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within the chapters that follow, as can careful and thoughtful analyses of
their sometimes troubled relations to the critical understanding of ‘modern-
ism’. Thus, for example, Rebecca Beasley acknowledges that ‘the inclusion of
Wyndham Lewis in this Companion reflects a significant shift in our con-
ception of the modernist nove! over the past fifreen years’ (128), while Hugh
Stevens talks of Lawrence as modernist but also talks of Lawrence’s ‘unrest-
rained contempt for the modernist novel’ (137). And Anna Snaith, in her
discussion of the modernist fiction of the ‘black Atlantic’, talks of the global
migrations and transatlantic crossings typical of the period and the contact
between people of different races they generate, while insisting that ‘atren-
tion to such contact puts pressure on many other frameworks within which
modernism has been defined and debated’ (207). The generation of such
conceptual and critical pressure is, in the end, fundamental to the design of
this Companion. Out of new juxtapositions and connections come new
insights into this rich literary domain. Each novelist discussed in this volume
in my view makes an important and distinctive contribution to modernist
fiction. To understand the common ground and also the important differ-
ences between these writers is to have the tools for a complex but coherent
mapping of the nature of modernist fiction in English,
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Modernists on the art of fiction

Berween the r380s and the 19308, a-new and fertile_ di_scourse on.the art O.t
ficrion emerged alongside the extensive reshaping c?flflcnonal form 1ts§lf. This
interweaving of critical and creative activities tﬂg%—conscmsness A
we have come to find in modernism across all the arts Ma‘mfestos, eclara-
[fonS, excarses and rationales are the inevitable accompaniments to moder-
nist experimentation, just as reflexivity becomes lodged.m the grain 9f-Fl1e
artwork: the Cézanne canvas cannot fail to be about the discourse of painting
a2s much as it is about the pursuit of narural phenomena;.the ¥magist poem,
stripping itself of the trappings of the ‘poetical’, succeeds in this very ‘gestu;e
in foregrounding the discourses of poetry. In the case of the art of f%cnon, the
very use of the term ‘art’ is an emergent sign of this new seifjcom“cmusness.
It is important to recognize the influence of a particalar historical context
of aesthetic theory and practice, drawn mainly from France and Russm, in
the development of Anglo-American modernist fiction, ranging from
Gustave Flaubert’s expressed desire to write a novel abogt noﬁthmg,. to the
coruscating naturalism of Emile Zola and the psychological intensities of
Fvodor Dostoevsky. Through this context the idea of the modern no.vei
comes to occupy a complex space bournded by the principles of abstraction
on the one hand and realism on the other. . .
This essay presents a brief comparative survey of six representative writers
and selecred key texts on the art of modernist fiction. I want 0 suggest how far,
through a cluster of recurrent concepts — art itself, bur also life, experience, the
human, realism, morality, freedom, democracy, readers — the discourse on

modernist fiction is fundamentally Janns-faced, looking simultapeously ..

inwards, towards form and language, and outwards, towards the changing
materal Circumstances in which fiction was being produced and consumed.

Art and ‘life’: James and Woolf

Henry James settled in England in 1876, having gravitated from AI‘ﬂ'CIICS‘. o
Europe a year earlier, and henceforth, in the words of Peter Keating, ‘set
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Jjames’s organicism places almost impossible strictures on ana
j ‘4 serics of blocks’; distinctions between aspects of
fnarration in fiction are futile, those between different genres
le, the novel and the romance ~ equally so. Good novels
do not; these, the only fictional classifications James
are ultimately determined by the equally inscrutable
lligence: ‘no good novel will ever proceed from a

fineness of the fictional aesthetic, and whatever
moral value fiction might possess, are both therefore determined by the
antrammelled intelligence and sincerity of the individual novelist.

