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PREFACE 

Titles of books, at least of discursive books like this one, need to be 

justified or explained. Even a title like “Modern Utopian Fictions,” 

where each constituent element should be familiar to readers of lit- 

erary criticism, requires some preliminary discussion. Let me there- 

fore begin with “utopia” and proceed almost immediately to “fic- 

tion,” a concept with which utopia has become intimately and, I 

think, inéxorably linked. 

Utopia—or at least the study of utopia—is notoriously one of 

those places where the literary imagination and the social scientif- 

ic imagination intersect. By “social science” I do not so much mean 

history, that art that is sometimes referred to as a science. History is 

always present in utopia, since the future is always a function of the 

past as well as of the present. I mean rather that most presumptively 

scientific of the social sciences, political science, the “science” which 

seeks to tell us what good government is or at least ought to be. Uto- 

pia may be a no place—that is, it is a fictional place—but it is always 

ano place with good government. 

This intersection of different types of imagination, for which 

perhaps “opposition” would be a better word, begins at the very be- 

ginning of the hypothetical establishment of utopia, with Plato’s Re- 

public. Since, however, in Plato’s day the social sciences had not yet 

been invented, or at least had not been differentiated and named— 

Aristotle, to be sure, did write a Politics, but then he also wrote a Po- 

etics—Plato thought he was practicing philosophy and so posited a 

Philosopher King for his utopia rather than a social scientific mon- 

arch (or academic dean?). But Plato was also a failed poet who nev- 

ertheless produced in The Republic a work of poetry (with “poetry” 
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broadly defined to include all the imaginative literary arts, as, say, 

the German word Dichtung does). Even so, he specifically and rather 

paradoxically excluded poets from his utopian state because, in his 

view, poets told lies. Creating “lies” or fictions, which is what poets 

(again broadly defined) do, was, to Plato’s mind, the same thing as 

telling lies plain and simple. In his view, such fictions were at two re- 

moves from “true” reality rather than merely one, as “ordinary” re- 

ality supposedly is. Of course, though Plato did not mention it, by 

this criterion his own Republic stands self-condemned as a twice-told 

lie, since it too is obviously not “real” but “merely” a fiction. 

But the same is also true for just about all subsequent attempts 

to depict utopia. They too are “lies”; they too are fictional. Perhaps 

therefore it would be better and surely less self-contradictory to ap- 

proach utopian fictions from a less harshly Platonic perspective. Per- 

haps the “fiction” in “utopian fictions” is just as important as the 

“utopia,” and, at least as far as modern utopias are concerned, very 

likely even more so. This supposition would help to explain why just 

about all utopias—notably of course those dealt with in this book— 

have tended to be produced by strictly literary people, with only an 

occasional social scientist like B. F. Skinner mixed in. At a minimum, 

placing the fictional element of utopia at an equal or superior level 

of importance with the social scientific element—i.e. , answers to the _ 

question as to what constitutes the ideal state—means that human 

nature and human psychology must be introduced into the study of 
utopia. In other words, the literary notion of character must be in- 

troduced. Doing so means that the “literal truth” of the ideal state 
(that is, the social scientific truth) is always tested by and against the 
truth of our own lived experience (the literary truth). There is, then, 

more than one truth, and a realistic utopia (as well as studies of such 
utopias) must take account of their competing claims. 

In this book I have sought to do justice to those competing 
claims, though perhaps not always in an entirely objective manner. 
I have tried to show how, in different ways and to different degrees, 
the depiction of utopia (and dystopia) in the modern period has be- 
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come increasingly literary, so that what is utopian about these fictions 

must always be viewed, and interpreted, from the literary perspec- 

tive. This increasingly important literary component is often evident 

in what strikes the reader as the peculiar and even contradictory | ways 

in which the plot is developed or the scene and characters described. 

In Wells's Time Machine, for example, we need to understand—and 

explain—the paradox that as the Traveller voyages into the future he 

also voyages into the past. Or in Orwell’s two anti-utopian narratives, 

how and why Soviet “reality” (history) is transformed into fictional 

guises. Or in Golding’s Lord of the Flies, why two groups of boys of 

different but still prepubescent ages come to crash-land on a tropical 

island without suffering the least injury. This process of “fictionaliz- 

ing” utopia culminates in Iris Murdoch’s The Bell. With Murdoch the 

utopian element becomes once and for all subordinate to the fiction- 

al one; or, put another way, with Murdoch utopia is absorbed into the 

genre of the novel. It becomes triumphantly fictional, even though 

Plato would have denounced it as a lie. 

This is true, despite the fact that The Bell was written by a philoso- 

pher/novelist who was also a lifelong admirer of Plato. Murdoch can 

remain of Plato’s party, while at the same time seeming to oppose it, 

because she persuades us of the truth of her utopian possibilities (or 

fictions) by “testing” those possibilities against the hypothesized ex- 

perience of a series of variegated and often extraordinarily complex 

characters. For her the good community can only be one in which 

truly real or at least realistic (though of course nevertheless fictional) 

characters are able to live and even flourish. Compare this procedure 

with that of Francis Fukuyama, a social scientist who not long ago 

caused dismay among his colleagues because he dared to find fault 

with a conception of human nature that was limited to economic in- 

terest alone as a motive force for action. Turning back to Plato, Fuku- 

yama argued for a more complex conception of human nature, one 

that would at least add the thymotic motive to provide for a fuller 

and more persuasive understanding of why humans act as they do. 

This is not to say that writers of utopian fictions are lacking in 
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social scientific imagination. H. G. Wells was an international celeb- 

rity in his day not only because of his fiction (including of course 

also his utopian and dystopian fiction), but also for having written 

or co-written books as different as The Outline of History—probably 

the best-selling book of history ever—and The Science of Life (togeth- 

er with Julian Huxley and his son G. P. Wells), which sought to ex- 

plain the biological sciences to a whole generation of readers. So too 

Aldous Huxley, who along with his novels and stories wrote books 

on psychedelic drugs, on the art of seeing, on history, and on reli- 

gion. As for George Orwell, one could view him as a social scien- 

tist even before he became a novelist, since his first published book, 

Down and Out in Paris and London, is really more of a social study of 

the Lumpenproletariat than it is a novel. A little later he followed up 

this precedent with fascinating studies of the industrial poor in The 

Road to Wigan Pier and of the Spanish Civil War in Homage to Catalo- 

nia. Shaw’s plays were from the very outset, as in Widowers’ Houses 

and Mrs. Warren’s Profession, close examinations of acute social prob- 

lems, and, given his lifelong suspicion that his audiences might not 

be sufficiently intelligent to grasp what he was saying in his plays, he 

supplemented them with long prefaces to ensure that they did. Iris 

Murdoch, of course, was a professional philosopher before she be- 

came a novelist, and even William Golding taught philosophy and 

English before he was able to make a living out of his writing. 

Still, one must not forget that it is for aesthetic reasons that we 

keep reading Wells's Time Machine after more than a hundred years, 

and not for social scientific ones—not that I mean to imply that those 

reasons have ceased to be relevant. And it is surely significant too 

that, after some two and a half millennia, what is remembered most 
vividly from The Republic is its most imaginative and poetic part, 

namely the Allegory of the Cave. Judging the novels I deal with here 
on an admittedly informal aesthetic/social scientific scale, Iris Mur- 
doch’s The Bell is, I think, the most literary, and George Orwell’s Ani- 
mal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four, dealing as they both do with thinly 

veiled versions of the Soviet Union, are probably the least. Neverthe- 
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less both of Orwell’s fictions have survived the year 1984 (and also 
the year 1989) without becoming dated, a survival they owe far more 
to the continuing literary power and complexity with which they 
challenge the imagination than to their confrontation with a Soviet 
system that no longer exists. Here too I want to make it clear that for 

me one of the most important links among all the often variegated 

chapters of this book is the conviction that if utopia (along with dys- 

topia) is to be effective, it must be at least as effective aesthetically as 

it is substantively. 

Finally, what about the word “modern” in the title? In the most 

obvious sense, the word is appropriate because all of the utopias I 

consider in this book belong to the modern period, which, as far as lit- 

erary history is concerned, usually refers to the years‘from about 1890 

to 1960. The Time Machine was first published in 1895 and The Bell in 

1958. But they are modern too in another sense, that is, in the sense 

that, even at their most optimistic, as in Shaw’s Major Barbara, they 

remain suspicious of utopia. For all of these writers, in other words, 

utopia has in an important sense ceased to be utopian. This may be be- 

cause, as in Shaw, it has become mixed up with death and destruction, 

or, as in Murdoch, it may not be a habitable place for the sorts of peo- 

ple who need it most, particularly those people who possess complex 

characters and active imaginations. For others, notably for Huxley, Or- 

well, and Golding, utopia has assumed what for them is its charac- 

teristic modern form, namely, dystopia. As far as they are concerned, 

there is no more good place. There are only different kinds of bad 

places. This may not be an especially encouraging prospect for those 

of us who have kept alive the hope for a better world, if not exactly for 

a utopia, but then we too are moderns—or even postmoderns—and 

must take our fictions with the proverbial grain of ironic salt.’ 

1, Bernard Crick, the author of one of the best-known biographies of Orwell, is 

not primarily a man of letters but is rather (or was until recently) professor of politi- 

cal science at Edinburgh University, In the Preface to his collection of Essays on Politics 

and Literature (1989), he complains of the cultural divide between practitioners of lit- 

erary and political analysis, and hopes for a more tolerant and interdisciplinary analy- 

sis and discussion of fictional texts (vi-vii). 
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INTRODUCTION 

Very few utopias stand out as great works of literature. .. . The 

didactic purpose overwhelms any literary aspiration. 

Krishan Kumar 

Nearly twenty years ago I published an essay entitled “Utopia, Eu- 

topia, Youdopia: The Technology of Happiness.” I make mention 

of this obscure bibliographical fact not primarily to blow into my 

own scholarly horn, but merely to prove that I have been thinking 

and writing about utopian subjects for quite some time, as well as 

to demonstrate that the word “utopia” can mean, and has meant, 

different things to different people at different times—including of 

course to myself. Back when I wrote the above-mentioned essay I 

was thinking about how the usual meanings of the “u” word—“no 

place” and “good place,” utopia and eutopia, a pun originated by 

that archetypal utopianist, Sir Thomas More—related to the drug 

culture of the 1960s, especially in such technologically advanced and 

quasi-utopian places as California. So, basking a little in the august 

tradition of Sir Thomas, I ventured to add a pun of my own, not, 

however—let me make the disclaimer at once—based on anything 

more than a vague familiarity with ancient Greek. 

At least until relatively recently, the good place and the no place, 

eutopia and utopia (and, more surprisingly, perhaps even the bad 

place and the no place, depending on how we define dystopia), have 

often, as in More’s case (e.g., the contrasting Books I and II of Utopia), 

accompanied one another, since the one has tended to gain in emo- 

tional force by being opposed to the other, just as heaven needs hell to 

ensure its attractiveness. That is not to say, however, that the good no- 

place has not haunted the imagination of humanity for just about as 
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long as humanity remembers. The Garden of Eden and the Blessed 

Isles provide ample testimony for the enduring appeal of the good 

no-place, which, admittedly, was for many people until not too long 

ago a not altogether imaginary someplace. For some of us it still is. 

More recently, the good someplace has been occasionally iden- 

tified with an actual geographical locality, even a very specific one, 

such as, say, Athens in the fourth century BC, or Byzantium in the 

sixth century AD. (See W. B. Yeats’s A Vision for more on these and 

other quasi-utopian places and moments.) Ford Madox Ford, in 

those halcyon (or should one say utopian?) pre-1914 days when—in 

memory at least—the sun was always shining and he was still gen- 

erally known as Ford Madox Hueffer, even discovered utopia (along 

with eutopia) in the now seemingly unlikely, peaceful, and prosper- 

ous town of Giessen in central Germany (Hueffer 1911, 456). Oth- 

er, better-known and more widely persuasive twentieth-century ex- 

amples include Margaret Mead’s Growing Up in Samoa and some of 

the literature written about the Soviet Union in the 1920s and 1930s, 

notably Sidney and Beatrice Webb’s Soviet Communism: A New Civili- 

sation? Even today, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, after 

the disillusionment following the collapse of the Soviet utopian ex- 

periment, remnants of utopian social thinking continue to exist in 

some of the neo-hippie communes in California and, though admit- 

tedly for very different reasons and in very different ways, in the neo- 

conservative think tanks of Washington, D.C.! 

And, of course, during the latter half of the nineteenth century, 

1, Many contemporary writers on utopia assume that utopia must be “progres- 

sive,” that is, largely sympathetic to Marxist or neo-Marxist views and causes. This is 

clearly the case with a contemporary critical overview like Russell Jacoby’s The End of 

Utopia. While it’s probably true that left-wing utopias and dystopias outnumber right- 

wing ones, there seems no necessary reason why this should be so. As Krishan Kumar 

remarks somewhat caustically, “Marxism may be a very good way of analysing past 

and present societies. But it has no more hold on the future than any other theory, uto- 

pian or otherwise” (1987, 53). Still, as a matter of statistics, of the writers discussed in 

this book, we should note that both Shaw and Wells were at one time leading mem- 

bers of the (socialist) Fabian Society. Iris Murdoch was for a short time a card-carrying 

member of the Communist Party of Great Britain. George Orwell initially wanted to 
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the United States of America was strewn—one might perhaps more 

appropriately say littered—with examples of mostly failed attempts 

at utopia, of which the Oneida community is only the best known. 

These were typically inspired by a mixture of religious motives and 

elements drawn from that celebrated and influential trio of French 

utopian thinkers of the early to mid-nineteenth century, Henri Saint- 

Simon, Auguste Comte, and Charles Fourier. (New) “Harmony’— 

the name of numerous small towns in the United States, including 

one in my home state of Minnesota—is a vestige of this once pow- 

erful utopian movement. 

Over the last hundred years or so, utopia has come to seem a 

more realistic and even real place. As the prospect of utopia’s becom- 

ing a social reality has grown ever closer, a strong reaction has set in, 

one that on the surface may seem surprising and even paradoxical. 

The Russian religious philosopher Nicholas Berdyaev was, I think, 

the first to make the reasons for this reaction against utopia explic- 

it, and therefore he is appropriately acknowledged in an epigraph at 

the beginning of Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World. But the idea is al- 

ready implicit in Alexis de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America. Ameri- 

cans might think they were free and happy, so Tocqueville conclud- 

ed, but it was only a freedom qualified by and made subject to the 

tyranny of the majority. American happiness, he concluded, was de- 

lusory, a happiness more or less indistinguishable from smug self- 

satisfaction. Nor was Tocqueville by any means alone. His contempo- 

rary the German poet Heine confessed ironically that he sometimes 

thought of sailing to America, “that pig-pen of freedom / Inhabited 

by boors living in equality.” And his fellow German and approximate 

contemporary Nietzsche, along with many other nineteenth-century 

join the Spanish War as a member of the Communist International Brigade, and only 

chose the POUM (United Marxist Workers’ Party) in Barcelona when he couldn't. Al- 

dous Huxley early joined the 1917 Club (a club named in honor of the 1917 Bolshevik 

Revolution in Russia) and later described himself as a Fabian socialist. Only William 

Golding could be thought of as at all inclined toward sympathizing with conservative 

political views, though even he joined the Communist-sympathizing Left Book Club 

in 1938 (Carver 2002, 386). 
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European intellectuals, was convinced that Americans were hopeless- 

ly given over to the dubious and hardly utopian pleasures of money 

grubbing—“fumbling in a.greasy till,” as a disillusioned William But- 

ler Yeats would a little later describe his own countrymen, many of 

whom had already emigrated to the United States or were in the pro- 

cess of doing so.” In short, utopia in its American manifestations was 

seen to foster a uniform and often sham egalitarianism rather than a 

genuine liberty. (It undoubtedly did foster a genuine commercialism 

and consumerism, however.) Utopia in the Western world, as a con- 

sequence, became increasingly something to be dreaded rather than 

looked forward to. 

These on the whole new and largely negative visions of uto- 

pia are generally referred to as “dystopias,” or more rarely as “caco- 

topias,” and sometimes more obviously as “anti-utopias.” (These 

names for negative utopias are, however, not always treated as syn- 

onymous.) They are, as all of these designations suggest, “bad” plac- 

es, though they are always bad in very special ways. In other words, 

they are not just some random ugly and unhealthy place—such 

as, say, Gary, Indiana—but bad places that were once and perhaps 

still are considered to be “good” places, though only by a relatively 

small number of adherents. Put another way, dystopias still retain 

traces of their utopian origin. Indeed dystopias may once have been 

widely accepted as utopias, as, for example, Plato’s Republic once 

was thought of as archetypically utopian. (Wells’s Time Machine in 

fact explicitly depicts a dystopia that once was a utopia.) Nowadays, 

however, it is usually viewed negatively because of its strongly (and 

perhaps even inherently) racist and antidemocratic tendencies. Be- 
hind Huxley’s dystopian New World State there is the failed dream 

of an American utopia, just as behind Orwell’s dystopian Oceania 

there is the failed dream of a Soviet utopia. 

Deliberately conceived dystopias, such as Huxley’s and Orwell’s, 

2. See my entry on the United States in the forthcoming Imagology: A Handbook 
of the Literary Representation of National Characters, edited by Joep Leerssen and Man- 
fred Beller, for more on European views of the American utopian experiment. 



Introduction 5 

however, differ from most utopias that have merely become dysto- 

pias over time in that they are usually satirical. To be sure, this may 

also hold true for certain aspects of positive utopias, as it does to 

a degree, for example, for Sir Thomas More’s Utopia, especially for 

those sections dealing with property and money. So too with the 

fourth book of Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels, where the satire of contem- 

poraneous (British) humanity is even more obvious. This tendency 

for utopia to turn into or to be replaced by dystopia, and for dysto- 

pia to be primarily a vehicle for satire of existing social conditions, 

is by no means universal. Nonsatirical utopias continue to be writ- 

ten, such as B. F. Skinner’s Walden II or Ernest Callanbach’s Ecotopia. 

This is even true of Margaret Atwood’s A Handmaid’s Tale, where 

the satirical elements are outweighed by her intensely feminist con- 

cerns. Indeed, in the cases of two of the most notable and more or 

less recent writers on utopian subjects, H. G. Wells and Aldous Hux- 

ley, negative utopias are eventually replaced by positive ones. Signif- 

icant too in this connection is the fact that the famously sardonic 

George Orwell reveals unmistakable utopian impulses in Burmese 

Days, Homage to Catalonia, and Coming Up for Air. And even Animal 

Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four contain elements, such as the brief pe- 

riod following the overthrow of the humans in the former novel and 

the mysteriously beautiful “Golden Country” in the latter, that are 

clearly utopian (Firchow 1992, 17-38). Not that the utopian impuls- 

es in the writings of Wells, Orwell, and Huxley are by any means 

identical. In A Modern Utopia Wells embraces a utopia of technologi- 

cal sophistication, whereas Huxley’s Island is (with certain important 

qualifications) moderately opposed to technological development, 

and Orwell’s “Golden Country” is implacably antitechnological, as 

is also the Oceanic state, at least insofar as nonmilitary technology 

is concerned. 

Despite these admittedly somewhat ambiguous but on the whole 

positive elements (or, possibly, even because of them), most of the 

memorable utopian fictions of our time are largely pessimistic—not 

of course about the future, but really about the present. What af- 
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ter all would be the point of attacking the future? As Samuel Hynes 

points out, primarily but not exclusively with Orwell in mind, “Uto- 

pias do not predict the future; they judge the present. The best mod- 

ern examples of the genre of 1984—H. G. Wells’s Time Machine, Hux- 

ley’s Brave New World, Golding’s Lord of the Flies—use future time in 

similar ways, to isolate and emphasize certain aspects of the human 

situation in order to focus attention on them; the intention is admon- 

itory, not prophetic” (Hynes 1971, 15). 

Technology, or, more commonly, the opposition to technology, 

is undoubtedly an important recurrent theme in much utopian and 

dystopian fiction. This tendency is even more obvious in a literary 

genre that often overlaps with utopian/ dystopian literature, namely, 

science fiction, a genre which should perhaps be more appropriately 

termed ‘ ‘technology fiction.” Not surprisingly, therefore, there are 

obvious utopian elements in the writings of the acknowledged in- 

ventor of science fiction, Jules Verne, especially in his 20,000 Leagues 

Under the Sea, just as there are obvious technological elements in 

the fiction of that most utopian of modern novelists, H. G. Wells. 

Such technification, to coin a word, of modern utopian fiction is 

amplified in a number of immensely popular movies and TV series, 

among them Star Wars, Dr. Who, and Star Trek, though most of these 

are also indebted to the long tradition of books of imaginary voyag- 

es, especially those dealing with traveling to the moon. Technology, 

of course, is the modern equivalent of what in earlier ages used to 

be called magic. But modern technology is magic that really works, 

bringing with it not only the prospect of an earthly paradise but also 

the suddenly daunting prospect—as with just about all modern uto- 

pias—of actually having to inhabit it.? 

One of the great fears of the anti-utopians with respect to tech- 

3. Science fiction also partakes of another quasi-utopian area of sociological 
study (or of sociological speculation, at any rate) called “futurology’—again the sci- 
entification of an older concept, here that of the prophet. Like the prophet, the fu- 
turologist foretells the coming of the promised land—of utopia—or of its opposite, 
apocalypse, that is, dystopia. 
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nological progress is that it will ultimately deprive all but a tiny mi- 

nority of people—or perhaps even everyone—of anything “useful” 
to do; it will, in other words, substitute itself for actual lived life.’ 

This is a fear, it should be noted, that precedes by many decades the 
current denigration of “virtual” or computer-generated reality. It is, 
for example, clearly expressed in E. M. Forster’s anti-utopian short 

story “The Machine Stops.” Humanity is now faced with a problem 

for which humanity is utterly unprepared because hitherto it had 

never presented itself as a problem. Previously it had, in fact, been 

a desirable end. The new and unanticipated problem is what to do 

with a life in which work is no longer required—is, in fact, no longer 

even possible. In a world where leisure is compulsory, utopian ex- 

istence suddenly seems horrifying precisely because it is “utopian,” 

because it is so easy and comfortable and, paradoxically, so unprob- 

lematic. Utopia, it turns out, delivers for most of its inhabitants not 

intellectual and emotional challenges but only an animalistic hedo- 

nism and, what is perhaps even worse, boredom. Aldous Huxley’s 

Brave New World is the classic example of a future society in which 

technology has—magically and ironically—provided humanity with 

all it had thought it desired.’ 

Not that the growth of technology is the only or perhaps even 

4. That is not, however, what the author of The Book of the Machines fears in Sam- 

uel Butler’s Erewhon. There it is the distant prospect of the evolution of machinery 

into conscious entities that will be “superior” to humans that so disturbs him that he 

demands that all machines less than 271 years old must be destroyed. The issue here is 

not so much that that the machines will supplant man or become harsh taskmasters. 

“[TJhere is no occasion for anxiety,” the author of The Book of the Machines assures his 

readers, “about the future happiness of mankind so long as he continues to be in any 

way profitable to the machines.” The real problem is that human pride will be irrepa- 

rably damaged. The idea that humans could be intellectually inferior to some other 

entity is as repugnant to this professor of the Colleges of Unreason as is the idea that 

“even at the remotest period my ancestors were other than human beings.” If he really 

believed that, he would “take no further pleasure or interest in life” (Butler 1985, 222). 

5. Huxley’s dystopia, however, does provide for work (or at least a kind of make- 

work), so that that the inhabitants of the New World State at least feel as if they are 

making a contribution. This is true even of the lowest orders of workers, of epsilons 

like the, technologically speaking, quite unnecessary elevator operator. 
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the primary reason why there is so powerful a reaction against uto- 

pia in the twentieth century. In an important sense the reaction was 

to be expected, was in fact inevitable, given the pendulum swings 

characteristic of prior literary and intellectual history. Besides, there 

is—and always has been—a fundamental disagreement among writ- 

ers on utopian subjects (both for and against) with respect to the 

answers to the two essential questions to which all utopian societ- 

ies—and perhaps all societies as such—must find answers, namely: 

(1) what constitutes the good life? (ethics); and (2) what is human na- 

ture really like? (biology and/or psychology). 

To ethics first: in the West there have been, almost from the very 

beginning, two opposing and perhaps incompatible assumptions 

about ethics, that is, first, an assumption based on a version of the 

utilitarian calculus, which, of course, was not always called such but 

formerly usually went under the name of hedonism. Essentially, the 

assumption here was that one could (should) evaluate human expe- 

rience in terms of the greater or lesser amount of happiness that an 

experience provided. (Crucial here, of course, are the definitions of 

happiness and unhappiness.) In this view, an experience is good to 

the degree that happiness outweighs unhappiness, and a good life is 

thought of as one in which good experiences (as defined above) out- 

number bad ones. 

The second type of ethics also operates on a kind of calculus, 

though most of its adherents would be reluctant to admit it. Here 

the measurement is of the intensity (or depth or quality) of an ex- 

perience rather than the quantity of happiness it brings with it. This 

sort of ethics applies primarily to religious experience, but insofar as 

aesthetic experience is also ethical experience, it belongs to this cate- 

gory. After seeing a particularly good performance of Hamlet or Lear, 

we do not feel happy; we feel moved. We do not measure our hap- 

piness or lack of it but rather the intensity of our response, and we 

seek to inquire into the reasons for it, as Aristotle long ago pointed 

out. In terms of a good life, this second type of ethics often values 

a brief and even tragic life as superior to a long and happy one—the 
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martyred saints are to be preferred over those who were unmar- 

tyred, just as the lives of Romeo and Juliet are superior to those of 

Baucis and Philemon. 

How does this difference in ethics relate to the utopia/dystopia 

distinction? Generally speaking, the answer to this important ques- 

tion is that utopias tend to operate in accordance with the first type 

of ethics, dystopias in accordance with the second.® 

As for the second essential concept on which utopian/dystopi- 

an writers agree or disagree—that is, the nature of human nature— 

it would seem that underlying all utopian societies, from Plato’s on 

down, there is a more or less systematic psychology, as well as a more 

or less systematic counterpsychology, for keeping citizens under con- 

trol, with the aim of producing socially predictable’ and socially ac- 

ceptable (stable) results. The citizens, however, may as a consequence 

no longer be what we, as members of a diverse and on the whole lib- 

eral society, would recognize as “human.” 

Put another way, the question is whether human nature is essen- 

tially good, so that what needs to be developed is a social structure— 

ideally of minimal complexity—where that goodness will be free 

to express. itself fully. (Rousseau is the best-known exponent of this 

view.) Or is human nature essentially (or at least statistically) | bad, 

so that what is needed is a structure that will assure complete « con- 

trol of such “bad” impulses as aggression, sexual libido, or the desire 

for power, as described, say, in Golding’s Lord of the Flies or Orwell’s 

Nineteen Eighty-Four. Or is humanity not easily classifiable under ei- 

ther category? As Joseph Wood Krutch remarks, after the behavior- 

ist revolution, it would seem that ““human nature’ does not exist in 

the sense which the phrase implies. Whatever desires, tastes, prefer- 

ences, and tendencies have been so general and so persistent as to 

create the assumption that they are innate or ‘natural’ must be, as 

6. This distinction also raises the related question about the way(s) in which uto- 

pias and dystopias resemble each other, or differ, in terms of the aesthetic or “liter- 

ary” experience they provide. Christian Enzensberger, for example, argues that only 

dystopias possess any sort of literary merit (Biesterfeld 1982, 15). 
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a matter of fact, merely the most ancient and deeply graven of the 

conditionings to which the human animal has been subjected.” “Hu- 

man nature,” in other words, is just another way of describing hu- 

man social conditioning, whether systematic and deliberate or un- 

systematic and seemingly random. 

Is it therefore inevitable that humans will become malleable at the 

hands of a seemingly or ironically benevolent authority, as in Hux- 

ley’s Brave New World, for example, or even in Skinner’s Walden II? In 

an important sense, all utopian and dystopian literature is made up 

of such fictional “experiments” in which human nature is put to the 

test. Indeed this may be true, though less obviously so, of all realistic 

fiction. The question posed is, ultimately, always the same, though 

it may look superficially different, namely, given certain social condi- 

tions, how would human 1 beings react, change, develop? 

This ‘ “experimental” aspect of utopias as and dystopias is especial- 

ly evident in Huxley’s Brave New World and Island, but it also figures 

importantly in Shaw’s Major Barbara and Golding’s Lord of the Flies. 

In some cases, the dystopian vision represents a more “objective” 

repetition of the social experiment conducted in the utopia (or vice 

versa), as, for example, in the case of Wells’s utopian novel Men Like 

Gods and Huxley’s dystopian satire Brave New World. More rarely it 

also works the other way around, as when the aging Huxley revis- 

es the opinions of the youthful Huxley in his utopian fiction Island 

(1962). 

Finally, we need to address the important literary question— 

though it’s not merely a literary question, I think—as to whether 

there is such a thing as a genre of utopian fiction, with definable and 

predictable characteristics. And, if so, is there a corollary dystopi- 

an genre? Can we, for example, define utopia essentially and socio- 

logically, as Lars Gustafson does, as the “depiction of a society out- 

side of historical experience?” (Biesterfeld 1982, 10). Or, as George 

Kateb does, by adding up all the certifiably utopian characteristics of 
“peace, abundance, leisure, equality, untroubled virtue” in order to 
arrive at a definition (1976, 83)? And if that is possible, is utopia nev- 
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ertheless a genre which, like most other literary genres, flows easily 

into other literary genres? Orwell’s Animal Farm is at least as much 

of a fable as it is an anti-utopia, and the society it depicts is not by 

any means entirely “outside of historical experience.” Golding’s Lord 

of the Flies is not only a dystopia but also an adventure story con- 

sciously modeled on Ballantyne’s Coral Island. The Bell is fundamen- 

tally a very traditional novel, with some other elements mixed in, 

such as philosophy and magical realism. Major Barbara is a highly 

imaginative retelling of the Faust story, among other things, includ- 

ing an Ibsenist discussion play, a feminist and even Darwinist thesis 

play—and, of course, “just” a very powerful and effective drama. 

