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ABSTRACT
GRANITE AND RAINBOW:

QUEER AUTHORITY AND AUTHORSHIP
INT.S. ELIOT, W. B. YEATS, AND VIRGINIA WOOLF

by

Heejoung Shin

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2016
Under the Supervision of Professor José Lanters

“Granite and Rainbow” argues that queerness is an essential condition for normative
creativity to properly function in literary Modernism. Specifically, for the three modernist
authors | explore in this project, queerness is at the heart of their literary performances: the
private, bawdy, scintillatingly homoerotic Eliot feigning an impersonal, cerebral voice in public;
the wounded, traumatized, feminine Yeats desiring for a compelling, masculine mask; and the
scared and unsatisfiable Woolf whose strong desire for the maternal and a female tradition of
writing is almost always cut short by her simultaneously antithetical craving for a male tradition
of writing. This dissertation approaches this issue by attending to how queerness is figured and
operative in their individual texts along the temporal or (and) spatial axis.

Two chapters are allotted to each author in the order of Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf. The
chapters on Eliot explain the private and public Eliot respectively. The Yeats chapters deal
respectively with the poet’s early and later poems in terms of the plethora of ways his changing

gender performances relate to the questions of queer temporality. The chapters on Woolf each



focus on Mrs. Dalloway and Orlando, novels written around the same time, to trace how the
novelist’s vacillation along the gender continuum comes across as issues with gender space and
queer spatiality. Ultimately, this dissertation aims to show the similarities between what | see as
queer in these modernist writers’ authority and authorship and the textual manifestations of

queerness or queer time and space.
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Introduction

Preface

Whenever | am asked of the critical moment that led me to study Modernism, I return to
the moment in which | was writing a paper for an undergraduate course on Modernism. | was
struggling to address in the paper whether, to paraphrase Derrida’s terms, modernist texts are
constituted by concealment or revelation. | felt then that beyond the outwardly reactive, elitist
framework of Modernism, there is something pathological at work that needs unearthing. | read,
for instance, the strikingly evident lack of romance narratives and attractive female figures (both
physically and emotionally) in T. S. Eliot’s poems" as concealment of a fear of the feminine in
general. In my view, where there is silence, there is agitation.

| had carried my desire to explore Eliot further through my graduate studies because |
believed that there was definitely more to say about his work than just a cultural fear of women
and the feminine in general, perhaps a craving that is vehemently suppressed but occasionally
erupts through the main narrative. Fortunately, during the period between my undergraduate
years at Ewha Womens University and my completion of the master’s program at the same
school (late nineties and early two thousands), scholars on literary Modernism had just started to
talk about this strange desire operative in Eliot’s as well as a handful of other modernist writers’

texts. Colleen Lamos’ brilliant late nineties work entitled Deviant Modernism: Sexual and

1 T.S. Eliot’s early work is famous for its feminized male and masculinized women characters
whereas his later work is characterized by a male speaker seeking for salvation through a
Beatrice-type lady’s mediation.



Textual Errancy, for example, is a thorough study on the unresolved tensions and deviant
impulses visible in the texts of canonical modernist authors like Eliot, Joyce, and Proust, tensions
and impulses sporadically breaking out through a yearning for masculinity and straight order.
Although not explicitly describing these tensions and impulses as a queer desire, Lamos’
construction of the modernist canons as something located in between “their coherent programs
and their vagrant practices” had helped me to identify in my master’s thesis how Eliot’s
seemingly polarized women figures characterized by “either the lady up there” or “the lady down
there” can relate to the question of queerness in the poet’s authority and authorship (6).

My interest in this sort of gender doubleness notable in Eliot’s work has continued
through my doctoral studies. | saw then that it is Eliot’s unstable position as an American
expatriate poet, his desire for everything British that is mainly responsible for this doubleness.
Indeed, it is not solely Eliot who sought after Britishness heatedly, as exemplified by the large
wave of American modernist expatriation that began at the turn of the twentieth century and
continued through the First and Second World Wars. Describing his native land as of “wide
lawns and narrow minds,” Ernest Hemingway, for instance, inexorably left his home country in
his search for the signifiers of what he saw as something authentic and real (Oakes 158).
Alongside this psychological state in which the grass looks greener on the other side of the fence,
what struck me most about these writers was the way in which the strongly desired Britishness
(Europeanness) is almost always coupled with masculinity whereas the intensely detested
Americanness is linked to femininity within their texts. I had thus compiled a list of Transatlantic

modernist authors that | could read with Eliot for my preliminary exam with the intention to



focus on the intersection between Transatlantic Modernism and gender doubleness and
performativity.

Between the completion of my preliminary exam and the submission of my dissertation
proposal, I made an important discovery that would require some reworking of my project.
While rifling through Eliot’s diaries, letters, and less-known essays side by side with his widely-
known high modernist works, I hit upon the poet’s private, homoerotically-charged bawdy
poems that had only recently come to light with the publication of the poet’s notebook in a
thickly annotated volume entitled Inventions of the March Hare in 1996. What was specifically
exciting about this discovery was that, shockingly different in form and content from his
canonical poems, these suppressed poems form part of an extensive cycle that Eliot continued to
write throughout his life and shared privately with a homosocially, if not homoerotically,
arranged coterie of male writers including Ezra Pound, Wyndham Lewis, and Conrad Aiken.
Also, in his strong desire for publicity in his early years, Eliot had almost risked publishing them.

If Eliot was simultaneously writing these homoerotically-charged, scintillatingly bawdy
poems in private while working on “The Love Song of J. Alfred Prufrock,” “Portrait of a Lady,”
“Preludes,” and The Waste Land in public, the poems that firmly established his reputation as
one of the major high modernist authors in the twentieth century, viewed holistically, his literary
edifice, far from a vanguard of conservative elitism and monolithic masculine values, is a
repository rich with queer energies that would demand a radical reconceptualization of modernist
authority and authorship. This discovery was especially exciting because there had been few
major articles, journals, or book-length researches dedicated to Eliot’s bawdy poems, although

the readings of his canonical poems as a site of unresolved struggles and queer energies were



already in existence. This meant that in examining the poet’s private bawdy poems side by side
with his public canonical poems, | could add to the often contentious scholarship on Eliot and
Modernism in general. | firmly believed that Eliot’s homoerotically-charged, bawdy poems
could indeed be a clue with which to understand a sudden outburst of a queer desire at work in
his canonical poems, along with the issues of feminized males and masculinized females and of
habitually feminized Americanness and masculinized Britishness.

This discovery was also personally meaningful as it was connected to what I had been
experimenting with my own writing around the same time. I, myself an expatriate, was then
writing, out of a desire to write and connect, for Internet communities whose users consist either
of Koreans or of expatriate Koreans and Korean Americans. | had four different pen names under
which | touched upon various topics with different voices and gender identities and in different
languages. Retroactively thinking, what struck me as most difficult in this experimentation was
to deal with the occasional eruption of my desire to be tough and flamboyant where | needed to
be soft and feminine as my audience believed me to be. Although seemingly unrelated to and
detached from what I had been doing for my project, this experience helped me to formulate a
key premise for my dissertation, a premise that a literary text might be a failed execution of a
carefully calculated gender performance. Indeed, however much suppressed in his canonical
work, there are nonetheless inextricably disruptive moments, for instance, in which Eliot’s
“Hydean” persona emerges through the civilized performances of its “Jekyllean” counterpart.

As | was going through my preliminary exam reading list to sort out authors revealing
similar issues like Eliot’s, | noticed that, although I named my first area of focus “Transatlantic

Modernism,” there were few modernist authors included on my list whose nationality was purely



British. Indeed, in conjunction with American expatriate modernist writers, it was a group of
Irish modernist authors — W. B. Yeats, James Joyce, and Samuel Beckett — that constituted a
major part of my first area of focus. It was obvious that | saw British Modernism as mainly
shaped and performed by expatriate writers or writers who sensed themselves as permanently in
exile. This realization made it possible to consider Irish modernist authors within the scope of
my research project.

Ultimately, | chose W. B. Yeats who is British by virtue of the Act of Union of 1801 in
alignment with Eliot. His struggle with Anglo-Irishness, which often manifests itself as a conflict
between masculinity and femininity in his work, | believed, could be an interesting counterpart to
what | saw as the voluntary (or involuntary) rejection of American identity in a strong desire for
Britishness in Eliot, which occasionally comes across as feminized Americanness and
masculinized Britishness in his major work. Additionally, Yeats believed that a fulfilled and
compelling self must be deliberately reconstructed, viewing his instinctively feminine authority —
epitomized by the wavering, meditative feminine rhymes and the fairies and their land as a
dominant theme in his early works — as something that can (and must) be complemented and
masked by strong masculinity, a belief he diligently put into practice. Indeed, the masculinity
and impersonality characteristic of his middle period poems onwards can be legitimately claimed
as a performative product of such ceaseless, unflagging efforts on Yeats’ part. If Eliot’s gender
performances arguably occur across private and public spatial poles, Yeats’ can be said to be
occurring along the temporal axis.

As is the case with Eliot, however, the struggle with gender authorities in Yeats is not a

simple matter. Even before the excavation of Eliot’s private bawdy poems rich with homoerotic



desire, scholars had made sense of something queer at work in his canonical poems. Similarly,
Yeats’ lifelong effort to mask his feminine voice with its masculine counterpart is almost always
contested with his antithetical desire to recuperate it. Indeed, his craving for masculinity and
masculine affiliation is almost always marked with some sort of hesitation. This lifelong
vacillation between masculinity and femininity in Yeats expresses itself as a strange longing-
disavowal mechanism in his poetry where the speaker longs for a different bodily and temporal
state and then reverses the direction of the longing once that alternative is explored, either fully
or imperfectly. Although Yeats is the author that modernist scholars have least pursued in terms
of queerness, the way he musters up his authority definitely illustrates some sort of queerness
precisely due to this lifelong wavering along the gender continuum 2.

I had believed, from the time | was writing a proposal for my preliminary examination,
that I would exclusively write about male modernist authors for my dissertation. The centrality
of female figures or the feminine amid an intense desire for homosocial and even homoerotic
affiliation as a theme in the texts of such male modernist authors as Eliot, Yeats, and Joyce, to
name a few, whether they are imagined either as positive or negative, was the most exciting and
attractive issue that | saw as relevant to the study of the queer authority and authorship in British

modernist authors. Whenever asked to articulate my ideas about queer authority and authorship

2 The gender continuum is an extension of the gender spectrum to include various forms of
gender identities. The traditional gender spectrum (itself an extension of the limiting gender
binary) is linear, from pure male to pure female, with various states of androgyny in between. A
continuum is multidimensional, allowing agender or genderless, as well as many other ethnic,
national, racial possibilities and combinations. For more detailed information about the gender
continuum, refer to “Reexamining Masculinity, Femininity, and Gender Identity Scales” co-
authored by Kay M. Palan, Charles S. Areni and Pamela Kiecker.
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in relation to modernist literature, however, | was repeatedly led to Virginia Woolf and her
concept of an androgynous authority.

Although herself not an expatriate writer in a literal sense, Woolf is the author who
keenly sensed herself in conflict with the masculinist, heteronormative climate of the British
Empire and as permanently in exile. Indeed, a renowned feminist writer who has more recently
also come to be labeled as a queer author, Woolf has much in common with Eliot and Yeats. Her
work, for instance, often reveals the same kind of queer desire for same-sex bodies and
subjectivities as Eliot’s. Her desire for maternal affiliation was as strong and intense as Eliot’s
yearning for paternal affiliation; her most famous remark in A Room of One’s Own is “we think
back through our mothers if we are women” (99). Yet, her simultaneous withdrawal from such
desired maternal affiliation and a female tradition of writing in favor of an androgynous authority
and a male tradition of writing demonstrates the kind of longing-disavowal mechanism that is
also symptomatic of Yeats’ authorial performance.

| found it especially striking that Woolf’s ceaseless vacillation between masculinity and
femininity occasionally comes across as a conflict between spaces or conflicted spatiality. Indeed,
the author often depicts her life as spatially split. The absurd contrast between the social life into
which Woolf and her older sister Vanessa Bell were being forced by their step-brothers and her
private, reclusive study as an aspiring woman author, for instance, is notably marked by spatial
metaphors: “The division in our lives was curious. Downstairs there was pure convention;
upstairs pure intellect” (Moments 171). In A Room of One’s Own, the author’s sense of herself as
physically excluded from the realm where her male counterparts would have been given free rein

is also dramatized as the female narrator’s spatial invasion of a lawn at the fictional Oxbridge



campus and her being chased away from it by a Beadle in the next moment. In texts like Mrs.
Dalloway and Orlando, the author’s struggle with masculinity and femininity emerges as more
complicated, expressing itself either as a spatial clash between heteronormativity’s straightness
and queerness’ zigzag, circuitous trajectories or as a pocket of space neither masculine nor
feminine. It is for this very doubleness that ceaselessly manifests itself as a spatial issue that |
found Woolf queer and thus befitting to my project along with the aforementioned male authors.
In examining the author’s fictional works together with her nonfictional essays, diaries, and
letters, | thought | could piece together the question of queer space and the issue of modernist

authority and authorship which is irreducibly marked with queerness.

Queer Authority and Authorship, Queer Modernism

To conceive of a work that theorizes modernist writers’ queer performance through the
individual queerness operative in their texts feels like a daunting project; it is like creating a new
type of biography or a new method of reading a literary work. Fortunately, scholars in various
fields have covered a lot of ground to make this project possible. First, there has been much work
touched upon by the scholars whose primary interest is the intersection between Modernism and
theories of authorship. In Improvised Europeans, for instance, Alex Zwerdling focuses on how
American male expatriate modernists performed gender to achieve reputations in European
countries as well as in their own. Zwerdling specifically notes the remarkable ways these authors
construct their writerly selves as feminized while configuring Britishness as masculine to flirt

with their English audience. Lisa Rado’s The Modern Androgyne Imagination, which was



published a year later in 2000, is another work that explores how modernist authors play with
genders in response to a crisis of empowerment and authority. Part of what stands out most in
Rado’s reading of modernist authors’ performance is the centrality of an androgynous trope that
authors like Woolf, Joyce, H. D., and William Faulkner employ as a means to authorize their
work, a means that she sees as ultimately bound to fail. At the heart of these works by Zwerdling
and Rado is a desire to challenge heteronormative models of authority and authorship in reading
modernist authors, models that customarily see poetic production as occurring primarily through
the interaction between a male author and a female muse.

Intriguingly, these critical achievements coincided with the emergence and development
of the theories of performativity and performance. As an emerging discourse in the late twentieth
century, the former field started out building upon some scattered remarks left by J. L. Austin in
his founding work on the theory of speech acts entitled How to Do Things with Words. Austin’s
work is mainly a detailed discussion of the conditions for a successful (felicitous) performative.
Yet, scholars of performativity have picked up a few passing remarks where Austin mentions
that performative utterances might fail to take effect because, as “utterances, our performatives
are. . . heir to certain kinds of ill which infect all utterances, the kind of ill in question here being
the capacity to be cited, quoted, or otherwise used non-seriously” (21). James Loxley’s
Performativity, a work that attempts to piece together Derrida, John Searle, Stanley Fish, and
Paul De Man under the umbrella of the title notion, pays special attention to these contingent
ways in which Austin suggests a performative utterance can fail. His reading of Derrida’s

conception of performative iterability specifically notes how the ideal or proper structure of the



standard performative in effect is tightly interlocked with flaws, breakdowns, ruptures, and
absences because of the possibility in which it can malfunction (81).

Indeed, among the many concepts that Loxley discusses in his work, it is Derrida’s
performative iterability that provides the sound foundation to what I believe | am doing in my
project. In so far as “felicious performatives are marked by the same kind of hollowness or
derivativeness as Austin seeks to ascribe only to abnormal performatives,” as Derrida argues in A
Derrida Reader, through the exactly same logic, authors’ canonical texts can be said to be
marked by the same kind of flaws, ruptures, hollowness, breakdowns, or evaporations as those
noticeably visible in their minor works, unfinished texts, or private writings (98-102). One
cannot thus simply draw a line between serious and non-serious performatives, between fictional
and nonfictional writings, or between heteronomative and queer literary products, on the ground
that the former is fully meaningful or intentional, while the latter is merely “a citation at a
distance of such meanings, an empty copy cut off from that fullness” (Loxley 75). Elsewhere in
the same text, Derrida further contends the validity of performative iterability not only for the
orders of sign and for a language in general, but even, beyond semiolinguistic communication,
for the entire field of what philosophy would call experience, that is, the experience of Being: so-
called presence (92). This latter argumentation is particularly exciting as it offers the grounding
for understanding modernist writers’ vexed authority and authorship, gesturing towards the sorts
of performative failures that escape clear awareness and control on their part as well as readers’
expectation. That some critics find Eliot extremely masculine where others see him as effeminate
or queer, for instance, evidences the existence of these sorts of authorial performative failures,

failures that are essential components for modernist writers’ creative process.

10



While Derrida’s framework of performative iterability, along with a handful of other
theoretical concepts covered in Loxley’s work, provides a brilliant primer for thinking about
issues of queer authority and authorship in literary Modernism, the notion of gender
performativity developed by Judith Butler makes it possible to identify both normalized and
disturbing gender performances peculiar to individual modernist authors. Butler uses Derrida’s
framework of performative iterability to show how gender always “proves to be performative,”
how “the substantive effect of gender is performatively produced and compelled by the
regulatory practices of gender coherence” (Gender Trouble 24-5). At face value, the
performative norm for Butler seems therefore a form of regulation and repression, enforcing
constant repetition of certain gendered acts to protect the very identity the repetition has created.
At the same time, however, she also sees performativity as offering an efficient opportunity to
disrupt its own operation. For instance, Butler argues elsewhere in the same text in passing that
there exists a kind of “gender performance” that will “enact and reveal the performativity of
gender itself in a way that destabilizes the naturalized categories of identity and desire” (140).
This possibility to produce the abnormal, that is, something that falls outside the realm of proper
gender identity that Butler opens up in the space of regulatory practice dictated by repetition
particularly serves as a useful framework in which to examine modernist authors’ gendered
performances and their consciously and unconsciously articulated and enacted desires.

Approximately around the same period as the emergence of the theories of performativity,
a group of scholars within the emerging discourse that they called Performance Studies became
interested in the study of performance in any of its various forms. Indeed, with its multiple origin

narratives, its scope is as broad as can be, ranging from rituals, games, and the performance of
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everyday life to artistic and aesthetic performances. Although the field has been challenged for
being too broad in scope and instability, what | see as valuable about Performance Studies is its
very capacity to benefit the studies of authority and authorship, precisely because it includes not
only the performance itself but also the performer as an object of its study. Richard Schechner’s
Performance Studies and Jon McKenzie’s Perform or Else, for instance, generate new readings
of the postmodern sense of the efficacy that marks every performance, “efficacy that, regardless
of its performer(s)’ will and awareness, arises from within the very forces of power whose
arrangements of presence and absence it seeks to challenge” (McKenzie 43). This observation is
especially thrilling because it reveals by analogy a peculiar relation that the author has with his
or her own text. If performance in its efficacy operates somewhat independently from performers
and thus does not merely constitute a simple imitation or reproduction, as Schechner and
Mckenzie argue, by exactly the same logic, performative repetition in any of its forms in literary
work can be not only the way that a specific authority is constituted and cemented, but also the
way in which it breaks with the historicity to which it is in thrall.