The powerful resonance of James’s fictional aestheric for the development
of modernism might be located in its unresolved contradictions. In the
conclusion to the essay, James places before the young novelist the alluring

ed freedom and experimentation, in a form whose ‘mag-
arison. In one sense this is

lysis.

of fiction — forexamp

claims to ‘understand’,
quality of the author’s inte
superficial mind’ (44). The

prospect of unlimit
nificence’ makes other arts seem restricted by comp
entirely consistent with the history of the novel which, since the eighteenth

century, had been the preeminent art form of a secular modernitv. bypassing

f poetry and drama in order to open out aesthetic
0_

tle forma :
space for a posr-Emlightenmént age in which knowledge 15

ceric.? However, while the openness and flexibility of the Jamesian novel
suggests an essentially democratic art, a challenge is posed te James’s concept
of fictional art by the actual extension of democracy in the late nineteenth
Century, Lhm1g11,;ﬁgWidening..Qfﬁli_t_e_rggy_and print culture as well as via the
political modes of a widening franc

cuffrage movements, Jamess discourse on the novel coincides with a frag-
mentation or diversification of the literary marketplace. As popular fictions
prolifei‘éi{é’iﬂffrthe expansion of newspapers, magazines and periodicals,
alternative initiatives seek to mark out a space for ‘literary’ art: specialist
dicals anticipate both the formation of the discipline of literary
bject of study, in the early

literary perio
criticism and the construction of fiction as an o
twentieth-century university.

James is therefore strictly ambivalent about t
nities’ open to the modern novelist, whose freedom is part of the trajectory of

the novel as a democratic form, yet whose ‘art’ must be forged in contra-
distinction to a general ‘vulgarization’ which, in t
sighified By any resort £5 Categorization, convention or cliché. THe movelist
ust be liberated from Besant’s laws’, yet James fails to acknowledge the
democratic possibility that laws, if transmissable as technigue, might them-

selves liberate, creating the conditions for the proliferation of writing. His

he ‘innumerable opportu-
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organicist aesthetic shrouds fictional value in the achievement of ‘life’ 45 , ;
measure of the superior intelligence of the writer — 4 standard perhaps moye
intimidating and constricting in its inscrutability than any laws could be.
There is then a disjunction Qc;wee_n_lam@gf;s__gg@ical individualism and hjs

insistence-on absolute standards of taste and judgement. The same conira-
diction was to reemetge later in the ideological formation of F. R. Leavig’s
Cambridge school of criticism from the 19308 onwards.

Virginia Woolf qualifies as one of the ‘young writers’ to whom James’s
discourse on fiction was often addressed, and the influence of James on her
earliest fictions has often been observed. Like James, Woolf was born ingo 4
family of some intellectual distinction, and created a corpus of work congbin-
ing experimental fiction of profound importance with a prodigious o put of
criticism and theory. In two of her most famous and often anthologized
essays, ‘Modern Fiction’ (1919) and “Mr Bennett and Mrs Brown’ {1924),
Woolf seems to conduct a silent dialogue with the Jamesian aesthetic; more
explicitly, the argumentative form of “The Art of Fiction’ is echoed, as is 4
discourse in which social class and the definition of art are subtly entwined.
Woolf’s targets are, however, more daunting, While James could take oq
Besant with a degree of confidence, even complacency, Woolfs critical
subjects are Arnold Bennett, H. G. Wells and John Galsworthy, three of the
most popular and bestselling male novelists of the Edwardian period. Along -
with a certain patrician Jamesian tone in Woolf’s treatment of her subjects,
then, there is also an element of courage, inseparable from the pursuir of 2
gender politics which decisively differentiates Woolfs discourse on fiction

‘Modern Fiction’ includes a noticeably robust configuration of the ‘art of
fiction’. With gentle irony, the art is mythologized as a female goddess;
should she appear among us, however, she would insist on being broken
and bullied as well as honoured and loved. The unsettling image of female
maltreatment is a mack of the uncempromising stand taken by Woolf, in this
and in the later essay, on the need for rigorous and constantly renewed
fictional realism. Wells, Bennett and Galsworthy are ‘materialists’, and this
is the source of ‘our’ constant disappointment with them: they “are concerned
not with the spiric bur with the body’, and ‘write of unimportant things’,
spending immense ‘skill’ and ‘industry’ on making the ‘trivial’ and “transi-
torfy’ appear ‘true’ and ‘enduring’.* Echoing yet outdoing James on Besant,
Woolf develops-a-clear distirictivn between the manual or industrial labour
of the ‘materialists’ and the intellectual work of those dedicated to the true
art_of fiction. Woolf draws here perhaps from Arthur Symons’s The
Symbolist Movement in Literature (x899), in which Symons had consoli-
dared the Flaubertian notion of the autonomous novel by accusing Zola and