It is here, at the intersection of utopia and fiction, that I have 

tried to locate this book. My principal thesis is that, at roughly the 

same time as utopia increasingly came to approximate reality, espe- 

cially in the United States and the former Soviet Union, a number of 

important writers of fiction—among them some of the ones con- 

sidered in this book—have sought to show how this approximation 

has in one way or another failed to achieve its goals. In doing so, 

their “demonstrations” have stressed the fictional (or, more broad- 

ly speaking, the literary) aspects of utopia in order to! make those 

“demonstrations” more » persuasive, ‘So, for example, The Time Ma- 

chine is as innovative as a work of fiction as it is as a depiction of a 

future anti-utopia. Today, more than a hundred years after its ini- 

tial appearance, it is remembered because of its rich literary reso- 

nance and context rather than because of the quasi-scientific jargon 

about the mathematics of four dimensions on which its theory of 

time travel rests. It is its symbolic qualities that reverberate in the 

memory, not its quasi-scientific factoids. Ars, as Horace might have 

said, had he been living today, still remains longa, but technologia has 

definitely become brevis. 

Similarly with Shaw’s Major Barbara. Shaw, like Wells (or at any 

rate the Wells of dystopian fictions like the Time Machine), is still an 

immensely popular writer, though less so within the groves of aca- 

deme than on the stages of (off) Broadway and the West End. The 
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striking and, to my mind, shameful neglect of Shaw on the part of 

the universities is probably—and paradoxically—due to his overt di- 

dacticism rather than to his.overt socialist politics. It is for literary 

rather than political reasons that he is no longer taught or even read 

in the academic world. His “message,” in other words, is thought 

to be too obvious to require the interpretive services of an estab- 

lished literary priest-class. Even to contemporaries—Yeats, for exam- 

ple—he seemed as unpoetic as a sewing machine, in which guise he 

once, so Yeats claimed, manifested himself in a nightmare. Yet, de- 

spite the long history of academic neglect of Shaw the literary art- 

ist, some of his best plays, Major Barbara among them, continue to 

puzzle and fascinate the general public—along with a few unfash- 

ionable academic critics. It is precisely the “poetic,” antimechanical 

aspects of Major Barbara that have kept it alive since its first perfor- 

mance precisely one hundred years ago. Not, however, that its para- 

doxical message of salvation through destruction has lost any of its 

relevance in the chaotic world of today. 

As for Huxley’s Brave New World, its title, along with the world 

of dreadful joy that it so powerfully depicts, has by now passed into 

the language as a “household” concept. Huxley’s ironies about the 

“brave new world” have triumphed even over Shakespeare’s, and 

his literary insight into how that world would (and will) develop 

has proved far more illuminating than the merely sociological in- 

sights of eminent contemporary social critics and philosophers like 

Fukuyama and Marcuse. Much the same could and should be (and 

is here) said for George Orwell’s two influential anti-utopian fic- 

tions, Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four. Though both of these 

fictions are intimately related to the political developments of the 

first half of the twentieth century, they have retained their reader- 

ship (at least in the West) not primarily because of their politics but 
because of their artfulness. Animal Farm, we have come to realize, 

is one of the most perfect satires written in our time, and Nineteen 
Eighty-Four turns out to be far more complex i in its literary makeup 

ees eee 
than most readers have hitherto recognized. That is why Nineteen 
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Eighty-Four is still read even after the year 1984 and the Soviet Union 

itself have long passed into history. Otto Friedrich is wrong to say 

that “1984 is a good book despite the fact that it is a bad novel” (1984, 

99). The book’s lasting appeal is not merely or even primarily due, 

as he claims, to its “political insight.” It is due much more—not only 
after the passing of 1984 and the Soviet Union, but certainly also af. 
ter those events—to its specifically literary qualities, such as its com- 

plexity and ambiguity. As for its alleged lack of fully realized charac- 

ters, that is an absence that is directly caused by the kind of world 

the Oceanic future represents. “The book cannot be understood,” 

so Irving Howe maintains, “nor can it be properly valued, simply by 

resorting to the usual literary categories, for it posits a situation in 

which these categories are no longer significant” (Howe 1971, 43). 

William Golding’s Lord of the Flies, like Orwell’s two anti-utopias, 

reflects the prevalent pessimism of its time, but what has sustained 

it for readers over the decades is the paradoxical vitality with which 

that pessimism is presented. Even though the premises on which 

Golding’s anti-utopian vision is based have largely vanished—there 

is, for the moment at least, no more cold war heating up into nuclear 

war, and there are no more “remote” islands unobservable by satel- 

lite and unlocatable by global positioning systems—still his explora- 

tion of the depths of the human psyche has remained relevant some 

fifty years after the book’s publication. If anything, this is even more 

true of Iris Murdoch’s The Bell, which deals with a world in which the 

most up-to-date technology is a mechanical tiller. Murdoch’s novel 

is the most novelistic of all the utopias that I deal with in this book. 

One of its aims, indeed, seems to be to test the extent to which uto- 

pia and fiction can be reconciled; that is, it seeks to answer the ques- 

tion as to whether the vast variety of human beings, as we encoun- 

ter them in life as well as in the great novels and dramas of the past, 

can be accommodated in the necessarily much narrower confines of 

utopia. 

Utopian as well as anti-utopian impulses, then, have in recent 

years come to manifest themselves increasingly in aesthetic and not 
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merely sociological ways. Utopia must now be redefined not simply 

as “the depiction of a society outside of history” but as the depic- 

tion of believable characters.confronted with the problem of how to 

create and live in an often ironically “ideal” society while still retain- 

ing their humanity. The question which even the dystopians among 

these writers seek to answer is how to devise an ideal or near-ideal 

society in which actual human beings can live, not how to adapt or 

condition or genetically engineer human beings so that they will be 

able to live in an “ideal” society that has been more or less arbitrarily 

conceived. The social shoe, in other words, must be made to fit the 

human foot, not the other way around. It is for this reason, I believe, 

that modern utopian and dystopian fictions do not always find a lo- 

cal habitation within easily identifiable literary categories. 

On the whole, it is probably safe to say that all utopian and anti- 

utopian fictions share the strengths and weaknesses of the novel (or 

play) of ideas. That is, in this “genre” the intellectual element tends 

to outweigh the emotional one. Talk tends to dominate over action, 

with talk sometimes unfortunately degenerating into sermonizing. 

Still, the impulse to imagine utopia, along with dystopia, is prob- 

ably archetypal and related to the basic human need to ask and an- 

swer eschatological questions. That need will probably only cease to 

be felt when humanity either ceases to be recognizable as consisting 

of individual humans (at least in the view of those of us living at the 

beginning of the twenty-first century), or when humanity actually 

enters utopia (or dystopia). And when that happens, “mere” litera- 

ture won't matter anymore. 

It is in its emphasis on the literary aspects of modern utopia that 

my study differs from most previous studies of the subject. Not that 

such previous studies have ignored the fact that utopias are fictions 

or that they may and probably do possess an aesthetic dimension. 

One of the most notable recent students of utopia, Krishan Kumar, 

for example, shows his awareness of the issue by openly admitting 

that he has “not been much concerned with the specifically liter- 

ary quality of f the works” that he deals with. Though he knows very 
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well that all of these works are literary fictions, he acknowledges 
that as a social historian he does not “feel particularly competent to 

analyse” them. Nevertheless he does feel competent and confident 
enough to venture on a vast generalization regarding the possible 

results of such literary analysis, even when conducted competently, 
namely, “that not much is to be gained in doing so.” In his view only 

Sir Thomas More’s Utopia and William Morris’s News from Nowhere 

possess any real literary merit, by which Kumar seems to mean that 

their “prose” is a pleasure to read; but even so, their literary qual- 

ity in no way affects their merit as utopias (1987, 25). Implicitly, it 

seems, Kumar thinks of literary criticism as consisting of a series 

of primarily subjective and impressionistic responses to texts, differ- 

ing radically in this way from the supposedly logical and considered 

analyses practiced by the social and political “sciences.” As for the 

utopias of Butler and Huxley and Orwell, they are apparently the 

products of mere literary hacks. 

That is why Kumar considers utopias not in literary terms but 

“chiefly as contributions to social thought,” and that is also why his 

book, so formidable in its historical and sociological dimensions and 

learning, turns out to be so disappointing in its analyses of particu- 

lar works of fiction, notably Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World and 

George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four. He fails to see that Huxley's 

satire of the future Fordian utopia is based on a deliberate i impover- 

ishment of human nature when contrasted with the wealth of hu- 

man experience as displayed i in the great literature of the past (i.e., 

John. Savage’ s Shakespeare). His analysis of Brave New World, in oth- 

er words, is inadequate because it lacks a literary dimension, lacks 

even the insight to recognize that Brave New World is, literarily speak: 

ing, one of the greatest anti-utopian satires ever written. So too with 

Orwell, where Kumar fails to ' see that the whole thrust of Nineteen 

Eighty-Four is utterly changed once one perceives that Orwell has 

provided the book with two plots, one overt and the other covert. 

He fails, in other words, to see the point of this important difference 

to an understanding of the book because it is a difference based on a 
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literary not a sociological insight. That is also why, when one finish- 

“es reading Kumar’ s otherwise informative book, one is left wonder- 

ing why he chose to deal with literary fictions by writers like Huxley 

and Orwell in the first place, given his admission that he possesses 

no appreciation of their specifically literary qualities or of the rel- 

evance of those qualities to a fuller understanding of the nature of 

utopia. 

That Kumar is fully aware of the considerable gap between lit- 

erature and sociology in the discussion and analysis of utopia does 

not by any means remedy the situation.’ In a later essay on Wells 

and sociology, he confesses that “[wJhat perhaps [sic] we rather need 

to remind ourselves [of] is that most of Wells’s utopias are in the 

form of novels.” And, beyond such possible reminders, Kumar even 

admits that “[u]topias are by definition fictions” (206). Still, that ad- 

mission does not mean that Kumar bothers to subject Wells’s uto- 

pian fictions to a specifically literary analysis, one that would take 

into account, say, The Time Machine's “subtlety, its allusiveness, its sa- 

tirical edge and its frequent shifts of mood” (207). It’s not enough 

to pay pious lip service to a literary rather than a sociological un- 

derstanding of utopian fiction. The proof, as always, is in the actual 

consumption of the pudding, not in grand generalizations about its 

hypothetical tastiness. Ultimately, even utopia must stand (and with- 

stand) the test of reality. 

This rather lamentable situation is not helped, of course, by lit- 

erary critics—or literary theoreticians, to be precise—who argue that 

there is no such thing as literary theory or even literary criticism. 

This is a position most notably (or notoriously) taken up by Terry 

Eagleton, whose vastly popular Literary Theory: An Introduction con- 

cludes paradoxically that there is no literary theory but only politi- 

cal cal theory. Clearly relishing his role as the aging enfant terrible of the 

fashionable theory circuit, Eagleton maintains that “[tJhe final logi- 

7. This distinction is not really identical, as is sometimes claimed (e.g., by Fred- 

erick Karl), with the one between literature and (hard) science, that is, the supposed 

gulf between the “two cultures” posited by C. P. Snow. 
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ttt amon 
cal move in a process which began by recognizing that literature is an 
illusion is to recognize that literary theory is an illusion too.” What 
deluded literary folks like ourselves, in other words, have in the 

past (mis)taken for literary analysis, is nothing more than “a branch 
of social ideologies” (204). It would seem that for some people, as 
Kingsley Amis once said, reality consists of a mixture of politics and 
sports. For a select few like Eagleton, however, it’s just politics plain 

and simple. So circumscribed, reality becomes boring, like listening 

to Fidel Castro’s seven-hour political monologues or, for that mat- 

ter, watching an interminable cricket game. Reality must encompass 

illusions, especially literary illusions—if indeed they are illusions, 
since for most people (and not just for Don Quixote or Emma Bova- 

ry) their illusions are what constitute their reality—and that is finally 

what imagining utopia is all about. 

8. That reality must include what are usually thought of as illusions is persua- 

sively argued by Joseph Wood Krutch: “We may doubt the conclusions of our logic, 

the premises of our philosophy, and even the evidence of our eyes, but we cannot 

doubt these emotions and these desires, since they are for us the only ultimate reali- 

ties” (1956, 114). 



CHAPTER I 

H. G. WELLS’S TIME MACHINE AND 

THE END OF UTOPIA 

God damn you all: I told you so. 

H. G. Wells 

Whatever else it is—and it is many things—The Time Machine is 
certainly an exercise in that curious literary subtype called utopian 

fiction. 

Frank McConnell 

Realist of the Fantastic 

Although sometimes dismissed as a facile work of scientific fantasy 

and the progenitor of a seemingly endless series of literary as well as 

cinematic clones, the real significance of H. G. Wells’s Time Machine 

is as literary as it is scientific. Without wishing to seem paradoxical, 

it does seem fair to say that The Time Machine looks forward as much 

to A la recherche du temps perdu as it does to Dr. Who—which is why, 

more than a century after it first appeared, it still fascinates new gen- 

erations of readers.' If it was nevertheless the scientific dimension 

1. In later years, Wells notoriously professed to be a journalist rather than an art- 

ist, but it’s clear that initially at least—that is, before he became established as a writ- 

er—he was determined to be counted among the generation of remarkable narra- 

tive artists who were beginning their careers in the nineties, notably Joseph Conrad. 

That he had considerable reservations about Conrad et al. is evident, however, from 

18 
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that initially attracted ‘Most attention—almost an inevitability dur- 
ing an age when science came to matter more than literature—it is 
its enduring literary power that has kept it alive after its original sci- 
entific basis has either eroded or faded into reality. 

vepithe literary and scientific innovation of the novel begins with 
the title itself. For the first time in a work of fiction Wells provided 
an up-to-date, technologically and scientifically grounded rationale 
for doing something that had hitherto been justified as occurring 
either by means of magic or through some sort of dream vision. 
(Indeed, faint traces of such earlier modes of time travel are sug- 
gested, first at the beginning and then again at the close of Wells’s 
novel, but both are mentioned only to provide an opportunity to re- 
ject them.) Even the idea of traveling in time is new and original with 
Wells. Other, more or less contemporaneous narratives that deal 

with confrontations of the future and the present, such as Edward 

Bellamy’s Looking Backward (1888), or the present and the past, no- 

tably Mark Twain’s A Connecticut Yankee in King Arthur’s Court (1889), 

do not bother to treat the actual journey in any realistic detail. On 

the contrary, they seem almost embarrassed by it, viewing time trav- 

el as more of an obstacle to be gotten over than as an integral part 

of their narratives. Their methods of travel are therefore no more 

credible to a skeptical, scientifically trained mind like Wells’s than 

Rip Van Winkle’s long sleep would have been. (Though, to be sure, 

in When the Sleeper Wakes [1899] Wells does transport his protagonist 

into the year 2100 by means of a very old-fashioned trance of more 

than Vanwinklean proportions.) 

In another, related respect too Wells is innovative. In The Time 

his subsequent remarks about them in Experiment in Autobiography, where he censures 

them for being “uneducated.” “Instead of being based on a central philosophy,” Wells 

the “scientist” writes, “they started off at a dozen points; they were impulsive, unco- 

ordinated, wilful. Conrad, you see, I count uneducated, Stephen Crane, Henry James, 

and the larger part of literary artistry” (quoted in Karl 1973, 1049). Wells himself, on 

the other hand, not only was a proud graduate of the Normal School of Science, but 

his first published book was A Textbook of Biology (1891) and he reviewed regularly for 

the well-known scientific journal Nature. 

22 € 
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Machine he not only appeals to a recently created audience which, 

like himself, expected its fictions to be at least as technologically 

sophisticated as the articles on technology and science in its news- 

papers. He also appeals to an audience that, like himself, had been 

nourished on a rich fare of travel literature, especially travel to ex- 

otic places and often—as with Livingstone and Stanley—under con- 

ditions of extreme hardship and danger. It is in this context that we 

should understand the striking differences in the treatment of time 

travel between Wells and his contemporaries. As Wells was conceiv- 

ing and writing the various drafts of The Time Machine, he was also 

experiencing, along with his prospective readers, the ambiguously 

triumphant close of the last great age of British imperial explora- 

tion and expansion. This momentous and often violent activity has 

left clear traces on Wells’s fantasy, as, for example, when the Travel- 

ler describes his initial difficulties with learning the language of the 

Eloi—an aspect of their encounters with new peoples that many 

contemporaneous explorers stressed. Suggestively, only four years 

after the publication of The Time Machine, another sometime profes- 

sional traveler and would-be explorer, Joseph Conrad (also an early 

and enthusiastic reader of The Time Machine), wrote a celebrated ac- 

count of a journey up the Congo River which, for his narrator Mar- 

low at least, is also explicitly a journey back into the distant past. 

The unusual title—for a work of fiction, that is—of Wells’s novel 

calls immediate attention to the issues of technology and scientific 

credibility, as does the introductory frame narrative with its lengthy 

disquisition on mathematics and the nature of the fourth dimen- 

sion.” This technological and scientific emphasis also helps to explain 

why Wells deliberately avoids providing a name for the Time Trav- 

eller in the final version of the novel, whereas his earlier, more con- 

ventional drafts had referred to him by such exotic names as “Bayl- 

iss” and “Dr. Moses Nebogipfel.” The reader, so Wells apparently 

2. According to Roslynn Haynes, Wells was the first notable thinker to conceive 

of time as a fourth dimension. What is more, his discussion of it “not only predates 

any other, but proceeds with meticulous clarity and accuracy” (1980, 54). 
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felt when he revised those earlier drafts, must not be sidetracked by 

extraneous details from the principal issue at hand, namely, the tech- 
nological issue of travel by means of a time machine. Besides, there 
is the additional and by no means negligible consequence that in re- 
ferring to the Time Traveller by his function rather than by a giv- 
en name from the very outset of the narrative (indeed, “The Time 

Traveller” are its first words), the narrator is shown implicitly to ac- 

age us to accept it too. 

In fact, the very existence of a distinct narrator and a frame nar- 

rative provides an innovative and believable context for the Time 

Traveller's seemingly fantastic story, a context to which we as read- 

ers can refer to check his veracity. Similarly, the ‘Time Traveller's 

guests—all of them to a greater or lesser degree skeptical—serve in 

a variety of ways as surrogates for our readerly skepticism, antici- 

pating our most obvious doubts and objections. In several cases, the 

professions of the guests are specified, as in the cases of the Medi- 

cal Man and the Psychologist, as well as later on the Editor and the 

Journalist. It is surely significant that these are professions that par- 

ticularly qualify their practitioners, both by training and experience, 

to observe any sort of chicanery on the part of the Time Traveller. 

Though no such chicanery is ever discovered—and here Wells is bril- 

liantly realistic—they retain their skepticism nevertheless. They are, 

as it were, professional skeptics. Even the unnamed narrator is a sci- 

entist of some description, as we learn indirectly when he informs 

us that he is a member of the prestigious—and quite real—Linnae- 

an Society. And he too was, so he tells us, initially skeptical. It is in 

fact to some extent his claim that he was only gradually persuaded 

of the truth of the Traveller’s tale that helps us to believe it as well. . 

Only the skepticism of the “sillier” guests, who lack scientific qualifi- 

cations, is wholly discounted. 

The relaxed “gentlemen’s clubroom” atmosphere of the frame 

narrative, with its pipes and slippers and cozy fire, is also designed 

to lull readers into suspending their natural inclination toward dis- 
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belief. It all seems so perfectly ordinary and real. In this way Wells 

is able to domesticate the mostly wildly fantastic elements of his 

narrative—most notably the “fact” of time travel—by first embed- 

ding them in familiar and mundane surroundings. As the narrator 

remarks of the Time Traveller's tale, “The story was so fantastic and 

incredible, the telling so credible and sober” (89). It is this aspect of 

Wells’s technique that caused Joseph Conrad to address him admir- 

ingly as “O Realist of the Fantastic!” Hence, it is no accident that 

Wells’s literary strategy conforms so closely to a principle enunci- 

ated memorably in the preface to his Seven Famous Novels, namely, 

that the secret of writing successful fantasy fiction is not to make all 

things indeterminate and possible, but to alter only a single, isolated 

aspect of reality (viii). In other words, to be believable in producing 

this kind of fantasy one may write a “what-if-pigs-could-fly” kind of 

story, but one needs to limit it exclusively to flying pigs. Introduc- 

ing flying human beings, for example, would be to break the rules. 

It is really this deliberate, self-imposed constraint that distinguishes 

the scientific fantasy as developed and practiced by Wells from other 

sorts of fantasy. His aim is not so much to astound his readers with 

strange fictions as it is to work out logically and coherently how life 

would differ, given a single significant change. That is why time, and _ 

time alone, has become permeable in this story, and our understand- 

ing of the whole of life has utterly changed because of it. 

Our natural skepticism is further reduced by Wells’s innovative 

technique of rendering the future world of AD 802,701 realistically 

and experientially. The Time Traveller is made to enter an utterly 

strange world without the assistance of any guide to help explain 

things to him, such as is often the case in earlier—and, for that mat- 

ter, later—utopian fictions. He himself feels the absence of a “conve- 

nient cicerone” (63). But the very absence of such an intermediary 

makes the story much more realistic, for it forces readers to con- 

front the strange new world precisely as the Time Traveller does, 

only gradually realizing along with him how this world is constitut- 

ed and why. It is very much the kind of impressionistic technique, 
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but here on a much larger scale, that Ian Watt ascribes to Joseph 
Conrad and calls “delayed decoding.” The very lack of precise in- 
formation is in this way turned to advantage by Wells, by having his 
fictional Traveller comment ironically—and paradoxically—on how 
in some “visions of Utopias and coming times which I have read, 
there is a vast amount of detail about building, and social arrange- 
ments, and so forth. But while such details are easy enough to ob- 

tain when the whole world is contained in one’s imagination, they 
are altogether inaccessible to a real traveller amid such realities as I 

found here” (57). 

The Time Traveller’s understanding of the future is solely based 

on his deductions, which—no matter how persuasive they may 

seem to us—remain mere hypotheses to the very end. It is surely not 

by chance that this method of deduction from empirical evidence is 

identical with the one » famously described t by Wells’s old and much 

admired teacher at the Normal School of Science, T. H. Huxley, in 

“How a Scientist Thinks” (1866). It is also the method used by the 

Time Traveller's even more celebrated fictional contemporary, Sher- 

lock Holmes, to solve his variegated mysteries.‘ 

The Mystery of Humanity 

But fascinating as all this is, there is also something else here, 

something that makes this logical, scientific process emotionally pow- 

erful and that helps transform a series of cold scientific hypotheses 
_— 22 

3. Generically speaking, The Time Machine is obviously an anti-utopia, or negative 

utopia, rather than a positive one. Patrick Parrinder calls it an “ironic” utopia. Wells 

was later to become uncomfortable with whole idea of utopia (both positive and neg- 

ative) with which he had become so inextricably identified. By way of avoiding the 

label, he stated his preference in a 1939 radio broadcast on the subject for the term 

“anticipatory tale,” which in his view was distinguishable from utopian fictions by its 

greater realism as well as its propensity to “foretell [the likely future}—more often 

than not, with warnings and forebodings” (quoted in Parrinder 1985, 115). 

4. In an 1894 contribution to Nature Wells even mentions Conan Doyle along 

with Edgar Allen Poe’s “Murders in the Rue Morgue” as relevant to his own writing 

(quoted in Rainwater 1995, 75). 
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into a compelling work of art. For here the mystery is not merely an 

abstractly scientific one, or even one in which the mystery has been 

caused by some criminal act. Here the mystery lies deeper. Here the 

mystery resides in humanity itself, as well as in that curious and ex- 

traordinary specimen of humanity named H. G. Wells. 

It is a mystery that manifests itself in two strikingly ingenious 

and related ways: namely, first, in the sense that the Time Traveller’s 

personal safety—and, eventually, also that of his friend Weena—de- 

pends on his ability to grasp what is really going on in the world of 

the Eloi and the Morlocks. But, second, it also manifests itself in an- 

other more personal—and even more subtle—sense, as the story ex- 

plores the individual psyche of its author. So, when the Time Travel- 

ler notes the existence of “certain circular wells, several, as it seemed 

to me, of very great depth” (56), the attentive reader is immediately 

alerted to the possibility that these wells will reveal some mystery 

connected not only with the future world but also with Wells’s own 

psyche. And so it turns out to be. It is only by facing up to the hor- 

rors of the lower depths that the Time Traveller—along with Wells 

himself—can understand who, as a human being, he is. For the fu- 

ture schism of humanity into the creatures of light (the Eloi) and 

the creatures of darkness (the Morlocks) is not merely social but also 

psychological. In a way that would surely have pleased Wells’s con- 

temporary, Sigmund Freud, Wells confirms the existence of ego and 

id, the conscious and unconscious levels of human perception. De- 

scending into one of the wells, Wells’s Time Traveller also descends 

into his and his author’s unconscious self, discovering in the process 

that he is—and both are—not merely the representative(s) of the 

gentle, beautiful creatures of the upper world but also of the hid- 

eous, cruel ones of the lower. Wells has descended into aches wells of 

his being, as it were.’ 

5. That Wells’s psyche is profoundly implicated in this depiction of a future 

schism of present-day humanity along class lines is also evident in his otherwise in- 

explicable preference for the Eloi over the Morlocks. Given the Traveller’s hypothe- 

sis, evidently shared by Wells himself, that the Eloi are the descendants in the remote 
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More profoundly, however, than in probing the mystery of the 
Time Traveller’s psyche, or even Wells’s own, the mystery of The 
Time Machine focuses on the ultimate destiny of the human race, or, 
put differently, on trying to provide a credible answer to the question 
of the meaning of human life and development. Since this question 
is not a merely or strictly “scientific” one but rather a profoundly 
human question—indeed, one of the most profound—it cannot be 
asked (or answered) logically, but only symbolically. In this respect, 
The Time Machine is not only an innovative but also very much a rep- 
resentative work of the late nineteenth century, a period often des- 
ignated as the Age of Symbolism. It is perhaps here too that the in- 
fluence of Hawthorne shows itself most strongly, whose The Scarlet 

Letter Wells claimed to have been reading just before he began writ- 

ing The Time Machine. 

That it is a profoundly symbolical narrative becomes apparent 

no later than the moment when the Time Traveller regains con- 

sciousness after tumbling head over heels from his machine into 

the world of AD 802,701. What he at first perceives only indistinct- 

ly through the sheets of hail falling all around him turns out to be 

an immense figure “of white marble, in the shape something like a 

sphinx, but the wings, instead of being carried vertically at the sides, 

were spread so that it seemed to hover. The pedestal, it appeared to 

me, was of bronze, and was thick with verdigris. It chanced that the 

face was towards me; the sightless eyes seemed to watch me; there 

future of the leisure class and the Morlocks of the working class, the socialist Wells’s 

sympathies should have been with the latter rather than the former. Yet he clearly 

prefers the inhabitants of upstairs to the inhabitants of downstairs, not only aestheti- 

cally but also emotionally, as in the case of his “girlfriend,” Weena. (According to Pe- 

ter Kemp this preference for upstairs over downstairs is rooted in Wells’s childhood 

upbringing [1982, 14].) Evidently Wells’s unconscious takes precedence here over his 

conscious. The conflict between Wells’s rational and irrational selves can also be an- 

alyzed in Jungian terms, Michael Draper, for example, argues that “[t]he eccentrics 

who dominate Wells’s [early] fiction are certainly obsessive, often beyond the point of 

irresponsibility. They find themselves in conflict with everyday reality on behalf of a 

more fantastic, colourful and sometimes dangerous world, their rebellions powered 

by rebellious energy and directed by irrational imagination” (1987, 442). 
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was the faint shadow of a smile on its lips. It was greatly weather- 

worn, and that imparted an unpleasant suggestion of disease. . . . At 

last I tore my eyes from it for a moment, and saw that the hail cur- 

tain had worn threadbare, and that the sky was lightening with the 

promise of the sun” (43-44). 

Before turning to the mystery of the Sphinx itself, however, we 

first need to ask ourselves what the meaning might be of the cur- 

tain of hail that initially impedes the Time Traveller's sight. The an- 

swer to this question is really quite simple, though to the best of my 

knowledge it is a question that has never even been asked by previ- 

ous critics of the novel. The answer is that the curtain of hail is ex- 

plicitly an indication that we are dealing here with an (the?) Apoca- 

lypse, for the word “apocalypse” is in fact derived from two Greek 

words that in combination literally mean an “unveiling, or a draw- 

ing aside of a curtain.” Significantly, it is also a Greek rather than an 

Egyptian Sphinx which the Traveller sees, as is clear from its posses- 

sion of wings, though the Greek Sphinx was never depicted, as the 

Traveller knows full well and even tells us, with wings outspread. 

Why the wings should be carried in this unusual position is puzzling, 

at least at first, but the question as to why the Sphinx is Greek rath- 

er than Egyptian is not difficult to answer. It is because the Greek 

Sphinx notoriously asked a riddle to which the answer was “Man”; 

and all those travelers on the road to Thebes who were unable to 

solve this riddle were killed. The Sphinx’s wan, Mona Lisa-like smile 

seems occasioned by its suspicion that this is a riddle which the Time 

Traveller—along with the rest of humanity—has not been and will 

never be able to answer satisfactorily. It is a suspicion that this story, 

full as it is of ingenious hypotheses, does nothing to dispel. As for 

the outspread wings, these may allude either to the angels who, with 

wings extended and bearing swords of fire, expelled Adam and Eve 

from the Garden of Eden, or else and perhaps more likely to the fact 

that, as the cliché has it, “time flies.” (There may also be a hint that 

this particular sphinx was meant to be associated with the statue of 
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“winged Victory,” thereby suggesting that its makers had once mis- 
takenly thought they had triumphed over time.) 

The Sphinx itself is weather-beaten and shows signs of decay 
that are reminiscent of disease. So too with the buildings the Trav- 
eller visits, which, when they are not in a wholly ruinous state, re- 
veal signs of decay and disarray. The glass in some of the windows 
is shattered, the tables cracked, the slabs on the floors worn thin in 

places, even the decorations are “very badly broken and weather- 

worn’ (46). It is these and other related phenomena that lead the 
Traveller to conclude that he has “happened upon humanity upon 
the wane” (50). Though the Traveller later develops and refines this 
hypothesis as he learns more about the world of nearly one million 
years in the future, he never changes his mind that it is a world in 

which humanity has degenerated. 

Humanity on the Wane 

As critics such as Bernard Bergonzi have often pointed out, 

Wells’s decision to portray a humanity « on the wane rather than one 

on the rise is related to the widely shared, late nineteenth-century 

apocalyptic mood of pessimism. But Wells’s pessimism differs in im- 

portant ways from that of most of his contemporaries in that, for 

him, things are destined in the relatively long term—something like 

a hundred thousand years—to geta lot better before they get a lot 

worse. He also differs in asserting paradoxically that things will get 
4 

worse precisely because they will have first gotten better. 

