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Abstract

David Jones, although highly praised by T. S. Eliot and W. H. Auden, is a
neglected poet. This thesis seeks to make a reassessment of David Jones's
achievement by undertaking a genetic-critical examination of the process by
which he made The Anathemata (1952). This approach is peculiarly relevant
because gratuitous making — the creation of objects without purely utilitarian
ends — is the primary subject of the poem. For Jones, the first instance of such a
making (at least 35,000 years ago) was the moment of the coming-into-being of
man. However, he also believed that the utilitarian impulse which characterised
man's makings in modernity had led to an inescapable paradox: that modern

man was both man and non-man.

Existing accounts of Jones's writing process are rooted in an attempt to
rehabilitate his reputation. These accounts, in asserting that Jones intentionally
created a formal sign for his philosophy, attempt to counteract his critical
neglect. This thesis overturns this intentionalist framework and discovers an

alternative means of assessing Jones's achievement.

Using the manuscripts of The Anathemata, this thesis addresses the development
of Jones's method, poem-concept, and poetics in the fifteen year period of the
poem's writing. It emerges that, throughout the process of writing, Jones
created the conditions whereby his making could proceed without his having a
sense either of where or in what form it might end. Such a suspension of
writerly intention was a means by which Jones enabled the process of his
making to be as gratuitous as possible, and to become as a result a resistance
movement against the depredation of his core value in modernity. This view of
the making of The Anathemata allows Jones's reassessment because, in
foregrounding the gratuitousness of its making, it uncovers an alternative means
of assessing the value of an art object whose form was accidentally produced. As
a result of this, Jones's unique achievement becomes visible: he produced a
poem which is thematically, formally and genetically unified by the notion of

gratuitous making.
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Abbreviations

Throughout this thesis, I have employed a number of abbreviations for editions

of David Jones's poetry, essays and letters which are cited frequently, as follows.

Poetry

Ana The Anathemata (London: Faber and Faber, 1972 — first published
in 1952).

IP In Parenthesis (London: Faber and Faber, 1963 - first published
1937).

SL The Sleeping Lord and Other Fragments (London: Faber and Faber,
1974)

RQ The Roman Quarry and Other Sequences, edited by Rene Hague
(London: Agenda Editions, 1981)

Essays

E&A Epoch & Artist (London: Faber and Faber, 1959)

DG The Dying Gaul (London: Faber and Faber, 1978)

Rime Samuel Taylor Coleridge, The Rime of the Ancient Mariner,
illustrated and introduced by David Jones (London: Enitharmon
Press, 2005)

Correspondence

DGC Dai Greatcoat: A Self-Portrait of David Jones in his letters, edited by

Rene Hague (1980)



IN

LF

TL

WH

Inner Necessities: The Letters of David Jones to Desmond Chute,
edited by Thomas Dilworth (Toronto: Anson-Cartwright Editions,
1984)

Letters to a Friend, edited by Aneirin Talfan Davies (Swansea:

Triskele, 1980)

"Two Letters to Saunders Lewis." Agenda: David Jones Special Issue

(1973-4) 11.4-12.1

Letters to William Hayward, edited by Colin Wilcockson (London:
Agenda Editions, 1979)

Letters to Vernon Watkins, edited by Ruth Pryor (Cardiff: University
of Wales Press, 1976)

Archival material

KFP

DJpP

DJL

Letters to W F Jackson Knight, 'Knight Family Papers' (MS 75)

Exeter University

Letters to H. S. (Jim) Ede, Kettle's Yard Gallery, Cambridge

Manuscript, typescript, galley- and page-proof materials; draft
letters; draft essays. These are part of the large 'David Jones
Papers' (DJP) archive at the National Library of Wales (NLW),
Aberystwyth. References to specific items from the DJP is made
using the file reference, and adding the particular folio number

(with a v for verso where applicable).

David Jones's personal library, National Library of Wales,

Aberystwyth.
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A note on transcriptions

Throughout this thesis, I present transcriptions of David Jones's manuscripts. In
so doing, I adopt a number of means by which the text can be presented both
legibly and in adherence to the spatial disposition of the sheet being transcribed.
Sometimes the demands of the former — readability — has required the alteration
of the latter. So, all insertions, whether interlinear or made at the end of a line,
are represented in-line with the text they supplement, and are marked <thus>.
Where Jones inserts a number of lines, and then later inserts material within that
first insertion, single insertion marks are used for both because it is clear that the
latterly written text is dependent on the earlier. However, where Jones makes
insertions separately and it is clear that this occurs on separate occasions, and
where a chronological order can be determined, the second insertions are
marked with double brackets <<thus>>. Questionable transcriptions of
individual words are marked with a question mark within square brackets, like
so[?]. Completely illegible words are replaced with [illeg.]. All crossings and
rubbings out are denoted with a single strikethrotgh; where an individual word
or phrase has been crossed out, and then Jones has later crossed out the passage
containing that individual word or phrase, the earlier deletion is denoted by a
double crossing out:

later—detetion. Where sheets have had their entire contents crossed, this

invariably means 'dealt with' rather than 'cancelled' or 'discarded': Jones is
making it clear to himself that a draft has been superseded by a fine copy so that
he doesn't accidentally return to an earlier state of the text. Such crossings are
transcribed when treating of the whole draft sheet, but not when quoting short

passages from that sheet. Errors in spelling and punctuation go uncorrected.

12



To Casper and James,

for whom much making

13



¢ Introduction ¢

In his review of 1961, W. H. Auden called The Anathemata: fragments of an
attempted writing (1952) “very probably the finest long poem written in English
in this century”.! In the Introductory Note to the second edition (1963) of In
Parenthesis, T. S. Eliot placed David Jones (1895-1974) in a select group with
Pound, Joyce and himself as the leading writers of their generation (IP vi). And
yet David Jones is hardly even heard of, he is rarely anthologised, and until very
recently The Anathemata seemed to have sunk without trace (the poem was
republished in August 2010, after having spent 35 years out of print). There are
some obvious explanations for this. The Anathemata is indeed long at almost
4,000 lines; and although describing it as a poem 'written in English' is not
inaccurate, this lingual ‘base’ is infiltrated by great swathes of liturgical Latin,
and Old and Modern Welsh, but also includes Greek, Old and Middle English,
German, French and Spanish. These characteristics add up to a very difficult
poem to tackle. Difficulty, though, is an insufficient explanation. Pound's Cantos
(1922-62) are longer and no easier to grasp, and yet they loom ever-present over
twentieth century poetry; and Finnegans Wake (1939), whilst it will always be

largely unread, will never be unstudied. What, then, is wrong with Jones?

One of the major reasons is surely that Jones never wrote short poems: his two
major works — In Parenthesis (1937) and The Anathemata — are close to 200
pages long each. And despite referring to all the poetry he produced after the
publication of In Parenthesis as 'fragments', Jones also believed that each part of
the text only worked because of its place within the larger fabric of fragments.

When Jones was asked by Vernon Watkins in 1955 to make a submission to
'W. H. Auden (1963) 17.

14



Poetry magazine, he wrote that "[i]t is the very devil finding a bit that stands

complete — it all hinges on other bits in this kind of technique of mine" (VW 26).

However, possibly a more important reason for the critical neglect of Jones is the
unavoidable Roman Catholic strain in his poetry. Of course, Eliot was Anglo-
Catholic, and Auden's middle and later thought was very pro-Roman Catholic.
Whilst not explaining their positive assessment, this at least contextualises the
general lack of non-Catholic interest in Jones's work. There is of course a strong
Catholic element to Joyce's work, but Joyce is explicitly hostile in his treatment
of the Church. By contrast, Jones seems to treat all aspects of his Catholic faith
with orthodox veneration. Accordingly, Jones critics are rarely anything but
Catholic or High Anglican, and atheists are rarely readers of Jones. Thus, when
Drew Milne introduces a selection from Jones in the poetry anthology
Conductors of Chaos, he writes that “the toxic qualities of Jones's modernist
Catholicism should not be seen as unfortunate lapses into dogmatics, but rather
a perspective which enables an antisocial critique which needs to be read against
its overtly affirmative claims.”? 'Toxic', 'unfortunate', 'dogmatics' — the binary
choice Milne's rhetoric allows us seems to exemplify the approach any non-
believer (or even non-Catholic) must have to Jones: he must be turned against
his ostensible self. I don't believe this to be the case. Jones's Catholicism need
not be politicised as Milne believes it must be (as a charter against the British
empire) because his Catholicism functions within the poem as one element
(albeit a paradigmatic one) of a trenchantly humanistic account of the history of

culture, an account which we shall examine in detail shortly.

Every publication on David Jones is at least implicitly a campaign for his greater
recognition. The most recent, Thomas Dilworth's Reading David Jones (2008), is
explicitly so: it is a lively introductory guide to Jones's poetry for the uninitiated,
whose aim is “to make it accessible to virtually any adult reader.”® In so being, it

is most similar to the earliest critical engagements with Jones's poetry, which

2 Drew Milne in Sinclair (ed.), Conductors of Chaos (1996) 261. Milne's selection is taken from the
material Jones had not published at the time of his death, and which Hague and Grisewood edited as The

Roman Quarry.
3 Dilworth (2008) 1.
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were published shortly before and after his death in 1974.* This apparent
circularity might imply that the study of David Jones has led nowhere; to think
so would be a mistake. I therefore begin this introduction by summarising the
history of David Jones criticism, from which it will emerge that there are two
major strains, at least with regard to The Anathemata: first, the exposition of the
formal characteristics of the poem, an analysis which is founded on a view of the
process of the poem's writing; and second, the location of The Anathemata
within its modernist literary-historical context. This thesis seeks to gain a more
accurate view of the former in order better to achieve the latter — to locate The
Anathemata with those works which Eliot mentioned in the same breath, and

whose critical industry has, by contrast, continued to develop.

* These being David Blamires, David Jones: Artist and Writer (1971); Rene Hague, David Jones (1975);
and Kathleen Raine, David Jones and the Actually Loved and Known (1978).
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I. The History of David Jones Studies

The first monograph to examine Jones's poetry was David Blamires' David Jones:
Artist and Writer (1971). In this examination, Blamires looks at Jones's ideas
about art and his achievement in the visual arts, and then looks at each of
Jones's three major poetic works. In the chapter on The Anathemata, the major
preoccupations which Jones criticism will continue to have are already at play
before us: the poem's generic elusiveness and consequent critical neglect (114);
the common desire it holds with the Cantos, Finnegans Wake and Ulysses "to
depict a universum"; its Roman Catholic vision of a humanity perpetually saved
(115); its debt to the English, Welsh, Roman and Greek traditions, and Jones's
consequent "way of joining together disparate motifs into a larger whole" using a
"collage" method (116-7); its resultant form, which is "not meant as pure pattern
or as representative of chaos, but rather as representative of order", and in which
(borrowing from a passage in St Augustine of which Jones was particularly fond)
"the poem is a circle whose centre is everywhere and whose circumference is
nowhere" (119). These issues have formed the backbone of Jones studies ever
since, though a genealogy of Jones criticism can be discerned: from the
consideration of sources, through themes, motifs and method, to literary-

historical context.

Rene Hague, one of Jones's closest friends from the time they lived together at
Ditchling with the Gill family in the early 1920s, was an important early figure in
the explication of Jones's allusions. In the mid-1950s, Jones read and was
deeply impressed by Campbell and Robinson's A Skeleton Key to Finnegans Wake
(1954). This experience no doubt lay behind Jones's eager assistance with
Hague's project of assembling A Commentary on The Anathemata of David Jones
(1977) in the last few years of his life. In the Commentary, Hague takes us

through the poem page by page, and provides lengthy glosses on Jones's
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allusions, mostly concentrating on liturgical and classical-historical references.’
This source-finding project for Jones, like that for Joyce, is unlikely ever to stop.
The most recent comprehensive assessment of Jones's sources was Jonathan
Miles' Backgrounds to David Jones: A Study in Sources and Drafts (1990). This
excellent study allows a chapter to address each of Jones's major formative
influences, including Jacques Maritain, Eric Gill, Oswald Spengler, Roman
history, and the archaeological discoveries of the nineteenth century. Miles is
particularly important in providing the first comprehensive account of Jones's
theory of art in the context of neo-Thomism, which has been subsequently
addressed by Rowan Williams and Thomas Dilworth.® Miles went on to write
David Jones: The Maker Unmade (1995) with Derek Shiel, which undertakes an
analysis of Jones's visual work with regard to its historical context, and in
relation to his poetry; but also, importantly, it applies a psychoanalytic reading
to these works, an undertaking which, in view of Jones's treatment in the late
1940s by the Freudian Dr Stevenson, had surprisingly not already been
attempted. This large, amply illustrated study functions also as a much-needed

catalogue of Jones's visual work.

As this source work was in the very earliest stages of its development, Thomas
Dilworth, at the time a Master's student from Toronto, visited Jones at the
Monkdene Nursing Home, Harrow with William Blissett, another Canadian who
had befriended Jones in the late-1950s. Dilworth has since become the leading
authority on all aspects of David Jones's life and work. He has edited Jones's
letters to Desmond Chute (1984), as well as 'Prothalamion' and 'Epithalamion’
(two poems written by Jones on the occasion of his friend Harman Grisewood's
wedding to Margaret Bailey) and 'The Brenner', which dramatises the meeting of
Hitler and Mussolini at the Brenner Pass.” He has written about Jones's personal
library (1977), self-annotation (1980), manuscripts (1988), political allegiances
(1986), friendships (2000[a] and [b]) and visual art (1997). Dilworth's

immersion in David Jones's correspondence and literary manuscripts for the past

> Summerfield's An Introductory Guide to The Anathemata and The Sleeping Lord Sequence of David
Jones (1979) is structured in the same way, but, in being less discursive, covers a greater number and
variety of Jones's sources.

 See Miles (1990) chapter 1; Dilworth 'David Jones and the Maritain Conversation' (2000); and
Williams (2005), chapters 1 and 2.

" 'Prothalamion’, 'Epithalamion' and 'The Brenner' were published as Wedding Poems in 2002.
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three decades has led to his commission, by Random House, to write the
definitive biography of Jones, the progress of which the audience of the annual
David Jones Society Symposium never fail to enquire about, and the slow

progress at which Dilworth continues to despair.

The great variety to Dilworth's interest in Jones has a common element, which is
a focus upon the formal aspects of Jones's poetry. In 'The Anagogical Form of
The Anathemata' (1979) and The Shape of Meaning in the Poetry of David Jones
(1988), Dilworth looks for the specific means by which aesthetic unity is
experienced as we read The Anathemata (that the poem is aesthetically unified
is, for Dilworth, not in doubt). Two major formal attributes are identified. The
first is typological (or analogical): each individual character within the poem is
experienced as a nexus for a number of mythological and historical figures.®
(This forms the starting point for my investigation in Chapter 4.) The second is
thematic, insofar as the repetitions of themes within the poem create a spatial
form. Over the course of twenty years, from the publication of his first article on
The Anathemata in 1979, Dilworth has presented compelling evidence for Jones's
preoccupation with spatial form. Dilworth steadily develops the tentative
observation made by David Blamires (noted above) that the form of The
Anathemata is imitative of Christ as both centre and circumference of a circle.
Dilworth amasses more and more evidence — moving from a thematic reading of
the published text (1979), through an analysis of the manuscript material
(1988), to a reading of Jones's early engravings (1997) — in order to show how
Jones intentionally created such a form in his poem. Tom Goldpaugh has in turn
built on Dilworth's observations (see Goldpaugh 1999), and presents evidence
that Jones developed this spatial form and method in a poem he subsequently
abandoned prior to beginning The Anathemata. These are very important issues
within David Jones studies, and I engage with Dilworth's and Goldpaugh's

analyses in detail in my first chapter.

Several important studies have placed Jones in his historical context. Elizabeth

Ward's David Jones: Mythmaker (1984) presents Jones as a protofascist member

¥ See Dilworth (1979) 184-5, and (1988) 201-56.
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of the so-called Chelsea Group, which included, among others, Christopher
Dawson, W. E Jackson Knight, the Burns brothers, and Harman Grisewood.
Ward's odd recommendation that we disregard Jones's poetry altogether because
of his admiration for Hitler is resoundingly refused in Dilworth's article 'David
Jones and Fascism' (1986).° Colin Wilcockson, in 'David Jones and “the Break™
(1977), situates Jones within a branch of thought stemming from the arts and
crafts movement, and makes the case for Jones's notion of “the Break” — his term
for an increasing sense of cultural discontinuity following the industrial
revolution — being directly inherited from Ruskin and Morris.'® Thirty years
later, Paul Robichaud takes up Wilcockson's lead and explores the debt of Jones
and modernism in general to the arts and crafts movement in the first chapter of
Making the Past Present: David Jones, the Middle Ages, and Modernism (2007). Of
course, the arts and crafts movement influenced Eric Gill, and Jones lived
intermittently with the Gill family at Ditchling, then Capel-y-Ffin, then Caldey
Island, and then Piggots. Several studies have explored the influence of Gill on
Jones, most notably Jonathan Miles in his Backgrounds to David Jones (1990),
and in Eric Gill and David Jones at Capel-y-Ffin (1992). What emerges from
these studies is a view of Jones's heterodox appetite for isolated fragments of
knowledge to add to his culture-hoard; he took what he needed from Gill,
artistically speaking, and humoured his unyielding opposition to all things

modern. ™

An increasing concern with Jones's historical context has led a number of critics
to a more specialised focus on his literary-historical context. Jones, accused of
imitating Ulysses by reviewers of In Parenthesis, and of imitating the Cantos by
reviewers of The Anathemata, asserted that he had read neither until after the
publication of his own works (see DGC 163, IN 23-4 and WH 57-8). But when
Jones did look at the Cantos, he saw immediately why the accusation had been
made. In his correspondence with Desmond Chute, in which they discussed the
style of The Anathemata (Chute was at the time writing a review of the poem),

Jones seized enthusiastically upon one of Chute's phrases to describe this

? Ward's recommendations are also dismissed by Staudt in A¢ the Turn of a Civilization (1994) 20-26.
1% See Wilcockson (1977) 126-131.
' See Jones's essay 'Eric Gill, an Appreciation' in E&A 296-302.
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phenomenon: 'the common tongue of the Zeitgeist' (IN 23). This issue — not of
the influence of one writer upon another, but of an epoch upon many writers,
and indeed artists of all media - fascinated Jones. Another important strain of
David Jones studies has been a preoccupation with his work in the context of

modernist poetics: how does 'the common tongue of the zeitgeist' wag in Jones?

The importance of Eliot as Jones's editor and publisher was matched by his
importance as a formative poetic influence. Patrick Deane's early work (1987-
88) on the non-narrative structure of The Anathemata was later developed (in an
essay which resists Dilworth's assertions of formal integrity) to explore the
notion that Eliot was an under-used model for Jones. Jones, Deane concludes,
was unsuccessful in his attempt to create a diversity in unity because he did not
have Eliot's dramatic breadth, and so, ironically, produced a poem which was not
diverse enough to achieve a unity.'* Kathleen Henderson Staudt's At the Turn of
A Civilization: David Jones and Modern Poetics (1994) was the first monograph to
conduct a comprehensive examination of Jones within the context of
modernism. Here, the debt of Jones to Eliot is primarily discovered in their
shared allusive method, though Staudt claims that this method is used
differently by the two: whilst Eliot pieces together his poem from the texts of the
past in order to signify and lament cultural discontinuity, Jones does the same in
order to signify a hopeful sense of the opposite.”® Staudt also explores the
'sacramental' nature of Jones's poetics in contradistinction to Eliot's concern with
the mystical, particularly in Four Quartets (1943).'* 1 agree with Staudt that,
whilst Eliot's influence on Jones was important, it was tempered by Jones's
awareness of aspects of his friend which ran counter to his own predilection for

the “contactual”, as Jones himself put it.*

12 Patrick Deane 'David Jones, T. S. Eliot, and the Modernist Unfinished' (1995) 86-7.

13 Staudt (1994) 65-8.

4 See Staudt (1994) 81-2. Barry Spurr concentrates on this difference between Jones and Eliot in "1
loved old Tom": David Jones and T. S. Eliot' in Yeats-Eliot Review 17:1 (Winter 2001), pp.19-25,
exploring the implications of Jones's statement to William Blissett that Eliot, in contradistinction to
himself, is not so much concerned with objects as with concepts. Spurr (2001) 23-4.

' Jones's full comparison, in a letter he wrote to William Blissett on 16™ May 1967, runs thus: “I thought
what you say on page 265 about Tom Eliot...and 'the centre of the silent Word' as contrasted to my sort of
centre stated very truly something jolly difficult to state at all. It is a real distinction. I have a sort of
feeling that it may be to do with my being first a visual artist & so terribly concerned with tangible,
contactual 'things' — not 'concepts' really, except in so far as the concrete, creaturely material 'thing' is a

signum of the concept & that it must be that way now because we are creatures with bodies.” See Blissett
(1981) 39.
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The modernist writer treated in greatest detail by Staudt in comparison with
Jones is quite rightly James Joyce. As the shift of focus in Staudt's examination
from Jones's earlier to his later long poem implies, if The Waste Land was the
most important influence on In Parenthesis, Finnegans Wake — and the 'Anna
Livia Plurabelle' chapter in particular — was by far the most important influence
upon The Anathemata. Staudt's readings of passages of The Anathemata in the
light of the influence of Finnegans Wake discover the nature of Joyce (with
Picasso) as one of Jones's two “problem-solvers,” as he described them (DGC
174). Paul Robichaud's Making the Past Present (2007) also explores the
influence of Joyce on Jones, and indeed undertakes a reading of the same
densely macaronic passage from 'Angle-Land', the third section of The
Anathemata, which Staudt analyses. In both examinations, Jones's indebtedness
to Joyce in the development of a poetics of “linguistic otherness” is
foregrounded, but equally the difference in Jones's and Joyce's strategies is
signalled.'® In Chapter 3 of this thesis, I take the same macaronic passage and
explore its genesis in the light of one particular part of Finnegans Wake which

Jones returned to again and again.

This thesis, therefore, unites and builds upon two otherwise separate strains in
David Jones studies: it builds upon the work of Dilworth and Goldpaugh in
relation to the genesis of the poem in order to enhance the view of The
Anathemata as a modernist text which Staudt and Robichaud have produced.
So, I seek to make a reassessment of Jones's achievement through undertaking a
study of the process by which he made The Anathemata. This is peculiarly
relevant in the study of Jones because the making of artworks is the primary
subject of the poem; and it was so because, for Jones, such a behaviour was the
defining behaviour of human beings. In what follows, I will give an account of
David Jones's philosophy of man as maker, before moving on to an account of

my genetic-critical methodology.

!¢ See Robichaud (2007) 159-62 and Staudt (1994) 136.

22



II. Making and Modernity: Jones's Aporetic Idea of Man

(i) Art as making: the importance of Aristotle

“My mind,” wrote David Jones in an undated draft letter, “has been conditioned
rather to think in terms of those Aristotelian-Thomistic’ or ‘neo-Scholastic’
modes” (DJP CF1/10). The most important aspect of this conditioning is
registered in Jones's essay 'Art and Sacrament' (1955), when he refers to “that
brief chapter, of about thirty lines only, in which Aristotle contrasts 'making'
(poiesis) with 'doing' (praxis)...it contains so much for those concerned with the
kind of thing that art is; it is a foundational fragment.” (E&A 172) This passage
— from Book VI, Chapter 4 of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics, 'Of Art' — is
'foundational' for a number of reasons. First, though, we must look at the terms

of Aristotle's distinction between making and doing.

In Aristotle's theory, making and doing are both actions of the practical rather
than the speculative intellect. Within this category, they are mutually exclusive:
“the rational faculty exercised in doing is quite distinct from that which is
exercised in making”; “doing never takes the form of making, nor making of
doing.” Making is art, which is an activity: “a rational faculty exercised in
making something. In fact there is no art which cannot be so described, nor is

»17

there any faculty of the kind that is not an art.”'” Art is a means which happens

to produce an end; doing is, by contrast, an end in itself.

[TThe maker of a thing has a different end in view than just making it, whereas

in doing something the end can only be the doing of it well...while there is such

"7 Aristotle (1955) 175. Jones acquired a version of The Nicomachean Ethics translated by R. W.
Browne in September 1946, but knew this chapter of Aristotle from the early 1920s. The very fact that
Jones bought The Nicomachean Ethics shortly after establishing the conceptual centre of The Anathemata
as the activity of making (covered in Chapter 2 of this thesis) indicates the importance of this chapter to
him. Jones was critical of Browne's use of 'practice’ instead of 'doing' (see KFP 21 Jan 1947); for this
reason, I use Thomson's translation.
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a thing as excellence in the quality of a work of art, there cannot be excellence
or virtue belonging to practical wisdom [i.e. prudence, or doing], which is a

virtue.'®

For Aristotle, a man is prudent “when he calculates well for the attainment of a

particular end of a fine sort.”"

This distinction between making and doing was of value to Jones for several
reasons. First, both making and doing (or art/Ars and prudence/Prudentia as
Jones refers to them in Art and Sacrament’) in being 'rational faculties', are
specifically human attributes. Second, the definition of art based on aesthetic
judgements of the object produced is opposed by Aristotle’s definition, and thus
a common principle established for all makers, be they painters or boat builders,
adults or children. Third, art is freed from moral purpose and judgement
through not being defined by its end. If an absence of art is described as “a
rational quality exercised in making when associated with false reasoning,”® as
Jones approvingly quoted to W. E Jackson Knight in a letter of January 1947,
then a making which has an end in mind - any purpose, be it political, financial,
etc. — becomes a lesser making. Indeed, the absence of a firm destination in
making is very much an integral part of Aristotle’s idea of that activity: “We may

even say that in a manner art and chance work in the same field.”**

These three extrapolations are absolutely crucial for the development of making
as the foundational concept in Jones's poetics because they lead him to a view of
making as the foundational act of man. In the first case, a division is established
between human and animal existence; in the second, this division is reinforced
by the implication that making is a common and so in some sense a defining

attribute of man; and in the third, the necessity of the gratuitousness of the act

8 Ibid. 177. Cf. Jones's statement in 'Art and Sacrament': “‘art' describes an activity of a certain kind
whereas 'prudence' describes a quality of a certain kind.” ('A&S' 145) Also, “Ars has no end save the
perfecting of a process by which all sorts of ends are made possible. It is that process. It is concerned
with perfecting a means.” (E&A4 151).

% Ibid. 176.

2 Ibid.

2! "How frightfully good Aristotle is in the Ethics on 'Art": Of bad art — or the absence of art: 'the habit of
making joined with false reason.' — you can't say much more. They ought to have put it in large letters
over the entrance of 'Britain Can Make' Exhibition!” (KFP 21 January 1947)

2 Aristotle (1955) 176.
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of art is foreshadowed.

(ii) Making and man: the utile and the gratuitous

In Jones’s view, whilst the 'utile' and the 'gratuitous' are philosophically distinct
categories, man’s makings have throughout all times incorporated both 'utile'
and 'gratuitous' elements. The term 'utile' is used by Jones, as he states in a gloss
to 'Art and Sacrament’, “to indicate what is vulgarly and generally understood by
"merely utilitarian' or 'simply functional” (E&A 176-7). Thus, and as Jones
makes clear elsewhere, the utile element of a making is of the same class as the
making of nests, hives or dams by birds, bees and beavers: “This making is
wholly functional” (E&A 149). By contrast, the gratuitous element of a making

is that which is not oriented upon a specific benefit; gratuitousness is defined by

absence: it is the “extra-utile” (E&A 181).

What, then, directs the gratuitous making? The answer to this question appears
to be: the same thing that directs religious devotional ritual. Jones suggests in
'Art and Sacrament' that “there adheres to man’s making a ‘religious’ something”
(E&A 158). In a letter written whilst he was first embarking on experiments
toward The Anathemata, Jones wrote: "And I think I mean also by saints — lovers,
and all kinds of unifying makers" (DGC 93). The identification of these three
types seems to be directed by their common preoccupation with the gratuitous:
the saint, the lover and the artist, in Jones's opinion, are necessarily engaged in a
rejection of the utile. Thus, the answer to the question, 'What directs the

gratuitous making?' would appear to be love, or devotion, or desire, or praise.

This leads us to an important observation: whilst gratuitousness was of the
utmost importance for Jones, it was never so in a rarefied philosophical sense —
it was fundamental to every person's everyday experience of the world. Jones is
clear on the universality of such acts of gratuitousness: “we stroke cats and tie
ribbons and give girls boxes of chocolates and so on, which is all part of the

2723

sacramental world from my point of view. Here we encounter another of

2 Orr (1966) 102.
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Jones's key terms — the sacramental — and so can begin to open up the

convoluted and contradictory ideas which formed The Anathemata.

One possible objection to Aristotle’s theory is that, if art is an activity of the
practical intellect, there is always, whether that making be utile or gratuitous, a
material product of a making. Jones again used a theological analogy in order to
understand the relationship between art as act, and the art object: “though art
‘abides on the side of the mind’ its products are of the body, are always and
inescapably a sort of ‘word made flesh” (DG 168). This seeming contradiction,
or at least inconsistency, was not a problem for Jones as a Thomist. Maurice de
la Taille, an important Thomist influence on Jones (see Ana 36), wrote: “Because
man is not a pure spirit, he feels a need to translate this interior gift of himself
into an outward rite which symbolizes it.”** Jones, in turn, writes in Art and
Sacrament’: “Angel’s can’t [make sacraments] nor can the beasts. No wonder
then that Theology regards the body as a unique good. Without body: without
sacrament. Angels only: no sacrament. Beasts only: no sacrament. Man:

sacrament at every turn” (E&A 167).

So, whilst a diesel engine or screwdriver might be made towards the attainment
of a specific benefit, it is possible for such makings to be utterly different to
animalic makings if an element of extra-utile devotion enters into that making
(through the maker's devotion to the achievement of beauty in that engine's or
screwdriver's form, for example). The balance of the utile and gratuitous
elements directing a making is, in view of the 'word' being made 'flesh' in such a
making, in some way or other discernible in the object. This is a necessary but
unproblematic assumption for Jones. The real difficulty for him was in working
out how art was possible in the early- to mid-twentieth century.*® For it goes
without saying that, whilst Jones believed that man was only man because he
performed gratuitous makings, very few people were or are artists. This,

though, was an historical issue: for Jones, it was only now that this was the case.

* De la Taille (1934) 6.

» Another important aspect to Jones's use of Aristotle's definition of art as making was that it silenced
the clamour of the competing groups and sub-groups of artists and theoreticians of the first half of the
twentieth century to subvert art, or destroy it, or revolutionize it, or explain it, and so on. For a reflection
on these competing approaches, see Richard Wollheim (1968).

26



(iii) Modernity and the end of man

As far as David Jones was concerned, the objects of modern life for a variety of
reasons (mostly economic) increasingly contained very little sign of gratuitous

making:

the search in antique dealers’ shops for a single spoon that does not affront the
senses...is symptomatic of a general, if muddled, nostalgia for things which
though serviceable and utile are not divorced from the extra-utile and which,
on that account, conform to man’s ordinary, normal and proper, if obscured,
desires — the fundamental desires of all men, of Man.

(E&A 181)

Gratuitous making, love, desire, the devotional — the defining characteristics of
man — are being obscured by what Jones called the 'contemporary technocracy'
(E&A 143 and passim). This judgement is at the core of Jones’s version of

modernity.

An integral part of Neo-Thomist thought in the first half of the twentieth century
was that modern consciousness and modernity had their roots in the bifurcation
of philosophy and theology, for which William of Ockham has been largely held
responsible.”* David Jones was certainly of this opinion: “the turn that
civilization has taken, the ‘positivist’ Hegelian turn, affects the Catholic thing in a
special way. I suppose one can trace it, in embryonic form, to late Nominalism”
(DGC 222). Leaving aside Jones's enormously wide of the mark pigeon-holing of

Hegel, we can see a common feature in Catholicism and Post-Impressionism

% Maritain wrote that Duns Scotus, William of Occam and Suarez constitute the beginnings of
empiricism — see Maritain (1930) 41. Bertrand Russell extends this belief beyond solely Thomist
commentators: “Occam has been regarded as bringing about the breakdown of scholasticism, as a
precursor of Descartes or Kant or whoever might be the particular commentator’s favourite among
modern philosophers.” Russell (1946) 494. Ockham is held to have reoriented universals from the real or
God-made, to the conceptual or man-made, with the effect that: “the notion of a creation necessarily
interrelated so as to form a ‘universe’ whose principle of unity amidst diversity derived from the
exemplification of eternal ideas or from a participation in the divine essence was metaphysically shattered
into a ‘multiverse’...Despoiled of every possible ontological reference to God, natural phenomena offered
no least hint of this existence and no demonstrable access to him as to a first cause.” Ginascol (1959)
328.
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here, a commonality which Jones perceived from his early 20s onwards. Clive
Bell and Roger Fry’s attacks on six hundred years of naturalistic art mirror
Maritain's — and another ‘formative’ thinker for Jones, T. E. Hulme's — increasing

disgust with six hundred years of humanist thought.*

Oswald Spengler's The Decline of the West (first published in English in 1932)
was a key text for Jones, and it gave a shape to his own musings on the patterns
of history. Although Jones disagreed with much of what Spengler had to say, he
found the 'morphological' theory that cultures have life-cycles persuasive and
useful (in the same way that Joyce found Vico's theory of the corso and ricorso
both persuasive and useful).?® Thus, as far as Spengler was concerned, our
current ‘Faustian’ culture, having experienced its birth, morning, or Spring with
Romanesque and Gothic architecture and the troubadours; moved into its
maturity, noon or Summer with the Renaissance; then onto its late-maturity,
afternoon or Autumn with Zwinger of Dresden, Watteau and Mozart; and finally
its old-age, twilight or Winter with Romanticism and beyond.* Spengler

maintained that this cycle was repeated in all cultures throughout all history.

Jones's sense of the relation between his contemporary culture and its history
was clarified by reading Spengler. The West's entry into its twilight was, in Jones
own interpretation, signalled by early nineteenth-century industrialism, at which
point “Western Man moved across a rubicon”. Jones was influenced in this
conception of what he called ‘The Break’ (Ana 15) by William Morris. Colin
Wilcockson proposes that Jones took the image from Morris’s description of the
increasingly mechanized society in which he lived being the possible cause of a
“break in the continuity of the golden chain”.?® Morris hopes that this break may
just be an illusion, a minor upset; for Jones, born two generations after Morris, it
is beyond doubt: the crossing “if as unseen as the 38 Parallel, seems to have

been as definitive as the Styx” (Ana 16).

¥ For a consideration of pre- and post-Copernican man, see Hulme (1936) 78-85. Jones described
Hulme’s Speculations (1924), as “rewarding” in ‘Art and Sacrament’ (E&A 172), and numbers that
collection among the “formative works” of his early mature reading (DGC 188).

* See Bishop (1986) 174-6.

¥ Spengler, The Decline of the West (1932) 1.107-8; quoted in Miles (1990) 38-9.

% Morris quoted in Wilcockson (1977) 130. For further observations of the link between Jones and
Morris and Ruskin, see Corcoran (1982) 6, and Robichaud (2007) 25-30.
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The 'Break’ sets up a problem: if man feels only a utilitarian impulse towards the
making of things, art, sacrament and religion are in danger of extinction; and the
logically inescapable outcome of this in Jones's system is that man too must
become extinct. The central dilemma of Jones’s thought is that man in
modernity seems both man and not-man: man, being defined and coming into
existence as man-the-gratuitous-maker however many millennia ago, is in
modernity not-man-the-utile-maker. Jones states this fundamental problem

thus:

If we deny that man is man-the-artist, man the sacrament-maker, etc., we deny
the existence of man and if we continue to believe in the existence of this man
we find it difficult to account for these [utile] qualities that now characterize
the works of man.