’
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naturalists of trying to ‘build in brick and mortar inside the coversbc:f a
e . Woolf's Bennett is the best workman/craftsman of her three e}rles
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Woolf constructs life as ‘spirit” here through a delicatc? counterbalan.cmgi of
the mystical and the naturalistic, ‘luminogs halo’ seeming t‘o bei‘ong sunu. :ﬂ
neously to religious imagery and the science of optics, ‘semi-transpar
envelope’ to biology and spiritualism. S ——
Woolfl thus updates James’s impressmmsn.c insistence on. ‘catc 11;110 4 1 :
strange irregular rhythm of life’, correspondingly toughf_zmng up the task (l)
the novelist in the final call to arms, where the proposa'll is clearly not simp ly
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preconditions for this task remain resolutely Jamesian: if the nove ISf is 1
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‘émbalming’ air of probability. Thus liberated, th§ ogly thmgs fgr i e;l ;o
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described Anthony Trollope’s tendency to confide in the reader as the
‘betrayal of a sacred office’ (26).

Yetin Woolf’s case this strategic attack on ‘materialism’ 1s atthe same time
misleading. Two distinctly materialist emphases lie at the centre of Woolf's

. £ . . . . > P v P e R
foundational contribution to modern feminist criticism, A Room of

O (1929). Woolf argues in this essay that to be able to write, a

WwWoman
must have material support, time and space, a room; and she must inhérir 3

\_“w_‘ P bl = : V : .
set of ‘to61s". Looking back across the history of modern prose, however, the-

woman writer finds at her disposal only masculine tools of grammar, syatax,

vocabulary, sentence structure, even when these were deployed by Ferfemale
predecessors.

Woolf’s attack on the realist novel in the name of the ‘spirit’ of life is thug

an encoded reflection on the thoroughly ideclogical nature of the realist

tradition, Fittingly, the substance of the essay ‘Mr Bennett and Mrs Brown'

is crystallized in a single challenge: how does the noveljst depict, or express

the life of, the small anonymous woman sitting opposite in the railway

carriage? Framing the enquiry is Woolfs revision, along the lines of a new

relativity, of the old cliché that all novels deal essentially with characrer, Not
only might character mean one thing to you, another to me, but, as Woolf
claims in one of her most notorious and enigmatic assertions, ‘in or about
December, 1910, human character changed” (‘Mr Bennett’ 113). Beneath the
gender-neutral terms in which this debate is conducted, however, we know
that it is a woman who is being looked at, and that the material history of the
realist gaze might also be that of a male gaze, “Stop! Stop!™ exclaims
Woolf,” interrupting her imagined Edwardian materialist’s attempt to
describe Mrs Brown in terms of her father’s shop in Harrogate and the
wages of shop assistants in 1878. If Mrs Brown is the archetypal ‘spirit we
live by, life itself” (128), the ability to render her might require something
more than the placing of new fictional tools at the disposal of Arnold

Bennett - something, for example, like women writing with modernist tocls
of their own invention.

Lawrence and Forster: modernism as antimodernism

Woolf intriguingi'y/assessed the effect, on ‘young Georglans’ such as
D.H. Lawrence and E. M, Forster, of their inheritance of Edwardian fic-
tional tools. Their early work, she claims, was spoilt by the attempt to effect a
compromise between social or materialist realism and the need to break out
into radical, modernist experimentation ("Mr Bennett’ 125). It may, how-
ever, have been an easier provosition for hoth James and Woolf to carve out a
theoretical space for modernist fiction as a fine and sacred art. In the work of

Modernists on the art of fiction
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motives, Hardy, the individual, is almost bracketed out of the accou
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This thinking zbout the art of fiction reac
Studies in Classic American Literatuye {
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19523), where Lawrence famous
Art-speech is the only truth .. . The artist usually sets onur -
3 moral and adorn 2 tale. The tale, however, points ¢}
Two blankly OPposing morals, the artist’s and the tale’