This framework of performance without performers, this reading of performance as a site
for anomalies outside of established and recognized practices was, in fact, echoed by a group of
theorists invested in authorship about five decades earlier. Roland Barthes, for instance, in his
1967 essay entitled “The Death of the Author,” questions the traditional literary practice of
incorporating the intentions and biographical context of an author in an interpretation of a text
from the poststructuralist perspective, constructing the reader as a site that “holds together” “all
the traces by which the written text is constituted” (148). Two years later, as a response to

Barthes” work, Michel Foucault published an essay on the subject of authorship entitled “What is
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an Author?” There, he even breaks up not only the concept of the author as a function of
discourse but also what Barthes describes as the reader as a stronghold of meanings and argues
instead for a radical proliferation of meanings, where the author/text becomes a fluctuating
function almost always operative with other functions in a larger discursive field (107). Different
in their theoretical groundings as they may be, both Barthes and Foucault attempt to dismantle
the privileged status of the author by revealing that a text and its author are unrelated.

Although their approach is somewhat different from my take on authorship, their
readings are of much help in identifying what | see as queer in modernist writers’ authority and
authorship. Specifically, Foucault’s historicist configuration of the author as “an ideological
figure by which one marks the manner in which we fear the proliferation of meaning” gestures to
how the heteronormative framework functions in a discursive field, within which the issues of
queer energies, male hysteria, and feminine identification that ceaselessly surface in modernist
texts and their creative process are vehemently suppressed in advocation for heteronormative
poetic production and monolithic phallogocentrism (120). Additionally, Barthes’ prioritization of
the reader-critic over the author as a “space on which all the quotations that make up a writing
are inscribed without any of them being lost” helps to reveal the centrality of queerness in
modernists’ authorship by gesturing towards what modernist texts and practices inadvertently
express beyond what their writers outwardly say they perform, that is to say, the queer desires
and trajectories that radically swerve from the heteronormative aesthetic norms modernist
authors passionately intend to promote (148).

In conceiving of queerness as an indispensible element in modernist authorship, this

dissertation also homes in on a few key concepts explored by Eve Sedgwick. In Touching
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Feeling: Affect, Pedagogy, and Performativity, Sedgwick conceives of periperformatives as
certain aggregates that cluster about or around a performative proper, responding to scholars
exclusively focusing on temporal aspects of performatives. Sedgwick suggests, for instance, that

99 ¢

“when Butler draws on the notion of drag in her explication of the performative,” “the ecological
attention to space collapses in favor of a temporal emphasis on ‘stylized repetition” and ‘social
temporality,”” and that, with the loss of spatiality, “the internally complex field of textural
iterability and drag performance suffers an unavoidable simplification and reification” (9). That
is, what passes unnoticed by Butler and a handful of other theorists, in Sedgwick’s view, is the
significance of the spatial dimension of drag. Indeed, beyond the temporal aspect, there are
several more spatial elements that render drag productive and subversive, such as the performer’s
constant interaction with the stage setting, different staff members, other performers, audience,
and even with other drag stages (9). Within Sedgwick’s framework, it is this very peculiar spatial
aspect of drag, its powerful energies that often “warp, transform, and displace the supposed
authorizing centrality” of an established performative that is much more of significance (75).
Specifically meaningful with regard to Sedgwick’s concept of periperformativity is its
immense usefulness in her imagining such marginalized affects as shame, craving, or obsession
as a way to challenge the heteronormative sense of authorship in their very spatial position vis-a-
vis the much desired creative inspiration, an attribute exclusively depicted as initiated by “a
strike of a heavenly [female] muse” (Gass 270). Indeed, one of Sedgwick’s most powerful
analyses of periperformatives emerges when she describes the peculiar relation between Henry

James’ present writing subject and his own “inner child,” which is remarkably dramatized in his

preface dedicated to the New York edition of his works, a twenty-four-volume consolidation and
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revision. According to Sedgwick, what is extremely intriguing in James’ preface where the old
writer contemplates what he sees as his most important novels and stories to date, is the
pederastic terms the author employs in describing his writing subject’s “bond with the unmerged
but unrepudiated ‘inner’ child,” as a way to dramatize and integrate the potentially paralyzing
affect of shame that the latter constantly evokes in the former (44). It is only through this
seductive queer bond between them, Sedgwick contends, that “the writing subject has an
integrity at all, a spatialized integrity that can be characterized by absorption” (44).

Indeed, if creation occurs from the haunting need to integrate the shame the inner child
ceaselessly evokes in a writing subject, to rephrase Sedgwick, the heteronormative model of
authorship grounded upon a male agent-a female muse relationship demands radical
reconceptualization. Particularly, Sedgwick’s emphasis on the erotic relation between the writing
subject and his inner child in foregrounding James’ authorship as queer, and her focus on
shame’s periperformative force to complement the traditional heteronormative sense of creativity
are of much use to unearthing a variety of ways modernist authors perform queer performances,
amid their characteristically heteronormative performances. Indeed, if we look closely, we can
see the connection between the way in which shame functions in James’ authorship within
Sedgwick’s analysis and the ways in which same-sex desire, obsession, guilt, and craving are
figured as a kind of spatial buoys drifting along in the flow of the normative authorial
performance enacted by certain key modernist writers. In my view, it is only through examining
these marginal, queer affects side by side with such characteristically masculinized traits as
inspiration and imagination that what Sedgwick terms a “spatialized integrity”” of modernist

authorship can be more fully and productively explored.
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Indeed, in Eliot, something similar to the homoeroticism that runs throughout James’
preface for the New York edition of his work constantly surfaces in the poet’s private bawdy
poems exclusively written for and circulated within male members of his coterie, as a way to
keep the poet inspired. Even in Eliot’s canonical work, albeit less explicitly visible, an abiding
desire for the same-sex body and subjectivity ceaselessly comes across, as evidenced by the
myriad of borrowings of masculine forms and allusions to the male authors’ texts, by means of
which the poet authorizes his own work and constructs a self-sufficient literary genealogy. In
displaying this sort of homoeroticism strikingly marked by both guilt and pleasure, Eliot is not
alone. Although not explicitly classified as queer texts, Yeats’ poems, specifically his middle
period poems onwards, are also pervaded with some sort of a desire for a homosocial affiliation
as a way to complement and masculinize his instinctively feminine voice. In the same way in
which homosocial affiliation is depicted as a required condition for creation ever to occur for
both Eliot and Yeats, for Woolf too, a Sapphic relation with other women is figured as a
necessary condition for a proper operation of what the author believes to be ideal creativity.

Precisely because these authors” homoerotically-charged performances are struck with
guilt and shame as much as with pleasure, however, they are mostly enacted in secret, revoked,
or stopped short of fulfillment. Indeed, as | mentioned earlier, Eliot’s bawdy queer performances
are rigorously restricted to what the poet believes is a safe playground of the private letters for
his close friends. In Yeats and Woolf, a desire for same-sex affiliation reveals itself almost with
the same intensity that Eliot demonstrates but is primarily pursued in their literature through the
esthetic investigation into variously gendered times and spaces. What is so exciting about Yeats’

and Woolf’s exploration with these differently gendered times and spaces is the continuous
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dramatization in their work of some sort of lingering hesitation that is ultimately destined to
interrupt, pause, or cancel the strongly desired exploration into those different realms. Aside
from their often homoerotically-charged desire for the same sex body and subjectivity, it is
precisely due to this strangely ceaseless vacillation along the gender continuum that | see these
authors and their texts as queer.

In theorizing how this sort of queer performance manifests itself in these authors’ texts,
my work is also indebted to a few theoretical concepts accomplished by such prominent
psychoanalysts as Sigmund Freud, Jacques Lacan, and Carl Jung. In fact, the notion of the “inner
child” Sedgwick brings into her discussion when queering James’ authority is traced back to
Jung’s conceptualization of the child archetype whose presence ranges from childish to childlike
longing for the innocent and comprises such sub-archetypes as “wounded child,”
“abandoned/orphan child,” “nature/divine child,” “eternal child,” and “innocent child” (The
Archetypes 161). Indicating the childlike, usually hidden part of a person’s personality that is
characterized by playfulness, spontaneity, and creativity usually accompanied by anger, hurt, or
anxiety, the notion of inner child is indeed of much use, for example, in investigating the inner
child persona upon which early Yeats’ feminine authority is firmly grounded and Woolf’s
lesbian characters who are depicted as permanently and agonizingly split between their
antithetical desires for femininity and masculinity.

Additionally, the key psychoanalytic concepts such as the life/death drives and repetition
compulsion so brilliantly theorized by Freud offer a fundamental framework through which to
articulate the strange longing-disavowal mechanism operative in the texts of all the

aforementioned modernist writers. Indeed, what stands out most in Eliot’s texts is that certain
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urges like Freudian life/death drives and repetition compulsion are consistently at work, given
that the much desired masculinity usually associated with life drive is almost always renounced
at the last minute by the antithetical desire to reenact the much detested femininity within
himself, which is tightly coupled with death. In Yeats’ early work as well, the idealized feminine
fairyland that is resolutely pursued over and over again by the feminine, wounded child persona
is complemented with some sort of masculinity or refused at the last moment, precisely because
femininity is figured as equivalent to death. Also, what makes Woolf’s work open to feminists’
criticism is, in my view, the nature of its narrative trajectory, which is almost always structured
to restore the much hated heteronormative paternal order over the strongly desired and treasured
bond between women.

Aside from these psychoanalytic concepts, my work also owes a great deal to the key
ideas about the operations of desire and the unconscious first conceived by Freud and further
expanded by Lacan. Specifically, Lacan’s brilliant argumentation that desire can only find
sublimated, oblique expression in fantasy or fetishism is remarkably applicable to the discussion
of the myriad ways in which an insatiable desire for the same-sex body and subjectivity that
haunts these modernists’ texts periperformatively finds its way out through what seems to be the
characteristically heteronormative performance in the same texts (Four Fundamental 48). For
instance, in these writers’ texts, there are numerous instances of what Lacan theorizes in his
discussion of the stages of child development as the “object a,” that is, as “the object that causes
desire” (Lacan 67-119). According to Lacan, in an attempt to grasp what remains essentially
indecipherable, and thus becomes intensely desired in the Other’s desire — what Lacan calls the

unknown — a child founds his own desire; the Other’s desire — constructed upon lack — functions
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as the cause of the child’s desire (Fink 59). In theorizing the intersection between queer aspects
of authorship in Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf and the individual queer trajectories notable in their
texts, this concept of the “object a” is extremely productive, precisely because it gestures to some
sort of anxiety for something lacking within these authors, that is to say, either masculinity or
femininity which is mandated to be highly sought after by the heteronormative, paternal order.

It is worth noting that, in building upon Freud’s notion of desire, Lacan focuses on its
structure, its spatiality. Indeed, Lacan’s theorization that desire can only find sublimated, oblique
expression in fantasy or fetishism constructs desire as diagonalized, as askew rather than as
straight. This aspect of obliqueness, zigzagness in desire in its relation to the Other is in fact
much similar to certain aspects of queerness explored by numerous scholars working on the
question of space. In In A Queer Time and Place published in 2005, for instance, Judith
Halberstam, after her close analysis of club kids, HIV-positive barebackers, rent boys, sex
workers, homeless people, and the unemployed in the city space, namely those who exist outside
what is considered the normative time and space, concludes that such people could productively
be called queer subjects in terms of the ways they live (deliberately, accidentally, or of necessity)
during the hours when others sleep and in the spaces (physical, metaphysical, and economic) that
others have abandoned, and in terms of the ways they might work in the domains that other
people assign to privacy and family (10). Halberstam’s formulation of this queer subject
constructs its mode of living as visible and, in a sense, meaningful only in its askew, diagonal
relation to heteronormative time and space. Indeed, it is through this queer subject’s creation of
temporal and spatial havoc that different temporal and spatial stories can touch and brush up

against one another.
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Remarkably, Halberstam’s queer subject is analogous to the “spiv” figure more recently
uncovered by Richard Hornsey in his brilliant work entitled The Spiv and the Architect. Within
Hornsey’s analysis, the spiv, as he first emerged during the late nineteen forties in newspapers as
a street-corner inhabitant in the city of London, was viewed as an insistent affront to normative
bourgeois codes of public comportment and sexual discretion, precisely because of his queer
modes of living (7). He openly affronted the reproductive futurism mandated by the interwar and
postwar welfare state of Britain by remaining marriageless and childless. He transgressed the
heteronormative bourgeois manner of consumption by spending lavishly on his clothes and
hairstyles and thereby constructing his body as an urban spectacle that defies the functional
sensibilities of good civic-mindedness. Most importantly, he revealed himself as “disquietingly
out of place and an obvious form of cosmopolitan disorder against the imperial splendor of
London’s landmark district,” meandering through the countless city corners without a clear
functional purpose (104). Hornsey’s figure of the spiv, together with Halberstam’s queer subject,
is of much use in theorizing many of the characters in Woolf’s Mrs. Dalloway such as Peter
Walsh, Miss Kilman, and Elizabeth Dalloway in their similarly aimless meandering through a
number of gendered spaces of the city of London.

Aside from Halberstam’s and Hornsey’s memorable works on queer time and space
through their investment in the queer urban figure, my work also draws upon the critical
achievements of those who question the normative notion of space. Aaron Betsky’s Queer Space
specifically explores the intersection between sexuality and queer Modernism. Betsky’s
argumentation that queer spaces are not specific, concrete places but a bundle of bodily,

symbolic, and(or) psychic places that exist along or around what is considered as the normative
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route of trades, commerce, or pilgrimage is productively applied to close analysis of the link
between Woolf’s desire for feminine affiliation, which is strangely often at odds with her
simultaneous desire to withdraw from it, and the physical and symbolic trajectories of the urban
dwellers in her texts, whose desired homoerotic moment of connection is almost always abruptly
cut short by the heteronormative will to straighten it (44).

| also find Michel De Certeau’s concept of “spatial stories” useful to my project. Arguing
that “every story is a travel story — a spatial practice” and that ““all stories traverse and organize
places,” De Certeau conceives of spatial stories as a resistance practice of urban life through the
focus on walks in the city and travels by rail in The Practice of Everyday Life (115). De
Certeau’s aim there is to demonstrate “the forms of resistance to such powers not embodied in
grand political strategies or projects but in the quotidian activities of the ordinary person”
(Thackers 30). In De Certeau’s analysis, spatial stories constitute the very forms of innumerable
subversive practices by means of which users re-appropriate the space constructed by
pedagogical sociocultural practices and contest the various forms of power in their daily lives
(xiv). De Certeau’s formulation is useful in investigating the correlation between Woolf’s
authorial struggle along the gender continuum and the various trajectories of her ambiguously
gendered city dwellers in their perpetual resistance to and negotiation with the masculinist,
oppressive, and heteronormative British climate.

Needless to say, the issue of space is inseparable from the issue of time, as demonstrated
by Halberstam’s and Hornsey’s projects on the urban queer subject whose mode of living is
grounded outside of the temporal and spatial mandates of heteronormative order. Therefore, as

much as authorial queerness can come across as a form of queered space or queer trajectories in
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modernist texts, it can come across as a form of queer temporality. Indeed, Yeats’ oeuvre, which
is ostensibly all about an exploration of such different spaces as the fairyland or Byzantium, is
inextricably entangled with a vexed desire for different temporal and bodily states so intriguingly
epitomized by the occult realm. Thus, in examining the correlation between Yeats’ authorial
queerness and queer temporality, | find certain key notions recently configured by scholars of
queer temporality indispensible. Strikingly, for instance, the same kind of the “nonesequential
forms of time (. . . unconsciousness, haunting, reverie, and the afterlife)” that Elizabeth Freeman
illuminates in her 2010 work entitled Time Binds runs across Yeats’ early and later poems that |
explore in my work (xi). Also, the twisted temporalities that Halberstam constructs in In a Queer
Time and Space as performed by some queer subcultures and transgendered bodies that exist
outside of such paradigmatic markers as birth/death, maturation/aging, and
marriage/reproduction remarkably echo the vexed temporal, bodily issues faced by Yeats in
dealing with his inherently feminine authority in a jarring relation to characteristically masculine,
straight British colonialism.

In examining the ways in which what | see as queer in the authority and authorship of
Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf relates to these queer spatial and temporal issues in their individual texts,
what I also find thrilling is the heightened link between the question of authority and authorship
and the hyper-gendered, spatialized racial issue in these authors’ works. Therefore, my
dissertation also homes in on certain critical discussions sparked by postmodern and postcolonial
critics such as Marianna Torgovnick, Caren Kaplan, and Homi Bhabha, to name a few.
Analyzing specific versions of the primitive created by such prominent modernists as Joseph

Conrad, D. H. Lawrence, Pablo Picasso, Ezra Pound, and Eliot in her in-depth work entitled
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Gone Primitive, Torgovnick, for instance, contends that for modernists, the trope of primitive is
“a convenient locale for the exploration of Western dullness or degeneracy, and of ways to
transcend it,” that it “responds to Western needs, becoming the faithful or distorted mirror of the
Western self” (153).

Torgovnick’s critique of this modernist preoccupation with the primitive is echoed by
Caren Kaplan’s concept of “imperialist nostalgia” she sees at work in modernist expatriates’
psyche. In her thorough work Questions of Travel, Kaplan tellingly notes that at the core of
Euro-American modernist theories of authorship as exile is a deep-rooted longing for the
nonmodern or premodern, that is to say, a longing to reconnect with what they have destroyed or
lost within themselves and then “museumize” it ““in ritualized or static form” (34-59). Elsewhere
in the same text, Kaplan argues in the same vein that the unanimous romanticization of exile as a
radical deterritorialization from culture, politics, gender, and the social among expatriate
modernist artists out of their belief that travel without a clear objective in mind speeds up the
evaporation of meaning actually “deploys metaphors of exploration and heroism that position the
[artist in exile] as nomad par excellence,” while constructing the Other — the other gender, other
races, and other nations — as primitive and less desirable (70-4).

Torgovnick’s and Kaplan’s articulations of the modernists’ paradox revolving around the
primitive-civilized binary will be tremendously useful in identifying how the gendered authority
of the writers | explore in this dissertation relates to the racial issue. Indeed, in the case of Eliot,
in his private poems, the poet’s bawdy persona finds release as sexual fantasies of insatiable
Spaniards and Caribbean blacks with gargantuan genitals whereas this persona is vigilantly

suppressed or comes across in less obscene terms in his public poems where his civilized,
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heteronormative, masculine voice prevails. Yeats’ queen of Sheba that emerges in his later
poems is also a racialized embodiment of the poet’s feminine, sexual, occulted, and othered
voice. Apart from Eliot’s “black queene” and Yeats’ “queen of Sheba,” both of which are
imagined as queer collaborators in procreative and creative senses, in Woolf’s Orlando, the
androgynous title character’s struggle between masculine and feminine authorities is also almost
always colligated with the issue of race, mostly expressing itself as a contention between
Englishness and Russianness or between Englishness and gypsies’ mode of living. Indeed, these
primitive tropes visible in the texts of Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf demonstrate that their authority
and authorship are formed in the queer space where the civilized and the savage meet and brush
up against each other.

In reading Orlando’s ceaseless authorial struggle along the gender continuum that largely
manifests itself as his (her) similarly vacillating queer trajectories across different racial realms, |
also find certain notions of time and space that emerge amid a postcolonial discussion of nation
and people by key postcolonial critic Homi Bhabha particularly productive and helpful. Bhabha
theorizes the “nation” as a narrative construction that arises from the tension between the
pedagogical and the performative in The Location of Culture. In his formulation, the pedagogical
is imagined as a process of identity constituted by Eurocentric historical sedimentation whereas
the performative, as the loss of identity in the signifying process of cultural identification (153).
The former thus relates to the linear, sufficient, and complete master narrative and the latter, the
supplementary and temporal minor one. Bhabha’s emphasis on performative, contingent, and
unruly time, a temporality of splitting, ambivalence, and vacillation in his construction of the

nation-space as a narrative is useful, for instance, in reading Woolf’s attempt at establishing
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purely androgynous subjectivity largely as a failure in Orlando, precisely because, like nation-
space, androgyneity is a narrative construction where pedagogical and performative repetitions
are in fierce confrontation with each other. Indeed, the title character’s ceaseless oscillation
across the hyper-gendered racial spheres reveals any effort to sediment his (her) androgyneity as
futile.