(E&A 182)

The apocalyptic vision Jones has of man un-man-ing himself in the modern West
is expressed most forcefully in a passage of ‘Use and Sign’ (1962). In the wholly

desacralised future,

[t]he story of the broken alabaster [the nard which Mary Magdalene breaks
above Christ’s feet] could still be told, but as a cautionary tale only, and as a
classical instance of the ridiculously inutile practices of our species in what, by
then, would be a kind of pre-history, before Man-the-Technocrat had fully
evolved and had put away childish things.

(DG 184)

Writing in Art and Sacrament’, Jones was unable to see from his place in the
present how a total desacralisation is possible, but equally how it was avoidable.
This is the dilemma at the root of the essay: “How are we to reconcile man-the-
artist, man the sign-maker or sacrament-maker with the world in which we live
today?...However one tries to express it one leaves much unsaid or puts it in
such a way as to invite valid objections” (E&A 176). Jones states this even more

emphatically in a letter to Harman Grisewood, written at the end of the year in
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which Art and Sacrament’ was published. Jones tells how, during an X-Ray
examination he had recently had, “one could ponder on the beneficent gadget-
world and consider for a millionth time the work of the ‘utile’ and the world of
‘sign’ without getting any nearer a solution. I'm still stuck on that problem - I

can’t see how it works” (DGC 164-5).

And so Jones is stuck contemplating a problem which is fundamental to the act
of making, here, in the modern world — and so his acts of making — and so, in
view of both his philosophy and his vocation, of the utmost importance: it is, he
concludes in ‘Use and Sign’, “a question to which I do not know the answer and

which perturbs me all the day long” (DG 184).

(iv) The makerly struggle in modernity

Unresolvable dilemmas had already arisen whilst Jones was writing In
Parenthesis in 1926-33. But, although the question of whether new technologies
might become suffused with the same poetic significances as old is a dilemma,
Jones is by no means clear of its implications: “I only wish to record that such a
dilemma exists, and that I have been particularly conscious of it during the

making of this writing” (IP xv).

By the time Jones wrote Art and Sacrament’, nearly twenty years after writing
the Preface to In Parenthesis, these ideas had grown into the self-oppositional
complex which perturbed Jones 'all the day long'. As the title of the collection in
which this essay was first published implies — Catholic Approaches to Modern
Dilemmas — and as Jones confirms for us in the very first sentence of his
contribution, 'Art and Sacrament' was commissioned as an investigation into
irresolvable problems. Jones's confusion of thought is clearly manifested in the
form of the essay. He continually reminds us that describing the problems of his
vocation is his sole intention,*! and at the conclusion of the essay he can only re-

emphasise the “dilemmas which show themselves to underlie some of the

! He does this on pages 143, 144, 145, 147, 153, 154, 176, 177, 178, 185 of ‘Art and Sacrament’ (in
E&A).
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problems discussed in this present essay of enquiry.” (E&A 179)

The purpose of ‘Art and Sacrament', then, is to investigate the nature of the
problems which face the modern artist as a preliminary step to a greater
understanding of the reason for these problems. The essay is therefore an
aporetic text: it explores the nature of the aporia — “a perplexing difficulty”
according to the Oxford English Dictionary, but by the implications of its
etymology (and more pertinent here) ‘an impassable path’ — which prevents a
systematic resolution of the issues which form the basis of its investigation. The
aporetic method, systematized by Aristotle, forms the instinctive basis of Jones’s
investigation: he is perplexed by the nature of the arts in modernity (he is in a
state of aporia) and seeks in the course of the essay to establish what is causing
this perplexity (what the aporia are). In other words, the aporetic method Jones
employs in 'Art and Sacrament' seeks only to move from a state of puzzlement to
a statement of the puzzle. For a view of the necessity of the aporetic method, we

will turn again to Aristotle.

In the Metaphysics, an initial sense of aporia leads Aristotle to state the primary
difficulty of ontology (the most important of the fourteen aporia he identifies):

the relationship of the universal and the particular.

There is a difficulty concerned with these [preceding aporia], the hardest of all
and the most necessary to examine, and of this the discussion now awaits us.
If, on the one hand, there is nothing apart from individual things, and the
individuals are infinite in number, how then is it possible to get knowledge of
the infinite individuals? For all things that we come to know, we come to
know in so far as they have some unity and identity, and in so far as some
attribute belongs to them universally.

But if this is necessary, and there must be something apart from the
individuals, it will be necessary that the genera exist apart from the
individuals, — either the lowest or the highest genera; but we found by

discussion just now that this is impossible.*

3 Aristotle (1928) 999a24-33.
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This central aporia in Aristotle’s ontology is fundamental to the aporetic end to
the whole of the Metaphysics. Following the identification of fourteen
ontological aporia, it transpires in Aristotle’s subsequent enquiry that an
explanation for the nature of being can only be found in an explanation for the
nature of primary being; and that this in turn can only be had with recourse to a
divine being.*® The Western philosophical tradition which Aristotle is in the
process of forming here requires a first cause, to the effect that a divine being
must underpin an a priori primary being. As V. Politis observes, the connotation
of this realization for Aristotle — “that metaphysics is both ontology and

7% _ is never systematically stated.”® The implication of this for

theology
philosophy is that Aristotle has reached the systemic limit in his metaphysical

enquiry: that metaphysics is fundamentally aporetic.

This failure of philosophy, as Umberto Eco identifies, presents itself because
“Being is that which enables all subsequent definitions to be made.” Rational
ontology inhabits an inescapable loop or self-referential recursion in its study of
being because “being underpins all discourses except the one we hold about it.”3
Indeed, the aporetic end of ontology is implicit in the etymology of the term:
how can what is (being, or ontos) be revealed by something contingent upon
what is (reason, or logos)? Jones's aporetic predicament is of the same order: his

logical examination of man as man-the-gratuitous-maker has reached its

systemic limit, and is thereby sunk in paradox.

The recursive, self-invalidating terms of the problems of Art and Sacrament’
make their adequate expression extremely difficult.’” Jones has to spend nine-
tenths of his essay in a struggle to define how art should function before he can
begin to state how modernity interferes with this function — and by then he has

run out of space.’® The aporetic approach of Art and Sacrament’ is perhaps the

3 See Politis (2004) 120-121 and 292-4.

* Ibid. 121.

* See ibid, 292.

3% Eco (2000) 24.

37 Aristotle explicitly states the difficulty of the aporetic method in the Metaphysics following his
summary of the fourteen ontological aporia in the Metaphysics: “With regard to all these matters not only
is it hard to get possession of the truth, but it is not easy even to think out the difficulties well.” Aristotle
(1928) 996a15-18.

*¥ This is why Jones appended a further short essay — 'The Utile' — to 'Art and Sacrament' (E&4 180-5).
However, this essay, proposing that contemporary makers of various kinds might compare their
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reason for the essay’s poor contemporary reception.* Even sympathetic modern
critics continue to find an obscure coherence in the essay, or to ignore the
implications of the knot at its centre.*  This, as Howard Caygill remarks in
another context, is “a common response to aporetic texts.”*" I think that the
sinuous, disconcerting form of 'Art and Sacrament' should be seen as a mark of
the limits of logical discourse in treating of ideas which subvert that logical
discourse. And here we reach a point at which we might tentatively introduce
The Anathemata, if only momentarily: The Anathemata is a successful
embodiment of those ideas because it is their embodiment not their discursive
vehicle — but, in being a successful making, it is also a kind of resolution of
aporia through embodying it in a made object, through a making, which these
very aporia appear to maintain is impossible. The Anathemata is Jones's

mobilization of a resistance movement.

This practical resolution of aporia, though, was only partial: as we shall see
throughout this thesis, Jones was never sure if The Anathemata was successful.
Moreover, as we might have guessed from the fact that Jones was first alerted to
such dilemmas in his practice as an artist, making was difficult — as Jones makes
clear in a letter to Rene and Joan Hague in 1931 (just before his first nervous
breakdown): “Been trying to paint but with no result save intolerable annoyance
and rage” (DGC 49). Thirty years later, he wrote of the “mystery’ or ‘subtlety’ or
‘illusiveness’ or ‘fragility’ or ‘waywardness’ or ‘complexity’ or ‘fancifulness’ etc.”

which people find in his paintings; and then continued:

difficulties with a view to elucidating the apparently complete dichotomy of the utile and gratuitous, ends
with the following restatement of dilemma: “In the view of the present writer any data whatsoever which
help toward our understanding of this dichotomy are data most necessary to us in our present fix” (E&A4
185).

% Late in life, Jones wrote: “All the bloody sweat of half of Epoch and Artist simply evidently had no
meaning. You will remember how we were a little surprised at the time that no one took up the questions
raised. They are or are not real questions” (DGC 232).

* Very little critical space is given over to treatments of Jones’s essays. Usually, they are only used to
support critical readings of the poetry. Miles (1990), Staudt (1994), Corcoran (1982) and Williams
(2005), though they do write on Jones’s essays apart from his poetry, do not comment on the puzzles at
the centre of ‘Art and Sacrament’. They can therefore only interpret his thinking in relation to individual
aspects of his theory, such as the utile and gratuitous. The implications of the questioning and confused
nature of the essay are therefore overlooked.

1 Caygill (1989) 6. In an endnote (on page 396) Caygill remarks that late classical and early medieval
readings of Aristotelian ontological aporia “either dissolved the aporia into a wider unity or analyzed it
out of existence.”
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It isn’t the artist’s ‘fancy’ or ‘imagination’ that imposes these qualities on a
work — the blasted stuff is there as plain as a pikestaff — the bugger of it is how
to ‘transubstantiate’ these qualities into whatever medium one is using,
whether paint or words or whatever. It’s only about once in a hundred times
that one can come near to doing this.

(DGC 189)

And it is here that we encounter Jones's figure for art: the bread and wine
transubstantiated into the body and the blood of Christ at the consecration of the

Eucharist.

(v) The Eucharist: Jones's aporetic figure for art

Jones first felt a connection between the Eucharist and the arts, prior to his
conversion to Catholicism, whilst a student at Westminster School of Art from
1919-21."* He discussed this with his fellow students, as he recalls in a letter

written fifty years later.

I said, Well, the insistence that a painting must be a thing and not the impression
of something has an affinity with what the Church said of the Mass, that what
was oblated under the species of Bread and Wine at the Supper was the same
thing as what was bloodily immolated on Calvary. Post-Impressionist theorists,
however bad their paintings, were always loudly asserting that their aim was to
make a ‘thing’ — let’s say a mountain or a table or a girl that was one of these
objects under the form of paint, and not the impression of ‘mountain’, ‘table’ or
‘girl’. And that this idea was, mutatis mutandis, similar or analogous to what, I
understood, the Church held with regard to the Mass.

(DGC 232)

Following this initial tentative step, Maurice de la Taille’s The Mystery of Faith
(1930) and Gregory Dix’s The Shape of the Liturgy (1943; though Jones first
encountered it in the 1948 edition) became key texts for Jones in the

development of his analogy into a complex statement and justification of the

2 Miles and Shiel (1995) 33.
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function of works of art. In de la Taille he read of the “sacramental presence,
perfectly real, although differing in almost every point from what we know by
the name of presence.” Jones’s analogy gains its power in — but equally is
problematized by - the statement of orthodoxy Catholic sacramental theology at
de la Taille’s conclusion: “It is a presence unique in its kind.”* From Dix, Jones
acquired the key term ‘anamnesis’. When Jones writes that the Eucharist uses
“the unequivocal words ‘Do this for an anamnesis of me” (E&A 170), his non-
canonical translation of the Lukan narrative emphasizes the real presence
through the use of the original Greek ‘anamnesis’ rather than the English
‘remembrance’. Dix defines anamnesis as being “a ‘re-calling’ or ‘representing’ of
a thing in such a way that it is not so much regarded as being ‘absent’, as itself

12744

presently operative by its effects”** — clearly not a meaning carried by the

inadequate English 'remembrance.'

When Jones spoke to his fellow students, he was equating the way the Post-
Impressionist artwork re-presents an invisible reality 'under the form' - or, to use
Jones's own scholastic appropriation, “under the species” (E&A 175) — 'of paint'
with the way the bread and wine used in the Mass brings Christ into a material
form in the present. The sacraments of bread and wine are to the body and
blood of Christ, as the paint on a canvas is to the reality in the mind of the
painter: “One is the thing we see, another is the thing we do not see. The Body
of Christ is invisible; the outward shape he derives from the bread in order to
give himself as food is visible. But beneath that visible wrapping is concealed
the hidden reality.”* 1In 'Art and Sacrament, Jones wrote of the “various
materials” of Hogarth’s 'The Shrimp Girl,' and their presentation of a universal
reality to us: “It is a ‘thing’, an object contrived of various materials...to show
forth, recall and re-present...such and such a reality. It is a signum of that
reality, and it makes a kind of anamnesis of that reality.” However, what really
matters — what is over and above the thingly element — is, as Jones shows,

beyond our knowledge: “the ‘reality’ shown forth is too complicated to posit with

* De la Taille (1934) 210.

“ Dix (1945) 245

* De la Taille (1934) 206. Cf. Heidegger’s statement of this dual existence: “the art work is something
else over and above the thingly element. This something else in the work constitutes its artistic nature.”
Heidegger (1971) 19.
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any precision or fullness” (E&A 174). Jones’s Eucharistic analogy - the
foundational presence of which is again signified in this description by Jones's
use of the term 'anamnesis' — steps into the discursive breach and shows us what
we know about art’s ineffable function but cannot reasonably say or

comprehend.

By identifying art’s common function with the Eucharist, which in the dogma of
the Roman Catholic Church has for nearly two thousand years brought the most
supremely transcendental universal into the everyday material particular of the
bread and wine — themselves "quasi-artefacts" (see Ana 30-1), as he notes*® —
Jones, we might think, has resolved the ontological aporia inherent in any
systematization of the function of art. This depends, of course, on a credence in
the Eucharistic action of the bread and wine. But it also depends on whether the

consecration of the Eucharist is an analogy for art, or an act of art itself.

In dramatic contrast to Jonathan Miles’s downplaying of the real presence in
Jones’s Eucharistic analogy,” Neil Corcoran and Thomas Goldpaugh identify
that, for Jones, the Eucharist is not an analogy at all — that it is an art-act.”
Goldpaugh argues (I think conclusively) that Jones saw both the Eucharist and
the arts as sub-classes within the broader class of sacraments evident in man’s
everyday life. “Art, [Jones] claimed, is not similar to a sacrament. It is a specific
subclass of sacrament, just as the Eucharist is part of that same subclass.”*

Jones’s Eucharistic analogy therefore ceases to be an analogy for art, becoming

as it does a paradigm at the head of all makings.

For Jones, the liturgy and its centre, the Eucharist, are fittings-together: they are
makings. And the Eucharist in turn re-presents in the process of the priest’s
actions and words both the institution at the Supper and the sacrifice on Calvary,

both of which are seen by Jones as art-acts, and which, being central to Western

% In his copy of Gregory Dix's The Shape of the Liturgy (dated 3 August 1948 in his hand) Jones has
marked the following passage with a large asterisk: “the offering of bread and wine — not wheat and
grapes...— is the offering of human labour upon God’s gifts...Do we not expressly call them ‘these Thy
creatures of bread and wine’?” DJL Dix (1945). Jones mis-remembers this passage in the Preface to The
Anathemata (in note 3, Ana 30).

7 See Miles (1990) 21.

* See Corcoran (1982) 9.

* Goldpaugh (1994[b]) 115.
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culture, can be taken to sum up all such art-acts:

What was done in the Cenacle was a ‘making’ (poiesis)...Calvary itself (if less
obviously than the Supper) involves poiesis. For what was accomplished on
the Tree of the Cross presupposes the sign-world and looks back to
foreshadowing rites and arts of mediation and conjugation stretching back for
tens of thousands of years in actual pre-history.

(E&A 168)

What has been seen as a perfect analogy, and its attributes used metaphorically
in an analysis of the function of art, is none other than the paradigmatic art-act.
The figure which so powerfully stands for the function of the art object, and
which refines out of existence the clamour of the many versions of modernism
competing for Jones's attention, is, if we pull back to its foundations, subject to
the very aporetic condition which it is called upon to attempt to resolve. So why

does Jones continue to use it?

I would argue that Jones’s Eucharistic analogy-paradigm remained the central
figure of his aesthetic for half a century precisely because of its protean, will-it-
or-won’t-it? nature. One of the reasons Jones was attracted to the use of
analogy in general (as we shall see in detail in Chapter 4) was because of
analogy's open-ness; had the Eucharistic figure ossified into operating within
certain limits, I feel Jones would have abandoned it. As it was, he continued to
use it precisely because of what it promised; it was important as potential, not as
actual : “I am sure that some such concept is the inner secret and nodal point of
all the arts” (DGC 190) he wrote over forty years after the connection between
the arts and the Eucharist first occurred to him. The value of the analogy lies in
its ambiguity, its open-endedness. As such, it formally imitates that which it
seeks to describe: between the immaterial and the material is an invisible
process of making. In specific regard to The Anathemata, this thesis seeks to

make that process at least partially visible.
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(vi) The many makings of The Anathemata

In one version of his Preface to The Anathemata, Jones writes that none of the
ideas in the poem are his (DJP LA1/1). This is to an extent true (as indeed it
would be true for St Thomas to say the same of his Summa Theologica, which
synthesises Aristotelian ontology and patristic theology): in addition to many
other diverse supplementary sources, Jones's anthropology was drawn from
Christopher Dawson, his Classical culture from W. E Jackson Knight, his Roman
history from R. G. Collingwood, his aesthetic from Clive Bell and Roger Fry (via
Bernard Meninsky, his teacher at art school), his concepts of the gratuitous and
utile from Jacques Maritain (via Eric Gill), and the overall structure for the
arrangement of these ideas and knowledge from Aristotle and St Thomas. The
Anathemata is at least in part a synthesis of Jones's textual inheritance; but it is
also a poem, and it was as a practising artist that Jones found his logically
cohesive system of thought to be twisted into aporia. Equally, though, it was
only through the struggle of making, and on some lucky occasions and for
reasons inexplicable, that this aporia could then be overcome or negotiated, and
an object of beauty and significance produced. The making of The Anathemata
had to negotiate that problem, it is true; but the crucial originality in Jones's
ideas and work is that his poem is about that problem, and that it performs the
reality of that problem at the same time as attempting to overcome it. The
Anathemata is a making about the inescapable necessity of making. As such, this
thesis gets to the heart of the situational difficulties Jones sought to outline in
'Art and Sacrament.' In exploring the making of The Anathemata, this thesis
reassesses David Jones's achievement by focusing on the poet's foundational

principle, and so also on the poem's subject in action forming the poem itself.
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III. Methodology, Structure and Aims of this Thesis

The essays collected as Genetic Criticism: Texts and Avant-textes (2004) were
translated from the French and published in English because the editors felt that
“since interest in the materiality of texts is now strong in the English-speaking
world,...this collection has the potential to open up new perspectives and
broaden the audience for genetic criticism.””® The valuable introduction begins

by describing the paradoxical position of genetic criticism:

It aims to restore a temporal dimension to the study of literature, but it cannot
be identified with or derived from traditional literary history or New Historicism.
It includes features of reception criticism but is mainly concerned with how texts
are produced. Unlike Pierre Bourdieu's sociological dismissals of literary
pheonomena or psychocriticism's reductively psychoanalytic accounts of them, it
remains deeply aware of the text's aesthetic dimensions, and yet it is ever ready
to accommodate the agency of sociological forces or psychoanalytic drives into
its accounts. It grows out of a structuralist and post-structuralist notion of 'text'
as an infinite play of signs, but it accepts a teleological model of textuality and
constantly confronts the question of authorship. Like old-fashioned philology or
textual criticism, it examines tangible documents such as writers' notes, drafts
and proof corrections, but its real object is something much more abstract — not
the existing documents but the movement of writing that must be inferred from
them. Then, too, it remains concrete, for it never posits an ideal text beyond
those documents but rather strives to reconstruct, from all available evidence,

the chain of events in a writing process.>

Depending on our point of view, then, genetic criticism can be seen to interfere
with or to enrich our view of such fundamental notions as textuality, authorship,

intentionality, and ways of meaning. In what follows, I will summarise the

> Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 1.
>! Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 2.
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history of genetic criticism in France, survey the ripeness of Anglo-American
criticism for genetic critical engagement, and briefly explore the kinds of genetic
critical studies that have already appeared in English. I will then position my

own study in relation to what precedes it.

(i) The emergence of la critique génétique

In order for the emergence of genetic criticism to have occurred in France,
theoretical and material pre-requisites had to be in place. First, the notion of
text as an unstable object was required, one in which texts are experienced as
“the contingent manifestations of a diachronous play of signifiers.” For
Deppman, Ferrer and Groden, Roland Barthes' 'From Work to Text' (first
published in French in 1971) stands as the exemplary statement of such a
conception: “Barthes suggestively described text as ‘'held in language', a
'methodological field,' a 'weave' of signifiers, a 'network’, a 'force of subversion/,
'plural’, and 'caught up in a discourse' in contrast to the literary 'work' as 'held in
the hand', a 'fragment of substance', and an 'object of a science of the letter, of
philology.”>*> Implicit within this conception of the text is a destabilisation of the
idea of the singular text, and a view of the pre-publication state of a given text,
at the time of its coming-into-being, as just as 'complete’ as the pubished version:
as Jean Bellemin-Noél remarks, “what's before the published text is already text

and already the text.”>

Second, genetic critical work can only be undertaken if the requisite materials
are available, and since the mid-nineetenth century onwards author's archives
have more and more commonly been preserved.” The major turning point for
the development of genetic criticism in France came with the purchase by the
Bibliotheque National in 1966 of Heinrich Heine's manuscripts. Importantly, this

purchase coincided with the shift towards the foregrounding of textuality within

> Deppman and Ferrer's introduction to Genetic Criticism: Texts and Avant-Textes (2004) 5.

3 Jean Bellemin-Noél, 'Psychoanalytic Reading and the Avant-Texte' [first published in French in 1982]
in Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 30.

> Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 5. The increasing preservation of manuscript materials by
authors is linked by Dirk Van Hulle to the self-consciousness that has characterized literature from the
Romantic period onwards — see Van Hulle (2004) 8-10.
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structuralist and post-structuralist theory. Louis Hay, who would shortly become
head of the team of scholars studying the Heine manuscripts, made the case for
the legitimacy of the study of process as an end in itself in an article entitled 'Des
manuscrits, pour quio faire?' ('Manuscripts: So what?").>® Invigorated by this
theoretical efflorescence, a growing number of scholars began working on this
object of enquiry — process — and formulating a new theoretical framework and
technical vocabulary. Accordingly, Jean Bellemin-Noél's 1972 study Le Texte et
l'avant-texte: es Brouillons d'une poém de Milosz is considered by Deppman, Ferrer
and Groden to be “the true beginning of modern French genetic criticism”. This
work was important in signalling a movement away from the consideration of
manuscripts in terms of the conscious intentions of the author, an approach
which had seemed to be inextricably linked to manuscript studies through the
1950s and '60s, in spite of the dominance of the nouvelle critique in French
literary criticism. The passage Deppman, Ferrer and Groden quote from
Bellemin-Noé€l still stands today as a summational description of one of the

central tenets of genetic criticism:

The point is to show to what extent poems write themselves despite, or even
against, authors who believe they are implementing their writerly craft; to find
any uncontrolled (perhaps uncontrollable) forces that were mobilized without
the author's knowledge and resulted in a structure, to reconstruct the operations

by which, in order to form itself, something transformed itself, all the while

forming that locus of transformation of meaning that we call a text.>®

The growth of genetic criticism in France was enabled by the institutional
support provided by the Centre d'Analyse des Manuscrits (CAM), established in
1976, and which in 1982 became the Institut des Textes et Manuscrits Modernes
(ITEM). Under the aegis of this institute, Bellemin-Noél's psychoanalytic focus
within genetic criticism was expanded by scholars working on Nerval, Joyce,
Flaubert, Valéry and Sartre to take in sociocritical and narratological approaches.
The essays collected in Genetic Criticism: Texts and Avant-Textes, written between

1982 and 1994, undertake genetic critical examinations of Flaubert,

>* See Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 7.
% Jean Bellemin-Noél's book Le Texte et l'avant-texte: es Brouillons d'une poém de Milosz (1972),
quoted in Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 8.
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Chateaubriand, Montaigne, Stendhal, Zola, Joyce and Proust, and we thereby
learn more about the ways in which those writers worked. But in addition to
this, each investigation opens up a new perspective on notions of textuality,
literary influence, the embededness of the politico-cultural present in writing,
form, and autobiography.”” In other words, genetic criticism, though it may
focus on process, finds this focus refracted with the same multiplicity as we find
in the diversity of constituent elements within that enterprise we call 'literary

criticism'.

(ii) Uses of genetic criticism in Anglo-American scholarship

As Deppman, Ferrer and Groden point out in Genetic Criticism, an interest in the
process of writing for its own sake is by no means a new phenomenon in Anglo-
American writing. Joseph Spence writing in 1730, and Samuel Johnson in 1779,
expressed an interest in investigating the means by which the writing of
literature occurs. However, it is only with Edgar Allen Poe's essay 'The
Philosophy of Composition', written in 1846, that we see “one of the
foundational texts of genetic criticism” emerge. The crucial difference between
Poe's account of process and the accounts that preceded it was that Poe conducts

a strictly empirical study of his own method of writing 'The Raven', and counters

°7 As regards textuality, Pierre-Marc Biasi's "Toward a Science of Literature: Manuscript Analysis and
the Genesis of the Work' (pp.36-68) (first published in French in 1985) shows (among other things) how
manuscript study has altered the conception of the 'work' as 'text’; Jacques Neefs' 'With a Live Hand:
Three Versions of Textual Transimission (Chateaubriand, Montaigne, Stendhal)' (pp.96-115) (first
published in 1986) uses a comparative approach to show how different authors had different attitudes to
the finality of their published work; while Jean-Louis Lebrave's 'Hypertexts — Memories — Writing'
(pp.218-37) (first published in 1994) explores the difference new technologies might involve in our
presentation and conception of texts and avant-textes. Raymonde Debray Genette's 'Flaubert's “A Simple
Heart,” or How to Make an Ending: A Study of the Manuscripts' (pp.69-95) (first published in 1984)
explores the way in which Flaubert dealt with the models of his literary tradition in the completion of his
short story. Henri Mitterand, in 'Genetic Criticism and Cultural History: Zola's Rougon-Macquart
Dossiers' (pp.116-131) (first published in 1989), explores how historical textures enter, and are retrievable
by us as genetic critics from within, a text. As regards form, Daniel Ferrer and Jean-Michel Rabaté's
'Paragraphs in Expansion (James Joyce)' (pp.132-151) (first published in 1989) uses a view of the way
Joyce's paragraphs grew to suggest a new concept of what a paragraph is; while Almuth Grésillon, in 'Still
Lost Time: Already the Text of the Recherche' (pp.152-70), explores how Proust's repetitions of 'already’
and 'not yet' were built up into a grammatico-rhetorical form which interrogates the experience of time.
Finally, as regards autobiography, Catherine Viollet, in 'Proust's “Confessions of a Young Girl”: Truth or
Fiction?' (pp.171-92) (first published in 1991), explores the way Proust dealt with and confessed his own
sexuality in the writing of this story; while Philippe Lejeune's 'Auto-Genesis: Genetic Studies of
Autobiographical Texts' (pp.193-217) explores how autobiographical texts need to be viewed, and what
they can tell us.
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what he took to be the myth of inspired creativity in the writing of poetry.*®
Poe's place within the French Symbolist movement is perhaps largely responsible
for such concerns with poetic process entering the French rather than the English
critical tradition. Indeed, as Deppman, Ferrer and Groden point out, the
geneaology of interest in process moves from Poe, through Mallarmé and Valéry,

to the French scholars at CAM and ITEM.>®

So, what of the English tradition? In the twentieth century, many works in
English have appeared, prior to the theorisation of a critique génétique, which
explore the process of writing. Frank Budgen's James Joyce and the Making of
'Ulysses' (1923), published just one year after Joyce's novel, is a precursor to the
emergence of the most extensive genetic critical investigation upon a single
author within Anglo-American letters, to which we shall return shortly. More
generally, between the late-1950s and the early 1980s, and apparently working
against the dominant New Critical orthodoxy, a number of critical works
dedicated to examining the writerly methods of Eliot, Yeats, Hardy, Dickinson
and Charlotte Bronté appeared. For the French genetic critics, however, these
studies can not rightly be described as genetic critical works because they
“tended to be pragmatic and not theoretically self-conscious, to consider
textuality and intention as unproblematic, and to see the manuscripts exclusively

7% As the structuralist and post-

in relation to the subsequent published work.
structuralist notions of text have gradually come to assume theoretical
dominance in Anglophone critical theory over the past thirty years, and as
considerations of textuality have become complexified by the writings of such
textual critics as Paul Eggert, Donald Reiman, Michael Groden, Jack Stillinger,
Peter Shillingsburg, Jerome McGann and D. C. Greetham, what can properly be
referred to as 'genetic critical' studies in the style of the French tradition have

begun to appear in English.®

An overview of Anglo-American textual criticism is helpful here. In the

development of Anglo-American textual editing practices — and of theories of

*% See Deppman, Ferrer and Groden (2004) 3.
% See ibid. 6.

5 Ibid. 4-5.

6! See Van Hulle (2004) 21-22.
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textuality — over the past forty years, we see a much more gradual movement
towards a consideration of text as contingent, unfinished, or unfixed than in the
French tradition, in which such a change occurred as a theoretical explosion
between 1968 and 1972. Nevertheless, this conception of textuality, which
would appear to be a precondition for the emergence of a 'strong' genetic
criticism — one which finds infinite process rather than final text — no longer has
a whiff of the occult about it: it is relatively mainstream. Prior to this, the so-
called Greg-Bowers tradition had predominated in Anglo-American editorial
practice from the early twentieth century, up until at least the early-1980s.
Editions produced within this tradition sought to construct a single copy-text
from published and unpublished material. Walter W. Greg's division of editorial
choices into two distinct categories — those affecting the 'substantives', and those
the 'accidentals', of the text — was made in order to assist the editor in his or her
task, which was to “represent most nearly what the author wrote” or to “come
nearest to the author's original.”®® The editor did this by weeding out the
erroneous accidentals (introduced by printers, editors, and authorial oversight)
and restoring the true substantive forms which the author intended for the text.
Although the notions of the accidental and substantive receded gradually, copy-
text theory, which had come to dominate editorial practice in the United States
after Fredson Bowers took up Greg's ideas, remained the critical orthodoxy for

textual editing until the early-1980s.

The apparent opposition of the Greg-Bowers tradition to the New Criticism is, as
Dirk Van Hulle points out in Textual Awareness: A Genetic Study of the Late
Manusrcipts by Joyce, Proust and Mann (2004), a chimera. Indeed, the
foundational precepts of the Greg-Bowers and New Criticism traditions are the
same: that such a thing as the text exists. In the mid-1980s, this notion began to

come under fire from textual editorial theorists.”® Herschel Parker explicitly

52 Walter W. Greg, 'Rationale of Copy-Text' (1950-1), quoted in Van Hulle (2004) 24.

% The second of D. C. Greetham's two types of textual theory — a simple and a complex — came into
being at this time. “One [the former] is the theory or theories that drive editorial decisions and editorial
display of those decisions. This is, if you will, 'simple' theory, and it may appear to be metaphysical
because it may appeal to generalizations about the supposed nature of text. The other [the latter] is the
theory (‘complex' theory) that responds to the very instability that these individual theories partake of, and
emblematize, in their disparate characterizations of text...We may call the first sort of theory Newtonian,
since it continually appeals to a metaphysical or universal ground, and the second Einsteinean, since it
denies any stable 'place’ for meaning or measurement.” Greetham (1999) 19.
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questioned the notion of the reconstruction of a single text according to
authorial intention because authorial intention itself was not singular. Jerome
McGann attacked from a different angle; according to McGann, the idea that an
author, and an author alone, produced a text was misguided, and so no singular
text could be reconstructed by appealing to authorial intention.®* Even if an
editor locates numerous errors in the first edition of a work by comparing it to
the manuscript from which the type was set, that edition, with all its 'errors', was
still the one that went out into the world, and thus its entry into culture was in
that form. In what way, we might ask, is that text less of a text — indeed, in what
way is it not more of a text — than the sequestered, ideal and supposedly 'true'
state of the text which has never been read? The current state of Anglo-
American textual editorial theory finds the notion of 'text' being described as,
among other things, a 'palimpsest' of all its past states, as the locus of 'family
resemblances' between versions, as a 'fluid' — all of which, of course, imply flux
and contingency, and thus destabilise a singular notion of textuality.®® It is
within this theoretical climate — one in which, to use D. C. Greetham's phrase,
the “de-naturalizing of textual practice” is a guiding principle — that genetic
criticism has begun to emerge in Anglo-American scholarship.® I will now
present an overview of the development of genetic critical work on Joyce in
order to provide an exemplary account of what Anglo-American genetic criticism

has been able to achieve.

Joyce left an enormous quantity of pre-publication material in the form of
manuscripts and notebooks to Harriet Shaw Weaver after his death. Weaver
donated most of this material to the British Museum (the manuscript department
of which was later subsumed within the British Library). Ever since, the genetic
Joyce industry has been growing. Fred Higginson's Anna Livia Plurabelle: The
Making of A Chapter (1960), although its methods of presentation are now
outdated, nevertheless enables the reader to see how each draft stage of the
writing of 'Anna Livia Plurabelle' developed out of its predecessor. In the late-

1970s, the British Library (and other) Joyce documents were published in

5 See Van Hulle (2004) 25-26.

5 Van Hulle (2004) 37-40.

5 Greetham (1999) 5. According to Greetham, textual editorial practice has lagged behind these de-
stabilized theories of textuality because editing is so time-consuming. See Greetham (1999) 2-4.
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twenty volumes, and Joyce's notebooks, held by the University of Buffalo, in
sixteen volumes, both as part of The James Joyce Archive. This led in turn to the
publication of a number of properly genetic critical studies, the earliest and still
one of the most comprehensive of these being David Hayman's The 'Wake' In

Transit (1981).

Geert Lernout, surveying the genetic critical landscape in Joyce studies in "The
Finnegans Wake Notebooks and Radical Philology', published in Probes (1995),
observes that David Hayman was practising a form of genetic criticism
comparable with the French critique génétique several years prior to the
theorization of the French discipline. The first properly genetic critical study of
Joyce, says Lernout, was Hayman's ‘From Finnegans Wake: A Sentence in
Progress’, published in March 1958, a full eight years before Louis Hay started
working on the manuscripts of Heinrich Heine.” However, Lernout also draws
attention to the fact that, after the publication of facsimiles of the notebooks and
manuscripts of Finnegans Wake by the James Joyce Archive in 1978, Claude
Jacquet, Jean-Michel Rabate, Daniel Ferrer and Laurent Milesi founded the Joyce
Studies Group in France in 1982, which was affiliated with ITEM, which as we
know was the home of the French critique génétique.®® Thus, institutional
support for genetical critical work on Joyce was provided in France, but not in
the UK, Ireland, or North America. Indeed, as Lernout states, “the pressure on
young academics to publish quickly and regularly, makes work on the notebooks
effectively impossible. Who can afford to invest a couple of years’ work in a
project that may only yield a twenty-page article? A formalist or feminist or
deconstructionist reading of the Wake requires a lot less time and energy and

7% By contrast, scholarly work within

yields much more marketable results.
ITEM in France has the expectation of long hours and few results institutionally
written into its research agenda. Thus, while genetic critical work on Joyce has
continued to be produced in English, it has been far surpassed by both the

volume and critical reach of the work in French.