Frust the tale, TH proper function of 7 crine 15 103
R e ma—
who created jr.*

or used to - to poing

s. Never trust the artist,
ave the fale Trom the artss

This view of art as antithetical to its own morality confers upon the critic the
hermenentic task of uncovering the ‘symboljc meaning’ of the work. I the
case of American literature, this meant revealing the extent to which writers
were enslaved to the idea] of democratic equality, whether in terms of race,
class or gender. In James Fenimore Cooper’s “whit,
the characters are, Lawrence claims, fixed by
‘never real human beings’; in the Leatherstock
ing’ close bondings between white and native Indian men, an unconscipug
belief in a natural nequality o disquality reasserts itself (49, 58).
Repeatedly, Lawrence subsumes the question of individual artistic geniys
~beteath T model of the novel as a cultural document of profound revelation.
5 "daored” 0w Tegister a process bf"ciié}hit'é'r'ﬁgj}EHi_E'di'sin:" )
tegration, and then to he reviled for performing this ‘necessary’ task by
moralists; Herman Melville is similarly bound, in his loathing of the
human and helpless fascination with the impersonal movements of marter,
to produce in Moby-Dick (x851) an epic of ‘esoteric symbolism of profound
significance, and of considerable tiresomeness’ {66, 146).
A series of €s84ys written in the mid-1920s crystallize the peculiar amal-

gin Lawrence’s discourse on the
art of ficrion. @ The strains of the modern, democratic and Cmancipatory are

familiar: the novel is “the one bright book of Jjfe’

¢’ novels, for example, all
the ‘pin’ of a social contract,
ing novels, however, ‘dream-

rooted tree is free; he or she i grounded in culture and history, and obliged by
the novel itself to express situated truths which lie beyond individual
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alaa}wwmmmgm%@ reader between narratiye
perspectives; and *“Yes — ch dear yes — the novel rells a story.” ™
It is thus, initially, difficult to read Aspects as the work of a modernig -
unti! we remember that the combination of friendly and accessible, prosai§, -
common-sense libera] humanism, and the wry, ironic sense of the potentia|”
fragility of this whele humanist project, is precisely what might be identified':
as modernist in Forster’s fiction. Ostensibly, Aspects charts a middle Way :
between the respective virtues of popular and experimental fiction. The
factor of mediation, connecting with Woolf’s pursuit of Mrs Brown
Lawrence’s search for ‘relatedness’, is the sovereign condition of the
‘human’. Like his peers;-Forster saw the novel’s lack of formal constraine,
its openness and flexibility, ag the ideal mode for recording the TichiRealc]- -
_ abilify 6 Fuman life. ‘Human beings have their great chance in the novel’,
and they prevail at the expense of form; the novel’s artistic development is
hindered, in comparison with the drama, by ‘its humanity or the grossness of
its material’: the novel is “sogged by humanity’ (149, 145, 39). Accordingly,
Forster borrows some of this soggy humaaity to help distance himself from
the kind of critical and scholarly method that might be expected of him: he
will “atracle’ the novel with no system or apparatus, but with ‘the human
heart’, because the final test of a novel always consists in our ‘affection’ for i,
It would be unsurprising if Forster’s ‘soggy’ novel called to mind James's
oblique association of the English novel with a pudding. In Aspects a critique
of James’s fiction is the means by which Forster distances himself from the
Jamesian aesthetic. Forster is content to follow the orthodox line that novels
essentially deal with character, even to the extent of signalling as the central %
idea of his lectures that there are only two “forces’ in fiction, ‘human beings
and a bundle of various things not human beings’ (to1). James is initially =
identified as an ‘extreme case’ of the inverse tendency to put those various
things before the human, and the advantage of this aesthetic is found in the
hourglass-shaped beauty of James’s novel The Ambassadors {1903).
However, Forster then invokes the extended public debate between James
and Wells, in which the claims of ‘art’ and “life’ in fiction had become
polarized, in order to align himself unequivocally with the latter. The beauaty
of the aesthetic pattern in James’s fiction requires enormous, and literally
fuman, sacrifices; ‘most of human life has to disappear before he can do usa
novel’, the ‘we’ in this case representing Forster’s implicit alliance with
readers who cannot get interested in James’s ‘gutted’ and ‘castrated’ char-
acters, the ‘common stuff” that fills other books (143). In James a ‘heavy
price’ is paid for the aesthetic; it is a narrow path that leads, ultimately — the

modern novel having struggled to shake off the straitjackets of formula —to :
the return of “tyranny’ in a new guise.

