that Eliot differs fronctimtemporaries far more

than they differ from one another, whatever side of the binary they affirm. However, in

order to clarify and streamline my discussion, especially given my space constraints, |
intendto focus less on Eliot in thishapter than on Bicontemporaries, @rategy |

adopted in Chapter Twas well. Also, my discussion of each of these figures will

necessarily be brief. However, | hope to demonstrate general tendencies in their thought

and work and thus general tendencies in modernistypaetl prose as well. To grasp

these tendencies, however tentatively, all

project and position in relation to his contemporaries.

Woolf and the Inviolable Inner Self

In his study of modernism, Peter Childs reites the truism that modernist
novelists represent inner experience in ways (seemingly) far more complex than their
Real i st predecessors (3). The modernist no
consciousness, perception, emotion, meaning and the individdls r el ati on t o
through relatively innovative techniqgues,
consciousness, tunneling, defamiliarisatio
since its emergence in the eighteenth century, the novelwags lent itself towards
psychological portraiture. Indeed, Nancy Armstrong argues that the development of the
novel helped to produce modern subijectivity itself. As she rather unambiguously puts it,
At he history of the nmsubjectasenqdite titdradly, dneand or y
the sameodo (3). But the modernist novel i nt
socially construed) by intensifying its fo
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inner phenomenological realities. Commisness as such becomes central. Inwardness
assumes priority over mere surface externalities.

As John Fletcher and Malcolm Bradbury p
probe more freely and intensely the fact of life and the orders of modern cansciews s 0
(408). Indeed, they point to Virginia Woolf as the paradigmatic expression of this
impulse, as revealed not only in her novels, but in her essays as well (408). For Fletcher
and Bradbury, Woolf seeks to fsditaumsgree st
and thus fAescape t hegivicgamsteryh teil dm o gof (408N e ]
and want to extend their argument. | want to claim that Woolf indeed privileges
interiority, in particular by affirming the existence of a core self. Slsgpthe self as the
locus of meaning in her work, and often places that self in opposition to that which it
perceives as external to itself. Thus | want to claim that Woolf constructs an inner/outer
binary that prioritizes the inner over the outer, eveit eeveals, too, a constructive
tension between the two terms.

Il n AModern Fictiono (1925), which Juli a
modernism, 0 Woolf sets f43h¢ dastidatesthoseiwstérson o f
(e.g., H.G. Wells, Arnlal Bennett, John Galsworthy) who attempt to reproduce only the
surface details of material reality. This
mi sses than secures the thing we seeko (28
and nuancefo human exi stence. ALife escapes, 0 as

moved off, or on, and refuses to be contained any longer in stichit t i ng vest men

20First published i n 19Tings LitesaryShpplane(iteaskde83d).el so i n t he
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(286). Against these authors, Woolf privileges inner experiential reality over siglerfic
material (or physical) details. In a sense, the novelists she critiques are not realist enough.
They miss the human fAessenceo of that whic
ofthemostwelk nown passages from t feetseemssiavery A LooO|
far from being O6like this.d Examine for a
The mind receives a myriad impressions. . . . From all sides they come, an incessant
shower of innumberable atoms; and as they fall, as they dnapeelves into the life of
Monday or Tuesday, the accent falls differ
suggests that human consciousness consists of its own incessant inner fluctuation, as
experience impresses itself onto the individual iceasingly diverse ways. Thus, those
modes of representation which present the relation between individuals and their external
realities as a mere accumulation of external details in fact misrepresent human subjective
experience. For Woolf, experiential ligais far more complex anshwardly oriented
than these writers suggest.

|l ndeed, in another passage from the sam
series of gig lamps symmetrically arranged, but a luminous halo, arsersparent
envelope surroundp us from the beginning-8)Theonsci o
true Atasko of the novelist, she argues, |
uncircumscribed spirit, whatever aberratio
then, prioritiZs consciousness itself as the proper subject of representation. External,
merely quotidian details matter only inasmuch as they effect alterations in the perceiving

mind; for Woolf seeks to delineate subjective effects much more so than objective causes.
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ALet us trace the pattern, 0o Woolf decl ares

appearance, which each sight or incident s
concludes that novelists should dAdritgw upon
of brain and spirit . . . ho perception co

inward in her work. But the turn inwards implies, too, a turn away from the external.
Indeed, it implies deemphasizing the external as a subject of representéseli.ifihe
external exists only as construed through subjective representations of it. As such, in this
pivotal essay, Woolf implicitly erects a binary in which the inner obtainsgoyrover

the outer. Wile she never denies externality ontologicalitgahs might some

Berkeleyan subjective idealist, she nonetheless subordinates it to its subjective effects.

And in so doing, she creates the very tension which works to support and perpetuate the

binary.

Wool fé6s turn i nwar dselfiandgthusiapasticubar t ur n t ow
conceptualization of the self. Loui se Pore
work is her search for the Selfo@®15). 1Ind

Wool f observes that t hehtielatipnshipp.r . dbdévweenrtheé i s 0
self that you know and the world outside, 0
altogether solvedo (271). The self, she su
confronts as external to itself. And this impltbat the self possesses an ontological

di stinctness by which it distinguishes its

refers to is the gap that exists between t

iwWool f first publ ivalhRedewltedska60fil et t er 0 i n t he
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the blinds dr asvwm i pnmiev stee umi versseo and t |
external to the self (269). Al Hl ow are you
ot her people?0 (271). How does one bridge
self and the other?W by posing the question like this (i.e., oppositionally), she
acknowledges a particular conceptualization of the relation between the internal and the
external. She constructs the two in binary opposition to one another, even as she suggests
the necesgjtfor overcoming that opposition (or at least attempting to overcome it).