7 In PMLA LXIII (March 1958): pp.136-154. See Lernout (1995) 20.
88 See Lernout (1995) 25.
% Lernout (1995) 47-8.
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Anglo-American genetic criticism, whether a result of this or not, remains slight,
and less theoretically engaged. For example, the most recent genetic critical
study of Joyce's last work, How Joyce Wrote 'Finnegans Wake', edited by Luca
Crispi and Sam Slote, and published in 2007, attempts only to provide a detailed
description of Joyce's method of writing through a meticulous survey of the
notebooks and manuscripts; it does not engage with wider contexts — be they
sociocritical or theoretical — at all.”’ Joyce is treated as if he were writing in an
ahistorical vacuum, and the theoretical implications as regards notions of writing
and textuality remain uninterrogated. @ Moreover, in some essays in the
collection, the genetic approach — though its purpose is presented in the
introduction as being to “understand the writing as a process rather than reduce
its complexity” — regresses (theoretically speaking) into literary critical
hermeneutics to uncover the 'true' meanings of parts of the published text.”
This is all the more surprising in view of the fact that two of the three editors of
Genetic Criticism contribute essays to How Joyce Wrote 'Finnegans Wake', and the
other (Groden) writes the Preface.”” Overall, How Joyce Wrote 'Finnegans Wake'
might be treated as an intermediate state in the digestion of the vast amount of
material Joyce left: the essays perhaps await the work of others to turn their
critical minds upon more wide-ranging implications of Joyce's methods. Far
more interesting, in my view, is the approach taken by Dirk Van Hulle in Textual
Awareness A Genetic Study of the Late Manuscripts by Joyce, Proust and Mann
(2004).”

The very title of Van Hulle's book implicitly stakes the claim that theoretical
questions are inextricably linked to the empirical study of manuscripts within

genetic criticism: through genetic study we will increase our textual awareness.

™ A kind of obverse of this is Lawrence Rainey's Revisiting 'The Waste Land' (2005), which does engage
with literary historical and sociocritical influences on Eliot's writing, but makes no contribution to the
theorization of genetic criticism, nor uses its enquiry as a springboard to remark on other theoretical
issues.

™ For example, R. J. Schork concludes 'Genetic Primer: Chapter 1.6' by stating that “without the
appication of a modicum of genetic techniques most of these [preceding] insights would lie obscured by
the series of little clouds that Joyce arranged to dance over the surface of Finnegans Wake.” Crispi and
Slote (2007) 139. This conception of genetic criticism, being concerned less with process as an object of
study than with decoding the final text, is at odds with the presiding view of geneticists, and of myself.

™2 See Groden's Preface (pp.vii-xi); Deppman's 'A Chapter in Composition: Chapter 11.4' (pp.304-46);
and Ferrer "Wondrous Devices in the Dark: Chapter II1.4 (pp.410-35) in Crispi and Slote (2007).

1t should be noted that Van Hulle also contributed the same kind of 'hermetic' Joyce essay to the latter
collection. See Van Hulle, 'The Lost Word: Book I'V', in Crispi and Slote (2007) 436-61.
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In the introduction, Van Hulle explores this link, and finds that the closer we
interrogate the transition from a writing in process (manuscript) to a 'finished'

text (book), the more the unfinishedness of all texts becomes inevitable fact:

There is a constant tension between the finished and the unfinished, especially
in modernist texts where the time lost in writing them becomes thematic,
reflecting a poetics of process — which is the central theme of this book [ Textual
Awareness]. This poetics of process throws into relief the somewhat strained
relationship between literary and textual criticism, and the mediating role of
genetic criticism...Literary critics tend to take the text for granted by assuming
that the words on which they base their interpretations are an unproblematical
starting point...A rapprochement can be effectuated by genetic criticism, a form
of literary criticism that tries to be as aware of textual uncertainties as textual

critics are.”

Van Hulle's chapter on Finnegans Wake, after providing a detailed chronology of
the making of the book, focuses on the roles Jones's amanuenses played in
altering the text. Such non-authorial alterations were either adapted as
serendipitous textual 'improvements', were rejected, or went unnoticed by Joyce.
The fact that textual editors cannot definitively discover which of these
categories every part of Joyce's text belongs to in the production of a final text
leads van Hulle to the view that Finnegans Wake was always still Work in

Progress.”

The opening part of Van Hulle's study engages with an important aspect of
genetic critical enquiry which had not been explored before: the textual critical
traditions of Germany, England and France, and their several notions of genetic
criticism. Van Hulle is concerned with tracing not only the vertical relationships
between textual editorial practices within each tradition, but also the horizontal
relationships — that is to say, commonalities and differences between the features
of German, Anglo-American and French editorial practice over the past hundred

Oor so years.

™ Van Hulle (2004) 1-2.
™ Ibid. 95-113 and 155-8.
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Sally Bushell’s Text as Process: Creative Composition in Wordsworth, Tennyson,
and Dickinson (2009) explores the same context for the emergence of genetic
criticism, but, unlike Van Hulle, then goes on to explore in depth how a
specifically Anglo-American genetic criticism might be theorized and so be
encouraged to emerge. One of the major aims of Bushell’s book is to address a
fundamental question: why has a recognizably Anglo-American genetic criticism
not so far emerged?’® Bushell’s reaction to this absence is to attempt, in the
opening three chapters of Text as Process, to synthesize a theoretical foundation
for the emergence of a specifically and characteristically Anglo-American critical

approach to the process of writing.

After describing recent work relating to textual process in Germany and France,
and the relation of this work to their native theoretical and practical
inheritances, Bushell proposes that an Anglo-American genetic criticism, if it is to
emerge, needs to address the relationship it has with its critical heritage.
Bushell’s book is an attempt to negotiate these terms, and she does this by
focusing on the problem of intention. “For the purposes of this book,” Bushell

writes,

the question to be asked is simple: To what extent is an intentional context a
necessary context for the interpretation of meaning? I want to suggest that we
can agree with Heidegger, Gadamer, and Derrida that it is not a necessary
context for the interpretation of a completed work of art but to acknowledge
that it is a necessary context for the interpretation of the coming-into-being of a

work of art.””

Pre-empting further objections from phenomenologists, Bushell goes on to make

the following important statement:

Reader and writer are both retroactively placing intention onto text, but the
difference is that for the writer, this is not just a question of interpretation or

self-interpretation but part of an active process and event: a sequence of acts will

"6 Indeed, the very title of Sally Bushell's earlier "Intention Revisited: Towards an Anglo-American
'Genetic Criticism™ (2005) reveals how the practice of genetic criticism in English cannot be said to
participate in a 'movement'.

" Bushell (2009) 54.
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follow from that reappropriation. For the writer at the time of writing, unlike
for the reader, the draft text is still open to change so that the reading of
intentions into it also results in acts on the page and changes to the language. I
accept that there are limits to the retroactive reconstruction of such intentions
on the part of the reader (and that we can still only access a writerly experience
indirectly). Nonetheless, intention as a complex and changing sequence of acts
must emerge as having a considerable role to play in our understanding of text

as process.”®

Accordingly, in the third chapter of Text as Process, Bushell outlines a typology
for literary composition which is structured according to different intentional
functions. = Thus we find programmatic intention, contingent intention,
intention-as-action (micro-intentionality), unfulfilled and revised intention,
unintentional meaning, and non-authorial intention outlined as factors requiring
consideration in the view of process.”” The critique génétique may be the leading
school of criticism of literary process, but it has almost exclusively dealt with
prose. Bushell’s typology is especially valuable in the context of my own study
because it was formulated in relation to the examination of the process of

writing poetry.

I only read Text as Process after completing a first draft of this thesis. As a result,
the theoretical position which Bushell stakes out did not play a part in guiding
my hypotheses or methods. Although the absence of such a structuring typology
to my research might have been a hindrance — with Bushell, I found Pierre-Marc
de Biasi’s typology to be too heavily oriented upon the novel®® — it did enable me
to assemble ad hoc methods for the study of Jones’s poetic process based on
hypotheses freely established during the process of reading through the
enormous amount of material in the ‘David Jones Papers’ archive at the National
Library of Wales, Aberystwyth. And one highly significant discovery of my
research as far as an Anglo-American genetic criticism is concerned is that, when
I came to read Text as Process, its typology of literary composition tallied with my

own findings in relation to Jones. Bushell’s typology is in my view a good

™ Ibid. 55-56.

™ Each of these different types of intention involves (usually) distinct practical manifestations in the
writing of a work, and so is identifiable. For a complete list, see /bid 72-4.

% Jbid 71-2. See also Biasi and Wassenaar (1996) 26-58.

50



framework for conducting research towards the study of poetic process. It is a
valuable resource for any genetic critics beginning his or her research into poetic

process.

In Bushell’s seventh and final chapter, she proposes a philosophy of composition
based largely on Heidegger’s approach to process in Being and Time (1927).
The final part of this chapter — ‘A Very Brief Conclusion: The Hermeneutic Circle’
— transposes the theorized function of the hermeneutic circle as the process
towards knowledge onto the process of writing. This had already been
approached by Bushell in her chapter on Wordsworth thus: “The hermeneutic
circle can help us to understand textual process in terms of a doubled (or even
trebled) model of interpretation for compositional material. That is, it concerns
the reader seeking to understand both the text as work of art and in terms of the
making of meaning, but it also concerns the writer-as-reader, reinterpreting his
or her own acts to advance composition.” The notion of the writer as reader is
dependent on the experience of the same text in different ways by the same

person:

The text as process does not have a stable authorial meaning; the whole of
which it is a part does not exist in its entirety at the time of writing. As a result,
the coming-into-being of the text holds three temporal interpretative
dimensions: the writer at the time of active composition moving between part
and whole; the reader (or the writer, later) responding to the entirety of process
after it is complete; and the reader responding actively by engagement with

process (as part of a process of self-enlargement).?!

In the course of my research, I have continually been struck by the inescapable
necessity of this reciprocal writer-reader-writer movement for the development
of a long poem; and I have been likewise struck by the necessity of treating
manuscript materials in a very different way to that accorded to published texts.
The manuscript sheet is always a present inscription, one caught and sustained in
a tension between past and future states. This tension rears up as the writer re-

reads his or her work. Text as Process is an important precursor to this thesis,

8! Bushell (2009) 159.
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and I refer to it throughout.

To summarise, in my view the biggest barrier to this emergence is a continued
resistance in Anglo-American letters to focusing on process as an end of literary
study - it seems not even to strike critics as a worthwhile object of inquiry. If we
turn momentarily to the comments of Graham Falconer (writing in 1993), a self-
professed ‘genetic critic’ of English language works, we see a complete absence
of engagement with process: “[b]y Genetic Criticism...I mean any act of
interpretation or commentary, any critical question or answer that is based
directly on preparatory material or variant states of all or part of a given text,
whether in manuscript or in print.”** Although Falconer's definition does not say
that such acts of 'interpretation or commentary' will use those materials in order
to elucidate the text as published, neither does it focus on process. The problem,
as I see it, is that if the object of enquiry in using pre-publication material is not
explicitly stated as being writerly process, a New Critical squeamishness takes
hold of literary (though of course not textual) critics when they think about the

possible uses of such material.®

David Hayman, in his introduction to Probes
(1995), defines 'genetic studies' as “the use of manuscript materials to prove
minor points,” which is both more vague and further removed from implicating
process in the object of study.®* It may be helpful, then, if I provide my own
definition of genetic criticism: genetic criticism, as I see it, is the study of the
process of writing through empirical investigation of the material remains of that
process. This, as we have seen, might be an end in itself, but that type of genetic

criticism which pursues further theoretical or contextual investigation is, in my

view, the most interesting.

(iii) Uses of this thesis

An important question to ask at this point is: Where does this thesis fit in with

82 Falconer (1993) 3.

% Bushell is well aware of this critical antipathy to process. One of her main aims is stated as follows:
“I want to validate process as an object of analysis in its own right and to consider textual material in a
state of process in a way that allows for its difference from the published or printed text.” Bushell (2009)
32.

# Hayman and Slote (1995) 11.
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the tangled history of genetic criticism outlined above? The thesis itself will
provide the full answer to that question; but I should remark that I draw
methodologically, and in terms of how I wish to present my findings, upon all of
the precedent works I have mentioned. I attempt always to provide a
comprehensive account of Jones's process of writing, and how the material
evidence of the David Jones Papers lead us there — the approach used by the the
contributors to How Joyce Wrote 'Finnegans Wake'. But I also seek to build on
this view of Jones's method of writing (as do Deppman, Ferrer and Groden in
Genetic Criticism, Lernout in Textual Awareness, and Bushell in Text as Process) by
investigating how such a view informs the further consideration of a number of
contextual and theoretical issues. These further considerations are, broadly
speaking, the contemporary literary attitudes to fragmentary form (in chapter 1),
the interstress of writing and reading in the conceptualization of the work as a
whole (in chapter 2), the historical and philosophical impacts on the gradual
construction of a poetics which meets the demands of that conceptualized whole

(chapters 3 and 4), and notions of textuality (chapter 5).

There is also a literary-historical strain running through this thesis. Jones's belief
that specific historical pressures shared by artists in an epoch led to similar forms
being deployed by them in their work — “the common tongue of the Zeitgeist”
(IN 23; VW 20) — implies that a discernibly modernist process of literary
composition might be observed from a view of writers' manuscripts. Although
this thesis seeks to discover how The Anathemata was made, I refer to accounts
of other modernist makings — particularly The Waste Land (1922) and Finnegans
Wake (1939), the two most important contemporary texts for Jones, whose
makings are both well-documented. Finnegans Wake, as we have seen, has
become probably the most written about work in English-language genetic
criticism. Likewise, the making of The Waste Land, because its manuscript has
been available in facsimile since 1971 and is of a manageable scale, has been
addressed. = The features of these three makings, although they vary
considerably, exhibit a set of commonalities which I think is specific to that
epoch, but by no means those artists. These commonalities centre upon

intentionality, dialectical tension (which relates to Bushell's notion of the role of
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the hermeneutic circle in the act of writing), and the unendingness of the

makerly task.

Throughout this thesis I propose that The Anathemata is constructed under a
guiding principle of self-opposition. Jones wrote of his earliest experiments in
1938 that it was about “how everything is a balls-up and a kind of ‘Praise’ at the
same time” (DGC 86). Thus, Jones's programmatic intention is of a curious kind:
the poem's purpose is to illuminate towards rather than away from paradox.
Jones's basic premise never changes, but he develops more and more
sophisticated ways of implementing such oppositional co-presences. Earlier in
the same year, Jones had written to his closest friend Harman Grisewood of his

drawbacks as a writer:

My equipment as a writer is very severely limited by not being a scholar, and for
the kind of writing I want to do you really do have to have so much information
and know such a lot about words that I can’t really believe I can do it except in a
limited way.

(DGC 83)

The discovery by Jones of the amphibolic title 'The Anathemata' in 1945 signals
an important moment at which he achieved 'the kind of writing' he was not
capable of seven years before. 'Anathemata' are votive objects, but as Jones
states in his Preface, it is intended that the reader also experience the word
'anathema' through the pun on the longer derivative, and thus experience a
'duality’: 'anathema' originally signifying something blessed, but later coming to
signify something cursed (Ana 28-9). Thus, this discovery was also the discovery
of the potential for a performative poetics, one in which the smallest individual
components of the poem are made to exhibit this self-opposed structure. Jones
gradually amassed a whole complex of oppositions which were brought into
dialectical tension with one another within the fabric of his poem, from the
smallest to the Ilargest scale: blessed/cursed, sacred/profane, high/low,
gratuitous/utile. Such oppositions are of course a common feature of modernist
writing, and indeed of pre-modernist writing. My proposition, though, is that

these oppositions, in being felt for the first time to be irresolvable and felt
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moreover as the dominant epochal force, led to certain characteristic writerly
practices and forms. Thus we find the same amphibolic structure in Joyce's
Finnegans Wake, in which the omission of the apostrophe forces us to read both
Finnegan's Wake (the funerary wake of the drunken Finnegan from the Irish
ballad) and Finnegans: Wake! (all Finnegans directed to wake from sleep): death
and waking are thus wreathed together in a single form. I will argue that, in the
act of writing, the demands of this modernist experience of reality required a
certain profile to the relative amplitudes of the different kinds of intention (or

non-intention) involved in that making.

What we will see in the course of this thesis is that Jones engaged with the
aporia of his ideas by setting up dialectical oppositions in his poem which never
attain to a closed and unproblematic synthesis. This places his system — and I
believe it is not inappropriate to call The Anathemata a system, for it expresses a
worldview — in contrast to the Thomist system which formed the basis of his
approach. But also — and of greater import in this thesis, which looks at eventual
form in terms of the process of the making of that form — those dialectical
tensions were an integral part of the poem's genesis. So, in addition to
addressing theoretical aspects from the springboard of a genetic critical method,
each of the five chapters also addresses a different dialectical tension or
movement which was a feature of the making of The Anathemata and places it in
the context of modernism. These are (1) the fragment of writing as intrinsically
'whole', (2) the 'centre' of the writing continually shifting to undermine its
'schema’, (3) an increasing focus on the material state of language as a means of
greater universal (immaterial) signification, (4) the adequate expression of the
inexpressible through a recognition of inadequacy, and (5) the tension between
completion and incompletion at publication. These are all specific to Jones; but
in each case I relate Jones's particular dialectical struggle to its cultural context
and suggest, where possible, common features with other modernist makings.
These five dialectical oppositions constitute, I believe, the primary difficulties or

preoccupations for the modernist writer.

So, the many different directions in which this thesis travels will show at least in
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part, I hope, the extent to which genetic critical engagement can lead us to
discover new perspectives on broader theoretical and literary historical issues.
However, as the main object of study of this thesis is Jones's method of making
The Anathemata, and as the process of making is a process, and thus temporal,
the structure of this thesis is predominantly mediated by the chronology of that
making process. We begin in 1937 when, after publishing In Parenthesis, Jones
began thinking about his next book; and we end in November 1952, when The
Anathemata was published. However, I do dip into Jones's memories of his
childhood and young adulthood where appropriate, and also look at Jones's
treatment of his poem in the years following its publication. A chronological
view of the making of the poem is of course a common-sense approach when
what we are addressing is a process in time, but it also has a rigorous critical
foundation: as Jones made his poem, different aspects of the making process
became more or less important. As a result, this thesis is also structured
thematically. Chapter divisions demarcate the ascendancy of different makerly
functions. What I found in the course of this research is that whilst writerly
method, overall intention, specific poetic, and attention to readerly effect were
simultaneously and interdependently operative concerns for Jones in the making
of The Anathemata, the relative dominance of each of these functions altered, in
the order stated. So, the first chapter addresses the development (between 1937
and 1943) of Jones's method; the second, the development of the poem as a
concept (1941-45); the third and fourth, the development of an adequate poetic
(1945-50); and the fifth, the way that Jones worked to present the final form of
his poem to the reader (1950-52).
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o 1 o

“Fragments of an attempted writing”

The development of a method, 1938-44

In his Preface to The Anathemata, written in the summer of 1951, David Jones
tells us that his poem "had its beginnings in experiments made from time to time
between 1938 and 1945" (Ana 14). Nearly twenty years later, he wrote that "by
hindsight the stuff was perhaps a bit like 'sketches' or 'try-outs', that visual artists
might make for a work they intended subsequently to make, but that's not true
either, for I thought of it as a thing itself and moreover a continuous thing" (TL
19). Significantly, in Jones's analogy he is not among the visual artists to whom
he refers: he never made preparatory sketches; and if he worked with previously
made works close at hand, they were only converted into sketches or try-outs
post factum by their co-option into acting as the basis for a new making.* Every
piece of work Jones engaged upon, in writing or painting, was a thing in itself —
it was never subordinate to a future 'beginning proper' at its point of making.
This is one of the major reasons for Jones's use of the infantryman as an
analogue for the artist: both are involved in direct manual engagement, without
forward planning (the officers, whom Jones disdained (see E&A 183), are the
planners), in an activity fraught with a risk consequent upon the vagaries of
chance. In this chapter, I examine how the experiments of 1938-45 discovered
for Jones a method of writing which, in the absence of a narrative form to

motivate his continuing work, propelled the making onwards but also allowed

% See Blissett (1981) 11.
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chance to gain a dominant role. This method, I argue, was a characteristically

modernist method of the fragment.
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L. The Problem of Makerly Impetus

(i) The challenge of the formal whole

In an unpublished fragment written in 1941, David Jones assembled an
exemplary list of art objects which "show in this little what gradation / & tangle
of being the school-doctors please to / call order" (DJP LR8/6.1). Under this
formulation, the 'showing' of art comes closer to grasping being than the ‘calling’
of even the scholastics whom Jones revered.®® Art can 'show' forth the tangle of
being; philosophy or theology, in systematizing it, must necessarily refine that
tangle into a logical representation — they 'call it order'. This must necessarily
create problems for the artist whose artistic project is also a philosophical one.
The earliest mention Jones makes, in May 1938, of the first writing he was
engaged upon after the publication of In Parenthesis makes it clear that such a
combination is at play: "this effort is, I fear, about 'ideas', the one thing I have
always disliked in poetry” (DGC 86). These ideas, as we have seen in the
Introduction, though logical and internally coherent in themselves, are tangled
in aporia because of Jones's place in and reaction to "the present technocracy”
(E&A 181). One of Jones's major challenges was to present aporetic ideas within

an aesthetic whole.

That unity was the aim of the artist was never in question for Jones. The work
of art, he maintained in an essay written during the Second World War, "must
gather in all things. All must be 'integrated', all are 'necessary to the completion
of the whole' as the dictionary defines it". Jones then asks the question which
must be fundamental for the artist at work: "but what is that whole?"

Significantly, no answer to this question is given in the essay.

% There are several Thomists and neo-Thomists among the people Jones quotes or acknowledges as
influential to the writing of The Anathemata in the Preface: Jacques Maritain, Martin D'Arcy, Fr Gilby,
Duns Scotus and, of course, Thomas Aquinas (see Ana 36-39).
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In the Preface to The Anathemata, Jones asserts that the poet's work is "bound up
with the particular historic complex to which he, together with each other
member of that complex, belongs" (Ana 19). The writers working in the mid-
twentieth century are therefore impelled by the shape of their historic complex
to admit an absence of order. A requisite 'now-ness' would appear to present
demands upon a making in opposition to the very core principle of the maker,
who is “concerned with the proper integration and perfection of a shape” (Ana
30). The modernist concern with the creation of the total artwork, that which
might 'gather in all things' — exemplified by Finnegans Wake, the Cantos, and The
Anathemata — involves an aesthetic face-off between the desire for an aesthetic
whole and the embodiment of a culture which is experienced as fragmentary.
Jones's belief that the work of art should be a 'whole', but also that it should
reflect the historic complex within which it is made, would appear, then, to be
trapped in irresolvable opposition. The only conceivable solution would be to
resolve the self-negation, and for a thing to be able to be both whole and
fragmentary. The implication of this, though, was that a preconceived whole
would be reductive and thus inadequate — hence the absence of any answer to

Jones's question 'What is that whole?'

In this opening section, I examine how Jones — like many others of his time —
sought to liberate himself from the accepted and outworn structuring principles
of perspective and narrative which imposed a reductive whole upon the act of
making. I then look at his attempts — working at the nexus of a muddle of ideas,
a fragmented culture, and a tangle of being — to find a new and non-reductive

'whole' in his acts of making.

(ii) Movements away from perspective and narrative

“It is one of my few convictions,” wrote David Jones in the Preface to The
Anathemata, “that what goes for one art goes for all of 'em, in some sense or
other” (Ana 34). As both painter and poet, perspective and narrative order were

increasingly regarded by Jones as foreclosing the adequate representation of
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modernity — they were retreats from the demands of 'now-ness' in the arts. In a
very practical sense, we will see that what went for one did indeed go for the
other: the developments Jones made as a painter led his development as a
writer, and vice versa. This was particularly so in the period 1928-32 when

Jones wrote In Parenthesis and produced a vast number of watercolours.

On 14 April 1928, Jones travelled with the Gills to Paris and met Jim and Helen
Ede.¥” During this rare visit abroad, Jones had almost certainly his first
experience of Picasso's work.®® Jones described this experience in a draft letter
to The Times in 1945: "[Picasso] is the master of the Eclectic in a big[?] way &
always creates new form from his juxtapositions ransacked from the old
traditions & rythms [sic]...The last time I saw any big ones all together was in a
house in Paris in 1928 — & I shall not forget it" (DJP CF2/19). This experience is

as important as it is uncommented upon.®

Over the four years following this experience, Jones's painting became much
more explicitly concerned with the exploration of abstract forms, though still
within a representational mode. In the garden pictures Jones painted in 1926,
looking from the window of his parents' house in Brockley, we see a number of
terraced gardens stretch out in a line within the ordering scheme of Jones's
single-point perspective; for example, in The Suburban Order (1926) (see Figure
1). Two years later, in Landscape at the Coast (1928), Jones's landscapes remain
tied to the creation of an illusion of three-dimensional depth on the two-

dimensional plain (see Figure 2).

87 See Miles and Shiel (1995) 106.

% Jones probably knew at least some of Picasso's work in reproduction in view of his teacher at
Camberwell College of Art, Bernard Meninsky, being an advocate of Post-Impressionism and its
successive movements, amongst them, of course, Cubism.

% Jones's development during this period is described in Miles and Shiel (1995) 126-130. The authors
are not aware of Jones having seen Picasso’s work during his Paris visit.
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Figure 1 — 'The Suburban Order' (1926) Figure 2 — 'Landscape at the Coast' (1928)

After 1930, however, this perspectival rendering of his landscapes begins to
break down. In Trade Ship Passes Ynys Byr (1931) (Figure 3), perspective as an
ordering principle is still prevalent in the waves approaching the shoreline and
in the sweep of the bay and the horizon above; and yet this ordering principle is
subverted by the inchoate forms present in other parts of the painting: the
continuation of the blue wash from sea to cliff-face to the right leads us to
believe we are seeing through the rock; the depthless scrawl of the ocean in the
right half contradicts the perspectival structure of the water in the left; and the
ship in the top right emphasizes the difference between the two halves of the
painting by appearing to be intent upon steaming from two-dimensional, post-
impressionist space, into the illusionistic three-dimensional space (with the

horizon beyond and waves before) in the left half of the painting.

Figure 3 — 'Trade Ship Passes Ynys Byr' (1931)
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Made a year later, Cattle in the Park (1932) (Figure 4) contains even slighter
gestures towards the illusion of depth of field. The fences at the left and right
extremities of the painting are all that guides our experience of three-
dimensional space. All else is in a riot of colour and line, and the cattle — profile

and line — might have come straight out of the caves at Lascaux.

Figure 4 — 'Cattle in the Park' (1932)

In the same four year period we have covered above, Jones wrote almost all of
In Parenthesis, in which a desire for order is continually expressed by the
infantrymen, and particularly by Private John Ball, its central character.
Moreover, the very title of the poem implies such an ordering: the taking place

of action between two temporal limits:

This writing is called 'In Parenthesis' because I have written it in a kind of space
between — I don't know between quite what — but as you turn aside to do
something; and because for us amateur soldiers...the war itself was a parenthesis
— how glad we thought we were to step outside its brackets at the end of '18 —
and also because our curious type of existence here is altogether in parenthesis.

(IP xv)

63



As the soldiers of B company, nearing the frontline, stop for the night, the text
has them attend to their surroundings in efforts at domestication: “The more
contriving had already sought out nails and hooks on which to hang their gear
for the night, and to arrange, as best they might, their allotted flooring. They
would make order, for however brief a time, and in whatever wilderness" (IP
22). This desire for the orderly is portrayed as the shared experience of the
infantry, whose normal habitat is profoundly alienated from domesticity, an

alienation which the officers are able to avoid:

H.Q.-wallahs, Base-wallahs and all Staff-wallahs are canteen-wallahs, who
snore-off with the lily-whites; but these [the infantrymen] sit in the wilderness,
pent like lousy rodents all the day long; appointed scape-beasts come to the
waste-lands, to grope; to stumble at the margin of familiar things — at the place
of separation.

(IP 70)

The infantrymen of In Parenthesis, as they approach the front, come ever closer
to knowing that 'place of separation'. John Ball's first experience of an enemy
battery reveals how the chaos of war subverts all order: "Then the pent violence
released and consummation of all burstings out; all sudden up-rendings and
rivings-through — all taking-out of vents — all barrier-breaking — all unmaking"
(IP 24). Here, the dashed disjunctive syntax registers a climactic 'unmaking', a
term which in Jones's lexicon signifies that which is manifestly against man. At
the 'place of separation', the infantryman is taken beyond his powers of

endurance: here, syntax — and so, symbolically, reason; and so man — is unmade.

Such syntactic disjunction becomes more and more common in the poem as the
infantrymen of B Company become engulfed in war. However, the narrative
structure of In Parenthesis does what the memory of the experience of events in
time does: it compartmentalizes, it controls — it orders. The 'unmaking' which
John Ball experiences steps back into explicable time by being narrated, and is
neatly put into the past experiences of the soldiers — as well as of the reader.
Early on in the poem, in a description of the soldiers hurrying to ready

themselves for moving off from camp in the morning, we are made aware that
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this will always be the case in such a narrative poem: "The last few moments

came, and became the past" (IP 16).

In making In Parenthesis, Jones built a chronological account of one man's
experience of the First World War. The form of the poem gives predominance to
time, which indifferently consumes and compartmentalises as past both the small
ritualised and domesticating acts of the soldiers and the overwhelming chaos of
the experiences they endure. If soldiers returning from the Great War felt unable
to speak of their experiences — unable ever again to be storytellers, as Walter
Benjamin has written — it was because the story necessarily reduces to
paradigm.”® The story becomes a lie because it tells only what can be known —
'Narrative', 'narration’, 'to narrate' derive from Latin gndrus (‘’knowing',
'acquianted with', 'expert', 'skilful’) and narré ('relate', 'tell') from the Sanskrit
root gnd ('know").’’ Narration is bound up with the commensurable; to tell is to

control.

In the above accounts of In Parenthesis, the poem's making, the experience it
depicts, and the nature of life itself are combined in Jones's title. In all cases,
time unfolds between limits. In view of Jones's take on the ideal relationship of
form and content in a work — “There must be ‘form’ so wedded to ‘content’ that
the twain are, in the greatest works, one, and in the lesser works, at least an
intention of that oneness.” (DJP LO1-4.131) — a temporally consistent narrative

2 If we move from a

form is entirely appropriate to the content of the poem.’
consideration of the final form of the poem to a view of the process of its
making, we find that the two are intimately connected: the narrative form of In
Parenthesis made the writing of the poem possible, as Jones himself stated in a
letter of 1938: “IP was chained to a sequence of events which made it always a

straightforward affair” (DGC 86).

However, In Parenthesis does contain significant lacunae in its temporal narrative

% See Benjamin (1992) 83-107.

' This etymology is taken from the second footnote to page 1 of Hayden White's 'The Value of
Narrativity in the Representation of Reality'.

%2 In 'Welsh Poetry' (1957), Jones praises James Joyce's "unflinching integrity" in his efforts to achieve a
"total oneness of form and content.” (E&4 63)
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order, the most obvious and prolonged of these being Dai's Boast in Part IV (IP
79-84). In his Boast, Dai asserts his (impossible) presence and significance at a
number of battles throughout history. He does so in a declamatory, repetitive
form; nothing else happens over the course of these four pages. As such, the
Boast acts outside the formal terms of the poem in resisting its temporal
unfolding. If we explore the chronology of the writing of In Parenthesis, we find
(I believe) that such a formal alternative to narrative, and indeed its necessity in

the act of writing, was discovered in a single, pivotal moment in Jones's life.

Jones began writing In Parenthesis in 1927-8, and, as the commemorative note to
the final page of his manuscript attests, he completed the poem in draft form "at
Pigotts Aug 18 1932" (DJP LP2/8.281). Within just a few months of this, Jones
experienced the first of two major nervous breakdowns, as a result of which his
poem was not proofed and published until 1937. In a letter written in 1963,
Jones describes having recently received the manuscript for In Parenthesis back
from Denis Tegetmeier: "It tells me an interesting thing that I was very surprised
about. At the conclusion of Part 7 it says 'finished at Pigotts Aug 18" 1932'. The
notes and Preface were written mainly at Sidmouth in 1935 — that I knew, but I
thought 1 did bits of the text between 1932 and 1935" (DGC 194). Writing nine
years earlier to W. H. Auden in 1954, Jones similarly appears to recall a later
stage of writing than that recorded in his colophon: "for a number of reasons the
Preface and notes were not written till 1936 but the text was virtually finished
by 1933” (DGC 161). The central part of In Parenthesis, Dai's Boast, was written
as an insertion to the manuscript, numbered 149i-iii, and so goes between pages
149 and 150 of the manuscript draft (see DJP LP2/5.36-39). That the text was
only virtually finished before his breakdown suggests that it was only with the
inclusion of the central Boast that the poem became fully finished, and this after

the summer of 1932. But when exactly might this have occurred?

The insertional code 149i-iii implies but does not certify a stage of writing after
the 'completion' of the manuscript in the summer of 1932. However, if we look
at the typescript, which was made in 1935, we see that, whilst the Boast is an

integral part of the text (i.e. is not an insertion to the typescript) this part of the

66



typescript has been altered more substantially than the rest. This would tend to
indicate that this part of the writing had only recently entered the text, and so
invited embellishments, alterations, and corrections to a greater degree than
other parts of the text. On this evidence, I would suggest that the Boast was
written after Jones's visit to Jerusalem in 1934, and that its form was suggested
by a recognisably modernist epiphany. Jones recalled this visit in a letter written

in 1971 to Saunders Lewis.

In 1934 I went, or was taken, to Cairo to stay a few weeks with Ralf and
Marya Hagari, because the sea trip was considered good for my blasted
breakdown, and from Egypt I went by air to Lydda and by car to Jerusalem...
[Flrom my window which faced south, with the Mount of Olives on my left
and east...suddenly I caught sight of a figure who carried me back a couple
of decades or thereabouts, the very familiar stance of the figure, rather
bored, indifferent glance toward a closely grouped fiercely gesticulating
Palestinians.[...]

But occasionally I saw either from my window or in mouching
around, a squad of these figures that seen singly evoked comparisons of
twenty years back, in the Nord or the Pais de Calais or the Somme. But now
in their full parade rig...evoked not the familiar things of less than two
decades back, but rather of two millenia close on[...]

(TL 22)

Jones's convalescent visit to Jerusalem, I would argue, was the germinating
event which allowed him, over the following ten years, to conceptualise a long
non-narrative poem about man-the-maker. When he saw the Roman troops of
the first century and the British troops of the twentieth century within a single
time and place, Jones experienced a 'fitting together' — “the word art means a

fitting together” (E&A 151) — of history and myth.

A comparison with Proust's narrator's tea and madeleine experience is useful

here.

But when from a long-distant past nothing subsists, after the people are

dead, after the things are broken and scattered, taste and smell alone, more
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fragile but more enduring, more immaterial, more persistent, more faithful,
remain poised a long time, like souls, remembering, waiting, hoping, amid
the ruins of all the rest; and bear unflinchingly, in the tiny and almost

impalpable drop of their essence, the vast structure of recollection.”®

The significance of these experiences of 'evocation' and 'recollection' for Jones
and Proust is rooted in the sublimation of history into a present momentary
experience of the individual. After more than a year of nervous suffering, Jones's
experience seems to have been a remaking of history through a remaking of the
self. As with Proust, the components of a 'long-distant past' — its 'dead' people,
its 'broken and scattered' elements — are brought for Jones into a 'vast structure'
under the agency of one aspect of subjective experience (for Proust, taste and
smell; for Jones, sight) which enacts that restoration 'amid the ruins' of everyday
experience. If Jones's experience in Jerusalem was a psychological salve, it
seems also to have been an aesthetic one: it offered him a paradigm for the
fitting together in his arts which did not reduce the tangle of being to an

unrepresentative narrative or perspectival order.