7 it is part of Fo ‘
readership of fiction th

ke this’, he writes,

- However, the quarzel with James
“such, but a reconfiguration of mod
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kett, lay in the reconfiguration of two central
preoccupations in modern discourse on fiction, character and realism,
threwgh-theconceprof-time-Much: of Beckett’sessay 153 méditation on the
significance in Proust of the famous, epiphanic moments of mvoluntary
memory: the taste of the madeleine cake steeped in tea, for example, or the
hearing of a phrase of Vinteuil’s music. For Lawrence, such moments may
have epitomized the excesses of 2 maudlin, analytic self—consci011ML ... b
Beeke’e&%h&heiaid—the—ée&@ﬂ&wu&ieﬂ_@fihP concept-of-the-self_under.
the pressure of Bergsonian theories of time and memory, Freudian psycho-
analysis and relativiry physics, T
Time, Beckett explains, is the means by which the Proustian equation does
not add up. Proust’s characters are, in a conventional sense, ‘victims and
prisoners’ of time, as bodies determinedwithin ar—pa-rtieﬁ-lﬁggsg}iﬂjgu{~ti-me :
is also 1@h4b1t_¢3§1n a different way from ‘tlia_tiggg,rgeis,tgd_,Q}{Vt_I_;g_chronologica

*meaﬁﬂf&eﬂd&}%miﬂa;:s*a,my‘wl,l,ich__a1l,ow_______us,,,to___q_@.s:.upy_ a ‘much grearer

place’ than that allotred by space {12-13). This distinctively modermsr "

spatialization ol Tifie 1s confirmaed by Proust’s Mustr

ations of involuntary
memory, in which the 'sh’gh'qe_st—_s_enjst1:ali;sthnuh1§.fj:fggér§ amemory s vivid
that the individual might be said to inhabit, simultaneously, both the present

moment and the recollected scene. In Marter gimd Memory (1911 ) the ﬁhﬂé‘-‘"""'mfg

sopher Henri Bergson had begun to question the concept of recollection
itself, tied as it was to a model of memory as a set of images in the brain,
selected for projection in the private cinema of consciousness, Rather,
Bergson theorized, Memory was an actualization of the past in the body, a
complex physical event or evocarion through which the individual does not
‘have’ memory but ‘s’ memory. Thus, for example, the opening pages of
Woolf’s Mrs Dalloway (192, 5), with their subtle manipulation of tense and
careful ambiguity surrounding the question of ‘now’, vividly suggest a sense
in which Clarissa Dalloway is simultaneously a menopausal and a teenage
womar.

Beckett’s endorsement, then, of the Proustian epiphany, and of the infer-
lority of voluntary memory as ‘of no value as an instrument of evocation’ (14),
closely resembles the theory of art as ‘defamiliarization’ in Russian Formalist
criticism. Habit, ‘the ballast that chains the dog to his vomir’, is temporarily
suspended by involuncary memory, and we see things afresh; we feel the true
‘sufferi‘ng of being’, which is equivalent to ‘the free play of every faculty’ (20).
Beckett is unafraid to designate this as contact with the ‘real’, that which ‘the
mock reality of experience’ cannot reveal. Habit and voluntary memory thus
enable the strictly retrospective, and faise, construction of the self as stable,
unitary and continuous. According to the Bergsonian conception
what this idea of the self necessarily obstructs is the experienie o

of durée,

A N
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‘ fousty, because we are cor dto b~
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Stein was also familiar with the work of Bergson, and stro
in the creation of fictional ‘continuous present’,
Melanctha Herbert in Stein’s much-admjred early work

ve to embody thig
The characeer of

1ce with fiction: she took the disconrse on
the art of fiction with her, How to Write (1931) is a long, seemingly formless

meditation in eight chapters whose headings, with their allusions to sen.
tences and paragraphs, grammar, narrative and vocabulary, attest 1o Stein’s
longstanding preoccupation with the nature and philosophy of language and
its relation to the idea of representation.™ Critics have regarded How 1o
Write as one of the most hermetic texts of 2 writer always working at the
farthest verge of avant-garde modernism, and have tended to conclude, from
1ts ironic subversion of the idea of an instructiona] and inclusive manual, thar
it was never intended for 4 wide readership,