Wool fo6s emphasis on interiority in gene
work, as Poresky rightly suggests. In one way or another, each of her major novels
focuses on thgap between the individual and the world that the individual perceives as
external to itself, although she attempts to envision means by which individuals might
(possibly) overcome that gap. Tio the Lighthous€1927), for example, Woolf offers a
vision of the individual as largelysef i r cumscri bed. I n one of th
passages, Woolf describes Mrs. Ramseyds se
be alone. All the being and the doing, expansive, glittering, vocal, evaporatedieand o
shrunk . . . to being oneself, a weesieped core of darkness, something invisible to
otherso (62). Woolf not only e-expehemce,ibate s a
suggests that that self remains absolutely inaccessible to others. sehesn
individuals remain cut off from one another, isolated monads incapable of
communicating theirinmostsedfs sences. f@ANow and again, 0 sh
the surface and that is what you see us by

inviolably seltcontained (62).
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In another passage which further illuminates this particular monadic
conceptualization of interiority and the self, Woolf presents Lily desiring complete union
with Mrs. Ramsey. Remembering a moment when she had satexiginrhs wrapped
about Mr s. Ramseyds knees in an effort to
herself, ACould |l oving, as people called i
knowledge but unity that she desired . . . intimacy itself, whicic s knowl edgeod (&
as she sat there (in her memory), embracin
happened, Not hi ng! Not hing! As she | eant h
How then, she had asked herself, did one know one thingptihhexr about people, sealed
as they were?0 (51). Desiring yet denied o
realizes the epistemological barriers that separate individuals from one another. She can
neither blend into Mrs. Ramsey nor grasp her essartseauthentic native profundity.
AOnly | ike a bee,d she tell saloheedosetént ingn.
hives, can individuals get a hint of the essence of the other (51, emphasis added).

To the Lighthouseepeatedly stagesatmpt s | i ke Lil yds to oVe
between self and other (and thus between the inner and the outer). Indeed, it remains one
of the novel ds chief concerns. Mr s . Ramsey
example. At the beginning of the dinnegudf seems to divide each of the guests from
one another. Mrs. Ramsey senses the magni't
seems to have merged. They all sat separat
her efforts to draw her guests oditleeir native isolation and into some sgtinscendent

spiritual communion with one another. She seeks through the aesthetic form of the dinner
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party to overcome individual sdé existenti al
candles, sheseemstovha s ucceeded: ANow al l the candl e

both sides of the table were brought nearer by the candlelight, and composed, as they had

not been in the twilight, into a party rou
guestsintei r gl ow, draws them out of their indi
worldo (97). ASome change went through the

all conscious of making a party together in a hollow, on an island; had their common

cuse against that fluidity out thereo (97)
enclosed, monadic individuals recedes. In its place, a new sense of communal identity
emerges. No |l onger do they sit separate. T
feels she could not accomplish on Mrs. Rams
accomplished through her dinner.

Kristina Groover suggests that AWool fos
met amor phosis that sur pass e srtrayesheargses,@ai a | h
Atransfigurationo of sorts, as she fAbreak]|
Heidi Storl agrees, but goes further. For Storl, Woolf dramatizes in the candlelight scene
the ficoll apsed of t he).sudhee car/goubg se ctth adti sit Wc
characterizes the convergence of beings, 0
coll ection of independently existing subje
Groover and Storl, Woolf dissolves the distions between individuals, and thus the
distinctions between the inner and the outer (or self and other). It would seem that, like

Eliot, Woolf here manages not only to call into question the legitimacy of the
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subject/object binary, but to dramatize itssdisition through its incorporation into a

higher dialectical harmony. Subject/object distinctions exist, she suggests, only on lower
planes of self conceptualization. Through the medium of cooperative aesthetic experience
(i.e., the dinner), individuals naovercome their seemingly s&lbnstitutive existential
alienation from one another.

While Woolf certainly stages moments of apparenttsatiscendence in which
individuals step out of themselves as isolated subjects, these moments remain tenuous,
tempoary, and exceedingly rare. As such, they seem less authentically ontological in
nature than emotional or psychological. Individuals fesya sense of setfanscendent
connection with others, but that does not necessarily make it so ontologicallyd€zonsi
the end of the dinner. Watching Mrs. Ramsey leave the dining room, Lily reflects to
herself AAnd directly she went a sort of
went different wayso (112). Thelyemsmehti nt er
has passed. Individuals remain constitutively individual, the novel implicitly suggests
(perhaps despite itself). The dinner may have provided a reprieve of sorts, but it did not
accomplish the mode of setierging that Lily, for example, had gght. Indeed, Part Il
of the novel concerns itself | argely with
separation from Mrs. Ramsey (in particular). However, more to the point, the novel
stages the impressions generated during the dinner as stddjectiented. That is to
say, the dinner guesiiselthemselves harmonizing around the table. The text emphasizes

the inner sensation characteristic of this brief moment ofisgiscendence, as it

dramati zes e a-awaremessafrtheicphrel p@t s o®inf i n t he eve
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were all conscious of making a party toget
into each other, as Groover and Storl argue, Woolf sustains the notion of individuality

even as she provides an image suggestits oanscendence. She prioritizes inwardness

even as she stages the complex ways inwardness can perceive itself in transcendent
harmony with other selves.