Jones is unequivocal when looking at the importance of this experience in

Jerusalem:

What all this rigmarole amounts to is no more [i.e. less] than to say that not
only The Anathemata, but [the] best part of all the various separate ‘pieces’,
such as The Wall, The Tribune’s Visitation, The Fatigue, and in an oblique way
The Dream of Pte Clitus derive from my forced visit to Jerusalem in 1934.

(TL 23)

Jones's comment here reveals that the primary importance he attaches to the
experience in Jerusalem is one of furnishing him with content: the 'pieces' he
mentions — early versions of which were drafted between 1940 and '44 — owe
their existence to this experience in that they are all concerned with Roman
Judea at the time of the Passion, at which time and place another ‘fitting

together’ had occurred: Christ's acts in the Cenacle and on the hill, in which all

% Proust (1996) 54.
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time was located within a single moment.

However, I believe that the experience in Jerusalem was most important to
Jones's arts in formal terms, and that its first effects emerged with the writing of
Dai's Boast. Dai's Boast was unequivocally Jones's first foray into a new non-
narrative form; despite its being written as part of In Parenthesis, it was his first
experiment toward The Anathemata. Having said that, in spite of the Boast
being an apparent solution to the writing of a non-narrative long poem, it was
only so to a very limited extent. Its enclosure in the temporally consistent
narrative of In Parenthesis folds it neatly into a stylish vignette when we leave it
and return to the main narrative: it is a mere temporary atemporality for the
reader; a non-narrative parenthesis within the narrative of In Parenthesis. More
pertinently in view of the preoccupations of this thesis, I believe that the process
of the writing of the Boast was only made possible because of the stable
foundation from which it departed and then returned: being an insertion, it was
written out of the solid, narrative framework of an established piece of text —

that on page 149 of the manuscript.

In 'Art and Sacrament,' David Jones refers us to his preferred possible etymology

for 'religion'.

I understand that more than one opinion has prevailed with regard to the
etymology of the word religio, but a commonly accepted view is that, as with
obligatio, a binding of some sort is indicated. The same root is in 'ligament’, a
binding which supports an organ and assures that organ its freedom of use as
part of a body. And it is in this sense that I here use the word 'religious'. It
refers to a binding, a securing. Like the ligament, it secures a freedom to
function. The binding makes possible the freedom. Cut the ligament and there
is atrophy — corpse rather than corpus.

(E&A 158)

This formulation might be applied to Jones's — or indeed any maker's — situation
in an act of making. The representation of objects or events in an art work

would tend to require a formal connection to a narrative or perspectival ordering
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principle. Being 'bound' by the terms of perspective or narrative allows the artist
a freedom to act within those terms, hence the 'straighforward'-ness of writing In
Parenthesis. Without the necessary 'chain' or 'ligament', a making is threatened
with creative atrophy. This is of fundamental importance in the consideration of
the making of a long non-narrative poem like The Anathemata: without a pre-

existent framework, where would one start? And how would one continue?

Jones, I would argue — as with his modernist contemporaries — translocated this
'ligament' from residing within a preconceived form of the work, to a place more
immediately manifest in the present moments of the process of writing — to refer
to Bushell's typology, a shift equivalent to a movement away from programmatic
intention towards intention-in-action. Jones's discovered method provided a
non-formally reductive binding which would propel his making, but the required
conditions and mechanics of this method were only discovered through a long

process of experimentation, to which we shall now turn.

(iii) Experimentation and the makerly ligament

William Blissett, a friend of David Jones from the late-1950s onwards, noted
Jones's method of painting: "The pencil line and the colouring are laid on
concurrently, not pencil first and then colour. This is not what one would expect,
and I had the sense that he often has to overrule the contrary assumption."®
Such unconventional painterly practice was the corollary of a larger method, as
Jones described in a note to his psychologists following his second breakdown in

1946-7:

Painting odd in that one is led partly by what evolves as the painting evolves,
this form suggesting that form - happiness comes when the forms assume
significance with regard to this juxtaposition to each other — even though the
original ‘idea’ was somewhat different...The happiest ones seem to make
themselves.

(DGC 137)

% William Blissett (1981) 9.
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The process of painting, for Jones, involved being open to diversions of makerly
purpose; the material form of the making at each stage 'led' him towards new
ends. Note how Jones himself recedes into the background in the passive
formulation happiness comes when the forms assume significance' — who, what
or where is the agent by which 'forms assume significance'? The answer would
seem to be completely at odds with the idea of the artist as shaper and controller
of the work: the self-generational aspect of making Jones describes implicates

chance as the dominant agent of a successful making.

If we turn now to Jones's process of writing, we can see why it was necessary for
him to move away from narrative form: the presence of this extraneous
structuring principle would ossify the programmatic intention of the making,
removing the artist from his infantryman-like direct engagement, precluding the
entry of chance into the process of making. The risk entailed in such a method —
the artist might be 'led' nowhere in particular — was inescapable: the conditions
for chance to enter into the making had to be prepared. When in May 1938
Jones described the writing of In Parenthesis as a 'straightforward affair', he was
doing so in the context of the unstructured method of a new piece of writing he
was then engaged upon. Here is the account in full, already mentioned above,

which Jones gives of the problems associated with that new writing:

I don’t know if any of it is any good. A very rambling affair — sometimes it all
seems balls and sometimes I like it in places. But LP was chained to a
sequence of events which made it always a straightforward affair, whereas this
effort is, I fear, about ‘ideas’, the one thing I have always disliked in poetry —
but now I see how chaps slip into it, because it seems that if you haven’t got a
kind of racial myth expressed in war to write about and don’t know about our
old friend ‘love’ and are not interested in ‘making a story’, it seems all you can
do is to ramble on about the things you think about on the whole all the time,
and that is what I think this is about.

I see now why chaps write about ‘separate’ things in short poems — to
wit, odes to nightingales and what not — but it seems to me that if you just talk

about a lot of things as one thing follows on another, in the end you may have
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made a shape out of all of it. That is to say, that shape that all the mess makes
in your mind.

(DGC 86)

Jones's concluding qualification makes it clear that if a 'shape' is to be achieved
in the writing of this work which is not directed by definite preconceived form or
purpose it is only because it is isomorphic with what is in one's mind. And how

did that shape emerge in the mind? The answer is: mess.

As David Trotter has convincingly argued in Cooking With Mud: The Idea of Mess
in Nineteenth-Century Art and Fiction (2000), to experience mess is to experience
chance; and to interrogate mess (as Trotter does in critical readings of various
novels) is to reveal cultural attitudes to the elusive nature of chance.®® However,
if it is true that only through the agency of mess or chance can literary forms
adequate to modernity be made, it is again true that the risk of failure is
augmented. Although the successful realization of a shape is far from certain, it
is clear that Jones has no other choice available to him. Jones's method is
presented defeatedly as a kind of absence of method: “it seems all you can do is
to ramble on” (my emphasis); he was clearly courting chance through
unintention, doubting both the subject of his poem (‘what I think this is about’)
and the possibility of achieving a form (it only 'may have made a shape'). These
expressions of doubt are, I believe, the result of Jones's feeling that there is no
'ligament' preventing his making from atrophy. If we take an overview of Jones's
experiments between 1938 and 1944, we see, I think, that the discovery of the
right kind of 'ligament' was the major challenge in the early writing towards The

Anathemata.

In the first phase of his experimentation between 1937 and 1941 - work
published as 'The Book of Balaam's Ass' (RQ 185-211) and 'The Old Quarry I and
II' (RQ 113-131 and 155-184) by Rene Hague®® — we witness Jones gravitate

towards elements of the narrative form he has sought to avoid. The first section,

% See Trotter (2000) 10-15, where Trotter explores the difficulty of ascribing meaning and value to
chance in a culture in which the dominant discourse is deterministic.

% Jones's working title, 'The Book of Balaam's Ass', applied to much more of his work than Hague
allows in The Roman Quarry. This is discussed in Chapter 2, and is represented in Appendix 5.
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which Jones had typed in 1940, presents a chaotic mixture of impressions,
voices, times, and places. However, towards the end of this sequence is a
passage about the 'Zone', representative of a completely utile existence (RQ 207-
9); and following this, the lamentation at modernity which Jones re-wrote three
decades later as 'A, Domine Deus' (RQ 209-11; SL 9). Neither of these is
explicitly a 'narrative', but the narrative elements of time, place, and character
emerge for the first time in the work with a degree of definition. The latterly
written (early 1939) part of this early experiment, continuing this gravitation,
begins with the narrative presentation of a contemporary Mass as experienced by
a member of the congregation (RQ 113-5), but soon digresses to the adaptation
of the story of David and Absalom (from 2 Samuel 13-18), incorporating a
number of dialogues. Jones then wrote the conversation between three Romans
in Judea at the time of Christ's Passion (published as 'The Old Quarry II' in RQ
155-184). Late in life, Jones wrote of this work: "I abandoned the project as it
would not come together" (DGC 250). It would not come together because
throughout the process of its writing Jones was experimenting towards a method

for a future work, even if he did not know it at the time.

Jones held a largely negative view of this work even at the time of writing. In a
letter of 17 January 1939, he described it as "descriptive in a way that bores me
— also rhetorical — my chief fear and danger" (DGC 89). I would have to agree —
and yet the rhetoric continues to dominate the second phase of experimentation.
After the collapse of 'Balaam' in 1942, Jones moved towards an almost exclusive
use of the monologue and dialogue forms as a 'ligament' for the making process.
The first version of 'The Roman Quarry' (RQ 3-12 and 39-58) is a monologue
spoken by a soldier on the wall of Jerusalem, again at the time of the Passion.
Jones also wrote a short piece in late-1941 about prehistoric making, the Mass,
and the Cenacle. This piece was placed in 1944 as the opening fragment of a
long poem comprising all these experiments, and shortly afterwards became the
foundational fragment of The Anathemata. That this was one of the only pieces
of non-monologue/-dialogue Jones wrote during his 1938-44 experimentation,
and that it was the only one of his many experiments which became part of The

Anathemata, is no coincidence (we will address this experiment in the following
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chapter). Jones's unsuccessful struggle to piece together a long poem can be
witnessed in the alterations, question marks, and deletions on a single sheet

upon which he plans their structure out (reproduced RQ 283).

This second phase of experimentation was also abandoned, I would argue for
two main reasons. First, after noting in 1939 that his work was too rhetorical,
Jones wrote in ever more bluntly rhetorical terms, which the monologue seemed
to encourage: the satire on utile propaganda in 'The Old Quarry I & II' and 'The
Roman Quarry' obscure any nuanced treatment of questions of sacramentality.
(The 'closure' which this rhetoric enforced on Jones's texts in their re-reading
will be covered in detail in the following chapter.) Second, these experiments
could not be made to achieve a whole after their writing because such an
extrinsic post facto structuration was insensitive to the originary process of their
making: “I never managed to forge the necessary connecting links,” Jones wrote
later; “it remained chunks of material that I worked on sometimes in
considerable detail.” (TL 19) 'Chunks' could be worked within, but never across
— i.e. they could not be made to cease being 'chunks' and become a whole. An
holistic form to a successful long poem, it would seem, would have to be

generated within and by the making process.

In each of the second phase experiments, then, Jones used the device of an
experiencing or speaking subject as a 'ligament' for the making process. When
Jones is writing, he does not have to think, 'What do I write next?', but instead:
'What does this person, in this place, and in this time, say or witness or feel
next?' Although the narratives are less obviously coherent and complete than in
In Parenthesis, character and temporal sequence still act as the common features
to the structure of the text and the structure of its making — the temporal
unfolding of the narrative voice operates as the impetus for further writing; the
writerly 'ligament' is the temporal progression of a rhetorical speech. Jones, as
we have seen, felt the need to abandon narrative, but out of necessity had fallen
into the use of a kind of narrative-by-stealth. The product of this was a heavy-

handed satire on 'utile' man.
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What, then, might replace temporal sequence as the making's 'ligament'? The
answer was the very text which emerged from the writing. "[A]s far as I am
consciously aware," Jones wrote to Desmond Chute shortly after the publication
of the poem, "the form of The Ana was determined by the inner necessities of the
thing itself" (IN 24). The motivating force behind its making — the poem's
'necessity' — was not some extrinsic structuring principle like a narrative scheme,
but was emergent from within it. The 'inner necessities' of The Anathemata are
those internal elements of the text which suggested to Jones their own
development, extension, embellishment, or elucidation, and propelled the
writing on. By 1945, his 'ligament' had become his own text, so far produced.
We will examine the specific nature of what I will call Jones's method of the
generative fragment in the third and final section of this chapter. In the
intermediate section, though, I will explore the implications of the fragment as a
notion and as a literary form, and then attempt to identify ways in which mess

as the agent to form relates to the preparation of a method of the fragment.
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II. David Jones and the Dialectic of the Fragment

After the publication of In Parenthesis in 1937, Jones published The Anathemata
in 1952, and The Sleeping Lord in 1974, the year of his death. Bearing in mind
that Jones believed that in the artwork "all must be 'integrated", that the artist
was oriented upon the making of a whole, the full titles of these two latter books
— The Anathemata: fragments of an attempted writing and The Sleeping Lord and
other fragments — would seem to be an admission of failure on the part of the
artist. However, the versatility of the term ‘fragment’ for Jones leads us to the
necessity of avoiding such judgements. He uses the word 'fragment' to denote
whole cultural artefacts in relation to the condition of his cultural inheritance,
portions of texts which he finds particularly significant, and both his unpublished
and published writings. A clear and stable notion of the fragment is not
discernible in David Jones's writings: if the fragment is valued, it appears to be
valued for being the sign of a coherence or wholeness now lost; if it is something
unfinished, it might succeed by drawing attention to its very unfinishable-ness; if
it is a portion of something, it would appear that that something need not be in a

fragmented condition.

This section places Jones's notion of the fragment in the context of the history of
the idea of the fragment in order to attempt to account for the versatility of this
term in his writings. As such, it prepares the ground for a view of the method
Jones developed in response to the makerly conundrum explored in the

preceding section.

(i) The Romantic inauguration of an aesthetic of the fragment

Camelia Elias notes at the opening of The Fragment: Towards a History and

Poetics of a Performative Genre that critical studies of the literary fragment are
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founded upon the assumption that value is lost in fragmentation:

The consequence of defining the fragment in terms of a part/whole relation is
that the fragment is always seen as derived from and subordinate to an original
whole text. This has marked the entire research tradition on the fragment which

has tended to focus on the fragment's (ruined) form and (incomplete) content.®’

Elias goes on to present an analysis of the fragment as a form which need not be
defined by such absences. The rejection of such negative associations, as Elias
recognises, began with Friedrich Schlegel's fragments, published in the
Athenaeum between 1797 and 1800. The fragment did of course become one of
the most recognisable formal properties of the poetry of the English Romantics.
Marjorie Levinson's study The Romantic Fragment Poem: A Critique of a Form
(1986), which undertakes to establish a typology of English fragment poems,

finds a rich variety of fragmentary forms.”® However, as Levinson remarks:

whereas the German fragments reflect upon contemporary life and thought, the
English fragments reflect those realities...The quiddity of the German fragment is
bestowed upon it by its author and from his knowledge that he can best express
his individuality through and against a formal mode invented by his
contemporaries. Whereas the German fragments structurally address an already
formulated problem, the English fragments pose by their new form a new,

unsuspected problem.”

I therefore focus on Schlegel because he theorized, at the same time as he wrote

within, the form of the fragment.

For Schlegel, the fragment does not derive from but reaches towards a whole;
the fragment is therefore not subordinate to a whole because it is its own whole:

"A fragment, like a small work of art, has to be entirely isolated from the

7 Elias (2004) 1.

% Levinson categorises these into the 'true', the 'completed', the 'deliberate', and the 'dependent'
fragment, as exemplified by Wordsworth's 'Nutting' and Coleridge's 'Christabel' (true fragments);
Coleridge's 'Kubla Khan' and Byron's 'The Giaour' (completed fragments); Byron's "When, to their airy
hall', and Shelley's 'The Daemon of the World', 'A Vision of the Sea' and 'Julian and Maddalo' ('deliberate’
fragments); and finally Keats's 'Hyperion' and 'The Fall of Hyperion' ('dependent' fragments). See
Levinson (1986) passim.

% Levinson (1986) 11.
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surrounding world and be complete in itself like a hedgehog."'®

Schlegel's
fragments formulate the romantic literary task as one founded on a whole which
lies in the future of a work, not in its past: "The Romantic type of poetry is still
becoming; indeed, its peculiar essence is that it is always becoming and that it
can never be completed."” Before Schlegel, the fragment derived from a prior
and no longer extant whole; after Schlegel, the whole might be something
approached through the fragment (even if its achievement be forever deferred):
"Many works of the ancients have become fragmented. Many works of the
moderns are fragments at the time of their origin."'"* Why this might be so is the

subject of the first chapter of The Literary Absolute by Phillipe Lacoue-Labarthe

and Jean-Luc Nancy.

The authors of the Literary Absolute summarize the end to which the Jena
romantics strove: to "perform...the 'synthesis' of the Ancient and the modern... to
construct, to produce, to effectuate what even at the origin of history was
already thought of as a lost and forever inaccessible 'Golden Age." From this,
the authors identify the emergence of a concept of 'literature' in its ideal form,

the eponymous 'literary absolute':

This is the reason romanticism implies something entirely new, the production of
something entirely new. The romantics never really succeed in naming this
something: they speak of poetry, of the work, of the novel, or...of romanticism.
In the end, they decide to call it — all things considered — literature[...] Beyond
divisions and all de-finition, this genre is thus programmed in romanticism as the
genre of literature: the genericity, so to speak, and the generativity of literature,
grasping and producing themselves in an entirely new, infinitely new Work. The

absolute, therefore, of literature. But also its ab-solute, its isolation in its perfect

1% Quoted in Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy (c.1988) 43.

1% Excerpt from Aphorism [Fragment] 116, in Schlegel (1968) 141. The editors of Schlegel here, Ernst
Behler and Roman Struc, translate 'fragmente' as 'aphorism'. Thus they subvert Schlegel's positive
formulation of the fragment by stubbornly refusing its reformulation. Compare their translation of the
'hedgehog' fragment with that of Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy: "An aphorism ought to be entirely isolated
from the surrounding world like a little work of art and complete in itself like a hedgehog." (Schlegel
(1968) 35-36); "A fragment, like a small work of art, has to be entirely isolated from the surrounding
world and be complete in itself like a hedgehog." (Schlegel, in Lacoue-Labarte and Nancy (c.1988) 43).
Schlegel is quoted as differentiating the aphorism and the fragment in terms of coherence: "aphorisms are
coherent fragments" (ibid). Coherence implies a no-longer-becoming, which, as we will see, goes against
Schlegel's conception of a romantic poetry.

12 Ibid. 134.
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closure upon itself (upon its own organicity), as in the well-known image of the

hedgehog in Athenaeum fragment 206.'*”

The inauguration of the literary absolute, then, is the inauguration of the idea of
the perfect work; and that perfect work is, astonishingly, exemplified by an
image for a fragment (the hedgehog) as presented within a self-consciously

fragmented piece of writing (Schlegel's Athanaeumfragmente).

By way of commentary on the 'hedgehog' fragment, Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy
write: "Thus, the detachment or isolation of fragmentation is understood to

correspond exactly to completion and totality."'** They elucidate thus:

Fragmentary totality, in keeping with what should be called the logic of the
hedgehog, cannot be situated in any single point: it is simultaneously in the
whole and in each part. Each fragment stands for itself and for that from which
it is detached. Totality is the fragment itself in its completed individuality. It is
thus identically the plural totality of fragments, which does not make up a whole

(in, say, a mathematical mode) but replicates the whole, the fragmentary itself,

in each fragment.'®

Here, the fragment is presented as the locus for a dialectical tension between the
whole and the non-whole, the fragment paradoxically succeeding in being most
whole through exhibiting the same un-wholeness as the other fragments which

comprise a work, and indeed their totality.

The movement between part and whole in the experience of the fragmentary
form by a reader is a function which is also seen by the Romantics as central for
the writer — a process of the fragment emerges. Such a generative aspect to the
fragment is noted by Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy in response to Novalis's own
assertion of fragmentary generativity in the last of his Grains of Pollen:
"Fragments of this kind are literary seeds: certainly, there may be many sterile

grains among them, but this is unimportant if only a few of them take

19 Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy (c.1988) 11.
1% Ibid 43.
195 Ibid 44.

79



root!'...Fragmentation is not, then, a dissemination, but is rather the dispersal
that leads to fertilization and future harvests. The genre of the fragment is the
genre of generation."'® The function of the generative fragment is, as we shall
soon see, the central function in Jones's writerly process in the making of The

Anathemata.

It is important for us to note that the Schlegelian fragment is entirely devoid of
negative connotations — it is the new form which exults in its disseverance from
the past by placing the whole in an approached future ideal rather than a fallen-
from past reality. In Schlegel, there is introduced a dialectical nature to the
fragment: it is both fragment and whole, both unfinishable and finished; and it is
each of these, moreover, only because it is the other. The shift in the tropological
significance of the fragmentary form which occurred in the movement from
romanticism to modernism introduced a historical (rather than a solely
philosophical) element to the self-divided notion of the fragment. Also, the
dialectical relationship between broken part and unified whole becomes
resonant with a distinctively modernist sense of cultural decline in contrast to
the positivity of romanticism. Thus the two dialectical poles of fragment and
whole which had been co-represented in the exultant Schlegelian fragment
become associated also with a cultural-historical fall and redemption. We shall

now examine this development in detail.

(ii) The Modernist fragment

In T. S. Eliot's view, James Joyce's development of "the mythical method" in the
writing of Ulysses (1922) was "a step toward making the modern world possible
for art". The modern artist, working from within an unstable and formless
civilization, must find "something stricter" than the forms available to his or her
cultural forebears. For Eliot, the use of myth "is simply a way of controlling, of
ordering, of giving a shape and a significance to the immense panorama of
futility and anarchy which is contemporary history." The artist, then, will use

myth, following Joyce's example, as the foundation for a work because all

1% Lacoue-Labarthe, p.49.

80



precedent foundations have been swept away. Joyce's innovation is no accident

or whim, but was an aesthetic requirement: "No one else has built a novel upon

such a foundation before: it has never before been necessary".'”’

The necessity of the development of new approaches in the arts in the early
twentieth century stemmed from the rapid changes which were occurring in all
areas of life at the end of the nineteenth and into the twentieth centuries. Erich
Auerbach, in his essay 'The Brown Stocking', summarizes the origins and effects

of these changes:

The widening of man's horizon, and the increase of his experiences, knowledge,
ideas, and possible forms of existence, which began in the sixteenth century,
continued through the nineteenth at an ever faster tempo - with such a
tremendous acceleration since the beginning of the twentieth that synthetic and
objective attempts at interpretation are produced and demolished every instant.
The tremendous tempo of the changes proved the more confusing because they
could not be surveyed as a whole. They occurred simultaneously in many
separate departments of science, technology, and economics, with the result that
no one — not even those who were leaders in the separate departments — could
foresee or evaluate the resulting overall situations. Furthermore, the changes
did not produce the same effects in all places, so that the differences of
attainment between the various social strata of one and the same people and
between different peoples came to be — if not greater — at least more noticeable.
The spread of publicity and the crowding of mankind on a shrinking globe
sharpened awareness of the differences in ways of life and attitudes, and
mobilized the interests and forms of existence which the new changes either
furthered or threatened. In all parts of the world crises of adjustment arose;
they increased in number and coalesced. They led to the upheavals which we
have not weathered yet. In Europe this violent clash of the most heterogeneous
ways of life and kinds of endeavour undermined...those religious, philosophical,
ethical, and economic principles which were part of the traditional heritage and
which despite many earlier shocks, had maintained their position of authority

through slow adaptation and transformation[...]'%

17 Eliot (1963) 201-2.

1% Auerbach (1953) 549-50. Although Auerbach does not directly refer to fragmentation, he is clearly
describing an increasing impression of disintegration in modernity. An alternative representation of the
causes of this disintegration, or fragmentation, is presented by Marshall Berman in 4/l That Is Solid Melts
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According to Auerbach, contemporary interpretations of the state of Western
civilization in the early twentieth century are quickly nullified. The synthesized
whole becomes a ruin of fragments because the scope of heterogeneity through,
and constant flux within, every strata of the disciplines of human endeavour
denies such a possibility. If Auerbach's description of 'synthetic and objective
attempts at interpretation' might stand for the artist's desire in the early
twentieth century, the reality of the experience of life — a 'violent clash of
heterogeneous ways of life and kinds of endeavour' producing 'shocks' which
'undermined the accepted principles' of civilization — imposes a necessary new
reality on the work. The fragmentary forms of modernism in art, literature and
music are in a variety of complex ways reactions to the fragmentation of the
principles of intellectual, religious, moral, political, social and economic life in

the West.

In the literary works of the first quarter of the twentieth century, culture suffers a
very sophisticated savaging: the literary artist gleefully deploys his or her
fragments in ululating repudiation of a civilizational fragmentation which has
made such a form both possible (a cause for exultation) and necessary (a cause
for lamentation). Civilization — which exhibits the fragmentation Auerbach
describes, and which is thereby experienced by writers like Jones, Eliot, Pound,
Woolf and Joyce as ruined, bereft in its current form of meaning and value - is
redeemed by the utilization of fragmentary forms in the very representation of
that ruined state. It is here that we locate the major dialectical turn which
underlies the literary modernist movement: the experience of a fragmented
culture devoid of value leads to the creation of new cultural artefacts in its own

fragmented image, and which do exhibit value.

Into Air: The Experience of Modernity (1982). Berman's title is taken from Marx, whom he places in a
prophet-of-modernism role. In Berman's reading, the modern West is experienced as disintegrating
because this is how, with capital at its centre, it dialectically sustains itself: “Our lives are controlled by a
ruling class with vested interests not merely in change but in crisis and chaos. 'Uninterrupted disturbance,
everlasting uncertainty and agitation' [to quote Marx,] instead of subverting this society, actually serve to
strengthen it. Catastrophes are transformed into lucrative opportunities for redevelopment and renewal;
disintegration works as a mobilizing and hence an integrating force. The one spectre that really haunts
the modern ruling class, and that really endangers the world it has created in its image, is the one thing
that traditional elites (and, for that matter, traditional masses) have always yearned for: prolonged solid
stability. In this world, stability can only mean entropy, slow death, while our sense of progress and
growth is our only way of knowing for sure that we are alive. To say that our society is falling apart is
only to say that it is alive and well.” Berman (1982) 95.
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For Ezra Pound and T. S. Eliot, the consciously formulated engagement of the
work with a culture-in-the-(un)making led to a new burden of responsibility.
The document for Pound's attempted Bel Espirit movement reveals the disgust he
felt for Western civilization, but its primary purpose is to secure financial support
for T. S. Eliot, who has been marked out as the most probable source of a

civilizational regeneration:

There is no organized or coordinated civilization left, only individual scattered
survivors....'Bel Espirit' started in Paris. To release as many captives as possible.
Darkness and confusion as in Middle Ages; no chance of general order or justice;
we can only release an individual here or there. T. S. Eliot first name
chosen...Eliot, in bank, makes £500. Too tired to write, broke down; during
convalescence in Switzerland did Waste Land, a masterpiece; one of most
important 19 pages in English...Must restart civilization; people who say they
care, DON'T care unless they care to the extent of £5 in the spring and £5 in

autumn...If not enough good will to release ONE proved writer, how do they

expect to regenerate Europe?'®

The 'masterpiece' which Pound identifies is the poem most explicitly concerned
with identifying the 'darkness and confusion' at the heart of the modern West,
and is also self-avowedly fragmented. In Pound's belief that the writer of the
poem most closely engaged with and formally symptomatic of the ruin of
civilization might be the source of that civilization's regeneration, we find an
expression of the central dialectical working of the modernist literary fragment:
the literary fragment is judged to be capable of redeeming a ruined

(fragmentary) civilization.

Pound and Eliot shared the belief that formal fragmentation not only opened a
new world of possibilities in literature, but that it was unavoidable and necessary
if the poet wanted to write poems which met the demands of their time. Pound's

development of the ideogrammic method in his poetry, made possible by his

19 From the Bel Espirit document enclosed with a letter of 18 March 1922 to William Carlos Williams,
reproduced in Pound (1950) 172-3. The Bel Espirit document was published in New Age; see Eliot
(1971) xxv.
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acquisition in November 1913 of Ernest Fenollosa's manuscript of The Chinese
Character as a Medium for Poetry, is just one contemporary theorization of the
literary fragment. Although Pound, the editor of Fenollosa's essay, did not
publish it until 1936, its importance to him was clear by February 1915 when he

wrote: "we have sought the force of Chinese ideographs without knowing it."''°

Just over twenty years later, in Guide to Kulchur (1938), Pound expounded the

utility of such a poetics:

At last a reviewer in a popular paper (or at least one with immense circulation)
has had the decency to admit that I occasionally cause the reader 'suddenly to
see' or that I snap out a remark...'that reveals the whole subject from a new
angle'.

That being the point of the writing. That being the reason for presenting
first one facet and then another — I mean to say the purpose of the writing is to
reveal the subject. The ideogrammic method consists of presenting one facet
and then another until at some point one gets off the dead and desensitized

surface of the reader's mind, onto a part that will register.""!

The ideogrammic method developed out of Pound's earlier conception of the
Imagist method. Pound described the Image which the poet seeks to represent
as being "the immediate reaction on the sensibility of a poet to an event which
strikes him forcibly.”''* Although T. S. Eliot, writing in the Criterion Commentary
of 1937, over two decades after Pound made this statement, was reticent as to
the effects of Imagism on English poetry, he acknowledged that it drew attention
to the necessity of making a break with past forms: "What was needed was a
critical activity to revivify creative writing, to introduce new material and new
techniques from other countries and other times. The accomplishment of the
Imagist movement in verse seems to be, in retrospect, to have been critical
rather than creative, and as criticism very important."'*® Imagism may have

drawn attention to the need for a more linguistically unfamiliar approach to

!9 Pound, 'Imagisme and England: A Vindication and an Anthology', T. P. 's Weekly, 25 (February 1915)
185; quoted by Gefin (1982) 14.

"' Pound, Guide to Kulchur (1938); quoted by Gefin (1982) 38 — my emphases.

2 Pound quoted in Patterson (1971) 23.

'3 Eliot, quoted in Patterson (1971) 27.
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fragments of experience, but it was always a single fragment which the Imagists
sought to represent; Pound's ideogrammic method, by contrast, presents 'first
one facet and then another.' Eliot, in his own attempt to develop a poetics
appropriate to modern experience between 1914 and 1922, drew upon the
French Symbolists, who were concerned with crafting a structure which befitted
the particular poem in hand rather than fitting a set of impressions or images to

* Pound's and Eliot's influences and terminology

a conventional verse form."
were different, but the basis of their poetics shared in common a focus on the

juxtaposition of fragments.

The part of the reader's mind which Pound's fragmentary method (“one facet
and then another”) seeks to get onto sounds very much like that which is
responsible for decoding the Eliotic “logic of the imagination”. In his preface to
St John Perse's Anabasis (1930) — a poem David Jones describes as having "made
a pretty big impression on me when it was published" (DGC 163) — Eliot advises

the reader with regard to the discontinuous form of the text:

Any obscurity of the poem, on first readings, is due to the suppression of 'links in
the chain', of explanatory and connecting matter, and not to incoherence, or to
the love of cryptogram. The justification of such abbreviation of method is that
the sequence of images co-incides and concentrates into one intense impression
of barbaric civilization. The reader has to allow the images to fall into his
memory successively without questioning the reasonableness of each at the

moment; so that, at the end, a total effect is produced.'””

What Eliot is describing is an ideogrammic poem: with the purposeful
suppression of links in the chain, the author has enabled a 'sequence of images'
presented in the temporal reading process to become experienced together in a
more powerful whole ('one intense impression') than achievable within the terms
of the old and outworn forms which dominated literary production in English
poetry in the years up to the turn of the century, and which produced, in Pound's
humorous description, "a horrible agglomerate compost,...a doughy mess of

third-hand Keats, Wordsworth, heaven knows what, fourth-hand Elizabethan

!4 For the influence of the Symbolists on Eliot, see Patterson (1971) 40-49.
13 Eliot, introduction to Perse's Anabasis, quoted by Patterson (1971) 44.

85



nlle

sonority blunted, half-melted, lumpy. For Eliot, Perse's fragments come

together to form a whole, though not in the way in which readers within the

Western tradition might be accustomed.'"”

This fragmented approach to experience in literature, and in the arts in general,
was widespread, as the following exemplary soundbites from four
quintessentially modernist artists — William Carlos Williams, Gertrude Stein,

Guillaume Apollinaire and Sergei Eisenstein — attest:

The virtue of strength lies not in the grossness of the fiber but in the fiber itself.
Thus a poem is tough by no quality it borrows from a logical recital of events not
from the events themselves but solely from the attentuated power which draws

perhaps many broken things into a dance by giving them thus a full being.''®

I was doing, what the cinema was doing, I was making a continuous succession
of the statement of what that person was until I had not many things but one

thing.'"’

Psychologically it is of no importance that this visible image be composed of
fragments of spoken language, for the bond between these fragments is no
longer the logic of grammar but an ideographic logic culminating in an order of
spatial disposition totally opposed to discursive juxtaposition...It is the opposite
of narration. Narration is of all literary forms the one which most requires

discursive logic.'*

...by combining these monstrous incongruities, we newly collect the

disintegrated event into one whole...'*!

"' Pound, Literary Essays, p.205; quoted by Gefin (1982) xiii.

"7 Pound remarks that the unity of longer ideogrammic poems consists in the same function whereby all
images contribute to the lineaments of a single image: "I am often asked", wrote Pound in 1916, "whether
there can be a long imagiste or vorticist poem. The Japanese, who evolved the hokku, evolved also the
Noh Plays. In the best 'Noh' the whole play may consist of one image. I mean it is gathered about one
image. Its unity consists in one image, enforced by movement and music. I see nothing against a long
vorticist poem." Ezra Pound, 'Vorticism', Gaudier-Brzeska (1916) 94; quoted in Gefin (1982) 11.

8 William Carlos Williams, Prologue to 'Kora in Hell' (DATE?); quoted in Patterson (1971) 74.

"% Gertrude Stein, quoted by Wylie Sypher in Rococo to Cubism in Art and Literature (1960) 267;
quoted in Patterson (1971) 96.

120 Guillaume Apollinaire, Soirees de Paris, quoted by William Seitz, The Art of Assemblage (1961);
quoted in Patterson (1971) 156-7.

