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Abstract

This thesis examines the relationship between the English Jewish writer and
publisher John Rodker and the modernism of the Pound circle. Previous
considerations of the antisemitism of Ezra Pound and T. S. Eliot have either
ignored or cited in their defence their Jewish friends and acquaintances. This thesis
shows that the modernist interest in the figure of ‘the Jew’ took effect not only in
their poetry and social commentary but also in the social grouping which they
formed in order to produce and circulate this writing. Rodker was both a necessary
figure to Pound’s theory and practice of modernism, but one who had to be kept on
the margins. This resulted in his being able to articulate certain aspects of his
experience as an assimilated Jew—loss, disconnection, feeling out of place—while
excluding any other possible aspects, including naming himself as Jewish.

Chapter 1 shows that Pound and Eliot’s antisemitic statements and poetry
functioned as part of the formation of the ‘men of 1914°, and as a means of
shocking their audience through a poetry of ugliness. Chapter 2 considers a printing
error in Rodker’s Ovid Press edition of Hugh Selwyn Mauberley (1920), and reads
it as a sign of Pound’s failure to carry out his social and poetic project, a failure

which he blamed on Jews, but, because this failure was inevitable, part of the task

for carrying the project out was assigned to Jews. Chapter 3 reads Rodker’s volume
of poetry Hymns (1920), and traces how his marginal position within modernism
resulted 1n a poetry which did not directly address Jewish issues, but was affected

by his Jewish social position. Chapter 4 considers Rodker and two other Jewish

writers, Carl Rakosi and Louis Zukofsky, who Pound published in The Exile (1927-
28), showing that Pound’s interest in these writers was combined with an unease
with them that played out in editorial decisions and means of framing their work.
Chapter 5 examines Rodker’s Memoirs of Other Fronts (1932). His self-

descriptions of himself as a foreigner are shown to be still influenced by the Pound

circle’s ideas of Jews, but also reworked through his increasing interest in

psychoanalysis.
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Introduction

In January 2003, Modernism/Modernity added to the continuing debate on
T. S. Eliot and antisemitism with an article by Ronald Schuchard.! In the light of

the recent discovery of a lengthy correspondence between Eliot and Horace
Kallen, and taking into account his friendships with a number of Jews, Schuchard

called for a reassessment of Eliot’s ‘allegedly anti-Semitic’ writings. Since
‘Burbank with a Baedeker, Bleistein with a Cigar’ and ‘Gerontion’, two of his
most notorious poems, had both originally been published by Jews, Schuchard

found it impossible to believe that Eliot’s purpose in them was to ‘exercise a

little gratuitous anti-Semitism in the face of his Jewish friends.’ Far from being

an ‘anti-Semite’, he argued, Eliot showed by these friendships that he was in fact

a ‘philo-Semite’, and readings of the poems had to take this into account.’

' Ronald Schuchard, ‘Burbank with a Baedeker, Eliot with a Cigar: American Intellectuals, Anti-
Semitism, and the Idea of Culture,” Modernism/Modernity 10.1 (Jan 2003): 1-26. As Ronald
Bush pointed out (‘A Response to Ronald Schuchard,” Modernism/Modernity 10.1 (Jan 2003):
33), Schuchard’s essay was effectively a rejoinder to Anthony Julius, 7.5. Eliot, Anti-Semitism
and Literary Form (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995). Anthony Julius’s book produced a far
more public controversy than Schuchard, eliciting responses which were little more than
sophistry from Craig Raine, ‘In Defence of T. S. Eliot,” In Defence of T. S. Eliot (London:
Picador, 2000) 320-332, and Christopher Hitchens, ‘How Unpleasant to Meet Mr Eliot,’
Unacknowledged Legislation: Writers in the Public Sphere (London: Verso, 2000) 184-186; and
prompting Tom Paulin to call for a review of Eliot’s ‘stifling cultural authority’. ‘Undesirable,’
rev. of 7. S. Eliot: Anti-Semitism and Literary Form, by Anthony Julius, London Review of Books
9 May 1996: 12-135. The disapproval of Julius’s book seems to me a little over-stated, and often
appears to be a reaction to a solicitor, rather than an academic, writing a book of literary criticism.
E.g. Ronald Schuchard, ‘My Reply: Eliot and the Foregone Conclusion,” Modernism/Modernity
10.1 (Jan 2003): 61. (This second piece by Schuchard provides a brief survey of the ways in
which Eliot’s ‘seemingly anti-Semitic stance’ has been treated. /bid. 58-59). Bryan Cheyette was
right to say Julius appeals in a crude way to an undifferentiated history of antisemitism as its
context. “The Enemy Within,’ rev. of The War After: Living with the Holocaust, by Anne Karpf,
and T. S. Eliot: Anti-Semitism and Literary Form, by Anthony Julius, The New Statesman 5 July
1996: 44-45. However, Julius’s readings of the poetry, about which Cheyette said nothing,

although not always convincing, are perfectly respectable. See my discussions of them in Chapter
1

? 1 am not concerned here with Schuchard’s reading of the poems, nor his discussion of After
Strange Gods, neither of which merits serious attention.
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Schuchard’s respondents were not convinced. Anthony Julius dismissed his
arguments as simply saying that ‘some of [Eliot’s] best friends were J ewish’.’
Schuchard retorted that these friendships did indeed count for something, and the

‘foregone conclusion’ that Eliot was an antisemite had led them to be entirely

ignored.

Why is my essay the first to show Eliot in the company of an Anglo-
Jewish community in London, the first to show that [John] Rodker and
[Sidney] Schiff were the Jewish editors and publishers of Eliot’s
allegedly anti-Semitic poems, and that he actively sought their advice
and criticism when he sent the manuscripts to them? *

Schuchard’s readings of Eliot were strained at best, but his essay is significant

for two reasons. Firstly, the issue that he raised, that of the Jews associated with
Eliot and modernism in Britain, has indeed not received the attention it 1s due.
This thesis is an attempt to give some more attention to one of the people he
mentions, John Rodker, and his relationship with Eliot and Ezra Pound.’
Secondly, the essay prompted replies from two critics—Bryan Cheyette and

Jonathan Freedman—arguing for a methodology which I want to examine and

* Anthony Julius, ‘A Response to Ronald Schuchard,” Modernism/Modernity 10.1 (Jan 2003): 46.
Similar sentiments were expressed by David Bromwich, ‘A Response to Ronald Schuchard,’
Modernism/Modernity 10.1 (Jan 2003): 27-31, Ronald Bush, ‘A Response to Ronald Schuchard,’
33-36 and James Longenbach, ‘A Response to Ronald Schuchard,’ Modernism/Modernity 10.1
(Jan 2003): 49-50. Marjorie Perloff was more sympathetic to Schuchard’s readings of the poetry,

but disagreed with Schuchard’s treatment of After Strange Gods. Perloff, ‘A Response to Ronald
Schuchard,’” Modernism/Modernity 10.1 (Jan 2003): 51-56. Only Denis Donoghue accepted

Schuchard’s argument that Eliot was not antisemitic. Donoghue, ‘A Response to Ronald
Schuchard,” Modernism/Modernity 10.1 (Jan 2003): 37-39.

* Ronald Schuchard, ‘My Reply’ 67.

* Over the last eight years, Rodker has begun to attract more attention. This has often been linked
to an attempt to find a modernist tradition native to England or Britain. See especially John
Rodker, Poems and Adolphe 1920, ed. Andrew Crozier (Manchester: Carcanet, 1996) and lan
Patterson, Cultural Critique and Canon Formation 1910-1937: A Study in Cultural Memory, diss.,
U of Cambridge, 1997. Four of Rodker’s poems were included in Keith Tuma’s Anthology of
Twentieth-Century British and Irish Poetry (New York and Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001) 207-210.
Iain Sinclair laments mainstream British literature’s attempt to forget the ‘Modernist experiment
(Mary Butts, Djuna Barnes, John Rodker)’. ‘The Poet Steamed,’ rev. of Collected Poems, by
Tom Raworth and Removed for Further Study: The Poetry of Tom Raworth, ed. Nate Dorward,
London Review of Books 19 August 2004: 28. Despite the presence of the American Barnes this
seems to be an attempt at delineating a British modernism. Peter Lawson has tried to place
Rodker 1n a tradition of twentieth century Anglo-Jewish poetry. Peter Lawson, Otherness and
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develop in this introduction to go beyond Schuchard’s reductive choice between
seeing Eliot as a ‘philo-Semite’, or Rodker as one of ‘Eliot’s gullible dupes, his
Jewish Uncle Toms’.® I intend to show why Rodker does tell us something
significant about modernism—or at least that strand of it practised by Eliot and
Pound—in a way which explores the complexities of modernist representation of
and interaction with Jews as well as the complexities of Jewish affiliation to
modernism.

Jonathan Freedman accepted that Schuchard had produced some ‘interesting
evidence’, but felt it did not have ‘earth-shattering’ implications. For him, the
question of whether Eliot was antisemitic or not ‘(“he was, but so what? they all

were,” is more or less my position)’ was less interesting than the way in which
the ‘Jewish question’ was implicated in modernism as a whole.

The secret story of modemnism [...] 1s of an increasing contact between
Jews and gentiles [...] As one set of outsiders—{...]Eliot, Hemingway
and Cather, for example—sought to make their mark in the sphere of
cultural distinction, they encountered [...] another set of deracinated

outsiders elbowing their way in beside them, namely assimilating Jews.
The ensuing struggle structures their work.’

But as Freedman’s placing of non-Jews as the subject and Jews as the object
of his sentence shows here, what is more important to him is this encounter seen
through the eyes of ‘Eliot, Hemingway and Cather’ than those of the
‘assimilating Jews’. Indeed, he explicitly discourages the idea of setting up a
Jewish modernism in response to modernist antisemitism.

My response to the Eliot controversy suggests a[n] [...] approach [...]
that would not so much define a new “Jewish” modernism (Stein, Mina
Loy, Louis Zukofsky, Henry Roth, Charles Reznikoff), but rather stress
the ethnoracial dimension of the tropes, assumptions, and imaginative

Affiliation: Anglo-Jewish Poetry from Isaac Rosenberg to Elaine Feinstein, diss., U of
Southampton, 2002.

® Schuchard ‘My Reply’ 67.

” Jonathan Freedman, *T. S. Eliot’s Jewish Problem and the Making of Modemnism,’
Modernism/Modernity 10.3 (Sept 2003): 421, 424-425.



Introduction 9

patterns that structured not only the modernist movement, but the
academic study of literature itself.®

This is the project that he carries out in his brilliant and insightful study of
antisemitism and assimilation, The Temple of Culture, exploring Henry James’s
representation of Jews and how assimilating Jews used James to guarantee their

entry to the academy. Freedman’s major achievement is in seeing how the

., ¢ ’ C * . . . 0
position of ‘the Jew’ and of ‘the artist’ started to double at this time.” In order to
make this comparison, however, a distinction has to be drawn between artist and
Jew, which results in his concentrating on Jews having a secondary role in the
production of literature and fighting shy from a consideration of J ewish artists.

Given the neglect suffered by all of the Jewish writers Freedman mentions, and
the great efforts needed quite recently to have them considered seriously, the
dismissal of the idea of reclaiming a ‘Jewish modemnism’ is a little too easy,
stressing the ‘tropes’ at the expense of the ‘encounter’. Does 1t make no sense to
attempt to see it from the side of the ‘assimilating Jews’?

Freedman’s caution does have some justification, however. Grouping writers

of Jewish origin to provide a ‘Jewish’ alternative to the antisemitism of Eliot

would assume that they were free of the ‘tropes, assumptions and imaginative
patterns’ with which the latter worked, when in fact assimilation meant that they
often bought into these assumptions themselves. This is part of the point which
Bryan Cheyette made in his reply to Ronald Schuchard. He argued that Eliot’s

strategies of representing Jews needed to be seen in a context in which race was a

8 Freedman, ‘T. S. Eliot’s Jewish Problem’ 426.

? Jonathan Freedman, The Temple of Culture: Assimilation and Anti-Semitism in Literary Anglo-
America (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000). Neil Davison has argued, in similar terms, that James
Joyce’s dual marginality as an Irishman within English literature and a modernist writer within
Irish society was embodied in the Jewish figure of Leopold Bloom. James Joyce, Ulysses, and

the Construction of Jewish Identity: Culture, Biography, and ‘The Jew' in Modernist Europe
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996).
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significant category for most writers and thinkers until the Second World War,
including Jews.'® Rather than talking of Eliot’s personal ‘philo-Semitism’ or
‘anti-Semitism’, Cheyette argued that it would be better to use the terms ‘semitic
discourse’ and ‘allosemitism’.