Moreover, despite Storl déds claims to the
subject/object @tinctions even at the very moment it would appear to undercut them.
Specifically, during the dinner, the novel relies on binary language in order to present its
vision of a norbinary transpersonal unity. The text contrasts the sense of unity
developingwi t hin the room to the Afl uidityo out ¢
observes, fiseemed to be order and dry | and
wavered and vanished, waterilyo (97). Even
distinctions between subjects and objects (between the self and other), she erects a new
enframing binary that contextualizes their collective experience. The dinner guests
together comprise an fiinsideod constitutive
immediate shared intimacy. Thus the text does not dissolve binaries so much as simply
alter their coordinates. Rather than erasing the distinction between the inner and the
outer, it only expands (temporarily) what constitutes the inner (i.e., the dinngr Bautt
the outer as such remains outer. Moreover, the world outside the dining room windows
appears distorted to the guests, suggesting their own subjective epistemological
' imitations: Afor the night was wiogmanys hut o

accurate view of the outside world, ripple
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Afcommon cause against that fluidity out th
existentially othered and ontologically inaccessible (97). Inwardness yeowenstrued)
remains primary, while the outward proves shadowy and insubstantial.

Thus Woolf dramatizes the tension between the inner and the outer. She portrays
individuals as constitutively setfelineated, although desirous to surmount their own
subjective horizons. Other novels reveal a similar metaphysic. Consider, for example,
Mrs. Dalloway(1925). Sarah Hardy argues that Woolf presents in this novel a vision of
self characterized less by existential isolation than transpersonal connection (402).
Indi vi dual s, she suggests, possess fAmyster:i:t
superficial divisions (403). And certainly, the novel would appear to support this
argument. At the very beginning of the novel, as Clarissa walks the London streets, she
ponde s t he extent to which she feels a fApart
streets of London, on the ebb and flow of things, here, there, she survived, Peter survived,
lived in each other, she being part, she was positive, of the trees at homd)mfgbe
there, ugly, rambling all to bits and pieces as it was; part of people she had never met;
being laid out like a mist between people she knew best . . . spread ever so far, her life,
hersel fo (8). Similarly, Senplfeinthatsees si tti ng
around him, and feels Aconnectedod to their
Clarissa and Septimus express a sense of profound union with the external world. Both
turn themselves inside out, as it were. The subjective ovexitipshe objective, as the
inner and the outer appear to converge. Woolf would seem here to dissolve the

distinctions between interiority and exteriority.
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But the novel offers a countersion, too, repeatedly complicating this notion of
self (i.e., selias diffuse or interconnected). Even as Septimus, for example, sits in his
reverie on the park bench, an insuperabl e
His vision remains incommunicable and private. Similarly, Peter Walsh feels Clarissa is
Ai mpenableo (52). And indeed, Clarissa cho

felt Richard respected the inviolability of her inmost private self)(6As she muses

|l ater, fithere i s a dignity in peop;lardd; a so
that one must respecto (101). Moreover, | o
apartment opposite to hers, Clarissa conte
on the fAsupreme mysteryo of isokslfe consci
presence: AdAhere was one room; there anothe
l ove?0 (108). Individuals remain mysteries
Poresky puts it, Clarissa desi rseesl fpoe o(pl 0e5 )t.
Later in the novel, Peter, too, reflects o

passage which directl vy antBetweepthetAef$Peteucy Sw
|l i kens the self to a f plisslamongwbscuitles tlireadinga bi t s

her way between the boles of giant weeds, ovefflstkered spaces and on and on into

gl oom, cold, deep, inscrutableodo (136). The
220ne of t lastscmesimvelNedlsic§ s sense of individual s6 inescar
inviolability (which she celebrates). Walking past a pond of carp, Lucy watches the fish flicker around each

other, Ain and out bet wdeam htehlde ssttalekask,e ds;i Ipvieerd;0 p(iln3k
on how fAseldomdo the Agreat carp himself . . . came
individuals to these flitting, seri ecr et i ve fi sh: AOurselves, she mur mu
Ain that vision beauty, power, and gloryo (139). Sh

brother (Bart) would never understand this insight, thatitrenteind v her own fipri vate vi
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view, Aobscur eo anlikndvel gesturas towaadb hamends ofselfe n  a s

transcendence, it also suggests that an ontological and epistemological chasm divides

individuals from one another. Indeed, | would argue that the novel prioritizes the gap that

divides individuals over those terussomoments of setfissolution, inasmuch as it

affirms the inviol aasihdvidualgsti gni tyo of indivi
As in ALetter to a YoungMr® ballawayandfiohen, W

the Lighthous¢ he fiprobl em . . . Dbeaeridveteme twer Iseel du:

She dramatizes the tension between interiority and exteriority, positing the problematic

distinction between these two terms as one of the chief concerns of her fiction. And in

posing this tension, she implicitly essentializesstlé She suggests the self exists as an

ontological given in contradistinction to an external reality which, too, remains an

ontological given (i.e., a distinct essence in itself). Evedriando, where the self

appears maximally fluid, it continues tariction as the stable locus of subjective-self

presence. The self, that is, possesses determinate form even if not determinate content. It

remains a reality in itself, the fAcore or

(15). Woolf, then, demonsittes in her fiction an understanding of the self predicated on a

binary metaphysics which distinguishes between the interior and the exterior. Even when

the line between the two poles blurs, the subjective obtains primacy over the objective, in

that she pvileges inner sensation, impression, and resgbngéd at s he cal l s 1 n
Fictiono that fApattern, however disconnect
sight or incident scores wupon the consciou
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Lawrence and the Subterranean Self