121 Sergei Eisenstein, Film Form (1949), quoted in Wylie Sypher, From Rococo to Cubism in Art and
Literature (1960) 283; quoted Patterson (1971) 157.
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To return to Eliot's Preface to Anabasis, having made it clear that a logic of
discourse familiar to the reader is being disrupted, and that such a disruption
enables the effect of a barbaric civilization (one such as Auerbach describes in
the passage quoted above) to be produced, Eliot is then keen to show that the
selection and juxtaposition of these images is founded on a kind of logic with
which we may be unfamiliar, but a kind of logic nevertheless: “Such selection of
a sequence of images and ideas has nothing chaotic about it. There is a logic of
the imagination as well as a logic of concepts. People who do not appreciate
poetry always find it difficult to distinguish between order and chaos in the
arrangement of images.”'** In his essay 'The Metaphysical Poets', Eliot makes it
quite clear that this logic of the imagination is the poet's logic: "the ordinary
man's experience is chaotic, irregular, fragmentary"; "in the mind of the poet,” by
contrast, “experiences are always forming new wholes.”'* Eliot describes this
process in 'Tradition and the Individual Talent' (1919): "The poet's mind is in fact
a receptacle for seizing and storing up numberless feelings, phrases, images,
which remain there until all the particles which can unite to form a new

"2 If a reader is unable to see this new

compound are present together.
compound in Perse, or Pound, or Eliot, it would appear to be the fault of their
insufficiently developed 'logic of the imagination'. Such an attitude explains why
Eliot appended notes to The Waste Land, and indeed the necessity of Prefaces
like the one he wrote to Perse's Anabasis: modern poetry must be fragmentary,
but as a result only poets will be able to read it. If he wanted his and his fellow
modernists to be read, Eliot had better make their works decode-able by a

general readership through the use of a preface and notes to identify how the

logic of the imagination' should treat the fragments it encounters.

Overall, then, the purely aesthetic and positive romantic dialectic of the
fragment, which is exultantly unconcerned with anything outside of itself in
either past, present or future, becomes split in its modernist manifestation by the

crisis of nostalgia and anxiety for an inheritance more replete with value into a

122 Eliot, introduction to St. John Perse, Anabasis (1930) 8.
'3 Eliot, 'The Metaphysical Poets', Selected Essays, quoted Patterson (1971) 30.
124 Eliot (1950) 55.
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dialectic of exultation and lamentation which the fragment perfectly articulates.
The relative weight given to these (positive and negative) poles of the dialectic
depend on the position of the poet utilising the fragmentary form, or on the
position of the critical reader of the fragmentary poem. When David Jones, the
poet writing, is also the first critical reader of that writing — which of course
every writer must be — the function and notion of the fragment become tangled
up together. The dialectic which posits the co-presence of positive and negative
connotations in the signifying structure of the fragment can be seen to be played
out in the functional process of the writing and re-writing of the fragmentary
text. Now we must turn to a consideration of David Jones's notion of the

fragment.

(iii) The Jonesian fragment

The subtitle Jones gave The Anathemata — "fragments of an attempted writing" —
appears as an ironic expression of the equivalence of the fragmentary and the
unfinished writing. However, Jones's judgement of the relative value of his two

major literary works introduces a caveat to this judgement:

I still believe in The Anathemata. 1 think that's O.K. and a lot better than In
Parenthesis.

(DGC 191)

On a number of grounds The Anathemata (though it's difficult for an author to
speak of his own work) I should have thought unquestionably excels In
Parenthesis.

(TL 22)

...The Anathemata which I think a far better book...
(LF 72)

It would appear to be paradoxical in view of Jones's desire to achieve aesthetic

'wholeness' or 'unity' that he deemed a poem apparently broken ('fragments') and
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unfinished (‘of an attempted writing") to excel a poem which he describes in
terms that suggest it attained wholeness and completion — of In Parenthesis Jones
wrote: “by a series of accidents I think I just turned the corner — but O Mary!
what a conjuring trick it was” (DGC 83-4). The fragment, we must surely
conclude, meant more than simply ruined or unfinished to Jones. The exact
nature of the 'fragments' of Jones's 'attempted writing' must therefore be

assessed.

After an early approach to the subject, Jones returns to a description of what The

Anathemata is later in his Preface:

To reinforce something already touched upon: I regard my book more as a series
of fragments, fragmented bits, chance scraps really, of records of things, vestiges
of sorts and kinds of disciplinae, that have come my way by this channel or that
influence. Pieces of stuffs that happen to mean something to me and which I see
as perhaps making a kind of coat of many colours, such as belonged to 'that
dreamer' in the Hebrew myth. Things to which I would give a related form, just
as one does in painting a picture.

(Ana 34)

Thus each of the fragments of The Anathemata would seem to be one textual
manifestation or 're-calling' of a single cultural fragment, trace, vestige, record,
piece — or, to identify another of Jones's archaeologically inflected terms, 'data’
and 'deposit' (Ana 9 and 19). (Jones's use of Latin terms such as 'disciplinae' is
addressed as part of my investigation into Jones's development of a macaronic
poetics in the third chapter of this thesis.) Jones is quite clear in the Preface
regarding the contingent formation of his sense of culture: "Part of my task has
been to allow myself to be directed by motifs gathered together from such
sources as have by accident been available to me and to make a work out of
those mixed data" (Ana 9). Jones reflected on the relationship of the artist to his
or her raw materials in general in the Preface: "You use the things that are yours
to use because they happen to be lying about the place or site or lying within the

orbit of your 'tradition” (Ana 34). The question is, What is that 'tradition'?
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A European cultural tradition has conditioned Jones, but it is not identical to
Jones's 'tradition’: an objective European tradition is not realisable in subjective

experience.

What is this writing about? I answer that it is about one's own 'thing', which res
is unavoidably part and parcel of the Western Christian res, as inherited by a
person whose perceptions are totally conditioned and limited by and dependent

upon his being indigenous to this island.

Jones therefore asks us to take into consideration "the further conditionings
contingent upon his being a Londoner, of Welsh and English parentage, of
Protestant upbringing, of Catholic subscription” (Ana 11). The list might have
gone on forever, listing every sub-category of limited, dependent and contingent
exposure to which Jones has been subject. Such a variety of conditioning
influences inevitably sets up conflicting senses of culture and history — the
Protestant/Catholic and English/Welsh conflicts being most obvious. As such, a
coherent narrative is not inheritable by an inquisitive person like Jones: history
itself refuses to be whole. As Jones stated in 'Wales and the Crown' (1953),
using the language of Hopkins' 'Pied Beauty,' "[a] great confluity and dapple,
pied, fragmented, twisted, lost: that is indeed the shape of things all over
Britain." (E&A 46)

Moreover, this 'pied, fragmented, twisted, lost' shape to Jones's experience of
culture is unstable. We can see the way that 'that shape that all the mess made'
in Jones's mind was continually shifting dependent on the current stimulus by

looking at the form of a letter he wrote to William Blissett (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5 — Letter from David Jones to William Blissett, Eve of Epiphany, 1960'%

The purpose of this note is for Jones to apologise for not having written, to say
he will write properly soon, and to act as a cover note for the gift of a book.
Jones is clearly writing in haste: he leaves out the word “book” by accident and
must insert it later; and he states that he is “flooded” (underlined three times)
“with neglected correspondence & stuff,” and then emphasizes this with a further
insertion: “So that I hardly know where to begin.” He then thanks Blissett for a

gift, and signs off.

A man flooded with correspondence might be expected to seal the package and
move on to the next letter. Not David Jones: in whichever order, he makes an
inscription and star to celebrate Epiphany at the head of the letter, cites the
source of the song he has inscribed on the fly-leaf of the book for Blissett, glosses
this post script with a note on Welsh pronunciation, and quotes Spenser on Janus
in order to be able to link Blissett’s love of Spenser with his own dread of the

cold.

Thus we see that Jones is unable to write even a short note without the

connections between everything and everybody in his mind urging him to

125 Reproduced in Blissett (1981) opposite 52.
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qualify, emphasize, supplement, elucidate, clarify, decorate, commemorate, and
so on. But also, we see groups of his rag-bag of cultural data emerge into
predominance, and thus form a shape through their interaction. The book he
sends, Blissett's interest in Spenser, the liturgical day upon which Jones writes,
and the time of the year lead Jones to make a number of connections between
such deposits as occur to him as he writes. In even so functional a note as this,
Jones feels a compulsion to make a shape out of the deposits which are
suggested to him. A letter to Rene Hague, or Harman Grisewood, or Jim Ede; a
letter written on a different day of the liturgical calendar, and in a different
season; a letter acting as a covering note to a different book, one about sea-
faring, say, or geology, or Roman Britain — alteration to any of these numerous
variables would have produced quite a different shape to the 'data' or 'deposits'

in Jones's mind, and so as a result a completely different letter.

Louis Bonnerot rightly connects Jones's 'vestiges, deposits, strata' with his notion
of the fragment.'” However, he does not comment on the chosen-ness of these
vestiges from the morass of the deposits within Jones's 'tradition’, nor on the
precise relationship between the fragment and those 'vestiges, deposits, strata'.
It would seem to me that fragments are parts of a deposit ("records of
things...pieces of stuffs" — my emphasis) which through the contingency of
cultural exposure ("chance scraps...that have come my way by this channel or
that influence") has acquired a special significance for David Jones ("that happen

to mean something to me").

We will remember from the Introduction to this thesis that Jones valued the
short chapter 'Of Art' in Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics because "it contains so
much for those concerned with the kind of thing that art is,” and that he went on
to describe it as “a foundational fragment" (E&A 172). As we have seen,
Aristotle's distinction of making from doing in this chapter established for Jones
a structure within which all his ideas in relation to art — and indeed, to his
conception of sacrament, and so of man - could function. It was 'foundational'

for Jones's philosophy of art, as it was for Maritain's and Eric Gill's. But

126 See Bonnerot (1973-4) 78 and 81.
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Aristotle's chapter is part of a systematic exposition; there is nothing 'ruined'
about it; this chapter is not part of a broken whole. So in what sense is it a

fragment?

My interpretation is that it is a fragment because, for Jones, it extracts itself
through Jones's experience of its special potentiality from the textual whole from
which it originates. The Nicomachean Ethics is one of Jones's deposits; chapter
four of book VI is fragmented from the whole because of its value over and
above the rest of that work in relation to all the other fragments which comprise
his tradition — we thus identify the mechanics of the emergence of the shape-in-
flux as represented in Jones's letter to Blissett. For Jones, this foundational
fragment is generative of a whole structure of thought, and thus separates itself
from the rest of Aristotle's text in being a kind of node to a system of value.
'Things which mean something' to Jones are 'fragments or fragmented bits' as a
result of this 'lifting up' and 'separating out'. Thus we see that the very idea of
'anathemata' is connected with Jones's notion of the fragment: Jones
summarized his definition of 'anathemata' as "[t]hings set up, lifted up, or in
whatever manner made over to the gods" (Ana 29). For Jones, these inherited
'deposits' are, by their inclusion in The Anathemata, "things in some sense made
separate, being 'laid up from other things." (Ana 29) That action of separation
occurs in Jones's mind when a conception of the deposit as sign occurs ("the
artist deals wholly in signs") (Ana 15). When Jones experienced a passage
within a text of his inheritance as resonant with significance, that passage was
made separate; it was instantly 'laid up from other things. Such an action

generated a fragment.

Here, the notion of the fragment has only positive connotations: no ruined whole
is necessary to this fragment, which is a thing chosen for its value — a thing more
resonant (and so perhaps more whole in Jones's experience of the shape of his
contingent tradition) than the whole from which it is extracted. Indeed,
fragmentation implies as a result a kind of order: a shape is organised around
the central node of the fragment. As Jones experienced interactions and

connections between his deposits — a shape — certain of their parts acquired
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greater significance, and thus became 'fragments'. These fragments — Jones's
'anathemata' — form the raw material from which his poem is made. We must
now turn to an examination of the process by which Jones wrote these fragments

into his text.
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III. David Jones's Method of the Generative Fragment

In his Preface, Jones gives a description of the way his 'data’ are liable to arrange

themselves into a shape during his attendance at Mass:

In a sense the fragments that compose this book are about, or around and about,
matters of all sorts which, by a kind of quasi-free association, are apt to stir in my
mind at any time and as often as not 'in the time of the Mass'. The mental
associations, liaisons, meanderings to and fro, 'ambivalences', asides, sprawl of the
pattern, if pattern there is — these thought-trains (or, some might reasonably say,
trains of distraction and inadvertence) have been as often as not initially set in
motion, shunted or buffered into near sidings or off to far destinations, by some
action or word, something seen or heard, during the liturgy...The mote of dust or
small insect seen for an instant in a bend or pale of light, may remind us of the bird
that winged swiftly throughted mote-hall, and that I suppose cannot but remind us
of the northern Witan and that may recall the city of York and that again Canterbury
and that the 'blisful briddes', and that Tabard Street, E.C.1, and that London Bridge,
and that the South Bank and its present abstract artefacts, and that again Battersea,
and that the forcing of the river at the Claudian invasion, and that the 'Battersea
shield', and that that other abstract art of the La Tene Celts in the British Museum in
Bloomsbury, W.C.1.

(Ana 31-32)

Every piece of 'data’ which occurs to Jones has a precedent cause: the 'action' or
'word' in the liturgy triggers an association, a mote of dust does the same, and
each of these associations develops into further associations in concatenation. In
this final section to Chapter 1, I will reveal how Jones converted this 'quasi-free

associational' daydreaming into a method for the writing of a long poem.

This method relied on the part/whole dialectic of the fragment. We will see how
Jones's method of the fragment formed the mechanics of the poem's 'inner

necessity,' and supplied the necessary 'ligament' for its making in the absence of
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an extrinsic structuring principle. Jones's text was made to generate itself under
the agency of fragments which were experienced as suffused with potential, as
reaching toward an ideal whole in their future (as in Schlegel's fragment). Also,
though, whilst being fraught with the risk of incoherence, Jones's method
enabled the formation of a poetic with the requisite modern intensity (as in the
modernist fragment). In order to obtain to such a view, the prevailing account of
Jones's method needs to be dismantled, which is undertaken in the first part of
this section. The second part gives an account of the genetic critical method
used in the examination of Jones's manuscript. The third part presents the
evidence for my argument that Jones developed a method of the generative
fragment in the writing of 'The Roman Quarry' in 1943, which he then used as

the method for the writing of the whole of The Anathemata.

(i) Re-thinking Jones's insertional method

In two stages — in 1979, five years after David Jones's death, and then in 1984 —
Jones's literary manuscripts, letters, personal documents and personal library
were donated to the National Library of Wales (NLW) in Aberystwyth. The
manuscript material produced by Jones in the 15 year period between the
publication of In Parenthesis in 1937 and The Anathemata in 1952 occupies
2,440 sheets.” Around three-fifths of these manuscripts relate directly to The
Anathemata in its published state, and were written between 1944 and 1952.
The other two-fifths is the manuscript material which Rene Hague edited for
publication as The Roman Quarry (1981), the 'experiments' written between
1937 and 1944. In addition to this, many thousands of pages of The Anathemata
in typescript, galley-proof and page-proof produced between 1949 and 1952 are
also held at the NLW.

Although it is certainly the case that many manuscript sheets are missing, and

that even an approximation to the volume of missing sheets is impossible to

127 The typescripts, galley and page proofs to The Anathemata make a total of almost double this figure
considered with the manuscripts. The David Jones Papers catalogue is available online at
www.llgc.org.uk (enter 'David Jones Papers' as a title in the search box).
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determine, there is a sufficient wealth of material to make a detailed
investigation into Jones's method of writing viable. In order to understand how
this thesis alters the existing understanding which Jones scholars have of the
method by which he wrote The Anathemata, an overview of the relationship
between Jones's paginational code and the structure of the archive is essential.
First, though, it might be helpful to provide a brief comparison of the material

remains of Joyce's and Jones's writing processes.

The genetic development of Finnegans Wake passed through three main pre-
typescript material stages. First of all, Joyce wrote very short notes in
notebooks. Following this, he began drafting on loose sheets. After this, Joyce
copied a provisional draft out from these drafts into bound copybooks, and then
continued that drafting process within the same book. The three different
material states of Joyce's manuscript allows the construction of a relatively stable
chronological view of the documents for genetic criticism to interpret because
the pages of the notebooks and of the copybooks have locked within their
sequence the temporality of the making process. David Jones worked in a
different way. He underlined and annotated the books in his personal library (a
rough equivalent to Joyce's transcription of words and phrases from a multitude
of sources into his notebooks, though of course, in Joyce's notebooks the words
are decontextualised, and already beginning to mutate into Wake-ese). Jones
then undertook all drafting stages — from rough to fine copy to final manuscript
copy — on loose sheets of halved foolscap. There is no distinguishing material
transition in the 15 years of Jones's writing of The Anathemata — all are hand-
written on loose sheets — which makes establishing a chronology for his
manuscripts far more difficult. However, the manuscript of The Anathemata does
exhibit a unique page numbering system which allows us to place the drafting
stages of each part of the poem in chronological order. This is precisely how
Jones manuscripts have been ordered, both archivally and critically. —The
problem, though, is that such a chronology established in reference to this
pagination of draft sheets can be — and has been — misleading; the true nature of

Jones's method of working has been foreclosed from view.
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Philip Davies and Daniel Huws, the two archivists who catalogued Jones's
manuscripts, inherited a set of papers whose order did not reflect the chronology
of their writing. Jones's notorious inability to maintain any order to his work,
either during or after the process of writing, no doubt interfered with the
internal structure of the manuscript. Indeed, on at least one occasion Jones
found himself accidentally writing a letter to a friend on the verso of one of his
manuscript sheets (see IN 41); and some manuscript sheets have notes to friends
scribbled on them which Jones pinned to his door (see for example LR4/1.62, on
the verso of which Jones has written a note to Louis Bussell). Both these
behaviours tend to indicate that at least some manuscript sheets were not
deemed worthy of fastidious preservation. Moreover, Hague and Grisewood
went through Jones's manuscripts in order to edit the material which Hague
published as The Roman Quarry, and at the same time they seem to have sorted

8 So, Jones's papers were likely to

the manuscript sheets of The Anathemata.®
have been in disarray, which meant that the archivists had to order them

according to some principle or another.

The ordering principle they used was logical enough: Jones's pagination of his
manuscript. Thus we find the manuscript divided by the archivists into five main
files of draft material, and two main files of final manuscript material. The five
different files of draft material exhibit clearly distinct paginational codes, which
justifies their division into these five separate files. The first file comprises
manuscript material paginated 1-8; the second file comprises material paginated
5A-5T; the third comprises 37A-37R; the fourth 62A-620; the fifth 11A-111. The
cataloguing of the manuscripts into five separate files using Jones's paginational

code appears to be the only possible system of organisation.'*

Problems quickly begin to emerge, though, when we zoom in on the internal

128 Someone has written in pencil the page of The Anathemata as published to which many of the early
manuscript sheets corresponds. This is not the kind of intrusion to be expected from the archivists at the
NLW. There is a possibility that Jones himself went through these manuscripts later in life and indicated
where the corresponding text was in the poem as published because he was looking for material which he
had not used. Jones had also gone through the material which became The Roman Quarry through the
1950s and '60s as he sought parts of his experiments to rewrite as individual poems, published in Agenda,
and then collected in The Sleeping Lord (1974).

12 The alternative (which was not possible at the time but now is) would be the construction of a digital
archive which does not assign such a fixed structure to groups of manuscript sheets, but treats them on a
sheet-by-sheet basis, and enables the user to manipulate the overall structure.
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characteristics of each of the five files. In each file, the manuscript pages are
arranged in accordance with their eventual form in the final manuscript — that is
to say, teleologically. This sets up a structural opposition within the archive:
while the files are divided from one another according to their having a separate
genetic status (pages 1-8 form an apparently genetically cohesive unit distinct
from that of pages 5A-5T) they are not internally genetically cohesive. One
inconsistency which arises from this is that (by way of specific example) the file
which contains pages 5A-5T also incorporates 5F1-5F33, which was inserted into
the foundational text paginated 5A-5T. And yet pages 1-8 — and into which 5A-
5T, and so also 5F1-5F33, were inserted — is given a completely separate file.
More importantly, the sequence of pages which each file follows is determined
by Jones's pagination rather than by the textual content of each sheet. This
would not be a problem if Jones's text developed in a linear direction, or even if
it developed in a number of large-scale insertions (such as 5A-T, and 5F1-33, and
so on). However, it is a problem because different draft sheets with the same
page number in the manuscript contain widely separated parts of the text of The
Anathemata — and we are talking in terms of five or ten or a dozen pages rather

than lines.'*°

The lack of correlation between the text and the pagination of the manuscript is
a problem which Davies and Huws undoubtedly knew existed, but they did not
know how or why it had occurred, and so had to present the materials in a kind
of self-divided genetic-teleological hybrid, with file division reflecting the genetic
history of the poem, and the interior of each file straining impossibly to reflect
the structure of the text as represented in the two files of the final manuscript
and as published. A fully genetically structured archive would only be possible
in hypertext because many sheets occupied more than one place in the
manuscript as it grew (as evidenced by the alterations Jones made to the page
numbers on individual sheets). The observation that the manuscript of The

Anathemata exhibits a self-divided structure leads us to a recognition that there

139 Furthermore, some individual manuscript sheets have been renumbered sometimes five or six times,
such as sheet LA1/5.155, which is paginated first 37P5H, then I, J, K, L, and finally N. And, even more
confusingly, many manuscript sheets are numbered using three different classifications; for example,
sheet LA1/9.64 is paginated 5F23, but also 39 and 92. These are important points, but I want to pass over
them for now so as not to distract attention from the major problem, which is the lack of correlation
between the manuscript text and pagination.
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is a major flaw with existing accounts of the way in which Jones wrote his poem,

to which we will now turn.

Following my first visit to Aberystwyth to look at the David Jones Papers in
December 2007, and the resolution that I would undertake a genetic critical
study of The Anathemata, I knew that I would need to work on the manuscript in
great detail. I therefore ordered a photocopy of all of the pages of the seven
major files of the manuscript of The Anathemata so I could work on it from
home. I had already been in contact with Thomas Dilworth, the leading
authority on Jones's work and life, and I decided that I would inform him of my
altered intentions and see what he thought. Professor Dilworth was, as ever,
very encouraging, but he warned me that trying to work out how the pagination
of the manuscript could possibly be consistent with the development of the text
it contained would, to use his words, drive me mad. At this time I assumed with
Dilworth that this problem was just one of those mysteries which have to be
accepted — not, admittedly, a very rigorous genetic-critical way of thinking. In
any case, it seemed to be of only minor importance because Dilworth's account
of the genesis of The Anathemata, which he had been refining for some twenty

years, appeared to me to be utterly irrefutable.

Dilworth's account of the form, and of the genesis, of The Anathemata back one
another up. Thomas Goldpaugh, the only other Jones scholar who refers to the
manuscript of the poem, agrees with Dilworth that the making of the poem was
directed by Jones's conception of a spatial form for his poem. The difference
between these two scholars' takes on the form of The Anathemata are, genetically
speaking, slight: although Dilworth describes The Anathemata as a series of
concentric rings, and Goldpaugh describes it as a unicursal labyrinth, in both

cases formal intention is seen to have directed an idiosyncratic method.'*

In Dilworth's account, the reader of The Anathemata moves through the separate

actions of the poem to its centre, and thereafter retraces his or her steps,

! The form of the poem is also said to resemble celtic art by Gwyn Williams, and a labyrinth by Jeremy
Hooker, though neither of these critics engages with the manuscripts, which were not in the public
domain at the time they wrote their studies. See Dilworth (1988) 154-56, and Goldpaugh (1999) 269.
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revisiting each of those actions in reverse order. Thus, at the end, we are back
where we began: at the Mass. Dilworth describes this form as being
'parenthetical: the outermost parenthesis is the Mass, whilst within this is
another which concerns itself with dating the Last Supper and Crucifixion in
relation to historic and prehistoric events, whilst within this is another in which
we read of the sailing into port of an ancient ship, and so on. Dilworth identifies
eight parentheses grouped around the poem's centre (on pages 157-8 of the text
as published), a lyrical celebration of Christ. This parenthetical form is
identified through a reading of the poem's content, which is by necessity
thematically simplified by Dilworth. Dilworth's reading is convincing enough,
but the reference he makes to the manuscripts is his killer blow: "the manuscript

evidence is indisputable", he writes."*

The evidence to which Dilworth refers is Jones's scheme of pagination. The
movement from one thematic 'parenthesis' to the next one enclosed within it (or
which encloses it, depending on whether we read toward or away from the
poem's centre) is, in Dilworth's account, precisely equal to a move from one
genetic stage to another. The outer parenthesis of the poem is formed by the
passage paginated 1-8, which explores the Mass, and which Davies and Huws
catalogued as the first file of the manuscript of The Anathemata (LA1/3; LA1/1
and 2 contain the manuscript to the Preface). Dilworth believes that Jones split
this foundational passage at page 5, and wrote a 20-page passage in which the
Passion and Crucifixion are dated in relation to historic and prehistoric events,
which he then inserted into that space. Jones paginated this long passage 5A-5T
to indicate that it was to be inserted into the 'split' at page five of the
foundational passage. Dilworth describes how, after doing this, Jones split his
text again, within that 5A-5T insertion, at page 5E and made another insertion.
This second insertion was 33 pages long, and Jones numbered it 5F1-5F33. The
following diagram gives a representation of the manuscript at this stage of its

writing (see Figure 6).

132 Dilworth (1997) 44-45.
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Figure 6 - The form of the manuscript of The Anathemata following two 'insertions'

For whatever reason — and we shall look into this in Chapter 4 — Jones then re-
paginated his manuscript, which was 74 pages long. Following this (as Dilworth
describes it), Jones went on to make another five insertions to his manuscript,
starting with a 37A-37Q insertion, each of them being inserted into its
predecessor. The last insertion Dilworth identifies is paginated 37.P5.0.B.1-9."%*
Sure enough, the lyrical celebration of Christ on page 157-8 of The Anathemata
as published — the spatial 'centre' of Jones's poem in Dilworth's analysis — is
contained within this insertion, on pages 37.R5.0.B.6-7. This 'centre' of the
poem in manuscript is eight insertional stages from the outer parenthesis, which
exactly corresponds with Dilworth's thematic reading of the text. Dilworth

represents this structure thus:"*

(CCCCCCcoNNNIIN

The first splitting of the text performed by Jones is presented by Dilworth as
Jones's greatest discovery, one which he seized upon as the method by which he

could give form to his emerging poem: "in its creative potential and imaginative

'3 The eight foliation stages (in simple terms) are: (i) 1-8, (ii) 5A-T, (iii) 5F1-33, (iv) 37A-R, (v) 37P1-
9, (vi) 37P5A-R, (vii) 37P50.A-C, and (viii) 37P50.B1-9. We will see in due course why this is only 'in
simple terms'.

54 Dilworth (2008) 177.
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results, it was, for David Jones, an act as momentous as splitting the atom.""”

For Dilworth, The Anathemata is an intentionally created formal sign for David
Jones's paradigmatic sign, the Eucharist: "in its paradoxical equation of centre
and circumference, the poem's structure symbolically corresponds to the

sacrament with which it is coextensive."'%°

If we look at the evidence Dilworth provides — the published text and the
manuscript pagination — his reading does indeed appear unassailable. If we
trace the chronology of the making of The Anathemata, the different 'insertions'
clearly do correspond with the makerly progress of the poem. The chronology I
established is based predominantly on an analysis of the paper which Jones
used. By matching paper types within the manuscript of The Anathemata to
those Jones used in writing letters — which he almost always dated — we can see
a definite pattern to the chronology of Jones's paper use, and one which matches
the complex paginational structure of the manuscript. The data for these paper

types is presented in Appendix 1.

An early version of the base of the poem (the first three pages of the eight page
base) was almost certainly written in 1941 (as will be discussed in detail in the
following chapter). Jones returned to this in early-1944 and developed it into
the eight page base' of The Anathemata. We can see that the first 'insertion' into
this (paginated 5A-T) was written around the middle of 1945, which is
corroborated by Jones having made a written request for information on the
pronunciation of Lucius Aelius Sejanus (who appears on sheet 5G) in July
1945.%7 The second insertion (paginated 5F1-5F33) must have been made at
the end of 1945 or the beginning of 1946, because the 37A-R 'insertion' was
begun at the end of November 1945 (at the very earliest) and was completed
before February 1947, though more probably prior to Jones's nervous breakdown
in September 1946. After this, Jones did no further writing until late August or
early September 1947, when he started writing again at the direction of his

therapists. He was directed to paint women, and so it seems likely that he was

135 Dilworth (1988) 171.
8 Ibid 172.
B7See DGC 130, and LA1/4.158-161.
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directed to 'write' women also: the 37P1-9 'insertion', and those inserted into it,
is the large fifth section of The Anathemata, 'The Lady of the Pool', written in the
voice of a woman; and the 62A-O 'insertion' dwells on the Virgin and Guinevere,
and much of it is written in the voice of the three witches from Macbeth. The
latter of these was written prior to May 1948. The 'insertions' which constitute
'The Lady of the Pool' seem to have been made between Seuptember 1947 and
January 1949 (37P1-9), around mid-1949 (37P5M1-5), and in December 1949
(37P50B1-9)."*® At the very end of 1949, Jones sent his manuscript to two
typists, and, receiving it back in the first months of 1950, reworked two

substantial passages, some of it written earlier, though not included in the

t.139

typescrip

Dilworth's account of Jones's method of writing The Anathemata is, then,
supported by the paper-type data. However, Dilworth does not draw attention to
the fact that any attempt to reassemble the earlier manuscript drafts according
to the insertional pagination of the final manuscript results in the text contained
on those earlier manuscript sheets being jumbled up into a chaotic mess —
alternately repetitious and discontinuous. The fact of the matter is that
whichever organisational principle we use — whether the paginational code, or
the text on the manuscript sheets — the other breaks down into incoherence and
disorder. Dilworth's error has been to view the paginational code of the final
manuscript as the key to decoding an otherwise overly intricate drafting process,
even though the evidence for that drafting process on the manuscripts explicitly
contradicts such a view — hence Dilworth's advice to me not to try to work out
Jones's paginational code for early draft material. The manuscripts

appropriately contain their own textual aporia.

Thomas Goldpaugh, in looking at Jones's experimental manuscripts, found that
the formal discovery Jones had made, and which Dilworth had earlier described,

had in fact been made in 1943 in the writing of 'The Roman Quarry'.

138 Paper type data for the other 'insertions' which make up 'The Lady of the Pool' is lacking.

139 Jones dated the front page of his manuscript '1949', though he may not have finished drafting new
material for it until December. The 9A-V 'insertion' to the typescript was rewritten (some time after
Spring 1950) from the earlier 11A-I 'insertion' (probably originally written around mid-1948). The 25A-J
'insertion' to the typescript was rewritten from material contained within the 37A-R 'insertion'.
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As the manuscripts to The Anathemata show, the compositional method in both
Jones's pre-Anathemata experiment ['The Roman Quarry'] and The Anathemata
is identical. In both cases, Jones began with a unified narrative which he then
split, and into which he placed another section which was subsequently split,

followed by a third insertion, and a fourth and so on.**

It is again the paginational code to the manuscript of 'The Roman Quarry' which

reveals this method.

All three insertions occur between MS 66 and MS 67 of the original conversation
taking place in Jerusalem...All three [insertions] follow the same pattern,
spiraling into a central point and then retracing themselves outward so that we
meet the same textual markers going out from the centre that we meet on the

way in.'*!

The paginational structure is as follows: the base text in manuscript is numbered
58-143 (it had been separated from another sequence, numbered 1-57 by Jones)
and the insertions are (i) 66A-660, (ii) 66H1-66H14, and (iii) 66H12A-66H12N.
This Russian doll' form to the paginational code — one within another within
another — is clearly exactly the same as that of The Anathemata. 1 agree with
Goldpaugh that, without a doubt, both the method of making and the structure
to the pagination of The Anathemata and 'The Roman Quarry' are identical.
However, the method of their making is not identifiable simply under the terms
of the pagination exhibited in the manuscripts, which Goldpaugh takes as proof
of the insertions being embedded in the Roman Quarry manuscript in "three

separate stages."'*

Dilworth's and Goldpaugh's shared error is to have extrapolated a method of
making from the final manuscript paginational code, and to have suppressed the

conflicting evidence of the earlier draft sheets. It is of course axiomatic that the

4% Goldpaugh (publication pending). Dilworth has subsequently asserted that this 'discovery' had
already been made by Jones in the making of the engravings for The Chester Play of the Deluge in 1927.
See Dilworth (1997) 47-51.

4! Goldpaugh (publication pending).

142 Goldpaugh (1999) 261.
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draft sheets should assume priority over final manuscript sheets in an analysis of
the making process. A true account of the insertional stages of The Anathemata
and the abandoned experiment which preceded it reveals that both Dilworth's
and Goldpaugh's attractive formal interpretations of these poems as symbolically
Eucharistic (Dilworth), or as "metasigns” which enact the preservation of culture

(Goldpaugh), are mistaken.'®

Goldpaugh's assertion that "[Jones's] insertional
method...is inseparable from the force that engendered it: his desire to preserve
the signa of the culture within a verbal temenos" is untenable if we look more
closely at the manuscript evidence.'* Indeed, the account Jones himself gave in
1958 of the making of The Anathemata and its resultant form - which
Goldpaugh argues against — is with further consideration of the manuscript

clearly the true account:

It is a disadvantage of my method (or lack of it!) that the reader is faced with
rather sudden & unwarned of changes of occasion, and that causes confusion...It
is a weakness of my technique that these changes are insufficiently marked.

(WH 38)

From Jones's account, it appears that his method in writing gave rise to the form
of the text, not (as Dilworth and Goldpaugh assert) that a preconceived form

dictated the development of a method of textual production.

Goldpaugh concludes that "Jones's notational system offers a history of his
compositional process. More than that, though, his system provides a blueprint
to the way the temenos was constructed and a map for the reader to the
labyrinth."'* The problem with this map, though, is that it is one which
transforms the landscape rather than representing it. In this section, I will seek
to draw up a new, more accurate map of the making of 'The Roman Quarry' and
The Anathemata. This is necessary because Dilworth and Goldpaugh are not
aware that Jones's paginal code, as we shall soon see, was a reaction to his way

of working, not that way of working itself.

' Ibid 255.
' Ibid 275.
' Ibid 276.

106



In order to reassess the method of the making of 'The Roman Quarry' and The
Anathemata, we must establish, or reclaim, a number of terms for this specific
use. The code which Jones used to organise the manuscript sheets towards The
Anathemata 1 will call a 'foliational code'. Within this code, several stages of
writing are implied, as evidenced by Dilworth's and Goldpaugh's interpretations:
they refer to these 'stages' as 'insertions'. As we shall see, though, such 'stages'
are illusory; to guard against such implications, the ostensible 'stages' of the
foliational code shall be called 'foliational strata'. The use of these terms
liberates the term 'insertion' from its current misleading use in Jones criticism.
An 'insertion' has been seen as coextensive with one foliational stratum by all
critics working on Jones's manuscripts. The term 'insertion' carries with it clear
textual-genetic connotations, but is also shrouded in vagueness. The 'insertions'
identified by Dilworth and Goldpaugh are enormous — of hundreds, sometimes
thousands, of words. These words were not written in an instant; neither are
they necessarily written in the order in which they are read; neither could they
have been preconceived in their entirety from the commencement of the writing
of such an 'insertion'. What is it, then, that constitutes an 'insertion' in the actual
process of making? The notion of the insertion, thus liberated, will be

reconfigured in the course of this section.

Another important consideration is that, as Jones's manuscripts grew, or when he
decided on a new starting point for a sequence, he renumbered his sheets (as
commented upon above). Many of Jones's manuscript sheets therefore contain
several different foliational codes. In "The Roman Quarry', for example (which is
the text we will be examining in this section) there are up to four different
numbers on any single sheet. I use the term 'foliational order' to designate each

of these changes to the pagination of the manuscript as a whole.