Part of my aim in this dissertation is to identify the various ways in which what | see as
the queer child within Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf is operative across their texts that | explore when
they attempt to muster up authority. In doing this, the trope of the “queer child,” theorized of late
by three prominent scholars of queer temporality, is extremely helpful. In No Future, Lee
Edelman contemplates how queerness is figured as a narcissistic, antisocial, and future-negating
drive within a child that survives through adulthood and how it is positioned as an intolerable
threat to “reproductive futurism,” a term Edelman coins to describe a temporality that constructs
the child as a possibility for the future. (50-1). A few years after the publication of Edelman’s No
Future, Kathryn Bond Stockton’s version of the queer child “growing sideways instead of up”
came into light with the publication of her work entitled The Queer Child, a child “narcissistic,
retrospective, occulted, and almost always linked with death” (16-22). James Kincaid’s trope of
the child brutalized and queered as “innocence” also emerged around the same time. Kincaid
argues that certain aspects that we want to see in children — innocence, immaturity, and purity —
are purely negative inversions of adult attributes such as “guilt, sinfulness, knowingness,
experience, and so on” and that hidden in this version of the small or innocent child is in effect

the grown-up’s desire to project the erotic in their blank body (10).
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Within the three modernist authors | explore in this dissertation, | somehow see the same
queer child so extraordinarily analyzed by Edelman, Stockton, and Kincaid: the private, bawdy,
scintillatingly homoerotic Eliot; the wounded, traumatized, feminine Yeats; and last but not least,
the scared and unsatisfiable Woolf whose strong desire for the maternal and the feminine is
almost always cut short by her simultaneously antithetical craving for the masculine. These three
versions of the queer child trope also bear a striking resemblance to certain child characters or
the child speaker often conceived of as one of Yeats’ preferred masks in his early years, a
speaker who almost always portrays himself as sick, hyper-narcissistic, and longing for a
different bodily and temporal state, as it were, as a socially maladjusted body or subjectivity that
must be ultimately transcended or disavowed. This queer child is also vividly alive within a
character like Miss Kilman in her suffocatingly tenacious obsession with such seemingly
antithetical realms as the sacred and the secular in Woolf’s Mrs. Dalloway and in a certain sense
within Peter Walsh, when | see it emerging during his daytime stalking escapade in London,
which is marked with pleasure, guilt, and anxiety.

The very point | have made in the previous paragraph, that the queer child is alive both in
the authors | explore and in the characters or speakers they create, discloses the periperformative
relation that my dissertation has with New Criticism. Indeed, in dealing with the correlation
between the question of queer authority and authorship in Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf and how their
queerness is figured and operative in their individual texts, my work is tremendously indebted to
the remarkably thorough, detailed works accomplished by some such prominent biographers of
modernist authors as Peter Ackroyd, R. F. Foster, Richard Ellmann, Hermione Lee, to name a

few, as well as the letters, diaries, essays, and autobiographies written by these authors. However,
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their enormous contribution to my work would mean being subject to a certain degree of
criticism from New Critics who emphasize close examination of a text with minimum regard for
the biographical or historical circumstances in which it was produced. Yet, in exploring how
authorial queerness expresses itself in a work of literature, my work does not focus on one-on-
one identifications between certain facts from the author’s life and certain aspects noticeably
visible in his or her texts. It instead focuses on the various ways performative aspects of
authority and authorship as queer in Modernism and textual manifestations of queerness are
brought into conversation, in perpetual tension and negotiation with each other. In the sense that
a creative process is a performance, it is charged with the same kinds of riddles and metaphors
that mark literature.

Aside from the aforementioned issue, my project further aims to reveal how Eliot and
Yeats deploy women or metaphors of the feminine in their texts as a conduit of a homosocial
relationship that serves as an essential basis for the proper operation of a heteronormative
patriarchal society. In doing this, Gayle Rubin’s concept of “the traffic in women” is
tremendously productive and helpful. The concept “traffic in women” emerges when Rubin, in
her illuminating essay entitled “The Traffic in Women,” discusses heteronormativity as an
“instituted process” in which gender is created within the exchange of women by men in a
kinship system (180). She argues there that it is indeed certainly “not difficult to find
ethnographic and historical examples of trafficking in women. Women are given in marriage,
taken in battle, exchanged for favors, sent as tribute[s], traded, bought, and sold. Far from being
confined to the primitive world, these practices seem only to become more pronounced and

commercialized in more civilized societies” (175). Rubin, for instance, takes the Oedipal
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complex to tellingly argue that what is really circulated through the circulation of women is the
phallus. In other words, the circulation of women in interfamily exchange makes it possible for
the phallus to be circulated in intrafamily exchange (191-2).

| see something similar to Rubin’s “traffic in women” operative in a number of places of
Eliot’ and Yeats’ texts, specifically when these two poets attempt to muster up their masculine
authority. Eliot, for instance, had written homoerotically-charged bawdy poems and sexual
ribaldry (where he himself is imagined as femininized) and circulated them within his coterie
which was exclusively comprised of his close male friends throughout his life. It was as if this
private performance had been a sort of required ritual the poet had to perform in order for what
he deems proper, heteronormative creation to become possible. This trafficking in women is also
dramatically visible in the narrative structure of the poet’s work, where the ubiquitous presence
of women is almost always ultimately geared towards an affirmation of the homosocial
relationship either between his male contemporaries and himself or between his literary
forefathers and himself, the only relationship the poet views as ideal. In trying to establish a
homosocial relationship through the exchange of women or the feminine, Eliot is not alone. In
his later life, Yeats’ use of a woman (mostly his wife George) as “medium,” as transmitter rather
than originator of arcane occult masculine knowledge is notoriously well-known (G. M. Harper
xvii). In his literature, the poet deploys a number of metaphors of the feminine including the
fairyland and the secularized temporality to ultimately satisfy his desire to place himself in an
Irish masculine literary genealogy he deems authentic. It is precisely for this reason that | see

these authors’ works as a dramatic embodiment of what Rubin terms as male “traffic in women.”
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Organization, Key Terms, and What is at Stake

My dissertation consists of six chapters in total and covers three British canonical high
modernists: T. S. Eliot, W. B. Yeats, and Virginia Woolf. To conceive of a project that theorizes
a correlation between these authors’ queer authority and authorship and how queerness is
operative in their texts, a thorough tracing through their works and authorship along the temporal
or (and) spatial axis is necessary. Two chapters are thus allotted to each author in the order of
Eliot, Yeats, and Woolf. The chapters on Eliot explain the private and public Eliot respectively.
Chapter One explores how the poet’s ribald voice finds its way out in his homoerotically-charged
private poems whereas Chapter Two focuses on his genteel performance in his canonical public
poems. The Yeats chapters deal respectively with the poet’s early and later poems in terms of the
plethora of ways his changing gender performances relate to the questions of queer temporality.
The chapters on Woolf focus, respectively, on Mrs. Dalloway and Orlando, novels written
around the same time to trace how the novelist’s vacillation along the gender continuum comes
across as issues with gender space and queer spatiality. By organizing my chapters this way, | am
able to show the similarities between what | see as queer in these modernist writers’ authority
and authorship and the textual manifestations of queerness or queer time and space.

My first chapter, for instance, focuses on Eliot’s intensely homoerotic, scintillatingly
bawdy poems that the poet had written from as early as his undergraduate years until his death
and shared only with his privately chosen male friends, to identify the poet’s queerness within
his own creativity, a creativity which has been regarded as intensely masculine, almost

inexorably intellectual and impersonal. What is so exciting about these poems is the disclosure of

29



the other side of such creativity, which is almost always coupled with excremental elements and
male procreativity and requires some sort of initiation and support by the same-sex agent to
properly, productively function. Indeed, it almost seems as if in some ways, these bawdy poems
had to precede in order for Eliot to be able to compose his public poems. Aside from the poet’s
bawdy poems, this chapter also deals with Eliot’s scattered minor poems he wrote for publication
in the first place but about which he later changed his mind when he considered himself as
established because of their homoerotic elements. In reading these poems in terms of artistic
gender performance and, in a broader sense, artistic queer performativity, this chapter aims to
recharge the ways we see recurring gender tropes in Eliot’s canonical edifice, by revealing their
much more capacious periperformative dimensions.

Indeed, Eliot’s private bawdy poetry functions as a key to what was left unexplained in
its public counterpart, which has been arguably discussed lately as riddled with queer energies
and desires, given its bizarre form with countless allusions to other literary works, works
exclusively written by the poet’s male predecessors and contemporaries. Indeed, viewed together
with the poet’s private poems, his public work seems to be a performative site in which the
author’s queer energies and desires materialize themselves only in less offensive, obscene terms.
My second chapter thus focuses on how the poet’s attempt to mask his effeminacy and
homoerotism and instead command an impersonal, masculine authority characteristic of
heteronormative poetic production in his public work can still be a failure. It seems to me that
what makes Eliot’s canonical poetry public, compared with his closeted bawdy poems, is simply
the cited authority of the paternal literary texts of his choice. Yet, this seemingly clever strategy

of borrowing paternal authority is not successful as he wished, given that the poet’s public poetry
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is marked with the same kind of desire for the same-sex body and subjectivity that he
demonstrates for his male literary coterie in his private, bawdy poetry. In other words, Eliot’s
canonical work reveals a stubbornly perverse craving for the past male authors, instituting an
occult sense of living with or keeping in touch with same-sex ghostly bodies at the moment he
was writing.

Like Eliot, Yeats, an inherently feminine poet, frequently locates his authority in a hyper-
gendered relation between the present moment in which he is writing and the past and even
future times, revealing in the process the same kind of queer desire that Eliot demonstrates for
male authors earlier. For instance, Yeats constructs the present time as wounded and feminized
in his early occult work, craving for more masculinized temporalities. Although seemingly
feminine, his much desired, idealized fairyland is a queer land with lots of masculine elements
and masculinized fairies. My third chapter thus explores how the poet’s authority that almost
always requires some sort of strong masculinity corresponds to how differently gendered
temporalities meet in his occult, supernatural early poems. Part of what is so exhilarating about
the poet’s desire for masculinity includes its instability, its fickleness that admirably expresses
itself as a ceaseless vacillation between the gendered temporal poles in his early occult poems.
Indeed, most of Yeats’ speakers are strictly operative in the (psychic) mechanism in which one
initially longs for a different bodily or temporal state and then reverses the direction of the
longing, once that longing is fulfilled or explored. Examining the poet’s early occult work in
terms of these issues allows us to see the hidden queer aspects of his authority that would later
blossom as his masculine high modernist poems and mask theory, which is grounded upon

turbulent yet fulfilling contact between opposing genders.
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Indeed, Yeats’ poems from his middle period onward have been arguably discussed as
much more masculinized than his early occult poems where the conflict between the poet’s
feminine authority and his desire for a masculine mask comes across as a see-saw motion
between different, hyper-gendered temporalities. However, as | argue in my fourth chapter, even
in his later poems, a sort of masculine anxiety or self-doubt as intense as the poet’s blusteringly
masculine performance ceaselessly surfaces, often finding its way out in the form of radically
disrupted temporalities. Chapter Four thus shows how Yeats’ deliberate attempts at making his
later poems more masculine are still at odds with his instinctively feminine authority through the
focus on the ways such temporal markers as birth, life, death, and rebirth are delineated in his
later poems. This chapter also attempts to show how the poet’s unstable gendered performances
there that emerge as a result of the poet’s similarly vexed longing for and retreat back from the
feminine realm come across as the issues of temporal heterogeneity or disorientation. For
instance, the wild wicked persona that Yeats occasionally wears in his later poems is oftentimes
visibly thrown off all of a sudden by the same persona’s belated knowledge of his own longing
for the feminized secular, bodily realm at the very moment of his eventual transcendence into the
much desired masculine occult, sacred realm for artistic and religious consummation.

Alongside these agonizingly repeating queer trajectories across different spheres that are
noticeably dramatized in both Eliot and Yeats, Chapters One through Four also deal with a
remarkable similarity that plays out in these authors’ texts — the use of women or the feminine as
a conduit of a homosocial relationship. Eliot’s bawdy and minor poems, for instance,
occasionally employ the gang rape of women as a theme, where the poet-speaker imagines

himself as a sterile woman longing for a gang rape or as an effeminate immature male craving
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for male penetration. The famous Eliot-Pound collaboration during the creation of The Waste
Land is also another remarkable example of the systematic operation of a male homosocial
bonding through the use of women or the feminine as a symbolic medium of exchange in a larger
sense, given both poets’ mutual imagination of Eliot as a female unable to conceive or give birth
and Pound’s depiction of himself as a midwife performing a cesarean operation on a female body
(Letters of T. S. Eliot I: 626). Rubin’s remark that it is actually “the phallus” that “passes through
the medium of women from one man to another” is indeed tellingly appropriate in this context of
homosocial collaboration between the two poets, precisely because what is really circulated here
through the deployment of women or the feminine as a narrative exchange is in fact creative
inspiration, a masculine value which is highly treasured and sought after in heteronormative,
male-centered society (192).

Likewise, in my view, Yeats’ lifelong authorial prevarication between masculinity and
femininity can also be seen in a broader sense as an expression of his desire for a male
homosocial society in which males are the real partners through the medium of women. Indeed,
although Yeats’ poems are pervaded with feminine elements, his desire to place himself in an
Irish masculine literary genealogy he deems authentic by constructing the idealized masculinized
sphere and temporality imagines a feminine temporality as something that is required at the
present moment and yet must be transcended eventually. The idealized feminine fairyland in his
early occult poems, which is passionately desired and sought after in the first place, is also
almost always depicted as a space that must be complemented with some sort of masculine agent
whose aid the speaker needs for his proper maturation. In other words, Yeats’ feminine fairyland

is a kind of a field in which younger males are initiated, educated, and guided by older males for
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proper maturation. An exploration of this repeatedly surfacing desire for male homosocial
alliance amid the habitual use of women and the feminine as narrative elements in Yeats, in
conjunction with the aforementioned issues, exposes, in my view, the vexed closeted moment of
the operation of male modernist authority and authorship as queer, which requires femininity as a
prerequisite for its proper, productive functioning in a heteronormative setting.

Whereas the previous chapters focus on how the two male modernist poets’ double
desires and queer, wavering authorial performances manifest themselves as queer trajectories
across the private and public realms or as temporal issues, the last two chapters focus on Virginia
Woolf to examine the ways the novelist attempts to establish her own authority in the hostile
early twentieth-century British literary environment dictated by paternal, masculine order and,
more importantly, her insistence on an androgynous authority that calls into question
heteronormative gender practices. Indeed, Woolf has much in common with Eliot and Yeats. Her
work often reveals the same kind of queer desire for same-sex bodies and subjectivities that Eliot
demonstrates for earlier male authors. Yet, her simultaneous withdrawal from such desired
feminine poetics in favor of a male tradition of writing recalls the kind of longing-disavowal
mechanism that is symptomatic of Yeats’ authorial performance.

In my own reading, one of the author’s works that most remarkably dramatizes this sort
of longing-disavowal mechanism is Mrs. Dalloway, where the author’s struggle with masculinity
and femininity or male and female traditions of writing expresses itself as a spatial clash between
two opposing gender forces. Chapter Five thus focuses on how the strictly gendered spaces in
Woolf’s Mrs. Dalloway are repeatedly disrupted and (or) reclaimed by the characters’ queer

relationships or performances out of sync with the heteronormative spatial sensibility and how
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their repeated vacillating movements mirror the author’s own sense of her authority as split along
the gender continuum. The novelist’s indignation about the British public sphere and her
simultaneous desire to be included in that sphere, for example, often come across as a queer body
whose sexual desire is illicitly locked up in her strong desire for the sacred realm or whose
trajectories or motions transgress a bourgeois sense of propriety and the spatial logics of the
heteronormative order, as the case of Miss Kilman clearly illustrates. Woolf’s desire for maternal
affiliation in resistance to patriarchy and its heteronormative, masculinist practices, which is
ironically permanently at odds with her antithetical desire to break herself free from maternal
influence, also remarkably echoes the strange love-hate relation between Elizabeth, Clarissa’s
only child, and Miss Kilman.

In reading this longing-disavowal mechanism at work in Mrs. Dalloway, my fifth chapter
also unpacks a certain recurring pattern, a narrative pattern in which a desired homoerotic
moment of connection is invariably disrupted and suspended by the heteronormative intervention
at its climactic moment as a dramatic embodiment of the author’s performative failure in
constructing an androgynous authority. The androgynous authority as she initially imagines it
through an image of a man and a woman getting into a cab in A Room of One’s Own, in her
strong longing for a more elastic, capacious form of authority in opposition to male-centered
poetic production, is such that maleness and femaleness coexist together harmoniously. Yet,
creating such authority is ultimately an impossible task, in as much as her authorial struggle with
masculinity and femininity, her ambivalence towards both male and female literary traditions

remains unresolved.
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Despite this apparent performative failure, Woolf’s failing investment in an androgynous
authority becomes even more intense and explicit, culminating in Orlando: A Biography, a travel
story by an androgynous title character, who at the start of the novel is a young nobleman and
aspiring poet of the Elizabethan period and by the end, after hundreds of years of literary and
heroic journeys across nations, is a successful woman poet in the early twentieth century. My
sixth chapter specifically examines how Woolf’s more intensified and yet still failing effort to
construct an androgynous authority closely resembles Orlando’s perpetually agonizing
vacillations across the hyper-racialized, gendered spaces in Orlando: A Biography. Indeed, in my
own reading of the novel, an aspect most visible and worth noting is this reliance on race in
accomplishing the author’s own artistic goal to construct a more elastic, androgynous form of
authority. For instance, Orlando’s fruitless yet constant attempts at articulating in English the
initially desired otherness of his Russian lover Sasha and her resistance to be contained in
Orlando’s native language express themselves as a spatial conflict between their original
languages and between masculine Englishness and primitive, feminine Russian otherness.
Although seemingly effective, this strategy further destines Woolf’s project of constructing an
androgynous authority to fail, precisely because it inextricably creates and reinforces links
between racial alterity and femininity or between otherness and queer sexuality, rather than
envisioning a wholly androgynous realm.

Beyond this close resemblance between Woolf’s queer performance and Orlando’s queer
trajectories across racial boundaries, Chapter Six also closely reads the same kind of strange
narrative structure that underlies Mrs. Dalloway as also operative in Orlando, a structure in

which the heteronormative, paternal order is invariably restored and reaffirmed every time an
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alternative realm is either fully or imperfectly explored. Indeed, Orlando’s desire for and
indulgence in racial and sexual otherness is depicted as something like a stimulus that is required
for his own aesthetic maturation, but must be eventually transcended at the final moment. In my
view, what is specifically intriguing and in a sense heartbreaking about Woolf’s gender
performance is its effortlessness in reenacting, restoring heteronormative, masculine order,
somewhat similar to the ease and promptness with which male-centered gender hierarchies are
reenacted and reclaimed in Eliot’s and Yeats’ poetry. It is for this very reason that | see her
investment in and desire for an androgynous authority as a failure. In my view, however, this
failing aspect in Woolf’s gender performance is exactly what makes her work so exciting and
intriguing, offering a productive framework through which to discuss not only women
modernists writers’ authority construction but also the significance of the queer desire that runs
throughout modernist writers’ creative process.