What the use of ‘allosemitism’ or ‘semitic discourse’ recognizes 1s that
the terms ‘anti-Semitism’ and ‘philo-Semitism’ are two relatively
distinct aspects of a much broader history of differentiating Jews from
other human beings. [...]

The great advantage of liberating oneself from a conventional
vocabulary—which tends to be focused around moralized biographical
readings—is that it enables the literary critic to conduct a genuinely
open dialogue about the complex nature of racial discourse within
literary texts which neither excuses nor accuses the writers under
discussion."’

Cheyette has made use of and argued for both these terms in a number of

articles and in his influential and important book Constructions of ‘the Jew' in

English Literature and Society, and both of them merit some consideration.'”

‘Allosemitism’ was coined by the Polish Jewish critic Artur Sandauer, and
imported into the English-speaking world by Zygmunt Bauman." ‘Semitic

discourse’ is Cheyette’s coinage, drawing upon Edward Said’s use of Michel

Foucault’s term ‘discourse’.

'% Cheyette ‘Neither Accuse nor Excuse: T. S. Eliot’s Semitic Discourse’ 432. Cheyette’s
argument is based on his reading of Eliot in Constructions of ‘the Jew’ in English Literature and
Society: Racial Representations 1870-1945 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1993). I deal with this
}'eading in greater detail in Chapter 1.

! Ibid. 433-434. Gaining such an advantage is by no means a foregone conclusion. Emma
Francis uses ‘semitic discourse’ and ‘allo-Semitism’, both un-glossed, as little more than
synonyms for antisemitism. ‘Amy Levy: Contradictions?—Feminism and Semitic Discourse,’
Women's Poetry, Late Romantic to Victorian: Gender and Genre, 1830-1900, ed. Isobel
xlﬂzkrmstrong and Virginia Blain (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1999) 183-204.

Cheyette, Constructions of ‘the Jew’ passim. See also Bryan Cheyette, ““Ineffable and usable™:
'll;owards a Diasporic British-Jewish Writing,* Textual Practice 10.2 (1996): 297.

Artur Sandauer, O sytuacji pisarza polskiego pochodzenia zydowskiego w XX wieku: rzecz,
ktorq nie ja powinienem byl napisaé [On the situation of the Polish writer of Jewish origin in the
20th century: A study which I myself should not have written] (Warszawa: Czytelnik, 1982). All
translations from this book are mine. Zygmunt Bauman ‘Allosemitism: Premodern, Modem,

Postmogiem‘ Modernity, Culture and ‘The Jew’ ed. Bryan Cheyette and Laura Marcus
(Cambridge: Polity, 1998) 143-156.
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Artur Sandauer introduced the term in his study of Polish writers of Jewish
origin in the twentieth century, which he calls a ‘description of the conditions in
which [Jews in Poland’s] assimilation took place as well as of their psychic
reactions to those conditions’.'* ‘Allosemitism’ is the major feature of these
conditions, a mind-set which ‘is based upon the singling out of this origin and
upon the conviction of its exceptionality. It provides the general basis from
which can arise anti- as well as philosemitic consequences.’ !> Sandauer finds the
origin of this ambivalence in Christianity which sees the Jews as the ‘the sacred-
accursed people’ (nardd swiety-przeklety) chosen by God, who then kill God (10-
12). But he is mainly interested in what this ‘allosemitism’ does to his subjects:
whether internalising it to the extent that one seems ‘other’ to oneself as in the
case of Julian Tuwim, or presenting Jews as exotic others to a post-Shoah, non-
Jewish Polish audience, as in the case of Julian Stryjkowski. Allosemitism in this
usage can vary between (self-)demonisation (Tuwim) and (self-)exoticisation
(Stryjkowski). Sandauer also sometimes puts allosemitism on the same plane as
philo- and antisemitism, one of a number of possibilities of reacting to and
representing Jews rather than being the impulse behind all of them.'®

Zygmunt Bauman takes Sandauer’s concept but adds to it two riders: that the

ambivalence of allosemitism produces a sense that Jews escape all definitions,

and that allosemitism itself takes on different forms within different historical

contexts. Thus, while Bauman’s analysis of pre-modern allosemitism is similar to

'* ¢[O)pis warunkéw, w jakich ich asymilacja si¢ dokonywala oraz reakcyj psychicznych na te
warunki’, Sandauer 3.

' ¢[P]olega [...] na wyrdznianiu tego pochodzenia, na prze§wiadczeniu o jego wyjatkowosci i
stanow1 ogolng bazg, z ktérej mozna wysnué zaréwno anty-, jak i filosemickie wnioski.’
Sandauer 9.

'¢ Sandauer 26-30, 90-94. Whether his characterisation of these authors is convincing or not is
outside the scope of this introduction. Zygmunt Bauman gives a more positive assessment of
Stryjkowski in ‘Assimilation into Exile: the Jew as Polish Writer,” Exile and Creativity:
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Sandauer’s, his analysis of modem allosemitism sees it as singling out Jewish
indefinability to stand for the indeterminacy and change of modernity. This is
partly because this was the role in which they had been cast by Christianity, but

also because emancipation and assimilation continued to give them the place of
boundary-breakers. The modern desire for order without ambivalence led

European allosemitism to the most extreme enactment of antisemitism in the
Holocaust.'’ Cheyette’s use of the term emphasises the ambivalence in the case
of Joyce, but he argues that Eliot reacted to the breaking down of boundaries
between himself and Jews by attempting to redraw them.'®

What Cheyette, Bauman and Sandauer all have in common in their use of the

term 1s the powerful idea that combined with a dislike of Jews can come a
fascination with them. ‘Allosemitism’ is a useful term to stress this fact.
However, I shall continue to use the term ‘antisemitism’, while bearing in mind

the ambivalence that Eliot and Pound had for Jews. Both of them resolved their

ambivalence into disgust in their poetry, and I think it is important to bear in
mind the negativity of their images of Jews, even when the Jews sometimes stand
for themselves. The negative pole of ‘allosemitism’ as Sandauer and Bauman
define it 1s antisemitism. If the danger of using the term ‘antisemitism?’ is that it
can ignore the complexity of the poetry to which it is applied in favour of
expressing moral outrage, the danger of using ‘allosemitism’ is that it can end up

making all representations of or interactions with Jews indistinguishable.

~

e e+ —

Signposts, Travelers, Outsiders, Backward Glances, ed. Susan Rubin Suleiman (Durham, NC.:
Duke UP, 1998) 321-352.

17 Bauman, ‘Allosemitism’ 144-154.

'8 ‘Allose@tism’ is becoming increasingly popular as a term. In addition to Emma Francis’s
€ssay, op. cit., see Sylvia Tomasch, ‘Postcolonial Chaucer and the Virtual J ew,’ The Postcolonial

Mz‘ddge Ages, ed. Jeffrey Jerome Cohen (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000) 250. Adam Sutcliffe,
Judaism and Enlightenment (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003) 9.
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Cheyette has argued for the term ‘semitic discourse’ in a number of places,

but his most sustained definition of it draws heavily on Edward Said’s

characterisation of Onientalism.

Influenced especially by Michel Foucault, Said differs markedly from
‘convergence’ theorists by emphasizing that racial discourse 1s,
essentially, a series of ‘representations’, not ‘“natural” depictions of the
Orient’. Said’s analysis, therefore, emphasizes ‘not the correctness of
[Orientalist] representation’ but the determining power of these
representations to create the ‘Orient’ in the consciousness and
institutions of the west."”

Cheyette is using this definition against an ‘interactionist’ model of ‘anti-
Semitism’, which argues that racism is partly a response to what ‘racial’
minorities do. As a way of highlighting the dangers of this method, which risks

describing prejudice as a reasonable reaction to objective circumstances, 1t 1s a
valuable move, but removing prejudice from the realm of interaction to the realm

of representation has other consequences. If too much emphasis is given to this

discourse as affecting the ‘consciousness’ of the west, rather than its

‘institutions’, then it can become the free-floating and decontextualised history

that Cheyette wamed against in Modernism/Modernity.z'0 One danger of this 1s
that it can present British culture as a continuous whole, in which every member

is producing and produced by the same discourse. For example, Cheyette argues

' Bryan Cheyette, ‘Hilaire Belloc and the “Marconi Scandal” 1900-1914: A Reassessment of the
Interactionist Model of Racial Hatred,” The Politics of Marginality: Race, the Radical Right and
Minorities in Twentieth Century Britain, ed. Tony Kushner and Kenneth Lunn (London: Frank
Cass, 1990) 134.

*® Cheyette “Neither Excuse nor Accuse’ 433. Said’s concept of ‘Orientalism’ has been critiqued
precisely on these grounds. See especially Aijaz Ahmad, In Theory: Classes, Nations, Literatures
(London and New York: Verso, 1992) 159-219. The literature on Foucauldian discourse is vast,
and I cannot treat it in any kind of detail here. Foucault himself could use the term in a rather
vague way, and indeed moved between The Archaeology of Knowledge and Discipline and
Punish from seeing discourse as the determining force behind social formations to seeing it as
supported by institutions and practices. In this characterisation I am following Hubert Dreyfus

and Paul Rabinow, Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics (Brighton:
Harvester, 1982).
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that the ‘semitic discourse’ he is describing holds true for both Jews and non-

Jews.

Even those writers who were personally intimate with individual Jews
or with ‘Jewish culture’—including British-Jewish writers—still
operated within a ‘discourse’ that was already in place and was already
‘known’ to them.”!

His solution to this is to say that it is necessary to see the representations of Jews
as part of a network of other concerns: race, empire, nation and culture.

Such an approach is powerful, and his bold assertion that it is worthwhile
reading modernist writers in tandem with popular or middlebrow writers
certainly produces extremely valuable results: finding the common ground

between G. K. Chesterton and Eliot, for example.”’ However, there are features
of Eliot’s poetry characteristic of modernism, rather than culture in general,
which are inextricable from the question of their antisemitism. The first is their

difficulty, part of their ambivalence to be sure, but also part of a particular
modernist aesthetic strategy.>’ The second is their interest in subjects previously

thought unsuitable for poetry, such as sex and ugliness.”* As Freedman admits,

Eliot’s poetry was considerably more obnoxious than that of his

contemporaries.” It is an exaggeration to argue that modernism was entirely

isolated from a wider national (English/British) culture, but the articulation

between the two does need to be examined.

2 Cheyette, Constructions of ‘the Jew’ 11.
*2 Ibid. 204-205.

B See Leonard Diepeveen, The Difficulties of Modernism (New York and London: Routledge,
2003) for a recent exploration of this question.

24 Julius deals with these features quite effectively. Julius, T. S. Eliot 58-59, 62, 73-74, 83, 92-96,
108-114, 143.

% “This is not to say that there aren’t spasmodic and quite disgusting anti-Semitic tropes in his
poetry for which no amount of apologetics should acquit him; indeed, when compared to the

contemporaries I have described above, the ugliness of these tropes becomes clearer.’ Freedman,
‘T. S. Eliot’s Jewish Problem’ 425-426.
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This is what a recent trend in modemist criticism dealing with the ‘institutions
of modernism’ and ‘material modernism’ has done, complicating the idea of a
‘oreat divide’ between modernism and popular culture.’® Lawrence Rainey,
George Bornstein and Jerome McGann have argued that it 1S necessary to see
both the economic formations which supported modernist writing and the
physical form that modernist works took (and the close relationship between
these two) as part of the modernist proj ect.’” In looking at ‘semitic discourse,’
therefore, I shall bring it together with this second strand of criticism, showing
how this discourse created and was created by the institutions of modernism.

This does not claim to be a sociologically precise use of the term “institution’.

Most of the writing that I consider in this thesis was produced, circulated and
received in social formations outside any formal institutional context. However,

if, like ‘discourse’, the term is taken as a means of opening up certain ways of

speaking about literature, ones which pay attention to its social context as

literature, and not simply as a medium for carrying general social ideas, then it
can be extremely productive. The ‘institutions of modernism’ on which I want to
concentrate are: the sets of interactions and collaborations through which Eliot
and other modernists wrote their works (The Waste Land being of course the best
known example), the physical editions of works they produced and how they
were circulated, the little magazines to which they contributed, and which they

sometimes edited, the groupings which (somewhat retrospectively) they made of

2 Arfdrcas Huyssen, After the Great Divide: Modernism, Mass Culture, Postmodernism
(Basingstoke and London: Macmillan, 1986).