6. Wells later became more optimistic about the long-term future of humanity, 

as and possibly because his own personal fortunes improved. In The Science of Life, 

which he co-authored with Julian Huxley and his own son, G. P. Wells, he argued 

that there is “much in life that may make intelligent men impatient, but it is not rea- 

sonable to let impatience degenerate into pessimism. ... The progressive develop- 

ment of the scientific mind may survive all the blundering wars, social disorganiza- 

tion, misconceptions and suppressions that still seem to lie before mankind. Until in 

due course the heir comes to full strength and takes possession” (1474). 
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In this sense, too, Wells is a radical innovator. He is the first writ- 

er of utopian fiction to argue that the achievement of utopia will 

inevitably lead to stagnation and degeneration. He is the first ma- 

jor novelist to make this claim because he is also the first to be fully 

informed of and convinced by Darwin’s theory of evolution. The 

driving force behind Darwin’s theory is, as is well known, the strug- 

gle for the survival of the fittest. What is less well known is that a 

concomitant aspect of Darwin’s theory posits that once this struggle 

ceases—or is artificially brought to a close, i.e., by human agency— 

the fittest will no longer survive but must inexorably degenerate 

into ever more hopeless states of unfitness. That is why the splendid 

utopian conditions whose natural and human remnants the Travel- 

ler encounters in the remote future cannot endure. The very elimi- 

nation of harmful insects and of disease, of predatory animals and 

of overt cruelty, and especially of the need to work for one’s food 

and shelter: all of these apparent blessings are really a curse. For, as 

the Time Traveller states: “What, unless biological science is a mass 

of errors, is the cause of human intelligence and vigour? Hardship 

and freedom” (51). The point here seems to be that, while one may 

be able to change undesirable aspects of nature, one cannot change 

the inexorable laws of nature themselves.’ aes 

Utopia, in other words, is and must ever be a condition of sta- 

sis. It represents, almost by definition, a state of perfection, but per- 

fection, in its root meaning, as Wells knew perfectly well, refers to 

something that is finished or ended. “An animal perfectly in harmony 

with its environment,” so the Time Traveller affirms emphatically, 

“is a perfect mechanism. . . . There is no intelligence where there is 

no change and no need of change. Only those animals partake of 

intelligence that have to meet a huge variety of needs and dangers” 

7. According to David Hughes, the Eloi and Morlocks “are entangled in an evo- 

lutionary mechanism that, ironically, is the residual force . . . that man built hoping 

to stop the evolutionary clock” (1977, 59). In Wells’s later utopia, Men Like Gods, the 

elimination of bothersome insects and animals is, however, viewed as a positive de- 
velopment (91). 
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(81-82). Evolution, on the other hand, when not manipulated by hu- 
manity, is always linked to time and to change. It will not tolerate 
perfection because evolution is only finished when time has reached 
an end. There will come a time, of course, when time must have a 
stop, : and it is precisely this desperate knowledge that the Time Trav- 
eller acquires when he escapes the Morlocks and travels into a future 
thirty million years hence. While this second voyage is much less 
fully rendered than the first one to AD 802,701, it is amply apparent 
that the processes of degeneration and simplification posited by the 
law of entropy have continued apace. The monstrous crab-like crea- 
tures that attack the Traveller are undoubtedly the symbolic progeny 

of the Morlocks (and possibly are even intended to be thought of as 
their “real” progeny), just as the only other visible, living “thing like 

a huge white butterfly” is a symbolic descendant of the Eloi. The 
dialectic of evolution, and the struggle of good and evil, continue, 

though in a necessarily altered and less complex form. At the Travel- 

ler’s very last stop in the future, however, only one form of animate 

life survives—a tentacled, hopping “football”-like creature—suggest- 

ing that at last the dialectic of evolutionary life has played itself out. 

Evolution has become devolution, and this wretched descendant 

of a once triumphant humanity has, as it were, survived only to be 

“kicked” like a football into oblivion. The earth has stopped rotating 

on its axis and is drawing ever nearer to the “huge red-hot dome of 

the sun.” Like the Morlocks, whom the Traveller once watched hor- 

tified as they were drawn helplessly toward a fiery destruction, the 

earth itself will soon plunge into the sun, and life will have commit- 

ted suicide. 

The Machine of Time 

It is by means of a time machine that the Time Traveller man- 

ages to gain answers to the eternal questions that have plagued the 

curiosity of mankind from the dawn of consciousness. What will 

happen to humanity? What is the meaning of human existence? 
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How will the world end? Significantly, these are questions—and 

answers—that have been traditionally associated more with litera- 

ture than with the social sciences. Not that the Time Traveller’s an- 

swers are particularly encouraging. But it is surely significant that, 

discouraging though they may be, these answers do not discour- 

age the Traveller himself from seeking to make further voyages in 

time. He is a committed adventurer and heroic explorer, for whom 

the time machine, as a symbolic representation of human ingenu- 

ity, takes precedence over other, more spiritual matters. That is per- 

haps why, although the Traveller’s actual machine looks and func- 

tions something like a bicycle, the small model that he shows his 

assembled guests is explicitly described as resembling a clock. “The 

thing the Time Traveller held in his hand,” so the narrator informs 

us near the beginning of the story, “was a glittering metallic frame- 

work, scarcely larger than a small clock, and very delicately made” 

(34-35). The original meaning of “time machine” is, of course, a 

machine for telling time, a meaning Wells is fully aware of. The im- 

plication is that we are all of us “time travelers,” equipped with time 

machines that measure our temporal progress. The principal differ- 

ence between our travel and that of the Time Traveller is merely our 

inferior speed, not the fact of time travel itself. 

Once one is alerted to the symbolic significance of clocks in The 

Time Machine, one has a new sense of what Wells is implying when 

he has the Morlocks hide the time machine inside the pediment of 

an ironically smiling sphinx. The mystery of time, it would seem, 

is contained within the greater mystery of what it means to be hu- 

man. As Jorge Luis Borges long ago pointed out, Wells’s early nov- 

els don’t just “tell an ingenious story . . . they tell a story symbolic 

of all processes that are somehow thee ‘ina all human destinies” 

(1964, 87). 
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Time Future Is Time Past 

An even more striking and ominous feature of the distant fu- 
ture depicted in Wells’s novel is its remarkable resemblance to the 
equally remote past. That is why, when the Time Traveller tells his 
skeptical friends and acquaintances before undertaking his first ad- 
venture into time that he doesn’t know if the machine will take him 
into the future or into the past, he speaks more truly than he knows 

himself. Only part of the temporal paradox, however, is evident in 
the extraordinary fact that both the Time Traveller and the narrator 
refer to his experiences of the very distant future in the past tense, 
with the curious result that the latter is able to conclude in the Epi- 
logue to the story—without any apparent trace of irony—that for 
him “the future is still black and blank—is a vast ignorance, lit at a 
few casual places by the memory [sic!] of his [the Time Traveller’s] 

story” (90). 

There are also other, less obviously paradoxical indications that 

the Traveller’s voyage into the future is to be understood as a simul- 

taneous voyage into the past. So the decorations he sees in the build- 

ing where the Eloi eat and sleep remind him of Phoenecian writing. 

The Sphinx itself is a creature associated with a time that, viewed 

from the perspective of the late nineteenth century, was the distant 

past. Both the Eloi and the Morlocks evoke—apparently quite delib- 

erately—mythical and real aspects of the human past.® The vegetari- 

an Eloi dwell in a kind of Garden of Eden belonging to the innocent 

childhood of the human race, whereas the Morlocks are primitive, 

carnivorous “cave” dwellers, who hunt and kill for their food.’ 

8. The Eloi, however, though perhaps not the Morlocks, are evidently also in- 

tended to evoke the contemporaneous present, given their close resemblance to the 

“useless” and “degenerate” flower people associated with Oscar Wilde and satirized 

by Robert Hitchens in The Green Carnation. I do not agree, however, with Frank Mc- 

Connell that Aubrey Beardsley’s 1894 engraving, “A Snare of Vintage,” is “an obvious 

source for Wells’s invention of the Eloi” (1981, 79). 

9. If another of Wells’s quasi-scientific fantasies is any indication, then the Mor- 

locks seem to have been wise not to make a meal of the Time Traveller, despite nib- 
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Symbolic too—perhaps even overly symbolic—of the pastness 

of the future is the Time Traveller’s trip to the building that he calls 

the Palace of Green Porcelain, a massive and only partly ruined 

structure that he discovers was a museum rather like a combination 

of the Museum of History, the Museum of Science, and the British 

Museum of his own time. It houses the decayed remnants of past life 

and art, including even the huge skeleton of a dinosaur, along with 

rusting machinery and fragments of what can still be recognized as 

books. The Time Traveller himself makes the connection explicit by 

remarking that “[c]learly we stood among the ruins of some latter- 

day South Kensington!” (73). In this building he not only quite liter- 

ally finds the past contained in the future, but he also begins himself 

to revert to a far earlier and much more primitive state of human so- 

cial evolution—going, as it were, back from the future without the 

aid of a time machine—by divesting himself of his shoes along with 

other bits of his clothing, and then arming himself with a club, so as 

to do battle with the villainous Morlocks. Later, after barely manag- 

ing to escape from his primitive enemies, he travels further into the 

past by paradoxically traveling further into the future, finally reach-_ 

ing back—or is it forward?—to the ends and origins of life. 

But first let us pause to ask ourselves what Wells’s intention 

might be in fusing, and even confusing, time past with time future. 

His primary intention, I believe, is parabolic, but parabolic in both 

senses of the word. To begin with, he means us to think of it as para- 

bolic in the customary sense of being a parable. That is, he means his 

story to be read as a parable about what may happen to humanity if 

it fails to embrace egalitarian social policy and opts instead for class 

bling at him on at least one occasion. In The War of the Worlds, the Martians who have, 

as is also the case in the world of 802,701, eliminated the known causes of disease, 

ironically succumb to the infections communicated to them by drinking the infected 

blood of a primitive humanity, of which the Time Traveller is of course also a part. 

At the end of The Time Machine the Time Traveller journeys into the past—or at least 

proclaims his intention to do so—but is never heard of again. In “A Story of the Stone 

Age” (1897), however, Wells depicts the kind of world that the Time Traveller may 

have encountered. 
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division and enmity."° But it is also parabolic in the (I think, more 
profound) sense of being a “parabola.” That is, the Time Traveller's 
experience is quite literally parabolic, for it demonstrates that what 
goes up one side (namely, the past) must come down, with precise 
symmetry, on the other side (or the future). This is a notion Wells 
probably picked up from T. H. Huxley, his much admired teacher at 
the Normal School of Science. Six years after publishing The Time 
Machine, Wells wrote of Huxley that, as a student, he believed Hux- 

ley was “the greatest man I was likely to meet, and I believe that all 
the more firmly today.” Huxley uses the image of a parabola in his 
essay “The Struggle for Existence in Human Society” (1888), by ar- 
guing that “the course of life on the surface of the earth was like 
the trajectory of ‘a ball fired from a mortar,’ and ‘the sinking half of 

that course is as much a part of the general process of evolution as 
the rising” (quoted in Hillegas 1974, 19-21). Decay, then—or degen- 

eration or waning or whatever name one wants to use for human 

decline—is inevitable and not simply a consequence of perpetuating 

the error of class division since the close of the nineteenth century. 

Though the Time Traveller’s journey begins at a point on the 

evolutionary parabola when human history has not yet reached its 

10. That Wells the socialist believed that this literal division into two groups, one 

living aboveground, the other below, was an ominous sign of what might happen is 

evident from his making it a feature of another future fantasy, “A Story of the Days to 

Come,” where the “prosperous people lived in the upper storeys and halls of the city 

fabric” but “the industrial population dwelt in the beneath in the tremendous ground 

floor and basement, so to speak, of the place” (1900, 162). In When the Sleeper Wakes 

(1899), the distinction is also very clearly drawn, though not spatially: “Here was no 

Utopia, no Socialistic state. He had already seen enough to realize that the ancient 

antithesis of luxury, waste and sensuality on the one hand and abject poverty on the 

other, still persisted” (69). Aldous Huxley’s division of the population of his future 

New World State into two biologically distinct castes seems to be indebted to Wells’s 

prediction in The Time Machine. Huxley’s alphas and betas are genetically the result 

of the union of a single fertilized egg, whereas the gammas, deltas, and epsilons are 

genetically multiplied and altered by subjecting the egg to chemical and other treat- 

ments. It should be noted, however, that Wells’s socialism was Fabian rather than or- 

thodox Marxist. Late in life, he remarked that he had “always had a peculiar contempt 

and dislike for the mind and character of Karl Marx, a contempt and dislike that have 
deepened with the years” (1942, 66). 
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full potential, it is nevertheless located, in spatial terms, very close to 

that point. That is why he is able to feel contempt for the Eloi’s ap- 

parently childish fears of the dark and the Morlocks that come out 

of it. After all he emerges fearlessly, as he puts it with something of 

the arrogance of the nineteenth-century imperialist, “out of this age 

of ours, this ripe prime of the human race” (68)."! 

But not only the image of the parabola is central to the nov- 

el. Even more important is the image of the clock—of the time 

machine. The largest clock of which we humans have immediate 

knowledge and experience is the sun, which is why the dials on the 

time machine are set to record only days or multiples of days. How 

basic the identification of time and sun is for the Time Traveller 

is evident from his attempt to express the concept of time to the 

Eloi, almost immediately after he has met them for the first time, 

by pointing toward the sun. Significantly, when the Time Traveller 

reaches the furthest point in his voyage into the future, some thirty 

million years hence, he finds that the sun has increased immensely in 

size, turned red, and apparently stopped moving. The cosmic clock _ 

has nearly come to rest and we are, paradoxically, back at the begin- 

ning of time—Darwinian time, at any rate—with the only moving, 

living thing anywhere to be seen a football-shaped creature trailing 

tentacles and hopping about among the shallows of what is still (or 

again?) the blood-dimmed tide—out of which we all emerged eons 

ago and back to which we are all destined to return. 

11. The Time Traveller, it should be remembered, is able to shed some light on 

both the nocturnal and subterranean darkness by means of his supply of aptly named 

“safety matches.” I disagree, however, with John Huntington, who sees in these 

matches the symbol of the Time Traveller's “intellectual dominance” over the crea- 

tures of the future by means of his use of “present-day technology” (1982, 49). Like 

his iron club, the Time Traveller's (accidental) use of fire to destroy his enemies is 

symbolic rather of his reversion to the past. 



CHAPTER 2 

SHAW’S MAJOR BARBARA 

What Price Utopia? 

You know, the creature is really a sort of poet in his way. 

George Bernard Shaw 

“Major” Barbara 

In late November 1905, when Major Barbara was first staged in Lon- 

don, the title of the play must have struck at least some of those at- 

tending the opening night as odd and puzzling. A woman’s name 

preceded by a military title? How could that be? Was this a play 

about a modern Amazon? Of course, once the initial audience had 

seen the play, they would have understood why Shaw had entitled 

his play as he did, or at least they would have understood some part 

of the reason. Major Barbara, of course, isn’t really a major, not at 

any rate in the sense of being an officer in the “real” army. She’s 

“just” a major in the Salvation Army, which isn’t really an army at 

all. It’s a play on words, “just” another one of those verbal tricks 

put over on the gullible English by that brilliant but incorrigible Irish 

jester, George Bernard Shaw. ; 

As for the Barbara part, those original playgoers would undoubt- 

edly, and quite rightly, have linked her to the contemporaneous 

struggle for the enfranchisement of women (and for women’s rights 

generally), which was much in the news at the time. So too was, al- 

35 
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though admittedly to a much lesser degree and within a much more 

limited context, the author’s well-known sympathy for that strug- 

gle, as expressed, say, in such earlier plays as The Philanderer and Mrs. 

Warren’s Profession or a book like The Quintessence of Ibsenism. 

Knowledge of Shaw’s feminist sympathies would have provided 

an answer for many of the questions that the audience who saw the 

play for the first time would have had, but not for all of those ques- 

tions. For, despite Shaw’s widely known sympathies for the plight 

of women, there would still have remained the question as to why 

Shaw had named his play after a female character when it was so 

clearly centered on that Shavian alter ego and real protagonist, An- 

drew Undershaft. Why, then, did Shaw choose Barbara for the title? 

Wasn't it amply apparent, by the’end of the play, that Andrew Un- 

dershaft had triumphed over his daughter? Wouldn’t the play, there- 

fore, have been more appropriately entitled Andrew Undershaft? Or 

even Unashamed?' 

Perhaps so, but one good reason why the play’s title singles out 

Barbara is because Barbara has a pivotal role in the play in a way 

that Undershaft does not. She is the only “major” character, with the 

possible exception of Adolphus Cusins—who isn’t really major any- 

way—who changes or develops, who is kinetic. Powerful and prom- 

inent though he is, Andrew Undershaft remains essentially static 

throughout the course of the play, the only change being that he 

is said to “fall in love” with his daughter somewhere along the way 

and therefore resolves to set aside his commitment to his Armorer’s 

“foundling” tradition, though apparently not his Armorer’s faith (to 

sell to all comers), in her favor. He arranges for his future son-in-law, 

the nominal and rather feeble “foundling” Adolphus Cusins, to as- 

sume his name and manage the works at Perivale St. Andrews, but it 

is his daughter Barbara who will assume his spiritual inheritance. It 

is she who will manage what is even more important than the works, 

1. In fact, Shaw told his biographer Archibald Henderson that “Andrew Under- 

shaft’s Profession” might have been a more appropriate title if he hadn’t already used 

similar titles before (Wisenthal 1974a, 58). 
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namely, the salvation of the employees of those works and, by im- 
plication, assist in the spiritual salvation of humanity at large. 

Bill Walker and Adolphus Cusins 

Lurking behind the ethical and philosophical substance of this 
play, as Shaw tries to make clear in his Preface, are a number of large- 
ly forgotten nineteenth-century English and Irish influences, such as 
Charles Lever, Ernest Belfort Bax, and Captain Wilson. Not named, 

but probably even more influential, is Thomas Carlyle, whose ob- 
servations about Captains of Industry and the “One Institution” in 
Past and Present are, as we shall see, at least as relevant to the play 
as anything written or said by Lever, Bax, or Wilson. Unnamed too 
is the German poet, playwright, and universal genius, Johann Wolf- 
gang von Goethe, for whom both Carlyle and Shaw professed great 

admiration. Goethe’s influence is discernible in a number of ways, 
not least in the way his celebrated but morally ambiguous magus, 
Faust, figures variously and importantly, though not explicitly, in 

establishing the ethical framework of the play. If nothing else, the 

frequent references to Mephistopheles and the sale of, souls should 

alert the reader to the relevance of Goethe’s philosophical verse dra- 

ma, Faust. “It is not the sale of my soul that troubles me,” Cusins re- 

marks when facing up to Undershaft’s offer to take over the manage- 

ment of the armaments business at Perivale St. Andrews: 

I have sold it too often to care about that. I have sold it for a profes- 

sorship. I have sold it for an income. I have sold it to escape being 

imprisoned for refusing to pay taxes for hangmen’s ropes and un- 

just wars and things that I abhor. What is all human conduct but 

the daily and hourly sale of our souls for trifles? What I am now 

selling it for is neither money nor position nor comfort, but for re- 

ality and for power. (149)? 

2. It would appear, however, that Cusins is actually selling his soul for the “real- 

ity” of money and position, since, as Barbara tells him bluntly, he “will have no pow- 
er,’ just as Undershaft “has none” (129). 
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In fact—and this is perhaps an early indication of Cusins’s busi- 

ness acumen—he has at this point sold his already somewhat over- 

sold soul to Undershaft (not to mention the prior sale to Barbara 

herself, as Lady Britomart intimates [134]), for as he informs Barbara 

after having spent a night in drink and conversation with her father, 

the latter has now completed “the wreck of my moral basis, the rout 

of my convictions, the purchase of my soul” (116). 

As in Faust, there is also a wager in this play, with Undershaft ex- 

pressing his willingness to subject himself to the “temptations” of 

the West Ham Salvation Army shelter if Barbara will agree to do 

the same for his ideal city, the site of his armaments plant, Perivale 

St. Andrews, on the following day (72). The wager here, though 

again not explicitly stated, is for Barbara’s or Undershaft’s soul. This 

becomes apparent in the second act when the conflict between them 

is worked out in terms of Undershaft’s surrogate, Bill Walker. When 

Bill returns to the shelter after having been humiliated by his former 

girlfriend’s new boyfriend, he offers to make up for having hurt Bar- 

bara’s assistant, Jenny Hill, by contributing a pound (the equivalent 

in today’s money of something like $100) to the Salvation Army. Bar- 

bara, however, refuses, saying, “No: the Army is not to be bought. 

We want your soul, Bill, and we will take nothing less” (103). 

Barbara of course turns out to be dead wrong. Not only does 

she not get Bill’s soul, not only is she forced to witness the “selling 

off” of the Salvation Army’s “soul” to her father, but she implicitly 

acknowledges the loss of her own soul when she exchanges her Sal- 

vation Army uniform for ordinary everyday dress. Not that Bill isn’t 

willing to sell his soul too. (Undershaft seems to be the only char- 

acter in the play who is unwilling to sell his soul, though he is will- 

ing to wager it.) It’s just that he objects to selling it to Barbara and 

the Salvation Army. When Peter Shirley tells Walker that the latter 

would “sell [himself] to the devil for a pint of beer; only there aint 

no devil to make the offer,” Bill enthusiastically agrees in his some- 

what exaggerated cockney accent that he would: “[unashamed] ‘Sao 

Aw would, mite, and often ev, cheerful. But she cawnt baw me.’ [Ap- 



Shaw’s Major Barbara 39 

proaching Barbara] “You wanted maw saoul, did you? Well, you aint 
got it” (112). 

It’s quite true. She doesn’t have it, but one reason why she 
doesn’t have it is that Bill Walker’s soul i | is so very closely allied to 
(if not identical with) her f father’ s. One obvious clue to the link be- 

tween the two is Shaw’s stage direction, as cited above: “unashamed.” 

Does anyone need to be reminded that this adjective also succinct- 
ly describes Undershaft’s faith as an armorer, i.e., that it defines his_ 

eee 

soul? 

Like Bill Walker, Undershaft is, as he se and a little boast- 

be a millionaire now but his origins were > very ‘umble. “ ai was an 

east ender,” he proclaims emphatically (143). He was an East Ender 

but he clearly no longer is.‘ The reason why he no longer is an East 

Ender, no longer poor and starving, he goes on to say, is because 
he resolved while still very young to become “a full-fed free man at 

all costs,” even if those costs included going against the prevailing 

Christian morality as promulgated t by such institutions as the Salva- 

tion “Army? Echoing Nietzsche—though Shaw denies it in his Pref- 

ace (13)—he tells his family that he “would rather be a thief than a 

pauper. I had rather be a murderer than a slave. I dont want to be 

either; but if you force the alternative on me, then, by Heaven, I’ll 

choose the braver and more moral one” (143). No slave morality for 

Undershaft, it would seem. Like Bill, he unapologetically resorts to 

violence to gain his ends, or at least he says he has done so in the ; ain his ends, 

3. It is odd and surely significant that Peter Shirley, whose social origins seem to 

be much the same as Bill Walker's, speaks almost perfect standard English. 

4. Though Shaw, who was born in Dublin, was no East Ender, he did experience 

at second hand some of the urban poverty that Undershaft describes. While working 

as cashier for a Dublin land agent, Shaw was responsible for collecting the rents in a 

very poor part of the city. It was this experience, according to Donald Brook, that first 

“aroused his interest in social problems” (1944, 129). 

5. Undershaft does not go into details, perhaps because then he would have to 

admit that he, like his prior namesakes and owners of the armaments business, was 

actually chosen for the job primarily because he was an impoverished East End found- 
ling. 
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past and, given the wrong circumstances, would do so again; and 

like Bill he offers to make up for his violence by paying for it. Money 

talks in this play, and it does so chiefly through Shaw’s mouthpiece, 

Andrew Undershaft. 

It is surely significant that Bill Walker fits Undershaft’s require- 

ments for a foundling rather better than does that foundling in name 

only, Adolphus Cusins. The presumably original justification for in- 

ieee on a sei ies to succeed to the Undershaft business—the 

spoiled) brains into it—is not ot going | to (a Be sauabed by introducing a 

man who admits to chronic physical weakness and an inability to fig- 

ure out whether three-fifths is more than one-half. Though Bill may 

actually be legitimate in the technically legal sense—i.e., not a found- 

ling—he is presented as being without any outside support, unlike 

Barbara and even Cusins. Certainly we know nothing about his par- 

entage. We do know, however, that he is utterly self-reliant and not 
—— 

particularly mindful of the prevailing mores of English soc society. These 

are character traits that surely fit him rather better for managing a 

large business enterprise, especially an armaments factory, than does 

Cusins’s knowledge of ancient Greek. Like Undershaft—and unlike 

Cusins—Bill is aggressive and argumentative, surely qualities that suit 

an armaments manufacturer. On the other hand, Cusins’s knowledge 

of a “hypothetical language” like ancient Greek (as it is referred to in 

Erewhon) fits him primarily for employment ina College of Unrea- 

son, which is where he appears to have previously had a job. It would 

not have impressed Samuel Butler, whom Shaw claims in his Preface 

to have admired enormously. 

Undershaft is either being very obtuse or else scheming to flatter 

Barbara’s husband into a job when he says of Cusins that he is “exact- 

ly the sort of fresh blood that is wanted in English business” (134). 

Bill’s determination, on the other hand, to demonstrate his power 

over his sometime girlfriend, Mog Habbijam, by violent means if 

necessary, shows how indifferent he is to the moral outlook of his 

surroundings. He is as determined to win Mog back as Undershaft is 
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determined to gain the soul of his daughter. That Undershaft suc- 
ceeds and Bill does not is less a function of Mog’s new boyfriend 
Todger Fairmile’s strength than of Shaw’s failure to grasp the signifi- 
cance of his own creation.* Though he may be afraid to assault 
the granddaughter of the Earl of Stevenage physically, Bill does not 
hesitate to do violence to Jenny Hill and Rummy Mitchens, and he 

>» won't hide his contempt for “Dolly’s” (ie., Cusins’s) puppet-like de- 
pendence on Barbara’s good will. Bill’s nonconformist and politically 
very incorrect behavior—so obviously reminiscent not only of Un- 
dershaft’s own past condition as an upstart East Ender but also of 
his current, more “respectable” but still violent occupation as a pro- 

ducer of weapons of mass destruction—makes it all the more sur- 
prising that Undershaft does not even consider Bill a possible candi- 

date for the job of taking over the management of his armaments 
factory. Or, for that matter, that Shaw himself dismisses Bill in the 
Preface as “a common English | character” > whom “[w]e m meet every- 

where” (35). 

Is the reason, perhaps, for this odd and rather contradictory be- 

havior on the part of Andrew Undershaft (and behind Undershaft, 

of course, of George Bernard Shaw) that he—along with Shaw him- 

self—has become the representative of another, even more “com- 

mon English character,” namely, a snob? To Cusins Undershaft ex- 

presses his contempt for “the common mob of slaves and idolaters.” 

However, lest we should be tempted to think that Undershaft might 

be referring here to the middle or even working classes, Cusins 

catches him up immediately by warning him that “Barbara is in love 

with the common people. So am I’ (97). This retort does not leave 

Undershaft (again like his creator) at a loss for words. He is a social 
= 

elitist (snob?), Undershaft admits, precisely because he once was a 

proletarian himself: “This love of the common people may please 

6. This is something Shaw did grasp in Man and Superman, where the irreverent 

working-class character Henry Straker is shown to be the equal, if not the superior, 

of the upper-class characters, including the protagonist Jack Tanner. Still, Straker is 

very tame—even a kind of pet of Tanner & Co.—in a way that Bill Walker is not. 
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an earl’s granddaughter and a university professor; but I have been a 

common man and a poor man; and it has no romance for me. Leave 

it to the poor that poverty is a blessing: leave it to the coward to 

make a religion of his cowardice by preaching humility: we know 

better than that. We three must stand together above the common 

people: how else can we help their children to climb up beside us?” 

(97-98).’ Undershaft, so we are apparently meant to conclude, does 

not love the common people; but he does love the children of the 

common people, or, rather, he loves the hope for social and biologi- 

cal improvement that he sees potentially embodied in a future gen- 

eration. Significantly, Barbara is the child of that sometime “com- 

mon” person, Andrew Undershaft. 

Do “we three” really know better? Does even Undershaft all by 

himself really know better? Not only does he not help the unrepen- 

tant and quite unhumble Bill Walker to “climb up beside us,” he does 

not even help the vain liar and thief—and snob—“Snobby” Bronterre 

Price to the kind of job at Perivale St. Andrews (as gatekeeper) that 

he does provide for that very accommodating and rather subservient 

“common” person, Peter Shirley.* (Though Shaw claims in theory not 

to believe in the existence of the “deserving poor” as opposed to the 

allegedly “undeserving poor,” in practice he rewards the former and 

dismisses the latter.) As for Cusins, he not only will become a million- 

aire himself when he in due course turns, at least nominally, into An- 

drew Undershaft, he will also be marrying the daughter of a million- 

aire and the granddaughter of an earl—not bad for a foundling who 

is fated, willy-nilly, to “stand above the common people.” 

7. Undershaft’s unabashedly elitist attitude toward the working classes reminds 

us that Shaw, though a socialist, was also an elitist. The Fabian Socialist movement, 

of which he was a lifelong enthusiastic proponent, after all endeavored to change so- 

ciety from the top down, just as Undershaft proposes to do, rather than from the bot- 
tom up. 

8. Part of the reason, however, why Peter gets this particular job may be because 

of the link between his Christian name and that of the heavenly gatekeeper, St. Pe- 

ter. Perivale St. Andrews, after all, resembles nothing more than, as Cusins puts it, “a 
heavenly city” (129). 
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Barbara, to be sure, by virtue of being a woman is and will re- 
main subordinate, at least in name, to the patriarchal conditions pre- 

vailing in Britain at the beginning of the twentieth century.’ (See Vir- 
ginia Woolf’s A Room of My Own for more details.) Like her mother, 
she will have to extract such privileges as she may acquire or desire 
from her male partner, Cusins, despite her superior ability and social 
status. Not that the patriarchy won't go along with the idea of her 
managing the business indirectly. Though Undershaft is adamantly 
opposed to accepting his ultraconventional son Stephen as his succes- 
sor, he explicitly instructs Lady Britomart that if she wishes “to keep 
the foundry in the family” she “had better find an eligible foundling 
and marry him to Barbara.”" That is precisely what Lady Britomart 
sets out to do when, a short time later, after having given up all hope 
of ever overcoming her husband’s objections to Stephen, she tells Un- 
dershaft that “Barbara has rights as well as Stephen. Why should not 

Adolphus succeed to the inheritance?” (134), 

Adolphus does succeed to the inheritance, though few read- 

ers of the play, I think, would agree that he should do so." His ex- 
cuse for existing seems to be that Undershaft needs him as a means 

for more or less respectably manipulating Barbara into the succes- 

sion, as he could not have done if he had married Barbara off to Bill. 