Woolf is not alone among her peers in privileging interiority (however construed),
although she is perhaps one of its most articulate dramatists. Other modernist novelists,
too, propound an interiorized (and essentialized) notion of self in their fiotlways
that both echo and contrast with Wool fobs f
affirms a similar tension between interiority and exteriority in his work. For Lawrence,
the Atrueodo self |l ies not on tdénetyosfleatiigace, n
sensations and emotions, but somewhere in the depths below. Like Woolf, he affirms a
core self, but he locates that self in a deeper substratum of consciousness. Like Woolf,
Lawrence also relies upon an implicit inner/outer binary swork that underlies his
conceptualizations of human subjectivity. But unlike Woolf, Lawrence not only
juxtaposes the self against those forces which the self identifies as external to itself, but
also against perceived inauthentic versions of itself (ukat he deprecates as the
common egeself). In short, | want to argue that like Woolf, Lawrence promulgates an
essentialist metaphysics which sees the self as ultimatelgrselfided. | see Lawrence
as a kind of philosophical dualist, whose vision wiian subjectivity relies on a clearly
evident affirmation of the binary relation between interiority and exteriority.

From early in his career, Lawrence promoted a particular notion of self that not
only emphasized interiority as such but affirmed a bifurcated model of subjective self
experience. In a 1914 | etter to Edward Gar

mug né6t | ook in my novel for the old stable
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according to whose action t#rleniisn ditwiedu aile gio
deeper within the individual than the transient, socially inflected sus@feand it

constitutes a more authentic identity. Indeed, Lawrence goes on to argue that the

Aordinary novel . . . trace[s]O0 individual
Adi amondo core to individual s aldeaeogmenthen pl
Lawrence, however, seeks to dramatize the
radically unchanged el emento that persists
comprise any individual 6s ddopbriyayiahkiswerk e nc e

the chthonic self that for Lawrence consti
being.

But as Richard Lehan rightly notes, Law
with a particular underi tuasmcacisrs® f52H u mare | if
overlap in that through sexual expression and experience the individual accesses or
activates forces that precede normative social consciousness aides&y. Authentic
selfhood involves a particularized expressibnmversal (pro)creative energies which
ruptures normative sefferceptions. Irrantasia of the Unconsciousawrence explains

this notion of subjectivi-ggl by asiasltfa.ndydBhseh

123|Indeed, Lawrence places his understagdihthe self in direct opposition to his literary contemporaries.
Typical modern novels, for Lawrence, remain all too subjectivelgnted. They focus uselessly on
charactersd ultimately meaningl ess (bmttadMoclfe utter |l vy

Lawrence ar gtwesnsadaiurssnte sfssdelifn t he novel (AFuturebod
and Richardson (but by extension Wool f), Lawrence ¢
absorbedly concerned with themsed s and what they feel and dondt feel

mort al buttond (143). He calls this mode of fiction
spend fAithousands and thousands of ipages ta nab sid seseil v enl
(143).
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Ani-gélitf , 0 he ayphassofte dyndiic self. {The dlood eonsciousness

and the blood passion is the very source a
selfo constitutes a kind of crust that enc
themselves, cutting them off frotheir own authentic source of seing. The true self,

for Lawrence, consists of those welling energies which disrupt the encrustations of

guotidian consciousness. In drawing these distinctions, Lawrence relies on a binary

surface/ deptehd Isoeglifc .l iTehse ifint rtuhe dept hs, and
bodily instincts, whereas the fdmniskingo sel f
shell.

Lawrence illustrates this highly binary conceptualization of human subjectivity as
earlyasl 9 1 SamsandLoveys i n hi s dramatization of Pau
Lawrence portrays Paul experiencing a gap between two opposed notions of self: the
deep self of transcendent sexual energies and theeatigof everyday social existence. In
hisinteractions with Miriam, the sexual self (or deep self) remains largely subordinate to
nor mative modes of consciousness and human
of a fApersonal relationshipo wiekdthePaul , wh
dissolution of superficial identity (and the personal relations that entails) in the oceanic
depths of sexual release, a goal he seemingly achieves with Clara. Late in the novel, for
instance, Paul refl ects t hRaamind,ibatagre@tl ar a he
instinct. His hands were like creatures, living; his limbs, his body, were all life and
consciousness, subject to no will of his,

energies which he perceives as preceding social relatonatiousness, and which he
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experiences as shattering received modes oliselérstanding. The passage concludes,
AJust as he was, so it seemed the vigorous
they struck with the same pulse of fire. . .wé#s as if he, and the stars . . . and Clara
were |icked up i n an i mmense tongue of fIl a
He feels in the act of consummation that he expresses or participates even in the same
energies that underlie and motivate tosmos itself.
During these intimate moments, however transitory, Paul descends into himself
(turning away from external quotidian realities) in order to transcend himself. He
dissolves into that which he perceives as his essential being, indeed ihicawhence
goes on to present as the eneSorgambsoveasnd f or
appears to portray this inner self merely as some transpersonal cosmic impulse which
individuals participate in only at the expense of their own distinaividuality.
Individuals, that is, lose themselves (as selves) in the cosmic flux of blind, impersonal
impulse and instinct. In essence, Lawrence would seem to transcend any binary he
initially constructs between inner and outer selves, as he dramatiasiness as union
with external, trandiuman life forces. And yet, in other contexts, the novel portrays Paul
(and others, like Clara) repeatedly resisting any such mode of absolute dissolution.
Il ndeed, at i1 ts most b a sattemptsto vaevé qut ah ideatityn o v e |
for himself separate from that of others, particularly his mother (often despite himself).
Barbara Shapiro rightly observes that i
relationship with his mother reveals a merged iderditgck of separation and

indi viduation that extends wel |l into Paul o
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Throughout much of the novel, they remain
Each constitutes the ot her disthedileexpegenceof s el
of the other; twin stars in mutual orbit, as it were. And yet the novel goes on to portray
Paul 6s ambivalent resistance to this depen
the narrator expl ai nsndyettwasmotansughi Hienew oved h
young life . . . was urged to something else. It made him mad with restlessness. . . . He
fought against his mother al5doSermeinaes he f ou
consciousness within Paul makes him aware oh#esl to distance himself from his
mot her, to distinguish his |ife and ident:.
is for him both the source of all reality,
And their distorted relationshipdista¢ s Paul 6s rel ationship witt
too, notably Miriam.