We will soon be in a position to reveal how the manuscript evidence brings to
light Jones's far more chance-orientated method of writing than either Dilworth
or Goldpaugh allow. However, I will first provide an account of my genetic-

critical method.
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(ii) The genetic-critical analysis: method and results

Roland Barthes, in his 'Textual Analysis of a Tale by Edgar Allan Poe' and in S/Z,
divides 'The Facts in the Case of Mr Valdemar' and Sarrasine up into 'lexias', or
"units of reading." These units of reading are not established in accordance with
any theoretical principle; indeed, the guiding principle "is purely empirical,
dictated by a concern for convenience: the lexia is an arbitrary product."'*® I
have done the same with the second foliational stratum (foliated 66H1-14) of
Jones's manuscript of 'The Roman Quarry', though my rationale for dividing the
7

text resides in speculating on what might constitute a 'unit of writing.

therefore call these units 'scriptias.'

At an average of 7.5 words, the scriptias into which I have divided Jones's text
are a great deal shorter than the lexias into which Barthes has divided Poe's text,

 Barthes seeks to observe meanings in his

which average nearly 15.5 words.'*
investigation, and so "the useful lexia is the one in which only one, two, or three
meanings occur."'* I seek to observe the process of writing in my investigation,
and have thus divided Jones's text according to its grammar, clause by clause.
There underlies this division the assumption that the smallest act of new writing
(i.e. not altering existing work) will seek to represent a single object, image or
event in a clausally discrete form. A list of, say, seven objects was therefore
deemed equivalent to seven scriptias, whilst the use of seven words to describe a
single event or relationship might well be deemed to be equivalent to one
scriptia. If there was any doubt as to whether to establish a smaller or a larger
scriptia at a particular point of the text, the smaller was generally opted for. If
these scriptias are not equivalent to discrete writerly moments — and I am certain
that many are not — these divisions are usually the smallest divisions of text

obtainable under any motivating system other than by each single word, which

would make an analysis of the genesis of the text impossible: clauses, even as

14 Barthes (1994) 263.

T 1 chose this stratum for the simple reason that it contains more extant draft sheets within the
manuscript than either the first or the third strata.

'8 This calculation is made on the basis of the first 17 lexias/scriptias of each analysis.

14 Barthes (1994) 263.
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they are altered in subsequent drafts, still exhibit syntactic identity which
words, taken individually, are divested of. Like Barthes' lexias, my scriptias are
not the product of rigorous analysis, but are a convenient starting point for the
analysis of otherwise unwieldy materials. Each of the scriptias is big enough to
be recognizable in earlier draft form, but small enough not to oversimplify the

view of the writing process.

After dividing the text into scriptias, I placed each scriptia in one cell of a table
in sequence so that the poem is reconstructed in a quasi-verse form dictated by
its grammar. I then numbered each of these cells. The 'final' manuscript for the
second foliational stratum of 'The Roman Quarry' (66H1-14) generated a total of

329 scriptias (see the far-right column of the table in Appendix 2).

In addition to the 15 sheets which constitute this 'final' manuscript, the 'Roman
Quarry' manuscript also contains 37 earlier draft sheets towards this foliational
stratum. I went through these earlier drafts and identified which of the scriptias
of the final manuscript appeared on which draft sheets. Each of these draft
sheets is represented by a column in the table in Appendix 2, from the earliest
draft (far left) onwards (moving to the right). It will give us a foretaste of what
this analysis will later explore more comprehensively if we bear in mind that the
matching of the earliest draft scriptias with what they became in the final
manuscript was almost without exception easily done. It therefore already
became clear during the analysis that Jones's method was to add more and more
material (syntagmatic addition), and to alter existing text (paradigmatic
alteration) within the terms of its syntactic organisation. He only rarely deleted

material or altered the linear order of his text through re-organisation.

Before looking at the overall pattern to Jones's method, as revealed by the
tabular scriptia analysis, we can begin to get an idea of how Jones worked if we
take a close-up view of the development of one part of this stratum. The first
draft in which the line 'or do they kennel the she-hounds' appears, and which
subsequently became the beginning of the 66H1-14 insertional stratum, includes

only three further lines.
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— or do they kennell the she-hounds
of Arthur titeg-t are they sacred
to the lords of Susa, or does the bitch
that nourish the brood
(LR8/6.168)

The latter two questions of this draft (are they sacred to the lords of Susa, or
does the bitch nourish the brood?) are subsequently discarded in the second
draft stage as Jones pursues the image of Arthur's hunting of the boar in the

Culwch und Olwen, which had been suggested by the first question:

or does it kennel the bitch-hounds?
are these the name-bearing stones of the
named hounds of the Arya of Britain?
are they <the> night-yards of the dogs of the Island?
that quested the hog from Port Cleis to
Pebidiog down <round> to Aber of the two waters
up to the stone enclosure & <the> leaning stones by
the enclosure, back to the stone of the
children of Arthur, on to the White Fort hollow
where the <first> slaughter <was> over Preselly Top down
to Nevern dount-head where the Arya
waited with the boar spears when the
the innate hunters of Britain defeated <assaulted> <deployed>
at the streamsotiree <water course> & the second slaughter
was & the wounding of the quarry when the
chief architect of the Island fell to the
boar thrust & at dawn the third slaughter was.
on to Teily town where the wounded tusker
thrust again to sorrow the Queen of France]...]

(LR8/6.172)
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Figure 7 — Development of part of 'The Roman Quarry' from 'does it kennel the bitch-hounds?'
(LR8/6.172)

This draft is written in pencil, and there is evidence of some rubbing out (see

Figure 7, above). Whilst the notion of this being a singular 'draft' is therefore
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problematic, we will for now treat of each draft sheet as the locus of a single
drafting stage. Accordingly, we can describe the further development of this
passage thus: Jones inserted three passages of text at a third draft stage (on
LR8/6.173), one short passage at a fourth stage (LA8/6.174), and three
passages at a fifth stage (LR8/6.169 and 169.v). After doing so, he made no
further insertions to this part of the text (though he did delete several lines). The
process of the growth of this part of Jones's text is best represented
diagrammatically (see Figure 8, below). (Images of the manuscript sheets upon

which these insertions are made are included as Appendix 3)
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3" draft
(LR8/6.173)

4" draft
(LR8/6.174)

5" draft
(LR8/6.169)
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|
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|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

]| & the wounds of his brood

(when the dog-cry

made heaven fall

to the confluence <at the boundary>

where Wye stream <wars with Severn tide>

& the shout of the Arya shouting the hunt-cry

because of the unison of the shouting)

P
—

(for it is the prophecy of the men of the isl
unison only when they shout to venery)

and to achieve

—

course

and the torc-bearing hunters of the island deployed at the water-

Scriptia 1" draft 2" draft
(LR8/6.168) (LR8/6.172)
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|
I
I
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8 |
I
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12 |
|
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I
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15 |
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18 D < :l over Preselly Top down to Nevern fount-head
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I
20 I & the second slaughter was
I
N/A | o & the waiting[?] of the quarry when the chief architect of the Island fell to the
:I boar thrust & at dawn the third slaughter was.
21 on to Teily[?] town where the wounded tusker thrust again to sorrow the Queen
of France

I

Figure 8 — Insertions made on five different draft sheets for page 66H2 of 'The Roman Quarry'

when the horn-throats & the dog-throats &
the throats of the Arya were lifted as one)

When <he> doubled his tracks & doubled again

& stood & withstood in <the> high hollow

& where was he thence that no one could tell?




The diagram above includes only the first 18 lines of the text which was inserted
at the second draft stage. If we had sought to examine all of the text contained
on the second draft sheet (28 lines in total), we would see just how much of the
final manuscript text, formed by insertions made to it in 30 subsequent drafting
stages, was genetically dependent on the material contained on that single sheet.
The text of this single draft sheet grew until it occupied 12 manuscript sheets, an
expansion from 28 to 231 lines. Jones's text, then, can already be seen to be like
an index card system, which gathers more and more entries within its already
established A to Z structure. It is not built upon, but within — and at a far smaller

scale than that described by Thomas Dilworth and Thomas Goldpaugh.

Figure 9, below, is a compressed representation of the scriptia analysis for the
whole of the 66H1-14 foliational stratum of 'The Roman Quarry'. (A version in
which the scriptias can be read and the individual draft sheets identified is
presented as Appendix 2). Each row of the table corresponds to a single scriptia.
The top row represents the first scriptia of the first page of the final manuscript
of this foliational stratum; the bottom row represents the final scriptia of the
final manuscript. Each column of the table corresponds with a draft sheet
towards the final manuscript. The left-most column represents the earliest
surviving draft, while the right-most column represents the latest draft prior to
the production of the final manuscript.”® Individual cells within the table which
are shaded grey denote the presence of an early version of a particular scriptia
on a particular draft sheet. This method of representing the process by which
Jones worked enables us to penetrate the confusion which the conflict between
the paginational code and the growth of the text presents us with. By
concentrating on the text rather than the paginational code, we can see that the
'stages' in which Jones made his 'insertions' were miniscule and multitudinous.
We can therefore see that the method which Jones used - 'catch-as-catch-can'
(or, with characteristically self-deprecating humour, 'C.A.C.C.") is the way he

described it (IN 39 and 49) - could not have been oriented upon a final form.

To place the preceding close-up analysis in context, the small dotted rectangle in

%% The order of Jones's drafts cannot always be established with certainty, so the order is not absolute.
This, however, does not affect the current analysis.
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Figure 9 (below) marks the extent of the text covered by the analysis
represented by Figure 8 (above). This, in turn, can be compared with the extent
of the insertions made to the text contained on the second draft sheet in
subsequent drafts (see the large rectangle drawn over the diagram), and to the
66H1-14 insertional stratum of 'The Roman Quarry' as a whole (the limits of the

diagram).

115



66H1

L.,

it

i

T

!-:I:I:II M

¢

M

3

D
by
&

Figure 9 — Full overview of scriptia analysis of the
third foliational stratum of 'The Roman Quarry'

66H14

Using Figure 9, we can see that on almost every single draft sheet (column)
scriptias which were formerly contiguous are separated by later drafts (in

columns to the right). This is denoted by the gaps between shaded cells in any
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given column: material entering the text in later draft stages has pushed the text
apart. We can therefore see from the analysis of Jones's text using the scriptias
that the division and insertion of his text took place within the foliational
stratum rather than being the mechanism which constituted its limits. This
process of division and insertion — a process of division by insertion — was taking
place at a very small scale: Jones's insertions were often equivalent to only one,
two, or three scriptias at a time (see the 'isolated' cells shaded in grey in Figure
9), which meant that the building of the text by continued insertion involved a

huge number of micro-insertions.*

It is clear, then, that within this foliational stratum, which Thomas Goldpaugh
would have us believe is equivalent to a single insertion, there are numerous
points within the traceable genesis of the text at which we might point toward a
far smaller insertion — and then, again, numerous insertional points within these,
and so on. Tracing the insertional development of the stratum back through
these numerous localized micro-insertional instances has revealed that almost
the whole of this foliational stratum was inserted between scriptias which in an

t.1>2 The Jonesian insertion was not a

early draft had occupied a single shee
wholesale grafting, but an organic cellular growth which did not take place in

distinct stages.

If we turn from 'The Roman Quarry' to The Anathemata, we can see that Jones's
method was precisely the same, and that Dilworth's account, like Goldpaugh's, is
also untenable. As mentioned above, the foliational structure of the manuscript
has led Dilworth to the conclusion that Jones divided an initial eight page draft
on its fifth page, and inserted within it a twenty page passage, paginated 5A to
5T; and that Jones repeated this process eight times, making large insertions at
the centre of the emerging text on each occasion. If we look at the foliational
strata of the manuscript alone, we can already call Dilworth's analysis into

question. The 'insertions' which Dilworth describes were not made at the 'centre'

3! For example, 66H5 (LR8/6.183), in order to become the same as the 'final' manuscript, must have
scriptias 208-9, 212-216, 220, 226-9, 235-240, and 245-8 inserted into its text; which is to say that the
text receives insertions of groups of only 2, 5, 1, 4, 6 and 4 scriptias. See Appendix 2.

32 DJP LR8/6.169 (66H2). Jones uses both sides of the sheet. The text corresponds to scriptias 1-29,
201-3, 205, 210-1, 250-1, and 260-1.
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of the emerging text at all; neither were they as orderly — supposedly occurring
in eight distinct stages — as Dilworth makes out. The following diagram (Figure
10), representing the location of the various insertions to the manuscript of The
Anathemata, reveals that, whilst the first three foliational strata (those within the
first foliational order), do appear to conform to Dilworth's interpretation, those
constituting the second foliational order are much more haphazard; three large
'insertions' were made to the 74 page base stratum: 11A-I (9 pages), 37A-R (18
pages) and 62A-O (15 pages). Whilst the centre of the manuscript was indeed at
page 37 after Jones repaginated it (from 1 to 74), the other two insertions (the
first of which developed into a passage of some 23 pages) do not conform to
Dilworth's parenthetical formal model. Likewise, the largest of the four
foliational strata which developed out of the 37A-R stratum, and the one which
was susequently bred numerous foliational strata, is paginated 37P1-9. Clearly

37P is not at the 'centre' of the 37A-R 'insertion', but right at its end.
g
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Base stratum 1-167 (manuscript refoliation) > 1-119 (typescript)

2" stratum 9A-V ‘ ‘ 25A-J ‘

Figure 10 — The three foliational orders of the manuscript of The Anathemata showing the non-parenthetical form of the 'insertions'




The preceding observations refute Dilworth's claim that Jones was inserting
material at the centre of his manuscript. If we undertake an analysis of the base
foliational stratum for the whole poem, paginated 1-8, using the scriptias to
track the emergence of the text, we can see that the 'insertion' 5A-T which
Dilworth identifies was actually neither a single insertion, nor does the
pagination of that stratum denote that this supposed 'insertion' was genetically
discrete from the text it was supposedly inserted into. A brief account of the text
of this foundational passage will help us place the scriptia analysis in its proper
context. (I reproduce images of the base stratum of the final manuscript, as far

as it can be re-constituted, in Appendix 4.)

The eight page base stratum for the whole of The Anathemata begins by stating
the aporia of the origins of man-the-maker: 'We already & first of all discern him
making this thing other'. When a sacramental act first took place some 35,000
years ago, man was both 'already' man, and 'first of all' man: man is here
impossibly self-creating. This act is then immediately placed in analogical
similarity with the Latin Mass through the use of the words of the pre-
consecration epiclesis in the Eucharist: “his groping syntax, if we attend, already
shapes: adscriptam, ratam, rationabilem” (p.1; LA1/8.3). After this, the text
hones in on the anachronistic position of priests in the modern West, who are
not aware of the “utile infiltration” which “creeps vestibule / is already at the
closed lattices, is coming / through each door” (p.2; LA1/8.4). On the third
page of this base text, the description of the modern priest transmutes into a

description of the Cenacle, where the Eucharist was instituted:

Within the railed tumulus

he sings high & he sings low
in a low voice

as one who speaks

where a few are, gathered in
high-room
and one gone out.
There's conspiracy here:

Here is birthday & anniversary
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if there's continuity here, there's a
new beginning.

(p.3; LA1/8.5)

There follows a description of the adjustment of the calendar so that the night of
the Last Supper can be described as “appointed”, and then of the disciples
gathered in the Upper Room. The disciples are preparing the room for the
Supper, described in the terms of a ship (the ship as the Church and as Christ

later becomes a central image throughout The Anathemata):

They besom here and arrange this eonventently <handy>
tidy here, & furbish with the green of
the year the cross-beams & the gleaming
board.
They make all shipshape:
For she must be trim

(p.5; LA1/8.7)

There then follows the description of Christ's institution of the Eucharist, an act

which brings eternity into human time:

In the prepared high-room
he implements, inside time & late in time
under forms indelibly marked by locale
and incidence, deliberations made out
of time, before all <oreogenesis>
on this hill
at a time's turn
under Magian constellations

<or> before any genesis of creatures

Not on any hill
but on this hill.

(p.5; LA1/8.7)*3

'3 T have suppressed the crossings out on this sheet because these crossings out were only made after
Jones transferred these lines to sheet SA (i.e. they always remained part of the text).
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The text then focuses on the specificity of the place and time of Christ's act “<On
Ariel Hill, on Sion tumulus,> / on Uru mound, in Salem cenecle / in the white
Beth-El”. It is then made clear that Christ's institution of the Eucharist partook
of a sign-world familiar to the culture which was his: “according to the disciplina
/ of this peculiar people;” but, in spite of the particulars of the act, that it was a
universal act (Jones uses Latin, Welsh and German for 'people' or 'folk' in order
to formally represent such a universality): “In accord with the intentions / of all
peoples / and kindreds / et gentium, cenhedloedd, und volker” (p.6; LA1/9.140).
The particular act and its universal significance is meditated upon for a further

two pages until the text concludes on the same note:

He does what is done in many places
What he does other
he does after the mode

of what has always been done.

What did he do
at the garnished supper, seated?
What did he do other
Riding the flowering tree?

(pp.[71-8; LA1/23.5 and LA1/3.20)">*

Christ's act in the Cenacle is placed in sacramental correspondence with the act
out of which man emerged: Christ's 'making' is part of a continuous tradition of
'makings other' which began 35,000 years ago, and which was described at the

opening of this base stratum.

If we now turn to the scriptia analysis of this eight page draft, we can see that
this passage was not 'split' by Jones at the fifth page: the text was always already
splitting to take in insertions from the earliest moment at which Jones began
redrafting. There were, however, two main loci for this insertional work. The

material treating of the modern day mass and the preparation of the Cenacle

'3 The two concluding pages of the final manuscript do not survive. These sheets are the latest extant
versions, and the final four lines here correspond to the version published.
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was developed within the text contained on the earliest extant draft. The
diagram below (Figure 11) is much like the previous table of scriptias for 'The
Roman Quarry' (Figure 9 and Appendix 2): the text of the final manuscript has
been divided into scriptias, and each of these identified on earlier draft sheets.
The two boxes (A and B) marked with dotted lines signify the two main groups
of insertional work. The two long columns marked with a thick border are those
draft sheets which contain the earliest extant drafts into which these two groups
of insertions were made. Although early drafts which became the first three
sheets of the final manuscript contain continuous pieces of writing, and are
clearly not rough drafts — the text is only very rarely split by later insertion (see
the first eight columns from the left in Figure 12 below) — material which later
formed the end of page five of the final manuscript (relating to the specificity of
place and time at the time of the institution of the Eucharist) was already
emerging on the earliest version of the first page (see the left-most column,

boxed in bold).
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modern day mass and preparation
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concluding lines of The ;
Anathemata !

Figure 11 — Scriptia analysis of drafts toward the base stratum of The Anathemata
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After page three, the drafting process is much more fully represented by the
archival materials. The column boxed in bold towards the middle of Figure 11
(above) represents the scriptias contained on page four of an early, shorter
version of the text. What is significant about this sheet is that it contains the
earliest version of the final lines of The Anathemata — rubbed out, and barely
visible — complete with the interrogative mode with which the poem ends as

published (see transcription, and Figure 12, below).

[...]What he does other
times will tell, in all places.
What does he do in the high-room?
what was done on the hill-site?
What! is this no times turn?
Yes, for he has this kynedyf
that what he does other he
does once for all.
Yet-what-he-does-will-be
done-as-oftenas-they-did-
(LA1/23.1)"3

133 Unfortunately, the rubbed-out lines are only visible as indentations on the original sheet — they are
therefore absent (see the area marked below) from the reproduction overleaf.
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Figure 12 — The end of The Anathemata on a draft sheet paginated '4'

It is incontestably the case that, at the moment at which this draft sheet was
written, the text as a whole ended (at a mere four pages long) — and that this
ending was the same when the draft was eight pages long, and when it was 74
pages long, and again when it was published at 243 pages long. Dilworth's
description of Jones's momentous discovery — that he could split the text at its
centre when it was eight pages long — is therefore disproved: in order for the text
to grow beyond the four pages it occupied at the time the above-quoted sheet
was written, it had to be divided and inserted into. The truth is, it was always

being divided and inserted into on every single draft sheet on a minute scale.
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Look, for example, at the way the scriptias gradually approach the state of
continuity in the final manuscript within box B of Figure 11, above. The gradual
filling of blank space with grey in each successive column reveals that Jones
made many localised insertions to his text, not wholesale '‘insertions' of
numerous pages long. It is for this reason that these final lines of The
Anathemata appear on early draft sheets paginated 4, 5, 6 and 8: the final lines
of the text were being shunted down and off each page as the text grew behind

them.'>®

And so we see again that Jones's text was being inserted into on a minute scale:
as he read over what he had drafted, he inserted further material, usually of one,
two or three lines, between lines. There was no inserting at the 'centre' of his

poem. There was no overarching formal intention.

So far in this chapter we have established that Jones developed a new method of
writing which provided a 'ligament' for that writing — which secured its freedom
to function. This method, as the analysis of the text's 'units of writing' has
shown, was to make small scale insertions into the text and allow that text to
grow organically, cell by cell. But if we look once more at the tables of scriptias
for pages 66H1-14 of 'The Roman Quarry' and the base stratum of The
Anathemata (in Figures 9 and 11, above), we see that some parts of the text
appear on many more draft sheets than the others, and that in many cases, this
is as the commencing lines to a new draft sheet. In the case of The Anathemata,
we see in Figure 11 that the different drafts of the text seem to pivot in some
way upon the latter part of page five of the final manuscript: the two loci of
insertional activity (boxes A and B) are divided from one another by the 'stable'
text at the end of the fifth page (six draft sheets end at this point, and another
six begin with scriptias which come directly after this material in the final
manuscript). The sheet containing the earliest extant draft of the concluding
lines of The Anathemata (boxed in bold) also appears to be the draft in which
Jones moved from one insertional locus to the other: it seems to be the sheet

upon which some kind of transition occurred. If we look at the drafts for the

136 This can be seen on LA1/23.1 (MS page 4); LA1/3.13 and LA1/23.3 (MS page 5); LA1/3.18 (MS
page 6); LA1/3.19 (MS page 8).
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second foliational stratum, which have been catalogued as part of a separate file
within the 'David Jones Papers' at the National Library of Wales, we find that the
lines from the end of page five of the final manuscript were transferred across to
the beginning of a new page, and that Jones began producing new material on a
sheet he paginated 5A. So, the manuscripts to 'The Roman Quarry' and The
Anathemata exhibit precisely the same phenomenon: some parts of the text were
transferred by Jones to the top of a new sheet for further drafting.™ It would
seem that certain parts of Jones's emerging text became nodal points of textual
generation. In the final part of this chapter, I present an analysis of what it was

that made some parts of Jones's text more generative than others.

(iii) David Jones's method of the generative fragment

A description Jones made of his writing process in 1938 provides valuable
context for understanding the method he came to develop five years later in the
writing of the 'Roman Quarry": “[w]riting is odder than painting in some ways —
one seems to stodge on and scratch out for hours and days and then sometimes,
quite out of the blue, something breaks through that gives the thing a tolerable
shape — but it seems jolly accidental” (DGC 89). In this account, the 'accidental'
appearance of the 'breakthrough' gives a pre-existent text a 'shape'. I would
suggest that Jones developed his fragmentary method in 1943 by pursuing these
breakthroughs to their full potential. A 'breakthrough' followed by a 'stodging
on' followed by a 'breakthrough’, and so on, would appear to characterize Jones's
insertional method of writing. Moreover, this modulation seems to be mediated
by the relative generative potential of different fragments. Those sheets of the
66H1-14 foliational stratum of 'The Roman Quarry' and of the eight-page base
stratum of The Anathemata containing formerly contiguous scriptias which are
widely separated in following draft versions are the loci of a writerly
'breakthrough." With a more detailed analysis of 'The Roman Quarry' stratum,

we will see how they are subsequently widely separated because the scriptias on

those sheets generate the material which pushes them apart. Multiple sheets

137 See, for example, scriptias 1-21, 97 and 201-211 in 'The Roman Quarry' manuscript, in Appendix 2.
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which contain — or, most emphatically, which begin with — the same scriptia(s)
indicate that this breakthrough is being pursued: the generative potential
released by the breakthrough is being exploited, and a new page prepared for
that act of writerly exploitation. Those sheets which exhibit only localised
insertions indicate the parts of the text produced in a 'stodging on'. Why and
how this is so is explained if we take a more detailed look at the content of the

text.

(a) Breakthrough: the generative fragment

The text of the second foliational stratum of the 'Roman Quarry' (66H1-14),
which Jones eventually developed through the 1950s and '60s into two separate
poems 'The Hunt' (an adaptation of the hog hunt narrative in Culwch und Olwen)
and 'The Sleeping Lord', grew out of two small fragments.'® The origin of the
former is first discernible in a fragment of text four lines long; the second
emerges out of a single image which itself emerged during an early stage in the
development of the first. In both cases, the originary lines develop from the
chance suggestion of an image in Jones's already existent text, and establish the
thematic basis of the whole text of the 66H1-14 foliational stratum.™ This
whole text is itself reliant upon the chance suggestions made by the fragments of
the text as it grows — every fragment both contains and is contained by others —

but these suggestions occur within the terms of the breakthrough fragment.
o Case study 1: The 'hog hunt' breakthrough fragment
The four lines which are the genetic foundation of the hog hunt fragment — and

so of 'The Hunt' — have their source in the suggestions made by already existent

material, in particular the first foliational stratum passage on 66H:

'8 These versions were first published in Agenda in 1965 and 1967 respectively. At the foot of 'The
Hunt' as published in The Sleeping Lord (1974), Jones writes: "c.1964 incorporating passages written
¢.1950 or earlier" (SL 69); at the foot of 'The Sleeping Lord', he writes: "November 1966 to March 1967"
(SL 96).

' The exception here is the sequence on pages 66H12-14, which were written as part of the first
foliational stratum and then tacked on the end of the second foliational stratum. Here is another example
of Jones's foliational order not indicating the genetic chronology of the text.

129



— and does the stone mastaba cairn the

negotiator?

does the false entry guard the mercator?
does the holed-slab within the darkened
passage keep the dark promoter?

(DJP LR1/1.681)

Each of these questions is a fragment participating in the function of an
overarching theme (which itself no doubt only initially arose as a small and self-
enclosed fragment in the making of the text) whose focus is the remains
(fragments) found in Wales of monuments commemorating or guarding the
dead (sacraments). Preceding this and abutting it is a passage whose theme is
the geology of Wales, and a meditation on its creation and development (see RQ

19-20).

The state of the text before Jones began inserting material at this point can be
reconstructed with reference to the notes on the verso of 66G, which apply to
the text on 66H (DJP LR1/1.680 and 681). Of the three numbered notes, the
first two tally with the numbers given in the text of 66H. At the foot of 66H, a
five-line passage has been rubbed out, but we can still make out that, at one
point at least, the passage began: "or does it kennel the bitch-hounds?" There
are signs beneath much of the writing on this sheet of rubbings- and crossings-
out, and the text as it stands has been written in ink over the top (ending as
above, with the 'dark promoter"). The third note to this sheet (which glosses one
of the rubbed-out lines) refers to Jones's use of the phrase 'marrow-skulled
prospector' (not present on 66H). This long note refers also to the presence of
ritual 'cup-marks' on megaliths. So, we can see that the text's preoccupation
with commemoration either continued within four lines of the line 'or does it
kennel the bitch-hounds?', or that the 'bitch hounds' fragment shunted an earlier
passage of the text, which continued this preoccupation, overleaf. I believe that
the latter is more likely because of a marginal note Jones made to an earlier

version of the text, in which he writes: 'keep' (see Figure 13, below).
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Figure 13 — The 'she-/bitch-hounds' breakthrough fragment (DJP LA8/6.168)

The four lines follow directly on from the 'stone mastaba' line thus:

- and do the stone mastabas chamber
the stone-lords
— or do they kennell the she-hounds
of Arthur filteg:t are they sacred
to the lords of Susa, or does the bitch
that nourish the brood

(DJP LR8/6.168)
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These four lines — the only lines Jones 'keeps' — differ from every other version in
the manuscript in referring to 'she-hounds' rather than 'bitch-hounds', and this is
the only version to treat of 'stone mastabas', plural. This would tend to indicate
that it is the earliest version of this fragment. Jones's 'keep' then, would appear
to be an assertion of worth, a feeling for the potential of these four lines at their
earliest emergence. In my view, he wrote 'keep' in the margin against these four
lines because he was still developing the 'commemorative monument' fragment
but felt that this emerging image — Arthur's dogs being buried beneath the
mastabas — might constitute a breakthrough.'® Here, Jones was preventing
himself from being distracted, and left his nascent work aside — resonating with
the potential of this fragment - while he continued developing his
commemorative material. In practice, it was only the opening line — an instance
of the coextension of (my) scriptia and (Jones's) fragment — which was carried
over, through every 66H2 draft, to the 'final' manuscript version. This line, I

suggest, is an eminently generative fragment.

Jones's return to his 'kept' lines is signalled by his transferral of them, from
forming part of the 66H draft material, to a fresh sheet of paper, numbered
'66H2'. However, the first line was already generating completely new material,

and displaced the three lines which had originally followed it:

— or does it kennel the bitch-hounds?
are these the name-bearing stones of the
named hounds of the Arya of Britain?
when they quested the hog from Port Cleis]...]
(DJP LR8/6.171)

The movement from the first to the second version reveals the first line-fragment
to be the stable node in the production of text. As we move on from this second
version, the first three lines are fixed in position in every subsequent draft: the
first fragment-line has generated a trope for this thematic digression, and in

whose terms the following two lines are structurally repetitive of the first:

1% This is clear if we notice that on this sheet Jones has altered 'mastaba' to 'mastabas', which is an
experiment he does not adopt in later sheets (all the 66H2 sheets begin 'or does it...", not 'or do they..."
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fragments of myth (Arthurian legend with its source in the Culhwch ac Olwen,

which features the boar hunt)!®!

are imagined into co-presence with fragments of
history (the stone mastabas at Pebidiog) by the poem. This, I believe, is the
reason for Jones's assertion of value, as evidenced by his writing 'keep' in the
margin beside these lines: they mark a breakthrough point at which an

interpenetration of history and myth is conceived.

< Case study 2: The 'anthropomorphism of the land’
breakthrough fragment

While developing the hog hunt material which had been suggested by a single
imaginative turn upon a pre-existent line of text, Jones experienced another
breakthrough. This breakthrough involved exactly the same interaction of
Jones's imaginative free-association with a pre-existent text, but this time in the
generation of text concerned with a 'sleeping lord. The breakthrough which
allowed this text to come into being was mediated by alterations made to early
draft text, which gradually — but unpremeditatedly — brought that text close

enough to a moment at which Jones imagined the land as this 'sleeping lord'.

The first appearance in the second foliational stratum of a tump by the river
Honddu occurs on an early, and very messily written unpaginated draft sheet.
These lines follow on from an early draft which develops the text immediately

following the bitch-hounds fragment.

the boundaries where the smatttilteg$
dance-the-Ffumpa& Honddufatts
to-note bare[?] hills cluster & the
small black hous[?] [illeg.] en the
tilted tumps
(DJP LR8/6.172)*2

1% See Goldpaugh (1999) 264.

182 The close genetic relationship between the two breakthrough fragments in this foliational stratum (i.e.
their early development on a single sheet, even though they end up being separated by ten pages of text)
can be seen on two carly draft sheets, one unnumbered, and the other numbered 66H2 (DJP LR8&/6.172
and LR1/1.682 respectively).
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I believe that Jones read this draft and imagined the tump as a pillow, and that
this moment marks the breakthrough conception of the anthropomorphism of
the Welsh landscape which eventually became '"The Sleeping Lord' in SL 70-96.
The next extant draft shows Jones developing such a connection between the
land and the myth for which it might stand; but then, after just five lines, move
on to an interrogation on the name of that mythic figure. This brevity reveals

that the emergence of such a trope is in its infancy.

[...Jon the limestone beds of the Vans
& is his bed from Beult to Gower
is his pillow <the> tumpa are his feet
in [illeg.] is his lorica'd back
on Dyffryu Towy — is he the hills or
are the hills his? is Cronus his hely-name <nomen>
<or had he another> font-name-or-witthe-be <is his font-name> Arthur
or will they call him Yvain ef<de> Gaut
Galles
(66H2[v]; DJP 1LR8/6.169.v)

The very presence of this draft on the verso of this sheet (it runs on from a draft
on the recto) implies that Jones was caught up in the excitement of the
possibilities such a formulation proposed — he hardly ever drafted on the versos
of his manuscript sheets as a continuation from recto drafting. The messy
writing and the non-indentation of any of the lines implies the same (see Figure

14, below).
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Figure 14 — Early draft in which the anthropomorphism of the land first emerges (LR8/6.169.v)

Following this, the unspecified tump of the second version is, in the third extant
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version, made specific:

is the tump by Honddu his
tilted pillow.
(66H3; DJP LR8/6.175)

At this point, a requisitely specific anthropomorphism of the land fragment-trope
has been developed, and the writing of the text which follows becomes possible
(just as in the example of the emerging 'hog hunt' fragment) because its terms
have been laid out by that fragment-trope. This discovered image, following
innumerable tiny insertions, eventually became a 26-page poem, 'The Sleeping

Lord' (SL 70-96).

(b) Double actuality: The nature of the breakthrough fragment

In the examples above of breakthrough fragments, we see how Jones's text was
generated by itself. Reading over his work, a fragment suggested a free-
associational chain of other fragments. This process, repeated many times over,
generated the eventual text. The question is, though, How was it that these line-
fragments in particular — the 'kennel the bitch-hounds' and the 'Beullt-Gower-
Honddu' fragments — presented Jones with such breakthroughs? What is it that
distinguishes them from the multitude of other line-fragments which enter the
text at a multitude of times? The answer to these questions can be found if we
consider Jones's notion of 'double actuality', outlined in a letter of 1947 to W. E

Jackson Knight.

I noticed in that Virgil Society literature that was sent to me: about the seven
planets & the seven-branched candlestick — how its [sic] 'good poetry' only when
there are only seven planets — that's the bed-rock difference I'm sure, between
good & bad stuff, the correspondence with a double actuality,. When one
actuality changes — then the 'magic' ceases to work...No skill or 'sensitivity' of
sorts can save it when this rule is violated. It's the eternal 'Thou shalt not' of

poetry — '"Thou shalt not bear false witness." — Just the same in painting, you
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know.

(KFP 21 January 1947)

Jones's breakthrough line-fragments are textual manifestations of the sudden
conception of a double actuality. The example from Virgil to which Jones refers
combines astronomy and religious rite. Jones finds this attractive because it
gives rise to an interpenetration of the two classes of fact and myth, which Jones
equated with the utile and gratuitous (see in particular RQ 4-5). When Jones
imagines Arthur's hounds beneath the prehistoric stone mastabas in Ceredigion,
a 'double actuality' is experienced across these two classes, this time under the
guise of history (the stones) and myth (Arthur's hog hunt). It is their
combination which gives that line-fragment its potential: its doubleness works in
exactly the same way as a metaphor. In the case of the 'anthropomorphism of
the land' fragment-trope, the double actuality is again of fact (the specific
geology of Wales) and myth (the mythic figure for the wellbeing of a nation).
'Double actuality' is, then, a specific name for the structure of a specific kind of

poetic idea.