As my readings of these three key modernist authors demonstrate, the way in which | am
using the term “queer” within my dissertation is not solely restricted to sexual identity. Instead, |
have imagined queerness in exactly the same manner in which Sedgwick theorizes it in her essay
“Queer and Now” as ““all the ways that race, ethnicity, [and] post-colonial nationality criss-cross
with [gender and sexuality] and other identity-constituting, identity-fracturing discourses™ (9). In
terms of the approach to individual authors within my work, therefore, the term queer or
gueerness means either a state in which contradicting gendered acts or performances collide in
their constant complicity to and negotiation with other “identity-constituting, identity-fracturing
discourses such as race, nation, ethnicity, or a state in which the so-called masculinity and

femininity are rejected all together within their psyche in their ceaselessly alternating
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oscillation.® Eliot’s queerness, for example, lies where his dual and contrasting gender personas
are constantly at odds with each other, whereas Yeats’ lies precisely in his impossible task to
masculinize his instinctively feminine voice. Last but not least, Woolf’s queerness, whether it is
androgyny, asexuality, or bisexuality, emerges when her antithetical desire for and ambivalence
to male and female traditions of writing fiercely clash, occasionally revolving around racial
issues. Aside from this meaning of the term queer, | have also imagined it as a periperformative
dimension with respect to normativity (normative creativity), which is charged with same-sex
desire, guilt, anxiety, shame, obsession, and craving, that is, as certain peculiar aggregates that
cluster about or around normativity proper. Most often, throughout my dissertation, | trace
certain queer trajectories that cluster about or around the temporal and spatial axes of normative
creativity, trajectories in which heteronormative time and space malfunction and a different order
emerges.

In examining how the three key modernist writers’ queer performances correlate to the
textual manifestations of queerness or queer space and time in this dissertation, | see the
opportunity for a productive rethinking of what constitutes their authority and authorship and

Modernism in general. In my own reading of their performances and texts, | noticed a number of

® It is not my concern in this project, therefore, to unpack whether at the core of these authors’
individual queer performances lies asexuality or bisexuality or whether their queerness comes
from a transgression of (normative) boundaries or a disavowal of them altogether. In my own
reading, | found all these elements responsible for what | see as queer in these authors’ authority
and authorship, not to mention same-sex friendship or desire, gay and lesbian sexuality, etc.,
because queerness itself is a narrative construction where normalized and subversive repetitions
are in fierce confrontation with each other. For such readings, though, refer to the first chapter of
Lisa Rado’s The Modern Androgyne Imagination, Christy Burns’ “Re-Dressing Feminist
Identities,” and Karen Kaivola’s “Revisiting Woolf’s Representations of Androgyny.” For
further information of these works, see my Works Cited pages.
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cases in which queerness is positioned as a necessary condition for normative creativity to
properly function. Here, | am reminded of Eliot’s recurring trope of excrement in his bawdy
poems in its peculiar relation to normative sexuality. Eliot’s closeted queer performance and
Yeats” and Woolf’s ceaselessly vacillating performances along the gender continuum cannot be
placed in what we consider some normative literary convention and yet in the same way in which
excrement is operative as an indispensable stimulus for proper functioning of the body and
sexuality, their performances reveal what is more central than the center itself by
periperformatively occurring athwart it.

I have thus named my dissertation “Granite and Rainbow: Queer Authority and
Authorship in T. S. Eliot, W. B. Yeats, and Virginia Woolf.” “Granite and Rainbow” is a
metaphorical phrase that appears in Woolf’s review of Some People written by Vita Sackville
West’s husband, Harold Nicholson, a series of half-factual, half-fictional portraits about his
experience with public school and diplomacy. There, Woolf uses “granite” and “rainbow” to
signify the cold, hard facts of reality and the artful and multi-colored aspects of personality,
respectively: “If we think of truth as something of granite-like solidity and of personality as
something of rainbow-like intangibility and reflect that the aim of biography is to weld these two
into one seamless whole, we shall admit that the problem is a stiff one and that we need not
wonder if biographers, for the most part failed to solve it” (“New Biography” 229). The same
phrase reemerges in Orlando: A Biography when Woolf depicts nature as something that “has
played so many queer tricks upon us, making us so unequally of clay and diamonds, of rainbow
and granite, and stuffed them into a case (58).” In both cases, “granite” indicates the factual,

normative side of all sorts of things whereas “rainbow,” their queer, spontaneous, private,
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fictional counterpart. In both cases, the phrase is evoked to demonstrate that both granite and
rainbow are required for a fuller understanding of things. Indeed, elsewhere, Woolf describes her
own creative process in similar terms as a “tunneling process” in which a necessity to “dig out
beautiful cave — rainbow — behind her characters” continuously arises “to evade the tyranny of
sequence — granite —, [to reshape] time as depth” (Mrs. Dalloway 95). “Granite and Rainbow”
thus most aptly summarizes what | am exploring in this project, that queerness is an essential
condition for the normative creativity to properly function in Modernism, or that both masculine
and feminine attributes are at the core of the authors’ creativity that I examine in this dissertation.
Ultimately, | see my project as a way to bring multiple conversations together. Those
interested in queer theory have not produced much scholarship that considers the way that
modernist authorial performance can contribute to theorizing queerness. Likewise, those who
invest themselves in literary Modernism have not fully explored the enormous contribution of
queerness to the construction of Modernism. In my view, for a fuller understanding of what is at
stake both in queer theory and Modernism, a consideration of modernist writers’ queer
performances is necessary, performances charged with such affects as guilt, same-sex desire,
narcissism, obsession, and most importantly, pleasure that run through the recent work on queer
theory. | also see my dissertation as a productive space in which theorists and practitioners of
Performance Studies and literary theorists meet together, given that it considers the way that
authors as performers and texts as performances mutually affect each other. This dissertation
therefore attempts to carve out a space where scholarship on Modernism and the concerns of

queer theory and Performance Studies can be brought together.
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Chapter 1

He Do the Police in Different Voices: Eliot’s Private, Bawdy Poems

Perhaps, a few descriptors that immediately come to mind when recalling T. S. Eliot are
as follows: a high Modernist poet, dramatist, and literary critic; Nobel Prize in Literature
Laureate; author of many renowned literary works. With the publication of the poet’s notebook
in a thickly annotated volume entitled Inventions of the March Hare in 1996, however, the image
of Eliot as a canonical high modernist writer has been undergoing radical changes, precisely
because of the newly included private bawdy poems in the collection that appear drastically
antithetical to the poet’s major works. Although an extensive number of early versions and
fragments of some of the poet’s major works unearthed together with these bawdy poems have
fuelled a number of scholars to even more ardently celebrate Eliot in his keen artistic sense and
in his painstaking search for the perfect language, the discovery of these poems, so long
suppressed and veiled in the literary scene, came as a shock to academia, especially due to the
intense “racist and sexual fantasies” that pervade them (Julius 33). Perhaps, one of the most
intriguing aspects that captured modernist scholars’ attention is the fact that the poet initially
wanted to publish those poems in his early years but actively suppressed them when he later
considered himself as an established poet, with all his might for fear of their potential harm to his
reputation (Mclintire 29).

Indeed, just as the nature of Eliot’s authorship had to be reconsidered when Pound’s

enormous contribution to the creative and editing processes of The Waste Land was unveiled
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with the publication of a facsimile and transcript of the original version of The Waste Land in
1974, the publication of Inventions of the March Hare more than two decades later has similarly
compelled the poet’s authority and authorship to be radically rethought, an authority and
authorship deemed heteronormative, elitist, and reactionary. Indeed, how and where should we
place Eliot’s private bawdy poems in relation to the poet’s public canonical works? Should we
read them, for example, together with Eliot’s major poems as part of his high modernist project
or should we dismiss them as the poet’s secret juvenile scribbles? On one hand, they obviously
deviate, given Eliot’s entire masculine literary edifice, from what he intended his major works to
perform. On the other, given the poet’s strong initial desire to publish the poems, the long period
of composition that coincided with his most productive years as a poet, and the range of issues
they evoke, their existence cannot be simply disregarded.

Fortunately, modernist scholars have recently sparked heated conversations regarding
their inextricable relationship to the poet’s canonical works. Specifically, in T. S. Eliot: The
Making of an American Poet, 1888-1922, James Miller offered a first thorough critical reading of
these private poems along with Eliot’s lesser-known poems. There, Miller consistently
emphasizes the significance of the racial and gendered tropes such as “King Bolo’s black bastard
kween” in these works as a critical grounding for reading recurring racial and gender issues in
Eliot’s major poems. In “T. S. Eliot’s Bawdy Verse: Lulu, Bolo, and More Ties,” Loretta
Johnson similarly sees Eliot’s bawdy poems as inseparable from his major works because of the
common themes they evoke, such as the poet’s abiding interest in masculine tradition and in “the
relationship between the body and the spirit, between thought and feeling” (14). It was not until

the publication in 2008 of Gabrielle Mclntire’s extensive work entitled Modernism, Memory, and
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Desire, however, that Eliot’s bawdy, scatological poems, particularly the “Columbo and Bolo
Verses,” which are considered the most important among Eliot’s private poems, were fully
explored in relation to his major works. Mclntire specifically places equal emphasis on the poet’s
canonical and private poems, focusing on their recurring turn to the language of desire, sexuality,
and the body to render an erotics of memory. In Miller, Johnson, and Mclintire, we see their
attempts at reconciling the poet’s public and private, literary and real-life performances.

Indeed, in order to fully understand Eliot’s public modernist performances, a
consideration of these private bawdy poems is necessary, poems strongly marked with sexual
energies and homoerotic desires. On one hand, that Eliot initially wanted to publish them,
together with the fact that he had circulated those poems to only his close male friends
throughout his life, reveals his authority and authorship as essentially queer. On the other, that
the poet eventually decided to suppress those bawdy poems because he later considered them too
offending for publication suggests that Eliot completely understood how his major works were
evaluated and the differences between his private, homoerotically-charged poems and their
heteronormative, public counterparts. Indeed, what is remarkable about Eliot’s bawdy poems is
that, exclusively and privately circulated in letters to his close male friends and synchronous with
the creation of his public, high modernist poems, they show how the poet’s seemingly normative,
reactionary authority acts out in negotiation with homosocial and even homoerotic literary
performances. In other words, for Eliot, in order for what he deems proper, heteronormative
creation to become possible in public, this sort of private, homoerotic performance must precede

or happen concomitantly.
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In the sense that queerness is a closeted and yet essential component for Eliot’s authority
and authorship, I view his bawdy poems as sorts of “periperformatives” with respect to his public
counterparts, to borrow the term Sedgwick coined in Touching Feeling: Affect, Pedagogy, and
Performativity. Indeed, as periperformatives, the poems function as certain aggregates with
highly-charged feelings of secrecy and intimacy that cluster about or around Eliot’s major poems,
warping and displacing their heteronormative performance and supposed authorizing centrality.
My own use of the term “periperformatives” to describe the relation of the poet’s bawdy poems
to his canonical edifice is in fact echoed by Mclntire’s depiction of the “Columbo and Bolo
poems” as a “pornotropic parergon,” a term she borrows from Conrad Aiken’s memoir titled
“King Bolo and Others” (36). Neither entirely outside nor simply inside, but clustering around
Eliot’s major works with yet unrealized possibilities, these poems “inscribe something which
comes as an extra, exterior to the proper field . . . but whose transcendent exteriority comes to
play, abut onto, brush against, rub, press against the limit itself and intervene in the inside only to
the extent that the inside is lacking” (Derrida The Truth 56). Viewed and defined only in relation
to Eliot’s canonical edifice and yet loaded with subversive power, the poet’s bawdy poems
indeed operate as a queer “extra ornament in art” that reveals more about what is deemed
heteronormative, masculine canonical in Eliot than his public, canonical projects themselves do
(Mclntire 38).

In my own reading, the poet’s bawdy poems also seem to play Hyde to the Jekyll of his
published canon, id to ego, simply put. Given that they were composed with publication in mind,
the bawdy poems were an exercise in seeing what happens when the brakes become relatively

loose, with Eliot standing back to take note of the results. For instance, anal penetration,
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excremental performance, and gang rape visibly emerge as major themes in the circumstance
where Eliot does not have to worry too much about mustering up his heteronormative, masculine
authority. Nonetheless, these bawdy poems are an uncontrolled performance or a controlled
performance of not being in control, in a sense that not only Eliot but also the recipients of these
ribaldries were repeatedly led back to the same pornotropic fantasies both privately and publicly
over and over again in their lifetimes, as if a person with a traumatic experience reenacts the
event or puts himself where the event is likely to happen again (Freud, BPP 285). For instance,
Aiken wrote a witty memoir called “King Bolo and Others” in 1948 and dedicated it to Eliot to
celebrate his sixtieth birthday. Although the memoir is mostly a description of how they reveled
in the comic strips of “Krazy Kat, and Mutt and Jeff” and in “American slang” during their
undergraduate years, his passing references to those poems in the title and in the memoir
evidence the sort of compulsive reenactment of the sexually and homoerotically-charged literary
performances Eliot and his close male friends had been performing for decades since their initial
acts of giving and taking (Aiken 21). Just as id and ego must be considered together for a fuller
understanding of the operation of the psyche, reading Eliot’s bawdy poems as playing Hyde to
Jekyll vis-a-vis his canonical works will lead to a more concrete grasp of the nature of his
authority and authorship, where queerness is positioned as a necessary condition for his
normative creativity to properly function.

In my first chapter therefore, | will read these private poems, now labeled as bawdy,
scatological limericks,* in terms of Eliot’s queer performance. In my view, a figure that most

remarkably dramatizes the poet’s queer authority and authorship in these poems is excrement. As

* Eliot’s bawdy poems are included as an Appendix A in Inventions of the March Hare.
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a metaphor for a (by)product of queer creation, the figure of excrement is indeed ubiquitous in
the places | explore in these poems, illuminating that Eliot’s performance here cannot be
considered as normative in a similar way that anal penetration cannot be considered as normative
intercourse. Reading Eliot’s bawdy, scatological poetry to identify the poet’s queerness within
his own creativity, a creativity which has been regarded as intensely masculine, almost
inexorably intellectual, impersonal, and heteronormative, will, in my view, not only recharge the
ways in reading the recurring racial and gender issues in Eliot’s canonical edifice but more
importantly will reveal different ways to understand modernist authorship and authority

formation in British Modernism.

**k*

Eliot had been writing these bawdy poems since he was an undergraduate at Harvard.
Four ballad poems are typically classified as his bawdy poems: “The Triumph of Bullshit,”
“Ballade pour la grosse Lulu,” “Fragments,” and finally the “Columbo and Bolo Verses.”
Among them, Eliot spent by far the longest period of time on the composition of the “Columbo
and Bolo Verses,” from 1909 to 1929, a two decade span usually considered the poet’s most
productive years. They are also by far the longest poems, with more than seventy-five stanzas in

total, among which only twenty-nine had been allowed publication until very recently. >

> This chapter only deals with those stanzas published before the death in 2012 of Valerie Eliot,

who had put a hold on Eliot’s personal material during her lifetime. Approximately ten stanzas of

these remarkable poems were published in 1988 in Valerie Eliot’s The Letters of T. S. Eliot:

Volume One, 1998-1922, seventeen in 1996 in Christopher Ricks’ Inventions of the March Hare,

two in The Faber Book of Blue Verse (Mcintire 14). More bawdy poems were published after |
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Drastically different in form and content from Eliot’s canonical poems, with juvenile rhythms
and rhyme schemes and overtly queer elements, these bawdy poems would have placed upon
Eliot a permanently different mark if they had been published ahead of his major poems because
of their preoccupation with anal penetration and excremental performance. Nonetheless, the
poems, albeit in queer and self-mocking ways, reveal not only Eliot’s authority and authorship as
a whole as grounded upon a queer desire but also the inseparableness between his queer and
normative personas.

In “The Triumph of Bullshit,” a ballad poem that Eliot wrote in Paris in 1910,
approximately around the same period he was working on the Prufrock poems, the poet, for
instance, seems to test out two antithetical voices. Seemingly, the poem draws its energy from a
fantastic display of linguistic cunning with multisyllabic words, almost obsessively exhibiting a
comically tumid, misogynic verbal performance remarkably figured as “bullshit” in the title.
Each of the first three stanzas is constructed in the same way. The narrator becomes unnerved by
his own translation of the disdainful gaze or words of the ladies into a language simultaneously
erudite, pompous, and amusing, and then he explodes:

Ladies, who find my intentions ridiculous
Awkward, insipid and horribly gauche
Pompous, pretentious, ineptly meticulous

Dull as the heart of an unbaked brioche

had completed my chapters on Eliot, with the same recurring tropes and themes such as
excrement, anal penetration, and gang rape. There are still more stanzas waiting to be published.
Among the Pound papers at Yale, for instance, there are two dozen more Columbo and Bolo
stanzas, one and a half on a separate leaf, and the rest on seven leaves with perforated sides from
a small notebook (Ricks 321).
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Floundering versicles feebly versiculous

Often attenuate, frequently crass

Attempts at emotion that turn isiculous,

For Christ's sake stick it up your ass. (Inventions 307)
What is intriguing about the quoted lines above is that “insipid,” “gauche,”. . . “isiculous,” and
“versiculous,” the sequence of adjectives that the narrator compulsively claims the ladies
addressed appropriate to despise his “intentions” are in fact amusingly his own. Therefore, far
from gesturing towards the ladies’ stupidity and incapability, these adjectives, in their
abstruseness and pretentiousness together with the disproportionately long syntax,
performatively lead back to the narrator himself, to highly self-conscious, fastidious Prufrock,
and even to the Eliot revealed in public occasions through various descriptions of friends and
acquaintances, satirically at that. On the other hand, the crude, colloquial expression in the final
line provides a remarkable contrast to the erudite, pompous verbal performance delineated in the
previous lines.

This sudden change in poetic language and tone of voice discloses a vexed moment of

Eliot’s authorship in relation to his artistic choice. Eliot here, obviously rehearsing and testing
out various gendered voices and roles with the breaks relatively loosened, reveals himself as split
between two possible authorial choices, one essentially Prufrockian, serious, hyper-critical,
congested with learning, afraid of women, the other self-deprecatingly comic, crude, and queer
in its deployment of a metaphor for anal penetration. The poem, for instance, foregrounds or
front-loads the attack on the narrator’s own “intentions,” in other words, aura and style very

much Prufrockian, in a way that both goes along with the ridicule and objects to it and perhaps
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disproves its merit. Interestingly, this fear of ridicule and self-disapproval associated with the
Prufrockian authority are enacted through an intense confrontation with what is deemed the
feminine, here figured as the “ladies.” It is worth noting here that indeed, J. Alfred Prufrock
similarly places himself at war with the feminine, claiming that he is ridiculed and is “pinned and
wriggling on the wall” by what he deems the female gaze and voices “that fix [him] in a
formulated phrase” (Collected Poems 32).

On the other hand, the seemingly triumphant attacks on the ladies are performed with an
astonishingly fierce verbal abuse, as the last line of each stanza suggests, and yet the poem at the
same time weakens the over-exaggerated performance, given the coarse and colloquial manner in
which the performance is conducted and its amusing play with the title, “The Triumph of
Bullshit.” Indeed, the word “bullshit” denotes “stupid or untrue talk or writing” such as the crude
and colloquial expression of the last line of each stanza, thus gesturing to poetic weakness or
impotence. It also implies a measure of respect for language skills in its usage in a very satirical
way. A bullshit artist, for example, suggests someone who skillfully boasts incessantly, usually
to comedic effect, intentional or accidental, thus relating back to the Prufrockian authority, which
is performatively enacted through the repeated use of difficult, pompous adjectives. © In its
implication of a poor quality literary performance, the comic term “bullshit” in the title of the
poem, therefore, renders the poem itself a literary triumph that can never be completely
successful and, more importantly, unites the two contradicting voices within Eliot — one, fiercely

misogynic, the other, rather passively, highly self-consciously Prufrockian. As a compound word,

® All definitions in this dissertation are taken from the Oxford English Dictionary Online Edition
or Urban Dictionary, unless otherwise noted.
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the word “bullshit” also relates to masculine aggression and anal excrement. Neither entirely the
fruit of normative sexuality nor completely sterile nothingness, “bullshit” therefore evokes a
queer authority that can never be triumphal in a heteronormative sense.