Indeed, more so than even with his mother, he resists what he perceives as
Miriambs attempts to appropriate him. As P

ordinary woman, whoan leave me my share in him. She wants to absorb him. She wants

to draw him out and absorb him till there
And as Paul reflects, Miriam Adid not want
manandwomah oget her. She wanted to draw all of

seeks to appropriate him in his totality, rather than acknowledging the inviolability of his
own seltessence. Paul feels the same at times with Clara, too. At one point he reflects,
A Be made him feel imprisoned when she was there, as if he could not get a free deep

breath, as if there were something on top
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to embrace the experience of oceanic-de$olution through sexual union, he
noneheless attempts to preserve some deep sense of autonomous individuality.

An apparent tension, then, emerges in L
seems to both affirm and contest binary notions of human subjectivity. On the one hand,
he suggests the coerngence of the inner and the outer in the convergence of the personal
sel f (i :seel,f Oot)hewifitdhayi mper sonsadl| fcto)s.miWhegmr ce
individuals give themselves over to these
inauthentic saal identities, transcending the limited egelf for participation in the life
forces that constitute the basis for their very being. On the other hand, Lawrence seeks to
preserve space for the individual to exist as an individual distinct from othetsdeis
his own selpossession i®ons and Loverdie seeks to distinguish himself as a self, to
define himself in contradistinction to oth
models privilege interiority as such. Both affirm the priorityrofer experiential realities
over external. Even when Lawrence appears to dissolve the binary, he in fact reinforces
it, insofar as he dramatizes oceanic consciousness as a turn inwards or downwards into
the self. For the turn inwards necessarily suggesisn away from the outer. Nor is this
dynamic limited tdSons and Lover#\s Calvin Bedient argueSons and Lovensay be
Lawrenceo6s first novel, but it presents in
visiono (118).

In 1 9Thé RambowlLawrence extends and elaborates on this contradictory
vision of self first presented iBons and Lover#s Kate Flint rightly argues, ifihe

RainbowL awr ence fAdramatizes two c @mrtheiomet i ng, i
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hand towards merging with otlsgrand on the other towards independence, towards the
establishment of a belief in oneds unique
she suggests, between two seemingly incompatible modes of self (i.e., the oceanic versus

the nodal or monadicyVhen Ursula, for instance, looks through her microscope in her

botany classroom, she experiences a revela
consummation, 0 she exclaimed, fAa being inf
beoneseivas a supreme, gleaming triumph of i nf

as most itself when subjected to its own immediate dissolution. She draws an implicit
distinction between the self as it appears (a concrete substance) and the self as it

(dissolved in the totality of some cosmic reality). And yet she also draws a distinction

bet ween her fAeveryday selfo and some deepe
inaccessible to others: fAHer soul wfas sure
artificial light. As they went up the steps of the fhoidge over the railway, and met the
train-passengers, she felt herself belonging to another world . . . a whole darkness

di viding her from themd (450) atFedbli mpakder

never been more herselfo (450). She affirm
Atemporal, social self, 06 but this Aper mane
seems distinct both from her fsdeilieml sel f 0
affirmed.

In other words, iThe Rainbow.awrence constructs a binary in which the
individual envisions herself in oppositional contrast to both external, social reality and

(paradoxically) transpersonal cosmic energies. Ursula conceives eddemtial self as a
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substantive self which exists in contrast
same time, she suggests the lack of any substantive self by affirming its fundamental
ontological insubstantiality. Nevertheless, by positiiggae r manent sel f 0 she
herself in opposition to that very cosmic
states stand irreconcilably logically opposed to one another. Of course, a number of

scholars variously argue that Lawrence forwardguadated model of self in his work.

Ri chard Lehan, for instance, argues that n
inner self [which] approximates the intuitional realm of Bergsonian being, and an

external self [which] participates in mechanicghtionships and the routine of
everydaynesso (53). Similarly, Calvin Bedi

bet ween Lawrencebds fAinsistence on being 06s

on O6melting outdo (122),thatawencdproffensewoBonds s

variant notions of self: the self as both
an fAillusion, an effect or product of diff
But | want t o cl ai edmbdelaftselfiisaelivgpeedicatedd s b i f

on a binary logic that none of these critics observe. Not only does Lawrence rely on a
conceptual polarity in order to deadaWwohiasdd
t he -dialafyd o f -consadousneasrsy (eogro bet ween the HAcarb
Adi amondo), but he implicitly relies on an
the self (however defined) remains ever in tension with forces it perceives as external to

itself. The split within the self lewe en t he supposedly authenti

inauthentic Adiamondo) in fact reflects a
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exterior. The inauthentic self in Lawrence emerges as a self in contestation with an

external environment which tha¢lf encounters as a hostile force but to which it

capitulates. For instance, in her efforts at-deffinition, Ursula struggles against the

Aol d, hard barren form of bygone | ivingo (
fruitiono itedheliviageheegies ofhertowraselsence (492). Even when

she seems to identify her struggle as a struggle towards transpersonal realities (the
AEternity to which she herself belongedo),
against deadenirguperficial externalities in favor of an openness to more authentic

modes of self presence (492). As she reflects in the last pages of the novel, she looks

forward to a time when individuals (hersel
coveringofdisih egr ati ono so that fAnew, clean, nak:¢
germination . . . a new growth, rising to

(494). In a passage which itself relies on externalizing imagery, Ursula posits not the
dissolutionof the individual, but the emergence of a freshened self. That is, Lawrence
dramatizes the individual inwardly resisting corrupting external realities.