Cusins doesn’t really belong among the “big three” of Major Barbara, 

whereas, potentially and by temperament at least, Bill does. Cusine’s 

technical foundling status, along with his peculiar name, makes him 

into a comic character, rather like that “foundling” in Oscar Wil- 

de’s Importance of Being Earnest who was found in a trunk in the left 

9. Like Bill Walker and Snobby Price, Rummy Mitchins vanishes from the play 

after the second act and is never considered for employment at Perivale St. Andrews. 

10. As Maurice Valency suggests, Shaw may be thinking here (and elsewhere in 

the play) of Bertha von Krupp’s taking over the management of Germany’s largest 

armaments concern in 1902 when her father died, leaving her as the sole heir (1973, 

249-50). 
11. Among those few are Jerome Wisenthal and Colin Wilson, both of whom 

see Cusins as the dominant character in the last part of the play (Wisenthal 1974a, 61; 

Wilson 1969, 192). 
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luggage department at Victoria Station.” “Dolly,” one is forced to 

conclude, has much the same status in the play as his overtly comic 

rhyming counterpart, “Cholly.” (Charles Lomax, the fiancé of Bar- 

bara’s sister, Sarah.) Cusins is Tweedledee to Lomax’s Tweedledum. 

It’s hard to imagine him as the future leader of the greatest private 

enterprise in Britain, an enterprise which apparently, if one is to be- 

lieve Undershaft, holds the strings of the parliamentary puppets at 

Westminster. The official hollow man of the play, Stephen, would 

- have served this purpose just as well, and arguably even better, be- 

ing already not just the son of the richest man in England but also 

the grandson of an earl. Undershaft, on the other hand, undoubt- 

edly is, as Shaw reminds us explicitly in the Preface, “the hero” of 

the play (18), despite his also admittedly rather peculiar name and 

sometime foundling status. (More on this later.) It’s hard to imagine 

Undershaft being found in a trunk or wheedling his way into a posi- 

tion of power. 

Barbara 

But if Undershaft is the hero, Barbara is undoubtedly the her- 

oine of the play. Just why this should be so is at times rather puz- 

zling, perhaps never more so than in the great speech she makes at 

the conclusion of the play. In that speech, a “transfigured” Barbara 

announces that she has “got rid of the bribe of bread. I have got rid 

of the bribe of heaven. Let God’s work be done for its own sake: 

the work he had to create us to do because it cannot be done except 

by living men and women. When I die, let him be in my debt, not 

I in his; and let me forgive him as becomes a woman of my rank” 

(152). Among the several puzzling things about this speech is what 

she means by “woman of my rank.” Is she referring to her “rank” of 

major in the Salvation Army? If so, as she apparently is if one is to 

12. Cusins’s odd name seems to refer partly to his being his own cousin—i.e., an 

allusion to his purely legal foundling status—but also to “cozening” Undershaft and 

Barbara into believing in him as a possible successor to the armaments business. 
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believe what she says immediately afterward about Major Barbara 
dying “with the colors” (153), an assertion confirmed by Shaw’s pref- 
atory remark that “Barbara's return to the colors may yet provide a 
subject for the dramatic historian of the future” (27), then that must 

mean she is planning to rejoin the Salvation Army. And if indeed she 
is planning to rejoin, what then could she possibly mean by “salva- 
tion” as applied to workers who, as her father tells her, are already 
“strongly religious” to begin with (126) and who live in a town filled 
with churches which an initially skeptical Cusins has pronounced to 
be “perfect! wonderful! real!” (129)? If Barbara can’t bribe them with 

bread or, what seems more to the point, with heaven, what can or 

will she bribe them with? With Shaw’s plays, perhaps? (Significantly, 

we are not told of the existence of a playhouse at Perivale St. An- 
drews.) If so, the outlook is not promising. What measurable differ- 

ence to humanity at large—and to the “common people” in particu- 

lar—has a century of performances of Shaw’s plays made? Or is she 

implying that she will now be a major (or an officer of even higher 

rank) in some other army, possibly that of the Life Force? 

The Life Force is never mentioned in Major Barbara. Inevitably, 

as a self-appointed “dramatic historian of the future,” one won- 

ders why not? Is it because it was mentioned so prominently, per- 

haps even over-mentioned, in Shaw’s earlier play, Man and Superman? 

Could Shaw therefore assume that his audience of largely intellec- 

tual and well-read playgoers would make the connection between 

that play and this one?” There are, it is true, hints here and there 

in the play that there is some purpose directing the affairs of the 

Undershaft family, both present and prospective, along with that 

of humanity in general. Is it too much to call that purpose, as Bar- 

bara does at the end of the play, God? Barbara claims, after all, to 

have gotten rid of the bribe of heaven, but she still explicitly re- 

13. Shaw published Man and Superman in 1903 but its single public performance 

in London two years later by the Royal Court was not a success. No attentive reader 

of the play, however, could possibly have missed the frequent references to the Life 

Force, especially in the third and fourth acts. 
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tains, though not apparently as a bribe, her allegiance to the project 

of accomplishing “God’s work.” This God, so it would appear, ei- 

ther does not reside in” heaven or, if he does, does not think his resi- 

dence there sufficiently attractive to potential transfers from Perivale 

St. Andrews. In any case, heaven is probably unnecessary since it 

(“the heavenly city”) already has been established within driving 

distance of London, where, at least so far as the principals of this 

play are concerned, God’s work can be carried out more conve- 

niently than in some remote heavenly sphere. God’s work, more- 

over—whatever it may be—requires living human beings, especially 

extraordinary ones like Barbara and her father rather than mere- 

ly “common” ones, to get itself accomplished.'* (Again one thinks 

of Faust in this connection, particularly of his insistence on “ewig 

streben”—i.e., striving eternally.) Perhaps all she really needs to do 

is to persuade herself of the worth of her (and God’s) work, and the 

rest will follow on its own. 

Doing God's work also means, so Barbara claims, that she will 

be conferring a favor on God, so much so in fact that when she dies 

God will be in her debt, rather than the other way around. When 

iaaumenmenucomesehe also proposes to “forgive” him, though it’s 

not entirely clear what God needs to be forgiven for, especially af- 

ter Shaw had already noted in his Preface that “[florgiveness, abso- 

lution, atonement, are figments” (32). The only thing that is clear is 

that the Barbara, who, at the end of the second act of the play, had, 

in imitation of Christ, repeated Christ’s words of seeming despair, 

“My God: why hast thou forsaken me?” (111), now rather proudly, if 

not arrogantly, in turn promises not to forsake her God but to carry 

out his work and even forgive him. If indeed Barbara means now to 

resume her position in the Salvation Army—that is, “return to the 

colors,” in Shaw’s words—then it would seem that something has 

14. There may be a connection here between Perivale St. Andrews as a utopian 

city and the contemporaneous, quasi-utopian Garden City movement, founded by 

Ebenezer Howard. I am indebted to James Sexton for this insight. 
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happened to radically change not only her relationship to God but 
also to radically change God himself. 

It is probably not accidental that Barbara is named Barbara. The 

significance of her name would be even more apparent if Shaw had 
called the play Saint Barbara instead of Major Barbara. A couple of 
decades later he would entitle what is arguably his greatest play us- 
ing the name of a female saint, Saint Joan, though he might with 

equal reason have called it Major General Joan. It should not there- 

fore surprise us unduly to learn that the Barbara who was a fourth- 

century martyr and saint is noted in particular for being the Pa 

troness of z armorers. Barbara Undershaft’s Christian name has, so it 

would seer, predestined her to assuming the management at Peri- 

vale St. Andrews. It may also have another, more ominous signifi- 

cance. Because of her unauthorized conversion to Christianity, and 

her adamant refusal to forego her new religion, St. Barbara’s fanati- 

cally pagan father delivered her up to Martian, governor of Nicome- 

dia, who had her subjected to a variety of cruel tortures. When she 

still refused to yield, her obdurate father decided to decapitate her, 

but at the last moment was prevented from doing so when a sud- 

den bolt of lightning struck him dead. Are we to surmise from this 

mythological precedent that Barbara will have to await the demise 

of her father Undershaft before she too will be beatified for carry- 

ing out God’s work? And does Undershaft belong to the party of the 

devil, as he himself claims, or is he too (nevertheless?) engaged in 

furthering God's work? 

Aside from St. Barbara’s devotion to a kind of militant Chris- 

tianity—admittedly somewhat different from Barbara's initial com- 

mitment to the Salvation Army—their close connection to their 

respective fathers is strikingly suggestive. While, on the face of it, » 

Undershaft would seem to be quite unlike St. Barbara’s cruel father, 

he too is very definitely pagan—he may even be a pagan god, Dio- 

nysos, if we are to believe the repeated protestations of his future 

son-in-law, Cusins—who is determined to change his daughter's al- 
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legiance to her Christian faith; and indeed he apparently succeeds 

in doing so, fortunately for him without in the process being struck 

dead by lightning. But he does, unlike St. Barbara’s father, manage 

to cut off his daughter’s head, though only metaphorically, or, to be 

precise, not t her head but her heart. For, in losing her faith, Barbara 

suffers heartbreak, rather like Ellie Dunn in the later Shaw play that 

functions as a kind of sequel to this one, Heartbreak House. When 

her fiancé is about to join in the celebrations subsequent to Under- 

_ shaft’s purchase of the Salvation Army, by marching off and beating 

his drum loudly, she tells him quietly: “Dolly: you are breaking my 

heart” (109). 

Not for long, though. When Barbara accuses her father of hav- 

ing taken “a human soul from me and turn{[ed] it into the soul of a 

wolf” (i.e., Bill Walker’s soul), he replies by faulting her for despair- 

ing too easily: “Can you strike a man to the heart and leave no mark 

on him?” It is this remark that reinvigorates Barbara’s faith and be- 

gins the process of healing her broken heart: “Oh, you are right,” she 

says, “he can never be lost now: where was my faith?” (128). Where 

indeed? Just waiting, apparently, for another opportunity to go brisk- 

ly to work, a grand opportunity that her father promises to provide 

her with at Perivale St. Andrews. Referring again to Bill Walker, Un- 

dershaft now tells Barbara that where she failed, he himself would 

succeed: “you talk of your half-saved ruffian at West Ham: you ac- 

cuse me of dragging his soul back to perdition. Well, bring him to 

me here; and I will drag his soul back again to salvation for you. Not 

by words and. dreams; but by thirty-eight shillings a week, a sound 

house in a handsome street, and a permanent job. In three weeks 

he will have a fancy waist-coat; in three months a tall hat and a cha- 

pel sitting; before the end of a year he will shake hands with a duch- 

ess at a Primrose League meeting, and join the Conservative Party” 

(142). Oddly enough, however, such an invitation to Bill Walker to 

get his soul saved by Undershaft has not been and will apparently 

not be extended, though it’s doubtful that Bill would accept. 

This, then, is “salvation”? By way of Undershaft’s Professor Hig- 
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gins and Bill Walker's Eliza Doolittle? Small wonder that Barbara 
seems skeptical that Bill’s soul would be better off if saved in this way. 
Or are we to believe that Bill’s soul is really Bill’s body, just as, ac- 
cording to Undershaft, Barbara’s is? Or, for that matter, as the souls 

of his workers’ at Perivale St. Andrews are? By looking “after their 
drainage” while they “find their own dreams,” Undershaft claims to 

have saved their souls. (This provides a new gloss on Brecht’s famous 
apothegm that “erst kommt das Fressen, dann kommt die Moral.” 

Or “grub first, then ethics,” in Auden’s translation.) He goes on to 
inform Barbara that he has saved her soul in much the same way, 
though evidently only by long distance, not having seen her or ap- 
parently even thought about her since she was a child. How did he 
accomplish this feat? Answer: “I fed you and clothed you and housed 
you. I took care that you should have money enough to live hand- 
somely—more than enough; so that you could be wasteful, careless, 
generous. That saved your soul” (141). Evidently, however, Barbara 

was not fully aware while growing up of the already saved status of 
her soul, for at some point in her maturation process she must have 

come to feel that her soul would only flourish if she lived less hand- 

somely and less wastefully by joining the Salvation Army, where she 

manages to subsist on a pound a day. 

What is still unclear about all this, however, is what Barbara’s 

task will be at Perivale St. Andrews if ther father has already man- 

aged to save all the souls th there, along: with her own. A little later he 

tells her that he wants her to. try her “hand on my men: their souls 

are hungry because their bodies are full” (143). Just how their souls 

could still be hungry if it’s true that their souls already have been 

saved remains unclear. Perhaps souls and bodies are not the same 

after all. Perhaps it’s a little too much to expect metaphysical con: 

sistency from an East Ender turned armaments manufacturer; per- 

haps it’s just that Undershaft will twist an argument any which way, 

so long as it achieves the end he is aiming for. After all, he is not just 

Mephistopheles or Dionysos, but also Machiavelli. Still, even if we 

can agree that his workers haven't had their souls saved by Boss Un- 
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dershaft, it nevertheless remains unclear as to what Barbara will or 

should be cooking up in order to feed their hungry souls. 

Undershaft 

Andrew Undershaft claims to be a religious man. It’s a little dif- 

ficult to determine, however, just what his religion actually consists 

of. Not long after learning that his daughter Barbara is an officer in 

the Salvation Army, he ventures to say that its motto might be his 

own: “Blood and Fire” (69). To which his future son-in-law Lomax 

sensibly, if a little rudely, objects that it must differ from the Salva- 

tion Army’s Christian variety, alluding fairly obviously to Under- 

shaft’s armaments factory and its seemingly satanic (as in “dark sa- 

tanic mills”), fiery, and bloody underpinnings. Undershaft is not in 

the least put out by all this. He counters that Christianity, “which en- 

joins you to resist not evil, and to turn the other cheek, would make 

me bankrupt.” His morality—his religion—he goes on to say, “must 

have a place for cannons and torpedoes in it” (71). 

Undershaft, so much is clear, is not a Christian, whatever else 

he may be, though he evidently sees a connection between what he 

does at Perivale St. Andrews and what the Salvation Army—and his 

daughter—are doing. When, on the following day, as he visits Bar- 

bara at the Salvation Army shelter, she introduces him to one of the 

unemployed workers as a fellow Secularist (i.e., atheist), he imme- 

diately objects that he is anything but a Secularist; “on the contrary, 

[he claims to be] a confirmed mystic.” Put out a little by this asser- 

tion, Barbara asks just what this might mean in terms of practicing 

an actual religion. Now, instead of elaborating on his alleged mysti- 

cal beliefs, Undershaft baldly asserts that “I am a Millionaire. That is 

my religion” (88). A little later, in response to Cusins’s inquiry about 

whether he possesses a religion, he answers affirmatively that he 

does and that there are two things necessary to salvation in it, name- 

ly, “money and gunpowder” (93). Just what money and gunpowder, 

or blood and fire for that matter, might have to do with being a con- 
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firmed mystic he does not explain. In any case, Cusins seems not 
to bother his head much with these various and seemingly contra- 
dictory assertions about Undershaft’s religion. He focuses instead 
on identifying Undershaft’s religion with those religions he knows 
best—pagan Greek religions—and so arrives at the conclusion that 
Undershaft’s visit to the West Ham shelter is an attempt to convert 
the “Salvation Army to the worship of Dionysos” (95). Then, im- 

mediately after l Undershaft has used the money he has earned from 
making weapons and gunpowder to buy the Salvation Army, Cusins 
exclaims that “Dionysos Undershaft has descended. I am possessed” 
(110). 

Just what all this is supposed to mean, neither Cusins nor Under- 
shaft (nor Shaw) ever explains. There are hints, though. At the cru- 

cial point during the negotiations between Undershaft and Cusins 
for the succession to the armaments business, the former warns the 
latter that he should not expect to come to Perivale St. Andrews 

out of a lust for power, because he won’t have any, to which the 

latter replies, rather boastfully, that he has more power and more 
will than Undershaft does. The reason for this difference is that, as 

Cusins notes, Undershaft does not “drive this place,” whereas appar- 

ently Cusins thinks he will. To Cusins’s inquiry as to what does drive 

the place, Undershaft replies mysteriously, “A will of which I am a 

part” (139). It is at moments like this that one is forced to agree with 

Georg Roppen’s assessment of Shaw (or at least of Undershaft) as a 

“mystic and a prophet” (1956, 353). 

Andrew Undershaft’s religion seems to consist of a fusion of 

this-worldly and otherworldly elements. What’s on the other side 

remains murky for the most part.’ As for what’s on this side, Under- 

15. This is a flaw in the play that Shaw was evidently aware of and wished to cor- 

rect, even more than he had already tried to do in his Preface. That is no doubt why 

not long after the first production of Major Barbara he began giving talks on the “Reli- 

gion of the Future.” This religion is the religion of creative evolution, also apparent- 

ly Undershaft’s “otherworldly” religion, which holds that we “are all experiments in 

the direction of making God.” God, in other words, is a creation of humanity—and 

ultimately humanity is God, and vice versa. “What God is doing is making himself, 
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shaft insists on his ‘gospel of money and gunpowder,” (96) by which 

he seems to mean that his religion ‘essentially ‘consists of _equating 

might with right. It’s not_a simple equation, however, for he seems 

also to believe in adjusting certain existing mights to correlate better 

with hitherto neglected rights. It’s also clear that his this-worldly re- 

ligion takes precedence over his otherworldly religion. His first, very 

practical commandment is that no one must get in the way of his 

primary goal of being a “full-fed free man.” The second, rather more 

idealistic commandment is that everyone else should be equally full- 

fed and free, a condition which, if achieved, would bring about “an 

England worth living in” (143). Undershaft is fully aware that getting 

to such an England would involve a great deal of violent death. “I 

hate poverty and slavery worse than any other crimes whatever,” he 

tells his daughter. “And let me tell you this. Poverty and slavery have 

stood up for centuries to your sermons and leading articles: they will 

not stand up to my machine guns. Dont preach at them: dont reason 

with them. Kill them” (143). 

Among the curious and still rather shocking things about this 

speech is what the “them” that are supposed to be killed refers to. 

According to the traditional rules of English grammar, it seems in- 

controvertible that “them” must refer to poverty and slavery. How- 

ever, just how abstractions like poverty < and slavery are to be killed 

with machine guns is unclear. Does Shaw mean us to substitute 

“poor people” and “slaves” for these euphemistic abstractions? Is he 

seriously maintaining that we should gun down all the poor and en- 

slaved and thereby arrive at a free and full-fed England? Or is he sug- 

getting from being a mere powerless will or force. This force has implanted into our 

minds the idea of God. We are not very successful attempts at God so far, but I be- 

lieve if we can drive into the heads of men the full consciousness of moral responsi- 

bility that comes to men with the knowledge that there will never be a God unless we 

make one,” then perhaps a more “successful” God and a more successful “human” 

will come into being. This is apparently what Shaw means us to understand when 

Barbara says that when she dies, God will be in her debt. And it is what Undershaft is 

referring to when he claims to be a mystic and part of a greater will (quoted in Hol- 
royd 1989, 216). 
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gesting something less appalling but no less drastic and marginal- 
ly more appealing, at least to orthodox Marxists, namely, that we 
should kill all the rich, full-fed “parasites” and then distribute their 
wealth and food equitably among the poor, starving, and enslaved? 

That Undershaft is involved in the manufacture of weapons of 
mass death is not accidental, but essential to an understanding of 
his outlook, in terms of both his own “religion” and the meaning 
of the play. There may be a resemblance, as Shaw himself once re- 
marked, between Undershaft and his earlier antiheroic characters, 
Cashel Byron, Sartorius, and Mrs. Warren, in that all of them are 

“prospering in questionable activities” (1949, 143), but that resem- 
blance, as J. L. Wisenthal points out, is only superficial. There is, as 
Wisenthal says, “a crucial distinction between Undershaft’s profes- 
sion and the others: weapons can be a direct instrument of social 
change, which slum dwellings, brothels, and whisky are obviously 

not. Undershaft defends his gunpowder in a way in which the other 

immoralists could not defend their wares” (1974a, 60). 

Despite the euphemisms in Major Barbara, Shaw usually was not 

averse to making public his controversial views on doing away with 

those whom he considered ‘ “superfluous” or worse. Even in the Pref- 

ace to the play, he argues ‘that “if we were all as resolute and clear- 

sighted as Undershaft, an attempt to live by what is called ‘an inde- 

pendent income’ would be the shortest way to the lethal chamber” 

(19). (It probably did not escape Shaw, who by this time was indepen- 

dently wealthy, that this might well include himself.) In Crude Crimi- 

nology there is a separate section entitled “The Lethal Chamber” in 

which Shaw advocates exterminating human “nuisances and mon- 

sters” (192). Perhaps the clearest and most chilling statement of this 

view occurs in Everybody’s Political What’s What, where Shaw goes so- 

far as to maintain that the time of useful people should not be wasted 

in guarding so-called useless people in jails. “Such freaks,” Shaw says, 

“should be pitied and painlessly killed without malice as a mad dog is 

killed. And so should all who are not worth their salt and are spoiling 

the lives of those who are worth their salt and a bit more” (281). 
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At first Barbara is repelled by Undershaft’s relish for killing. Not 

that he tries to hide it from her—or from us. That relish—and Shaw’s 

determination that his audience should be fully aware of it—is ap- 

parent in both the dialogue and the stage directions when Under- 

shaft first comes on stage to greet his family in Perivale St. Andrews. 

He tells them that he has just received “good news from Manchuria” 

(where the Russo-Japanese War was being waged at the time Shaw 

was writing the play), namely, that one of his aerial battleships has 

succeeded in wiping out a Russian fort with three hundred soldiers 

in it. After making this announcement, he goes “striding across to Ste- 

phen ... kicking the prostrate dummy [soldier] brutally out of his way” 

(130). 
How, after such talk and behavior, Undershaft nevertheless man- 

ages to retain the admiration and even affection of his family and, 

what is more important, of his audience and critics, is something of 

a mystery. Perhaps it is because, as Desmond McCarthy observed af- 

ter seeing the play, Undershaft talks big about violence, but in fact 

turns out to be “a good young man” [sic] with a desk job. Nicho- 

las Grene too seems to feel that in some ways Shaw has not made 

Undershaft nasty enough, and that this failure produces an excess 

of sympathy for him: “Shaw’s admiration for Undershaft, his unwill- 

ingness to give him any really unpleasant not to mention diabolic 

traits, produces an imbalance in the play—particularly in the final 

act” (1984, 94). But is this really fair? Undershaft is a character who 

faces both ways: in the dark direction of what W. H. Auden would 

later term “necessary murder’ as well as in another and opposite di- 

rection leading to a kind of utopia. For Undershaft, after all, being 

prepared to kill is “the final test of conviction, the only lever strong 

enough to overturn a social system, the only way of saying Must” 

(143). Undershaft, whatever his motivations, is really more of an ide- 

alist than a realist. Making money out of death is mere sideline for 

him. What he really wants to make is utopia. He is, as Fukuyama, 

following Plato, would say, a prime example of the thymotic man, 
SS 

someone, that is, who does not act simply out of self-interest but 
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for the sake of the larger social entity. Why he should want to do so 
‘is simply not explicable in terms of the primitive economic psychol- 
ogy of Marxism or even in the more sophisticated terms of Freud- 
ian psychology. But then Shaw’s own motives for wanting to devote 
himself altruistically to the cause of a better humanity are also not 
explicable in those terms. Don Juan perhaps expresses Undershaft’s 
motivation best in the third act of Man and Superman when he says 
that “as long as I can conceive something better than myself I can- 
not be easy unless I am striving to bring it into existence or clear- 
ing the way for it. That is the law of my life” (137). In the end, then, 
both Barbara and Cusins, who are also with inexplicable altruism 
looking for a means of overturning what they consider to be an un- 
just social system, come to share Undershaft’ s views on killing, or so 
at least it seems if we are to believe the ‘ ‘mystical” words uttered by 

both immediately following Barbara’s last great speech. 

Cusins: Then the way of Life lies through the factory of death? 

Barbara: Yes, through the raising of hell to heaven and of man 

to God, through the unveiling of an eternal light in the Valley of 

The Shadow. (152) 

The eternal light here refers, I think, to the light shed by the Life 

Force, which, after the apocalypse—the word “apocalypse,” as noted 

in an earlier and different context, means “unveiling” in Greek—will 

abolish the distinctions between heaven and hell, and man and God. 

But to reach that point, “we” must first pass through the factory of 

death, must accept the Darwinian and Undershaftian condition that 

life progresses only by means of a dialectic with death. Put simply, 

if f paradoxically, the Life Force is also soa Death F Force. Unfortunately, 

despite Barbara’s transfiguration, all of this remains very vague and 

cloudy. Or perhaps it’s not unfortunate at all. According to his crit- 

ics, Shaw’s aesthetic fault, after all, is that he explains too much, and 

trusts too little to the intelligence of his audience. That is no doubt 

why he appeared one night in a dream to his fellow countryman, 

W. B. Yeats, in the form of a sewing machine, grinning all the while. 
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What, then, in conclusion, is Undershaft’s religion? It is, I think, 

a continuous effort to partake in this process of the unveiling of the 

light, whatever intermediate darkness that may involve. (Faust’s in- 

junction about “ewig streben” seems crucially relevant here.) It is to 

recognize that one serves the cause of humanity best when one ac- 

cepts the dialectic of life and death. This is an idea—and a religion?— 

that remains constant for just about all of Shaw’s plays hereafter. 

That is also why we recognize a deliberate echo of Undershaft when 

~ the Serpent tells Adam in Back to Methuselah that the voice in the gar- 

den is his own voice, to which Adam replies: “It is; and it is not. It is 

something greater than me: I am only a part of it” (1931, 861). It is 

the voice of God that Adam hears, which is also the voice of Adam, 

which is also the voice of Shaw, which is also the voice of the Life 

Force, the force that will gradually drive humanity out of one gar- 

den in the remote past and into another in the remote future, as far 

as thought can reach. It is also, I think, no accident that Undershaft’s 

name refers to the somewhat obscure but quite real London church 

of St. Andrew Undershaft. Andrew is both a “saint” in this extraor- 

dinary evolutionary religion, a religion that, as Cusins realizes early 

on, links Undershaft to a fertility cult like that of Dionysos, as is also 

apparent in his curious surname (undershaft = maypole). 

As Julian Kaye points out, Shaw is, however, also alluding in Un- 

dershaft’s name to Carlyle’s Captain of Industry (Carlyle coined the 

phrase), Plugson of Undershot, a name which Shaw uses intertextu- 

ally again in a later play about another life-affirming maker of death- 

dealing weapons, Captain Shotover in Heartbreak House (15). In Past 

and Present Carlyle considers a variety of potential “saviors” of Eng- 

land, including Plugson of Undershot, whose respected firm of Plug- 

son, Hunks, and Co. is located, not coincidentally, in the parish of 

St. Dolly Undershot. Carlyle dismisses him, along with just about all 

of the other candidates, such as the politician Jabesh Windbag and 

the aristocrat Pandarus Dogdraught, but not without first saluting 

him for his hard work: “Plugson, who has indomitably spun cotton 
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merely to gain thousands of pounds, I have yet to call a Bucanier 
and Chactaw, till there come something better, still more indomita- 
ble from him” (192). In the figure of Andrew Undershaft, there does 
come something better, and certainly something more indomitable. 

For, unlike his fellow Captains of Industry, Undershaft does not 

manufacture cotton, but guns; and unlike them he is not “blind,” 

because he sees that “all human things do require to have an Ide- 
al in them; to have some Soul in them” (189). Still, Carlyle prais- 

es Plugson for having been “a Captain of Industry, born member 
of the Ultimate genuine Aristocracy of this Universe, could he have 
known it” (192). Undershaft, though a foundling and sometime East 
Ender, also belongs to that aristocracy; and, despite being at times as 
greedy for money as Plugson, he knows that money is only a means 
to an end. Like his daughter, Barbara, he too recognizes that the real 

answer to the the problems facing I England—and humanity in general— 
can only be r resolved by Carlyle’s “One Institution,” i.e., the army 

though in his case it’s not so much the ne actual army (or, for that mat- 

ter, the in this respect misnamed Salvation Army) as the coherent or- 

ganized effort characteristic of armies and of armaments factories. 

It is only through such an “army” that humanity will find salvation. 

It may actually be that Shaw has something like Edward Bellamy’s 

“industrial army” in mind (Bellamy 1995, 60-66). Paradoxically, sal sal- 

vation is ‘only possible because an institution organized to achieve 

violent ends knows how to kill and is prepared to do so, or, as Car- 

lyle puts it: “Strange, interesting, and yet most mournful to reflect 

on. Was this, then, of all the things mankind had some talent for, the 

one thing important to learn well, and bring to perfection, this of 

successfully killing one another?” (262). 

Undershaft combines industry with destruction, the creation of 

life with the creation of death. These are the traits that link him in- 

extricably to a Life Force which is also a Death Force. That is why, as 

he tells Cusins, he wants to “hand on my torch to my daughter. She 

shall make my converts and preach my gospel—” 
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Cusins: What! Money and gunpowder! 

Undershaft: Yes, money and gunpowder, Freedom and power. 

Command of life and command of death. (96) 

If Shaw had given the last great speech at the end of the play to 

Undershaft instead of to Barbara, he might very well have let him 

recite Carlyle’s grand paean to the “One Institution”: “O Heavens, 

if we saw an army ninety-thousand strong, maintained and fully 

equipt, in continual real action and battle against Human Starvation, 

against Chaos, Necessity, Stupidity, and our ‘real natural enemies,’ 

what a business were it!” (263). 

In the end, then, as Shaw told his friend Gilbert Murray (on 

whom Cusins was modeled) when the latter complained about Un- 

dershaft’s complete “victory” in the final act of the play: “Under- 

shaft is in the right” (quoted in Grene 1984, 94). 

Utopia 

Perivale is a real place in Middlesex, a part of Greater London 

that is best known today perhaps for its reasonably priced nine-hole 

golf course. At the time Shaw wrote the play, it must have consist- 

ed mostly of farms and pleasant countryside. Its name means “vale 

of pears,” which, so far as I can tell, has no significance for the play, 

though it’s possible that Shaw was attracted to the name because of 

its close resemblance to the name “Percivale,” of which more later. 