¢! Lawrence Rainey, Institutions of Modernism: Literary Elites and Public Culture (New Haven:
Yale UP, 1998). George Bornstein, Material Modernism: The Politics of the Page (Cambridge:

Cal:nbridge UT.’, 2001). Jerome J. McGann, Black Riders: The Visible Language of Modernism
(Princeton: Princeton UP, 1993). Sara Mills, for one, has suggested that Jerome McGann’s

method of studying literature might constitute a Foucauldian form of analysis. Michel Foucault
(Routledge: London and New York, 2003) 118.
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themselves and declared themselves to be, especially the concept of ‘the men of
1914’ *

Dealing with Eliot’s modernism in such a way is of course impossible in
isolation from a consideration of Ezra Pound, since he was central to forming
some of these groups.”” Indeed, although Cheyette deliberately avoids dealing
directly with Pound because of his notoriety, he acknowledges that his reading of
British culture’s construction of ‘the Jew’ as a figure of slipperiness and
indeterminacy owes much to Robert Casillo’s The Genealogy of Demons.
Casillo’s study is an important and ground-breaking book, which provides a

powerful reading of The Cantos as a whole. He sees antisemitism as central to a

cluster of Poundian concepts, including others about women, nature, order, myth
and history, which can be described together as fascist. Pound’s messianic
fantasies are projected onto Jews, while his feelings of persecution are blamed on

the Jews, leading to the conclusion that Jews must be excluded from his ideal

society.”

# Because I am concentrating on particular editions of the works, produced at a particular
moment, these are the textual versions that I will quote in the coming chapters. I will note textual
variants from the standard versions. In the case of the Ovid Press editions, which I discuss in the
first three chapters, I also reproduce as faithfully as possible the typography and spacing of the
poems, including what appear to be printing errors. No such attempt can ever be fully successful,
but it will gesture towards specific material instances of works rather than relying on the idea of
stable texts abstracted from the time and place of their writing, editing, printing, and distribution.
 The list of treatments of Pound’s antisemitism is even longer than that for Eliot. Robert Casillo
gives a detailed and well-argued survey of the way this i1ssue has been handled by literary
scholars. The Genealogy of Demons: Anti-Semitism, Fascism, and the Myths of Ezra Pound
(Evanston, IL: Northwestern UP, 1988) 8-16, 338-340nn21-47. Wendy Flory provides something
of a continuation of this survey. Her approach is however extremely partisan, blaming Pound’s

antisemitism on his supposed madness, dismissing all poststructuralist readings of The Cantos
through an attack on Paul de Man’s collaborationism and Martin Heidegger’s Nazism, and finally

arguing that Pound’s antisemitic ‘ranting’ on Italian radio was preferable to the silence and
inaction of the majority of the world during the Shoah. Her argument can only be described as
contemptible. ‘Pound and Antisemitism,” The Cambridge Companion to Ezra Pound, ed. Ira B.
Nadel (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999) 284-300.

*® Cheyette describes his project in Constructions of ‘the Jew’ as an attempt to expand Robert
Casillo’s reading of Pound’s antisemitism and fascism to the whole of the period 1870-1945,
concentrating on ‘semitic discourse’ rather than Jews as ‘historical subjects’. Cheyette,
Constructions of ‘the Jew’ 11, Casillo, The Genealogy of Demons, op. cit.
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One of the problems with Casillo’s reading, however, is that it takes too little

interest in the specific social situation Pound occupied. Firstly, as Geoff Gilbert
has noted, it tends to make both Pound’s thought and The Cantos too coherent,

ignores the ways in which both were contradictory, and ‘cuts through the
complexity of historical circumstances and motivations that occasion’ his

writing.”' Secondly, by placing Pound too neatly in the context of Italian Fascism
and Nazism, Casillo implies that his social power was far greater than it actually
was.>? Pound was never in a position in which his beliefs could have been

implemented as a coherent programme; indeed, the increased frequency of his

expressions of antisemitism in the 1930s was in part a response to his own

powerlessness and inconsistency.” One symptom of Casillo’s stance is that he

*! Geoff Gilbert, ‘Shellshock, Anti-Semitism, and the Agency of the Avant-Garde,” Wyndham
Lewis and the Art of Modern War, ed. David Peters Corbett (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998)
96-97. Gilbert is clear, however, that making Pound’s work have no particular meaning can scant
the significance of his antisemitism and fascism. The most plausible defences of the value of The
Cantos argue that the method of their composition allows readers to gain other meanings from
them than fascist ones. E.g. Jerome J. McGann, ‘The Cantos of Ezra Pound, the Truth in
Contradiction,’ Critical Inquiry 15.1 (Autumn 1988) 1-25. Bob Perelman shows, however, that it
1s also a means of avoiding logical argument, debate and, finally, language itself. The Trouble
with Genius: Reading Pound, Joyce, Stein, and Zukofsky (Berkeley, Los Angeles and London: U
of California P, 1994) 28-86, esp. 50-54.

> This is particularly evident in the frequent comparisons Casillo makes between Pound and
Hitler. Although some of these are part of his argument that Pound’s fascism has a racial-
biological component closer to Nazism than Italian Fascism, many of them seem to have little
other purpose than to make Pound sound as bad as possible. Casillo makes the racial comparison

in The Genealogy of Demons 136-137, but comparisons with Hitler abound in his text, some of
them extremely tenuous. Hypochondria, a dislike of odours, a persecution complex and

ecologism have been characteristics of more people than Ezra Pound and Adolf Hitler. /bid. 53,
125-126, 130, 147, 193, 327, 374n27, 396n10.

*} Leon Surette concentrates on Pound’s economic theories and shows that they were a patchwork
of mutually incompatible ideas. Frustrated perhaps by his inability to make them cohere but
certainly by the unwillingness of anyone to apply them, Pound began increasingly to blame his
failure on the Jews. Leon Surette, Pound in Purgatory: From Economic Radicalism to Anti-
Semitism (Urbana and Chicago, U of Illinois P, 1999). I accept this part of Surette’s argument,
but reject his conclusion that Pound was not in any significant sense antisemitic before 1934. As
this thesis will show, Pound made far more antisemitic statements than the two which Surette
claims to find before 1934 (ibid. 242). A. David Moody provides a scrupulously thorough record
of Pound’s antisemitic statements in prose up to 1930 while claiming that none features in the
poetry. A. David Moody, ‘Ezra Pound with Two-Pronged Fork of Terror and Cajolery: The
Construction of his Anti-Semitism (up to 1939),’ Jewish Themes in English and Polish Culture,
ed. Irena Janicka-Swiderska, Jerzy Jamiewicz and Adam Sumera (Lodz: Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu Lddzkiego, 2000) 149-169. Moody ties himself into spectacular knots arguing that
Pound both was and was not antisemitic, and even that Pound can be seen ‘going anti-Semitic
even as he didn’t want to’ (ibid. 161). Casillo also sees Pound’s antisemitism as an alibi for the
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dismisses the relevance of Pound’s Jewish friends and acquaintances, even

though these were the people his antisemitism directly affected.’ The effects
may not have been as extreme as the terms in which Casillo describes Pound’s

antisemitism, but they were not insigniﬁcant.3 3> Pound’s ideas structured the
literary groupings and interactions in which he took part, groups which included

Jews.
One of these Jews was John Rodker. The son of Polish-Jewish immigrants and
a close friend of David Bomberg and Isaac Rosenberg, Rodker had met Pound by

1915, and through the 1920s published and was published by members of the

Pound circle, wrote criticism on their work and was criticised in turn by them.>®

His Ovid Press published Pound and Eliot, he replaced Pound as foreign editor of
The Little Review, in Pound’s reports to Alice Henderson, he floats at the edge of
‘the men of 1914’, and he was published and feted by Pound 1n T#e Exile.

Seeing the writing of Pound, Eliot and Rodker as part of a set of social

interactions would allow us to go beyond simple condemnations of Pound and

some of his associates as antisemitic, but would also do more than seeing ‘Jews’
in his work as simply tropes, which were, in the end, harmless. Modemists relied

upon, described and created institutions for and through their writing which

affected more than just themselves, and, in fact, these institutions and groupings

incoherence of his thought, and sees it as falling into four stages of increasing vehemence (7he
G_eneqlog of D_emons 4-7), but he nonetheless reads The Cantos thematically rather than
historically, as if it were a completed and consistent work.

¥ Casillo, The Genealogy of Demons 13-14. Casillo has some good reasons for doing this, as he
ggjef:ts the use of_ these Jewish friends and acquaintances in Pound’s defence.

ance_ this thesis concentrates on the period when Pound was in significant contact with Rodker,
end_mg 1_11.the early 1930s, it does not deal with the period when Pound’s expressions of
antisemitism were most frequent and most virulent. However, 1t does show that antisemitism was

a signiﬁcan:t part both of Pound’s thought and of the groupings through, in and with which he
worked during the Great War and 1920s.

* The best single source of biographical information on Rodker has recently been put online.
John Rodker, 1894-1955: Biographical Sketch, 28 July 2004, Harry Ransom Humanities
Research Center, University of Texas at Austin, 20 August 2004
<http://www.hrc.utexas.edu/research/fa/rodker.bio.html>.
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were also significant in the creation of their work. The groups around them
included Jews, and they were, or could be, assigned positions through
modernism’s ‘semitic discourse’, but the discourse also had to take them into
account.
That Jews were a significant part of the groupings which formed around Ezra
Pound is clear from a comment recalled by the Canadian poet Louis Dudek.
He says Jews are by nature mobile and therefore a useful people.
“They are not blocks, and you can’t build with them. They’re
spherical, they have a capacity for getting around, and that can be used.”
Then Pound goes on to list eight or ten of his friends old and new

who are Jews.

“No one is treated better in the Cantos than old Levy,” says Pound.
“And he didn’t adopt that name.”’

No one dealing with Pound’s antisemitism has commented on this passage.

This may be because Pound’s antisemitic cliché of naming his Jewish friends 1s
not interesting, or that it is hearsay (although Pound’s comments to Charles

Olson about Jews have attracted attention),”® but it shows that Pound’s idea of

Jews included how he felt he ought to act towards them. Pound wants to
associate with Jews because he can use them, and although he seems to want to
use everyone—building with Gentiles, circulating with Jews—it 1s nonetheless
the Jews who are characterised as the ones who can be used.

However, this was not a one-way process. Benjamin Harshav argues that

modemism and the ‘Modern Jewish Revolution’ (his term for the ‘massive influx

*7 Ezra Pound, Dk/ Some Letters of Ezra Pound, ed. Louis Dudek (Montreal: DC Books, 1974) 35.
Pound’s letter to Olivia Agresti also described Jews as ‘spherical’ in unambiguously antisemitic
terms. ‘Pity the pore uncawshus “carrier” whether it be of bubonics, tubercles or the kikerian
state of mind, the [illegible deletion] oily and spherical/ the so accurately defined by Wm Shx/ etc.
Not that the chew should be prejudged/ he shd/ simply be watched for racial symptoms, and not
allowed to infect the mind of the non-kike. Genocide? unnecessary. Bar them from three
professions’. 26, 30 May 1955. T Cease Not to Yowl’: Ezra Pound's Letters to Olivia Rossetti
gisgrestz', ed. Demetres P. Tryphonopoulos and Leon Surette (Urbana: U of Illinois P, 1998) 193.
Charles Olson, Charles Olson and Ezra Pound: An Encounter at St. Elizabeth’s, ed. Catherine
Seelye (New York: Grossman, 1975). E.g. Casillo, The Genealogy of Demons 7; Humphrey
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of Jews into general culture’ and the emergence of ‘a new secular culture ... in
the internal Jewish domain’ beginning in 1882) went hand in hand.

Modernism impressed all of Jewish culture and literature and, vice versa,
many who were active in general Modernism were Jews. Joining

general culture was especially convenient at a point where the whole
previous tradition (not shared by Jews) seemed to be overthrown. The
radical impetus that freed the individual Jew from his community ties
was an asset for any avant-garde.