The queer terms in which Eliot’s concern about or anxiety over his own authority and
authorship finds its way out in “The Triumph of Bullshit,” in my view, evidence that queerness is
an essential component of his authority and authorship. Specifically, the compulsively repeated
last line of each stanza, “For Christ’s sake stick it up your ass,” with its ambiguity that
emphatically hangs over the pronoun “it,” thrusts ajar the closed door of homoerotic privacy
behind which the male modernist authorship had been sheltered unwitnessed. Its antecedent
never specifically identified, “it” can be read as anal penetration as both sexual pleasure and
insult, as the poem itself as a poor literary outcome, or as “shit” as a byproduct of bodily and
mental catharsis. It is worth noting that when Eliot submitted this poem to Wyndham Lewis for
publication in Blast, Lewis also bluntly remarked on the poem in a letter to Pound in 1915 that
“Eliot has sent [him] Bullshit” (Inventions 308). Lewis’ pithy configuration of the poem as
“bullshit” is indeed a fitting description, specifically bearing in mind the compulsively repeated
line that dramatizes the vexed relation between queer elements and a literary performance.
Linking the bodily and mentally abjected to the outcome of creativity and describing it as a
fetishized gift that can be given by a male writer to another, Lewis’ remark on the poem as such
inscribes “The Triumph of Bullshit” as a homoerotically-charged phallus and eroticizes as well
the context in which the poem was privately given. The poem thus carries double desires: the
desire of the male members of Eliot’s coterie — both to be procreative and creative — and Eliot’s

own desire to expose/conceal with regard to his queer performance, the epistemological pairings
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of “disclosure/secrecy” and “public/private,” as Sedgwick has argued, being constitutive of
cultural and social structures of gay closeting (Epistemology 72).
What is also remarkable about this repeated line of the poem is the introduction of the
notion that the anal penetration of the final curse is wished upon the female agents — “the ladies”
addressed in the poem. Indeed, in Eliot’s model of authorship articulated both in his better and
lesser known essays, a young poet is often feminized and his development into a mature poet
necessarily happens through a penetration by a more masculine literary precursor’s or a
contemporary’s subjectivity. For instance, in “The Education of Taste,” the poet’s early essay
discussing the notion of literary influence, a young poet’s relationship to the literary community
as a whole is breathtakingly eroticized in queer terms:
The first step in education is not a love for literature, but a passionate admiration
for some one writer; and probably most of us, recalling our intellectual
pubescence, can confess that it was an unexpected contact with some one book or
poem which first, by apparent accident, revealed to us our capacities for
enjoyment of literature. The mind of a boy of fourteen may be deadened by
Shakespeare, and may burst into life on collision with Omar or Blessed Damozel.
(521)

Here, not only is the poetic intellectual development described in terms that mimics the process

of bodily maturation, but also the initiation process in which an individual poet “burst[s] into life”

is described in gendered terms, specifically, terms that obviously transgress heteronormative

sensibility. In other words, a young poet figured as feminine needs to be in sexual and erotic

“collision with” a more mature, more masculine literary ancestor or fellow writer in order to be
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properly educated and thus masculinized. Strikingly, the way this erotic relationship between a
young poet and his mature counterpart is suggested is very similar to the way the anal
penetration of the final curse of the narrator of “The Triumph of Bullshit” is wished upon the
feminine. That is to say, given a crude, masculine tone of voice, this curse functions as a
penetrating authorization from the more masculine, stronger Eliot to the unpublished, unachieved,
thus yet feminine part of himself, who strongly desired a proper penetration, initiation, publicity,
and procreativity in the London literary scene.

In “Fragments,” another bawdy ballad poem of Eliot’s, originally included in a letter to
Pound, the poet’s desire for literary baptism by a masculine agent is similarly embodied through
an image of rape, a rape by a strongly sexed male tinker: “There was a jolly tinker came across
the sea/ With his four and twenty inches hanging to his knee (Inventions 314).” Commonly used
to define male members of the European travelling community, “tinkers” were traditionally
improvising metal workers who sold their metalwork to make a living. The name “Tinker” is still
used for a line of knives manufactured by Victorinox, which was founded in Eliot’s time. In its
connection to male sex and metalwork and the historicity embedded in it, tinker is thus
undoubtedly a phallic symbol and an embodiment of strong masculinity:

O daughter dear daughter I think you are a fool

To run against a man with a john like a mule.

" Many Eliot critics have pointed out that the origin of “Fragments” went back well before Eliot,
that Eliot merely copied out an already existing popular ballad, although Christopher Ricks
argued that the numbering of seven couplets and labeling them “Fragments” are undeniably
Eliot’s. This in fact explains why “Fragments,” albeit one of the bawdiest of Eliot’s bawdy
poems, has been less discussed compared with Eliot’s Columbo and Bolo Verses.
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O mother dear mother I thought that | was able

But he ripped up my belly from my cunt to my navel. (314)
Strangely, however, the poem here radically moves its focus from the tinker to the daughter,
specifically to the daughter’s “ripped” body. This sudden change in focus suggests that Eliot
borrows language from a woman’s body to describe his own intellectually and emotionally
vexed relations and affairs with other writers in connection to his authorship. Just as the daughter
is unable to conceive or unable to give birth, the early Eliot thought of himself as similarly
incapable of either conceiving or producing what he considered as quality poems. Additionally,
the image of a caesarean operation evoked in the last couplet is in effect intriguingly the very
same one that Pound appropriates in his poem “Sage Homme” to describe his role in “The Waste
Land”: These are the poems of Eliot/ By the Uranian Muse begot;/ A Man their Mother was, . . .
/ If you must needs enquire/ Know diligent Reader/ That on each Occasion/ Ezra performed the
Caesarean Operation (Letters of T. S. Eliot I: 626). Unlike Pound’s poem, “Fragments” is silent
about what comes out of the ripped female body, but it evidently exposes Eliot’s sense of his
own authorial individuality as effeminate and his strong desire to “run against” a masculine
subjectivity.

This centrality of queerness in Eliot’s authority is also noticeably visible in “Ballade pour
la grosse Lulu,” also a bawdy ballad of Eliot’s, which was written in 1911. Addressing the
mediocrity of the press, it is similar, in terms of time of composition, form, and content, to “The
Triumph of Bullshit,” with four octaves and alternating rhymes. Each stanza begins with “The
Outlook gives an interview” and ends with the two lines, “But, My Lulu, Put on your rough red

drawers/ And come to the Whore House Ball!”
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The Outlook gives an interview

An interview from Booker T.

Entitled “Up from Possum Stew!”

Or “How I set the nigger free!”

The papers say “the learned horse

Jim Key, was murdered in his stall.”

But, My Lulu, “Put on your rough red drawers

And come to the Whore House Ball!” (Inventions 311)
As the quotes above illustrate, an element particularly notable about this poem is the fact that the
poet’s anxiety over his authority finds its way out through his investment in the racial other.
Indeed, Rachel Blau Du Plessis tellingly notes that Irishness, blackness, and femininity are
metonymically linked in the above quoted stanza, given that it originally had, in the place of
Booker T. Washington, Edward Bok, editor of The Ladies Home Journal, and in the place of the
comments about Washington, the lines “Called 50 kinds of Irish Stew/ And ‘How to fill a
Christmas Sock’” (152). Du Plessis’ comment discloses that in Eliot, what is notoriously
abhorred in his canonical works as the racial and sexual other, that is to say, everything that is
somehow unrooted, feminine, and overfertile, and thus uncontrollable — Jews, Irish, black, and
female — are all affiliated.

Part of what is particularly intriguing in this part of the poem is that Eliot inscribes his

own nickname “possum” in the place where he lampoons the banality of black activism, thereby
linking himself to the very features he disavows and satirizing his own writing performance.

Usually considered a disgusting and bizarre food, possum stew indicates a soup from the
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American south, which is typically cooked with various ingredients and served with drinks and
cornbread. In its definition, possum stew therefore alludes to ingredients strewn together in a
topsy turvy, disordered manner, just like the various unseasonable racial and sexual identities
which are metonymically put together in the poem. Eliot’s own identification with these racial
and sexual others, which is performatively enacted through the act of inscribing his own
nickname in the poem, thus indicates his earlier poetic subjectivity inseparable from them.
Obviously, Eliot plays possum here, rehearsing various voices and poetic personas, pretending to
be dead or asleep in some occasions and feigning ignorance in other, desiring to find and set free
a proper, commanding authority that would lead to popularity and publicity. Radically displacing
the title of Washington’s autobiographical essay entitled Up From Slavery, the “possum stew” as
a figure thus functions not as a fulfillment of the poet’s ejaculative desire in a proper, normative,
desirable sense, but as his mental waste, excess, or excrement in a self-mocking manner.

Another rich moment in “Ballade pour la grosse Lulu” as the poet’s performative
rehearsal space is when, just as “Fragments” portrays the tinker as a male collaborator in his
enormous masculine power and sexual energies, the poem similarly delineates a queer figure
named Lulu as someone who grants sexual empowerment and authority. In the last two repeated
lines of the poem, “But, My Lulu, Put on your rough red drawers/ And come to the Whore House
Ball!,” for instance, Lulu is imagined as a jolly partner who invites the poet-speaker to a

promiscuous et lively nightlife away from the conventions of a staid society. Lulu ® emerges

® Lulu emerges in various forms throughout popular culture — from cartoon strip character to
rock star. Frank Wedekind’s Lulu plays describes Lulu, for instance, as a sexually enticing
young dancer who rises in German society through her relationships with a wealthy man but who
later falls into poverty and prostitution (Mueller viii). The frank depiction of sexuality and

55



mostly as a woman figure throughout popular culture, but in Eliot’s time, she was best known as
the black Lulu in seamen’s drinking songs which are largely imbued with homoerotic titillations
(Johnson 19). It is most likely that Eliot appropriates this version of Lulu, given that Lulu’s
gender identity is never fully revealed throughout the poem. In this sense Lulu gestures towards a
pronounced sexual and spiritual affiliation among male members of a coterie that extends the
tradition of homoerotic comradeship found in sailor fiction, and more precisely in the context of
my argument, towards male literary collaboration, itself with long-standing history. Located both
inside and outside the poem as a figure, as a fetish given the sexual energies associated with his
blackness, and more importantly as a symbolic anus in which the collaborative power of the male
members of Eliot’s coterie is rooted, Lulu embodies subjectivities that only respond to male
influence.

“The Triumph of Bullshit,” “Fragments,” and “Ballade pour la grosse Lulu” are all
undoubtedly rich sites in which the centrality of queerness in Eliot’s authority and authorship is
visible. It is in the “Columbo and Bolo Verses,” however, that the importance of queerness in the
poet’s creative process is most dramatically legible. What specifically stands out most in the
poem is the dramatization of such an issue through the focus on the queer colonial desire for the

racial other. Describing the encounter of strongly sexed Christopher Columbus with King Bolo,®

violence in these plays, including lesbianism and an encounter with Jack the Ripper, was a
controversial issue at the time of its performance (Willet 73n).

° King Bolo might be modeled on a historical figure named King Shamba Bolongongo who died
in 1628, “ruler of the Kuba tribes, legendary for the number of widows and children he left
(Southam 103). It is also likely that Eliot had a primitive figure from W. S. Gilbert’s comedic
ballad “King Borria Bungalee Boo” in mind, “a man-eating African swell” with a small quarry of
all-male subjects (Ricks Inventions 321)
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a well-endowed black monarch, the poems disclose European masculine desire for productivity
and authority grounded upon and buttressed by queer sexual energies. Indeed, from the very
beginning, excremental elements and anal penetration are immediately coupled with European
male procreativity and creativity:

One day the king & queen of Spain

They gave a royal banquet

Columbo having passed away

Was brought in on a blanket

The queen she took an oyster fork

And pricked Columbo’s navel

Columbo hoistered up his ass

And shat upon the table. (Inventions 315)
In the scene above in which Columbo is summoned by King Ferdinand and Queen Isabella to be
authorized to leave Spain to discover a new world as chief Atlantic commander, for instance,
anal excrement is presented as an expression of gratitude and of promise, since the penetrating
prick of the queen’s “oyster fork,” which performs as a sort of initiation ritual, awakens
Columbo from the everyday routine and endows him proper authority, albeit in a queer and wry
way.

Just as the penetrating prick of the queen’s “oyster fork™ and Columbo’s subsequent

excremental performance is described in connection to the enactment of masculine authority, the

“forty tons of bullshit” that Columbo and his envoy proudly carry to the European continent as
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the primary colonial cargo is similarly depicted elsewhere in the poems as a productive outcome
of enacted masculine authority:

“Avast my men” Columbo cried

In accents mild and dulcet

“The cargo that we have aboard

Is forty tons of bullshit”

The merry men set up a cheer

On hearing this reparty. (Inventions 319)
That Columbo brings “tons of bullshit” as a trophy from the New World not only envisions
excremental element as an expendable form of currency but also discloses colonialism’s
masculine authority and victory, and, in a much broader sense, European masculine procreativity,
creativity, and authority as grounded upon queer desires and anal fantasies.

Freud argues, in his formulation of the psychic relation between human waste and money
in “Beyond the Pleasure Principle,” that baby, penis, gift, money, and feces are all
interchangeable in the unconscious, suggestively gesturing to the pleasures, desires, bonds, and
forms of eros that have to do with anus (Freud Character 204). They all are also metonymically
linked as acts of giving and of taking, which often carry erotic and reproductive meanings. Just
as it is precisely the repression of the pleasures and desires linked to the anus that turns feces into
filth and filth into gold in Freud, it is similarly the conflicted relation between queer desires and
literary performance in Eliot, often associated with guilt, that leads to contradictory
representations of “bullshit.” Indeed, throughout the “Columbo and Bolo Verses,” anal

excrement transforms itself from an expression of homage, into the primal colonial cargo, a
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sexual stimulant, and even the substance of a meal. “King Bolo’s swarthy bodyguards,” for
instance, excrete upon their sovereign “[lying] down in the shade” as an expression of homage in
the same way Columbo excretes upon the table to Queen Isabella from gratitude and as promise
(316). Elsewhere in the poems, Columbo rapes the bosun’s wife, stimulated by “a bucket full of
cowshit” she carries along the way, which is similar to the manner in which King Bolo and his
black queen have sexual intercourse, excreting and “A-sitting on their bungholes” (317). Partly
insult and partly sexual exhibitionism, fetish, and even homoerotic flattery, the ubiquitous anal
excrement and performance in these poems gesture not only to the European colonial subjects’
queerness but more importantly to the centrality of queerness in Eliot’s authority and authorship.
Here in the “Columbo and Bolo Verses” as elsewhere, Eliot’s desire to make himself
more masculine manifests itself most emphatically through fantasies of anal penetration. For
instance, in the scene in which Columbo is granted permission from Queen Isabella, the way
Columbo is initiated by the queen is described in amusing terms that suggest the process Eliot
articulates in “The Education of Taste” by which a young effeminate poet is initiated, that is,
through being penetrated by a more masculine precursor. Indeed, with the queer connotations of
the word “queen,” the queen’s penetrating “prick™ signifies a nurturing anal rape and is evidently
a phallic act, since it is homonymically connected to Columbo’s “prick” in the preceding stanza,
which is portrayed as something that needs to be cured: “To Benny then Columbo went/ With
countenance so placid/ And Benny filled Columbo’s prick/ With Muriatic Acid.” Indeed, just as
Columbo needs the queen’s penetrating prick to become properly authorized, his “prick” requires

a cure as a necessary preparative step for the colonial expedition. Additionally, it is worth noting

that it is the “prick” that usually does the filling of whatever orifice it enters. Therefore, Eliot’s
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delineation of the “pricks” as performing dual functions, that is, as something that penetrates on
one hand and something that can be filled on the other, embodies how male literary collaboration
occurs through an intensely erotic bonding between mature and neophyte poets. Indeed, the way
the two pairs -- the queen and Columbo, and Benny the doctor and Columbo -- collaborate
mimics the way the poet needed Pound’s penetration into the draft of The Waste Land.

What is also worth noting about this male-to-male collaboration visible in the Columbo
and Bolo Verses is that, whereas near the beginning of the poems, Columbo is described as
someone who desires and requires penetration, as the plot progresses, he transforms himself into
someone who is capable of penetrating other males, particularly young boys:

The cabin boy they had aboard

His name was Orlandino

A child of upright character

But his language was obscene-o

“Fuck Spiders” was his chief remark

In accents mild and dulcet,

They asked him what there was for lunch

And he simply answered “Bullshit”

Now when they were three weeks at sea

Columbo he grew rooty
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He took his cock in both his hands

And swore it was a beauty.

The cabin boy appeared on deck

And scampered up the mast-o

Columbo grasped him by the balls

And buggered him in the ass-o. (Inventions 317)
Columbo’s maturation from a penetratee to a penetrator corresponds in a sense to the way a
young apprentice grows into an artist through an intense collaboration and struggle with a skilled
master. K. J. Dover’s illuminating study on Greek homosexuality articulates this developmental
process as a licit educational system widespread in Europe throughout history. Usually, in this
master- trainee relationship, which is often imbued with homoerotic titillations and flatteries, the
passive role goes to a young trainee, but the assignment of roles is not permanent because the
young trainee is destined in turn to grow into a master (91). Thus, the homoerotic intertext
inscribed in this relationship has mostly been sheltered unwitnessed and has even been
encouraged, masking itself as a nurturing relationship with a highly educational function (91).

The relationship between Columbo the chief commander and Orlandino, a cabin boy,

which is cited above, indeed mimics and repeats this intensely erotic nurturing relationship of the
apprentice system, with the active role going to the former. “Scampering up the mast-o,” the
cabin boy obviously looks naive and clumsy in his handling of the mast and Eliot’s homonymic
play on the word “mast-0” emphatically brings into focus the boy’s desire for and need of
Columbo’s interference as a necessary step to growth and masculinization. As the boy goes

through this sort of maturation and masculinization, he is likely to gain access to privileges from
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Columbo, privileges to command the labor of colonial slaves and cargo, and women of any class
and race including his own — women he and his fellow crew members acquire through their
colonial expeditions as well as “the Spanish ladies swarmed aboard” (Inventions 319). Thus, “it
would be right for [Orlandino] to perform any service for [Columbo] who improves him in mind
and character, as his offering of “Bullshit” for lunch suggestively demonstrates (Dover 91). On
the other hand, as chief commander, Columbo does not seem to want to be penetrated as much as
he used to. When later in the poems, for instance, “A bullet [comes] along the road/ and up
Columbo’s asshole, [he becomes] so angry” (Inventions 318). Mimicking stereotypical terms
such as “accents mild and dulcet” that are often associated with romantic heterosexual love, the
relationship between Columbo and the cabin boy potently discloses and confirms the erotic
component of male modernist collaboration and, in a much larger sense, of Western male writers’
collaborative authorship.

