the Indian religion-of-life. The wind of singing is many individuals in one breath: the dancers are ‘streams’,

of bending men paired with upright women, and the stream from the Summer people always answers the
stream from the Winter House, treading their kinship with the earth. The life of the elements and
landscape, humans, animals, birds, all enter into and are unified by the rhythms of the dance. It is against
this sense of cosmic inter-relationship, that the writing on the wall for the Woman’s ‘intensely personal and
individual kind of womanhood has to be seen, and finally sacrificed — though I think that is made
questionable in the story. See Mark Kinkead-Weekes, ‘The Gringo Senora Who Rode Away'.

10. Lawrence does not identify ‘the old pagan writer’ from whom these words are apparently a quotation
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THE COST OF LIBERATION: SEXUAL POLITICS
IN LAWRENCE’S ‘TICKETS PLEASE’

Paul Wood

In a letter to Cynthia Asquith written out of profound discouragement with the war,
Lawrence insists that the ‘whole crux of life now lies in the relation between man and
woman’ (11 November 1916; Letters 3, 27). In his fiction, however, this relatior.l is
often depicted as somewhere between a skirmish and an all-out battle, in which,
many contend, he shows no sympathy with the female combatants. Although
“Tickets Please’ is not a usual source of evidence either for Lawrence’s defenders or
detractors, perhaps no story can better focus the continuing debate about whett.wr
he is essentially an ally of his women characters or their adversary. A careful reading
might even resolve the debate in his favour.

This could be one of the stories Lydia Blanchard has in mind when she offers the
general contention that in Lawrence’s fiction women are not always dominatec! (‘Love
and Power’ 439). In one of the handful of essays to focus exclusively on this story,
however, Judith Breen insists that Lawrence’s main interest is to demonstrate the
‘fundamental impotence’ of the women characters (64). No less an authority than his
wife suggests the reason for such wishful thinking: his appreciation of female power,
Frieda says, is precisely why ‘In his heart of hearts ... he always dreaded women’ (57).

This is the same writer who indirectly acknowledging his wife’s enormous
contribution to Sons and Lovers, declared to his friend A.W. McLeod that ‘the only
re-sourcing of art, re-vivifying it, is to make it more the joint work of man and
woman. I think rhe one thing to do is for men to have the courage to draw nearer to
women, expose themselves to them’ (2 June 1914; Letters 2, 181). There does seem
sufficient cause to wonder if this is anything more than the bravado John Thomas
shows himself master of in ‘Tickets Please’ before the women so forcefully challenge
it. Indeed, given the specific sexual indignity the young Lawrence supposedly
underwent in a factory storeroom, it seems an awful unintended irony.’

Irony there might be. Clearly there is outright self-contradiction ensuing frorfl this
ambivalence towards women, most clearly in the non-fictional prose. His claim in the
Study of Thomas Hardy, for instance, that ‘[tJhe supreme desire of every man is. for
mating with a woman’ (Phoenix 444) is greatly compromised by his insistence in a
letter to Katherine Mansfield that in the union ‘the woman must yield some sort of
precedence to the man’ ([5 December 1918]; Letters 3, 302). However, his difect
insistence to men in Fantasia of the Unconscious that they should ‘[m]ake her yield
once more to the male leadership’ is undercut with qualification within this very
sentence: ‘if they’ve got anywhere to lead to’ (191-2).
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Too much can be made of such instant qualification, which in any case is rare in this
part of the Lawrence canon. But perhaps too little has been made of it in his short
fiction, where it is rarely absent. For if in Lawrence’s life such ambivalence is no
virtue, in his fiction it is another matter. When this open-ended contradiction in his
life is transferred not to some male alter-ego in the fiction but to a woman character
like Annie Stone of ‘Tickets Please’ it is transformed into an artistic closure that
might please even those who demand of a story more than a narrowly poetic justice.

Some who do demand more fail to see that Lawrence’s sympathies are no worse than
divided, as in this story, between the man who is ostensibly his fictional surrogate and
the woman who is this character’s chief antagonist. Despite Lawrence’s masterful
revelation of the conflicted mind and heart of Annie Stone, his sympathy toward her
— or any other woman character in his fiction - is far from a given for these critics.
Some who are of this mind argue that at best he is being subtly exploitative in his
portrayals of them, ‘usually defining some aspect of himself rather than attempting
the creation of the other sex’ (Pullen 50). The most caustic of contemporary critics,
Kate Millett, singles him out as ‘the most talented of sexual politicians’ (317) for just
this subtle exploitation.