And even when Lawrence presents individuals experiencing moments of apparent
self-dissolution, he pre&sts this, too, as a contrast between inner experiential realities
and external, impersonal (or trangman) realities. The internal encounters itself
dissolved into a reality it perceives as external to itself, which is to say that the self
nonetheless dimes itself in contradistinction to those external realties. The self desires
dissolution, a desire which in itself necessarily indicates an ontological distinction

between the two modes of being (i.e., the substantive self versus the soluble self). As
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Lawr ence argues i n @ Mor al donsigts idhis dchievimggofaNo v e | 0
pure relationship between ourselves and th
Aour selveso (the inward) with tdoaestid i vi ng
gap between the two. |l ndeed, the very noti
and universe) suggests their ontological distinction from one another, a point that he
seems to concede in his discWmesvamGoghof pai n
paints sunflowers, he reveals, or achieves, the vivid relation between himself, as man, and
the sunflower, as sunflower, at that quick moment of time. His painting does not

represent the sunflower itself. We shall never know what the sunflowet sel f i s 0o (
a rather Kantian formulation, Lawrence suggests that the sunflower as such remains
ultimately inaccessible to the painter. Individuals may open themselves up to the
phenomenological experience of the sunflower, but its noumenakesslenles them.

The two remain distinct substances in themselves, capable of relation, yes, but ultimately
singularly selfunitive.

In other words, Lawrentianselffi ssol uti on entails the se
itself for its own sake. Or, to draw fromva ence ds own i magery, it
down to the carbon beneath the diamond, and thus an affirmation of a core inwardness
that defies ultimate dissolution. In a 1914 letter to Edward Garnett regdiloéng
RainbowandWomen in LoveLawrence arguesh at he wants t o dr amat
becoming individual, selfesponsible, taking her ownini at i v. €hatis(h& 6 5)
intends to portray the process of individualization, of the individual coming into an

awareness of herself as a distinct, autonomouskseifing self. And this implies a
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particular focus on the sedfa self. Thus, even as he dramatizes the dissolution of binary
distinctions, Lawrence paradoxically predicates his metaphysics on maintaining those
distinctions. Like Woolf, then, he acknowledges certain ontological tensions between the
innerandtheoutfror t he fAself o and the Auniverseo),
constitutive distinction between the two terms. Both writers affirm inwardness as such.
They posit a self which exists substantively distinct from that which it identifies as
externaltoite | f. Such a self may undergo a great
Orl ando or Ur sThdRaidbsy hutrultincatelg thisegtails the unfolding
of potentialities already implicit in the self.

Still, despite these similarities, both veris conceptualize the particular relation
between the internal and external in unique ways. In a sense, Lawrence presents the two
in vertical relation to one another, inasmuch as he presents the self as turning inwards and
then tunneling downwards (to tarbon beneath the diamond). For Lawrence, the true
self lies beneath surface realities, and individuation requires a kind of repudiation. Woolf,
on the other hand, seems to envision a horizontal relation, in that she presents individuals
who seek to ovemme their isolate individuality through connection/unification with
others. She portrays individuals who actively seek to bridge the gap that divides them
from others (a horizontal movement), even
In contrast to both these pivotal figures stands Joseph Conrad, who forwards a model of
interiority that denies the self any originary content or substantive essence, even as he

continues to maintain the same binary logic that both Woolf and Lawrence employ.
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Conral and the Abyss of the Self

As a novelist, Conrad of course chronologically precedes both Woolf and
Lawrence, but his concerns and interests foreshadow and mirror many of their own. Like
his later contemporaries, Conrad remains focused on questionsasivesform and
representational strategy. Like them, too, he emphasizes individual subjective experience.
Yet Conraddés portrayal of subjectivity pro
Lawrenceods in that Conr ad c dityef the abjectvgue st i o
world beyond the individual but the substantiality of the self as such. For Conrad, | want
to argue, individuals remains ontologically and epistemologically severed from external
reality. The sel f per c edgnitieesandtehative Appavatus,d 0 t h
rather than perceiving the world in itself. But Conrad goes on to suggest that the self
remains a fiction for itself as well, the self positing itself, as it were. Thus Conrad reduces
the external to the internal, evenhesnegates the internal.

Conrad is often understood as a transitional figure, who drew on nineteenth
century aesthetic theory, while at the same time pointing forward to theragpéa
forms of early twentietltentury high modernist fiction. Richard th&n makes the

standard claim that early modernist writers (such as Conrad) attempted to move beyond

nineteentc ent ury natwuralism and realism in orde
realityo (47). For Lehan, thimso filaciclotmmion ap
the Atheory of [subjective] i mpressionismo

rightly to point to Conrad as one of the inaugural figures of this inward turn. Conrad,

Lehan suggests, emphasi ze ork@3.dHadraanfatizesn 0 or
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individual s6 inner experience, prioritizin
Indeed, for Conrad, the objective exists only as an impression interpreted (or narrated)
through the subjective. imMmprRelzenini Bank éiwapsu
technique that endeavored to fix and shape randomly flowing experience according to
Jamesian formal standards . . . where scen
He sought to illuminate inner experience by developing eatiae structure or
representational form that itself might express that experience.