Male literary collaboration has a long-standing history in the West. Up until the
twentieth-century, authors, patrons, publishers, coteries, and readers, namely, those who make
literary production possible, had been almost exclusively males. Indeed, the materials and
conventions of literary production — from the material shape of the book such as illustrations,
title pages, prefaces, and signatures to peer reviews, peer competition, editing, and transmission
of texts within literary coteries — evidence that collaboration among male artists has been a most
common and wide-spread form of male collaboration (North 56). In his illuminating work
entitled Double Talk, Wayne Koestenbaum defines this collaborative process as the title term
“double talk” to focus on the homoeroticism involved in it, specifically homoeroticism involved

in collaborative writing between two authors. When two men collaborate to create a literary
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work, Koestenbaum argues, they indulge in double talk: they rapidly patter to obscure their erotic
burden, but the ambiguities of their discourse give the taboo subject some liberty to roam (3).
Simply put, men who collaborate engage in a metaphorical sexual intercourse, and the text they
balance between them is alternately the child of their sexual union, and a shared woman (3).
Indeed, aside from the creation and exchange of homoerotically-charged bawdy poems among
the male members of Eliot’s coterie, the instance of Columbo and his men cited above, who
emerge as partners in their colonial mission, makes the indispensability of male homosocial,
homoerotic alliance to literary production vividly legible.

What is also visible is the poem’s implication of the significance of the homoerotic
bonding among male modernist writers through its focus on European white male colonialists’
homoerotic alliance in the colonial, imperialist setting where they are ultimately destined to mate
with African blacks and mimic their queer sexual customs:

King Bolo’s swarthy bodyguard
They numbered three and thirty
A wild and hardy set of blacks
Undaunted by syphilis

They wore. . .

... a pair of great big hairy balls
And a big black knotty penis.
An innocent and playful lot

But most disgusting dirty.
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King Bolo lay down in the shade

His royal breast uncovering

They mounted in a banyan tree

And shat upon their sovereign. (Inventions 316)
As the scene above demonstrates, King Bolo’s and his “filthy” bodyguards’ primitivism
including their excremental performance replaces Eliot’s concern of his own authority and
authorship that is largely expressed through a conflict between the masculine and the feminine
elsewhere with the issue of a less guilty, but more dichotomous and fantasy-prone racial
distinction between European white males and exploitable Third World blacks. However, the
seeming obsession with the stereotypical construction of the African blacks as such only masks a
desire to define and understand Eliot himself, specifically with regard to his feminine, queer
poetic subjectivity and authority. Eliot’s depiction of the bodyguards not as having, but as
wearing “a pair of great big hairy balls and a big black knotty penis,” for instance, represents the
poet’s desire to wear a more compelling, stronger masculine mask or persona. Yet at the same
time, it necessitates an analogy between the Bolovian custom and perverted dressing including
transvestism widespread in Western homosexual culture (Torgovnick 116).

Specifically, King Bolo’s big black queen, “a breech loader” to borrow the poet’s racially
and sexually charged description, a drag queen in other words, emerges comfortably as an
appetitive stimulant both in procreative and creative senses:

Now while Columbo and his men
Were drinking ice cream soda

In burst King Bolo’s big black queen
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That famous old breech l(oader)

Just then they rang the bell for lunch

And served up — Fried Hyenas;

And Columbo said “Will you take tail?”

Or just a bit of p(enis)? (Letters of T. S. Eliot I: 46)
Apparently, there is a connection between the black queen and the ice cream soda and the fried
Hyenas, given that food and sexuality have been historically linked in various cultures and in
various ways. As a euphemism for sperm, ice cream soda or whipped cream has often been used
for intimate titillation and as a sexual stimulant in homoerotic Western culture (Wertheimer 54).
Likewise, animals’ sexual organs are often consumed to increase masculinity and sexual potency
in some Eastern and African queer cultures (Frembgen 311). Therefore, Eliot’s association of the
black drag queen and the combined queer, dirty traits of the First and the Third worlds marks the
queen as a queer collaborator and, in a certain sense, as an invaluable fetish for authorial
ejaculative power and gratification. It must be clearly stated that of course, in the cosmology of
the African natives, masquerading is not perverted dressing in the usual sense of the word.
Available studies suggest that masquerading plays extremely wide roles in the societies we call
primitive.'°

Mariana Torgovnick sagaciously argues in her discussion of modernist Orientalism that

the primitive becomes a convenient locale for the exploration of Western dullness or degeneracy,

and of ways to transcend it, and thus functions as a symbolic entity and that, as so often in the

19 For further Information about this, see pages 200-205 in Richard Schechner’s Performance
Studies: An Introduction.
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West’s encounters with the primitive, the primitive responds to Western needs, becoming the
faithful or distorted mirror of the Western self (153). Torgovnick’s theorization of modernist
Orientalism as a mirror for Westerners is remarkably perceptive, precisely because the creation
of this specific version of the African blacks in Eliot is largely conditioned by and inextricably
implicated with his sense of, anxiety over, disgust towards, or frustration with his own authority:

On Sunday morning after prayers

They took their recreation

The crew assembled on the deck

And practiced masturbation.

Columbo being full of rum

He fell down in a stupor

They turned his asshole S. S. W.

And he cried “I’ll die a pooper!” (Inventions 317)
Part of what is specifically notable about the above quotes is the intensity of which Columbo and
his crew are anxious to emulate sexual perversion and the excremental ritual that King Bolo and
his bodyguards perform, elements that are markedly abhorred and disavowed in his canonical
works. Addressed in terms that suggest a closed-door homosocial gathering, in which the chosen
male members can “practice masturbation,” unhindered, the final goal of which is of course
ejaculation, the Christian edifice celebrated in Eliot’s major works as transcendental authority,
for instance, emerges as a filthy queer site in which Columbo the “pooper” and his men unite

with one another. These European white males’ preoccupation with these sorts of primitive
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customs and homoerotic elements, in my view, mirrors a primitive, obscene, queer side in Eliot,
which only finds its way out in racial terms in a private setting.

This centrality of the homosocial affiliation in Eliot instantly recalls the troubled
connection between what is deemed feminine in the poet and the question of authority and
authorship within himself. | have already argued that a young poet or a poetic subjectivity that
needs maturation is usually feminized in Eliot’s work, both private and public. In a similar way,
the outcome of a young poet’s creative effort, in other words, a work that needs progress is often
feminized or presented in queer terms as something that requires masculine interference or
penetration. In “Fragments,” for instance, the tinker’s cesarean act of ripping up a woman’s
“belly from cunt to navel” gestures to “a process of cure to render a [hysterically effeminate
poetic] work into a cooperative male” counterpart or a process of birthing a masculine work
(Koestenbaum 114). Likewise, when Irishness, blackness, and femininity, the very elements
from which the poet wants to distance his canonical work, are thrown together as in a possum
stew in “Ballade pour la grosse Lulu,” Eliot’s own view of his early work as feminized and
contaminated also becomes evident. Indeed, Eliot is his own “bullshit” or meager work in
progress, which is unable to burst into publication, until he and his work are properly matured
and masculinized.

In his letter to James Joyce in 1921, Eliot calls the “Columbo and Bolo verses” his “epic
ballad” and further anxiously identifies himself and the poems with King Bolo’s big black
bastard queen. Eliot grievingly writes, for instance, because the disruptive elements of color and
sex are in my poems, no one will publish them; therefore my poems and | are as obscene as the

big black queen (Letters of T. S. E. I: 562). As this letter evidently suggests, Eliot was often
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frustrated about his prospect as a poet in his early years and strongly desired his Bolo verses to
be his first burst onto the London literary scene. Eliot was even willing to risk being dangerously
flamboyant to find the publicity he desired (Zwerdling 266-9). When Lewis refused to publish
the poems because of their obscenity, Eliot bitterly wrote to Pound in exactly the same language
he employs in the “Columbo and Bolo verses” to describe the black queen’s mode of performing
herself, in order to describe his own mode and pathos of writing: “I fear that King Bolo and his
Big Black Kween will never burst into print” (Inventions 305). In short, Eliot’s own poems could
not “burst” into print onto the London literary scene with the same ease and agility that Bolo’s
“big black queen” “burst” upon the obscene party of Columbo and his men. Indeed, alluding to
Eliot’s own inability to write and publish and in their circulation only to male writers, all of
Eliot’s Columbo poems reveal themselves as feminized in a certain sense, exemplifying a gang
rape of women (Sedgwick Between Men 124).

On the other hand, in Eliot’s model of a male creative homosocial alliance, where his
own poetic body and subjectivity are feminized, characters that respond to real life women are
strangely renounced and abhorred. Robin Ryle argues in his discussion of male homosocial
alliance that the act of exchanging women among male members through marriage alliances is
known primarily for homosocial bonding, through which to effectively control their female
counterparts, and that in the whole process of this negotiation, women emerge as completely
silent objects (Ryle 324). Ryle’s argumentation about the relegation of women to silent objects in
the marriage process is especially fitting in the context of my argument about male modernists’
homosocial alliance in making themselves more masculine, given, for instance, that “The

Triumph of Bullshit,” in its circulation only to male writers and in its obsessive narcissistic gaze
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on the male narrator, elides any tangible construction of the “ladies” addressed in the poem. It is
as if the very moment to which we most look forward in the wedding ceremony, the moment in
which we expect to hear the famous performative, “I take this woman to be my lawfully wedded
wife” is always postponed until the last moment and ends too short, precisely because of the
other formal issues that need to be taken care of, with active roles always going to the male
members of the family. The whole poem is thickly engaged instead with exposing the very mode
and pathos of a more masculine, stronger agency that the male speaker ardently seeks to activate
his potency or creativity.

Intriguingly, even when a heterosexual love relationship is brought into focus in terms of
the narrative structure of the poet’s bawdy poems, the male penis or male pre-coital performance
is emphatically dramatized. “Fragments,” for instance, strangely focuses more on describing the
tinker’s gargantuan penis and its after-effect rather than the actual intercourse itself, which is
commonly expected in pornotropic works in terms of their narrative structure, similar to the
ways “The Triumph of Bullshit” focuses more on the act of producing “bullshit” than delineating
the ladies addressed in the poem. The coital act itself is elided; we only get the before-and-after:

There was a jolly tinker came across the sea

With his four and twenty inches hanging to his knee

Chorus With his long-pronged hongpronged
Underhanded babyfetcher

Hanging to his knee.

It was a sunny summer day the tinker was in heat
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With his eight and forty inches hanging to his feet.
O mother dear mother I thought that | was able

But he ripped up my belly from my cunt to my navel

With his whanger in his hand he walked through the hall

“By God” said the cook “he’s a gona fuck us all.”

With his whanger in his hand he walked through the hall

“By God” said the cook “he’s a gone and fucked us all” (Inventions 314)
The tinker’s performance transgressing yet bypassing the daughter’s body evidences, in a
peculiar sense, that Eliot exploits language from a woman’s body to describe his own
intellectually and emotionally troubled relations with other male writers, which is required in his
authorship, and that the suppression of women is unavoidable. Indeed, in this whole process, the
daughter’s desire is muted, her words, unfinished. What she thought she was able and how she
felt about her raped body are also not known. Depicted as discontinuous and fragmented, her
ripped belly only exposes the vexed site of modernists authors’ intensely homoerotic
collaborative attempts at circuitously locating their own (pro)creativity.

To take another example, Queen Isabella, in endowing Columbo with the authority to

lead the colonial expedition at the start of the poems, as is already seen, performs as a
degendered, more mature accomplice who arouses male procreative energies. That is to say,

although apparently a female character, she does not perform a role customarily attributed to
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women. Noticeably, however, in the next moment after Columbo has been properly authorized,
the queen is mysogynically degraded to a “Spanish whore” and is thus placed in direct
opposition to the masculine potency that emerges through male bonding among Columbo and his
men: Columbo and his merry men/ They set sail from Genoa/ Queen Isabella was aboard/ That
famous Spanish whore (Inventions 315). In other words, it is precisely when the queen plays an
apparently womanly role that her function as a possible impregnator is invalidated and she is
relegated to merely an object of exchange or an object that needs to be transcended.
It is important to note that, by corollary, the sexual intercourse between Columbo and the

black queen happens after Columbo has been properly authorized by Queen Isabella:

One day Columbo and the queen

They fell into a quarrel

Columbo showed his disrespect

By farting in a barrel.

The queen she called him horse’ ass

And “dirty Spanish loafer”

They terminated the affair

By fucking on the sofa. (Inventions 318)
Given the queerness embedded in her title and appearance — “King Bolo’s big black bastard
Kween” — the intercourse between Columbo and the black queen signals not a heterosexual love
but a male bonding, but a bonding between equals, rather than the type of bonding between a
master and an apprentice. This is obvious when farting, literally an empty and unproductive

gesture, is performed to show disrespect to the black queen whereas Columbo’s excreting
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performance on the table is required as a form of showing Queen Isabella respect and gratitude.
Significantly, Columbo and the black queen treat each other equally and disrespectfully, by
quarrelling, by exchanging dirty gestures and jokes, and eventually by “fucking on the sofa.” The
fact that only masculinized queens emerge as central and can relate with Columbo, alongside the
absence of heterosexual love-making, is in fact necessary in terms of the narrative structure of
the poems to dramatize not only the alliance between Columbo and his men more forcefully but
also the significance of male bonding in general in mustering up male potency and masculine
authority.

In fact, every time an apparently female agency that corresponds to a real life woman is
introduced, the “Columbo and Bolo Verses” elaborately move athwart the performative
convention of heteronormative sexual relationship and performance:

One Sunday evening after tea

They went to storm a whore house.

As they were scrambling up the steps

Twas then Columbo his got

Molto vivace [musical direction]

A great big whore from the seventh story window

She floored him with a pisspot. (Inventions 315)
The great big whore’s pisspot embodies a womb, but a womb dangerously uncontrollable with
its devouring sexuality and, in a sense, disturbing hysteria. Where heterosexual erotic intercourse
is supposed to take place, there is thus unexpected violence, violence against masculinity, a

symbolic castration of male (pro)creativity. As elsewhere in other bawdy poems, we are
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repeatedly led to a similar moment throughout the poems, in which the normative heterosexual
love relationship is elided. One of the stanzas of “Columbo and the Bolo verses,” for instance,
starts with “Avast my men’” Columbo cried/In accents mild and dulcet” and abruptly ends with
“And the band struck up “The Whore House Ball”/In accents deep and farty” (318-9). It is
indeed remarkable that where there should be a “Whore House Ball,” nothing really happens.
Instead, Columbo’s accents mild and dulcet in his calling his men are given an added emphasis
in their contrast to the band’s “accents deep and farty” in their crying out “The Whore House
Ball.” Bearing in mind the word “farty” can signify emptiness and nothingness in its association
with wind or fart, the evident lack of a heteronormative romance between male and female
suggests that here as elsewhere, Eliot’s women figures are simply deployed for male homosocial

bonding to become possible.

**k*

Written throughout the poet’s entire life, Eliot’s bawdy poems showed that queerness is
an essential component in his authority and authorship. Although testing out various poetic
voices and possibilities, the early Eliot largely sees his poetic subjectivity and body as feminine
and delineates them as something that needs to be transcended through a proper initiation, almost
always figured as male penetration or male rape. Although outwardly in pursuit of a masculine
ideal and impersonal poetic voice, the later Eliot had kept composing these bawdy poems in
secret and circulating them among his close male friends. However, this feminine, bawdy voice

was likely to harm his reputation as a canonical modernist writer, it had to be suppressed in
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public. In “The Love Song of St. Sebastian,” the struggle with and disavowal of what Eliot
considers as this sort of undesirable poetic self visibly emerge, a poem that is not commonly
classified as one of Eliot’s bawdy poems but nonetheless provides tangible insight into Eliot’s
puzzling authority. In the first stanza of the poem, the poet-speaker — represented as St.
Sebastian**, a popular gay icon since Wilde’s days — is depicted as being intent on killing himself
in his own imagination, inspired by his passion for a lover in white:

| would flog myself until | bled,

And after hour on hour of prayer

And torture and delight

Until my blood should ring the lamp

And glisten in the light;

| should arise your neophyte

And then put out the light

To follow where you lead,

To follow where your feet are white

In the darkness toward your bed

And where your gown is white

And against your gown your braided hair.

Then you would take me in

1 For more information about St. Sebastian as a popular gay icon, read Richard A. Kaye’s
“Losing His Religion: Saint Sebastian as Contemporary Gay Martyr.” in Outlooks: Lesbian and
Gay Sexualities and Visual Cultures. According to Kaye, for instance, contemporary gay men
have seen in Sebastian at once a stunning advertisement for homosexual desire (indeed, a
homoerotic ideal), and a prototypical portrait of tortured closet case (105).
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Because | was hideous in your sight

You would take me in without shame. (Inventions 78)
The saint is evidently feminized in the ways he shows admiration to his lover whereas the lover
herself is necessarily masculinized in their love relationship. The saint is obviously masochistic:
in his own imagination, he attempts to “flog himself until he [bleeds]” in the belief that his lover
would only accept him in his “hideous” form, thus defining himself as a passive agent that can
only be valued by someone with whom he comes into sadomasochist relation. Additionally, the
saint imagines himself as an effeminate “neophyte” in his relationship to his lover, who would
lead him “where [her] feet are white,” strikingly the same way early Eliot defines himself as
feminine in relation to what he deems masculine literary edifice.

In the second stanza, however, the saint spectacularly transforms himself into a sadist,

imagining strangling the lover of his initial passion to death:

| would come with a towel in my hand

And bend your head beneath my knees;

Your ears curl back in a certain way

Like no one’s else in all the world.

| shall remember how your ears were curled.

| should for a moment linger

And follow the curve with my finger

And your head beneath my knees---

| think that at last you would understand. (78)
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Seemingly, these imagined acts of loving and of murdering are incompatible (Miller 244).
Viewed in relation to the poet’s troubled sense of his earlier poetic persona as something
feminine that must be eventually transcended, the concomitance of these seemingly contradictory
acts makes much sense, however. Indeed, they embody the two faces of a coin in Eliot’s psyche.
On one hand, because the feminine, masochist side is unavoidably his own, the poet inextricably
comes into a narcissistic love relation with it. On the other, because the poet desires to eventually
form an organic whole with the masculine tradition, that part of his subjectivity must be hated
and be murdered in the most virile, aggressive, violent ways. The coexistence of these
contradicting voices — one, essentially Prufrockian, the other Sweeney-like — in Eliot’s canonical
poems might be understood in this complex context of the poet’s own sense of his authority. Of
course, this ceaseless confrontation between the feminine and masculine voices within the poet,
as | have already argued, gestures to, in its final destination, the celebration of the homosocial
relationship between male writers in the creative process and the affirmation of the male tradition
of writing. Yet, as we will see in the next chapter, Eliot’s performances to muster up masculine
authority are doomed to fail, precisely because of the contradictions internally inscribed in his
poetic subjectivity, that he denounces feminine elements and yet his language is feminine, and
that the poet’s disavowal of homosexuality is ceaselessly in conflict with his poetic performance

of anal fantasies that are always in need of other male agencies’ intrusion.
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Chapter 2

March Hare’s Public Performances: Eliot’s Public Poems

Whereas Eliot’s private, bawdy poetry is a sort of a rehearsal site in which the poet tests
out various voices and personas and comes to terms with his poetic energies in unbridled
obscene terms, the poet’s canonical poetry, as a public performative space in its entirety,
materializes the poet’s authority in much more restrained terms. The speaker’s voice of the
bawdy verse that finds release as fantasies of, for example, insatiable Spaniards and Caribbean
blacks with gargantuan genitals, satisfying their sexual desires in any available orifice, is largely
repressed in Eliot’s public, canonical poems, and an antithetical voice prevails there instead.
Most of the male speakers or characters in Prufrock and Other Observations are indeed depicted
as “congested with learning, hyper-critical, concerned, and self-conscious . . . filled with a sad
desiccation” (Ackroyd 39). Gerontion and Burbank, characters who are arguably the most
symptomatic of the milieu of Eliot’s published second volume of poetry, Poems, are also
imagined as impaled upon their own lacerating self-consciousness. Above all, caught between
conscience and doubt, they are described as incapable of being passionately absorbed in anything
and thus of believing in anything. Tiresias, a character who, according to Eliot’s somewhat
misleading note, unites all the other consciousnesses in The Waste Land, is in fact a modern day
voyeur, whose subjectivity consists only in “what [he] saw” in the past, not what he does; his
will to act seems completely paralyzed and so he remains within his own consciousness

(Collected Poems 82).
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A number of modernist scholars including Van Wyck Brooks and Manju Jain have
maintained that such overly feminine, acutely self-conscious, rather passive characters are the
very hallmark of Eliot’s major public poems (Jain 82-7). In James Miller’s historicist reading of
Eliot’s major poems, these Prufrockian characters are immediately coupled with the Eliot
revealed in various descriptions of friends and acquaintances in their shared femininity, self-
conscious role-playing, and sober seriousness (75). In his thorough biography on the poet,
Ackroyd also tellingly argues that these characters remarkably mirror Eliot’s own image of
himself as feminine, awkward and pretentious in public, and highly misogynic (44). However, in
my view, what makes Eliot’s major poems fascinatingly attractive are precisely those
marginalized minor characters and tropes located at the other end of the spectrum: the uncultured,
barbaric materialist Bleistein, “whose lusterless protrusive eye” registers no feelings even when
he sees the highly cultivated artwork of Canaletto; Sweeney, the epitome of the animalistic,
sensual man, reminiscent of such characters as the tinker in Eliot’s bawdy poems; and Grishkin,
whose characteristically sensual and yet dangerous charm is placed in direct opposition to what
is deemed the masculine ideal in Eliot (Collected Poems 42). Indeed, it is the very existence of
such minor characters as Madame Sosostris, the typist and the clerk, the unnamed lower-class
female speaker narrating a story about Lil and Albert, and Tiresias, the voyeuristic androgyne,
namely, such impure characters disavowed as “waste” that makes The Waste Land fascinatingly
attractive and exciting.