This same detractor only addresses specifically instances of anything but subtlety: the
rape in ‘“The Princess’, motivated by ‘infinite malice and sexual enmity’; the gang
rape ‘by a group of shoddy toreadors in a ‘grim little piece of hate’ called ‘None of
That’ (286n); and, most damning evidence of all, the ritual murder of the title
character in “The Woman Who Rode Away’ under a barely metaphoric totem: a
giant icicle in the shape of what Millett insists is both Lawrence’s ‘god’ and ‘his
weapon’ (291). In fact, her characterisation of the victimisers in ‘None of That’ is
Lawrence’s own. And it is he who depicts the slaughterers in the second story as
drug-crazed phallo-centrists.

However, as ‘“The Princess’ shows most clearly, mindless machismo is not these
women’s only enemy: they are also victims of excesses of intellect Lawrence usually
regretted — rather than resented — more in women than in men. In fact, he often
depicts men as beyond redemption because of certain ‘mind-forged manacles’.
Correlatively, he shows this enslavement to be one cost to women who want to be
more like men. This realisation is only one of those that give Annie Stone pause
when she and her cohort are on the verge of asserting themselves too definitively
against the thoroughly unliberated John Thomas. There is the suspicion on the part
of some that Lawrence is merely trying to intimidate, perhaps even flatter, these
women into keeping to the place men have prescribed for them. However, there is
less justice than these critics claim in damning Lawrence with the faint praise of
be.ing as cunning as John Thomas, at a game that is even more subtly exploitative:
using women to paint his self-portrait.
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In fact, this projection of himself through them is more worthy of compliment than
condemnation. A compelling case can be made that the writer who identifies with
the very masculine John Thomas cannot dissociate himself from Annie Stone either,
that what unites the story is its author’s split allegiance between this man and this
woman. Indeed, it is fair to invoke in defence of this story’s achievement Lawrence’s
contention that such simplistic compartmentalisation of the sexes denies the complex
equilibrium he maintained much better in his art than in his life. Unarguably there
were chauvinistic excesses in the man, which the most dispassionate studies of this
struggle in Lawrence’s life attribute to overcompensation for his own female
proclivities.*

Pursuits of psychological causes make for fascinating reading, and it is a great
temptation to rely on them when the art isn't easy to interpret. Too many
psychological and political studies, however, are concerned more with the root of
Lawrence’s problem than with the artistic result of his near obsessive probing into
the dynamics of sexual behaviour. The result is stories that often show more
understanding and sympathy for women than men.

That result only occurs, Millett contends, when the men are such as Lawrence has good
or bad reason to despise. Thus, it does not mitigate for her the anti-feminism she sees
emerging well before the overtly autobiographical hero of Sons and Lovers allegedly
murders his own mother to achieve that ‘level of power to which adult male status is
supposed to entitle him’ (247-8).> And she accuses Paul Morel of being only less cruel
to the other women in his life, insulting Clara, the active feminist, with taunts of penis
envy, and browbeating Miriam more literally: throwing in her face a pencil whose
symbolism, Millett insists, not even Lawrence could have been unaware of.

With respect to Miriam, Millett might have done better by her cause simply to
paraphrase the remark of Freud, godfather of all her sworn enemies, about his cigars:
sometimes a pencil is only a pencil. For in Lawrence’s all too capable hands this
writing instrument might seem a doubly effective weapon whose offensive and
defensive capabilities are both seemingly well evidenced in his re-writing of
autobiographical fact, for other than literary purposes. There are indisputable
examples of wish-fulfilment in Lawrence’s fiction, such as Paul Morel’s being nearly
worshipped by the ‘girls’ at Jordan’s factory rather than made sport of, as allegedly
his creator was when he held that same job.