The Shavian town of Perivale St. Andrews, on the other hand, is en- 

tirely fictional, with no connection to any real locality, except for the 

presence perhaps of two Middlesex hills. Shaw’s stage directions de- 

scribe the town as follows: “Perivale St. Andrews lies between two Mid- 

dlesex Hills, half climbing the northern one. It is an almost smokeless town 

of white walls, roofs of narrow green slates or red tiles, tall trees, domes, 

campaniles, and slender chimney shafts, beautifully situated and beauti- 

ful in itself” (128-29). The description sounds almost Mediterranean, 

what with the white walls, red tile roofs, and campaniles. Cusins, 

who has been touring the place on his own in hopes of finding its 
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seamy side, has been unable to come up with anything discreditable. 
It only “needs a cathedral,” he says, “to be a heavenly city instead of 
a hellish one” (129). A little later he describes it as “horribly, frightful- 
ly, immorally, unanswerably perfect” (130). Stephen and Sarah, who 
have also been looking over the town with a less negative outlook, 
wax enthusiastic about the nursing home, the libraries, the schools, 

the ballroom, the banqueting chamber, the insurance fund, the pen- 
sion fund, the building society, along with various other “applica- 
tions of cooperation.” The emphasis here on “cooperation” rather 
than competition suggests that Undershaft’s Perivale functions on 
a basis similar to Edward Bellamy’s Boston of the year 2000. Lady 
Britomart, too, after seeing the town, feels renewed pangs of regret 

at having forfeited the inheritance. She now insists that the houses, 
the furniture, the gardens and the orchards must absolutely belong 
to her family, and threatens to call in a doctor if Undershaft persists 

in his folly of wishing to leave them all to his successor. 

Perivale St. Andrews is evidently a kind of utopia / ia /eutopia, a no _ 
place that i is also a good place. It contrasts very favorably with Barba- 
ra’s West Ham Salvation Army shelter, as Undershaft does not hesi- 

tate to point out, after Barbara ventures to call his model city a dark 

and “dreadful place.” Even she is forced to admit that it has “beauti- 

ful clean workshops, and respectable workmen, and model homes”: 

Undershaft: Cleanliness and respectability do not need justifica- 

tion, Barbara: they justify themselves. I see no darkness here, no 

dreadfulness. In your Salvation shelter I saw poverty, misery, cold 

and hunger. You gave them bread and treacle and dreams of heav- 

en. I give them from thirty shillings a week to twelve thousand a 

year. (141) 

Salvation, so it would appear, means something very different to 

Undershaft than it did to Barbara while she was still a major in the 

army. For Undershaft salvation takes place when one has full em- 

ployment and is full-fed and lives in a place like Perivale St. Andrews; 

for Major Barbara salvation meant, when it actually happened, con- 

version to evangelical Christianity, though on the evidence of her 
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converts it really tended to mean only the sort of hypocritical piety 

displayed by Snobby Price. Essentially, at the end of the play, we are 

confronted with these two very different conceptions of salvation: 

Barbara’s already failed notion of salvation in heaven, for which the 

| unacceptable price is poverty in the here and now, and Undershaft’s 

"salvation as embodied in a seemingly perfect Perivale St. st. Andrews, 

for which the apparently acceptable price is that beneath (or inside) 

its beautiful exterior are vast quantities of explosives and death- 

dealing weapons. Since Barbara’s salvation has already been discred- 

ae remains only Undershaft’s version to be considered. 

~~ What evidence is there that Perivale St. Andrews is representa- 

tive of salvation? Of utopia? We have Undershaft’s word for it, and 

we have the reactions of Barbara, Cusins, and the rest of Under- 

shaft’s family. Is that enough? Even if we accept Undershaft’s word 

and credit the responses of the others, are we persuaded? Should we 

be? Barbara seems persuaded but really isn’t. For her, Perivale St. An- 

drews is only the first step to salvation. Once having seen the place, : 

she feels that she must possess it, rather like her mother, though not 

because of the houses and gardens but because of “all the human — 

souls to be saved: not weak souls in starved bodies, sobbing with 

gratitude fora scrap and bread and treacle, but full-fed, quarrelsome, 

snobbish, uppish creatures, all standing on their little le rights ; and dig- 

‘nities. . . . That is where salvation is really wanted” (152). 

Oddly enough, it seems that Undershaft must share his daugh- 

ter’s views on the matter. Why else would he have urged her to try 

her hand at saving the souls of her workers? Why insist on her com- 

ing to Perivale St. Andrews to preach his gospel? By endorsing her 

missionary activity, he is acting contradictorily and even against his 

own interest. The contradiction arises from the fact that if his work- 

ers are already “saved,” there is no need for any further “saving.” 

And if there is no such need, then why bother to make unnecessary 

trouble for a business which seems to be running very smoothly as 

it is by giving authority to someone whom his workers will identify 

as a religious fanatic? Making explosives and weapons requires the 
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greatest calm and discipline, characteristics that neither Barbara nor 
Cusins seems to possess. 

If Perivale St. Andrews is already perfect and a heavenly city, as 
Cusins suggests it is, then it does not need further change. Changes 
can only make it worse rather than better. Yet Undershaft seems bent 
on making such changes by establishing as his successors a woman 
who is determined to make religious converts and a man who will 
no doubt ruin the business if he follows his stated intention of selling 
“cannons to whom I please and refus[ing] them to whom I please” 
(139). The only logical conclusion one can draw from Undershaft’s 
behavior is that he does not really believe that Perivale St. Andrews is_ 
a utopia. Though he and his gospel seem to carry all before them at 
the end of the play, in reality it is s Barbara who wins, though only be- 
cause Undershaft wants her tc to win. He wants her to move his seem- 
ingly perfect city to yet greater -perfection, though he apparently does 
not know how that will happen or what that greater perfection will 
look like. He wants, as it were, his daughter to transform Perivale 

St. Andrews into Percivale St. Andrews, into the truly heavenly city, 

that is, the City of God which Percivale and Galahad, alone of all of 
Arthur's knights, are privileged to see at the end of the,Grail quest. 

Undershaft’s city, it turns out, is only a stopping place along the way. 

The quest for utopia must and will continue. 
Be et ee 

Making Sense of Major Barbara 

R. J. Minney tells an amusing story about the making of the 

film version of Major Barbara. During the rehearsals for the mov- 

ie, at which Shaw himself was usually present, Rex Harrison (play- 

ing the role of Cusins) and Wendy Hiller (Barbara) were unable to, 

make much sense out of Barbara’s great speech at the end of the 

play. Harrison told the producer, Gabriel Pascal, about their difficul- 

ty, and both then approached Shaw about it and asked him to ex- 

plain it to them. Shaw took the script into a corner and, according to 

Harrison, “sat with his head in his hands and read it silently. When 
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he had finished, he said: ‘Oh what a terrible scene! Did I write that?’ 

But he wouldn’t alter the scene. He said: ‘I have no right to touch 

the play—it’s a classic” (Minney 1969, 136). 

Minney’s (or Harrison’s) story implies that the older Shaw had 

forgotten what the younger Shaw had originally | meant when he 

wrote ‘those last pages of the play. That, however, despite the amus- 

ing story, does not really seem to have been the case. For when Shaw 

finished the first version of Major Barbara in early September 1905, 

he himself was surprised and dismayed at the ease with which Un- 

dershaft had converted his daughter and future son-in-law to his 

“gospel.” A little later, while reading the play out loud to Murray 

and some others, he admitted that he did not “know how to end the 

thing.” It is not surprising, therefore, that Michael Holroyd should 

conclude, after discussing Shaw’s continuing doubts about what to 

make of the last scene in Major Barbara, that it is “perhaps the most 

complex and ambiguous that Shaw ever wrote” (1989, 106-9). 

It is a conclusion that Alfred Turco had already arrived at some 

time earlier. At the beginning of his discussion of Major Barbara, 

Turco says that it “poses enormous critical difficulties” (1976, 193). 

In his view, nearly all of those difficulties spring ultimately from the 

complex character of Andrew Undershaft, a view that I can under- 

stand but with which I do not entirely agree. Undershaft, complex 

and fascinating though he undoubtedly is, is a less problematic char- 

acter than Barbara. How to explain the paradox of her acceptance, 

on the one hand, of her father’s shameless gospel of mass destruc- 

tion in the here and now while still seeking to convert his prosper- 

ous workers to a gospel of meek salvation in the future? This is a 

hard question to answer, and yet it is one of the principal questions 

that the play demands that we do answer. That is why even an as- 

tute critic like Colin Wilson is puzzled as to just what “Barbara’s and 

Cusins’s marriage and joint commitment to the Undershaft business 

means practically,” since “the manufacture of torpedoes and aerial 

battleships is hardly likely to benefit the common people, or provide 
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the means for them to bring the intellectual oligarchy into their ser- 
wices 

There have been numerous attempts to address this problem. 
Maurice Valency’s answer is that Undershaft’s Principal aim is to 
overthrow the existing social system by placing the “socially mind- 
ed” (i.e., Barbara and Cusins) in effective control of the “armed forc- 

es [so] that the government can be induced to do what is necessary 
to secure a good life for all” (1973, 253). Left to their own devices, 

he argues, the rich would never undertake anything so obviously 
against their interests. 

Unfortunately, though I confess I sympathize with Valency’s 
point of view, there are several obvious flaws in his argument. To be- 
gin with, it is self-contradictory. Undershaft, after all, is immensely 
rich, richer than just about anybody else. Hence, there is no obvious 
reason why he should act against his own self-interest any more than 
his fellow millionaires would. There is the further problem that, if 
indeed his own and his fellow oligarchs’ self-destruction is what Un- 
dershaft hopes to achieve, there is no need for him to employ Bar- 

bara and Cusins to make this happen. He could do it all by him- 

self, probably more efficiently. Finally, there is the obstacle of his and 

his predecessors’ (and presumably successors’) true armorer’s faith, 

namely, to “give arms to all men who offer an honest price for them, 

without respect of persons or principles: to aristocrat and republi- 

can, to Nihilist and Tsar, to Capitalist and Socialist, to Protestant and 

Catholic, to burglar and policeman, to black man, white man and 

yellow man, to all sorts and conditions, all nationalities and faiths, all 

follies and all crimes” (138). 

This “faith,” to be sure, rings rather hollow, when one reflects 

that it is a good deal more likely that the tsar rather than the nihilist 

will be able to pay the hefty asking price for Undershaft’s weapons, 

or the white man rather than the black man, not to mention—what 

seems to be most relevant to the pockets of the supposedly social- 

ist Shaw—the capitalist rather than the socialist. As Anatole France 
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once famously remarked, while everyone is prohibited from begging 

or sleeping under the bridges of Paris, it is only the poor who habit- 

ually defy the law. 

With reference to Barbara’s task at the close of the play, Valen- 

cy’s argument is that she will teach the workers to value their “free- 

dom” or “spiritual liberation,” even though they may not yet realize 

that they neither need nor want it. Still, the absence of that free- 

dom prevents them from being “completely human” (263). This is 

an end which, again for reasons Valency leaves unspecified, Under- 

shaft could not achieve on his own but needs Barbara to do for him. 

Even granting the validity of the objective, however, in “practical” 

terms it still remains unclear just how Barbara will go about making 

Undershaft’s prosperous workers desire and feel the need for such 

an ill-defined “freedom.” 

Another, rather simpler—and also more brutal—way of making 

sense of the ending of the play would be to argue that Undershaft 

wants Barbara and Cusins to begin selling arms to “progressive” | 
——— 

buyers so as to incite a war. It’s true, of course, that such progres- 

‘sive buyers might r not have the money to purchase very expensive 

merchandise, which would then mean that the Undershaft concern 

would either have to sell the weapons at a loss or even give them 

away. In the long run such a strategy would, of course, force Bar- 

bara and Cusins out of business, but perhaps that would not be a 

problem since they might not be hoping for a long run. On the oth- 

er hand, selling to selective buyers might not be a precondition of 

bringing about a huge war, since just selling weapons to all com- 

ers, as Undershaft and his predecessors have apparently been doing 

for years, would probably achieve the same purpose, especially if 

those weapons were to be made increasingly destructive. The ulti- 

mate aim of such a strategy would be to have the various buyers 

(i.e., capitalist nations) engage in a catastrophic war that would leave 

them so exhausted that they would then be extremely vulnerable to 

social revolution. 

The advantage of reading the play in this way is that, in effect, 
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this is pretty much what actually did happen during and after the 
1914-18 war. In 1931, when looking back at the war and speculating 
about what difference it had made to the success of socialism, Shaw 
concluded that the immense violence of that war “has changed the 
world more in four years than Fabian constitutional action seem[s] 
likely to do in four hundred” (1961, 305-6). This way of looking at 
the ending of the play would also have the advantage that it would 
agree with Marx’s prophecy that the advanced capitalist nations 
would | inevitably bly destroy each other ‘through | internecine war. i 

According to Isaiah Berlin, Marx was convinced that “the peri- 
odic crises due to the absence of planned economies, and unchecked 
industrial strife, would necessarily grow more frequent and acute. 
Wars, on a hitherto unprecedented scale, would ravage the civilized 
world, until finally the Hegelian contradictions of a system, where 

continuance depends upon more and more destructive conflicts be- 
tween its constituent parts, would obtain a violent solution. The 

ever-decreasing group of capitalists in power would be overthrown 
by the workers whom they themselves would have so efficiently 

drilled into a compact, disciplined body” (1952, 229). A disadvan- 

tage of such a Marxist analysis of the play, however, is that it would 

make Undershaft out to be something of an ogre, since he would 

be setting up both his daughter and his son-in-law for destruction. 

It would also make him out to be something of a fool, though no 

doubt an idealistic one, since such a colossal international war could 

also involve his own destruction, or, if already dead, at any rate the 

destruction of his enterprise and the tradition that goes with it. Per- 

haps a more realistic objection, however, is that, as with Valency’s in- 

terpretation, there is no need to introduce either Barbara or Cusins 

into the business if he wants to achieve this objective. 

No: there must be some other motive involved here, one that re- 

quires Barbara’s active participation—and perhaps Cusins’s too. 

Enter J. L. Wisenthal, who reads the ending of Major Barbara in 

terms of Shaw’s Perfect Wagnerite. In his view, the problem with Un- 

dershaft is that he is a “less highly evolved” specimen than either 
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Barbara or Cusins. “He evidently feels,” Wisenthal surmises, “that 

a man is saved if he has been saved from poverty. He cannot see 

the need for further evolution beyond material well being” (1974a, 

68). Barbara, on the other hand, can. She realizes that her father has 

only provided the crude foundation, and that she will have to build 

a more sophisticated superstructure on it. She will, in other words, 

have to “try to convert the men [of Perivale St. Andrews] to some- 

thing beyond Philistine, bourgeois, snobbish individualism.” (This 

ide. however: fails to take into account the various “applications 

of cooperation” mentioned earlier in the description of Perivale 

St. Andrews [130].) Undershaft, Wisenthal goes on to maintain, is in 

a position analogous to Wotan, who cannot regain the ring from Faf- 

nir without breaking his word to him, just as Undershaft is unable to 

defeat poverty without violating his oath to preserve the armorer’s 

faith. Wisenthal then quotes a “key” passage from The Perfect Wag- 

nerite that further shores up his argument, to the effect that Wotan/ 

Undershaft’s “desire is toward a higher and fuller life” and that there- 

fore he longs “in his inmost soul for the advent of that greater pow- 

er, whose first work, though this he does not see as yet, must be 

his own undoing” (quoted in Wisenthal 1974a, 75). In other words, 

Father Undershaft (or Wotan) must sacrifice himself to his heroic 

progeny if there is to bea return tc to Valhalla (Le., utopia). Only hu- 

mans—at least heroic humans—can actually achieve a future univer- 

sal well-being that the gods can 1 only” foresee. (Wisenthal develops 

the Ring/Major Barbara parallel more fully in his 1974 essay, “The 

Underside of Undershaft: A Wagnerian Motif in ‘Major Barbara.””) 

Wisenthal’s interpretation is perhaps the one that most satisfac- 

torily explains the puzzling ending of Major Barbara. Not that it an- 

swers all of our questions. Just how, for example, Undershaft can be 

described as s less “evolved” than Barbara if the play $0 clearly indi- 

cates that in the end he is “right” and she is “wrong” Wisenthal is 

unable to explain. Also, his reading ¢ still does not clarify just what it 

is that Barbara and Cusins will actually be doing in Perivale St. An- 

drews to persuade the workers to overcome their “Philistine” prej- 



Shaw’s Major Barbara 67 

udices in order to move on to some supposedly higher, “socialist” 
state. Are Barbara and Cusins perhaps going to hold classes, at which 
they will explain creative evolution and take attendance? Cusins’s 
background as a professor would at least fit him for the latter activ- 
ity. (In this connection, one also wonders why Wisenthal is so cer- 
tain that Underhaft’s workers are philistines in need of instruction.) 
I don’t want to blame Wisenthal, however, for leaving these matters 

vague, since the fault lies clearly with Shaw for leaving them vague 
in the first place. But then again perhaps we should not really think 
of it as a fault, since his vagueness will allow future generations of 
critics and playgoers to go on trying to make sense of this extraor- 

dinary play. 



““GHADTER 3 

UTOPIA AND THE END OF HISTORY 

Huxley, Fukuyama, Marcuse 

Not until there is a settled and definitive world order can there be 

such a thing as a settled and definitive version of human history. 

Aldous Huxley 

Fukuyama and the Hegelian End of History 

In Brave New World, Aldous Huxley’s satiric vision of the techno- 

logically sophisticated, politically stable, and contented World State 

of six centuries hence, one of the principal tenets is Henry Ford’s 

“beautiful and inspired saying” that “History is bunk” (34). Given the 

fact that Ford has become (along with Freud) the logos of the future, 

this is not a dictum to be taken lightly. That is why we owe it only 

to a rare, paradoxical whim of the local World Controller, Mustapha 

Mond, that we are provided with a summary of the historical back- 

ground leading to the foundation of the New World State. How to 

explain the oddity of being given a history lesson when history has 

been officially abolished? Well, aside from reasons of novelistic ne- 

cessity, perhaps it is because, even after history has ended, the way 

of the world still remains much as it always has been, so that rul- 

ers—especially when they are as powerful as Mond—can break the 

rules even when they have been promulgated by Our Ford himself. 

History, so Mond informs us, has become such bunk in the fu- 

ture that it has ceased to exist altogether. No books published pri- 

68 
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or to AF 150 (or, in our terms, 2058 AD) have been allowed to sur- 

vive—outside of Mond’s secret booksafe, that is. The museums, 
almost as if following Marinetti’s directive, have been blown up, the 
museum-goers have been massacred, and, of course, history is no 
longer taught in schools. But why make such a fuss about history? 
The chief reason, I think, is because for Huxley’s future rulers the 

past is dangerous, just as it is for the rulers of Orwell’s Oceania in 
Nineteen Eighty-Four. History reminds people that society was not al- 
ways. organized along the same lines as it now is, and that it ‘may 
even have once been based on quite different assumptions. Such a re- . 

alization will set people to thinking that their societies could also be 
subject to alteration, possibly through their own agency. The future 
world order (Huxley’s as much Orwell’s) abhors this thought and 

will do its utmost to stifle it. 

While history has ended for Huxley’s New World State pri- 

marily because of its awareness that historical consciousness ; may 
undermine its continuing stability, it has ended for seemingly 

quite different reasons for those of us who are living in developed, 

liberal-democratic societies at the turn of the third millennium. That 

is, it has ended for us, if we are to believe Francis Fukuyama’s)startling 

thesis, as put forward in his celebrated—or notorious—essay of 1989, 

“The End of History?” first published in the National Interest and lat- 

er expanded into a less tentatively titled book, The End of History and 

the Last Man (1992). According to Fukuyama, history has ended be- 

cause “liberal democracy may constitute the end point of mankind’s 

ideological « evolution” and the “final form of human | government.” 

For Fukuyama, this Hegelian notion holds true because history rep- 

resents a progressive elimination of internal social “contradictions” 

“false_consciousnesses,” ultimately culminating in the liberal- 

ae society briefly established by the 1789 French Revolu- 

tion, a society in which there are supposedly no contradictions and in 

which true consciousness has finally been made manifest.! 

1. In what follows, I do not wish to address the sometimes hotly debated ques- 

tion as to whether the ideas about history attributed by Fukuyama to Hegel are actu- 
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It was, of course, no accident that Fukuyama first formulated 

his controversial thesis exactly two hundred years after the outbreak 

of the revolution in France, for he was among the first to recognize 

that 1989 might be quite as epoch-making a date in world history as 

1789. With the impending fall of the Soviet Union and soon thereaf- 

ter with its actual collapse (a historical fact which may also account 

for the absence of the question mark in Fukuyama’s book-length 

version of his thesis), Fukuyama concluded that “the twin crises of 

authoritarianism and social planning have left only one competitor 

standing in the ring as an ideology of potentially universal validity: 

liberal democracy, the doctrine of individual freedom and popular 

sovereignty” (1992, 42). Not only, however, was it the only ideology 

left standing, it was also the only ideology left imaginable. Hence it 

had ceased, in Hegelian (as well as in Marxist) terms, to be merely 

an ideology and had become historical truth. “Today,” so Fukuyama 

confidently concludes, “we have trouble imagining a world that is 

radically better than our own, ora future that is not essentially dem- 

ocratic and capitalist . . . we cannot picture to ourselves a world that 

is essentially different from the present one, and at the same time bet- 

ter” (1992, 46).? 

ally Hegel’s, or Hegel's as interpreted by Alexandre Kojéve, or Hegel’s as interpreted 

by Kojéve and reinterpreted by Allan Bloom—or if they are merely Fukuyama’s own 

eccentric interpretation of all or some of the foregoing. At issue in this chapter is 

rather the question of whether and to what extent Fukuyama’s argument about the 

end of history and the last man (to whomever indebted) relates to Aldous Huxley’s 

New World State, as rendered in Brave New World. Readers should therefore take care 

not to read my references to Fukuyama’s Hegelian ideas as meaning that I believe 

they are “in fact” Hegelian. For specialist Hegelian reactions to Fukuyama, see the 

section on “The Myth of the End of History,” in The Hegel Myths and Legends (Stew- 
art 1996). 

2. This, of course, depends on who “we” are. While Fukuyama’s argument may 

be valid in the context of developed liberal democracies, its validity becomes more 

doubtful in other contexts. If, for example, as numerous commentators have pointed 

out, “we” happen to be Islamic fundamentalists or extreme nationalists, “we” are able 

to imagine quite different alternative worlds. In Fukuyama’s terms, however, Islamic 

exceptionalism (along with resurgent nationalism) is either retrograde or provincial— 

or both. It has virtually none of the universalist claim that characterizes liberal de- 

mocracy’ at the close of the twentieth century. It should also be noted that Fukuyama 
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Despite repeated attempts to do so, this extraordinary claim can- 

not be simply dismissed as the predictable fulminations of a some- 

time pupil of the Chicago-based conservative guru Allan Bloom, 

nor is it merely the result, as Paul Johnson suggests in a review of 

Fukuyama’s book, of the unfounded speculations of a naive believ- 

er in the “the absurd declaration” of a nineteenth-century German 

philosopher that history had ended, a philosopher who had, what is 

more, subsequently gone on to write a quantity of “clever and influ- 

ential nonsense” (1992, 51). Such counterclaims lose much of what- 

ever force they may have possessed, when other, more dispassion- 

ate and better-informed voices are taken into account, particularly 

when those voices belong to prominent left-wing intellectuals like 

Russell Jacoby. In his recent book The End of Utopia: Politics and Cul- 

ture in an Age of Apathy (1999), Jacoby argues that “Fukuyama stat- 

ed a verity that many refuse to acknowledge. Today socialists and 

leftists do not dream of a future qualitatively different from the 

present. To put it differently, radicalism no longer believes in itself” 

(10). 

Before going further, however, with our discussion of Fukuyama, 

we need to address a point of possible misunderstanding, namely, 

that for Fukuyama the word “history” does not mean what it usually 

means to most of us. History, for Fukuyama, it is essential to bear in 

mind, is not just the continuing flow of time and the social, econom- 

ic, and political events that take place within that flow. Fukuyama 

does not deny that such events will go on happening in the future or 

that, in this sense, history will never end. However, in the way that 

does not take into account a theory such as is expressed in James Burnham’s Manage- 

rial Revolution (1941), which maintains that the formal institutions of modern society, 

be they fascist, communist, or capitalist, are of little account. What really matters is 

that the managerial class (or Max Weber’s bureaucrats) holds the strings of power. 

Fundamentally, therefore, these outwardly dissimilar societies are inwardly the same. 

History ends, in other words, not as Hegel predicted, but as Kafka depicted. 

3. This is an insight that, as is apparent from Huxley’s epigraph to Brave New 

World, had occurred to other observers long before. In that epigraph, taken from 

Nicolai Berdyaev’s The End of Our Time (1927), the question is not how to achieve uto- 

pia but how to avoid it. 
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Fukuyama employs the word in The End of History and the Last Man, 

“history” has a very narrow Hegelian meaning that must not be con- 

fused with more general uses of the term. For Fukuyama, following 

Hegel, history begins with a primal struggle to the death between in- 

dividuals striving for mutual recognition. In this conflict, one of the 

parties, fearing that his life may be lost, yields to the other and there- 

by forfeits his freedom. This conflict between masters (or winners) 

and slaves (or losers) represents the beginning of history. The relation 

of master and slave is not an unchanging one, however, for in per- 

forming his enforced labor for the master, the slave over time gains 

consciousness of a sort which the master, in his unchallenged—and 

unrelieved—leisure, cannot match. As a consequence and reflection 

of this increased consciousness, the master/slave relation assumes 

a series of different and increasingly noncontradictory social forms. 

Given this more or less inevitable progression of social forms, history 

must one day culminate or “end” in a society which manifests no > SYs- 

temic contradictions, in . which, in other words, there will be no rem- 

nant of the original inequality between master and slave. That soci- 

ety, ‘for Hegel, |, was the liberal democracy proclaimed by the French 

Revolution. And so it is too for Fukuyama, though his preferred man- 

ifestation of liberal democracy is the American consumerist variant 

of the late twentieth century, to which he, however, adds some im- 

portant Nietzschean qualifications. More on these later.‘ 

In short, in Fukuyama’s view, liberal-democratic institutions plus 

consumer-capitalist economics 3 spell the end of history The master 

4. The notion that such a state of social harmony is desirable in and of itself re- 

ceives incisive criticism in J. L. Talmon’s The Rise of the Totalitarian Democracy (1952). 

There Talmon describes the task of the “social analyst” as resembling that of the psy- 

choanalyst, but on a collective rather than individual basis. His job is “to attack the 

human urge which calls totalitarian democracy into existence, namely the longing for 

a final resolution [the end of history?] of all contradictions and conflicts into a state 

of total harmony. It is a harsh, but nonetheless necessary task to drive home the truth 

that human society and human life can never reach a state of repose. That imagined 

repose is another name for the security offered by a prison, and the longing for it may 

in a sense be an expression of cowardice and laziness, of the inability to face the fact 

that life is a perpetual and never resolved crisis” (254-55). 
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and the slave have grown reconciled under the sign of the Big Yellow 
M. Reviewing in July 1999 his journalist friend Thomas Friedman’s 
book, The Lexus and the Olive Tree, Fukuyama agrees with that book’s 

consumerist conclusions, which he finds “particularly satisfying for 
me because it confirms, vividly and in rich detail, the truth that we 

have indeed reached the end of history: the ambassador from Mc- 
Donald’s is more highly regarded than the ambassador from the U.S.” 
(Fukuyama 1999a, 54). Or, as he puts it less personally, and more so- 

berly, in The End of History and the Last Man, “while not every country 
is capable of becoming a consumer society in the near future, there 
is hardly a society in the world that does not embrace the goal itself” 

(126). Despite appearances to the contrary, Fukuyama is, of course, 

not simply a follower and endorser of Hegel’s quasi-mythological 

account of the origins of history. For him, Hegel—and along with 

Hegel, the elaborations of Hegelian doctrine by the Russo-French 

philosopher Alexandre Kojéve—simply provides a convenient (and 

coherent) structure on which to hang his own analysis of social devel- 

opment at the end of the second millennium. 

Two aspects of this analysis are particularly significant. The first 

concerns a fundamental redefinition of f human nature. According to 

Fukuyama, both capitalist and Marxist historians are wrong in as- 

suming that there is only one primary motive force in human psy- 

chology and therefore in history, namely, the economic impulse. For 

Fukuyama, homo economicus alone is inadequate as an explanation 

of how humans behave and history develops. To homo economicus he 

therefore adds homo thymoticus, the human being who (as in Hegel’s 

parable) strives for recognition of his essential status as a free hu- 

man being. The thymotic motive, for Fukuyama, explains human 

actions in history in a way that the simple pursuit of wealth or se- 

curity (i.e., greed) cannot. Hegel’s account of human and historical 

development is therefore superior to those of Hobbes and Locke, 

or even Marx. “Revolutionary situations cannot occur,” Fukuyama 

argues persuasively, “unless at least some people are willing to risk 
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their lives and their comfort for a cause. The courage to do so can- 

not arise out of the desiring part of the soul, but must come from 

the thymotic part. The man of desire, Economic Man, the true bour- _ 

geois, will perform an internal ‘cost-benefit analysis’ which will al- 

ways give him a reason for working ‘within the system.’ It is only 

thymotic man, the man of anger who is jealous of his own dignity 

and the dignity of his fellow citizens’—and here Fukuyama alludes 

to another crucial event of the late 1980s—“who is willing to walk in 

front of a tank or confront a line of soldiers” (1992, 180).* 

The other innovative element of Fukuyama’s argument is his 

contention that the unilateral and irreversible progress of the accu- 

mulation of scientific (and technological) knowledge implies a con- 

comitant and equally irreversible progression in the historical devel- 

opment of social organizations. Indeed, in his view, science is not 

merely a model for social development but an irresistible force that 

compels societies to reorganize themselves in order to maximize 

technological development. It is this unilateral, irreversible progres- 

sion of scientific and technological development that ultimately con- 

firms Hegel’s thesis about the unilateral, irreversible, progressive 

movement of history. “Technology,” according to Fukuyama, “pro- 

vides a uniform horizon of production possibilities at any given level 

of scientific knowledge, and forces all societies employing technolo- 

gy to organize themselves in certain ways” (1989, 244). An important 

consequence flows from this insight, the full implications of which 

Fukuyama himself would, however, only realize several years later, 

namely, that “if our lives and our forms of social organization are 

governed by the inner logic of the development of science, we can- 

not know with finality what social arrangements will be dictated by a 

given level of scientific knowledge in the future” (1989, 247). 