At first glance, these trash tropes visible in Eliot’s public work look much different from
such “bullshit” tropes as the tinker and Columbo in Eliot’s bawdy poems, presumably because in

creating the former, Eliot employs an impersonality technique to distance his own hated self
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from it whereas the latter is mostly a performative outcome of Eliot’s direct projection of himself.
They differ little in essence, however, only by a neck. That is to say, the homoerotically-charged
“bullshit” tropes that pervade Eliot’s private, bawdy poems, whose sexual energies and desires
hint at Eliot’s own desire for male-to-male collaboration, closely resembles the trash tropes in his
public work, tropes marginalized and abhorred in their embodiment of femininity, otherness, or
queerness. In my view, the differing degree to which the poet projects his own hated self in
delineating the trash tropes in his public, canonical poems only serve to mask their immediate
closeness. In Eliot’s private work, for instance, bawdy characters are largely portrayed as comic,
harmless figures because of the poet’s rather candid acknowledgement of their shared
commonness in his keen sense of himself as a young effeminate poet who needs to be properly
initiated and authorized. In his canonical work, however, these almost same tropes are
vehemently disavowed as something that must be transcended precisely because of their being a
ceaseless reminder of what has to be severed from the public Eliot — femininity and queerness.
However, again, they are quite the same in terms of their queer temperament and performance.
Indeed, Eliot intends his poetic voice and authority to become less feminine, less queer
and more masculine in his public work. Therefore, the poet begins distancing himself from such
bullshit tropes that evoke those qualities, that is, tropes that are overfertile, hysteric, impure, and
thus uncontrollable. Women are largely suppressed and Jews, Blacks, and Irish, namely, tropes
that are metonymically linked to the feminine, even more so. In conjunction with the suppression
of these trash tropes, the poet’s desire for a homosocial affiliation is largely sublimated into a
desire to be united with what is imagined as masculine order and male tradition of writing in

Eliot, and is articulated in terms that do not transgress the heteronormative sensibility. As we
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will see in this chapter, however, the fulfillment of the poet’s almost foolhardy desire for a
masculine authority and of his desire to participate in male literary tradition building are forever
delayed, precisely because the poet almost always places himself in the position of the feminine
in his erotic, queer relation to the tradition. Additionally, as | will argue in this chapter, a
complete disavowal of the trash tropes in his public works in his own embattled sense of the
feminine and the masculine is ultimately an impossible project for the very reason that the hated
feminine or queer elements in these tropes are necessary conditions for his normative creativity

to properly operate.

**k*

In making his authorial voice more masculine and impersonal in his public, canonical
poetry, Eliot vigilantly distances himself from the queer aspects that pervade his bawdy poems.
As a result, queerness is almost completely muted or surfaces only either as unconditional
respect or love for masculine tradition or as cited authority of his literary forefathers. That is to
say, the open homoeroticism of the bawdy poems is sublimated into a socially acceptable form
that does not transgress the heteronormative sensibility and normative literary practice on one
hand. On the other hand, the very queer elements that the poet sees as disturbing, precisely
because of the commonness he shares with them, are entirely projected upon women characters
or what can be imagined as feminine. Thus, the masculine ideal or wholeness is presented in a
much more intense opposition to the poet’s own sense of the feminine in Eliot’s public,

canonical poems; women and the feminine are largely criticized and disavowed for their
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pollutedness and fragmentedness, and the tone of brooding dislike or fear of women becomes
much more clear.

In “Sweeney Erect,” which was written in 1917 and was first published in Art and Letters
in 1919, the poet’s experimentation with making his authority more masculine and impersonal is
dramatized through the focus on an exploitive relationship between an animalistic male character
Sweeney and an unnamed prostitute described as an “epileptic on the bed” (Collected Poems 45):

Morning stirs the feet and hands
(Nausicaa and Polypheme),
Gesture of orang-outang

Rises from the sheets in steam.

This withered root of knots of hair
Slitted below and gashed with eyes,
This oval O cropped out with teeth:

The sickle motion from the thighs

Jackknifes upward at the knees
Then straightens out from heel to hip
Pushing the framework of the bed
And clawing at the pillow slip. (44)
The above quotes illustrate a heterosexual relationship without a sexual act itself, which is

characteristic of Eliot’s poems. Of course, given that, as Eliot himself maintains, “Sweeney Erect”
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IS an ironic commentary upon the wholeness of the mind and the innate worth of the individual
that Western society has idealized through various symbolic and material, institutional and
structural devices, it is not entirely surprising that a love story between this couple is not
romantic in any sense (Jain 103). Nonetheless, there is evidently something strange in the way
Eliot elides the scene of what is supposed to be a heterosexual relationship, if not blissful. The
scene above is richly stuffed with phallic symbols such as “root,” “sickle,” and “jackknife.” “The
sickle motion,” “straightens out,” “pushing,” and “clawing,” all of which are descriptors for
movements, also evoke strong masculinity, in conjunction with the sexual pun in the title.
Likewise, the passive forms of the verbs, “slitted,” “gashed,” and “cropped out” suggest
masculine violence performed upon women with a phallic knife, especially given that the first
two words are slang terms for female genitalia. However, here as elsewhere in Eliot’s bawdy
poems, the poem is silent about the sexual act itself.

Circulatively eliding the sexual intercourse between Sweeney and the prostitute, the
poem is instead preoccupied with introducing a paternal intertext of homecoming, an aim that,
when fulfilled, would verify male potency and procreativity. Indeed, as Burton Blistein argues,
in Eliot’s public poems, there is always a lingering yearning for the “return to the home of [his]
ancestors or first parents,” simply put, a desire for being united with and included in the
masculine order and tradition (120). Odysseus and Theseus, the legendary heroes alluded to in
the epigraph and the two opening stanzas of “Sweeney Erect” are in fact eternal heroic travelers
questing for Home, an ideal that can never be fulfilled but has been nonetheless ever-present
over generations (104). What is intriguing about this quest as a theme in Eliot, though, is an

emphasis on a required sacrifice of a mediator, a role which is mostly performed by women.

82



Indeed, Eliot’s cited allusions about Greek heroes gesture towards the women being utilized or
sacrificed for masculine goals, figured here as homecoming. Odysseus, for instance, takes
advantage of Nausicaa to win her father’s confidence and generosity, both material and spiritual,
which will bring him back to Ithaca. Likewise, Theseus uses Ariadne to find his way out of the
labyrinth after he has killed the Minotaur. Aspatia, originally the heroine of The Maid’s Tragedy,
who evokes the predicament of Ariadne in the first two stanzas of the poem as a speaker, is also
a broken-hearted female figure who, like Nausicaa and Ariadne, has been exploited and later
abandoned by a male hero. Needless to say, the prostitute in which Sweeney indulges is similarly
exploited and then neglected for Sweeney’s homecoming, albeit in a wry sense, given that he is
compared to Polyphemus, the uncouth Cyclops, not Odysseus or Theseus.

This imagining of women not as ultimate lovers but mostly as mediators, through which
to fulfill male characters’ homecomings in effect gestures towards a male homosocial desire.
Indeed, what is specifically exciting in the following part of “Sweeney Erect” is its emboldened
focus on the male character’s preoccupation with a post-coital waking-up ritual, which, in my
view, embodies the poet’s need for a homosocial’/homoerotic alliance in constructing his
authority as more masculine:

Sweeney addressed full length to shave
Broadbottomed, pink from nape to base,
Knows the female temperament

And wipes the suds around his face.
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Tests the razor on his leg

Waiting until the shriek subsides. (44-5)
In various cultures throughout history, males have collectively aimed to look theatrically
impressive to one another, rather than to their female counterparts in various ritual, political, and
religious occasions to mark rites of passage to adulthood, to emphasize their rank or status, or to
show submission to authority (Schechner 67). In accordance with such needs, diverse techniques
of male grooming have been systematically developed and practiced as a sort of collective male
performance across cultures, among which shaving has emerged as a primary form. In religious
ceremonies in ancient India, for instance, the hair on the chest and pubic area of male
participants was shaved every fourth day, and in Roman times the first hair removal of a young
male marked the arrival of his masculinity and adulthood (74). In my view, Sweeney’s shaving
ritual carried out after his intercourse has a similar purpose. Together with his “broadbottomed”
morphology, this act of shaving and of “[testing] the razor on his leg” works not towards the
heterosexual love act itself, but towards the theatricality of male sexuality, or put differently,
male potency and procreativity, through which the genealogy of male members of the society is
operative and affirmed and the homosocial/homoerotic bond of its male members, reinforced.
Eliot’s focus on Sweeney’s shaving performance stunningly mirrors the stylized, repeated
execution of such make-belief performance that has been collectively attempted by the male
members of society over generations.

In a sense, Sweeney evokes the tinker of the bawdy poem discussed in Chapter One, in

his command of enormous sexual energy and in his embodiment of callousness and violence

exerted upon women. Both poems indeed share a thematic similarity, in their circulative eliding

84



of the actual intercourse itself that is evidently intended to point elsewhere. For example,
“Sweeney Erect” is preoccupied with describing Sweeney’s after-coital performance and the
aftereffect of the intercourse performed upon the prostitute in a way similar to how “Fragments”
is preoccupied with delineating the tinker’s pre-coital performance with his gargantuan penis and
its aftereffect upon the daughter’s body. What makes “Sweeney Erect” the poet’s public poem,
though, whereas “Fragments” is among Eliot’s suppressed and closeted bawdy poems is the very
existence of the cited authority of the paternal literary texts of his choice, which, in my view,
dramatizes Eliot’s desire to be united with his chosen literary forefathers. Indeed, the cited
paternal texts in Eliot’s public poems function not only as a means of validating the literariness
and authenticity of his own poems but also as a means of constructing what is deemed ideal male
literary genealogy by the poet within his own work, just as the private circulation of his bawdy
poems only among the male authors of his choice functions as a means of constructing the poet’s
own homoerotically-charged literary coterie later known as high modernist writers (Lamos
Deviant Modernism 68). Indeed, in Eliot the fulfillment of homecoming means not the
gratification of heterosexual love and pleasure but the homoerotically-charged unification with
the masculine authority, order, and tradition.

In my view, “Whispers of Immortality,” which was written between 1915 and 1918 and
first published in the Little Review in 1918, closely resembles “Sweeney Erect” in its identical
theme of suppressing women and the feminine, revealing Eliot’s need to suppress what is
considered as feminine within himself in his strong desire for a more masculine authority.

Feelings of brooding dislike or contempt towards the feminine surface when, for instance,
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Grishkin appears in the middle of the poem, a loose foreign woman who is described as wearing
heavy make-up and dressing in an indecent manner:

Grishkin is nice: her Russian eye

Is underlined for emphasis;

Uncorseted, her friendly bust

Gives promise of pneumatic bliss

The couched Brazilian jaguar
Compels the scampering marmoset
With subtle effluence of cat;

Grishkin has a maisonette;

The sleek Brazilian jaguar
Does not in its arboreal gloom
Distil so rank a feline smell

As Grishkin in a drawing-room.

And even the Abstract Entities
Circumambulate her charm;
But our lot crawls between dry ribs

To keep our metaphysics warm. (Collected Poems 55-6)
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Grishkin’s underlined foreign “eye” and her uncorseted bust only promise ephemeral “pneumatic
bliss,” not a happy unification between male and female, and her Russianness, read in the sinister
political context across Europe of Eliot’s time, suggests not erotic otherness but rather, the
dangers and corruption that lurk in her brassy friendliness. Additionally, Eliot’s ending of each
odd line of the first cited stanza with Grishkin’s body parts performatively breaks up her body
and denies her wholeness. Described only in mutilated bodily and material terms, Grishkin
therefore does not fulfill any gratification, either sexual or spiritual. What is visible here instead
is the poet’s struggle to control and transcend the vulgar attractiveness and corruption that
Grishkin embodies in her entirety.

Intriguingly, just like the conflict between the feminine and masculine elements is
dramatized in “Sweeney Erect,” here, the conflict between Grishkin’s feline femininity and what
is imagined as ideal masculine authority by Eliot is dramatized through the focus on the deadly
hunt between the scampering marmoset and the Brazilian jaguar. Although a number of
modernist scholars have pointed out that Grishkin is compared to “the couched Brazilian jaguar,”
given that they share a “feline smell” in common, it seems to me that Grishkin rather
corresponds to the marmoset for the following reasons (Tiwari 46). First, the jaguar’s sex is
never clearly revealed, and Eliot initially identified it with the male pronoun in the first edition of
the poem, which he later neutralized. Second, Eliot distances the subtleness and sleekness of the
jaguar from the “feline smell” that Grishkin emits and its natural, “arboreal” cleanness from the
rankness of Grishkin’s modern luxuries. The jaguar therefore functions as a male collaborator to

mute what Grishkin evokes in her entirety, namely, her dangerous sexuality and feminine
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potency in a broader sense that are threatening to the wholeness of masculine subjectivity and the
cited authority of Eliot’s literary and philosophical fathers.

Indeed, “Whispers of Immortality” is remarkably structured to restore the paternal order
and masculine authority Eliot strongly desires. It begins with a queer elaboration of the
metaphysical poets, John Webster and John Donne, whose unified sensibility is praised
elsewhere in his canonical essay entitled “The Metaphysical Poets:”

WEBSTER was much possessed by death
And saw the skull beneath the skin;
And breastless creatures under ground

Leaned backward with a lipless grin.

Daffodil bulbs instead of balls
Stared from the sockets of the eyes!
He knew that thought clings round dead limbs

Tightening its lusts and luxuries.

Donne, | suppose, was such another
Who found no substitute for sense;
To seize and clutch and penetrate,

Expert beyond experience,

He knew the anguish of the marrow
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The ague of the skeleton;
No contact possible to flesh

Allayed the fever of the bone.

Grishkin is nice. . . (55)

As a critical commentary upon the contemporary dissociation of the intellect and the senses, that
is to say, upon the very feature that Grishkin embodies, the paternal intertext about metaphysical
poets that opens the poem is transgressed, as the quotes above demonstrate, at first by the radical
intrusion of the polluted female Grishkin. Then, as | analyzed earlier in the scene of the deadly
hunt between the marmoset and the Brazilian jaguar, after performatively denying Grishkin’s
wholeness and potency, the poem finally returns back where it begins: “But our lot crawls
between dry ribs/ To keep our metaphysics warm.” What is indeed especially intriguing here is
that the jaguar’s “effluence” and its “waste” are simply deployed to restore the paternal order,
order that has been established at the beginning of the poem by means of the cited authority of
Webster and Donne, in a way strikingly similar to how “bullshit” does so, as primal colonial
cargo and sexual stimulant, or as a substance of meal in Eliot’s bawdy poems, specifically in the
“Columbo and Bolo Verses.”

Koestenbaum argues, in his discussion of the queer collaboration between Eliot and
Pound on The Waste Land, that the two poets can unite because they see the discontinuous poem
as a woman in need of a cure (114). He proceeds to argue that “the poem’s ailing body stands in
for Eliot’s body, and for the body of his ‘mad’ wife, Vivien,” that “the poem is a hysteric with

whom the two men form a triangle (114). Koestenbaum’s interpretation of the poem as Eliot’s
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and Vivien’s ailing bodies seems somewhat misleading, but his analysis of the poem as a
hysterical female that can unite the two poets seems to fit the recurring pattern in Eliot’s poetry
that I discuss elsewhere in Chapter One, a pattern of “male traffic in women” as a way to better
locate, make sense of, and work through their allied procreativity and creativity, in order to
eventually masculinize their work and restore the paternal order. Indeed, in one of Eliot’s earlier
major poems entitled “Hysteria,” this theme of male alliance as a way to (re)claim the paternal
order and masculine authority is embodied as an alliance between the male speaker and an
elderly male waiter in their attempt to mute a hysterical female body, so that the former can
restore his (pro)creativity and, by corollary, his ability to concentrate:
... 'was drawn in by short gasps, inhaled at each momentary recovery, lost
finally in the dark caverns of her throat, bruised by the ripple of unseen muscles.
An elderly waiter with trembling hands was hurriedly spreading a pink and white
checked cloth over the rusty green iron table, saying: “If the lady and gentleman
wish to take their tea in the garden, if the lady and gentleman wish to take their
tea in the garden. . .” I decided that if the shaking of her breasts could be stopped,
some of the fragments of the afternoon might be collected, and | concentrated my
attention with careful subtlety to this end. (Collected Poems 34)
The waiter’s repeated words, together with his “trembling” gestures that mimic the hysterical
female body, bring the reader’s attention away from, to borrow Lamos’ terms, “the maternal
intertext” to paternal order (Deviant Modernism 57). The waiter’s will to concentrate on his job
undoubtedly facilitates the speaker’s will to concentrate on his own, although the poem itself is

silent about whether this strategy worked or not in the end. In a certain sense, their alliance
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corresponds to the homoerotic titillations and flirtations Eliot was engaged in with Pound and
many others in his circulation of the bawdy poems and in the creating process of The Waste Land
as a way to optimize his ability to create and masculinize his otherwise disordered, feminine
poems.
Significantly, Eliot’s canonical poems seem mostly to require a feminine agency such as
a female body as a poetic substance, or put more correctly, a poetic catalyst that is geared to
facilitating the poet’s alliance with a different male consciousness, which, in his own
imagination, would eventually lead to the masculinization of his own authority and a fulfillment
of his creative ejaculative desire in a desirable sense. Eliot’s explication of how poetic creation
occurs with his much discussed analogy of platinum as a creative catalyst in “Tradition and
Individual Talent” seems suggestive in this context of my argument about the literary
performance that largely takes place based on male alliance:
| therefore invite you to consider, as a suggestive analogy, the action which takes
place when a bit of finely filiated platinum is introduced into a chamber
containing oxygen and sulphur dioxide . . . . .. When the two gases previously
mentioned are mixed in the presence of a filament of platinum, they form
sulphurous acid. This combination takes place only if the platinum is present;
nevertheless the newly formed acid contains no trace of platinum, and the
platinum itself is apparently unaffected; has remained inert, neutral, and
unchanged. The mind of the poet is the shred of platinum. It may partly or
exclusively operate upon the experience of the man himself; but, the more perfect

the artist, the more completely separate in him will be the man who suffers and
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the mind which creates; . . . . The more perfectly will the mind digest and

transmute the passions which are its material. (Selected Prose 40-1)
Eliot’s description of the way poetic creation occurs is essentially queer, precisely because it is
described in material and sexual terms and is pervaded with same-sex desires. A simple
displacement of the term “platinum” into a female agency could do more to shake the long-
standing belief in Eliot’s authority as reactionary and homophobic; the excerpt above from
“Tradition and Individual Talent” suggests that the mind of a male poet is not in effect “the shred
of platinum,” but more precisely, the queer agency that can “mix” and mate with the minds of
males in a closed “chamber” only in the presence of a female catalyst, with “the newly formed
acid” being an embodiment of a queer creative outcome of male same-sex literary collaboration,
not the fruit of heteronormative, reactionary subjectivity. Of course, “the shred of platinum”
remains silent, like the muted female body in “Hysteria” in this whole transformative process,
unattended and neglected.