Though always somewhat insecure and immature as a man, as a mature writer
Lawrence seems especially adept at using the verbal sword as an instrument not only
of perhaps excusable wish fulfilment but of particularly vicious revenge. There seems
no clearer indication of both capabilities than ‘Tickets Please’. Here the fictional
rehearsal of that trauma Lawrence himself supposedly underwent is apparently

65



tr;i:l(;lll\:: mfathway that could not be further from biographical fact, with the ostensible
O the prerogatives of the male at the clear :
r i expense of women wh

manifest destiny is to be wron g
ged more than once over. Certainl

by Freud, if he truly believed thei i - e o

i their destiny was encoded in thei i
t . Ir anatomy — in blunter
erms, that to be born female is to be born castrated. They are surely wronged a

second time by their immediate adversary John Thomas, whose name is in effect
reverse eponym, deriving from the lo 0

gender he is tremendously fearful about protecting,

Otie-vi 2 o .

Mn(l)f;ev;ew s.?"ys lllt is shock at ‘the Irrationality of their own behaviour’ (Lainoff 651)

pecilically, another says the cause of thej i i ;

: eir shock is ‘the intensi i

female sexuality’, which near| e

1 y defeats the very thing the t admi i

him - his exuberant sexuali illi b s
uality (Trilling 674). This stor A

e sy 4). Yy can't be understood apart
- Ihe only conclusion that can be d

readings enforces what seems the i Bt

most important of them, and to some th

: 5 e saddest:

the women have done more to disarm themselves than John Thomas has

Comm]enlmg on the Iea.der of this phalanx, a kindred reading says in more

genera] terms that Annie realizes she has somehow or other ‘spoilt

ST ; s s
ural relationship’ (Pinion 32). Breen, however, insists there is nothing either

despi i
& \}:fll:t? Lher}?se,lves, as In some respects extensions of the room back at the terminal
Ich they’ve added some nice domestic touches. But from the start this

ISClp]lne was always 00d-ﬂatul ed. tis rw l[]led h() wWever, in ti 1€ U ]y e]) ()de
d B I 18 ove he
£l £l g 18

66

If it were the end there would be no alternative to seeing this story as John Thomas’s,
not theirs, and his victory and their unqualified defeat. In fact, the most important
moments in the story occur after his departure. In this final scene the women do
seem stymied in part by their discovery in themselves of a thoroughly
undomesticated erotic power that at least temporarily terrifies John Thomas. But as
Keith Cushman points out, Lawrence has given their adversary an erotic power of
his own more than equal to his fear: ‘Though .... battered in body, the power of male
sexuality prevents his destruction’ (31). Nor does it surprise some that Lawrence
begrudges these women a power marked only by their unfeminine dress and
masculine bravado, both of which they will be made to surrender, the uniforms at the
end of the war, the deeper mark of their liberation wrested away by Lawrence much

sooner.

There is, however, another construction that can be put upon the story’s resolution,
an alternative to viewing the climax as the women’s defeat, and their defeat as John
Thomas’s victory over a fear Richard Wheeler’s Freudian interpretation of the story
traces back in Lawrence far beyond anything that might have occurred in a factory
storeroom. Unlike this in many respects compelling psychological reading, the story
can be seen as focusing not on John Thomas but on one of his adversaries in
particular. Those, such as Kate Millett, who so easily explain away Ursula
Brangwen’s primacy in The Rainbow to default — the absence of any male
embodiment of Lawrencean values — are here faced with a more formidable
challenge: Annie’s always being in sharper focus than her adversary. And longer:
there when the story ends, as he is not.

Of course, her receiving considerably more of the author’s attention, even his
sympathy, doesn’t automatically bespeak unqualified endorsement of the action she
instigates, an action at least one staunchly feminist interpretation insists has a most
happy result: ‘By bonding together to humiliate the promiscuous male the women
have indeed broken several taboos of patriarchy, and their sense of the enormity of
what they have done is justified. They have attacked the double standard and their
own status as sexual objects’, as well as ‘the notion that women are incapable of
solidarity and must always compete with each other when a man is at stake’

(Simpson 69).

Such praise of Lawrence is well deserved. However, this specific reading of ‘Tickets
Please’ is as incomplete as every other. While Simpson’s focus on the women is
appropriate, her clear implication that finally they have no reason to be anything but
well satisfied with themselves is inaccurate. For she ignores the ambivalence in these
women that Wheeler sees only in John Thomas, and this is to ignore what arguably
is Lawrence’s main interest and greatest achievement in this tale. Surely it might
fairly be argued that it is not these taboos of which Simpson speaks that get broken
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to get beyond a condition of total effemination. At other times this same half-
serious, half-not aggression seems intended to redress the men for a cruder version
of their own reckless behaviour. But whatever their motive or mix of motives, the
women’s manner copies the humour that makes the men’s behaviour always less

insulting than flattering.