The difficulty for any critical account of How o Write

» and might be defended as
standard methods of ‘making sense’ of an otherwise recalcitrant text. Stein’s

‘discovery’ that 2 paragraph is emotional but 4 sentence is not is often cited as
the key insight of How z0 Write, while ‘[i]t is natural to Suppose that a rose is
a rose is a rose’, can he extracted as a familiar Steinian reflection on the
tedundancy of descriptive or referentia] writing. How to Write requests of its
teader, however,. a -wa}z...oﬁﬁlzeadmg—q&ife—peealiauo‘itgeﬂlfk and a mode of :
intellectual...eﬂgagememwﬁeh?ﬁs-m.BﬁJ;gsoﬂis, critique. of the logic of camss ™ El
and effect, n?iuses—the—refmspeeﬁveimp@s«i&eﬂ-eﬁa-ﬁfaefufﬁhefﬁ}&&ﬂiﬁé{,—a&iﬁ » :
to wms%a-feﬁmmﬁmwﬂplieﬁewalaﬂguaﬂe; Inpracti

were, what might this look |ike;

Grammar is undated because furlows and furrows are avaricious with hunting
_ hares in partial referring to enable urter with renown come distaste unable,

How can beginning and end beginning with white in Iron end whom wich
leat.

A grammar colors reddened. (79)

Well well ig he, Explain my doubts, well well is he expl
Could he ger used 1o 4 city.
1 .
Explain my doubs.

Well well is he explain my doubts. Well well is he explain my doubts.

2in my doubts.

(217)
Let us assume that the reader is learning not to identify
central significance in Houw to Write, but instead to
Stein’s playful linguistic flow. The flow Is 5

and retain points of
become immersed in

¥ the-almost-complete———— -

e

. exclusion of any punctuation othe
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I. What does it mean that Modernist art is more seli-conscious than previous art forms?

2. What does it mean that modernist fiction is “Janus faced”?

Henry James:

3. Why is it important that novel is one of the “fine arts™?

4. What does it mean that the novel is about “life”? (organicism)

5. Why is novel different from poetry and drama?

What is the paradox involved in the supposition that art is democratic?

Virginia Woolf:

7. What is gender politics?

8. What is the reason why the established forms of realism are no longer valid?

9. What is experience for V. Woolf?

10. What is the basic argument of 4 Room of One’s Own?

D.H. Lawrence:

I'1. Could you outline Lawrence’s theory of modernity through his analysis of Hardy’s
oeuvre?

12. What is the modernist death of the author? (Never trust the artist, trust the tale 21 -22)

13. What does Lawrence add to Woolf’s conception of the novel?

14. How does Lawrence satirise Proust (or V. Woolf for that matter) and what is WIONg
with these kinds of individualistic, stream of consciousness novels?

Forster: Aspects of the Novel

15. Do you remember ‘flat’ and ‘round’ characters?

16. What are Forster’s most important tenets?

Beckett:

On Proust’s fn Search of Lost Time (1913-27)

As against Lawrence

17. How does Proust deconstruct the concept of the self?

18. What does Beckett posit as against the prison of a particular life span?

19. What is involuntary memory?

20. What is Bergson’s conception of recollection?

21. What is the Bergsonian durée?

22. What does it mean that_it/i's/ possible to be present at our own absence?

23, What does Proust’s realism consist of?

24. How does Walter Benjamin define Proust’s significance?

Stein:

25. What are the reasons why Stein’s art can be considered as something extremely
modernist?

26. What is the main critique of Orwell launched against modernist writing in “Inside the
Whale™?