The writing of these experiments enabled Jones to discover the means by which
he might successfully undertake the making of a long poem about ideas. Going
through the manuscript of The Anathemata, we find that the breakthrough
fragment was the driving force behind the making of the poem — and the family
resemblance between them is that they indicate the moment of a discovered
double actuality. If we return to the pivotal lines at the end of page five of the
base stratum of The Anathemata — the ones which Jones transferred to the top of
a new sheet which he labelled 5A, thus instituting the second foliational stratum
— we find a reason for their genetic importance: they suggest a combination of
geology, theology and history. When Christ “implements, under forms indelibly
marked / by locale and incidence, / deliberations made out of time / before all
mountains / on this hill / at a time's turn” (page 5; DJP LA1/3.11), the
specificity of time and place emerges as a genetic trope. Out of this fragment,
which as we have seen had lead to a meditation on the institution of the

Eucharist and that act's dependence on local traditions (see pages 5-6; DJP
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LA1/8.7-LA1/9.140), is generated the text which links late-nineteenth-century
geological and archaeological data, Aristotle's theory of the Great Summer and
the Great Winter, and Greek myth (see LA1/23.190v, and LA1/4.1-15 and
passim). Jones, of course, transferred his breakthrough lines across to a fresh
sheet, foliated '5A": “[onrthisunstable on this impermanent rock / (for one Great
Summer / lifted up, / by next Great Winter / with Taurus, down” (DJP LA1/4.3;
cf. Ana 55).¢3

Jones was not aware of how much material these generative fragments would
produce; he seems to have proceeded only on a hunch. So, whilst Jones may
appear to be doing what Dilworth says he did by transferring lines of his text
from page 5 to a sheet he paginates 5A — he is preparing, as Dilworth would
have it, to write the huge insertion (or insert the already written insertion)
paginated 5A-T — we can see very clearly, if we look across the series of drafts
from this foliational stratum, that Jones keeps returning to the part of the base
stratum from where he set off. In the draft sheets which comprise the first
foliational stratum (MS pp.5A-T) of the first foliational order (MS pp.1-8)
(which equates to the beginning of what Dilworth and Goldpaugh call the 'first
insertion"), Jones reconnects with the text of the original fragment on pages '5A/,
'5B' (in one case, Jones alters '5B' to '5C' as the draft is shunted down by further
insertions), '5D', '5J', '5K' (becoming, first, '5M', then '5N"), '50' and finally '5T".***
At its shortest, the insertion is only ten lines long; in the final version, the
insertion is of hundreds of lines. Jones clearly did not know in advance how

generative this fragment would end up being.

The numerous breakthrough fragments which acted as genetic nodes for Jones's

making of The Anathemata can therefore be reliably identified simply by finding

' As this network of insertions grew, so it led in turn to the construction of another breakthrough
fragment in the form of the dating of the Passion in relation to history (see 5F; DJP LA1/4.23), which
generated the refrain under which the network of insertions which make up at least SF-J and 5F1-12 could
be produced: [number of] [millennia / centuries / decades / olympiads / years] since [historical event]. The
recurrence of this device in the published text brings us closer and closer in time to the Passion, from the
moment of the first gratuitous making — “Twenty millenia (and what millenia more?) / Since he became /
man master-of-plastic” — to the moment of Christ's own birth: “Thirty-three Janus-nights gone /
since...three dukes venerunt: / halted Arya-van / at Star-halt.” (4na 59-61, 84-94, 185-9).

!4 These are found on the following manuscript sheets in the NLW folios: LA1/23.190.v, LA1/4.1,
LA1/4.3, LA1/4.4, LA1/4.8, LA1/4.10, LA1/8.11, LA1/4.180-183, LA1/4.208, LA1/4.218-219 and
LA1/9.139.
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different draft sheets which begin with the same part of the text: Jones is making
space — a sheet of blank paper — for a network of insertions to be generated
between it and the page which, in view of it being an insertion, always already
follows it.'®> And these instances of the breakthrough fragment can be found in
vast numbers: every foliational stratum begins with one, but also contains
numerous others which emerge by chance as Jones is engaged in the process of

writing himself back to where he left off.

The conception of the generative breakthrough fragment, then, was the moment

of excitement in Jones's act of making.'*

It stands in the makerly present
between the fragmentary sense of the cultural past and the whole or ideal text
which it promises to bring to fruition in the future. This 'inbetweenness' is the
material sign of the true inbetweenness in Jones's method: that of the dialectic of
the fragment. The fragment and the whole are engaged in a complex
interdependence. The fragment is more whole than the professedly whole
because of its generative potentiality, and thus its promised approach to the

production of the romantic ideal work. The fragment promises the perfectible

work:

Let us say that what the fragment continually portends — to speak romantically,
and not without irony — while never ceasing to annul it, is — in Blanchot's words

— 'the search for a new form of fulfillment that mobilizes — renders mobile — the

whole, even while interrupting it in various ways.'’

There cannot be a more accurate and succinct description of Jones's fragmentary
method of making: each insertion strives towards a new whole whilst
fragmenting an old one. Following a breakthrough, Jones rummaged (whether
manually or mentally; and in this latter category, whether consciously or
unconsciously) through the things that "happen to be lying around the place"

(Ana 34) - his deposits — and, a fragment of his deposits suggesting a particular

1% T explore the role which the space of the page played in Jones's drafting process in Chapter 4.

1% In specific reference to the hog-hunt breakthrough, the flurry of textual activity which appears on the
many sheets foliated 62 and 66H2 and beginning 'And does it kennel the bitch-hounds?' (which indeed is
the cause of so many sheets being written and foliated with those numbers) gives a clear indication of the
creative excitement immediately following the conception of a new tropological digression by Jones.

17 Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy (c.1988) 57.
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significance to him at that particular time, he fitted it together with his text

within the terms laid out by the breakthrough fragment.

(¢) Stodgeing-on: following the furrow of the generative fragment

Jones undertook this 'fitting together' through the insertion of small amounts of
text between already existent lines. The fragment-trope acted as the guiding
principle for his quasi free-associational method, and so we can see just how

'empirical' the 'fitting together' of his text became.

The text which follows the 'bitch-hounds' line-fragment in the 'final' manuscript
version was generated at different times, and in different sets of insertions. In
the following analysis, I will look at three draft versions in order to assess the
generation of text which corresponds with scriptias 48-99. This passage lists the
riders (along with their own, as well as their horses' and dogs', attributes) who
served Arthur in the hog hunt. Once again, Jones is mixing myth and fact: the
thematic focus is from Culhwch ac Olwen, a mythical source; Jones's insertions,
which become this part of his text, are predominantly drawn from historical

sources.

On sheet 66H3 (DJP LR8/6.176), the earliest draft of which I treat here, Jones
lists the riders who serve Arthur in the hog hunt. In total, there are four kinds of
rider, differentiated one from another by being "innate high-men", "torque-
wearing high-men", "mayors of the trefs" or "oath-taking". These four groups of
riders "close-guard, to rear & before, the lord with who <directs the toil>" —

which is of course Arthur (see Figure 15, below).
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Figure 15 — Detail of an early draft describing the riders serving Arthur in the hog hunt
(66H3; LR8/6.176)

A later draft of the same part of the text — now on a sheet foliated both 66H4
and 66H5 (DJP LR8/6.181) in consequence of the text's continual interior self-
generation — adds a further nine groups of riders to the text immediately
preceding the reference to Arthur who are classified by their being "of proud
spirit", "of humility", "named", "unnamed", "silent", "shout[ing]", "laughing",
"adjuvant", and "wand-bearing". They are then grouped together as "all the
bright Arya of equal worth", though they are subordinate to Arthur, who has now

become "the superlatively diademed Director of Toil" (see Figure 16).
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Figure 16 — Detail of a second draft describing the riders serving Arthur in the hog hunt
(66H4; LR8/6.181)
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A further draft for 66H5 (on sheet DJP LR8/6.182) adds a further eight groups
of riders and includes three types of horses ("<the> free and the bond and the
high-stepping horses") and a group of dogs ("the princed hounds with the
<ruby> collar"). The eight groups of riders have become, at this draft stage, of
greater specificity in comparison with previous versions: they are grouped in
reference to their attitude towards that riding: "after deep consideration",
"inveterate habit" and "interior compulsion"; or in terms of highly specific social
behaviours: "who fear the narrow glances of the kindred", "who would stay for
the dung-bailiff's daughter", "who would ride should the shining Matres three by
three seek to stay them", "who would mount though the green wound
unstitched", "who would leave their mounts in stall if the bite of a gad-fly could

excuse them" (see Figure 17).
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Figure 17 — Detail of a third sample draft describing the riders serving Arthur in the hog hunt
(66H5; LR8/6.182)

The division of the "<hundred & twenty> oath-taking riders"'®® into separate
classes only occurs in Jones's text because, first, such social divisions occurred in
Welsh society in the middle ages; and second, the awareness of these divisions
has reached Jones through a tradition of knowledge which relies on the survival
of the texts which carry that tradition. All of these classes of rider have a source
in David Jones's deposits. In a footnote to the manuscript, Jones writes in

general reference to this passage that "Here we meet some ideas and terms

' The function of this late insertion ("<hundred & twenty>") in increasing the specificity of the
reference is ample example of Jones's use of his deposts. In his note to this passage, Jones writes that
"[t]he feulu (house-host), the warband of the leaders and petty kings, traditionally consisted of 120
horsemen vowed to protect their lord" (RQ 22).
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derived from the Welsh Laws of the early Middle Ages" (RQ 21, note 46). In
subsequent footnotes referring to this passage, Jones refers to the two Triads of
'The Three Fettered Warbands' and of 'The Three Faithless Warbands', and T. P
Ellis's Welsh Tribal Law and Custom (RQ 22, note 49 and 23, note 51). In also
referring to Hughes's 'Cash Chemist' (whatever that might be), the Taliesin myth
and the Welsh philological work of a Professor Lloyd (RQ 21-23, notes), it is
abundantly clear that the sources for this passage have been found just 'lying
about the place'. But also, and in specific reference to Jones's method of writing,
it is clear that the text's growth here depends upon, first, an established trope —
that of the hog hunt — within which further making can occur; second, a
thematic device within whose terms new fragments can be fitted together to
form the text — the numerous different kinds of rider (40 in the end) — and third,
the provision of raw material for that making (the 'data' or 'deposits'). By
comparing the manuscript drafts of 'The Roman Quarry' we can see that the
process of 'stodgeing on' required Jones to take specific images or events or
attributes — and thus fragments — from his deposits, and gradually insert them
into his work as text-fragments within the terms laid out by the breakthrough
fragment(s). The initial breakthrough fragment thus forms a kind of receptacle
into which Jones is able to place more fragments, and thus we see the
interdependence and interconnectedness of his textual-genetic fragments, each

containing, and contained by, many others.
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Conclusion

As we have seen, in developing a method of the fragment in the writing of 'The
Roman Quarry, where a fragment of each deposit is juxtaposed with others
through the action of the generative fragment, Jones developed the method he
would use throughout the writing of The Anathemata. All Jones's experiments,
except for the second and third foliational strata of 'The Roman Quarry' and the
earliest experiment towards 'Balaam', operate within the terms of a narrative
device, or are confined within the voice of a character or characters. When
Jones began making his insertions into the base stratum of 'The Roman Quarry’,
the controlling devices of narrative voice, place, and action were completely
abandoned in favour of the juxtaposition of fragments through 'quasi free-
association' to produce a text suitably pied, dappled, and tangled. The trigger
for these associations was the already-incorporated fragments in the textual
interior of Jones's writing as he re-read them. The locus of the 'ligament'
necessary to sustain his making was therefore transferred from orientation upon
final form — as with narrative — to a place interior to the process of making itself.
I believe that Jones's development of a fragmentary method allowed him to
produce a text which he felt exhibited both shape and tangle in non-negational
coexistence — which in effect provided a means for the formal representation of
the shape of piedness. The fact that this method, of all those he attempted in his
experiments, is the one which Jones used to write The Anathemata indicates that
he felt that the fragment was the means by which he could re-call the shape that

all the mess made in his mind.

The difference between Jones's process for the first experiments and for this
latter one is profound. Jones's 'rambling on' originally took place at the temporal
and textual extremity of an emerging text, and involved writing shapelessly into
a void of blank paper, hoping something would come of it. The development of
a method of the generative fragment meant that Jones was always forming only
small writerly loops within the protective enclosure of his text: his method

turned his text into a 'dug-out', the military term he used to describe the single-
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roomed bed-sit he lived in for almost all of his adult life — and an image to which

we will return.'®

At this point it would be useful to begin thinking about how Jones's method
compares to those of other modernist writers. A. Walton Litz describes Joyce's
method in the writing of Ulysses and Finnegans Wake as “continual embroidery

7170 But there is an obvious difference between the

upon a fixed pattern.
approaches Joyce used in the writing of these works. Luca Crispi and Sam Slote
point out in the introduction to How Joyce Wrote Finnegans Wake that Joyce's
overall working method swung from the structural certainty of Ulysses, where
the narrative order of The Odyssey and the events of 16 June 1904 dictated the
structure of the novel Joyce was writing, to a writing which had an internally
emerging structure, as with Finnegans Wake.'”' In the same way, Jones replaced
the temporal sequence of events which inhered to the narrative form of In

Parenthesis with the non-narrative form of The Anathemata, and in the writing of

which its form simply had to emerge.

If we look a little closer, we find very strong similarities between Jones's method
of writing The Anathemata and Joyce's method of writing Finnegans Wake.
Patrick McCarthy's description of the making of the 'Anna Livia Plurabelle'
chapter of Finnegans Wake reveals this very clearly. At each draft stage, Joyce
added more and more short passages of material at a huge number of locations
throughout the text. He used the versions of this chapter published in Navire
d'Argent (1925), transition (1927), and then as a separate Crosby Gaige edition
(1928) and then Faber edition (1930), as working copies of the chapter, and
only stopped adding to it when it was published as the concluding chapter of the
first section of Finnegans Wake (1939). Syntagmatic internal expansion

continued throughout the writing and editing of the chapter, though in the later

'% One such example of Jones's use of this image can be found in Blissett (1981) 87. The priests at the
opening of The Anathemata are described as “rear-guard details” singing “Within the railed tumulus”
(Ana 50-1). Enclosures feature throughout Jones's work. For example, in the 'Absalom Mass' — published
as the opening of 'The Roman Quarry' (RQ 113-5) — the priest is described as a “maker”, whose
performance of the rite produces “demarcation...white wattles...dykes”, which are likened to a
“magician's wall of wove brume or a portable hedge [or a] mazy barrier” (RQ 115). For an interesting
exploration of Jones's reliance upon enclosures for protection, see Goldpaugh (1999) 253.

17 Quoted in McCarthy (2007) 164.

7! Crispi and Slote (2007) 15.
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phases, paradigmatic alteration occurs more frequently as Joyce began to alter
his text so that it would pun on hundreds of river names.'”* In the end, Joyce's
chapter was ten times longer than it had been in its initial complete draft
form.'”? Such an internal, cellular expansion is, as we have seen, exactly the way

in which The Anathemata developed.

David Hayman's account of the writing of Finnegans Wake reveals that each
addition to the text of Finnegans Wake focused on textual 'nodes' or 'epiphanoids'
which engendered such addition. The 'prime nodes' of the Wake — the Tristan
and Isolde story, the letter from HCE to ALE HCE himself, the ballad of Finnegan,
and so on — were returned to by Joyce throughout his writing of the text, setting
up secondary nodes, which formed the foundations of the text's production in
the early stages. A tertiary level of allusion is broadly scattered from these
nodes, and a fourth level is built out of this third level.'”* Whilst I agree with
Geert Lernout that Hayman's account describes an overly logical method, and is
motivated by an overly deterministic conception of Joyce's writing method, this
account, in uncovering the insertional method Joyce used, does make it clear
that his approach was remarkably similar to Jones's.'”” In both Jones and Joyce,
we see how very small developments, sprouting everywhere from within the
already-written text, lead to the text's gradual expansion toward an ever more
complex and enmeshed encyclopaedic form. In both, finding a method in which
a balance between determinism and chance could be reached was essential;
Hayman's summary of Joyce's method applies equally to Jones's method, as we
have discovered it in the preceding analysis: “In composing Finnegans Wake,
Joyce was neither filling in the blanks of a prefabricated structural plan nor

indulging in free association.”*”®

The internal growth of Finnegans Wake and The Anathemata contrasts starkly
with the method Eliot used in the writing of The Waste Land. Laurence Rainey's

study of the manuscript of The Waste Land provides us with evidence of Eliot's

172 See Patrick A. McCarthy, '“Making Herself Tidal™": Chapter 1.8' in Crispi and Slote (2007) 163-80.

' 1t is worth noting that Daniel Ferrer and Jean-Michel Rabaté, in a brilliant essay on Joyce's
paragraphs in Ulysses, characterize Joyce's process of writing his earlier novel as operating in the same
way, the text's growth occuring through “textual inflation from the inside.” Ferrer and Rabaté (2004) 139.

17 See Hayman (1990) 37-8.

175 See Lernout (1995) 34.

17 Hayman (1990) 55.
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very different way of working. This way of working is not comprehensively
visible because hardly any draft versions (rather than fine autograph or
typescript copies) of The Waste Land exist. However, from the seven or eight pre-
final manuscript drafts that do survive, Rainey notes that Eliot's method in the
writing of The Waste Land was to write short, isolated drafts (at an average of 12
lines long each) and piece them together. The available evidence leads Rainey to
estimate that the writing of The Waste Land as a whole involved the piecing
together of between 48 and 55 separate drafts — and we should bear in mind
that Rainey is here talking about the version cut by Pound to almost half its
length. As Rainey remarks, “The trick in writing such a long poem, then, was
how to stitch together between 48 and 55 separate drafts.”’’”” Jones and Joyce
worked in a completely different way, the text growing out of itself, and almost

never having its constituent parts re-organised into new orders.

What is interesting here is that, in Jones's shift from the method of his
experiments — writing separate passages and later attempting to piece them
together — to the fragment-insertional method he used in the writing of The
Anathemata - in which the text grew out of itself as if a single, if highly diverse
(dappled), organism — Jones's makerly method shifts from the Eliotic to the
Joycean. The implications of this are enormous, and cannot be explored in this
thesis. However, this kind of comparative genetics will, I hope, become more
commonly practiced as the raw data which genetic criticism produces becomes

more readily available for more and more modernist writers.

One question we might ask, though, is this: If Jones discovered the method of
The Anathemata in the writing of 'The Roman Quarry', why is 'The Roman
Quarry' not part of The Anathemata? Or more to the point, why did Jones not
continue to pursue this method within the emerging 'Roman Quarry' towards the
completion of a different long poem? The answer to this question is simple: the
conceptual centre of Jones's long poem shifted. The discovery of this new centre

is the subject of the following chapter.

177 Rainey (2005) 40. It is worth remarking that Proust's method of writing, although in prose, was far
closer to that of Eliot than to that of Joyce or Jones. As Dirk Van Hulle describes it, Proust moved his text
around in blocks, something which Jones and Joyce only very rarely did. See Van Hulle (2004) 65-8.
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020

“That shape that all the mess makes
in your mind”

The emergence of the poem-concept, 1944-45

Nearly a quarter-century after the event, T. S. Eliot recalled in an article for
Poetry Chicago the role Ezra Pound played in the completion of the poem which
secured his renown: "It was in 1922 that I placed before him in Paris the
manuscript of a sprawling chaotic poem called The Waste Land which left his
hands reduced to about half its size, in the form in which it appears in print."'”®
After 1971, when the manuscript and typescript sheets to the poem were edited
and published in facsimile by his widow Valerie Eliot, the genesis of Eliot's poem,
and particularly the nature of Pound's involvement, has provided - indeed
continues to provide - fertile ground for criticism. A comparison of two
suggested and more complex chronologies of the writing of The Waste Land than
that outlined by Eliot — those of Hugh Kenner and Helen Gardner — will, I

believe, prepare us for a view of the conceptual shift in 1945 which Jones's long

poem underwent.

Hugh Kenner, in his essay 'The Urban Apocalypse' (1973), traces a chronology of
the writing of The Waste Land which is based on an examination of the facsimile
edition of the manuscript and typescripts, Valerie Eliot's notes in the
introduction, and Eliot's references to his writing in contemporary letters. The
earliest written sheets in the manuscript are dated, with reference to the

9

handwriting, to 1914 or earlier;'” and other passages, Kenner notes, were

'8 T. S. Eliot, 'Ezra Pound', Poetry Chicago (September 1946); quoted by Gardner (1973) 69.
17 See Eliot (1971) 109, 113 and 130; as directed by Kenner (1973) 42.
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adapted from work produced at least two years before the poem was even begun
as a project in May 1921."° That is not to say that the poem was not already
being made before pen was put to paper: Kenner, after Valerie Eliot, provides
evidence from letters that Eliot mentioned "a poem I have in mind" on 5
November 1919, a little over two years before its completion. Following this first
trace, we see from a reference in a letter to his mother that Eliot's poem was still
only “in mind” nearly a year later in September 1920. By 9 May 1921, the poem
was "partly on paper”; in mid-November, Eliot travelled to Lausanne, continuing
a three month convalescent break from work at Lloyds; and on 13 Dec 1921, still

in Lausanne, he was once again "working on a poem".'®!

On his way back to London in early 1922, Eliot stopped off in Paris and showed
Pound his set of manuscript and typescript sheets. According to Kenner (and this
is where Helen Gardner presents a divergent course of events) after his return to
London, Eliot went through his materials, complete with Pound's annotations
and crossings out, and experienced a crisis: he no longer knew what his poem
was about. Kenner, interpreting Eliot's questions to Pound in letters following
his return to London as a sign of anxiety, suggests that "[w]hat seems to have
bothered him was the loss of a schema."'® As a result of this loss, Eliot had no

idea what to include in and what to excise from his poem.'®*

Kenner traces the origin of The Waste Land to 'The Fire Sermon', which, before
Pound had got his pen to it, had incorporated long passages imitating Augustan
poetry, particularly of Dryden and Pope. The working title of the poem, at least
for a time — 'He Do the Police in Different Voices' — gives weight to the
interpretation that the original schema for the poem had been the imitation of
other voices: Eliot's removal of these imitative passages following Pound's

suggestion removed also the poem's unifying schema.'®*

180 For example, the Phlebas section was "Englished from a French poem ('Dans le Restaurant') that had
been published in the Little Review three years before." Kenner (1973) 41.

'8 Ibid. 25. Kenner refers to the letters from which Valerie quotes in Eliot (1971) xviii-xxii.

182 Kenner (1973) 46.

'8 See Eliot's questions to Pound in an undated letter of, probably, late-January 1922 in Pound (1950)
170-1.

18 See Kenner (1973) 34-37.
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Helen Gardner, in her analysis of the genesis of the poem, agrees with Kenner

that it had an "original ventriloquial base,"'®

and that the poem lost an old and
gained a new centre. However, Gardner suggests that Pound's annotations and
alterations to Eliot's work took place before he reached Lausanne. The
possibilities Gardner suggests are (1) that Eliot posted his material from Margate
to Pound in Paris, and picked it up on the way to Lausanne; (2) that he left it
with Pound on the way to Lausanne, and Pound posted it on to him; and (3) that
through 1920 and 1921, Pound looked at Eliot's emerging work during a number
of visits to London.'® All three of these suggestions, in dating Pound's
involvement to a time preceding his arrival in Lausanne, suggest also, therefore,
that Pound's involvement preceded the writing of any part of the fifth section of

7 Thus, in Gardner's interpretation, Pound's alterations to Eliot's

the poem.'
work re-centred it prior to the writing of the fifth and final section, which might

explain why this section was produced so quickly and effortlessly by Eliot.'®®

Hugh Kenner remarks in reference to Eliot's introduction to his notes that "it is
difficult to believe that anyone who saw only the first four parts in their original
form would believe that 'the plan and a good deal of the incidental symbolism'
were suggested by Jessie Weston's book on the Grail Legend, or that The Golden

"8 However, if we consider that Pound's

Bough...had much pertinence.
alterations knocked the ventriloquial centre from the poem, to the effect that
"[i]ts centre had become the urban apocalypse, the great City dissolved into a
desert", we can see how these themes from Frazer and Weston may have
suddenly suggested themselves to Eliot.'”® With the old centre removed, Eliot
was free to see a new centre to his poem emerge, and in a fit of excitement write

its final part.'*!

185 Gardner (1973) 80.

'%1bid 73-74.

"7 Gardner makes a convincing case for Pound's comments having been made on a number of separate
occasions: first, both ink and pencil are used by Pound; second, his comments are different in orientation:
some are explanatory, "as if they were communicated by post", whilst others single out words without
comment, which Gardner interprets as "the kinds of marks one makes on a piece of work one is going to
hand back to the author in person." Ibid 74.

188 See Kenner (1973) 42 and Gardner (1973) 73.

18 Kenner (1973) 43.

1% Ibid 46.

! Laurence Rainey's Revisiting 'The Waste Land' (2005) undertakes a comprehensive analysis of the
manuscript of The Waste Land using paper data in the same way as I have in this thesis. The results of
this analysis conflict with Kenner's and Gardner's theses to a certain extent, but do not invalidate the main
thrust of their arguments, that a conceptual shift from 'He Do the Police in Different Voices' to 'The Waste
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Helen Gardner quotes Eliot on Pound thus: "He was a marvellous critic because
he didn't try to turn you into an imitation of himself. He tried to see what you

were trying to do."'*?

I would supplement Gardner's argument by suggesting
that the value of Pound for Eliot in specific relation to the writing of The Waste
Land lay in his ability to see what Eliot was trying to do when Eliot himself could
not. At play in the reorientation of Eliot's poem — from 'He Do the Police in
Different Voices' to 'The Waste Land' — is, in my view, the negotiation between
'schema' and 'centre' in a writing. If Eliot's schema was the imitation of various
voices, the removal of the great majority of the imitative passages because, as
Pound implies, the originals did it better, created a different text with a different
effect — with a different centre — though the writer's schema for how that writing
should proceed remained as yet unchanged.'”® The tension between centre and
schema — between the effect of the text in reading, and the programmatic

intention of its author — is, I would argue, an integral part of any making, and

one which played an important role in the making of The Anathemata.

The tortuous coming into being of The Anathemata revolved entirely around the
shifting centre of the poem, which forced Jones into adapting his intentioned
schema accordingly. Jones, working alone without a catalytic Pound to see what
it was he was trying to do and usher him in the right direction, struggled with
the morass of experimental material he had produced between 1937 and 1944.
The process in which the experiments came to be seen as just that — as
experiments — was very slow; Jones's half-grasped schema was constantly
restructuring itself in a chase after that shifting centre as he tentatively added or
excised material. Whilst in the previous chapter I traced the development of a

method of writing a poem about ideas, in this chapter I will examine the

Land' occurred. Rainey's discovery that part 11l of The Waste Land was not the first to be drafted is not
incompatible with the idea that the poem had a 'ventriloquial' form in its earliest conception because it
still appears to have been written prior to parts IV and V; and parts I and II, before Pound edited them,
contained such multiple voices already, but none of the Grail myth material. For a tabular summary of
the chronology of the manuscript material of The Waste Land, see Rainey (2005) 34-5. Although the
meticulous care Rainey has taken in analysing the extant materials from the manuscript has produced
some valuable data, there is simply not enough extant material for a comprehensive genetic critical
investigation to be undertaken. I will return to Rainey's book at the end of this chapter.

192 Eliot, Paris Review Interviews, reprinted in Writers at Work (1963) 79-84; quoted Gardner (1973) 76.

1% On one draft sheet, in the margin next to a long passage in rhyming couplets, Pound has written: “Too
loose / thyme drags it out to diffuseness / Trick of Pope etc. not to let couple[t] diffuse 'em.” Eliot (1971)
38-9.

152



development of the guiding principle to the writing of The Anathemata. Method
and concept are interlinked, each informing the other, with innovations in the
one leading to modifications in the other. As Jones's writing and editing
progressed, the interstress of textual centre and writerly schema eventually
reached a position of coincidence — or as near as possible coincidence — to the
effect that a long poem became writeable. Overall, if the preceding chapter
looked at the steadfastness of the textual fragment, entering the text and
remaining obstinately the same whilst around it innumerable other insertions

were made, this chapter looks at the mutability of the conceived whole.

In the first section I look at how the alterations Jones made to one of his
fragments reveal the gradual conceptual reorientation of his poem about ideas
toward a new schema focusing on man-the-maker. I will suggest that the
alterations made to this fragment were integral to the conception of the
foundational fragment of The Anathemata. In the second section I assess the
importance of Jones's title in the making of the poem. Why is it that Jones's
decision to stick with 'anathemata’, in spite of his doubts, coincided exactly with
the moment at which his long poem underwent its conceptual shift? 1 will
suggest that title, concept and text were involved in a complex reciprocal
interaction where each aspect was dependent on the others for its adequate
completion, and that the discovery by Jones of his title marked the point at
which the interstress of centre and schema became sufficiently stable in order for

the writing to be undertaken.

Throughout this chapter, I propose that the recognition of the interstress of
centre and schema in the making of The Anathemata necessarily involves
differentiating between Jones as writer and as reader. I suggest that it was as a
reader that old centres were inadvertently abandoned and new centres
inadvertently found by Jones, and that as a writer building upon his text he had

to adapt his intentions — his schema — accordingly.
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L. Finding Man-the-Maker as Conceptual Centre

In this section I examine the genesis of the fragment which acted as the
receptacle for the multiple insertions which form The Anathemata. The
foundational fragment of the poem, which explores the equivalence of the Mass,
the institution of the Eucharist, and the Crucifixion as sign-makings'* — and thus
in Jones's thought as signs for man - is eight manuscript pages long. This
fragment (reproduced as Appendix 4), which became the base stratum of the
poem, and which we examined in the previous chapter, began its life as a single
page draft which lists a number of artworks or artefacts. My purpose in this
section will be to describe the process by which Jones moved from one to the

other.

The initial one-page draft, written in 1941, was markedly different from most of
Jones's other experimental writings. I would argue that this difference enabled
Jones to enact this development. I will suggest that this one-page fragment
allowed such a conceptual development because it could be read as an 'open'

text whereas the other experiments were 'closed' to such re-orientative readings.

(i) From made object to act of making: a first draft

Toward the end of 1941, David Jones wrote the following important single-page

draft.

no bow or laced, finger-of-man, parti-coloured
nor opus anglicum case-stitch free to run

star chequed tree-of-life for small fowles to
sing gilt-pointed for a faire cloth hemmed

[5] cris-wire for a holy shirt or hawk glove

'*For Jones's reliance on Maurice de la Taille in this respect, see E&A 163, and note.
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for a legate a latere or the Queen of
the out Isles’s belly band to clothe in variety
each inch to ineh make a whole nor this pearl
for that plain to show in this little what gradation
[10] & tangle of being the school-doctors please to
call order. Nor tip-of finger-worked or
palm smoothed granulated by the rills of man’s
hand who works as the great waters very
slow to make a fine polish when they
[15] grind or smooth the caskets filligree or
chased plate-of-proof. Or set this in paste
carefully or (the <to> leaf the centuries)
his coaxing stroke on stroke to turn the
escaping contour |*|' in the blue St Victoire or (to
[20] double-back on time) his free incision
to run flank & hoof for a fore-shortened
bison in the caves of ice<,> or<,> to come home
(you know him in the tram) who cripples his
eye at lense under the small pool of light<,>
[25] crabbed<,> bent<,> with a coblers’ hunch on him<,>
in small hours<,> with steel point manuevering
the bright copper-disc under gas-flame or candle flame
in the small urban upper-room where he makes
the image, beats into the material the word.

(DJPLR8/6.1)

In this passage, Jones presents a number of made objects, and then makers,
collocated through his use of either nor' or 'or' into a rag-bag of made things
straining at the limits of our sense of grammatical composure. This piece of
writing might not appear to offer much genetically for Jones, except perhaps the
continued attraction of further items to the list with the continued deployment
of more 'or's and 'nor's. However, he commemorates this draft by writing "copied

out & / corrected Nov 5 '41" at the foot of the page in pink pencil, and seals this

' Throughout this thesis, Jones's references to notes are indicated in my transcriptions by placing the
symbol or number he uses between two upright lines: |*| or more usually [1], |2], etc.
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statement with a tick (see Figure 18).'%

Figure 18 — First draft relating to made things (LR8/6.1)

As far as I have discovered, the only other occasions on which Jones

commemorated a writing in this way were when he finished the draft of In

1% Jones's continued use of these pages can be inferred from the different uses to which he tried to put
them. The earliest draft (DJP LR8/6.1) has '1-24' written in pencil and circled to the top left of the page,
though the sequence to which this refers is unclear. Jones has also circled the '1' on this sheet twice in
red. If we look at the first page of 'final' manuscript for The Anathemata (LA1/3.3 — 'final' because it
contains instructions to the typist) we see that Jones circles all three '1's (referring to the three different
foliations the manuscript went through), but only circles one of the three 2's on LA1/3.4. Circling the 'l'
on the 'made/making' fragment seems, then, to be an emphatic, Yes, I shall begin my poem here. Also, on
the second, two-page, version of the fragment, Jones has written on LR8/6.2: "contd. from 35 of
Typescript". This refers to 'The Book of Balaam's Ass' as published by Hague in RQ 187-211.

156



Parenthesis at Pigotts (as mentioned in the previous chapter), and when he
finished his manuscript version of The Anathemata in 1949 (this date is written
at the top of his opening page; see DJP LA1/8.3). These two gestures mark the
completion of large-scale makings: 281 pages over three years in the case of In
Parenthesis, and 197 pages over five years in the case of The Anathemata. When
he sealed the commemoration of this 'made things' fragment with a tick, he had
produced just 29 lines of writing, probably (judging by its chaotic syntax) in a
matter of minutes. This passage is unrhythmical, agrammatical, and never
resolves itself into an argument. The reason why Jones commemorated this
single page as he had his previous whole poem, and would his future whole
poem also, is, I believe, that it was in this single page fragment that Jones first
felt (if vaguely) the possibility of the centre of that latter poem. As we have seen
in the previous chapter, 'The Roman Quarry' lies at the heart of the development
of the method for The Anathemata. By contrast, though of no lesser importance,
the draft quoted above, one which has never been published or assessed in Jones
criticism, is, I would argue, the genetic conceptual root of the whole of The
Anathemata. In view of what we have discovered in the first chapter, Jones's
poem, no matter how large it became, would always have its origin in a single

fragment because of his insertional method.

One reason why Jones may have felt this way about this fragment was that it
marked the first instance of 'anathemata’' in his poetry — things lifted up to God,
devoted things, venerated trinkets, sacred and profane — though he was not
aware of it yet (the passage, written in 1941, pre-dates Jones's 'discovery' of his
title-concept by three years). The commemoration of the fragment is hugely
significant: a piece of writing of manifestly rudimentary development is being
marked out, separated from the rest. Jones seems here to have found, in
embryonic form, the orientation of his 'poem about ideas' — to celebrate man
through the elevation, in his own making, of the objects produced by others'
makings. In the writing of The Anathemata, Jones will make separate, lift up
through the act of art the already separated and lifted up — and in memorialising
this chance discovery, he separated it from, and thus lifted it above, the rest of

his work to date. And yet, although these objects are 'anathemata’, the writing
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which incorporates them is not yet The Anathemata because their meaning (i.e.
their status as 'anathemata') is absent; they need to become signs of themselves,
performative as anathemata in the text, in order for the poem to become The
Anathemata. In other words, whilst this offers a potential new centre to the
writing as Jones read it back, the schema directing his continued writing — the
framework of his intention — needed to follow the lead of that reading. The first
draft 'made things' fragment, I would argue, is valued — and thus dated -
because Jones instinctively felt that it contained the germ of the conceptual shift
toward a successful long poem within its 29 lines. In order to assess that shift —
the interstress of centre and schema, toward a new conception of the current
making — we need to look carefully at this draft and compare it with its 'copied &

corrected' (i.e. next draft) state.