However, their totally humourless attack on John Thomas at the terminal is for
Lawrence an unacceptable means of reproof to behaviour that is less flattering than
insulting. Their attempt to impose what are inaccurately called feminine values
results not in a triumphant emasculation but in an emulation Lawrence finds not just
frightening but sad. This use of excessively masculine means in their assault upon this
man who would be too much so by Lawrence’s sometimes liberated standard is close
to an unwitting imitation of his behaviour — and thus a near legitimisation of it. In
disappointing Annie’s ‘intelligent interest” (39) this man has subverted something
more — and to Lawrence more important — than anything advocated or expropriated
by the period’s most active feminisers. But if he is no model of what a man should
be, this all too fierce feminism can be no model of what women should be and

perhaps in turn could teach men.

It is not a refutation of Lawrence’s essential sympathy with these women to say that
finally he holds them more responsible for violating the fine spirit of that room in the
terminal, which they have made a far more attractive environment than that factory
storeroom where a young Lawrence’s masculinity was found wanting according to a
standard women learned from men. The ambience of their room is a cosiness of a
sort even now associated almost exclusively with women. The men on the trams
would not make it but they do enjoy its pale imitation on wheels, especially when the
night outside is ‘howlingly cold, black, and wind-swept’ (35), and where in any
weather there lurks what is as close as the other side of that terminal room’s door:
‘the darkness and lawlessness of war-time’ (40).

To ask which manifestation of this lawlessness in ‘Tickets Please’ most disturbed
Lawrence might not only help focus the general debate about his sexual politics but
perhaps help resolve it. With the best of intentions, defenders will claim it is John
Thomas’s morally and emotionally lawless behaviour, his refusal to become ‘an all-
round individual’ to Annie, that Lawrence deplores (39)." Although this argument
would be accurate, it would be inadequate. For the truth is that a violation by the
women is his main concern. Detractors more enlightened than Millett would gladly
agree that it is the conduct of the women while on the trams. Admittedly the always
insecure Lawrence did say some extremely unliberated things about women
replacing men in the work force during the Great War, but it isn't easy to find overt
misogyny in this fictional treatment of that phenomenon. In fact, the narrative tone
while the women are at work is downright jaunty. What Lawrence regrets is not their
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pood-natured aggression on the trams but their behaviour off them. The keen
understanding of the psychology behind their assault on John Thomas could only
derive from close sympathy. Though he sympathises, however, finally this pro-
woman writer cannot condone what an extreme feminist might easily endorse. The

reason has less to do with Lawrence’s deep-seated psychological fear of women than
his high moral admiration for them.

What he does not admire is an imitative behaviour the women surely do not intend
as the sincerest form of flattery, any more than they intend to demean that finer
sensibility reflected only inadequately in their little ‘haven of refuge’ within an
environment otherwise characterised as ‘ugly’ (34).

The unfortunate, and unintended, double irony resulting from their vicious attempt
to get their own back against this man’s man by a man’s means is not made any more
cutting by Lawrence because of what they attempt to do to his alter-ego within that
threatening room Wheeler sees as a virtually womb-like enclosure. By the same
token, it is not made any less so because this feminine version of male sexual
aggression rightly succeeds in turning the infuriating independence of Coddy (as he’s
called in their own gesture of impudence) into a fear more powerful than any
assertion of an officia) authority that is the entitlement of an accident of gender,

Simpson sees this story as a major political victory for the women, Breen as a terrible
defeat in the same terms, and Wheeler sees it as a psychological victory for John
Thomas, at least a hard-won stalemate. What they all overlook is the moral victory
one of the women has snatched for herself and Lawrence. What makes it a moral
victory has to do not with anything John Thomas wittingly or unwittingly forces
Annie Stone to acknowledge but her own recognition of a profounder reality: in
essential character she and her cohort are not Midlands Amazons ready to sacrifice
a breast in order to increase their military preparedness, nor modern-day Maenads
cager to divide the enemy from his chief weapon. To mix into the metaphor more of
that mythic resonance at which Lawrence was so adept, they are not even willing to
destroy this Nottinghamshire Priapus by entirely disavowing their need of him.