Conrad laid forth this aesthetic project in hismafterenced 1897 PrefaceTbe
Nigger of tohe WwNRNarcbi dseusl aims thatupt he fAta
unquestioninglyo a fApassing phase of 1ife
AFiction, 0 he decl ares, fAappeals to temper
convey to the reader fia moment of 50).i si ono
Conrad describes the writerbés project | arg
i mportance of fimood, 0 stresses fAtemper amen
Avi sion. 0 Art is | ess an ont olomegArtista | proj e
attempt to make their readers see the reality that they (the authors) perceive. And indeed,
in perhaps the Prefacef6s most famous passa
the power of the written word, to make you hear, to makdeed it is, before all, to
make yoseeThaband no more, and it is everything:t
other words, for Conrad, the artist endeavors to convey a particular set of perceptions to

~

the reader, to unveidlitya pal pably felt #Avis
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He goes on to suggest that objective reality exists only as inflected through
individual s06 subjective dispositions. Art
to all the other innumerable temperaments whose subtle and resistless pamer end
passing events with their true meaning, and creates the moral, the emotional atmosphere
of the place and timeo (48). Conrad sugges
up with the Atemperament o of t hee menadniivnigdou a
of an event rests in the individual 6s part
Levenson rightly notes, the Acentral notio
with their O6true meani ng. 6 medniagidnotfnirinsic,at i on
that the significance of events remains in
External reality in itself proves inaccessible to human knowing for Conrad. Instead,
individuals (or artists) translate external perceptionsutn the lens of their own
emotive consciousnesses. The internal processes the external, so to speak, producing a
particularized, contingent truth. As Conrad puts it at the beginning of the Preface, the
i ndi vidual (or arti s tipthailohelysregmmodisdressvand hi n  hi
strife . . . finds the terms of his appeal
oriented individual against an external reality which the individual proceeds to interpret.

And for Conrad, both the individual ancetkexternal world remain ontologically distinct
from one another. The world presses in upon the individual, and in turn, the individual
subjectively structures those impressions via a descent into the self.

With few exceptions, Conrad avoided aestheticapleysical manifestoes. As lan

Watt not es, ot her than the Preface, Conr ad
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creative aspirationo (103). Il ndeed, on the
writing |literary criimgliatlyreveabhisiviaws,zand.in pl8ces | |
explicitly restate them. Irleart of Darknes$1899), for instance, Conrad offers both an

indirect dramatization of his binary ontology and skeptical epistemology as well as a

series of direct statements that otaarate his views as expressed in the Prefddéear

the beginning of the novel, the initial na
of storytelling (8). For Marl ow, the narra
the surface of an emerather than in its depths. Events in themselves lack any definitive
essentialized core meaning. Their particular significance derives from the atmosphere

l ent 1t by the perceiverods perspective. As
meaning of arepisode was not inside like a kernel but outside, enveloping the tale which
brought it out only as a glow brings out a haze, in the likeness of one of these misty halos
that, sometimes, are made visible bow the s
values impressions, sensations, and feeling. Mood trumps bare fact. Meaning lies not at

the center of an event, but at its edges, in the way individuals perceive circum&tances.

I n short, the subjective experhbjetivcee of an
episode itself. As Marlow says, he cares m
of it on meo rather th¥®n a mere recitation

241 want to focus onHeart of Darknessere because, as Kenneth Graham rightly notes, this novel

Arepresents what is strongest and most characteri st
125 As Michael Levenson puts it, for Conrad it he meaning of a phenomenon is
126 Compare with aimilar reflectionthe narrator makes of Marloiw Lord Jint AThey wanted fact
They demanded facts of him, as if facts could expl a
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To suggest that events derive their ess
perspective imicitly suggests a monadic model of self. Individuals remain confined to
their own impressionistic frames, and communication proves vexed if not impossible. At
one point, for example, Marlow laments his inability to communicate the inner essence of
hisvis on. He asks his |isteners, ADo you see
me | am trying to tell you a dred@making a vain attempt, because no relation of a
dream can convey the drea@nsation, that commingling of absurdity, surprise, and
bewilde r ment 6 (32). He feels unable to adequat
experience in the Congo. It remains an essentially private experience, ultimately (he
fears) incommunicable. Indeed, immediately following these reflections, Marlow
famouslyexclans, Ai t i s | mp o ssensdtibnef abhygiven eppch efy t h e
oneds @& thatsvhich makes its truth, its meanings subtle and penetrating
essence....Welive,aswedrédamml onedo (33). The novel thus
dividing individuals from one another. In contrast to relational orlmaary models of
subjectivity, Conrad presents individuals as radically, almost solipsistically self
isolated!?’ In addition, then, to introducing a distinction between individual perceivers
andthe external world as it exists in itself, Conrad also postulates a constitutive gap

between individuals. He presents a radically atomized world, composed of isolated

subjective centers of consciousness.