Modernism also gave some of the children of Jewish immigrants the means to

understand the process of assimilation and secularisation. They mastered non-

Jewish languages ‘at their most exquisite, Modernist moment and, with that

discourse in hand, could look back at the experience of transition’ 3

Cheyette is right to stress the power of certain representations of ‘Jewishness’
over Jews, but Harshav makes it clear that Jews were not in exactly the same
relationship with either the traditions which were being overthrown (although
Pound-Eliot modernism was never simply a case of overthrowing traditions), or
the modemism to which they allied themselves. The fact that modernist circles

were not simply synonymous with ‘general culture’ was part of what attracted

some Jews to them. Despite his use of this term ‘general culture’, therefore,
Harshav’s characterisation also shows that to describe this attraction as Jews

assimilating to a culture of the majority is not quite accurate.*’ Giving up a

Carpenter, 4 Serious Character: The Life of Ezra Pound (London: Faber, 1988) 737. Carpenter
does cite Dudek, but does not mention Pound’s remarks about Jews.

*> Benjamin Harshav, Language in a Time of Revolution (Berkeley: U of California P, 1993) 3,
76, 71-72.

“0 Assimilation is a term that not all historians of Jews in modernity accept. Indeed, Harshav
argues that ‘the word “assimilation” [...] cannot be accepted literally. For, in important respects,
all Jews are assimilated into general modern culture.’ /bid. 41. Sander Gilman is quite precise in
describing assimilation and self-hatred resulting from it as the attempt to become like a ‘reference
group’, but does not entertain the possibility of there being multiple reference groups. Jewish
Self-Hatred: Anti-Semitism and the Hidden Language of the Jews (Baltimore and London: Johns
Hopkins UP, 1986) 2. Zygmunt Bauman describes assimilation as a process to which the state
subjects minorities, but still works with a definition of majority and minority cultures. Modernity

and Ambivalence (Cambridge: Polity, 1991) 102-107. Bryan Cheyette argues that late nineteenth
century Anglo-Jewish writers were all caught in the contradiction of liberal society in which they
attempted to reconcile the universalist values of liberal culture with a particularist Jewish
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specifically Jewish identity did not simply mean acquiring, or attempting to
acquire, a general English one, or the straightforward acceptance of the images of
Jews available within ‘general culture’.

To argue this is not to replace a predominantly negative image of assimilation
with an entirely positive one of freely chosen association. The complex and
contradictory positions which Rodker occupied could leave him at times
extremely isolated and vulnerable. At other times, however, they gave them the
possibility to explore and critique his situation. It makes little sense to avoid
calling some of his self-descriptions expressions of self-hatred, but rather than
seeing self-hatred as an all-encompassing mind-set, it is better to think of it as

one of a number of positions which he took up, all to some extent interlinked, but

- 41
some more productive than others.

Ruth Wisse has argued that

there is a great difference between the culture of Judaism and the
sociology of Jews. The former relates to the Jewish religious civilization
or idea of nationalism or historical tradition, to people who are still

committed to furthering those traditions in works of art or of exposition.
The second refers to what Jews happen to be doing; to me, this 1s an

experience. Bryan Cheyette, ‘The Other Self: Anglo-Jewish Fiction and the Representation of
Jews in England, 1875-1905," The Making of Modern Anglo-Jewry, ed. David Cesarani (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1990) 97-111. The account on which Cheyette, Gilman and Bauman base their
arguments is Geoff Dench, Minorities in the Open Society: Prisoners of Ambivalence (London
and New York: Routledge, 1986). Bauman and Gilman’s analyses are rooted in the German-
Jewish experience, although they attempt to generalise their findings. David Sorkin summarises
the problems of applying the term ‘assimilation’ to German-Jewish history, and suggests that the
term may have to be replaced. ‘Emancipation and Assimilation: Two Concepts and their
Application to German-Jewish History,” Leo Baeck Institute Year Book 35 (1990): 17-33. David
Feldman touches briefly but incisively on the question, showing the multiple possible
identifications which Jews could have made in Britain. Englishmen and Jews: Social Relations
and Political Culture, 1840-1914 (New Haven: Yale UP, 1994) 5-13. However, as Feldman also
points out, the terms which have been suggested as replacements for ‘assimilation’, such as
‘modernisation’, tend to scant the unequal power relations between Jews and non-Jews. For this
reason, I will continue to use the term ‘assimilation’, while noting that the process it describes is
not simply a question of identifying or attempting to identify with a single ‘general culture’,

*! Compare Martine Leibovici’s essay on Simone Weil, in which she critiques the use of the
concept of ‘haine-de-so1’ (as opposed to ‘haine de so1’) as ‘un schéma rigide et préformé dans
lequel il s’agit de faire entrer ’autre, coiite que cotite’. Weil does not fit into the rigid schema of
‘haine-de-soi’, because she did not identify with the French nation. ‘Simone Weil, 1a mal née,’ La

Haine de soi: difficiles identités, ed. Esther Benbassa and Jean-Christophe Attias (Bruxelles:
Editions Complexe, 2000) 230, 232.
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interesting sociological phenomenon, but it has little to do with the
essence of Jewish culture.*?

Wisse’s absolute distinction is extremely hard to sustain in the context of
modernism, which questioned how, why and whether traditions could still be
furthered or the essence of a culture be defined at all. Moreover, the implication
of this distinction is that it is only those writers with a ‘thick’, essential relation

to Jewish culture and the Jewish community who are able culturally to think

through their Jewishness, while the others are simply the effects of their social
positioning.

I want here to investigate how sociology and culture might work together,
using the ‘institutional’ definition of modemism to help define the ‘Jewishness’
of Rodker’s writing. In seeing how literature relates to its social context, how it
was produced and circulated, and how it made sense of its own context, 1t 1s
possible to see how Rodker’s Jewishness was defined both by him and by others,
how he and his writing were positioned within the Pound-Eliot circle and to gain
a more precise understanding of the social factors which enable or disenable the

possibility of affirming a Jewish identity through modernist literature.

Chapter 1 examines how the representation of Jews functioned within the
grouping of ‘the men of 1914°, both as a means of negotiating their relationship
with the general public, and as a means of forming themselves as a group. 1
examine Eliot’s quatrain poems as an example of collaboration between him and

Ezra Pound, and the way in which their collaboration had effects on the

antisemitic lines in these poems, I find that a similar dynamic is at work in the

*? Ruth Wisse et al., ‘Jewish Culture and Canadian Culture,’ transcript of discussion, The
Canadian Jewish Mosaic, eds. M. Weinfeld, W. Shaffir and I. Cotler (Toronto: Wiley, 1981) 316.
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collaboration between Pound and Wyndham Lewis on the ‘Imaginary Letters’
they wrote for The Little Review. I show how the way they discuss imaginary
Jews has an effect on how they relate to John Rodker as someone associated with

their group, particularly in his role as a publisher.

In Chapter 2, I focus on Pound’s Hugh Selwyn Mauberley in the first edition
published by Rodker. I read errors in the printing of this edition in relation to a
general conception of error in Pound’s ideas about sex and poetry, showing that
in both cases error is associated with Jewish influence. I examine how these 1deas

affected the social formations which Pound used to produce and circulate the

book and Rodker’s place in them. Finally I ask what effects Rodker as the
poem’s publisher can be said to have had on the poem.

In Chapter 3, I move on to discuss Rodker’s own poems which he published at
the same time as he published Pound and Eliot. I argue that his marginal position

within the ‘men of 1914°, as well as his own oppositional attitude to British

culture in general, and an uncertain self-definition resulting from this and his
sense of his own Jewishness leads him to produce an extreme, unbound form of
modernism, which relates to that of the Pound circle, but also enacts certain of
their expectations about Jews.

Chapter 4 examines a later collaboration between Pound and Rodker, around
the magazine The Exile, which Pound published in 1927-1928. This is a point at
which Pound publishes works by a number of Jewish writers, and the point at
which he seems to be most interested in their work, partly because they seem to

occupy a similar place to him. However, he also needs to distinguish between

himself and the Jewish writers (Louis Zukofsky, Carl Rakost and Rodker), which

Wis§e has recently attempted to define what this culture of Judaism might be in The Modern
Jewish Canon: A Journey through Language and Culture (New York: The Free Press, 2000).
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manifests itself in parts of his editorial policy in The Exile and in other
publishing relations with Zukofsky in particular.

Chapter 5 considers Rodker’s Memoirs of Other Fronts, in the first detailed
reading the novel has been given. I examine how the foreignness of the
protagonist takes its place within a systematic analysis of the period of the Great
War as a whole, which participates in the modernist culture of this time.
Rodker’s relationship to the publishing world is still very much defined by
modernist attitudes, which define his relationship with the reading public 1n a
way that militates against giving his identity a name. Modemist techniques,
reworked through psychoanalysis, enable him to deal with his life history as
something private and unpleasant, but cause him to view it as private and

unpleasant in the first place.

I do not claim to be providing a comprehensive reading of Rodker as a writer,
and certainly not to be giving anything like a biography, even of the time when
he was writing. My intention is to concentrate on the issue of his Jewishness as it
played out in his relationship with the modernism of the Pound circle. This thesis
will show that an examination of John Rodker’s writing, and the place that he
occupied in modernism, has a significant impact upon the way that the
relationship between modernism and antisemitism is viewed, as well as

providing a crucial case of a writer of Jewish origin attempting through his

writing to represent and understand the process of assimilation.
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Introduction

In this chapter I place the antisemitic tropes in some of T. S. Eliot’s poetry in
the context of the ‘Men of 1914°. Beginning with the changes Pound suggested
to one of the most notorious of Eliot’s quatrain poems, ‘Burbank with a
Baedeker: Bleistein with a Cigar’, I show that these have an effect on the poem’s
presentation of Jews, and that the final form of the poem, and therefore of its
antisemitism, is the result of their collaboration and not simply of one writer’s

individual prejudice. Following this, I examine how another collaboration in

which Pound was involved at a very similar time, his and Lewis’s ‘Imaginary
Letters’ follows a stmilar pattern. I show how this also played out in their brief
but significant discussion of the relative merits of Eliot and John Rodker as
writers (and human beings), and how Pound saw Rodker’s place in relation to the
‘Men of 1914°. I suggest that the position which he took up within the group,
publishing their work in small press editions, a position at least partly influenced
by Pound’s view of him, enabled other group members, particularly Eliot, to
produce certain kinds of writing which they might not otherwise have been able
to publish. Finally, I show that ‘the jew’ within another of Eliot’s poems
published by Rodker, ‘Gerontion’, is not simply a figure that must be kept

separate from the speaker, but is actually necessary to Eliot’s method of

structuring the poem.
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Chapter 1
Circulating Antisemitism: The ‘Men of 1914°

In mid-1919, T. S. Eliot handed the typescript of a poem entitled ‘Bleistein
with a Cigar’ to his older contemporary, Ezra Pound. In this poem, which, as
Pound could see from its references, is set in Venice, the figure of Burbank has
some kind of dalliance with ‘Princess Volupine’, and is contrasted with the

Jewish figure of Bleistein. As Princess Volupine entertains another Jewish figure,

Sir Ferdinand Klein, Burbank despairs of the course of western civilisation. Or at

least, this is one way of reading it. Exactly what is going on is often very hard to
pin down. What is absolutely clear, however, is that the poem contains some

virulently antisemitic lines, most notoriously ‘The rats are underneath the piles /

The jew 1s undemneath the lot”.!

As with all of these typescripts, Pound suggested some changes, and as with

much of his poetry at this time, Eliot accepted some of them. Pound wrote next

to the title ‘Diptych’, and Eliot seems duly to have changed it to ‘Burbank with a

Baedeker: Bleistein with a Cigar’. Pound also suggested changes to the final two

stanzas. Eliot originally wrote:

Princess Volupine extends

A meagre, blue-nailed, pthisic hand
To climb the waterstair. Lights, lights;
She entertains Sir Ferdinand

Klein. Who clipped the lion’s mane

! For some sense of the complexity of the poem, see Bryan Cheyette, Constructions of “the Jew"
in English Literature and Society: Racial Representations 1875-1945 (Cambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1993) 252-255. Robert Crawford, The Savage and the City in the Work of T. S. Eliot
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1987) 110-115. Rachel Blau DuPlessis, ‘Circumscriptions: Assimilating T.
S. Eliot’s Sweeneys,’ People of the Book: Thirty Scholars Reflect on Their Jewish Identity, eds.
Jeffrey Rubin Dorsky and Shelley Fisher Fishkin (Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1996) 141-157.
Anthony Julius, T. S. Eliot, Anti-Semitism, and Literary Form (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995)
97-112. Hyam Maccoby, ‘The Anti-Semitism of T. S. Eliot,” Midstream 19.5 (May 1973): 63-79.
Gabriel Pearson, ‘Eliot: An American Use of Symbolism® Eliot in Perspective (London:
Macmullan, 1970), ed. Graham Martin (London: Macmillan, 1970) 83-101. Christopher Ricks, T.