The women are too sensitive not be injured by Coddy’s behaviour. As I have said,
however, at least one of the women is also too sensitive to ignore the wrong in
returning the favour. Surely there is merit in their effort partly to feminise him, so to

more important, their means too brutally masculine, to use this same convenient, if
for Lawrence sorely misleading, shorthand. Her appreciation allows of no alternative
to setting their captive free to turn into a psychological victory the stalemate the
careful reader should see as closer to his moral defeat. The reader should also see
their ostensible psychological defeat as having much about it of moral triumph,
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h - . as turn d awa frOIn the Complex

The . . :
Lawrz]acde’r is left w1‘th Annie, whose understanding of the truths provoked b
pronter t;s own amb;valences and established through his story’s many ironies i);
an anyone has given her credit for, For
‘ . . surely Lawrence d
to include her entirely in that final i ? (5}, She g
inal image of ‘mute, stupefied faces’ i
numbed, but ‘as if in torture’ e ! M k.
) , at the last left entirely al i
P . y alone with an exquisite
disgﬂ; :;;rtnjir;tt in the. g;mes played by both sexes. This feeling quickly becc?mes a
as quickly transforms into a ‘bitter hopel i
ik ‘ opelessness’ over the failure
o give:e;;elii aln(z h(;,r otherwise greedy adversary to seize the opportunity they
- ohe 1s left alone with that shared failure, wi
: 1. 5h , with that truth wh
o : ose eloquent
we;::tslfl:at:on in t_he posthumously published essay ‘We Need One Another’ zould
rve as epitaph to the battle won and los ides i
I sery i t on both sides in thi i
- ! : 1s story: ‘We a
. ;rldlv:duahsts. we are all egoists: we all believe intensely in freedom I(Q)yur own l:i
a t"\)t:sr‘; s.t:Vtt: “‘;md to be absolute, and sufficient unto ourselves’ La\:vrence goes
y that “We don’t mind airily picking and choosi ‘
i g choosing ... But to have to come
absolute dependence ‘is terribly humiliati
e . : liating to i
conceit’. In spite of this, his final is his fi Ve may A
; counsel is his first: ‘We may a it i
: S W :
and women need one another’ (Phoenix 188). ’ ladmititimen
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Divided as they are, the sexes must accept union. Of course, the compelling interest
of “Tickets Please’ is not John Thomas’s successful avoidance of union but Annie’s
appreciation of her self-division, which is Lawrence’s own, but this tale’s ultimate
unity.' The culmination of this story is not Coddy’s perhaps not so clever escape from
the clutches of the women but Annie’s fast growing understanding of the

implications of narrator’s injunction to all the characters to ‘take things as you find
them in this life’ (338). When she tries to, her realism is defeated by his fantasy. But
there is a much more important irony: what makes Annie John Thomas’s superior is
what makes her suffer: her growing understanding of the complex reasons for her
apparent defeat. This suffering was shared by her creator, who has been credited
with an understanding of female sexuality superior even to any woman writer’s by
Carol Dix, who adds, ‘here is liberation of women in a subtle fashion’ (81). His
sympathetic understanding and subtle portrayal of psychological costs of that

liberation warrants equal praise.

NOTES

Harry T. Moore in The Priest of Love compares the ‘rough gang’ of female hands to that
‘savage’ lot in ‘Tickets Please’ for removing the young Lawrence’s trousers to satisfy their
mock doubis regarding his gender (43). Moore’s source, George Neville, thought the episode
traumatic enough to have been the cause of a serious physical illness in his overly sensitive and

sexually insecure young acquaintance.

‘I believe’, H.M. Daleski says in The Forked Flame, ‘that Lawrence initially made a strenuous
effort to reconcile the male and female elements in himself, but that he was more strongly
feminine than masculine and that he was unable to effect such a reconciliation. I suggest
furthermore that his insistence in the Fantasia on an absolute degree of masculinity is evidence
of an extreme reaction, a refusal even to acknowledge the existence of feminine components
in his make-up’. As a result of this failure, Daleski contends, there was ‘an extreme reaction’
(33). This reaction was especially marked during the war years when, as in ‘Tickets Please’,
women entered — sometimes with a vengeance — what had once been an exclusively male
preserve. Arguably, this social phenomenon has as much bearing as the cataclysmic war on
what Paul Delany calls D.H. Lawrence’s Nighimare, which quotes a particularly desperate
Lawrence perversely likening this occupational infringement to ‘the horrible swallowing of her
young by the woman’ (281). As its title suggests, Judith Ruderman’s D.H. Lawrence and the
Devouring Mother explores widely and deeply the implications of this sort of remark.