127 Consider, 0, the presentation of social relationd'me Secret Agenindividuals remain cut off from
oneanother as well as from any sense of coherent community.
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In presenting a monadic model of subjectivity whiclvileges inwardness,
Conrad at first glance might appear also to suggest that individuals possess some core
authentic self definitively differentiating them from others. Levenson argues, for
instance, that i n Conr ad dared)iehassonlywretreated gn s u
to safer, if more narrow, groundo (35). Co
conviction that [individual] consciousness
all, as Conrad himself puts it in the Preface,thar t i st must fAdescend v
order to uncover the truth of W@Ahiso vision
existence of some core, essential self. Yet Conrad goes on to challenge this formulation.
In Heart of Darknessfor exampé, Conrad presents human subjectivity ultimately as an
empty abyss, devoid of content or substant
epistemological uncertaintié€ Not only does he lament the difficulty he has
communicating his vision, but he alsemains unclear as to the nature of his experience.
As they head up river, shortly before encountering the dense fog, Marlow declares that
the Aessentials of this affair | ay deep un
power of meTtalfdgithat gubsequdnily)engulfs the steamer only reiterates
Mar |l owds observation. l'ts density and i mpe
reality. I ndeed, he presents nature in its
human t h oriage masking inaccessible depths (69). And of course, the narrative

as a whole consists of Mar |0dodOMr. Kartizdt f@ mpt t o

2Kenneth Graham observes that fAthe epistemblogical
the novels most distinctive elements (213).
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the shade of Mr. Kurtzo (61). Hi s tale ref
experiencevhose ultimate essence he fears eludes him. In other words, Conrad presents
Marlow as a figure dangling in space, grounded neither in some mutually constitutive
dialectical relation with his external environment, nor grounded in himself as a figure
whose ovn selfsubstantiality provides ontological or existential fixity. Certainties elude
him. Uncertainties define him.

Conraddbs portrayal of Kurtz only reinfo
Kurtz as a self without a center, an unfathomable voitegation. Trying to make sense
of Kurtz, Mar |l ow reflects, Al think it [th
himself which he did not know . . . and the whisper had proved irresistibly fascinating. It
echoed loudly within him because he was hoow at t RMarlovosuggests ( 7 2) .
that Kurtz lacked any substantive, core self capable of preserving itself (as a self) when
separated from familiarizing cultural supports. Thus, Conrad offers in Kurtz a
representation of self devoid of any esséizia, selfauthenticating kernel. Beneath the
veneer |ies only the titular Adarkness, 0 a
sense of fixed identity or setfubstantiality. Kenneth Graham argues that Kurtz functions
as Marl owbds dloudwleed dhed ditumar sel fo (211).
Kurtz dangles in midair, but i n a much mor

was nothing either above or below him.

2Compare, too, with Marlowo6s description of Kurtz e
open his mouth wid it gave him a weirdly voracious aspect, as though he had wanted to swallow all the
air, all the earth,Kadtlza hyeawreinndgemouteh hamd fwaelnac.i

as a kind of human black hole, a singularity lacking positive substance, consisting instead-of an all
consuming vacancy.
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(82). I n Ksaw theinconbkaable mysterii of a soul that knew no restraint,
no faith, and no fearo (83). But in Kurtz,
extrapolation, then, a universal notion of self (61). Thus, even as he unambiguously
privileges interiority, ©@nrad denies the self ontological actuality or epistemological
certainty.

Nor does Conrad limit this vision of the selfHieart of Darknessin an 1896
|l etter to Edward Garnett, Conrad writes th
and aimlessms quer ade of something hopelessly uni
relation to themselves remain characterized by their owng®fance. Lacking
knowledge of themselves, they consequently lack grounditiggemselves, dangling, like
Kurtz or Marlow,in midair. InThe Secret Ageti1907), too, Conrad portrays individuals
as isolated monads, blind to themselves as well as to others. He presents London as
anonymous, fragmented, and labyrinthine, rather than as a community of mutually
reciprocating, congttively interconnected individuals (231’ He portrays the
revolutionaries as setfeluded ideologues (or clowns), while at the same time satirizing
bourgeois seltomplacency. In doing so, he suggests that identity inevitably reduces to
pretension.Aste novel 6s fiprofessoro puts it, fcha
morality. It | eans on the social order, o0 a
the revolutionaries (51, 52). Without realizing it, individuals lack any substantive

identity. They exist simply as social cyphers, hollow, like Kurtz. John Lyon rightly

Bl n his AAuthords Noteo to the angreustown..hacruelr i t es t he
devourer of the worlddés | ight. . . . darkness enoug
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argues that AThis is a novel of fool s

of humanityo (xiii). And indeed, teh@ i ndiyv

themselves) nor their neighbors. AdHeart of DarknessConrad denies individuals both
definitive ontological selsubstantiality and epistemological clarity.

In short, Conrad offers a model of subjectivity that prioritizes inner experience.
He piivileges the self and its perspectival impressions over the concrete material realities
that otherwise contextualize the self. Consequently, he suggests an oppositional relation
between the two terms (inner and outer), in that neither derives from tmeTdthe
inward exists in itself for itself, even as the external remains inaccessible to human
knowing. Contra Eliot, then, Conrad denies individuals and their worlds any mutually
constitutive relational ontology. Rather, like Woolf and Lawrence, he affirbisary
metaphysics (however implicit). Yet at the same time, Conrad evacuates inwardness of
definitive content. Unlike Woolf or Lawrence, Conrad affirms no-aathenticating core
self, nor a self that evolves from one mode of-pedisence to anothéwhich, as in
Woolf, remains nonetheless predicated on an underlying stability). Instead, Conrad
presents subjectivity as an undifferentiated inwardness, a void ultimately devoid of
delineation or unitive coherence. In a sense, in place of the self, $tégel primordial
will.

Still, a slight counter impulse exists in Conrad, which lends some tension to this
formulation. While Conrad (I argue) unambiguously privileges subjectivity, he also
emphasizes the importance of surface sensory impressiondl.tRes¢ay line from his

Preface, AMy task which I am trying to
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