S. Eliot and Prejudice (London: Faber, 1988) 33-38. Erik Svarny, ‘The Men of 1914: T. S. Eliot
and Early Modernism (Milton Keynes: Open UP, 1988) 148-155.
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And flea’d his rump, and pared his claws?
Thought Burbank, meditating on
Time’s ruins and the seven laws. *

The only one of Pound’s suggestions which Eliot accepted was to substitute
‘lion’s wings’ for ‘lion’s mane’ but this has two significant consequences. The
lion in question is now quite clearly the winged lion of Venice. And he 1s also
much more at the mercy of the clipper and flea’er, whoever that is. If he needs
his mane clipping and rump flea’ing, he is clearly in some degenerate state, but
these are remedies rather than impositions. Even ‘paring’ could suggest the
sharpening, rather than blunting, of claws. But if he is having his wings clipped,

then his power really is being reduced—he is no longer able to fly—and this

makes stronger the converse meanings of the other verbs: ‘paring’ as simply
cutting his claws off, and ‘fleaing’ could even be taken to mean ‘making flea-

ridden’.’ The lion therefore becomes a much more obvious symbol of both a

once great power and its later decline.

Whoever is responsible for this decline is, it seems, unknown, but one of
Pound’s other suggestions shows that he was not entirely happy with this. He
marked the full stop after Ferdinand Klein, twice put a comma with a query, and

placed quotation marks around all of Burbank’s thought, repeating them in the

margin with the words “for clarity?’.* These emendations would have turned the

?T. S. Eliot, Inventions of the March Hare: Poems 1909-1917, ed. Christopher Ricks (London:
Faber, 1996) 354.

* This latter reading is Rachel Blau DuPlessis’s, who sees the question as unambiguously about
decay. ‘Circumscriptions’ 144. Anthony Julius notes the ambiguity (T. S. Eliot 104), as does Eric
Sigg, although he attributes the inquiry about ‘grooming’ to Burbank and the ‘anti-myth of
decay’ to the poem. The American T. S. Eliot: A Study of the Early Writings (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1989) 169.

* Pound seems to have been somewhat uncomfortable with Eliot’s use of punctuation in this

poem. He _also suggested changing the full stop at the end of line 4 to a colon (thus producing a
rela.tlonshlp of consequence between the first and second stanzas) and wrote ‘punctuation?’
against the full stop after ‘On the Rialto once.’ Eliot, Inventions 354.
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‘who’ following it into a relative pronoun answering Burbank’s question almost

before he asks it.
Without referring to these revisions, and yet evoking the poem Pound wanted

as much as the one that was actually published, Anthony Julius writes that “[1]{
the poem has an answer to Burbank’s question it is Klein. Change the
punctuation from a full stop to a comma and the culprit is disclosed’. He links
this question to the ambiguity of what is happening to the lion of Venice. Klein
is, he argues, ‘both domesticator and domestic’.
In the first role he is savaged, in the second he is derided. ‘Burbank’,
unwilling to choose between the two, adopts both by its own act of
emasculation. This points to the incoherence of anti-Semitism. Either
Jews are omnipotent or they are contemptible. If the first, their
dominance cannot be combated. If the second, their existence cannot
provide an explanation for the injuries for which the anti-Semite would
hold them responsible. The anti-Semite always seeks to have 1t both
ways, yoking together in his account of the Jew the most disagreeable
though contradictory characteristics. While the poem hovers over this

dilemma by its punctuation, it favours scorn over defeat. Hence the full
stop. The anti-Semitism of Burbank is defined by that period.’

It would be wrong, however, to say that Pound was trying to turn Eliot’s poem
from a poem scorning Jews into a coherent theory of a Jewish conspiracy behind
Europe’s decay. The other change that Eliot accepted, adding Burbank to the
title, had exactly the same effect as his refusing to change a full stop to a comma.
Rather than the degeneration taking place under the aegis of Bleistein (and his
cigar) alone, it is summed up as a relationship, or rather, a contrast between
Burbank and Bleistein, again without any explanation as to how they are
supposed to fit together. In both cases, therefore, the process of revision and

discussion produced a tendency towards the effect of collage. Forms that

subordinated or bracketed parts of text—relative clauses, direct speech—were

> ] uli'us, T. S. Eliot 104. Gabriel Pearson also considers the sentence as hovering between being a
relative clause and a question. ‘Eliot” 89.
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rejected; Burbank and Bleistein were placed against each other with their
respective props, Klein juxtaposed with the lion of Venice, in both cases leaving
out anything that definitively connected these figures.

Indeed, collage is very much a feature of the poem as a whole, from the
epigraph with its ‘montage of quotations’, to the ‘linguistic mosaic’ of its main
body, with its ‘willed juxtaposition of fragments’.” This absence of connection in
this and other of Eliot’s quatrain poems is what his defenders (including those
who responded to Anthony Julius’s book on Eliot’s antisemitism) latch onto

against those who view these poems as antisemitic.” How can we say that this

poem is anything, when it is so hard to make it fit together to form any coherent

whole? What this fails to take into account, however, is that the collage method
is itself figured as ‘Jewish’. Although it appears throughout the poem, it 1s most
evident in the part beginning with Bleistein and ending with Sir Ferdinand Klein,
and is partly enabled by the switch in tense in this part.

But this or such was Bleistein’s way :

A saggy bending of the knees

And elbows, with the palms turned out,

Chicago Semite Viennese. (AVP 14)

Burbank’s actions take place in the past, but the Jewish figures are described

as if in some eternal present, in which the sense of sequence is even less evident.

Indeed, the first sentence describing Bleistein contains no verbs at all, and ends

with the lumping together of ‘Chicago Semite Viennese’ without articulation 1n

the same way as the title or the final stanza. Bleistein stands for a kind of mixing

° Svarny, ‘The Men of 1914’ 148, 154. Pearson, “Eliot’ 90.

" Christopher Hitchens, ‘How Unpleasant to Meet Mr Eliot,” Unacknowledged Legislation.:
Writers in the Public Sphere (London: Verso, 2000) 186. Craig Raine argues that the
disconnection is the sign of interior monologue. ‘In Defence of T. S. Eliot,’ In Defence of T. S.
Eliot (London: Picador, 2000) 327. However, the epigraph to the poem is equally disjointed, and

it would be impgssible to assign a mind (other than Eliot’s) within which this was taking place as
a monologue. Disconnection is Eliot’s technique of structuring his poetry.
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of identities which have no organic relationship with each other, and yet it is his
‘Semitic’ nature which lies at their centre. It is both one part of a multiple,
fragmented identity, and the master identity which explains their t'ragxne:ntatiox“l..3

In exactly the same way, the figure of the Jew in the poem is both the symbol of

modemity’s lack of sense and decay and also one symbol among many.

This could be seen as a poetic strategy of avoiding the charge of antisemitism,
to which one could either take the line of urging caution in condemning it, or
accuse it nonetheless, as Christopher Ricks does, of ‘vent[ing] the pent without
taking the rap’,” in other words of expressing sentiments which Eliot is not
prepared fully to own or disown. But one could equally say that, if the Jews stand

for this kind of method, it is their fault that the rest of the poem cannot be related
to them, and they are therefore doubly to blame: firstly because they are behind

everything going wrong, and secondly because they have covered their tracks

and cannot be blamed.

Much of the basis for this reading was already present in this poem before
Pound ever touched it, but it is nonetheless significant that the process of

collaboration heightened two effects: denying a sense of resolution and making
the need for 1t even sharper. The ambiguous antisemitism Julius outlines was at

work not only in the poem but in the relationship between Eliot and Pound,

created 1n part by their collaboration.

® Erik Svarny argues that the centrality of ‘Semite’ foregrounds it as Bleistein’s fundamental
identity (‘The Men of 1914’ 154). Robert Crawford links his hybrid identity to the experiments
with hybrid plants made by the Californian plant breeder Luther Burbank (74e Savage and the
City 65-66). Bryan Cheyette sees this link as also hybridizing the Burbank of the poem
(Constructions of ‘the Jew' 254). Stan Smith sees all of these words as hovering between nouns
and adjectives. The Origins of Modernism: Eliot, Pound, Yeats and the Rhetorics of Renewal

(Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1994) 116. Anthony Julius’s suggestion that it evokes
luggage labels is less convincing (T. S. Eliot 48).
?Ricks, T. S. Eliot 38.
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The link between the modernism of the Pound circle (that is, Pound, Eliot,

Joyce and Wyndham Lewis, later dubbed by Lewis the ‘Men of 1914°) and the

anti-Jewish prejudices held by most of its individual members is, of course,
something that has provoked a great deal of discussion. Individual studies have
been w1_'itten about Pound, Eliot and Wyndham Lewis, exploring their individual
antisemitisms as self-enclosed, self-justifying systems.'’ Books have also been
written exploring the general ‘semitic discourse’ which was part of a discourse of
Englishness and empire, and in which these modernists played a role.!! But no-

one has asked the question of how ‘semitic discourse’ operated in this group as a

whole. Some sides of modemist collaboration have been widely explored,..12 but

little attention has been given to the effect of collaboration on the antisemitism of

certain works. Eliot’s quatrain poems were part of a joint reaction with Pound
against free verse, and all of them passed through Pound’s hands before their
publication.”” Pound and Lewis jointly contributed a series of ‘Imaginary Letters’

to The Little Review which contained a number of pejorative references to Jews.

In neither case has the question been asked of what impact collaboration had on
their antisemitic content. Yet this is an extremely important question, not simply

because it brings in a level of social description between that of the individual

'Y E.g. Robert Casillo, The Genealogy of Demons: Anti-Semitism, Fascism, and the Myths of Ezra
Pound (Evanston, IL: Northwestern UP, 1988); Anthony Julius, 7.S. Eliot, Anti-Semitism and

Literary Form (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995); David Ayers, Wyndham Lewis and Western
Man (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1992).

'! Cheyette, Constructions of ‘the Jew’.

'* E.g. Dennis Brown, Intertextual Dynamics within the Literary Group: Joyce, Lewis, Pound and

Eliot:' The Men of 1914 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1990); Wayne Koestenbaum, Double Talk: The
Erotics of Male Literary Collaboration (New York and London: Routledge, 1989) 112-139; Jack

Stillinger, Multiple Authorship and the Myth of Solitary Genius (New York and Oxford: Oxford
UP, 1991) 121-138. Peter Brooker wants to substitute the idea of the ‘situated sociality of
modernist art’ for a romantic idea of the artist as a solitary outsider. Bohemia in London: The
.lS;‘ociaI Scene of Early Modernism (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004) 131.

Ronald Bush discusses some of the effects of Pound’s emendations on the quatrain poems. The

Genesis of Ezra Pound’s Cantos (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1976). Louis Menand discusses Eliot

as a ‘fellow traveler’ of Pound and other antisemites. ‘Eliot and the Jews,” New York Review of
Books June 6 1996: 34-41.
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and that of society as a whole, but also because it relates particular literary forms
to particular social formations. Collaboration shaped both the writings, and the
groupings of people who composed, circulated and even, it might be argued, read
them—these were poems that originally appeared in very limited editions. Their
interactions took place both within literary writings, and within their private
correspondence (although the boundary between these two was, as I will show,
somewhat permeable), and included consideration of which other writers,
including Jewish writers, were worthy of their support.

What I want to argue, therefore, is that the antisemitism, or the way that
antisemitism works, within a poem such as ‘Burbank/Bleistein’ is important
because it had certain social effects. This was not just by reproducing images
which were upsetting to Jews, nor simply by contributing to a general anti-
Jewish atmosphere in Britain at that time—though it did both of those.'* It also
formed part of the means of shaping a (small, but significant) social group: a

group that included members of Jewish origin. In fact, the book in which

‘Burbank/Bleistein’ first appeared, along with the debut of ‘Gerontion’, Ara Vos
Prec, had its 264 (or possibly a few more) copies printed by hand and published

under the imprint of someone who was himself Jewish: the writer and publisher

John Rodker."’