One important consequence of the end of history, however, Fu- 

5. For Huxley, too, man is not to be simply equated with economic man. As he 

says in Do What You Will, “nothing could be more chimerical than the notion that 

man is the same thing as the Economic Man and that the problems of life, Man’s life, 

can be solved by any merely economic arrangement” (224). 
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kuyama was fully aware of from near the beginning of his revival 
of Hegelian historiography, namely, that the end of history would 
also bring with it the end of humanity. The end of history, in in other 
words, heralds the arrival of the Last Man as foretold by Friedrich 
Nietzsche’s Zarathustra in the Prologue to Nietzsche’s great prose 
poem Also Sprach Zarathustra (Thus Spake Zarathustra). “‘Alas,” 
Zarathustra says to the uncomprehending masses, “‘the time of the 
most despicable man is coming, he that is no longer able to despise 
himself. Behold, I show you the last man. . . .. ‘We have invented hap- 

piness,’ say the last men, and they blink. They have left the regions 

where it was hard to live, for one needs warmth. One still loves one’s 

neighbor and rubs against him, for one needs warmth. . . . No shep- 
herd and one herd! Everybody wants the same, everybody is the 

same: whoever feels different goes voluntarily into a madhouse.” 

And what do the masses reply to Zarathustra’s warning about the 

impending end of humanity? “Give us this last man, O Zarathus- 

tra,’ they shouted. “Turn us into these last men!” (Nietzsche 1971, 

129-30). 

Fukuyama realizes full well that in announcing the end of his- 

tory, he has, like Zarathustra, though a good deal less dithyrhambi- 

cally, also announced the arrival of the last man. This last man is, in 

just about all respects, identical with the typical American consumer 

of the close of the twentieth century. “The end of history,” he says 

in the final paragraph of his original essay, “will be a very sad time. 

The struggle for recognition, the willingness to risk one’s own life 

for a purely abstract goal, the worldwide ideological struggle that 

called forth daring, courage, imagination, and idealism, will be re- 

placed by economic calculation, the endless solving of technical 

problems, environmental concerns, and the satisfaction of sophisti- 

cated consumer demands. In the post-historical period there will be — 

neither art nor philosophy, just the perpetual caretaking of the mu- 

seum of human history.” Viewing this melancholy and seemingly 

utterly monotonous prospect, Fukuyama himself draws back and, 

as it were, blinks. Perhaps, he thinks, history will not end after all; 
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perhaps “this very prospect of centuries of boredom at the end of 

history will serve to get history started again” (1989, 18). 

Huxley’s First and Last Men 

In Aldous Huxley’s dystopian New World State of AF 632, the 

last man has triumphed and happiness reigns supreme in a techno- 

logically sophisticated consumer society that, while clearly based on 

that of the United States in the twentieth century, allows no room 

for boredom and therefore precludes all possibility of a resumption 

of history. Huxley’s future society, however, is is anything but a liberal 

democracy. In fact, in Huxley’s future world state liberal democracy 

‘is just as d dead as history, for the simple reason that liberal democracy 

does not remove the deep sources of continuing conflict i in the way 

that Hegel (and Fukuyama) had assumed. On the contrary, as we 

learn implicitly from Mustapha Mond, in the post—twentieth centu- 

ry era liberal democracies not only engaged in deadly international 

wars, they also fought devastating civil wars, a situation which in 

the long run became intolerable.° The true source of these conflicts 

lay, however, not so much in faulty social organization as in a funda- 

mental misapprehension about what human beings were really like. 

The external social and collective conflict was in reality only a re- 

flection of the internal, individual conflict. The final contradictions 

were in humanity itself, not in the way human beings organized 

themselves socially. The faults of the latter simply followed inevita- 

bly from the flaws in the former. To resolve that final inner contra- 

diction, therefore, there had first to be a final inner revolution, one 

that would alter the human condition by altering humanity itself. 

That final revolution would bring with it the birth of the last man, 

6. Here Huxley differs from Fukuyama, who cites “a substantial body of litera- 

ture noting the fact that there have been few, if any, instances of one liberal democ- 

racy going to war with another” (1992, 262). As Fukuyama is aware, much of the 

force of this argument depends on how (and how narrowly) “liberal democracy” is 
defined. 
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but not as Nietzsche—or Fukuyama, for that matter—had foretold 
or envisioned it but in sterilized bottles moving silently along vast 
assembly lines in human embryo factories thirty-four stories high. 

Still, though the political constitution of the New World State ap- 
pears to have little to do with liberal democracy—if anything, it re- 
sembles an ecclesiastical model, governed by a self-selected and self- 
perpetuating council of bishops (the ten World Controllers)—it does, 
like Hegel's final state, quite consciously derive in important ways 
from the French Revolution. The motto of the New World State— 
COMMUNITY, IDENTITY, STABILITY—deliberately, and ironically, 

evokes the motto of the first French Republic (“Liberty, Equality, Fra- 
ternity’).’” Indeed the very notion of a World State is linked to the ex- 
pansionist and universalist French oe for which Hegel uses 

the term “universal homogeneous stat state.” 

For Huxley, however, as we have seen, the end of history does not 

really begin to happen, as it famously did for Hegel in 1806, when he 

saw Napoleon astride his horse after the great victory of the French 

armies at Jena. For Huxley, the French Revolution was merely the 

first and most superficial of a series of three revolutions that were to 

radically alter human history before conclusively ending it. The first 

revolution was a ] political revolution which Huxley explicitly identi- 

fies in his 1947 preface to Brave New World with Robespierre’s role in 

establishing an egalitarian liberal democracy. More important in the 

long run than Robespierre, however, is Francois Babeuf, because Ba- 

beuf, despite his failures in the short term, adumbrated the next rev- 

olutionary stage, the economic revolution, which, though Huxley 

does not discuss it in any detail, radically altered social conditions in 

7. In Jesting Pilate (1926) Huxley had already suggested that the motto of the 

French Revolution needed to be adjusted to contemporary circumstances: “Now that 

liberty is out of date, equality an exploded notion and fraternity a proven impossi- 

bility, republics should change their mottoes. Intelligence, Sterility, Insolvency: that 

would do for contemporary France. But not for America . . . what I should write un- 

der America’s flapping eagle would be: Vitality, Prosperity, Modernity” (1957a, 280). 

Huxley goes on to define “Modernity” as “the freedom, in a word, from history” 
(281). 
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the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The third or “final” or “re- 

ally revolutionary” revolution, however, the revolution that brings 

history to a close and creates the New World State, only occurs sev- 

eral centuries later. Significantly, it is a revolution inspired much less 

by Rousseau and Robespierre than by Freud, William Sheldon, and 

Pavlov. It is only this third or final revolution—“achieved,” as Huxley 

explicitly says, “not in the external world, but in the souls and flesh 

of human beings”—that has managed to resolve the last “contradic- 

tions” in the social order (xi—xii): 

The continuity of the aims of the New World State with those of 

the French Revolution—but even more important, its differences— 

are signaled by the triple motto of Huxley’s World State. Instead of 

liberty, there is community—that is, the sense of being part of a so- 

cial collective rather than an independent, free-standing individual. 

This reflects a policy on the part of the New World State that has far 

more in common with the anti-individualist outlook of communism 

and fascism than it does with liberal democracy. Instead of equal- 

ity, there is identity, but identity not in the liberal humanist sense of 

developing a notion of who one really is as an individual but rather 

in the sense of being as much like other members of the society as 

possible. This kind of identity is established in the New World State 

in two ways: primarily through bioengineering (especially cloning) 

for the three “slave” castes (gamma, delta, and epsilon), and second- 

arily for the most part through behaviorist conditioning for the two 

remaining “master” castes, alpha and beta. Finally and most impor- 

tant, the New World State insists on stability rather than fraternity, 

for only if the social organism is stable can it guarantee any kind of 

well-being for its citizens. “Stability,” as Mustapha Mond insists, “sta- 

bility. The primal and the ultimate need” (42). It is to ensure stability 

that the third revolution has been carried out. It is to ensure stability 

that there are innumerable entertaining but trivial 1 ways 0 of spend- 

ing one’s money—such as Obstacle Golf and the Feelies—but virtu- 

ally no serious ones. It is to ensure stability that there is enjoined an 

unrestricted sexual promiscuity. It is to ensure stability that there is 
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bioengineering and hypnopedia and conditioning. It is to ensure sta- 
bility that the World State has divided its citizenry into castes rather 
than classes, so that there will be no class conflict—as well as, per- 
haps, to satisfy the thymotic urges s of all but the lowest of the low, 
the epsilon semi-morons. It is to ensure stability, finally, that there is 
soma, a drug with few side effects which transports its users into a 
happy neverland whenever reality threatens to impinge on them. 

But then, in the New World State, reality rarely does. For here 

even the uncloned alphas and betas are conditioned to avoid any 
kind of strong feeling or independent thought. They can hardly help 
but conform to Our Freud’s injunction never to delay a possible grat- 
ification, but have to live their adult lives in the mental equivalent of 

the bottle in which they were conceived and nurtured. Any sign of 
potentially adult behavior is strongly censured. As the CEO of the 
baby-producing factory angrily tells one of his nonconforming man- 
agers, “My workers must be above suspicion, particularly those of 
the highest castes. Alphas are conditioned that they do not have to be 
infantile in their emotional behavior. But it is all the more reason for 
their making a special effort to conform. It is their duty to be infan- 

tile, even against their inclination” (98). 

Into this future world of posthistory irrupts John Savage, a de- 

voted reader of Shakespeare and the sometime inhabitant of a world 

of prehistory. He is a Zarathustra-like figure, come down from the 

lofty isolation of his New Mexico reservation to a live a brief and 

violently unhappy existence among those last men of the future 

whom he had tragically mistaken at first sight for real men like him- 

self. It is in the great dialogue between John and Mustapha Mond 

near the end of the book—a dialogue reminiscent of the encoun- 

ter between the Grand Inquisitor and Christ in The Brothers Karam- 

azov—that the contrast between the values of the world within his- 

8. Huxley’s choice of name for this drug is profoundly ironic. As he points out 

in Brave New World Revisited, “the original soma . . . was an unknown plant (possibly 

Asclepias acida) used by the ancient Aryan invaders of India in one of the most solemn 
of their religious rites” (68). 
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tory are most dramatically, and truthfully, contrasted with those of 

the world that has passed out of history. Like the masterful, thymot- 

ic man he is, John asks Mond if he does not agree that living danger- 

ously is something that humans need. Surprisingly, Mond hastens 

to agree. Indeed humans need danger, he says—or at any rate, they 

need the biochemical equivalent of danger, they need to have “their 

adrenals stimulated from time to time.” This is the reason why the 

New World State provides for regular V.PS. treatments, the abbrevi- 

ation standing for “Violent Passion Surrogate.” Regularly, once every 

month, Mond tells John, “[w]e flood the whole system with adrena- 

lin. It’s the complete psychological equivalent of fear and rage. All 

the tonic effects of murdering Desdemona and being murdered by 

Othello, without any of the inconveniences.” 

To John’s reply that he wants those inconveniences, that he wants 

God, poetry, real danger, and freedom, that he wants goodness and 

even sin, Mond says, ironically echoing the great founding document 

of our American liberal democracy, “in fact ... you’re claiming the 

right to be unhappy.” That right, the right of the man still within his- 

tory, also entails, however, as Mond goes on to point out in graphic 

detail, “the right to grow old and ugly and impotent; the right to have 

syphilis and cancer; the right to have too little to eat; the right to be 

lousy; the right to live in constant apprehension of what may happen 

tomorrow; the right to catch typhoid; the right to be tortured by un- 

speakable pains of every kind.” 

To which, after a long silence, John replies: “I claim them all” 

(247). 

Marcuse’s Happy Consciousness 

Fukuyama does not mention Huxley or Brave New World in either 

the initial essay or in the later book-length version of his argument. 

Just why he should omit him is unclear. (He does, however, mention 

Huxley and Brave New World, though only in passing, in subsequent 

remarks about the then current state of the debate about the end of 
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history.) It may be that | Huxley's dystopia was not sufficiently “social 
scientific” for him to be given serious consideration in venues and 
for audiences that were primarily concerned with profound politi- 
cal and economic issues, rather than with what might be thought of 
as marginally cultural or even frivolous literary matters. But, if so, 

why then the prominence given Nietzsche, who may hardly be said 
to enjoy great respect, or even acquaintance, among social and po- 

litical scientists? Or is it merely because Nietzsche is currently more 
fashionable among intellectuals of the right (and even the left) than 
Huxley?’ Or could it be that a philosopher, even one who went mad, 
is nevertheless preferable to a novelist who notoriously took drugs? 
ore The answer may “simply” and quite unconsciously be that 

the hard sciences and and the h humanities, 2 as ec P. Snow once postulated, 

but also and almost as deeply (with occasional exceptions like Ni- 
etzsche) between the soft sciences and the humanities. It is certainly 
true, as I can vouch from personal « experience, of the sharp dividing 
lines drawn at my own university, where humanists who wish to be 

taken seriously by their softly scientific colleagues had better learn 
to speak their language."® If, as Max Weber suggests, the “last men” 

‘ 

are those who locate their identities in their specialized professional 
functions, then the American university, as currently constituted, is 

arguably in the vanguard of such ultimate humanity (Hennies 1988, 

153). 

9. It may be significant that Nietzsche is not mentioned by name in the original 

National Interest essay, whereas he is featured (or alluded to, at least) in the title of the 

later book version. The difference may be due to Nietzsche’s having been specifically 

brought into the discussion by Allan Bloom in his response to Fukuyama’s original 

essay, published in the same issue of the National Interest. There, after pointing out 

that Kojéve’s analysis of the human situation at the end of history was closer to Ni- 

etzsche’s pessimism than to Hegel’s optimism, Bloom goes on to argue that “if, as Ni- 

etzsche believed, the ‘last man’ is the ultimate product of reason, then reason is bad 

and we must look more closely to unreason for hope of salvation. God is dead and we 

need new gods. The consequences of this analysis are earth-shaking, and this is the 

thought of the most modern modernity” (Bloom 1989, 21). 

10. See my article “Comparative Literature and Cultural Illiterates” (Firchow 
1987). 
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What is surprising, however, about The End of History (that is, 

both the essay and the book) is the omission of Herbert Marcuse, 

whose One-Dimensional Man was a classic of the 1960s and antici- 

pates, in many ways, the specific concerns as well as some of the 

conclusions of Fukuyama’s work. (And, of course, it also echoes, 

though again without explicitly acknowledging it, Huxley’s Brave 

New World.) Like Fukuyama too, Marcuse is profoundly influenced 

by Hegel (as well as, of course, by Marx), whose thought is recur- 

rently invoked in One-Dimensional Man. Indeed, Marcuse had devot- 

ed the whole of an earlier book, Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the 

Rise of Social Theory (1941) to the impact of Hegel’s philosophy on 

the modern state.'! In that book, addressing specifically the Hege- 

lian idea of the end of history, he both agrees and strongly disagrees 

with Hegel’s conclusions. “There is a stark truth,” he writes, “in 

Hegel’s strangely certain announcement that history has reached its 

end. But it announces the funeral of a class, not of history. At the 

close of the book [Philosophy of Right], Hegel writes, after a descrip- 

tion of the Restoration, “This is the point which consciousness has 

attained.’ This hardly sounds like an end. Consciousness is historical 

consciousness” (227). In other words, Hegel’s chief error, according 

to Marcuse, was that he identified absolute consciousness with bour- 

geois consciousness. It took Marx to set him straight about the true 

nature of historical consciousness and to set forth the necessary con- 

ditions under which history would finally end. 

While still profoundly influenced by Hegel and Marx, One- 

Dimensional Man is not a work of philosophical or intellectual his- 

tory but consists rather of a critical analysis, as the title implies, of 

the sorry condition of contemporary humanity, especially in the 

United States. It seeks to determine the degree to which postmod- 

ern Americans have become dehumanized by the establishment of 

a consumer society and hoodwinked by the proliferation of its con- 

11. This work is also not mentioned by Fukuyama. 
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comitant false needs. “The products indoctrinate and manipulate,” 
Marcuse argues, “they promote a false consciousness which is im- 
mune against its falsehood. And as these beneficial products become 
available to more individuals in more social classes, the indoctrina- 

tion they carry ceases to be publicity; it becomes a way of life. It is a 
good way of life—much better than before—and as a good way of 
life it militates against qualitative change. Thus emerges a pattern of 
one-dimensional thought and behavior in which ideas, aspirations, and 
objectives that, by their content, transcend the established universe 
of discourse and action are either repelled or reduced to terms of 
this universe” (1972, 24). 

Like Fukuyama, Marcuse views the modern fusion of demo- 
cratic institutions, consumer capitalism, and technological innova- 
tion as so potent as to be virtually irr irresistible. In combination these 
elements produce a stable society in which any kind of meaningful 
social | change or development is is improbable and perhaps even im- 
possible. It is this fact of the “containment of social change” that 

Marcuse sees as “perhaps the most singular achievement of ad- 

vanced industrial society” (11). But what is “singular” is, of course, 

not necessarily good. On the contrary, the absence of social change 

(or, better, of social development) in the postmodern world is, in 

Marcuse’s view, utterly deplorable. Just because a gullible citizenry 

has been seduced or hoodwinked into accepting and even endors- 

ing consumerist ideals and institutions does not make them any 

“less irrational and less reprehensible.” Such apparently willing ac- 

ceptance on the part of a brainwashed population does not—and 

here Marcuse is very adamant—invalidate the distinction between 

“true and false consciousness” (12). Nor does such acceptance mean 

that the innate contradictions of a faulty social organization have 

disappeared. They have merely been covered up so artfully and suc- 

cessfully that they are no longer perceived as contradictions. Just t be- 

cause the masters are now elected to office rather than imposed by 

force as formerly, does not mean, Marcuse concludes ironically, that 
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the distinction between masters and slaves has been abolished (21).’ 

The real problem with postmodern society for Marcuse, as for 

Huxley, is that its foundations are ultimately more psychological 

than social, It is the individual and collective consciousness of this 

society that needs to be changed if meaningful social progress is to 

be achieved, but, even though that consciousness is demonstrably 

false, it is so deeply entrenched that there appears to be no discern- 

ible way to alter it. Thus, in a profoundly ironic and even paradoxical 

manner, Hegel’s famous contention that history is the progressive 

realization of consciousness is here both endorsed and denied. For, 

if, as Marcuse observes, “[a]ll liberation depends on the conscious- 

ness of servitude,” then in a society where such consciousness of 

servitude is permanently stifled, there can be no liberation (20). The 

end of history has thus been reached, but in a way not anticipated 

by either Hegel or his Marxist followers, including the younger Mar- 

cuse. 

Though Marcuse never mentions him by name, it is clear that 

Nietzsche’s condemnation of the last man in Also Sprach Zarathus- 

tra plays an important role in his conception of postmodern soci- 

ety. (And, as we shall see, behind Nietzsche, Huxley as well, who is 

also not mentioned by name.) This Nietzschean influence is particu- 

larly apparent in Marcuse’s description of what he calls the “Happy 

Consciousness.” Because of the postmodern society’s proven ability 

to absorb and co-opt all opposition—in politics, culture, and even in 

the “instinctual sphere” (i.e., sexual behavior)—“the mental organs 

for grasping the contradictions and the alternatives” have become 

atrophied and, as a result, the Happy Consciousness has triumphed 

(74). This Happy Consciousness is defined (in Marcuse’s curious 

mixture of | Hegelian terminology and hip-speak) as “the belief that 

the real is rational and the system delivers the goods” (78). It is a 

consciousness which knows no limits, arranging as it does “games 

12. Elsewhere in the book, however, Marcuse claims that postmodern society has 

abolished the distinction between master and slave by the simple expedient of mak- 

ing both slaves (40). Consistency is not a notable feature of Marcuse’s argument. 
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with death and disfiguration in which fun, team work, and strate- 
gic importance mix in rewarding social harmony” (75). Life is lived 
as a means rather than as an end, and people exist as instruments 
or things rather than as fully aware human beings. “This is the pure 
form of servitude,” Marcuse observes: “to exist as an instrument, as 
a thing” (40). History—the past—has been abolished, as it will also 
be in Huxley’s New World State, or is at any rate much discouraged, 
for “[r]lemembrance of the past may give rise to dangerous insights, 
and the established society seems to be apprehensive of the subver- 
sive contents of memory” (88). In a passage that might almost be 
lifted from the concluding debate between John Savage and Musta- 
pha Mond in Brave New World, Marcuse contends that, although the 
“romantic pre-technical world was permeated with misery, toil, and 
filth, and these in turn were the background of all pleasure and joy,” 
nevertheless “there was a ‘landscape,’ a medium of libidinal experi- 
ence which no longer exists” (69). Now, at the end of history, there 
is instead only a profoundly false Happy Consciousness enjoyed by a 
profoundly despicable herd of one-dimensional Last Men. 

Fukuyama and Marcuse: Hegel or Nietzsche? 

Neither Fukuyama nor Marcuse, as we have seen, cites the prec- 

edent of Huxley’s Brave New World in developing their arguments 

about the present state of capitalist, consumerist, technologically ad- 

vanced liberal-democratic society, especially in its American manifes- 

tation. Though their political origins and convictions are, on the sur- 

face at least, very different, with Fukuyama an avowed conservative 

and Marcuse a celebrated radical Marxist of the Frankfurt School, 

both arrive at surprisingly similar conclusions when it comes to pre- 

dicting the immediate—and even the long-term—prospects for man- 

kind. Though they employ somewhat different means to get there, 

both manage to arrive at what looks like the same end of history, a 

destination which dismays and even horrifies them. History, for both 

(and especially for Marcuse), comes to an end not with a bang or 
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even a whimper, but with a squeal of porcine bliss uttered by a mass 

of consumers metamorphosed by the Circe of modern capitalist 

technology and wholly unconscious of their lost humanity. 

Despite their divergent starting points, then, for both Fukuyama 

and Marcuse history ends in much the same way. Is this because 

both are Hegelians, albeit Hegelians of the Right and of the Left? 

Or is it because both, faced with having to explain the indisputable 

and unrivaled success, as well as the apparent stability, of American 

society in the latter half of the twentieth century, concluded that 

the facts of American consumerism do not confirm Hegel’s analy- 

sis of historical development but rather Nietzsche’s prophecy of the 

last man, who ho prefers the Happy Consciousness to real intellectual 

and spiritual awareness? The surprising answer would seem to be 

the latter. Nietzsche, so far as both Fukuyama and Marcuse are con- 

cerned, sees further—and deeper—than Hegel. Indeed, for Marcuse 

there is no real prospect of humanity’s ever being able to find an 

exit from the present dead end of history, with its ingrained false or 

“happy” consciousness, in order to re-enter the real march of his- 

tory and thereby reach its true (Marxist) climax. All Marcuse holds 

out for us is the vague and rather uncertain hope that a kind of neo- 

Marxist Lumpenproletariat (Marcuse does not use the word) or what 

he calls “the substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploit- 

ed and persecuted of other races and other colors, the unemployed 

and the unemployable,” will rise up and protest (peacefully!) “for the 

most primitive civil rights” while heroically facing “dogs, stones, and 

bombs, jail, concentration camps, even death.” In this way, Marcuse 

concludes, the people of the substratum—here the sometime Cali- 

fornian Marcuse was probably identifying the “substratum” with the 

San Francisco Beats, hippies, and hobos of the late fifties and early 

sixties—may be the harbingers of a new world: “The fact that they 

start refusing to play the game may be the fact which marks the be- 

ginning of the end of a period” (256-57). In the subsequent anti— 

Vietnam War protests and especially in the great student uprising 

of 1968, Marcuse must have briefly seen his hopes for the potential 
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overthrow of the existing system confirmed. But it was not to be, as 
he seems to have known all along. For Marcuse, the hope of an ac- 
tual resumption of history was really just a matter of whistling in 
the dark. 

Not so, however, for Fukuyama—or at least not in the long run. 

In the first version of his argument, the end of history is—or rather 
“will be,” for despite having asserted that we have already reached 
the end of history, the “real” end is apparently yet to come—the end 
of history will be a “very sad time,” a time which will be not only 
posthistorical but also Iso posthuman. Though the end of history will eee 
bring with it stable happiness and universal contentment, it will also 
entail the end of artistic endeavor and philosophical speculation.” 
That is why, though he acknowledges the ‘ ‘inevitability of such a fu- 
ture,” he also feels in himself (and perceives in others) “ a powerful 
nostalgia for the time when en history existed.” Therefore, rather than 
ee a ae 

face “centuries of boredom at the end of history,” he hopes that the 
very idea of such a soporific fate will impel (if not compel) people 

and nations to make a very un-Hegelian return to history. Like Ten- 
nyson before him, but less certainly and much less heroically, a sud- 

denly adventurous Fukuyama does not wish 
‘ 

to herd with narrow foreheads, vacant of our glorious gains, 

Like a beast with lower pleasures, like a beast with lower pains! 

Not in vain the distance beacons. Forward, forward let us range, 

Let the great world spin forever down the ringing grooves of 

change. ‘ 

13. This gloomy prospect is, as Bloom points out, belied by Kojéve’s belief that 

the end of history would bring with it “the possibility of unconstrained philosophiz- 

ing’ as well as “the moral recognition of all human beings as ends in themselves.” At 

the same time, however, Bloom acknowledges that Fukuyama’s pessimism is ground- 

ed in Kojéve’s later writings, where “there is much to suggest that he began to believe 

that we are witnessing the ultimate trivialization of man and his re-entry into the 

merely animal order” (Bloom 1989, 20-21). Fukuyama specifically addresses Kojéve’s 

thoughts about humanity at the end of history in the book-length version of his argu- 
ment (1992, 310-11). 
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Through the shadow of the globe we sweep into the younger day; 

Better fifty years of Europe than a cycle of Cathay.’* 

(Tennyson 1955, 49) 

Seeing Further: Huxley’s Dystopian Prophecies 

In the conclusion to the 1992 version of The End of History and 

the Last Man, Fukuyama provides a fuller account of how and why 

humanity may return to history after having left it. As in his earlier 

speculations, however, the primary motive force will still be a kind of 

boredom, a refusal on the part of a relatively few individuals to live 

in a world of animal contentment.” Impelled by their powerful need 

for real, rather than merely surrogate or metaphoric, recognition, 

they will insist on “proving themselves by that very act that constitut- 

ed their humanness at the very beginning of history: they will want 

to risk their lives in a violent battle, and thereby prove beyond any 

shadow of a doubt to themselves and their fellows that they are free. 

They will deliberately seek discomfort and sacrifice because the pain _ 

will be the only way they have of proving definitively that they can 

think well of themselves, that they remain human beings” (329). What 

Fukuyama says here about the likely end of the end of history is, of 

course (as all readers of Huxley’s Brave New World will immediately 

recognize), precisely what happens when John Savage and his friend 

Helmholtz Watson confront an enraged mass of drug-deprived Del- 

tas in order to free them from what John is convinced is their slavery: 

14, The “younger day” has overtones both of historically “younger” nations, 

such as England, and what in German is referred to as “der jiingste Tag” (i.e., the Last 

Judgment), signifying the end of history in Christian eschatology. Cathay refers to 

China, which was once mistakenly thought to have enjoyed more than two millennia 

of social stability and peace. 

15. For Arnold Toynbee, too, the real problem at the end of history is how to 

keep people from being bored to death. In the conclusion to A Study of History, he 

writes that if “we could imagine a World Society in which Mankind had first rid it- 

self of war and class-conflict and had gone on to solve the population problem, we 

might surmise that mankind’s next problem would be the role of leisure in this life of 

a mechanized society” (1957, 345). 
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“Free, free!” the Savage shouted, and with one hand continued to 
throw the soma into the area while, with the other, he punched the 
indistinguishable faces of his assailants. “Free!” And suddenly there 
was Helmholtz at his side—“Good old Helmholtz!”—also punch- 
ing—"Men at last!”—and in the interval also throwing the poi- 
son out by handfuls through the open window. “Yes, men, men!” 

and there was no more poison left. He picked up the cash-box and 
showed them its black emptiness. “You're free!” (219) 

John is, of course, quite wrong about freeing the Deltas or about 
having restored them to humanity. Their bioengineering and deep- 
seated conditioning have made such a restoration impossible. But he 
is right—more right perhaps than he knows himself at this stage— 
that he has freed himself by his act of thymotic violence, by his will- 
ingness to risk his life in the cause of freedom, and that, in doing 
so, both he and Helmholtz have themselves become free, and have 

turned not into Last Men but into “Men at last!”"* “To live human- 

16. Whether Huxley is consciously alluding to Nietzsche’s Last Man here, or 
elsewhere in Brave New World, is unclear. That he was aware of Nietzsche and had 
read some of his work at least by 1927 is apparent from a letter, written in January of 
that year, to his friend Robert Nichols. There he tells of reading a number of biogra- 
phies, including one about Nietzsche by M. A. Miigge (1969, 282). One of the sections 
of Miigge’s book contains excerpts from Nietzsche’s writings, including the relevant 
“Last Man” passage from Also Sprach Zarathustra (192-93). Huxley’s conception of Ni- 
etzsche may also have been influenced by his friendship with D. H. Lawrence, which 
was particularly close at this time. Lawrence was instrumental in helping to soften 
the largely negative attitudes toward Nietzsche in Britain, attitudes which had been 

primarily shaped by the massive propaganda onslaught during World War I, in which 

Nietzsche (along with Hegel and other German philosophers, particularly Fichte) was 

blamed for the war. A passage like the following about the baleful effects of democ- 

racy, taken from Huxley’s most Lawrentian book, Do What You Will (1929), suggests 

at least an indirect influence of Nietzsche: “the complete practical realization of the 

democratic ideal . . . would mean, almost inevitably, the apotheosis of the lowest hu- 

man values and the rule, spiritual and material, of the worst men” (224). Nietzsche’s 

thinking may also be behind John Savage’s (and the Zufii Reservation’s) preference 

for pain over pleasure. In the essay on Swift in Do What You Will, Huxley notes that 

“Nietzsche advised men to be cruel to themselves, not because asceticism was pleas- 

ing to some hypothetical god, but because it was a good spiritual exercise, because it 

wound up the will and enhanced the sense of power and of conscious, voluntary life” 

(97). Finally, of course, at the very close of the novel when John encounters Lenina 

for the last time, he literally heeds Zarathustra’s notorious advice: “Gehst du zum 
Weibe, vergiss die Peitsche nicht.” 
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ly” means, as Joseph Wood Krutch maintains, “to live dangerously” 

(1956, 31). 
In the end, then, it is Huxley who sees furthest—further than 

Marcuse, further than Fukuyama, and further even than Nietzsche— 

and deeper too. He sees that by putting his faith in the marginalized 

people of the “substratum,” Marcuse is really harking back to Or- 

well’s “Last Man in Europe,” Winston Smith, who had pinned his fu- 

tile and pathetic hopes on the “proles” in Nineteen Eighty-Four. There 

is, as Huxley realizes, no salvation to be expected from that quarter. 