Millett is not alone in this view, though more balanced criticism goes no further than Mark
Spilka’s talking of Paul’s ‘unconscious stake in hastening her death’ (192).

In ‘Give Her a Pattern’ Lawrence approaches this failing the other way round, attacking ‘all
the atrocious patterns of womanhood that men have supplied to woman; patterns all perverted
from any real natural fullness of a human being. Man is willing to accept woman as an equal,
as a man in skirts, as an angel, a devil, a baby-face, a machine, an instrument, a bosom, a
womb, a pair of legs, a servant, an encyclopedia, an ideal or an obscenity; the one thing he
won'’t accept her as is a human being, a real human being of the feminine sex’ (39).

In his review of a new biography of Goethe, George Steiner puts that writer in the company of
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‘a handful of absolutely supreme begetters in Western thought and art’ for his ability to
on his perceptions and productions a bisexuality more less natural to all of us but ... more
concentrated, more united in division® (1 14). Perhaps this phrase is the most apposite epigraph

not just for that battle fought between the sexes but that struggle within each of the two major
combatants and within the writer who created them,
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LADY CHATTERLEY’S LOVER:
TENDERNESS AND THE HOLY GHOST

Chong-wha Chung

The hero is obsolete, and the leader of men is ‘a
back number. After all, at the back o'f the hero is
the militant ideal: and the militant ideal, or Ehe
ideal militant, seems to me also a cold egg. We're
sort of sick of all forms of militarism ... [T]he
leader-cum-follower relationship is a bore. And the
new relationship will be some sort of tenderness,
sensitive, between men and men and men and
women, not the one up one down, lead on I follow,
ich dien sort of business. (Letters 6, 321)

Most Lawrence critics and scholars have accepted with(?ut question&aw;e:;;ss
observations in this famous letter to Witter Bynner,.wrltten oz 13renacr: tumea
iti i in the last phase of his career Law
Critics seem to believe that in s s 1
i f tenderness between men and wo :

unambiguously to the theme o B o el

i i Is Lawrence exhausted the
that in the leadership nove o : o
superiority and the aristocratic political system. It is also true t.h::lt llllgﬁoﬁ
leatter[ey's Lover (1928) Mellors vehemently declares that tl\}:le r}igst.{k o

ife’ i ilka
is ‘the core of life’. In this context Mark 5p ;
etween man and woman 1s ‘t : soe

?hat Lady Chatterley’s Lover is a complete return to t-he central the;neso 8’1”
work. the love ethic’ (178), and John Worthen finds in The Izllugg)e Gerﬁam

: i i I’ . Gra

: hich could germinate in another nove
(1926) ‘few seeds w ‘ Gk v
the leadership novels

h even more forcefully separates : ;

\Ijl(l)ilcl:i followed when he says that ‘Lawrence now gives up the worry abou

leadership, mastery over men’ (149).

My essay raises some questions about this assumptl'on. I;.as It:::v;::rc:e ,;‘:,:szg
completely to his earlier emphasis on the rc?iaFlons ip s o
woman? Has he entirely discarded his leadership ideas, grou b
to-man relationship? Does he really break altogether new grou

that follow The Plumed Serpent?

y w t i -CS d. 01a| Ve Ove Doked
M answer to these quest]ons I.S tha crifi an SCh S ha ri
3, = : ) ) =
Lawreﬂce S true intentions in Lady Cha"e’ lev S LObe: . l [e (lOeS not aband(nl lllS
. .
(0] [8) an-to-man ]elatlonshlp. Instead 116 dEIlOUll

SOClal concerns or the m Ce.S all fOI ms
()t i i i d tl’l{: one llp one down l‘elathllShlp betweell

mllltarlsm and mll]tantlsm, an ; ) - .

en and men al‘ld between men alld women. Ihe Spln[ Of ml]l[aly dlSClpllnB,
m ’ €
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