'* Ara Vos Prec was published at almost exactly the same time as The Protocols of the Learned
Elders of Zion appeared in Britain under the title of The Jewish Peril, January or February 1920.
It took a year and a half for the book to be discredited. Norman Cohn, Warrant for Genocide: The
Myth of the Jewish World-Conspiracy and the Protocols of the Elders of Zion (London: Eyre &

Spottiswoode, 1967) 152-156. Richard S. Levy, ‘Introduction,’ 4 Lie and Libel: The History of
the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, by Binjamin W, Segel, ed. and trans. Levy (Lincoln and

London: U of Nebraska P, 1995) xii, 40-41. See also Léon Poliakov, The History of Anti-
Semitism, vol. 4. Suicidal Europe, 1870-1933, trans. George Klin (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1985)
187-218. Poliakov sees a particular rise in anti-Semitism in Britain between 1915 and 1922,
Colin Holmes, Anti-Semitism in British Society 1876-1939 (London: Edward Arnold, 1979) 141-

160. Holmes notes that H. H. Beamish’s The Jews’ Who's Who: Israelite Finance: Its Sinister
Influence was also published in the same year.

' ‘Burbank with a Baedeker: Bleistein with a Cigar® appeared in the magazine Art and Letters in
1919, but both it and ‘Gerontion’ were first published in book form in Ara Vos Prec in February
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In the rest of this chapter, therefore, I pick out another—far less famous—
collaboration in which Pound engaged, his and Wyndham Lewis’s ‘Imaginary
Letters’, to see how their representations of Jewish figures also played out in
their brief but significant discussion of the relative merits of Eliot and John

Rodker as writers (and human beings), and fit this in with Pound’s general sense
of Rodker’s place in the ‘Men of 1914°. I suggest that one of the roles which
Rodker took up within that group, publishing their work in small press editions,
was influenced by Pound’s view of him, and enabled other group members,
particularly Eliot, to produce certain kinds of writing which they would not

otherwise have published. Finally I see what implications the 1dea of Jews as

dangerous but necessary partners in collaboration might have in a reading of

‘Gerontion’.

‘Imaginary Letters’: Collaboration and Dialogue

Pound and Lewis’s ‘Imaginary Letters’, published in The Little Review

between May 1917 and January 1918, were a series of essays in the form of

letters written by two different personas, in which they discussed art, politics and
sexual relations. Lewis, writing as William Bland Burn to his wife Lydia, was
originally to have written the whole series, but when front line service prevented

him from continuing them, Pound stepped in to write the fourth, fifth and sixth

under the name of Walter Villerant, with Mrs Bland Burn still as his

correspondent. On his return, although only six letters had originally been

1920. This edition announced 264 numbered, and ten unnumbered copies, but the ‘frequency
with which the unnumbered copies appear would indicate that a good many more than the

scheduled ten were so issued.” Donald Gallup, T. S. Eliot: A Bibliography (London: Faber, 1969)
203, 25-26.
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envisaged, Lewis added another two instalments, followed by two more by

Pound.'

In both Lewis’s and Pound’s contributions, there appear sections which have
been examined for evidence of their respective writer’s antisemitism.'’ But no-
one has examined the series as a whole, to see what relationship the two writers
are working out within it, and how this affects their representation of Jews. In
fact, Pound’s and Lewis’s parts have been republished separately, as if these
were two entirely different works. And yet, as the history of the writing and
publication of it shows, although Pound began by filling in while Lewis was

away, it became something they both felt the need to continue with. By the end,
it was a joint project, one not particularly significant in literary terms, but very
much so in terms of literary history. Within the letters they fleshed out a theory
of art and a theory of its audience, in which art became a kind of dialogue
between collaborators rather than a direct address to the public. The Jewish

references they made were not incidental to this, but were rather intimately

bound up with the idea of the public sphere, and the relation of artist and

audience. Moreover, these references are also the product of interaction, although

' Wyndham Lewis, ‘Imaginary Letters (Six Letters of William Bland Burn to his Wife)® [1] The
Little Review 4.1 (May 1917): 19-23; [2] 4.2 (June 1917): 22-26; ‘Imaginary Letters (Six Letters
of William Bland Burn to his Wife): The Code of the Herdsman’ {3] 4.3 (July 1917): 3-7. Ezra
Pound, ‘Imaginary Letters (Walter Villerant to Mrs. Bland Burn)’ [4] The Little Review 4.5 (Sept
1917): 20-22; [51 4.6 (Oct 1917): 14-17; [6] 4.7 (Nov 1917): 39-40. Lewis, ‘Imaginary Letters
(Six Letters of William Bland Burn to his Wife)* [7-8] The Little Review 4.11 (March 1918): 23-
30;[9]4.12 (April 1918): 50-54. Pound, ‘Imaginary Letters (W. Villerant to the ex-Mrs. Burn)’
[10] The Little Review 5.1 (May 1918): 52-55; ‘Mr. Villerant’s Morning Outburst (Four Letters)’
[11]15.7 (Nov 1918): 7-12. I have numbered the letters according to the system in Donald
Gallup’s Bibliography of Pound and Omar S. Pound’s bibliography of Lewis. Pound’s final set of
letters was not to Lydia Bland Burn, but is included in his ‘Imaginary Letters’ in Pavannes and
Divagations. Subsequent references will be by author, letter number and page.

'" Very little has been written in general on these pieces, and nothing on them covering both
Pound and Lewis’s parts. Robert Casillo touches on the antisemitic parts in Pound’s ‘letters’. The
Genealogy of Demons S, 164, 375n4. Geoff Gilbert deals thoughtfully and at some length with
Lewis’s antisemitism in his ‘letters’, ‘Shellshock, Anti-Semitism, and the Agency of the Avant-
Garde’ Wyndham Lewis and the Art of Modern War, ed. David Peters Corbett (Cambridge:
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in different forms, with the partner in the collaboration. Lewis had probably
completed his part before seeing Pound’s contributions but, as I shall show, this
part was nevertheless a form of correspondence with Po@d asmuchasa
finished artistic work. Although Lewis did not react to Pound writing as
Villerant, he did think of Pound rather than a reading public as its recipient. This
affected the content of his letters, particularly in his willingness to include
material that would usually be seen as unsuitable for publication. Pound was
writing in direct response to Lewis’s letters, and Lewis’s presence as another

persona allowed him to express certain opinions and images of Jews by

projecting them onto Lewis rather than acknowledging them as his own.

Bland Burn was one of Lewis’s ‘spokesmen’, whose theorising was very close
to Lewis’s own thought.'® This was to be undercut by the circumstances of his

life (being told he is not the father of his child), and of world history (the Russian

Revolution), but the first three letters consisted of his meditations on self, society

and art. The need to rise above physical existence expressed itself in disgusted

self-descriptions, and in hostility to the ‘herd’ and women. ‘{W]hy should you

expect me to admit society as anything but an organized poltrooney [sic] and
forgetfulness?’ ‘As to women: wherever you can substitute the society of
men.=Treat them kindly, for they suffer from the herd, although of it, and have
many of the same contempts as yourself.’'” Interacting with the herd risks

contamination, permeating the boundaries of the body in a way which mires the

self in its physicality.

Cambridge UP, 1998) 78-97. See also Paul Edwards, Wyndham Lewis: Painter and Writer (New
Haven and London: Yale UP, 2000) 176-178, 181, 185, 195-196, 565n36.

** Timothy Materer and Paul Edwards both see him as a similar figure to Cantleman or Tarr.

Materer, Wyndham Lewis the Novelist (Detroit: Wayne State UP, 1976) 70. Edwards, Wyndham
Lewis 185.

" Lewis, ‘IL’ 1; 22. Lewis, ‘IL’ 3: 12.
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Above all this sad commerce with the herd, let something vernitably
remain “un peu sur la montagne.” Always come down with masks and
thick clothing to the valley where we work.

Stagnant gasses from these Yahooesque and rotten herds are more
dangerous than the wandering cylinders that emit them. Se¢ you are not
caught in them without your mask.*’

The war imagery of protective masks and clothing is also used in this context
as a sign of physical disgust at the farting rotting masses, whose interior
processes are made exterior, and risk being interiorised by the herdsmen. Such an
exchange of physical processes has a hint of something sexual, and this seems to
be true of all personal interaction. Bland Burn’s written exchanges with Lydia
also take on the value of sex: ‘I wish, Lydia, you were here, with your body

rasping under mine now. We could beat out this argument to another tune,”*!

The solution to avoiding the society of women is to assoctate with men,
Immediately after this sentence, Bland Burn adds: ‘Send me more of Villerant’s
Aunt Sally’s, or anybody else’s’. (Lewis, ‘IL’ 1: 23). When Lydia answers for
herself, he complains in the next letter “You have not sent me any Aunt Sally but
my Grecian wife.” (Lewis, ‘IL’ 2: 22). Burn therefore wants to have a dialogue
with Walter Villerant, but it must take place through the mediation of Lydia.
Direct dialogue would also be like sex, and also risk the integrity of the self.

Collaboration in the ‘Imaginary Letters’ therefore requires some form of
mediation, at this point through women. As the dialogue progressed, this role
also began to be taken by Jews.

When Pound took over the correspondence, he described 1t to Lewis as a

sexual act from which he attempted to distance himself by insisting on the reality

of his persona, Villerant.

201 ewis, ‘IL’ 3: 12.
21 Lewis, “IL’ 1: 23.
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Mr Villerant has written some letters for Sept. Oct. and Nov. to
keep the “reader” in mind of the existence of the Burn family. This
literary rape and adultery is most underhanded and scandalous. But Mr
V. has unexpectedly come to life, that is by the time he gets to his

second epistle. He will perhaps annoy the “public” and provide B. with
Aunt Sallys. He is not controversing with B. but discussing matters
other, and of interest to his effete and over civilized organism.*?

Again, Pound is not aiming at immediate dialogue, but he 1s also not simply
working out his own personal ideas. His writing should provoke reactions from
the public and from Lewis (or Bland Burn), but it should not be seen as a

discussion with Burn (or Lewis), or with the public. This too would threaten the

boundaries of the self.
Pound’s letters included the first references to Jews. Agreeing that ‘there 1s no

truce between art and the public’ (Pound, ‘IL’ 4: 20), Villerant nonetheless found

something positive in the new immigrants to America, although it was postponed

to some future date.

Unfortunately the turmoil of yidds, letts, finns, esthonians, cravats,
niberians, nubians, algerians, sweeping along Eighth Avenue in the

splendour of their vigorous unwashed animality will not help us. They
are the America of tomorrow ....

[...]
The turmoil of Yidds, Letts, etc. is “full of promise”, full of vitality.
They are the sap of the nation, our heritors, the heritors of our ancient

acquisitions. But our job is to turn out good art, that is to produce it, to
make a tradition.*>

Jews are presented here as one race among many, but, by coming at the head

of all this racial variety, they stand as a master signifier for America’s

mongrelisation. Villerant seems to be presenting this in a very positive way here,

which is partly linked to his greater tolerance of the ‘herd’ (‘I am not prey to

2 Pound/Lewis 93. Timothy Materer dates this to August 1917. Paul Edwards argues that it dates
to mid-July 1917 (Wyndham Lewis 556n27). The actual date 1s not important for my argument.

2 .Pound, ‘IL’ 4: 21. The passage as republished in Pavannes and Divagations (1958) omits the
‘yidds’ from these groups. ‘The turmoil of Finns, Letts, etc., is “full of promise”’. Pound,

Pavannes 56. This description is very similar to that given by Pound in his ‘Patria Mia’ articles
for The New Age.
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William’s hostilities, he asserted in the following letter),** but also sees these

immigrants as an alternative to the strictures of polite society. But it is not a

simple case of Pound (or Walter Villerant) alone talking about this: he uses

Lewis’s persona as a sounding board for his own ambivalence.
This becomes even starker when he discusses his association with the Jewish
figure of ‘Levine’.

Levine is a clever man. Yes, “of course”, of course I agree with you.
[...] Idon’t wonder William wants you to get rid of him.