Eliot’s abiding desire for masculinized voice and authority also manifests itself through
borrowing masculine forms from the distant past as well. Eliot, for instance, composed the now
deleted section of “The Fire Sermon” about a woman named Fresca in the mock-heroic writing
style of Alexander Pope, revealing his desire to purify and masculinize what he sees as feminine
influence and corruption:

Admonished by the sun’s inclining ray,
The white-armed Fresca blinks, and yawns, and gapes,

Aroused from dreams of love and pleasant rapes
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Leaving the bubbling beverage to cool,

Fresca slips softly to the needful stool,

Where the pathetic tale of Richardson

Eases her labour till the deed is done

Odours, confected by the cunning French,

Disguise the good old female stench./hearty female stench. (The Waste Land: A

Facsimile 23-7)
Evidently, here Fresca is mocked for being both a shallow reader and dime writer. What is
specifically interesting about the quotes above, though, is the poem’s critique of Fresca through
the focus on her preoccupation with her bowel movement. Since she is depicted as doing nothing
creative and productive, her excrement, if any, corresponds to unintellectual writing in a manner
similar to how bodily excrements figured as “possum stew” correspond to something that needs
to go through a maturation and masculinization process in “Ballade pour la grosse Lulu.” It is
also worth noting that the authors Fresca explores including Richardson are those whom Eliot
considers feminized and that the reference to her writing only appears later in the fragment very
briefly and in a belittling tone: she “may as well write poetry as count sheep” (27). Eliot hence
obviously suggests Fresca’s approach to both reading and writing as “soapy” and not intellectual,
and as transgressing the masculine authority he intends to emulate, and as something that
requires purification and masculinization. Eliot’s use of a mock-heroic writing style in
constructing the Fresca part, a masculinized literary form, in effect, commonly used for epic and

narrative poetry, indeed mirrors Eliot’s desire to break from the impure feminine elements,
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although it was Pound’s removal of this part that ironically made The Waste Land more
masculine.

However, Eliot’s literary performance to masculinize his voice and authority in his
canonical poems through a variety of strategies always fails, precisely because of the homoerotic
and gqueer components that cannot be completely separated from his own authorial voice. For
instance, in the process where Webster and Donne are discussed in confrontation with Grishkin
in “Whispers of Immortality,” the poem amusingly evokes erotic imagination and experiences in
a way similar to how “Sweeney Erect” gestures to the poet’s erotic desire to be united with the
masculine order and ideal when addressing Sweeney’s post-coital ritual, since the literary
practice of the two metaphysical poets by means of which Eliot desires to construct a literary
genealogy within his own work are described in bodily and material terms, just like the female
character Grishkin. Indeed, “a direct sensuous apprehension of thought, or a recreation of
thought into feeling”; and “the ability to [transmute] ideas into sensations,” the very qualities that
Eliot celebrates in these poets in “The Metaphysical Poets,” are suggested in intensely sensuous
terms and inseparable from the body (Selected Prose 63-66). Additionally, as Colleen Lamos
claims, Eliot describes the lust of mind or thought as stronger than the lust of the body, when
addressing Webster’s metaphysics as “thought clings round dead limbs/ Tightening its lusts and
luxuries.” It follows then that in Eliot as well as in these poets, “the mind is superior to the body
in its capacity for sexual temptation and gratification” (Lamos Deviant Modernism 90). “No
contact possible to flesh” can bring comparable satisfaction because, in them, sexual desire, “a
fever of the bone” is located in the mental, creative realm (Collected Poems 55). Illuminating

that the fulfillment of desire in erotic possession can be achieved on the level of the mind, the
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poem indeed authorizes contradicting desires, at once platonic and bodily, and offers
performative momentum by which Eliot’s authority reveals itself as inseparable from a queer
desire for the body.

At first glance, Eliot’s articulation of the metaphysical poets in such erotic and sexual
terms seems to fundamentally contradict his own notion of impersonality and of the creative,
intellectual ability that the poet intends to borrow from them in order to construct his own
masculinized voice and authority. However, it is important to note that they are dead poets.
Indeed, the love for dead same-sex ancestors is the only form of homoerotic love that can pass as
ideal in a heteronormative society, uncriticized and unstigmatized, a society that cannot imagine
and sustain a form of patriarchy that is not homophobic. Thus, Donne knew how “to seize and
clutch and penetrate” into the collective masculine senses in the same way Webster “knew that
thought clings round dead limbs/ Tightening its lusts and luxuries” (55). Likewise, it is only
through conceptualizing the metaphysical theory of poetry in bodily and erotic terms that Eliot
can express his own desire “to seize and clutch and penetrate” into the collective male body,
often figured as intellectual, spiritual, or divine, itself not a genetic conception, but culturally and
politically constructed and thus hyper-gendered. In short, this collective male desire that seems
purely incorporeal and spiritual can only be fulfilled through being satisfied on the level of the
senses and the body in sexual fantasies. In my view, what constructs Eliot’s authority in his
major works is the very dynamic relationship between these seemingly different groups of tropes,
whose “efficacy arises within the very forces of power whose arrangements of presence and

absence it seeks to challenge” (McKenzie 43).
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Indeed, sexual and bodily components in the male homosocial alliance including male
literary collaboration are the most primal among all symbolic and material bases that link males
to males and by which males enhance the status of males and buttress their authority, potency,
and procreativity. In Eliot’s canonical work, this desire for the male body which is in a sense
required to constitute his authority mostly masks as a conscious effort to contribute to the
collective masculine tradition and often manifests itself as libidinal creativity and in bodily
languages. In “Tradition and Individual Talent,” for example, Eliot strikingly places much
emphasis upon the bond that a poet needs to retain with his literary predecessors and with
tradition as a whole in the following ways:

Tradition is a matter of much wider significance. It cannot be inherited, and if you
want it you must obtain it by great labour. It involves, in the first place, the
historical sense, which we may call nearly indispensable to anyone who would
continue to be a poet beyond his twenty-fifth year; and the historical sense
involves a perception, not only of the pastness of the past, but of its presence; the
historical sense compels a man to write not merely with his own generation in his
bones, but with a feeling that the whole of the literature of Europe from Homer
and within it the whole of the literature of his own country has a simultaneous
existence and composes a simultaneous order. . . . . . [A poet] must be aware that
the mind of Europe—the mind of his own country—a mind which he learns in
time to be much more important than his own private mind—is a mind which
changes, and that this change is a development which abandons nothing en route.

(Selected Prose 38-9)
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According to the poet, “[this tradition] cannot be inherited, and if [an individual poet] wants it,
[he] must obtain it by great labour.” What is important about this tradition is that, as Eliot argues,
the creative consciousnesses of the poet’s contemporaries and of his predecessors must meet not
only in the poet’s mind but also in his “bones,” in a way similar to how the sexual desire, at
bottom “a fever of the bone,” is inextricably implicated in the creative realm in “Whispers of
Immortality,” and that the poet must participate in its construction and consolidation, if he wants
to be a part of it. In short, this collective participation in tradition building that is supposed to
happen in the mental realm is breathtakingly described in bodily and erotic terms in Eliot. Such a
focus on becoming a singular bodily entity in the mental realm, that is to say, on forming an
alliance with the collective masculine tradition in constructing a compelling authority in Eliot
strikingly resembles, in my view, the gang rape as a theme in his bawdy poems, which is
imagined as a required process in a young poet’s proper maturation.

As is clearly demonstrated by Eliot’s almost foolhardy erotic desire and willingness to
participate in the masculine literary tradition construction as a strategy to mark his own name
and make his voice more masculine, the intensely homoerotically-charged male collaboration
that occurs in the poet’s creative process is often masked as “male friendship, mentorship,
entitlement, rivalry” (Sedgwick Between Men 1). Indeed, homosociality and homoeroticism are
located on the same path of orbit, even in the creative realm, whose visibility in our society is
radically denied. The intensely erotic component discovered in the collaboration between Eliot
and Pound on The Waste Land, for instance, is only the tip of the iceberg that evidences
homoerotically-charged male collaboration that was widespread in Western society. Apart from

the renowned collaboration between William Wordsworth and Samuel Taylor Coleridge on
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Lyrical Ballads, Joseph Breuer’s and Freud’s collaboration on Studies on Hysteria also betrays a
strong desire to unite between males, although seemingly, it masks itself as a collaboration
between scientists on female hysteria (Koestenbaum 29). The following letter written by Freud to
Wilhelm Fliess about his dependence on male colleagues or friends is revelatory: “but | do not
share your contempt for friendship between men, probably because | am to a high degree party to
it. In my life, as you know, woman has never replaced the comrade, the friend” (The Complete
Letters 447).

To return to my discussion of Eliot’s and Pound’s collaboration on The Waste Land, part
of what is particularly intriguing about the creating and editing process of the poem is that these
two male authors indeed engaged in a homoerotic flirtation and exchange of bawdiness. As |
briefly argued in Chapter One, Eliot tried to conjure up his own procreativity and creativity
through sending Pound parts of his bawdy “Columbo and Bolo Verses” during the creation
process of The Waste Land, while Pound affirmed their erotic relationship by sending Eliot back
as a response a homosexually charged comical poem entitled “Sage Homme” in which he
describes himself as a midwife performing “the caesarean Operation” to Eliot who was the
mother of The Waste Land and the poem itself as “begot” “by the Uranian Muse” (Letters of T. S.
Eliot 626). Even the two poets themselves evidently saw The Waste Land as a product of
homoerotic collaboration.

The now deleted narrative about a sailor and seafaring from The Waste Land, which
dramatically pairs up with the deleted Fresca part of the poem and was initially planned to come

before the Phlebas part in the “Death by Water” section, remarkably dramatizes the very queer
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qualities of the poet-trope that comes into existence as a result of the homoerotically-charged
maturation and masculinization process that this sort of male literary collaboration necessitates:
The sailor, attentive to the chart or to the sheets,
A concentrated will against the tempest and the tide,
Retains, even ashore, in public bars or streets
Something inhuman, clean and dignified.

Staggering, or limping with a comic gonorrhea,

From his trade with wind and sea and snow, as they

Are, he is, with “much seen and much endured”, (2)

Foolish, impersonal, innocent or gay,

Liking to be shaved, combed, scented, manicured. (The Waste Land: A Facsimile

55)
The gonorrhea from which the sailor is suffering signifies his habitual involvement in
homosexual relationships. Therefore, he is mature in a sense in his knowledge of and experience
in queerness and anal collaboration and the poem describes the sailor’s achieved maturity as a
repository of “something inhuman, clean, and dignified,” and as something “impersonal.”
Interestingly, these adjectives evoke a sequence of words that Eliot employs to articulate his own
erotic conception of male tradition or of a mature poet’s relation to the collective literary edifice.
In “Tradition and the Individual Talent,” for instance, Eliot argues that “the emotion of art is

impersonal,” that a “poet cannot reach this impersonality without surrendering himself wholly to
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the work to be done” (Selected Prose 44). Eliot’s discussion of the theory of the impersonal poet
in “Hamlet and His Problems” can also be seen as a further development of the erotics of
impersonality the poet almost unconditionally praised in what he considered to be true art.
Undeniably, the sailor corresponds to a mature poet-trope that often appears in Eliot’s canonical
essays; they are both impersonal “with much seen and much endured” and they share the
predilection to the symbolic grooming performances of shaving, combing, scenting, and
manicuring, through the shared theatricality of which to form and reinforce the bond among male
members of society as a whole. Gonorrhea, in this sense, embodies recognition for its members’
distinguished service.

Sailing or seafaring has been a recurring theme in literature across cultures throughout
history, with Joseph Conrad’s novels such as Heart of Darkness and Lord Jim being the most
representative in Western British modernist literature. Indeed, inseparable from colonial desires
and patriarchal law and institutions, sailing proved to be most instrumental in the development of
civilization. Odysseus’ quest for home, for instance, is fulfilled through seafaring expeditions in
the same way Columbo’s quest is in Eliot’s bawdy poems. Here in the excised part about the
sailor, a similar pattern repeats itself in which male members affiliated with the community
attempt to fulfill desires for money, “home”, and women through seafaring:

Thereafter everything went wrong.
A watercask was opened, smelt of oil,
The canned baked beans were only a putrid stench.

Two men came down with gleet; one cut his hand.
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So the crew moaned; the sea with many voices

Moaned all about us, (I) under a rainy moon,

While the suspended winter heaved and tugged,

Stirring foul weather under the Hyades.

Then came the fish at last. The northern (eastern) seas/ banks

Had never known the codfish run so well.

So the men pulled the nets, and laughed, and thought

Of home, and dollars, and the pleasant violin

At Marm Brown’s joint, and the girls and gin. (57-9)
John Mayer argues in his account of the nature of male bonding widespread in Europe that
“European traditions of male friendship recognized various kinds of male bonding, as well as
different ways of expressing affection between males,” among which there is the queer male
bond or comradeship established through seafaring experiences (27). Going through rough
passages through the heavy seas together, seamen have indeed developed various ritualized
performances and special relationships with one another, which are often abjected and

2 ¢

homosexually charged, with the two crew members’ “gleet” cited above evidencing the latter
case (Schechner 180). The poem describes “the fish” and “the girls and gin” as a reward for the
rough days at sea but the long digression of the narrative and its focus on the togetherness of the

crewmen until it reaches its final destination remarkably mimics Eliot’s own writing practice as

an outcome of essentially homoerotically-charged collaboration.
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It was because of the intervention of Pound who had believed that the long account of the
sailor’s voyage was an unnecessary digression that Eliot reduced this long section of ninety-two
lines to only ten (Perloff 173). Whatever the true reason, with Eliot’s eventual deletion of the
sailor part, a sort of elegiac feeling for the dead comes to prevail over the covert queer desire for
living comrades in the “Death by Water” section of the poem, and with this stylistic and thematic
change made upon the poem, the homoerotically-charged mode in which Eliot wrote his bawdy
poems was suppressed. Lamos’ comments on the mode of The Waste Land are worth noting here
to understand the difference between Eliot’s canonical works and their bawdy counterparts in the
ways the poet constructs his authority, that the elegiac mode is a means for Eliot simultaneously
to affirm and to repudiate same-sex affection (“Elegiac Homoeroticism” 24). Indeed, Eliot’s
mode of writing and presenting his published works is largely elegiac. His earlier poetry
collection Prufrock and Other Observations was dedicated to Jean Verdenal, the poet’s intimate
friend during his years in Paris, who was killed on the battlefield during World War 1. Poems and
The Waste Land are openly and frequently discussed as mourning for the death of European
civilization and its values which are imagined as masculine by Eliot. Undoubtedly, together with
the love for distant dead ancestors, mourning is the only form of homoerotic relationship
permitted under the patriarchal law and a society which is mercilessly heteronormative.

In The Waste Land, Eliot is arguably known for disavowing the so-called fringe
characters as “waste” as a means of masking the aspects he shares with them in his command of
his poetic authority. However, the mode in which these characters are presented is strikingly
similar to Eliot’s own practice of writing. For instance, Madame Sosostris’s mode of performing

herself through occult practices mimics Eliot’s own mode of writing in a way that sometimes
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corresponds to and sometimes contradicts his notion of impersonal poetics, just as the black
queen’s mode of performing herself in “Columbo and Bolo Verses” gestures to Eliot’s inability
to burst into print:

Madame Sosostris, famous clairvoyante,

Had a bad cold, nevertheless

Is known to be the wisest woman in Europe,

With a wicked pack of cards. Here, said she,

Is your card, the drowned Phoenician Sailor,

(Those are pearls that were his eyes. Look!)

Here is Belladonna, the Lady of the Rocks,

The lady of situations.

Here is the man with three staves, and here the Wheel,

And here is the one-eyed merchant, and this card,

Which is blank, is something he carries on his back,

Which | am forbidden to see. | do not find

The Hanged Man. Fear death by water. (Collected Poems 64)
Eliot’s acknowledged source for the name Madame Sosostris is, according to Jain, a novel by
Aldous Huxley, Crome Yellow, in which one of the male characters, for a charity fair, dresses up
as a gypsy woman to tell fortunes and advertises himself as Sesostris, the sorceress of Ecbatana
(158). Therefore, just as Eliot conceals his same-sex desire through the mask of impersonal
writing, Madame Sosostris conceals her true gender identity in drag. Additionally, the way

Madame Sosostris presents “wicked” tarot cards one by one is exactly the same as the elegiac,
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“queer” way Eliot brings past temporal perspectives, cultural contexts, and states of
consciousness in The Waste Land, all of which are exclusively male based. Indeed, Eliot himself
describes his mode of writing as “doing things separately and then seeing the possibility of
fusing them together, altering them, and making a kind of whole of them” (The Art of Poetry 21)
Also, similar to how Eliot himself was not convinced about the unity of The Waste Land,
Madame Sosostris does not see clearly and cannot “find the Hanged man.” Likewise, just as the
blank card represents something she is forbidden to see, Eliot’s poetry also carries forbidden or
suppressed or sublimated desires. Finally, the tarot cards are symbolically linked to the lost
ancient ritual of initiation into the mysteries of life in the same way that The Waste Land
concerns European tradition, tradition that was being lost in the plight of Eliot’s generation.

Just as Madame Sosostris’s way of performing her queer, occult practice mimics the way
Eliot’s desire for masculine literary legacy is operative, Tiresias’s transsexuality and the way he
performs his gender and body corresponds to the way Eliot anxiously and self-contradictingly
defines the operation of male artistic subjectivity. Eliot’s note famously describes Tiresias as
“the most important personage in the poem, uniting all the rest,” “although a mere spectator and
not indeed a ‘character’” (Collected Poems 82). The poet’s note continues, “Just as the one-eyed
merchant, seller of currants, melts into the Phoenician Sailor, and the latter is not wholly distinct
from Ferdinand Prince of Naples, so all the women are one woman, and the two sexes meet in
Tiresias. What Tiresias sees, in fact, is the substance of the poem” (82). It is important to note,
however, that Ovid’s Metamorphoses describes Tiresias as originally male transformed into
female in order to have a sense of what it would be 