He also sees what Fukuyama sees, “namely, that the teal real danger to 

the established society of Last Men is a society (even a very small so- 

ciety) of ) of determined and courageous First Men. The real danger to 

that society lies in risk-taking primitive man, thymotic man, the man 

whom Huxley fittingly names “the Savage.” It is only when the wild 

confronts the tame—or when, as in the case of Helmholtz Watson 

‘(and to a lesser degree, Bernard Marx) the tame reverts to a state ap- 

proximating wildness—that the New World State is endangered. But 

Huxley also sees further than Fukuyama because he sees that, even 

when challenged by wild thymotic men, the New World State will 

always succeed in overcoming that threat by means of either exil- 

ing nonconformists or consigning them to the lethal chamber. Hux- 

ley knows what Fukuyama is afraid to admit, namely, that once you 

have left history, there is no going back to it—or at least not : for long, 

and not for more than a few heroic individuals. 

Huxley also sees what Fukuyama only saw several years after he 

had first proposed his seemingly controversial thesis that history was 

drawing to an end in the America of the late twentieth century. For 

Huxley sees that it is ultimately innovations | in modern science or 

technology (that is, in applied science, especially in the fields of biol- 

ogy, psychology, and pharmacology) that will both force changes in 

social organization and, paradoxically, also keep such changes from 

being made. Huxley actually anticipates Fukuyama’s reasons fo: for re- 

pudiating his own thesis about the end of history. Specifically, he an- 

ticipates (and refutes) Fukuyama’s 1999 revisionary conclusion that 
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the argument which he had earlier used “to demonstrate that His- 
tory is directional, progressive and that it culminates in the modern 
liberal state, is fundamentally flawed. . . . History cannot come to an 
end as long as modern natural science has no end; and we are on the 

brink of new developments in science that will, in essence, abolish 

what Alexandre Kojeéve called ‘mankind as such” (1999b, 17).!” 

Fukuyama’s argument assumes an even more specifically Hux- 
leyan dimension when he goes on to state that the “most radical 
outcome of ongoing research in biotechnology is its potential for 
changing human nature itself,” and that by this means science will 

in future be able to “accomplish what the radical ideologies of the 
past, with their unbelievably crude techniques, were unable to ac- 
complish: to bring about a new type « of human being” (1999b, 28). 

In Huxley’s New World State this transformation has already taken 
place, in primarily biological terms for the three lower castes, psycho- 
pharmacologically for the two higher ones. In Huxley’s New World, 

17. What Fukuyama does not acknowledge at this point in his essay, howev- 
er, is that this argument is in itself fundamentally flawed. For one thing, it is self- 
contradictory. That is, if it is indeed true that history cannot end so long as science 
progresses, then it must also be true that, if the progress of science entails, as Kojéve 
maintains, the end of humanity, history itself will logically come to an end. Or is his- 
tory perhaps not human history, but something else? Fukuyama, however, does ac- 
knowledge this fundamental contradiction at the end of his essay, when he concludes 
that the “open-ended character of modern natural science suggests that within the 
next couple of generations we will have knowledge and technologies that will allow 
us to accomplish what social engineers of the past failed to do. At that point we will 
have definitively finished human History because we will have abolished human be- 
ings as such. And then, a new, Posthuman history will begin” (1999b, 33). Just what 

“posthuman history” is supposed to signify, in Hegelian or even Nietzschean, terms, 
Fukuyama leaves unsaid. But even granting his assumption (also Huxley’s) that sci- 
ence will be able to create a new species of humanity, Fukuyama still fails to perceive 

that posthumans will then also have the power, as they do already in Brave New World, 

to make history—even. posthuman history—stop. In his original essay, Fukuyama 

had, to be sure, already asserted that posthistory would bring with it posthumanity, 
but there posthumanity meant subhuman (animal) rather than, as here, superhuman 

humanity. Fukuyama’s idea of a super-posthumanity, then, as shaped by science, may 

in fact owe less to Huxley’s bottled embryos than to Nietzsche’s notion of the Over- 

man. This nonhuman superhuman will one day transcend ordinary humanity but, by 

virtue of his heroic characteristics, will nevertheless remain within the realm of his- 
tory—or of posthuman history, anyway. 
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history has come to an end, not only, however, because humanity as 
——_ SS Se 

we know it has (with a few isolated exceptions) ceased to exist but 

because, once this radical transformation has taken place, science is 

no longer permitted to “progress.” ’ As Mustapha Mond points out, if 

the final goal of good government is permanent social stability (i.e., 

the end of history, as defined by Hegel), then it “isn ’t only art that’s 

incompatible w with happiness; it’s also science. Science is dangerous; 

we have to keep it most carefully chained and muzzled” (231). Lest 

there be any misunderstanding, Mond goes on to stress his convic- 

tion that “truth’s a menace, science is a public danger. As danger- 

ous as it’s been beneficent. It has given us the stablest equilibrium in 

history. . . . But we can ‘t allow science to undo its own good work. 

That’s why we so ) carefully limit the scope of its researches” (234). 

To remake humanity, in other words, you first need to remake the 

world, or at any rate you need to remake (and radically li limit) th the h e hu- 

man perception/ ‘conception of the world. Here again, Huxley se sees 

further than Fukuyama. If a future humanity has the ability to con- 

trol its social and biological destiny, then it also has—and will make 

use of—the ability to control scientific investigation and its applica- 

tions to humanity itself."® | 

Huxley also sees further than Fukuyama—or even than Hegel 

and Nietzsche, for that matter—when he takes into account the dis- 

tinct possibility that history may indeed end, but with a loud bang 

and many cries of pain, rather than with the blissful squealing of 

Last Men. The world Huxley describes in Ape and Essence (1948) re- 

18. As Gertrude Himmelfarb remarks, without referring to Huxley, this is a “far 

more radical vision than Hegel’s ‘end of history’ or Nietzsche’s Last Man” (38). Fu- 

kuyama does mention Brave New World in connection with recent developments in 

pharmacology, particularly the drug Ritalin, which, in his view, resembles Huxley’s 

soma. Fukuyama even goes so far as to suggest that Ritalin may be thought of as “Ni- 

etzsche’s Last Man in a bottle,” and then speculates, somewhat whimsically, “what 

the careers of tormented geniuses like Blaise Pascal or Nietzsche himself would have 

looked like if they had been born to American parents and had Ritalin and Prozac 

available to them at an early age” (1999b, 30-31). 
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sembles the real world of 1945 in being a wasteland produced by 
the ravages of the recent world war, especially in terms of its “satu- 
ration” bombing and nuclear weapons; but the destruction of the 
twenty-first century is/will be on so much vaster a scale than that 
of the twentieth that only a few, isolated remnants of the old world 
survive in remote areas, such as New Zealand and central Africa. For 

the rest, wherever actual bombing has not caused complete devas- 
tation, the effects of radiation have brought about radical biologi- 
cal and psychological changes in humanity. This is especially true of 
Los Angeles and surroundings, where just about all of the action of 
the “novel” is set. (Ape and Essence is actually, or at least pretends to 
be, more of a screenplay than a novel.) These seemingly random 
changes are quite different from the planned genetic manipulation 
and psychological conditioning described in Brave New World. With 
relatively few exceptions, human females have reverted to oestrus, 
so that sexual activity is limited to only a very brief period each year 
(two weeks). Babies born with more than what is considered an ac- 

ceptable degree of mutation are sacrificially killed. Technical cul- 
ture has regressed to a level approximating the stone—or, at most, 

the bronze—age. Worship of the Christian god has been wholly re- 
placed by devil worship, since human history is more credibly ex- 
plained as the result of diabolic rather than divine agency. “The lon- 

ger you study modern history,” so the Arch-Vicar (a character who 

bears some resemblance to Mustapha Mond) tells the protagonist, 

Dr. Alfred Poole, “the more evidence you find of Belial’s Guiding 

Hand” (126). 

Though there are once again masters and slaves in this post- 

Christian, postatomic world, history has nevertheless essentially 

come to a stop. That is no doubt the primary reason why, among 

the books used as fuel to bake bread (the primary function of books 

in this grim dystopia), Huxley singles out Hegel’s Phenomenology of 

the Spirit for dishonorable mention, that is, the very book in which 

the progressive theory of history is enunciated and in which the tri- 
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umphant march of the rational Idea is proclaimed.” It is an irony 

that Huxley will not allow to go unnoticed or unsavored, for, as the 

Arch-Vicar of Belial points out, it was precisely those motive forces 

in history that Hegel identified as the carriers of the rational that 

have brought humanity to its present lamentable and quite irratio- 

nal pass: “Progress and Nationalism—those were the two ideas He 

[Belial] put in their heads” (125). 

The Arch-Vicar is, however, fully aware that history might have 

proceeded (and eventually ended) otherwise, that the triumph of 

Belial was not inevitable. The elements for a better world, even for 

the achievement of utopia, were there all along. Humanity only 

needed the will to choose the existing means to achieve a nobler and 

more meaningful end.” The wisdom of the East and the technol- 

ogy of the West could in combination have prevented the bombs 

from falling. In this sense, Belial is merely the symbolic expression 

of the inadequacy of the collective human will. “Just think if they’d 

19. Unlike Nietzsche, for whom he usually expressed tolerance if not admira- 

tion, Huxley had no sympathy whatever for Hegel. Elsewhere in Ape and Essence, he 

refers to Hegel as having composed his “Patent History” while performing as a “pimp 

for Prussia” (15). And in Proper Studies (1927) he writes that “The Nature’s Philosophy 

[presumably Philosophy of Nature] reads for me like the ravings of a lunatic. And yet 

there were, and I believe still are, Hegelians for whom the book is full of the pro- 

foundest significance” (46). In The Hegel Myths, Huxley is included among the perpe- 

trators of falsehoods about Hegel’s work (Stewart 1996). 

20. In the 1947 foreword to Brave New World, Huxley writes that, though he 

knows that “sanity” has in the past been an unusual state for humanity, he is “con- 

vinced that it can be achieved and would like to see more of it.” The response he has 

received for having said so, however, was not encouraging, especially not the response 

from the universities. “I have been told by an eminent academic critic,” Huxley goes 

on to say, “that I am a sad symptom of the failure of the intellectual class in a time 

of crisis. The implication being, I suppose, that the professor and his colleagues are 

hilarious symptoms of success. The benefactors of humanity deserve due honor and 

commemoration. Let us build a Pantheon for professors. It should be located among 

the ruins of one of the gutted cities of Europe and Japan, and over the entrance of 

the ossuary I would inscribe, in letters six or seven feet high, the simple words: SA- 

CRED TO THE MEMORY OF THE WORLD’S EDUCATORS. SI MONUMENTUM 

REQUIRIS CIRCUMSPICE” (ix). In Ape and Essence the professors are represented by 

two Einsteins, kept on leashes by military madmen and forced to detonate the bombs 
that will destroy civilization. 
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made the best!’ squeaks the Arch-Vicar. [He squeaks because in the 
Belialistic future all priests are castrati.] ‘Eastern mysticism making 
sure that Western science should be properly used, the Eastern art 
of living refining Western energy; Western individualism tempering 

299 Eastern totalitarianism.” But it was not to be. “Happily the grace of 
Belial,” so the Arch-Vicar concludes, “was stronger than the Other 

One’s grace” (184-85). 

But not always and not everywhere. In Huxley’s last completed 
novel, Island, published only a year before his death in 1963, the Oth- 
er One's grace turns out to be a great deal stronger, at any rate until 
his creation is overrun by a nearby disciple of Belial whose primary 
concern is to foster not greater human sanity but greater profits for 
the multinational petroleum interests. Still, the disaster does not oc- 
cur until we have had ample opportunity to witness just how suc- 
cessful a Society can be that is founded on a fusion of the best parts 
of the Eastern and the Western worlds. As Dr. Robert MacPhail (the 

Mustapha Mond, as it were, of this novel) tells a sophisticated, skep- 

tical, but receptive equivalent of John Savage: 

To make the best of both worlds—what am I saying? To make 

the best of all the worlds—the worlds already realized within the 
various cultures and, beyond them, the worlds of still unrealized 
potentialities. .. . They never succeeded, of course, in making the 
best of all the worlds; but by dint of boldly trying, they made the 

best of many more worlds than any merely prudent or sensible per- 

son would have dreamed of being able to reconcile and combine. 

(129) 

Huxley’s End to the End of History 

In Island Huxley created a 1 society that was stable, free of inter: 

nal contradictions, and not populated by Last Men. In this sense it 

is Pike Oaly’s society, among all the ones that have been proposed by 

the various thinkers discussed in this chapter, which fully—and in a 

positive sense—corresponds to Hegel’s idea of a society at the end 
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of history. That is, it meets Hegel’s (and even Fukuyama’s) criteria 

in all but one important respect: it is not a universal homogeneous 

state. It could become one, perhaps, for there is nothing inherently 

exclusive about it. But its loosely democratic constitution, its ecolog- 

ically sensitive, cooperatively functioning economy is (deliberately) 

not designed to deal with the challenges of worldwide consumerism 

and territorial aggression. As a result it fails. At the ‘end of the nov- 

el, the island utopia is invaded by an armed force assisted by a quis- 

ling who has converted to consumerism. The future looks gloomy: 

there is little cause for supposing that the quasi-ideal conditions ex- 

isting prior to the invasion can or will be ever reestablished. Never- 

theless, it is a failure that, by its example alone, is more successful 

than all other apparent successes. So long as the memory persists 

that human beings can be organized in a social framework that Ppre- 

serves ‘and even fosters their humanity, history v will Il not end i in the 

petty pursuits of Last Men. 



CHAPTER 4 

GEORGE ORWELL’S DYSTOPIAS 

From Animal Farm to Nineteen Eighty-Four 

Happiness is notoriously difficult to describe, and pictures of a just 
and well-ordered society are seldom either attractive or convincing. 

George Orwell 

Authentic Orwell 

More than any other British writer of the first half of the twen- 
tieth century, with the possible exception of the otherwise very dif- 
ferent E. M. Forster, George Orwell had an uncanny gift for quickly 
establishing a relationship of trust v with his readers. Encountering 
him, one has the feeling almost at once that he is an intelligent, ba- 

sically decent person who is being ‘ “straight” with us, who is trying 

as as honestly as he c: can to avoid mouthing the party line, whether it’s 

the party line of the Right, Left, or middle. At the same time, he 

doesn’t ostentatiously bare his chest or seek to occupy the limelight 

as the greatest sinner or truth teller of all or even just his own time. 

Not only does he not metaphorically raise his own voice in his writ- 

ing; he despises others who raise theirs. Witness the contempt with 

which he treats the fanatical Marxist sloganeer at the Left Book Club 

meeting in Coming Up for Air (175ff.). Orwell’s self-image of the qui- 

et, diffident, fiercely independent commentator on politics and life 

in general is especially evident in his essays—like Huxley and For- 

ster, Orwell is one of the great essayists of the period—as well as in 

97 
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his documentary books, Down and Out in Paris and London, The Road 

to Wigan Pier, and, most of all, Homage to Catalonia, which is about 

his participation in the Spanish Civil War.’ 

While his personality—his “persona,” if you prefer—is a good 

part of the reason why we trust him, we also trust him because 

he is authentic. When one reads Orwell on the Spanish War, one 

knows that he’s been there. One feels very differently too, I think, 

about reading a novel like Animal Farm or Nineteen Eighty-Four when 

one knows that the author has actually r experienced what he is writ-_ 

ing about. Not that George Orwell ever was an “animal”—though 

there undoubtedly is something very Orwellian about the skeptical 

donkey Benjamin in Animal Farm—or lived in the year 1984 (for him 

of course still thirty-five years into a future he never lived to see), 

but he had actually raised animals (as Alex Zwerdling says, the book 

“could only have been written by someone who had observed life 

on a farm and how animals behave very closely”) and experienced 

life at the very bottom of the social ladder, as, among other things, 

a dishwasher in a Paris hotel and a hobo drifting through London 

and surroundings; and he had lived in some of the worst industrial 

slums of the black country during the most depressing years, as he 

did in Wigan. In very different circumstances, he had also experi- 

enced at first hand how brutally the Stalinist Communist Party op- 

erated in Spain, where he saw and felt how they fanatically tried to 

suppress and even “liquidate” him and his fellow anti-Franco fighters 

in the Trotskyist POUM (Partido Obrero de Unificacién Marxista or 

“Workers’ Party of Marxist Unification”).” 

1. For more on Orwell’s success in establishing his “persona,” see Firchow 

(1992). 
2. Orwell may have partly modeled the Thought Police in Nineteen Eighty-Four 

on memories of being observed by Stalinist police in Barcelona at the end of his 

stay there. What he probably did not know, however, is that the British Secret Ser- 

vice (MI5) had been keeping tabs on him as far back as 1936, primarily because they 

(somewhat obtusely) suspected him of being a Communist. The Wigan police report 

to MI5 opined that “[i]t would appear from his mode of living that he is an author, or 

has some connection with literary work, as he devotes most of his time to writing” 

(Travis 2005). 
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In other words, George Orwell’s books always rest on a solid 
foundation of lived experience. Though he is 1 not afraid to general- 

ize or criticize others from the perspective of that experience, he is 
never a mere windbag or “theoretician.” When he notoriously cen- 
sured W. H. Auden for justifying “necessary murders” during the 
Spanish War though Auden had never witnessed an actual murder 
himself, Orwell could point out that he, on the other hand, had ex- 

perienced murder and not just killing (in Spain and probably in Bur- 
ma too). By doing so he was claiming the authority of experience 
over mere theory. “So much of left-wing thought,” he went on to 
generalize about what he took at the time to be martini-Marxists 
like Auden, “is a kind of playing with fire by people who don’t even 
know that fire is hot” (1954, 243), ‘ 

Interestingly, Orwell’s experience exists on both sides. That is, not 

only was Orwell down and out in Paris and London, but he was also, 

as it were, up and inside in Rangoon and on the Irrawaddy. His first 

job—and the only one that he was ever fully trained to do, includ- 

ing his subsequent jobs as a journalist and novelist—was that of an 

officer in the Indian Colonial Constabulary in Burma, so that when 

he writes about O’Brien in Nineteen Eighty-Four or about Napoleon's 

specially trained dogs in Animal Farm, he is also writing in part from 

actual police experience. This is even true to some extent of Win- 

ston Smith’s work at the Ministry of Truth. After all, it is probably 

not coincidental that Winston Smith’s participation in the manufac- 

ture and re-manufacture of truth bears a resemblance to Orwell’s 

wartime work in the propaganda section of the BBC. The two activ- 

ities are not the same, of course, but they are close enough in a gen- 

eral way to count as real experience. 

Orwell, in short, is an authentic writer whether he is describing 

the upper classes in Britain.) That is why we trust him. And we trust 

him too because he is willing to admit to what might be thought of 

as flaws in his own character, as when in 1940, after expressing his 
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readiness to kill Hitler if given the chance, he admits that he never- 

theless can’t help feeling a sneaking sympathy for him as an under- 

dog. Then there is Orwell's notoriously sensitive nose, one that was 

able to ferret out stenches which he would go on to describe in lov- 

ingly nauseating detail, e.g., the odiferous chamber pot placed un- 

der the breakfast table in the disgusting lodgings he occupied while 

gathering the material that would eventually congeal into The Road 

to Wigan Pier. While we may not share Orwell’s sympathy for the 

“underdog” Hitler or his olfactory obsessions and may even be put 

off a little by them, they definitely « dos serve to make him more “hu- 

man.” 

Animal Farm as History and Dystopia 

Among other things, Animal Farm is based on authentic farm- 

ing experience. During the 1930s Orwell had tried his hand, admit- 

tedly not very successfully, at raising vegetables and even a select va- 

riety of small animals. Later, when he could afford to—ironically, 

partly as a result of the very good sales of Animal Farm—he lived for 

a time on a remote farm on the Scottish island of Jura, a farm that 

had no electricity and was accessible only on foot. It was something 

he had dreamed about doing for years. That dream is emblematic 

of the deep rift in Orwell's personality between downright, practi- 

cal hands-on experience—his ingrained realism, if you like—and an 

idyllic, quite impractical nostalgia for a Romantic “golden” country- 

side such as never existed outside his imagination. His real nose may 

testify to the vile smells of his Wigan boarding house, but his vision- 

ary eye is always longing for the pristine bliss of an ideal Golden 

Country. 

Though it would become hugely successful, Animal Farm was 

probably Orwell’s most difficult book to get published. This despite 

the fact that Orwell was by then fairly well known as a sort of mav- 

erick left-wing writer of essays and reviews. Written in 1943-44, at 

a time when just about everybody else in England was enthusiastic 
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about the Red Army’s costly and unexpected success against Hitler’s 
initially seemingly invincible army (and had already more or less for- 
ceeey about the Soviet Union’s erstwhile alliance with Hitler and 

ers to whom Orwell sadaetesl the book to be the work of a traitor 
to the cause of social progress, rather like his friend Arthur Koes- 
tler’s Darkness at Noon. Orwell, however, refused to be intimidated 
and continued to insist that he was a socialist, indeed far more of a 

socialist than those who were mouthing the Communist Party line 
and who were taking, as he put it in a telling phrase, “their cookery 
from Paris and their opinions from Moscow” (1954, 279). As he was 
also to remark later, in the Preface that he wrote for the Ukraini- 

an translation of Animal Farm: “Indeed, in my opinion, nothing has 
contributed so much to the corruption of the original idea of Social- 
ism as the belief that Russia is a Socialist country and that every act 
of its rulers must be excused, if not imitated” (1968b, 405). 

Animal Farm was eventually accepted by a small, new publish- 

er, Secker & Warburg, who brought it out in August 1945. In the 
United States it was rejected by eight publishers and did not actually 

appear until 1946 under the Harcourt, Brace & Company imprint. 

As all of this more or less concerted opposition suggests, Animal 

Farm, and of course Orwell too, were widely known to be potential- 

ly disruptive commodities, even though a few observers, such as the 

fellow-traveling Kingsley Martin, tried to dismiss them as merely 

trivial and ridiculous.’ It was only after the collapse of the Soviet 

Union in 1989 that Orwell’s status as a realistic commentator on the 

“socialism” of the Soviet Empire was fully vindicated. 

3. Shortly before his death Orwell provided the Foreign Office’s Information Re- 

search Department (a semi-secret propaganda agency) with a list of people he sus- 

pected of being “crypto-communists.” He intended the list to be used in preventing 

the IRD from hiring the wrong people for its work. Among the names is that of King- 

sley Martin, described by Orwell as “too dishonest to be outright ‘crypto’, or fellow 

traveller, but reliably pro-Russian on all major issues” (Ash 2003). Such lists seem to 

have been a kind of habit with Orwell. According to Stephen Spender, Orwell had ex- 

pressed his willingness to “draw up a list of intellectuals who would be willing to col- 

laborate with the Nazis if they succeeded in invading England” (Steinhoff 1975, 221). 
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Animal Farm, as virtually everyone realized who read the book 

at the time, either before or after it was published, and who reacted 

either positively or negatively to it, is intended to be read as a very 

close allegory of Soviet history from the time of the Revolution un- 

til about 1945 or at least until the Teheran Conference. In case, how- 

ever, anyone still needs the allegory to be translated, here are the an- 

imal/historical equivalents: 

Jones is the pre-1917 Russian ruling class. Manor Farm is tsarist 

Russia. Animal Farm is the Soviet Union. Old Major is a combina- 

tion of Marx and Lenin.‘ Animalism is Marxism-Leninism. Snowball 

is Leon Trotsky. Napoleon is Josef Stalin. Squealer is Andrei Zdanov. 

Whymper is the generic capitalist intermediary, also representative 

of the so-called New Economic. Policy of the 1920s. The pigs are 

the Communist Party membership. The domestic animals are the 

working class, especially the hard-working horses Boxer and Clover, 

with the sheep being the naive believers of all aspects of party doc- 

trine. The wild animals are the rural peasantry, especially perhaps 

the kulaks, but possibly also the “Lumpenproletariat.” (Even Old 

Major is unsure what to make of them.) The dogs trained by Napo- 

leon are the NKVD (later the KGB). The humans are the bourgeoi- 

sie. Pilkington and Foxwood are Great Britain, and perhaps France 

too. Frederick and Pinchwood are Germany. Building the windmill 

is the electrification and industrialization of the Soviet Union. (Ac- 

cording to a famous slogan attributed to Stalin, socialism plus elec- 

tricity equals communism.) The Battle of the Cowshed is the defeat 

of the White Russians. The Battle of the Windmill is World War II. 

4. More Marx than Lenin probably, given Orwell’s view, expressed in 1945, that 

“one ought, I believe, to admit that all the seeds of evil were there from the start and 

that things would not have been substantially different if Lenin or Trotsky had re- 

mained in control” (1968a, 18). Since Old Major dies before the uprising of the ani- 

mals, it would seem more likely that he is to be identified with Marx than Lenin. Otto 

Friedrich, however, claims that Old Major is Lenin, whereas Bernard Crick states with 

equal certainty that Old Major is Marx and that Lenin “does not figure in the story” 

(Friedrich 1984, 92; Crick 1989, 172). 
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Moses the Raven is the Russian Orthodox Church, and his Sugar- 
candy Mountain is heaven. Mollie the vain horse represents those 
members of the working class who left the Soviet Union for oppor- 
tunistic reasons. The hypocritical cat seems to have no specifically 
allegorical function. Benjamin the donkey is the novel’s raisonneur, 
who expresses the outlook that comes closest to Orwell’s own.’ 

Into the framework of this allegory Orwell places many, if not 
most, of the important historical and political events of the Soviet 
period, such as: (1) the expulsion of Trotsky by Stalin, along with 
the gradual “rectification” of the former’s role in the Revolution— 
Trotsky, like both Snowball and, later, Emmanuel Goldstein in Nine- 
teen Eighty-Four, is transformed into a traitor and universal scape- 
goat;® (2) the creation of a secret police loyal only to Stalin and his 
totalitarian regime; (3) the cunning but ultimately stupid and self- 
defeating “diplomacy” of Stalin in the 1930s, who thought he would 
be able to play off Great Britain and France against Germany; (4) the 
infamous show trials of the late thirties, with their trumped-up charg- 
es and confessions along with their summary executions; and (5) the 

gradual metamorphosis of the Communist Party from the “voice” 
of the people to the protective mask of a privileged caste, or, in Or- 
well’s terms, the ultimate interchangeability of pigs and humans.’ 

More difficult to grasp than the political and historical allego- 

ry of Animal Farm is what the point of it all might be. That is, why 

5. According to Robert Lee, Benjamin “is essentially selfish, representing a view 
of human nature that is apolitical, and thus can hardly be, as some readers hold, the 

spokesman for Orwell within the book” (1986, 50). 

6. Orwell’s use of a Trotsky figure as the scapegoat in both Animal Farm and 

Nineteen Eighty-Four has its obvious historical origin in the treatment of Trotsky and 

Trotskyists after the expulsion (and “expunging”) of Trotsky by Stalin, but there are 

also personal reasons for Orwell’s intense, almost obsessive concern with the fate 

of Trotsky and his followers. This obsession is probably traceable to Orwell’s being 

hounded out of Barcelona (and nearly killed there) for supposedly being a “Trotsky- 
ist” (Shelden 1991, 270). 

7. An overly literal reading of Animal Farm, however, as in the case of Northrop 

Frye, can lead to absurd conclusions, such as that the end of the story affirms the re- 

institution of the tsar (1986, 10). 
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didn’t Orwell just tell us the “story” of how socialism was pervert- 

ed in Stalin’s Russia in straightforward and readily comprehensible 

terms? Why was it necessary for him to disguise that story in animal 

dress? And what are we to make of Orwell’s rather odd claim in the 

subtitle that Animal Farm is a “fairy story”? 

To these questions there are several possible answers.* To begin 

with, we need to remember that Orwell is writing fiction in Animal 

Farm, not history. Though the historical element is very strong in 

the novel—and indeed is essential to understanding what’s going on 

in it—history has been coherently transposed into the very differ- 

ent and quite nonhistorical context of a fable, a context so far re- 

moved from the usual way history is written that, initially at least, 

readers are not aware that what they are reading is a peculiar retell- 

ing of Soviet history. It is precisely this unfamiliarity of context, and 

the gradual realization on the part of readers of what the book is 

really about, that causes them to see the historical events in a new 

light. Ironically, Orwell has succeeded in Animal Farm by using what 

“has since come to be seen as a characteristically Soviet literary tech- 

nique—“defamiliarization”—first described by the so-called Russian 

Formalists in the 1920s, to expose the crafty, underhanded maneu- 

verings behind the Communist Party’s accession to power. 

This technique of defamiliarizing already familiar historical ma- 

terial and thereby making it “new” also has, literarily speaking, oth- 

er interesting and positive side effects. For example, it helps to make 

the actions of the Party seem at times absurd and ridiculous, if not 

actually pathetic, as, for example, when, not long after the over- 

throw of Jones, under the leadership of the pigs the animals tour the 

farmhouse and find some hams hanging in the kitchen which they 

then proceed to take out for formal burial. So too with the account 

of Napoleon’s supposedly imminent death after having, for the first 

8. According to C. M. Woodhouse’s somewhat murky analysis, Orwell uses the 

fairy story to further his purpose of writing a story set “in a world beyond good and 

evil,” one which when transcribed “into terms of highly simplified symbols . . . leaves 

us with a deep indefinable feeling of truth” (Orwell 1996, xviii—xix), 



Orwell’s Dystopias 105 

time, sampled rather too much of old Jones’s whisky. Furthermore, 
it allows Orwell to expose satirically the absurdity of the Stalinist 
cult of personality by having one hen remark to another: “Under the 
guidance of our Leader, Comrade Napoleon, I have laid five eggs in 
six days” (67). Also the “fairy” tale designation of the story serves to 
defamiliarize our response, since it implies that the historical allego- 
ry is really part of some incredible “fairy” tale that no adult person 
would ever accept as real or even realistic.? The strong implication 
is that most histories of the Soviet Union up to this point have been 
“fairy tales.” 