(ii) Writerly and readerly conceptual shifts

In this thesis we are looking at a temporal process: making occurs through time.
In order to be able to look at the two drafts which lead into the opening of The
Anathemata - that which treats of a number of made things, and that which
explores a number of pre-historic makings — we need to be clear about what kind
of genetic time Jones's manuscripts might signify. There is only one makerly
time, yet there can be different material signs of this time which denote different
makerly acts in time. The conceptual makerly movement which occurs between
passages written in the same drafting stage (i.e. words, phrases or sentences
written within seconds or minutes of each other and present on the same sheet)
and between passages written in a different drafting stage (e.g. the same
passage re-drafted however many minutes, hours, days, months or years later)
might be precisely the same, but we need to distinguish between the two types
of traces of these conceptual shifts in order to be able to discern the moment and
thus explore the origin of such shifts. So, conceptual shifts which occur during a
single draft stage of the writing of a continuous piece of text I shall call 'writerly
conceptual shifts' (we might say that this is a kind of 'intrinsic makerly

development', occurring during the manual engagement in that making).
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Conceptual shifts which occur between draft stages, which we discern by
comparing two or more draft stages of the same passage I shall call readerly
conceptual shifts' (and we might describe this as 'extrinsic makerly development',
occurring while the eye but not the pen or pencil is moving across the page).'’
A conceptual shift is distinguished from other shifts — stylistic, narrative, formal —
in that such a shift alters the radical preoccupations of the drafts, within which

stylistic, narrative and formal elements take shape.

The reason for distinguishing between the two is that Jones experienced
reconceptualisations of his work both during the process of writing a particular
passage (intrinsic to the making of that passage) and in reading it back in full
(extrinsic to that initial making). Being aware of the difference between these
two possibilities enables us to see them in operation. The temptation in looking
at a set of draft materials is to compare 'earlier' versions with 'later' ones — to
read in search of readerly conceptual shifts — because the changes made to a text
most obviously signal its progression. However, such textual alterations, as we
shall see in the following analysis, do not necessarily identify the locus of
conceptual alteration. Reconceptualisations occuring during a writing, rather
than between writings (which occur in re-readings), can inform the alterations
made to a text in the next draft. In this study — though particularly in this
chapter — we seek the moments at which Jones overcame problems, and then to
reveal the nature of this overcoming. If we only read in one way, and the two
makerly 'times' are not made distinct, each will interfere with the other, and the
only possible view of the actual lineaments of the making process will be vague;
we will see change occurring in the text, but we will not be able to arrive at an
analysis of the motivation for such change. A short fragment which only
survives in two states like the one we are now examining enables us to perform
such a dual-faceted reading. Equally, though, as the core of the
reconceptualisation of Jones's long poem, this fragment absolutely requires such

a dual-faceted reading.

17 Lines manifestly inserted into a draft generate two different draft versions, and provide evidence of a
readerly engagement, or of extrinsic makerly development — for it is clear that in such cases Jones has
read over his writing and inserted new material.
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(iii) Writerly reconceptualisation from made to making to maker: a first
draft

If the list of art objects in the opening 11 lines of the first draft 'made things'
fragment never find full justification, this, I would suggest, is because such early
drafts of small, independent fragments were workings-out: they were
embarkations without destinations. Their entire purpose was to find their
destinations.'® The presence of such a haphazard list is justified by what it led
to in the process of its writing. Jones allows himself to be carried away in a
linguistic delirium, paying scant attention to syntax and grammar. This freedom,
I would suggest, is a makerly conceit toward the discovery of what it is he is
saying. The first seven lines of this draft really are shooting in the dark: the no'
or nor' with which Jones introduces each work of art has absolutely no necessity
nor connection with the resolution of these objects in the line: "to clothe in
variety / each inch to imeh make a whole.""”? Jones's beginning is merely the
bringing together of a number of made things; the act of doing this, he hopes,
will yield some new shape, and it is perhaps only in undertaking a half-formed
making that a 'fully-formed' making can be worked towards. In such actions, the
Thomist adage 'we proceed from the known to the unknown' which Jones
quoted in 'James Joyce's Dublin' (E&A 303-7) is implemented as a guiding

principle to makerly process.?*

As Jones's text tells us, the made objects in this fragment share a common
orientation toward the showing forth of reality: they "show in this little what
gradation / & tangle of being the school-doctors please to / call order"
(LR8/6.1). So, at this moment in time, the central concept to Jones's writing is:

art objects show forth a complex reality — the 'tangle of being'.

19 Jones quotes Picasso's dictum “I do not seek, I find” with approval in the Preface (4na 35).

1 The continued refrain — 'no’, 'nor' — may perhaps be part of Jones's lament at the increasingly utile
world in which he lives: these hand-crafted objects are no longer being made in the way Jones believed
they should. But no-where in the fragment is such a conceptual realisation made explicit.

20 Compare this observation of Jones's experimental listing of art objects with Henrich von Kleist's
description of the discovery of thought in speaking: “because I do have some dim conception at the
outset, one distantly related to what I am looking for, if I boldly make a start with that, my mind, even as
my speech proceeds, under the necessity of finding an end for that beginning, will shape my first
confused idea into complete clarity so that, to my amazement, understanding is arrived at as the sentence
ends.” Kleist (1997) 406.
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Following this resolution, Jones returns to the syntactic conceit where nor' and
'or' are used to drive the writing onward, linking together the fragments which
enter his text. However, a transition occurs which takes the text away from the
art object and relocates its focus on the maker of the object. In the beginning,

the object takes precedence:

no bow or laced, finger-of-man, parti-coloured
nor opus anglicum case-stitch free to run
star chequed tree-of-life for small fowles to
sing gilt-pointed for a faire cloth hemmed

[5] cris-wire for a holy shirt or hawk glove
for a legate a latere or the Queen of

the out Isles’s belly band]...]

After the 'showing the tangle of being' resolution, the text continues:

[...]Nor tip-of finger-worked or

palm smoothed granulated by the rills of man’s
hand who works as the great waters very

slow to make a fine polish when they

[15] grind or smooth the caskets filligree

Here, the action of the hand which makes the object enters the predication of the
object in a passive adjectival form (finger-worked' and 'palm[-]smoothed"). The
text becomes increasingly explicit in its engagement with the making process,
describing first Cezanne's "coaxing stroke on stroke", and then a pre-historic
artist's "free incision". Following this, the text shifts to an image of the maker,

specifically an engraver in contemporary London (probably Jones himself):*"

or<,> to come home

! Jones would have travelled between his parents' home in Brockley and Westminster (to attend art
school in 1919-21) on the tram he mentions in this draft. Also, it was engraving work which damaged
Jones's eyes.
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(you know him in the tram) who cripples his
eye at lense under the small pool of light<,>

[25] crabbed<,> bent<,> with a coblers’ hunch on him<,>
in small hours<,> with steel point manuevering
the bright copper-disc under gas-flame or candle flame
in the small urban upper-room where he makes

the image, beats into the material the word.

We can deduce from the commemorative dating of this sheet that this portion of
text was at the moment of its production discrete from all the other experiments
which Jones was working on. As a result, we can assuredly say that the end of
the sheet is the end of the fragment, and therefore that there are a total of two
resolutions within this single fragment (the showing of the 'tangle of being', and
the analogy of the making of art works to the incarnation). In both cases, the
particulars being recalled in the text are gathered together and a conceptual
significance is drawn out from them during the writing. In the first we reach the
scholastic philosophical order of being; in the second we reach the scholastic
order of sacramental theology. And so we see two points of resolution reached
by Jones, in both of which the made object, then its making, and then its maker
are positioned in relation to Thomism. These resolutions would appear to be the
reason Jones assigns such importance to this passage: a number of objects and
acts are presented, but it is only in these two resolutions that their meaning is

recovered.

Small textual alterations can indicate large conceptual steps in the process of
writing. The writerly conceptual shifts occurring as Jones drafted this passage
show that he was exploring the meaning of these objects — and that that
meaning was centred on making. The next stage is to explore what making and
the maker might mean. As we have seen, in writing this passage, Jones moved
from the made to the making to the maker, but he went no further; the text has
still not reached a conceptual resolution which states the meaning of these.
Such a movement occurs in the next drafting stage, and so reveals the
importance of the act of re-reading in the generation of conceptual shifts

through the emergence of a before unfelt centre to the writing — one which
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might direct the construction of a new, re-oriented schema of writing.

(iv) Readerly reconceptualisation toward man-the-maker: a second draft

Jones made a number of insertions to the first fragment, which listed a number
of made things, in the second draft version (see Figures 19 and 20, below). All
but the last, though of disparate size, provide evidence for my assertion that
Jones's concept of his poem was already changing during the writing of the first

draft.

In the opening section which lists a number of artefacts, two short insertions

modulate the passage toward the act of making. Where before we had:

no bow or laced, finger-of-man, parti-coloured]...]

(DJP LR8/6.1)

— in the second draft version, Jones altered this to:

No bow or laced, by finger-of-man weft
Parti-coloured]...]

(DJP LR8/6.2 — my emphasis)

Jones then inserted three more words into the text which immediately follows
this, and to the same effect: the passage is being reoriented toward the act of

making. In the first draft we read:
[...]Inor opus anglicum case-stitch free to run

star chequed tree-of-life for small fowles to

sing][...]
(DJP LR8/6.1)

In the second draft, by contrast, we read:
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[...Inor opus anglicanum case-stitch
Free to run star-chequed, or floriate a

Tree-of-life for small foules to sing]...]

(DJP LR8/6.2 — my emphasis)

These small insertions reveal that the shift in emphasis from the made to the act
of making which occurred whilst Jones wrote the first draft is reinforced by his

later work on the earlier part of the text (see Figure 19, below).
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Figure 19 — First page of second draft version showing a conceptual shift from made things to
making (LR8/6.2)
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In the second half of the draft passage, following the passage in the first draft
where Jones had moved silently over to the act rather than the object of making,
a long insertion redoubles this change of emphasis to the maker: here (and this
use of substantives for verbs is characteristic of Jones; see IN 45) we witness a
person or a number of people "iron-mesh the hanzer-net...damascene a / Trojan
story, or bas-relief a Venus- / With-a-Mass" (DJP LR8/6.2 — my emphases). Thus
the alterations Jones made to his first draft follow the example of this transition,
making the whole more consistently descriptive of act rather than object. The
evidence of his alterations to the first half of the draft would tend to indicate
that Jones, in experiencing as reader the shift from made thing to the act of
making which arose in the writing, reoriented his view of what this passage is
concerned with: the act of making. But all these alterations take place within
the terms of the writerly conceptual shift which occurred as Jones drafted the
first version. In making these alterations, Jones is bringing his fragment into
conceptual concert: schema, having caught up with a shifting centre, directs the
new writerly choices Jones makes. However, one further shift occurred — from
making to maker — which introduced another new conceptual centre and forced

another reassessment of the schema of the writing as a result.

The root of this new conceptual centre is the development of an image of a
prehistoric making, which occurs between the images of Cezanne and the

engraver working:

[...]Jor (to
double-back on time) his free incision
to run flank & hoof for a fore-shortened

bison in the caves of ice<,> or<,>[...]

(DJPLR8/6.1)

In the second draft, this short prehistoric reference has been developed into an
18-line passage, and in doing so moves a step closer to establishing the
orientation of Jones's thought which lies behind the opening sentence of The
Anathemata. The making of these "foreshortened bison" (the only words carried

over from the initial draft) was developed by Jones into the following passage
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(the first line is written in ink; the rest in pencil; see the reproduction in Figure

20, below).

or (to double back on time)

and reconnoitre palaeoplast of
dawn-men (the Hearn-heads girondole
branched-shadows for a cavern-vault.)
Stalagmite calls to stalactite, or in the
Caves of dolomite, or where, west-wind

Graved, the toggled dolmens lean.

<or> where the master of the faunoglyph handles
the instruments: his bone palette

his scalpriform flints, his stone maul, &

and employs the consubstantiating formulas. They cry
their placets from their lean haunches

when they see his foreshortened bison,

bulk & linear, splay the mural space.

The totem-master decoys without stalking,

His view is a capture by reason of

of the daubed ochre & the considered

incisions, & the form-transference, &

the cult-intention.

(DJP LR8/6.3 and LA1/3.1)
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(LR8/6.3 and LA1/3.1)
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After copying the short passage about Cezanne from his first draft in ink,
indicating the provisional textual fixity of this fragment, Jones 'doubled-back on
time' and began working up the single pre-historic makings image of his first
draft into a more comprehensive view in pencil (from the second line quoted
above). Again, a sequence of images is pieced together with a conjunction (this
time 'or' rather than the mo' and 'mor' which Jones used in the first draft).
However, unlike the first draft, in this draft the individual images are organised
within a coherent and complexly patterned grammar, which is both necessitated
by and expressive of the emergence of narrative elements in the fragment: the
general scene-setting (‘caves of ice') and time-setting (‘palaeoplast of dawn-men")
paragraph is followed up with a specific instance of palaeoplastic making by the
'master', which is observed and greeted with pleasure by his community. For
their contemporaries (in Jones's presentation of this proto-exhibition), these
paintings signify a kind of pre-killing of the animals which these early humans
rely on for their sustenance ("The totem-master decoys without stalking").?*> But
more importantly, for Jones as an artist living in late modernity, they signify the

very origins of signification. The final four lines quoted above —

His view is a capture by reason of[...]
[...]the daubed ochre & the considered
incisions, & the form-transference, &

the cult-intention.

— present a further conceptual summation of the relevance of prehistoric making
by associating it with Aristotle's theory of making as an activity of the practical
intellect ("capture by reason"), with the activity of that making ("the considered
incisions"), with the transposition of one reality into another ("the form
transference") and with the core value of these makings ("the cult-intention").

Here, as Jones's schema comes into co-operation with the centre of the first draft

292 Jones links this kind of signification to the co-signification which occurs in the Eucharist and the
Crucifixion, where the first is an unbloody and the second a bloody sign for the same thing (see DGC
231-2). Jones continues by stating the following: "As for the Lascaux caves — well, there (if the
specialists are right), the superb forms of great horned creatures with a dart or two depicted in flank or
neck, is about the nearest thing to the acts and words of the inutile Oblation of the Coena Domini, while
outside on the bitter tundra the great beasts fall before the highly utile spears of the tribe." (DGC 232-3)
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passage as experienced in the reading — both focusing on making, community,
and ritual — he is able to develop the syntax, imagery and narrative
interdependencies suggested by that first draft when he writes this second draft
interpretive resolution. The conceptual reorientation which occurred in Jones's
movement from the first to the second draft is best demonstrated

diagrammatically (see Figure 21).
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THEMATIC FIRST DRAFT INSERTIONS TO FIRST DRAFT INCORPORATED IN COMMENTARY
Focus THE SECOND
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Figure 21 — Second draft insertions reorienting the text from made things, to making, to maker (1st of 2 pages)



Cezanne's making

Pre-historic making

The contemporary

engraver

or (the <to> leaf the centuries)

his coaxing stroke on stroke to turn the

escaping contour <* note> in the blue St Victoire or (to

double-back on time)

his free incision
to run flank & hoof for a fore-shortened

bison in the caves of ice<,>

or<,> to come home

(you know him in the tram) who cripples his

eye at lense under the small pool of light<,>
crabbed<,> bent<,> with a coblers’ hunch on him<,>

in small hours<,> with steel point manuevering

the bright copper-disc under gas-flame or candle flame

in the small urban upper-room where he makes

the image, beats into the material the word.

Figure 21 — Second draft insertions reorienting the text from made things, to making, to maker (2™ of 2 pages)

and reconnoitre palacoplast of
dawn-men (the Hearn-heads girondole
branched-shadows for a cavern-vault.)
Stalagmite calls to stalactite, or in the
Caves of dolomite, or where, west-wind
Graved, the toggled dolmens lean.

<or> where the master of the faunoglyph handles
the instruments: his bone palette

his scalpriform flints, his stone maul, &

and employs the consubstantiating formulas.

They cry
their placets from their lean haunches
when they see his foreshortened bison,
bulk & linear, splay the mural space.
The totem-master decoys without stalking,
His view is a capture by reason off...]
the daubed ochre & the considered
incisions, & the form-transference, &
the cult-intention.
Man tir-beeemting <in the beginning> is already
lord of plastic.
his plastic is already a signification.
We already, & first of all discern him, bowed
amid the objects. His groping syntax
if our ears attend, shapes between the
echoing totems:
benedietan, adscriptam, ratam, rationabilem...
& by pre-application, & for them, under modes
& patterns altogether theirs, the holy
and venerable hands lift up an
efficacious sign.




If we turn to the passage which immediately follows, we find that this
description of a particular prehistoric making leads into another summational
line orientated toward a greater, more universal conceptual significance; one
which places making, community and ritual within the framework of the origin

of man in making signs:

Man inbeeoming <in the beginning> is already lord of plastic.

his plastic is already a signification.

Immediately following this, Jones goes on to make another conceptual resolution
— the most succinct so far — with lines we have already encountered in the

previous chapter:

We already, & first of all discern him, bowed
amid the objects.

(DJP LA1/3.1)

Where Jones had struggled to present the co-dependence of the origin of man
and his first making in the first of these final two resolutions — he crosses out 'in
becoming' and replaces it with 'in the beginning' — the second amply satisfies this

need with the phrase "already, & first of all".

So, in reading over the first draft fragment whose conceptual centre was 'made
things', Jones feels compelled to exploit a short passage (three out of 29 lines)
about prehistoric man to the extent that, in the second version, it becomes the
dominant image, or set of images (18 out of 51 lines). And because of the way
Jones worked, these new images generate a new conceptual framework: the co-
origination of man and his sacramentality. This in turn leads Jones to use the
terms of the Mass metaphorically to describe the first act of making by a
primate-become-man — and then the text returns, from these most recently
inserted fragments, back to the image of the engraver which concluded the first

draft (see transcription and Figure 22, below):
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We already, & first of all discern him, bowed
amid the objects. His groping syntax

if our ears attend, shapes between the

echoing totems:

benedictam, adscriptam, ratam, rationabilem...
& by pre-application, & for them, under modes
& patterns altogether theirs, the holy

and venerable hands lift up an

efficacious sign.
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Figure 22 — Third page of early draft, showing conceptual re-orientation,

and then return to the modern engraver (LA1/3.1)
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This detailed analysis reveals how consecutive drafting stages of the same
fragment are actually generative of fragments with entirely new conceptual
centres: from art works showing forth the tangle of being, to the act of making
being the means by which that same tangle is discovered, to the prehistoric
maker as the inventor of signification, to that maker as the inventor of himself as
man, to the equivalence of that man's actions with the actions and words of the
priest in consecrating the Eucharist. Jones's reading of his own work, like
Pound's of Eliot's, discovered in that work a new centre, and then another, and so
on in incremental progressions. As these new centres informed the construction
of new schemas, the text as a whole became modified, moving gradually from
'made things' to 'prehistoric makings' to 'man-the-maker' as it evolved. Thus, the
initial fragment concerned with made things was valued and so commemorated
because it was 'open' and allowed such reorientation. The uncontrolled nature
of this incremental conceptual shift is amply demonstrated, I feel, by Jones's
inclusion and then deletion of his old engraver fragment at the end of the second
draft: Jones was manifestly a kind of spectator of the shifts occurring to his
poem-concept, and could only proceed with uncertainty as he manually engaged
with his text's production; he returned to the engraver fragment, but then
realised that his text's development had outstripped its necessity, making it
redundant. That this process of conceptual shifting was almost endlessly at play
— that the concept of the future whole was forever developing - is suggested by
the fact that, in spite of Jones's assertion of value in relation to the first draft, all
of the material we have looked at here is cut off from the growing text in late-
1944, so that it begins (with the opening words of The Anathemata) with a
consideration of the moment man, by making, becomes man: “We already and

first of all discern him...” (DJP LA1/3.1; Ana 49)

The genetic process I hope I have convincingly put forward — that the opening of
The Anathemata emerged from the context of the prehistoric makings of man
which emerged from the context of a clutter of made objects — allows us to gain
a purchase on what is an admittedly highly ambiguous opening to the poem.
The effect of this genetic critical understanding of the poem is to undermine the

universal assumption in Jones scholarship that The Anathemata begins and ends
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at the Mass, one which persists in spite of the fact that the phrase 'already and
first of all' makes absolutely no sense in such a context. The above analysis
allows us to see that Jones's poem does begin at the Mass, and more specifically
at the consecration of the Eucharist, but as a sign not a narrated event. What the
poem really begins with is both the actual and philosophical co-origination of
man and his making. As the manuscript evidence clearly shows, this ambiguity
was purposefully built into the text in numerous alterations. Jones's removal of
the first two pages of his manuscript — pages which held a record of how his
quasi-free associations had led him to man-the-maker, the removal of which left
his man-the-maker bereft of context — was not an isolated action: he did exactly
the same with the Absalom Mass, which begins abruptly at page three (see DJP
LR5/1.325). It seems that once the centre and schema for Jones's continued
writing had been constructed through experimentation, he had then to discard
the scaffolding which had allowed him to reach that point. Just as Pound
excised what he saw as the redundant material of 'He Do the Police in Different
Voices', and so was instrumental in turning it into The Waste Land; so, in
discarding the material which dealt with made things and prehistoric makers —
not to mention the numerous longer experiments which were gradually falling
into redundancy over the same period 1941-45 — Jones made possible the
movement from writing one long poem to writing another very different one.
The change Eliot made to the title of his poem as his sense of what it was about
changed is also mirrored by the change to Jones's title, which forms the subject

of the following section.
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II. “It Always Came Back to ANAOGHMATA”:
The Title as Totem of the Making

In the Preface to The Anathemata, written in the summer of 1951, David Jones
wrote the following: “I mean by my title as much as it can be made to mean, or
can evoke or suggest, however obliquely” — and he goes on to list these
meanings, evocations and suggestions over the course of a further half-page
(Ana 28-29), to which we will return. Nearly a year later, and only two months
before the publication of his poem in October 1952, Jones gave a different view

of his choice of title to W. E Jackson Knight:

I fear the title is going to be a nuisance as chaps can't pronounce it. I have
been quite astonished to find how many people ask what on earth it means —
I mean chaps whom you'd naturally suppose would know. After all it's not
all that obscure. I tried to think up another title, but it always came back to
ANAOHMATA.

(KFP 15 August 1952)

A title of which a large number of readers know neither the pronunciation nor
meaning is a big problem: contrary to Jones's expression in the Preface, such a
title might mean or evoke or suggest nothing at all. And yet this in itself is
expressive of a central tenet of Jones's diagnosis of modernity: the title enacting,
as it does, the unshared backgrounds, the inefficacious sign, the fragmentation
of a formerly communal knowledge base. Jones, in having attempted to think
up another title, is demonstrably aware of this problem, and yet his title is
inescapable: 'it always came back to ANAOHMATA'. We might say that part of its
inescapability, part of its efficacy, is ironically its inefficacy: it succeeds by failing.
In this section, I look at the role the changing title played in the gradual

conception Jones had of his long poem.

In order to do so, I trace the chronology of the development of this title ('The
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Anathemata) and relate it and its discarded predecessors — first, 'The Book of
Balaam's Ass'; second, 'The Anathema' — to the chronology of Jones's textual
experimentation. The finding of the title, I will suggest, was co-incident with the
finding of the poem. One measure of the inescapability of the title which I
would suggest, and which is investigated here, is that its discovery entailed or
allowed or effected the first coming together of the centre and the schema of the
poem. Indeed, the conceptual shifts we witnessed occurring through the
development of the 'man-the-maker' fragment in the preceding section were
accompanied by changes to the working title of Jones's poem. Part of my task
will be to untangle - if such a thing can be done — which of these, the title or the
writing, led in conceptual reorientation for the other to follow. Once again, we
might refer back to Eliot, for the change in title from 'He Do the Police in
Different Voices' to The Waste Land would appear (if we endorse Gardner's
reading, which I do) to be both an effect of the shifting centre of the poem as
edited and re-read, and the cause of the realization of a schema in poetic terms
in the 'automatically written' fifth section, 'What the Thunder Said.>* Jones's
title, I will argue, is a kind of tutelary spirit for the writing of the poem; but also,
it is performative in a single word — at the most compressed scale possible, we
should remark — of the structure of the poem as a whole. It is inescapable
because it is the poem in miniature — another title would have led to the writing
of another poem. So, it is not so much the title that was inescapable because it
exemplified what the poem was, as that the writing of this poem in its eventual
form was inescapable because of the emergence of the guiding principle of

'anathemata'.

(i) [Untitled]: an unknown title for an unknown poem

Jones's experiments began, as we might expect, without a title. In a letter of
April 1939, Jones recalls the origin in 1936 of the writing he was currently
working on: “It started off by talking about how things are conditioned by other

things — a person comes into a room for instance and all the disorder and

23 1 focus merely on the implied transition in this title change from ventriloquism to the Grail legend as
central preoccupations of the poem. The implications of 'him' doing the Police in different voices need
not, I think, be pursued here.
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deadness takes shape and life” (DGC 91). We see this origin in the opening of

the very first of Jones's experiments:

SHE'S BRIGHT WHERE SHE WALKS SHE
DIGNIFIES THE SPACES OF THE AIR AND MAKES AN AMPLE
SCHEME ACROSS THE TRIVIAL SHAPES. SHE SHAKES THE
PROUD AND ROTTEN ACCIDENTS; SMALL CONVENIENCES
LOOK SHRUNK SO THAT YOU HARDLY NOTICE THEM.
(DJPLR7/1.8 and LR7/1.67; RQ 187)

For 'a person' in the description Jones gives above we might read 'Prudence
Pelham' — the woman Jones loved from a distance throughout the 1930s and '40s
— and so remark that the origins of The Anathemata, in spite of its author's
protestations that he doesn't “know about our old friend 'love” (DGC 86) — are in
a love poem. (This needn't surprise us; love being, for Jones, the fundamental
source of sacramental behaviours.) Jones continues his description of his
current project by stating that “it has wandered into all kinds of things” — again,
the unintentioned making is implied — which is to say that it has begun to
explore his ideas in relation to the utile and gratuitous: the writing in the
manuscript which this passage begins is Jones's first attempt to state in poetry
his developing ideas in relation to the sacramental 'habit of thought' and its
endangered life in modernity.*** By May 1938, Jones is describing this emerging

work in different terms:

It is about how everything turns into something else, and how you can never tell
when a bonza®® is cropping up or the Holy Ghost is going to turn something
inside out, and how everything is a balls-up and a kind of ‘Praise’ at the same
time.

(DGC 86)

The important point to note here is that the poem is first described as being

2 See in particular those passages reproduced in RQ 190, where the representative for fact-man is
victorious over that for myth-man.

25 Jones's use of Australian/New Zealand slang appears peculiar. However, during the First World War,
Australian and New Zealand Divisions of the British Army fought in France from April 1915 and April
1916, respectively, and Jones is likely to have come into contact with them at the Front. 'Bonza' is
probably one of Jones's many war words.
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about change ('how everything turns into something else'), and then as about
contradiction or co-presence of opposites (‘everything is a balls-up and a kind of
'Praise' at the same time'). This latter aspect has gained dominance by April
1939, when Jones writes: “I think it is really about how if you start saying in a
kind of way how bloody everything is you end up in a kind of praise —
inevitably[...]” (DGC 91). Here, we find the first indication that Jones is
predominantly concerned with a 'duality’, one which is fundamental to the

schema of The Anathemata.?*®®

I believe that such a 'duality’ is important because, for Jones, each single element
of his 'anathemata' in the middle of the twentieth century, if blessed as a
gratuitously produced art object, is also cursed from the dominant utile,
desacramentalized viewpoint for its inutility. As noted in the Introduction, the
absolute distinction of the utile and gratuitous is a philosophical one; by
contrast, every act, whether a making or a doing, partakes of both the utile and
the gratuitous to varying extents. And yet, in Jones's analysis, these two co-
present characteristics of man's making are being separated toward an absolute
division because of the imposition of a habit of thought in modernity oriented
upon the utile: “How are we to reconcile man-the-artist, man the sign-maker or
sacrament-maker with the world in which we live today?”, Jones asks in 'Art and
Sacrament. We are not able to do such a thing, Jones's rhetorical response
implies: “It would appear that there is a dichotomy which puts asunder that
which our nature demands should be joined together” (E&A 176). So, the
sacramental acts of man (all those acts partaking to any extent in a measure of
the extra-utile) are locked in a dualized nature in this modern technocracy: a
thing made separate and lifted up to the gods will be reviled and cursed by a
culture which denies that such signs have reality or relevance. What is wholly
inutile is purposeless to a technocracy; it is therefore cursed. But equally, and
oppositely, the wholly utile productions of man can be interpreted as cursed to
those “rear-guard details” (Ana 50) - artists, priests, and lovers — who do believe
in the reality and necessity of gratuitously produced signs. If the dominant

aporia for Jones is the seeming presence and absence of sacramental man — no

2% Jones makes this clear in the Preface, stating that the “duality” within the word 'anathema' “exactly
fitted my requirements”. (Ana 28)
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less than the co-reality of man and non-man — the necessity of this duality is

clear: to play out the aporia at the centre of Jones's thought.

But Jones's conception of his poem was by no means this clear when he wrote of
the inevitability of praise in the saying of how bloody everything is. Jones's
qualification of his description runs thus: “[...]if you start saying in a kind of way
how bloody everything is you end up in a kind of praise — inevitably — I mean a
sort of Balaam business.” It is here, apparently at the very time of writing, that
Jones comes upon his title: “Yes perhaps it will be called The Book of Balaam, or
Book of Balaam's Ass,” he concludes (DGC 91). In what follows, I examine
Jones's first working title as an indicator of an inconsistent schema at the heart

of his making between 1939 and 1944.

(ii) 'The Book of Balaam's Ass': the wrong title for the wrong poem

As early as Spring 1939, then, Jones had in place the conceptual germ for The
Anathemata: saying how 'bloody' everything is in poetry results in praise because
a making is taking place.”” However, five years of refinement and re-
conceptualisation had to take place first. The measure of how dimly-felt the
schema for this poem was can be made in an assessment of the title. When
Jones writes that saying how bloody everything is 'inevitably' results in praise, he
immediately locates his scriptural analogy: T mean a sort of Balaam business.'
Cursing and blessing are indeed part of the main Balaam narrative in Numbers
22-24, but major inconsistencies between Jones's title and schema come to light

if we look at this narrative in detail.

The Israelites, coming out of Egypt, enter a region inhabited by the Moabites.
Balac, the king of the Moabites, sends a message to the prophet Balaam to curse
the Israelites, “for I know that he whom thou shalt bless is blessed, and he whom

thou shalt curse is cursed” (Num 22:6).2°® Of course, Balac misunderstands

27 Rene Hague draws attention to this facet of the title, though it is subjugated to other, in his opinion
more important, aspects of the title (which I deal with below). See Hague's introduction in RQ xxv.
2% All biblical quotations are from the Douay-Rheims Bible.
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under whose authority such blessing and cursing is undertaken: Balaam only
blesses or curses in obedience to God's direction. Accordingly, Balaam consults
God, who says: “Thou shalt not go with them [the messengers], nor shalt thou
curse the people: because it [i.e. the people] is blessed” (Num 22:12). Balaam
delivers this judgement to the messengers who return to Balac without him. The
king then sends more messengers, but Balaam says: “if Balac would give me his
house full of silver and gold, I cannot alter the word of the Lord my God, to
speak either more or less” (Num 22:18). However, he asks the messengers to
stay the night whilst he consults God again, who instructs Balaam this time to
go, though maintains that he should only bless Israel. Balaam goes with the
messengers, and even though he has latterly gained permission, angers God.
Following Balaam's arrival, Balac and he go to the highest point above the
Israelite camp. Here, Balaam sacrifices seven bullocks and seven rams upon
seven altars and receives the word of God, by which he blesses rather than
curses the Israelites (Num 23:7-10). Balac remonstrates with Balaam, and
compels him to make his curse again. But twice again, after performing the

same sacrifice, Balaam can only bless the Israelites (Num 23:18-24 and 24:5-9).

The problem for Jones's analogy here is that blessing and cursing are not co-
present at all. Balac may want Balaam to curse the Israelites, but as he
maintains to the angry Balac afterwards, he cannot (Num 24:12-13). The
duality of which Jones first wrote in May 1938 is not evident in the structure of

this narrative.

So, perhaps Jones's qualifying words, where he moves from thinking to call his
poem 'The Book of Balaam' to 'The Book of Balaam's Ass', might help us towards
the true location of Jones's summary title-image. But this narrative (Num:
22:21-31) is even less relevant to Jones's newly discovered schema of bloody-
ing/praising. On the way to visit Balac, after agreeing to follow his messengers
(ostensibly with God's permission), Balaam's ass bows its head and turns aside
from the path they are taking. Unbeknownst to Balaam, whose eyes have not
been opened as have the ass's to the sight, an angel is standing in their way so

that they cannot proceed. This happens three times, and each time Balaam beats

181



the ass. On the third and final occasion, God gives the ass a voice, whereby
Balaam is asked why he should beat the ass when the ass has ever served him
obediently. God then opens Balaam's eyes to the angel, whereupon Balaam falls
on his face. The angel says that he stands before Balaam because his journey is
against God. Balaam recognises that he has sinned. He is nevertheless directed
onwards by the angel, and reminded that he is to speak only God's word when

he meets the Moabites, which, as we have seen, he does.

There are clear commonalities between this narrative and Jones's view of his
vocation as poet in modernity — the voice of the reviled ass/poet discovering the
truths which the unseeing (utilitarian) master cannot — Jones writes in 'Art in
Relation to War' (1942-3) of how the “the controllers of the world-orders”, but
not “man the artist and man the contemplative”, are blind to the “new world-
shaping” (DG 159-60). However, the specific connection between this narrative
and a poem which is “about how if you start saying in a kind of way how bloody
everything is you end up in a kind of praise” is not clear. Balaam neither sets

out, nor does he ever attempt, to curse.

I believe that Jones thought that his title — The Book of Balaam's Ass — provided
the necessary dualistic structure to act as the title for such a poem, but that it did
not. The shift from 'The Book of Balaam' to 'The Book of Balaam's Ass' occurred
immediately as Jones wrote his letter to Jim Ede; this shift therefore almost
certainly indicates that Jones refined his image rather than entirely shifted the
allusion from one scriptural narrative to another. But this also implies that Jones
misremembered the story: he seems to have conflated the two narratives by
accident, and to have ended up with a dualistic structure or meaning which is in

neither.

So, to an extent, Jones was attempting to write a version of The Anathemata
from as early as 1939: one element of the schema was there, but he had found
neither the right method, nor the right form, nor the right title. 'The Book of

Balaam's Ass' as a title persisted as a catch-all for the writing of much of his
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experimental material until at least mid-March of 1942 (see DGC 117).2%

I believe that Jones came to realise that 'The Book of Balaam's Ass', although
perhaps indicating the transformation of cursing into blessing (‘everything turns
into something else"), did not enact the co-present duality of balls-up' and 'praise'
to which Jones's writing was gravitating. Such is indicated by the emergence of
his next proposed title, 'The Anathema', which so adequately does perform such a
duality. The negational duality of the utile and gratuitous as cursed/blessed had
been present in Jones's work from the beginning of his experiments, but it is only
in 'The Roman Quarry', written late in the sequence of experiments, that this
duality becomes dominant — where we find Roman utile sign-making come to
dominate 'by assimilation' indigenous Celtic gratuitous sign-making, and thus
express a more complex interaction between the gratuitous and the utile.*"
Thus, the rise of this paradoxical duality in the text can be seen to occur at the
same time as this second title is formulated. And if the development of the text
makes 'The Book of Balaam's Ass' untenable as a title, the formulation of the
subsequently considered title, 'The Anathema' — which does articulate this
paradox through its amphibolic structure, as Ann Carson Daly identifies*"' —
seems to have refocused the schema of the text and consigned the original
beginning of 'The Book of Balaam's Ass' to the category 'Experiment'. Thus we
find the dialectical modulation being played out betwe