There is no reason why William should see him, there is no reason
why William should not punch his face in an orgy of sensuous
gratification, there is no reason why William should not kick him down
stairs. There is no reason why any one should see him, or hear him, or
endure him. And there is no reason why I should not see him. Besides
he once procured me £12. I use the word “procure” with intention. It
applies—temperamentally it applies to all of his acts: does he write,
does he commission an article, it is all, in some way, procuration.

On the whole I do not even dislike him. He has unbounded
naivete. I am a civilized man; I can put up with anything that amuses
me.

As for the french pseudo-catholicians, ages of faith [...] They are
a pestilent evil. The procurer is an honest . . . . and boastful . ...
tradesman in comparison.

The fantasy of violence against a Jewish figure is doubly, even triply
distanced from Pound: speaking in a persona about what another writer’s persona
might do; though in fact it might be said that this distancing is what makes the
violence possible. Furthermore, it is actually an attempt (although a very weak
one) to justify why Villerant should stay in Levine’s company, giving a reason
which combines sex and money in a strange but suggestive way. Both money and
procuration, and by implication ‘Jewishness’ itself, stand here for a kind of

mediation, the interactions which take place between people: writer and

marketplace, book and reader, even between Pound and Lewis themselves.

;: Pound, ‘IL’ 5: 16.
Pound, ‘IL’ 6: 39-40. The four-point ellipses those of the original text. In Pavannes and
Divagations 62-63, the text is the same, but the ellipses are three-point.
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Levine, the eternal middle man, is a necessary evil, but that does not make him
any less evil—hence the fantasies of violence against him.
In the final part of Lewis’s side of the correspondence William Bland Burn

describes the political situation in Russia between the February and October
Revolutions (the letter is dated 28th April) to his wife at the same time as she

writes to him claiming that their child is not his.*®

All the Jews are mobilized. They march about in huge tribes with
banners. They have formed themselves into a sort of Parliament, getting
elected all over the place or electing themselves. Someone has published
all their real names—a horrible list, calculated to make a pious Ally
cross himself, Then a Jew called Lenin has arrived, whose real name 1s
Rosenbauer. He prances all over the place and causes a great deal of
confusion. Meantime the Russians come out with their families and

watch with astonishment the proceedings of the Jews.

[...]

After this war, and the “democratisation” of all countries, no man will

ever say what he means, yes, seldomer even than at present. The thing
that is not will reign in the lands.

[...]

I therefore sally forth daily and watch the manoeuvres of my long-
nosed friends with displeasure. A band of big clear-faced child-like
soldiers, led by an active little bourgeois officer, counter-demonstrating,
pleases me in a cheerless sort of way. Those brave, handsome ignorant
children are the cream of the world now and when they grow older and
thoughtful. Why cannot the right words be spoken to them, the true
words, that would make them see clear to the heart of the huge fudge?*’

Just as the Jews hide their true names, so do their actions make all true

naming impossible. This also applies by association to Lydia Bland Bumn’s child,
Yorke: he too, if William Bland Burn is not his father, is carrying a false name.
Thus the links between language and of sex are maintained here, with the failures
and uncertainties of both being associated with Jewish figures.*®

However, this passage did not appear as it was originally written. Pound, who

was Foreign Editor of The Little Review at the time, wrote to Margaret Anderson,

2® Lewis, ‘IL’ 9: 53-54.
27 Lewis, ‘IL’ 9: 52-53.
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its editor and owner, and was emphatic that it could not be published as she had

it.

Here AT LAST is Lewis revise.

It is simply that the long political allusion which formed nearly all of
page “31” MUST absolutely come out

The letter is to run as in the enclosed mss.

Everything between “lands” and “So my opinion” 1s to come OUT.”

This was not the result of Lewis exceeding Pound’s sensibilities: he had sent it

to Pound with a part which he did not want published. In an accompanying letter,

he provided a number of notes on this piece.

V.

VL

VIL

As you read my last two Petrograd letters keep your eye on the
date at top of letter and modify if essential. = But I think it 1s
allright. = By April 28" the Revolution period was well past the
first days.

(I had to pretend that Bland didn’t roger his friends for obvious
reasons.)

Miss S. will give you two copies, one of which will contain a
certain passage, one of which will not contain the passage. It is the
one that does pot [triply underlined] contain the passage that is to
go to New York. Under no circumstances, as you love me, allow

the copy with the passage to go. = But I should like you to see the
whole thing..3 0

This demonstrates that part of what was being worked out in these pieces was

intended purely for private consumption. There 1s an almost erotic charge to this

showing of private thoughts. Lewis leaves himself vulnerable, worried at the

thought of Pound sending off parts which shouldn’t be seen be others, but

wanting to give them exclusively to Pound, as a sign of trust and of intimacy.

Pound’s panic 1n his letter to Anderson having sent her the wrong script shows

the nisks that Lewis was running,

*® Adam David McKible, The Space and Place of Modernism: The Little Magazine in New York,
;igiss., U of N Carolina, 1998, 168.
Ezra Pound, 25 Feb 1918, Pound/The Little Review: The Letters of Ezra Pound to Margaret

Am?erson: The Little Review Correspondence, ed. Thomas L. Scott, Melvin J. Friedman with the
assistance of Jackson R. Bryer (London: Faber, 1989) 197.
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The passage which Lewis did not want published was an attack on an
unnamed labour leader, a ‘sweating, undeveloped ranting tearing man of the
people’ who would become a ‘harsh and terrible ruler’ if he had the chance.’!

Lewis’s fear was that the person he was describing would recognise the portrait.
‘I should make an enemy at a time when I cannot afford to; for no doubt the
eminent man in question reads the Little Review.’”* Coming in the middle of a
passage about the Jews’ part in the revolution, however, the ‘man in question’
becomes Jewish by association, but even the fact that the passage had to be

censored comes under its own logic, as another example of true naming being

made impossible.

And this passage was certainly not the only one which Lewis did not expect to
be published.

[1]f there are any offensive passages, have them out, if it does not

destroy sense. Otherwise let me know page & lines, & I will overhaul

passage.”

Sending his manuscripts to Pound is both a kind of safety net, allowing him to
take greater risks with ‘political’ or sexual content, and a way of carrying on a
more private conversation with him, which 1s never meant to be made fully
public. It is once again both a means of producing literary works and an
interaction which creates its own social milieu.

Pound too flirted with what could and could not be said in these letters. A
translation of Baudelaire’s poem XXXII from Les Fleurs du mal was not

published in The Little Review, whereas it does appear i1n the reprint in Pavannes

and Divagations (1958).

* Lewis to Pound, 17 July 1917, Pound/Lewis 89.

2 E(il(wards, Wyndham Lewis 565n36 reproduces this section, and suggests that the person is A. J.
ook.

*2 Lewis to Pound, 26 August 1917, Pound/Lewis 100.
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Une nuit que j’étais prés d’une affreuse Juive,
Comme au long d’un cadavre un cadavre €tendu,
Je me pris a songer pres de ce corps vendu

A la triste beauté dont mon désir se prive.

Je me représentai sa majesté native,

Son regard de vigueur et de graces arme,

Ses cheveux qui lui font un casque parfume

Et dont le souvenir pour I’amour me ravive. |[.. I1°

One night stretched out along a hebrew bitch—
Like two corpses at the undertakers—

This carcass, sold alike to jews and quakers,
Reminded me of beauty noble and nch.

Although she stank like bacon in the flitch,
I thought of her as though the ancient makers
Had shown her mistress of a thousand acres,

Casqued and perfumed, so that my nerves ’gan twitch .. P

Pound’s translation is clearly more repulsed—and more fascinated—by the
‘hebrew bitch’ than Baudelaire’s poem is by the ‘affreuse Juive’. The former
phrase might be called a faithful transposition of Baudelaire’s disgust, but
rhyming it with ‘flitch’ and talking of her stink is certainly adding something of
Pound’s, and referring to a long tradition of associating Jews with pigs.
Moreover, whereas the original makes a distinction between the sordid realities

of sex embodied in a Jewish mistress and an 1deal embodied in another woman,

the translation suggests that the ideal is simply an illusion in the poet’s mind. Sex

is inherently mired in physical imperfections, inherently disgusting and, it seems,

inherently Jewish.

Once again, however, Pound makes every effort to distance the poem’s

sentiments from his own. Writing in the persona of Villerant is not enough.

*3 28 August 1917, Pound/Lewis 101,

** Charles Baudelaire, ‘Les Fleurs du mal,’ Guvres complétes, vol. 1 (Gallimard, 1975) 34. This
poem changed its numbering in different editions of Les Fleurs du mal: XXXI in the 1857
edition, which spelt ‘juive’ with a lower case ‘j°, XXXII in 1861, and XXXIII in 1868. In some
composite editions, the addition of two of the banned 1857 poems to the 1861 numbering gives
the poem as XXXIV. Since the 1861 edition is generally considered definitive, this is the

numbering I have used. See ‘Note on the Text,” The Flowers of Evil, by Baudelaire, trans. James
McGowan (Oxford and New York: Oxford UP, 1993) xxxviti-xlviii.
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Villerant introduces his translation rather off-handedly, and almost immediately
disowns it: ‘the Beaudelairian [sic] “vigour” seems to me now too facile a
mechanism.’*® But these devices were also insufficient, and the translation did
not appear in The Little Review. 1t is nonetheless likely that it was written at the
same time of the rest of this passage, and then cut, as the comments on
Baudelaire were included.

Through the ‘Imaginary Letters’, Pound and Lewis were working out a
number of points which were enabled by and fed back into their collaboration.
Attempts to distinguish between themselves and the general public appeared both
in published expressions of contempt, and in the fact that some parts of the
dialogue were to be kept private. Artistic doctrines could be tested out through
the mouths of personas and then disavowed when the personas became more
concrete, more like characters. But the process of dialogue, of distinguishing

public and private, of forming and expressing opinions about the public, was

bound up with the figures of Jews. The ‘vigour’ they represented for Pound could

become the anarchy and lack of order they symbolised for Lewis. Their necessity
as intermediaries for intercourse—of the verbal kind, but imaged as sexual—

shown by Levine could also become the perversion of language demonstrated by
Lenin/Rosenbauer. And these representations played out in real decisions

whether or not to publish or censor certain parts of the dialogue.

-—
* Ezra Pound, Pavannes and Divagations (Norfolk, CT: New Directions, 195 8) 74.

** Pound, ‘IL’ 11: 12. Pavannes 74 with corrected spelling.
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Lewis, Pound, the ‘Men of 1914, and Rodker

They also played out in decisions about who to publish or not. Two years

before this, Pound was discussing with Lewis who would make the more

With regard to future potentialities I think this thing of Eliot’s would
probably be more advantageous than anything of Rodker’s admitting
that it is a bit archaic = still as the mouthpiece of intelligence, one would
better be the mouthpiece of Eliot than of Rodker.”’

Lewis replied:
Thank you for Elliot [sic] poem. It is very respectable and intelligent
verse, as you say, & I found Rodker a most poisonous little bugger on
Saturday, repellently hoarse (this may be a form of jealousy) & with
abominable teeth, not to mention his manners. I am sure you cant say
anything too bad about him. He told me he had written a lot of filthy

sexual verse, which, if he sends it, I shall han % in the W.C. He described
it as Verlainesque, damn his dirty little eyes.’

It would be unfair to Pound (and even to Lewis) to say that they preferred
Eliot on the sole grounds that he was not Jewish, but it would be equally wrong-
headed to deny that this question has no part in their discussion. In fact, Lewis’s
own antisemitism is quite evident in the fact that, according to Eliot, he claimed
to find Maxwell Bodenheim (an American Jewish poet who attempted—
unsuccessfully—to begin a career in London) more tolerable than Rodker,
implying that the company of Jews was to be tolerated rather than sought out.”
The physical and intellectual features which they discuss amount to a racial

portrait of Rodker, and Lewis’s disgust at his physical presence is also projected

onto his opinion of Rodker’s verse. There is, it seems, something about his

*" Pound to Lewis, before July 1915, Pound/Lewis: The Letters of Ezra Pound and Wyndham
Lewis, ed. Timothy Materer (London: Faber, 1985) 12-13.

*® Lewis to Pound, before July 1915, Pound/Lewis 13.

*>T. S. Eliot, letter to Pound, 3 July 1920, The Letters of T. S. Eliot Volume 1: 1898-1922, ed.
Valerie Eliot (London: Faber, 1988) 389.
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Jewishness which makes him overly sexual, and that sexuality itself in some way
perverse, even excremental. Nonetheless, there 1s something about this that
Lewis finds compelling, maybe even necessary—he might, he concedes, be
jealous of the man.

Lewis’s use of the word ‘respectable’ to describe Eliot’s verse 1s also a little
surprising. It sets up an opposition between an acceptable, non-trouble-making
Eliot, and an unacceptable, overly sexual Rodker. In a discussion of editorial
policy for BLAST, one might expect a little more weight to be given to verse that
might have some shock value, particularly as it is quite clear that Lewis had not
read Rodker’s work. In fact, Eliot had sent some of his own ‘filthy sexual verse’

to Lewis.

Eliot has sent me Bullshit & the Ballad for Big Louise. They are

excellent bits of scholarly ribaldry. I am longing to print them in Blast;
but stick to my naif determination to have no “Words Ending in -Uck, -
Unt and -Ugger.”*

Eliot’s “Triumph of Bullshit’ will be briefly discussed later in this chapter, but

what is important here is the way in which Eliot and Rodker at this point have

more in common for Lewis and Pound than might at first seem likely.

Between this discussion and the publication of the Rodker’s editions of
Pound, Eliot and Lewis’s work in 1920, neither Pound nor Lewis fully disowns
Rodker, while seeming not entirely comfortable with his presence among them.
In the surveys of London literary life which Pound occasionally sends to the
editors of American little magazines, he concentrates, unsurprnsingly, on the
‘Men of 1914’ (himself, Eliot, Joyce and Lewis), but Rodker frequently seems to

be floating on the edge of this group, neither fully in nor out. And what marks

* Lewis to Pound, J anuary 1913, Pound/Lewis 8.

d
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him for possible success in Pound’s mind seems to be the quality that Lewis
found so repulsive and so fascinating.

Writing to Alice Corbin Henderson, Pound sketches out a set of relationships

which broadly correspond to the ‘Men of 1914°. Even in 1915, however, the

exclusiveness of these four men was not so clear-cut. At the end of one of his
first surveys Pound concludes:

For the rest, Lewis and Joyce are the two men of genius, Rodker has a
small vein, but his own. Eliot has a quaint mind full of intelligence. And
that is about the circle of my interests. Lewis now and again gets a good
bit of work out of one of his followers.*’

At this stage, the ‘Men of 1914’ do not yet seem to be in existence. All the

names are there, with the additional presence of Rodker, but Rodker and Eliot are
not on the level of Lewis and Joyce. In fact, they are described in very similar

terms: a ‘small vein’ and a ‘quaint mind’ both have connotations of smallness

and 1nconsequentiality.

Eliot gradually begins to rise to the level of Joyce and Lewis in Pound’s

letters to Henderson.

Lewis has done a korking [sic] novel. Joyce’s book is not yet published.
Eliot has a job and I am afraid it uses up too much of his time.

After some references to a handful of other writers and artists, he concludes:

Rodker has a trace of something. The others seem struck dead. Eliot
alone seems likely to matter.*?

Although Eliot is not yet producing work worthy of comparison with Lewis
and Joyce, he does at least deserve mentioning in the same breath. Rodker is now
presented as a decidedly secondary talent, although one still worth following,

whereas Eliot has the potential to do something important.

*! Ezra Pound, 9 Aug 1915, The Letters of Ezra Pound to Alice Corbin Henderson, ed. Ira B.
Nadel (Austin: U of Texas P, 1993) 120.

4230 Oct 1915, Letters to Henderson 124.
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By March 1917, the ‘Men of 1914’ seem securely formed 1n Pound’s mind,

but Rodker’s place is not so easy to pin down. After discussing what he calls

‘various sub-contemporaries’ (Amy Lowell, John Gould Fletcher, Lawrence,

H.D. and Richard Aldington), Pound writes:

Rodker is silly and unballanced, [sic] but he has just done a story with
something to it. And I am not sure but he may go further than any of
them.

Joyce, Eliot and Lewis are the only men I at the moment believe 1n.
For Rodker I have hop es.?

Rodker seems to be floating between the ‘sub-contemporaries’ and the ‘men |
[...] believe in’, and the temporal qualifier seems to leave open the possibility of
him joining these ranks.

Like Lewis being occupied at the front, and Eliot at the bank, Rodker too was

occupied with other matters than writing. As a conscientious objector, who spent

much time in prison or on the run during the latter part of the war, Rodker

sometimes was simply not there to be able to produce any work. Whereas Pound

was prepared to keep Lewis’s name before the public eye (such as by stepping in
to keep the ‘Imaginary Letters’ going), he regarded Rodker as a
‘Godddddammmm fool’ who was ‘running with a beastly crowd of obj ectors’.**

The former of these comments seems to be referring to Rodker’s unavailability,
since Pound is discussing the dearth of possible contributors to The Little Review.
At this time, Rodker’s copy of The Little Review was being sent to Pound,
presumably because he did not have a fixed address.*” Pound’s distaste for

Rodker’s protest may even reveal a certain awareness of and dislike for the

438-9 March 1917, Letters to Henderson 199.

“ Ezra Pound, 17 May 1917, The Selected Letters of Ezra Pound to John Quinn 1915-1924, ed.
Timothy Materer (Durham and London: Duke UP, 1991) 119. Pound to Williams, 10 June 1916,

Pound/Williams: The Selected Letters of Ezra Pound and William Carlos Williams, ed. Hugh
Witemeyer (New York: New Directions, 1996) 28.
* Pound/The Little Review 173.
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Jewish socialist groups who were the inspiration behind it, but 1t does not
completely rule Rodker out as someone with whom he wishes to work.
When Pound started writing to Margaret Anderson of The Little Review the

same year, he considered the magazine as a vehicle for Lewis, Joyce, Eliot and
himself. The two other possibilities—*/es jeunes '—were Rodker and Iris Barry.

Again, he was the person who was more defensive of Rodker. Although the
letters of Margaret Anderson to him do not survive, he was quite clearly

defending him against her disparagement.

The Iris Barry and the Rodker stuff is not a compromise but a bet. I
stake my critical position, or some part of it, on a belief that both of
them will do something. I am not risking much, because I have seen a
lot of their mss. [...] Rodker has convinced me, at last, that he ‘has it in
him.’” And we must have les jeunes. Rodker ought to be up to regulation
in a few years’ time.

He will go farther than Richard Aldington, though I don’t expect
anyone to believe that statement for some time. He has more invention,

more guts. His father did not have a library full of classics, but he will
learn.*®

Wyndham Lewis, while praising Pound for his ability to spot and promote

major talents such as Joyce and Eliot, also noted that he tended to take an over-

enthusiastic interest in far less impressive writers.

[O]ne of the peculiarities of Ezra Pound is that he in the same breath
will deliver himself of judgements regarding writers of very great
intellectual power—say Mr. Joyce—that are discerning and just:
judgements of writers possessing no interest whatsoever, for man or
god, which are undeniably silly. [...] He knows a good thing when he

sees it, and needless to say he does first-rate things himself. But he does
not know a dull thing when he sees it.*’

“© 11 June 1917, Pound/The Little Review 63. Pound is probably repeating the word compromise
from Anderson’s letter. ‘I loathe compromise’ she had told her readers in an early issue, before
punishing them in the next for substandard submissions with a magazine consisting of blank
pages, and famously used the subtitle ‘Making no compromise with the public taste’. Margaret C.
Anderson, ‘A Real Magazine,’ The Little Review 3.5 (August 1916): 2. The September issue was
left half blank.

Y Wyndham Lewis, Men Without Art, ed. Seamus Cooney (Santa Rosa: Black Sparrow Press,
1987) 56-57. One instance, which Lewis does not mention, of this tendency in Pound is his praise

for the Spectralist poems which appeared in The Little Review and subsequently turned out to be
hoaxes. Pound/The Little Review 111.
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Rodker might be seen as an example of the kind of writer Lewis mentions
here. However, Lewis was not entirely negative about him: he considered
publishing some of Rodker’s poems in BLAST, and did include some of his
pieces in The Tyro five years later. However, Pound’s investment in (or bet on)
Rodker shows a far more sustained interest than this. Although he liked nothing
better than a promising talent which he could help to achieve its promise,
however meagre that might be, Pound still tended to draw an absolute dividing
line between those kinds of writers and the inner circle. Rodker falls somewhere
in between the two. Nonetheless, Pound’s ambivalence about Rodker can, I shall
now argue, be seen in a piece of doggerel which also appeared anonymously in
The Little Review at about the same time as Pound was defending Rodker to its

editor.

Bury bloody Bodenheim
Bury bloody Bodenheim
Bury bloody Bodenheim
And Johnny Rodker too

E.J®
Maxwell Bodenheim had appeared fairly frequently in the pages of Margaret
Anderson’s magazine, and had been joint winner (with H.D.) of its free verse
award.*” Rodker had only had a few of his poems published in one number.
Apart from the dubious quality of both of their oeuvres at this point, the only
significant point they seem to have had in common was that they were Jewish.

The sense that this piece of verse has an antisemitic underlying cause is

reinforced by its positioning after a letter complaining about foreign influence in

American letters.

:: “The Reader Critic,” The Little Review 4.5 (Sept 1917): 34.
‘The Vers Libre Contest,” The Little Review 3.10 (April 1917): 11-23.
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On 17 August 1917, in one of his letters to Margaret Anderson, Ezra Pound

enclosed

an autograph signed E.J. (I know it’s a J. though a stranger mightn’t.
hence [sic] the typed statement.)

I leave it to your discretion. It shows feeling.”

Given Pound’s somewhat uncomfortable tone with dealing with this
contribution, and the fact that there are no other contributions by an ‘E.J.” in the
next few months’ issues, I would suggest that this is the piece that he sent in.
Although it was not very long before the date of publication, the poem was short
enough to be added at the last minute and from its placement at end of the

‘Reader Critic’ (letters) section seems partly to have been used as a filler for
what was probably one of the last sections to be typeset.”’

Assuming that this poem was the one sent in by Pound, he certainly seems
somewhat embarrassed by it, irrespective of whether he wrote it himself. Indeed,
it seems to be treated with the same kind of coyness as parts of the ‘Imaginary
Letters’. He certainly had mixed feelings about Bodenheim—interest in his

poetry, but also resentment at criticisms he had made of Pound two months

before.”® Rodker produced an equally mixed reaction in him, because of the very

thing Pound praised to Margaret Anderson: his ‘guts’.

* Pound/The Little Review 115.

*! Pound certainly did send in a number of similar pseudonymous pieces attacking other writers,
which were published in “The Reader Critic’ section. Unsigned: ‘Advice to a Young Poet,’ The
Little Review 4.8 (Dec 1917): 58-59 (an attack on Bodenheim); under the pseudonym of Abel
Sanders, ‘Mr Lindsay,’ The Little Review 4.9 (Jan 1918): 54-55. Donald Gallup lists both of these
in his bibliography as C310 and C318a. Gallup, Ezra Pound 246-247. Pound also introduced the
latter of these to Anderson in the third person: ‘I trust Mr. Abel Sander’s [sic] little attempt may
gnd a place in the correspondence col.’ 6 Nov 1917, Pound/The Little Review 147.

Pound first wrote to Williams about Bodenheim asking him ‘What sort of an animal is he?’ On

Williams’s reply (not preserved), Pound wrote ‘I was afraid so.” Pound to Williams, May/June

1916, 10 June 1916, Pound/Williams 26, 28. Hugh Witemeyer suggests, reasonably, that Pound
was referring to Bodenheim’s being Jewish. 27n.
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Rodker’s ‘guts’, I would suggest, represent his willingness to write and
publish unpalatable material, particularly sexual material. As a conscientious
objector he had put himself in an oppositional relationship with the general

culture. As a writer and publisher, he was prepared to produce work which other
publishers would not touch. When Ulysses, for example, could not find a

publisher in Britain, Rodker was put forward as someone who could print the
‘obscene’ parts.”” Like the editors of The Little Review and The Egoist, he had
had a background in political radicalism, and this kind of oppositional attitude to
received opinion and the legal system made him very useful to the ‘Men of 1914°
as well as not entirely one of them. Like Pound’s/Villerant’s description of

Levine, everything he does is a kind of ‘procuring’.

Ara Vos Prec an