Even more interesting and probably significant, however, are the 
implications of transposing a story that is fundamentally social (i.e., 
the story of the development of the Soviet Union) into a primarily 
biological or essentialist framework. The story then becomes one 
of nature rather than nurture, of the essential “animal condition,” 

as seen especially from the donkey Benjamin’s point of view. If such 
a reading of the book holds up, then it would seem that Orwell 
is presenting here a critique of the Soviet Union from what looks 
like a conservative point of view. That is, he is apparently arguing 

that basic human (or, rather, “animal”) nature is such that, no mat- 

ter what the political system might be, the “pigs” will inevitably rise 
to the top. The lesson then would be that those creatures who are 

the greediest, least scrupulous, and most power-hungry, regardless 

of whether they are human or animal, are the ones who will rule, 

no matter what the current official political doctrine or theory is. 

What takes place at the Animal Farm, then, or in the Soviet Union, 

for that matter, is less an example of Marxist dialectical materialism 

and more a version of Vilfredo Pareto’s notorious “circulation of the 

elites.” Instead of elite humans, we are here confronted with elite 

pigs—not a big difference, as it turns out. Plus ¢a change, as it were, 

plus ¢a reste la méme chose.'° 

9. In his essay on fairy tales J. R. R. Tolkien does not mention Animal Farm and 

specifically excludes “beast-fables” from the category (1984, 117). 

10. William Empson pointed out this aspect of Animal Farm to Orwell in a letter 
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Is Orwell implying something like this? Yes, I think he is. To- 

ward the end of his life he did, after all, become a kind of Tory anar- 

chist—as he once described himself (Crick 1980, 174)—or even Tory 

socialist, someone, that is, who, though without exercising double- 

think, managed to fuse conservative ideas (about patriotism, for ex- 

ample) with radical ones (about the equitable distribution of wealth, 

for example).!! Not that reading Animal Farm in essentialist terms re- 

ally represents a radical deviation from the socialist perspective. In 

orthodox Marxist doctrine there is, after all, a fundamental assump- 

tion about human “economic” nature that resembles the one that 

Orwell appears to be making in Animal Farm, namely, that those 

who own the means of production are also those who exercise the 

power in any society. And hidden behind this assumption is yet an- 

other assumption that it takes a certain kind of creature to secure 

the ownership of those means of production in the first place. (This 

second, more or less invisible assumption goes back to Hegel’s the- 

ory about the origin and development of the master/slave dichot- 

omy. Marx, as the usual cliché has it, notoriously turned Hegel on 

his head.) In Animal Farm, though Napoleon and the pigs may not 

“own” the means of production in the technical sense of possess- 

ing a legal piece of paper that says they do—though at the end of 

the story there is in fact such a piece of paper—the pigs behave as 

if they own the farm and have a canine police force to back up their 

claim. Furthermore, there is the fact that, from the reader’s point of 

view, it is Benjamin (and not, as Boxer maintains, Napoleon) who is 

proved “always right.” This too would seem to support the essential- 

ist position. Finally, there is a connection here to James Burnham’s 

argument in The Managerial Revolution—a book from which Orwell 

written not long after the book’s publication: “the effect of the farmyard, with its un- 

escapable racial differences, is to suggest that the Russian scene had unescapable so- 

cial differences too—so the metaphor suggests that the Russian revolution was always 

a pathetically impossible attempt” (quoted in Crick 1989, 190). 

11. In the essay on “Politics and Literature” (1946), however, Orwell refers to Jon- 

athan Swift disparagingly as a “Tory anarchist,” that is, someone who despises “au- 

thority while disbelieving in liberty” (1968a, 216). 
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borrowed several important ideas and which he admired, though 
with many reservations—that the real power in all contemporary 
societies (whether socialist, fascist, or capitalist) is vested in the man- 

agerial class. The pigs, therefore, will always behave like pigs, which 
in effect means that a pig will always be Pig Brother. 

Choosing the genre of the fable for his retelling of the Soviet ex- 
periment had the additional advantage that it allowed Orwell more 
readily to present his material in the form of a satire than would 
have been the case if he had written it up as straightforward history. 
The continuing juxtaposition of the initially ideal seven command- 
ments (and their continuing downward revision) with the reality of 

the pigs’ behavior constitutes one of the most effective means of 
showing what sort of dystopia the farm of the animals is turning 
into. It provides an easily comprehensible—for most readers if not 
for most animals—frame of reference by which to gauge the moral 
deterioration of the revolution and its eventual collapse into a moral 
pigsty. The initial hopes for the establishment of a utopia, as prom- 
ised both in Old Major’s “I have a dream” speech and in the sing- 
ing of “Beasts of England,” are dashed as the pigs progressively per- 
vert or subvert the “principles of Animalism” on which the Animal 
Farm had been based.” The utopian “golden future time” which the 
song foretells grows increasingly gray and drab—not to say “lead- 
en’—despite the claims made by Squealer when, at the. behest of 
“Comrade” Napoleon, he announces that “Beasts of England” is no 

longer to be sung. The reason? Because in the song the animals had 

“expressed our longing for a better society in the days to come. But 

that society has now been established. Clearly this song has no lon- 

ger any purpose” (62).” 

12. That there is also some humor (and skepticism) here is indicated by the nar- 

rator’s remark that the “stirring tune” to which “Beasts of England” was sung was 
“something between Clementine and La Cucaracha’” (9). 

13. Orwell is here satirizing the abolition of the “International” as the anthem 

of the Soviet Union in March 1944, when it was replaced by the “Song of Stalin.” In 

the novel, the new anthem, composed by the pig Minimus, is called “Comrade Na- 
poleon.” 



108 Orwell’s Dystopias 

Are we therefore to read Animal Farm primarily as a satire on the 

folly of trying to establish a fair and equitable society in eich work- 

ers would be treated justly? Is the dream of a “golden future time” a 

pipe dream pure and simple? Are the conclusions to be drawn from 

the attempt to establish an animal farm entirely pessimistic? Is the 

sardonic Benjamin the only animal who is, in the final analysis, al- 

ways right? 

There is certainly a large body of evidence to support this sort 

_ of negative view of the story. The pessimism is especially evident in 

the recurrent preoccupation of the animals (and the narrator) with 

determining whether the farm is better off under animal (or, rath- 

er, porcine) management than it was under Jones’s. More and more, 

as Napoleon’s policies take effect, the implication seems to be that 

the farm is worse off. Initially, despite a variety of hardships and set- 

backs, the animals had at least managed to get as much food (though 

no more) as they did in Jones’s day. This is because, while they may 

be working longer hours, their work has become more efficient; and 

since “no animal now stole,” certain kinds of jobs, such as maintain- 

ing fences and hedges, were now unnecessary (46). And, of course, 

the farm now “belongs” to the animals, and, what is even more im- 

portant, no animals are being slaughtered. 

This difficult but still tolerable and even hopeful situation on 

the farm changes radically for the worse when, at Napoleon’s com- 

mand, a number of animals are killed by his dogs after confessing 

to a secret collaboration with Snowball. At the end of these “show 

trials” and summary executions, the air becomes “heavy with the 

smell of blood, which had been unknown there since the expulsion 

of Jones.” Though these killings are no more numerous than they 

had been under Jones, they are perceived to be “far worse” because 

they are carried out by the animals themselves on the orders of oth- 

er animals (61). Whatever else may or may not be true about these 

14. Hither Orwell is forgetting here about the pigs’ stealing the milk and the 

windfall apples or else the pigs are already undergoing their transformation from ani- 

mals to humans and hence are no longer to be counted as fellow “animals.” 
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killings, there can be no question that a moral deterioration has set 
in. tie Site Hayedte his 

This is confirmed when it becomes apparent that, although the 
farm itself eventually becomes richer and more prosperous, the ani- 
mals themselves are no better off “except of course for the pigs and 
dogs” (92). The remaining animals seem to work harder and get less 
food than before, though even the older ones are increasingly unable 
to remember if even “in the early days of the rebellion . . . things 
had been better or worse than now.” They can’t tell because there is 
no reliable measure by which they can compare their present con- 
dition with their former one; there are only “Squealer’s lists, which 

invariably demonstrated that everything was getting better and bet- 
ter” (93).7 Only Benjamin, whose memory seems to work more re- 

liably, claims that in his experience there is not much difference be- 
tween coriditions prevailing now and then—“hunger, hardship, and 
disappointment being, so he said, the unalterable law of life” (93). 

But even Benjamin may occasionally be wrong. When, at the very 
end of the novel, Mr. Pilkington and some other farmers visit the 

farm, they conclude with some satisfaction that “the lower animals 
on Animal Farm did more work and received less food than any ani- 

mals in the county” (98). 

So the experiment of the animals s taking over and running their 

own farm is to be judged a failure? Yes, apparently so, though nei- 

ther Orwell nor his narrator takes much joy in arriving at such a 
conclusion. If the evidence clearly shows that in practice the farm 

is no better off, as far as most of the animals are concerned, than it 

was before the expulsion of Jones, still in theory that expulsion re- 

tains a great part of its justification. In other words, the final mes- 

15. In this connection it is worth remembering Orwell’s remark in “In Front of 

Your Nose” (1946) that “the Russian people were taught for years that they were bet- 

ter off than anybody else, and propaganda posters showed Russian families sitting 

down to abundant meals while the proletariat of other countries starved in the gutter. 

Meanwhile the workers in the Western countries were so much better off than those 

of the USSR that non-contact between Soviet citizens and outsiders had to be a guid- 

ing principle of policy” (1968a, 125). 
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sage seems to be that however much the reality may disappoint us, 

we should nevertheless adhere to the ideal. For this reason Animal 

Farm should not be read merely as a satire. Or, put another way, its 

satirical parts are so bitter précisely because the ideal is still believed 

in. The lies and cruelty of Napoleon, and the boundless chutzpah 

of his apologist Squealer in justifying every violation of the original 

seven commandments, are a gross perversion of Old Major’s dream 

of universal animal equality and happiness. Orwell’s task, as he saw 

-_ it, was to expose that chutzpah, that perversion, not to question the 

original dream. After all, if those original commandments were not 

the potential basis for a good society, why bother to expose their vio- 

lation? In the end, then, Animal Farm affirms the dream of a “gold- 

en future time,” while at the same time denying that such a golden 

future time has yet arrived. It also shows that, no matter how dis- 

appointing the outcome, there once had been at least a glimpse of 

what such a time might be like during the days immediately follow- 

ing the rebellion and the takeover of Manor Farm by the animals. 

In 1943, at more or less the same moment when he was starting 

work on Animal Farm, Orwell put down some reflections on how the 

working class could never accommodate itself to fascism. These re- 

flections are also relevant to how we should respond to the failure of 

the socialist experiment in Animal Farm. “The struggle of the work- 

ing class,” Orwell tells us in his essay on “Looking Back on the Span- 

ish War,” “is like the growth of a plant. The plant is blind and stu- 

pid, but it knows enough to keep pushing upwards towards the light, 

and it will do this in the face of endless discouragements. What are 

the workers struggling for? Simply for the decent life which they 

are more and more aware is now technically possible.” Not that the 

working-class “plant” always succeeds in getting what it wants, any 

more than the working-class “animals” do. But there are occasions 

when. it does happen, even if only briefly. One such occasion, ac- 

cording to Orwell, was the period just at the beginning of the war 

in Spain, when “for a while, people were acting consciously, moving 

towards a goal which they wanted to reach and believed they could 
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reach. It accounted for the curiously buoyant feeling that life in Gov- 
ernment Spain had during the early months of the war. The com- 
mon people knew in their bones that the Republic was their friend 
and Franco was their enemy” (1954, 208). What are we to conclude 

from these reflections? I think we are meant to conclude that there 
is and always will be hope; and that this hope resides principally, as 
Winston Smith will put it in Orwell’s next novel, in the “proles,” 

working class, such as the Italian antifascist soldier whom Orwell 
met at the beginning of his stay in Barcelona (and about whom he 
later wrote one of his rare poems), or, for that matter, in such ani- 

mals as the rather stupid but nonetheless noble and admirable Boxer 
in Animal Farm. 

The End of Oceania 

Nineteen Eighty-Four has a distinguished and variegated literary 

ancestry.’° To begin with, there is Evgenij Zamiatin’s We, which Or- 

well had read with admiration in 1944 on the recommendation of 

Gleb Struve.'? Then there is his friend Arthur Koestler’s Darkness 

at Noon, and behind Koestler, Dostoevsky’s The Possessed, both of 

which helped to shape the debate between O’Brien and Winston 

Smith in the last part of Orwell’s novel. Also, and rather more obvi- 

ously, there is Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World, which Orwell may 

16. Since it is often claimed that Nineteen Eighty-Four has little literary value, it 

is relevant to note here that the novelist Anthony Burgess admired Nineteen Eighty- 

Four so much that he not only wrote a kind of continuation-commentary, 1985, but 

claimed to have read the novel thirty times (Aldiss 1984, 10). 

17. Orwell reviewed the book for the Tribune in January 1946, In the review he ar- 

gues, mistakenly I believe, that Aldous Huxley had read We and borrowed from it. In- 

disputable, however, is the debt that Nineteen Eighty-Four owes to Zamiatin’s dsytopi- 

an novel. The betrayal by the narrator D-503 of his lover I-330 (prefiguring the betray- 

al of Julia by Winston) is among the most obvious similarities, if only because Orwell 

discusses it himself in his review (1968a, 74). According to George Steiner, “Without 

‘We,’ ‘Nineteen Eighty-Four,’ in the guise in which we have it, simply would not ex- 

ist” (1983, 174). For additional possible sources of the novel, see Rose (1992). 
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be said to stand on its head, replacing Our oe s sex drive with Big 
a : ss ———___— 

Brother’ s lust for power. 

- There is at least one scene in Orwell’s novel which directly re- 

calls Huxley’s, namely, when Julia and Winston are just about to 

make love for the first time: “She stood looking at him for an in- 

stant, then felt at the zipper of her overalls. And yes! It was almost 

as in his dream. Almost as swiftly as he had imagined it, she had 

torn her clothes off, and when she flung them aside it was with that 

same magnificent gesture by which a whole civilization seemed 

to be annihilated” (110). In Brave New World, it is Lenina who dis- 

robes before John Savage: “Zip! Zip! . . . She stepped out of her bell- 

bottomed trousers. Her zippicamicknicks were a pale shell pink . . . 

Zip! The rounded pinkness fell apart like a neatly divided apple. . . . 

Still wearing her shoes and socks, and her rakishly tilted round white 

cap she advanced towards him” (193). Unlike John, however, who in- 

terprets Lenina’s behavior (quite rightly) as evidence of her promis- 

cuity and proceeds to revile her, Winston delights in the evidence of 

Julia’s sexual experience. “The more men you've had,” he tells her, 

“the more I love you. .. . I hate purity, I hate goodness. I don’t want 

any virtue to exist anywhere. I want everyone to be corrupt to the 

bones” (111). 

Here the influence of Brave New World is at one and the same 

time acknowledged and rejected. For Orwell, at this point in the 

novel at any rate, it is the sex drive that is the most dangerous ene- 

my of the power drive."* That, no doube, is is also why, as O’Brien tells 

Winston later, Oceania’s neurologists are busily at work on ways to 

abolish the orgasm. (This is an idea that would be utterly abhorrent 

to O’Brien’s counterpart in Brave New World, the gentle World Con- 

troller, Mustapha Mond.) It may also be why for Winston the em- 

18. For Irving Howe the sex drive is the primary source of danger to the stabil- 

ity of the Oceanic state, though he implies that this is something that Orwell him- 

self may not have been aware of. Howe reasons that if Winston and Julia’s “needs as 

human beings force these two quite ordinary people to rebellion, may not the same 

thing happen to others?” (1971, 50). 
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bodiment of his persistent hope in the ‘ ‘proles” "is the massive figure 
of the woman whom he hears singing and \ whom he also sees from 
the window of his love nest above Charrington’s junk shop. She has 
hips at least a meter across, as Julia disparagingly points out, and 
possesses practically no mind, but Winston finds her beautiful nev- 
ertheless. She has “strong arms, a warm heart, and a fertile belly,” 
so fertile indeed that Winston speculates she may have given birth 
to as many as fifteen children. Where O’Brien destroys, in other and 
somewhat hopeful words, she creates. ‘In Winston’s mind, she repre- 
sents the “hundreds or thousands of millions of people just like this, 
people ignorant of one another’s existence, held apart by walls of 
hatred and lies, and yet almost exactly the same—people who had 
never learned to think but were storing up in their hearts and bellies 

and muscles the power that would one day overturn the world. . .. 
The future belonged to the proles. ... The proles were immortal. 
You could not doubt it when you looked at that valiant figure in the 
yard. In the end their awakening would come” (195-96). Significant- 
ly, in Brave New World John Savage shares, for a time at least, a simi- 

lar hope that the lower-caste workers will rise up and destroy the 
New World State—a hope that turns out to be just as deluded as 

Winston’s. 

Small wonder, then, that Orwell should have sent Huxley a copy 

of his new book immediately after its publication, and was anxious 

to know what Huxley’s verdict would be.’” 

And, of course, there is also the influence of Animal Farm. Both 

novels share a preoccupation with diesouiee Union’s betrayal of the 

ideals (as Orwell saw them) of socialism. Both feature prominently 

the transformation of Trotsky into a scapegoat for all the inadequa- 

cies of the Soviet system, though in Nineteen Eighty-Four the Trotsky 

figure, Emmanuel Goldstein, is provided with some (apparently 

fictitious) opportunity to justify himself by means of “The Book,” 

19. See Chapter 5 of Firchow (1984) for a more extended discussion of the rela- 

tion between Nineteen Eighty-Four and Brave New World. 



114 Orwell’s Dystopias 

something Snowball was not able to do in Animal Farm. Both novels 

make much of the massive personality cult devoted to Stalin, with 

the glaring, larger-than-life depictions of the heavily moustachioed 

face of Big Brother being virtually omnipresent in Oceania.” Both 

books devote a good deal of attention to the ways in which the Par- 

ty brainwashes its adherents (e.g., notably the sheep in Animal Farm 

and the bumbling, brainwashed Parsons in Nineteen Eighty-Four), as 

well as to the disproportionate and utterly irrational punishments 

meted out to alleged traitors arid saboteurs. Both books are also cen- 

trally concerned with the inability of the working class—though in 

Nineteen Eighty-Four, it’s primarily the Outer Party—to gauge wheth- 

er the postrevolutionary society is better off than the prerevolution- 

ary one. This preoccupation also extends beyond practical concerns 

to a larger, metaphysical worry about how totalitarian states are able 

to reshape the past for their own purposes, thereby controlling the 

identity not only of their societies but also of their individual citi- 

zens. 

There are also important differences between the two books. 

Most obviously, there is in Animal Farm no protagonist like Win- 

ston Smith, no love affair with someone like Julia, and no talkative 

torturer like O’Brien. There is also no distinction between the In- 

ner and Outer Parties, no vast population of working-class people 

(representing 85 percent of the total population) who are left more 

or less undisturbed by the Party, which subjects them only to occa- 

sional outbursts of propaganda and designates for liquidation only 

the most obvious potential proletarian rebels. There is also the im- 

20. Though some Western critics of Nineteen Eighty-Four (notably Raymond Wil- 

liams, A. L. Rowse, and Scott Lucas) have attacked Orwell for betraying socialism, 

there was nothing like the vicious attack launched by the Soviet government, which 

denounced Orwell as “a former ‘police agent and yellow correspondent’ [journalist?] 

... who passes in England for a writer ‘because there is a great demand for garbage 

there’” (quoted in Rodden 1988, 132). In this connection, it seems odd that even a rel- 

atively objective critic like Krishan Kumar claims that only “careless readers” of Nine- 

teen Eighty-Four are given to identifying the world depicted in the novel with that of 

Stalin’s Russia (Kumar 1993, 65). 
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portant difference that Oceania is characterized by continuous war, 
with enemy prisoners being reviled and sometimes executed, and 
with (enemy?) rockets regularly exploding and killing people. In An- 
imal Farm, while war may be a continual danger—at least until the 
pigs become fully “human”—there are only two actual interludes of 
warfare: the Battle of the Cowshed and the Battle of the Windmill. 

The most important difference may actually be that Animal Farm 
is about the past (as well as a little about the present), whereas Nine- 

or less with the consolidation of power by the pigs following the 
Battle of the Windmill, that is, translated into historical terms, with 

the end of World War II in 1945—also the year when the novel was 
published. Nineteen Eighty-Four, on the other hand, differs radical- 
ly in that it imagines a future based on the tendencies of the pres- 
ent. Completed in 1948, Nineteen Eighty-Four simply reverses the last 
two digits of that year, unmistakably indicating thereby that it is a 
book about what the present will likely turn into in the not too dis- 
tant future. Animal Farm ends with pigs and humans becoming in- 
distinguishable, an idea which, though bitterly ironic, can still raise a 
smile; not so, however, Nineteen Eighty-Four, which leaves the reader 

with little to laugh or even smile about. Pig Brother, swinish though 

he may be, still isn’t Big Brother. Paradoxically, Pig Brother is still 

“human”; he is selfish, egotistical, vain, full of foibles like getting 
drunk or hogging the milk and apples. He is even cruel and conniv- 

ing, like Jones, but he is not a monster. 

‘That is not the case, however, with Big Brother or with his prin- 

cipal representative in Nineteen Eighty-Four, O’Brien. The most re- 

markable thing about O’Brien is that, in the ordinary way, he seems 

to have no vices at all. Though he is not an “animal,” he definitely 

isn’t “human.” So far as we can tell, he devotes just about all of his 

time to discovering, manipulating, “curing,” and eliminating social 

deviants like Winston Smith. Judging from the minute detail that 

he seems to have accumulated over the previous seven years about 

Winston’s life and mind, along with the elaborate premeditated mal- 
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ice with which he responds to Winston’s allegedly errant ways, he 

must be putting in nearly twenty-four-hour days at the Ministry of 

Love (with additional, briefer interludes at the Ministry of Truth). 

No wonder Winston Smith thinks O’Brien looks tired.” 

If O’Brien is typical of the elite of the Inner Party—and it’s clear 

we are meant to think so, just as we are meant to think of Winston 

Smith as typical of the Outer Party—then it’s hard to escape the 

conclusion that already by 1984 human/ porcine nature has changed 

dramatically, at least so far as the Inner Party is concerned. Most 

obviously, it has become monomaniacally focused on one thing 

only: POWER. Unlike, say, Brave New World, it is a power deliber- 

ately based on hatred rather than on love. Nothing else matters, as 

O’Brien explains to Winston, and in the future beyond 1984, nothing 

else will matter, if possible, even less: 

The old civilizations claimed that they were founded on love 

and justice. Ours is founded upon hatred. In our world there will 

be no emotions except fear, rage, triumph, and self-abasement. Ev- 

erything else we shall destroy—everything. Already we are break- 

ing down the habits of thought which have survived from before 

the Revolution. ... Children will be taken from their mothers as 

one takes eggs from a hen. The sex instinct will be eradicated. Pro- 

creation will be an annual formality like the renewal of a ration 

card. We shall abolish the orgasm. . . . All competing pleasures will 

be destroyed. But always—do not forget this, Winston—there will 

be the intoxication of power, constantly increasing and constantly 

growing subtler. Always, at every moment, there will be the thrill 

of victory, the sensation of trampling on an enemy who is helpless. 

If you want a picture of the future, imagine a boot stamping on a 

human face—forever. (238-39) 

21. It is true, however, as Brian Aldiss reminds us, that in his apartment O’Brien 

does enjoy some compensating comforts, which Winston can only marvel at: “There 

is wallpaper on the walls, the floors are carpeted, the telescreen can be switched off, 

the butler pours wine from a decanter, and there are good cigarettes in a silver box. 

Not sybaritic, exactly; more the sort of thing to which typical Old Etonians (Orwell 

was an untypical example) could be said to be accustomed” (1984, 9). Or, perhaps 

more to the point, these are the sorts of comforts and privileges which higher-ups in 
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Though admittedly one should be careful about reaching defini- 
tive conclusions before all the evidence is in, still, after the momen- 
tous events of 1989, it definitely looks like O’Brien’s insane predic- 
tions have not proved particularly accurate.” No doubt, the boot on 
the human face is still stamping away busily in various parts of the 
world, including places that are fairly close to home—and such sa- 
distic stamping may even continue “forever” into the future—but it 
unquestionably is not the exclusive “intoxication” in the post-1984 
world that O’Brien thought it would become. On the contrary, as 
Francis Fukuyama has famously observed, the currently trium- 

phant consumerist society, with its videos, burgers, drugs, and sexu- 
ally “pneumatic” delights, looks far more likely to be the final form 
of the future for most of us living in the West (i.e.,.in “Oceania”), 
if, that is, it has not already turned into our present.” These days, 

no matter what one may think of our devotion to consumerism, 

one can still say that, comparatively speaking, it is fortunate that 
O’Brien—or whatever other name an equivalent contemporary sa- 

the Party came to expect as their due, as anyone who ever visited the former Soviet 
Union or its satellite states can testify. 

22. Aldous Huxley pointed this out to Orwell in a letter thanking him for the gift 
of Nineteen Eighty-Four, saying: “Whether in actual fact the policy of the boot-on-the- 
face can go on indefinitely seems doubtful” (Huxley 1971, 102). 

23. As is perhaps to be expected from someone with an almost professional inter- 
est in Marxism, Orwell may have been aware of Hegel’s concept of the “end of histo- 
ry,” though for him history appeared to be ending in a very un-Hegelian sense. In his 
1943 essay on the war in Spain, Orwell remembered “saying once to Arthur Koestler, 
‘History, stopped in 1936,’ at which he nodded in immediate understanding.” What 
the two friends were thinking about, Orwell claims, was not the triumph of bour- 
geois, representative democracy but the systematic distortion of historical fact to the 
point where it was impossible to verify what had really happened—i.e., Winston’s job 
at the ironically named Ministry of Truth. According to Bernard Crick, however, Or- 
well’s knowledge of Marxist doctrine was less than complete, though he apparently 
was able to impress even orthodox Marxists with that knowledge (Crick 1980, 305). 
Though, like Crick, Werner von Koppenfels finds little evidence in Orwell of a pro- 
found knowledge of Marx’s writings, he does cite a disguised allusion to the Commu- 
nist Manifesto (in The Road to Wigan Pier) and points out that Orwell had a dog named 

Marx (1984, 660). William Steinhoff, on the other hand, claims that Orwell “knew a 

great deal about Marxism and he regarded Marx’s theory as a ‘useful instrument for 

testing other theories of thought” (Steinhoff 1975, 73). 
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dist might be operating under—is more likely to be found playing 

some virtual-reality chainsaw video game than conducting electric 

shock sessions in Room 101. The idea that eliminating all pleasures, 

except the unique “pleasure” of of stamping with one’ s boot on some 

hapless face, would satisfy an n intelligent person. “forever” is, in ret- 

_rospect (but not only in retrospect), absurd. On the surface, at least, 

such single-minded focus on just one “pleasure” seems self-defeating 

even in O’Brien’s own terms, since the elimination of other ways of 

enjoying power, such as, say, depriving people of sexual pleasure, is 

unlikely to make the “intoxication of power” grow “subtler.” Crud- 

er is what it would make it grow, even boring, like reading the Mar- 

quis de Sade’s 120 Days of Sodom. For most people, it seems fair to 

conclude, even the vicarious experience of a couple of days in So- 

dom is more than enough. And de Sade, though no doubt quite as 

mad as O’Brien, at least had enough sense to retain the orgasm. 

O’Brien is actually a far better and more realistic metaphysician 

than he is a prophet or moralist.“ His insistence that the nature of 

reality is internal rather than external, that it can be solely deter- 

mined by the Party, represents an interesting revision of the famous 

verdict of heresy by the Church regarding Galileo’s contention that 

the earth revolved around the sun.” Though, like Galileo, Winston 

24. Orwell, in retrospect, was not particularly good at prophecy either. In “Eng- 

land Your England” (1941) he predicts that unless Britain loses the war against Ger- 

many, the conclusion of hostilities “will wipe out most of the existing class privileges” 

(1954, 283). As William Steinhoff points out, Orwell also readily admitted that he had 

been wrong to predict Churchill’s resignation after the disaster of the loss of Singa- 

pore to the Japanese in 1942 or, for that matter, the continued, long-term collabora- 

tion of Germany and the Soviet Union (1975, 102). In his two essays on James Burn- 

ham, Orwell faults Burnham for his inaccurate and frequently revised prophecies, 

though he does not mention his own flawed predictions in those contexts. 

25. O’Brien’s obviously Irish name is probably also intended to evoke associa- 

tions with Catholicism and the Inquisition. According to Carl Freedman, Orwell’s 

aversion for the Catholic Church was almost as intense as his hostility to the Soviet 

Union (1986, 98). As Crick also points out, “O’Brien’s reference to the regime holding 

a Ptolemaic rather than Copernican cosmology must be intended to make us think 

of Galileo facing the papal inquisition and reveals a religiosity in O’Brien” (1989, 

157). And according to William Steinhoff, Orwell had read Boris Souvarine’s Cauche- 

mar en U.R.S.S., which uses as its epigraph a quotation linking Galileo’s submission 
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initially reacts with the equivalent of the former's whispered “ep- 
pur se muove” (“nevertheless it [the earth] moves”), he is finally per- 
suaded that 2 + 2 actually make 5, and that, if he so wished, O’Brien 
could levitate. In the end Winston is even persuaded to love Big 
Brother, something the Church was never able to make Galileo do 
with the pope. 

Party reality, in other words, is a kind of “bottled” reality, very 
much as in Brave New World, though the “reality” contained in the 
bottles is, in each case, very different. And, as in Huxley’s novel, 

where the Alphas enjoy a certain freedom not to be infantile (that is, 
they are able, when absolutely necessary, to emerge from the “bot- 
tles” of their conditioning), members of the Inner Party also have 
access, at least to the extent permitted by “doublethink,” to an “un- 

bottled” reality. This is notably proved by O’Brien’s possession of 
the supposedly destroyed photograph of the discredited former In- 
ner Party members, Rutherford, Aronson, and Jones. Somewhere, 

then, in the Ministry of Truth, there must be a separate set of 

files preserving an unrevised record of actual historical events. Big 
Brother, so it would appear, endorses not only doublethink but also 

double-entry bookkeeping.”” 
‘ 

to Church doctrine with the phony Moscow trial confessions (1975, 33). Orwell may 
also be thinking of the fanatic Irish Catholic villain of Joseph Conrad’s Romance. His 
name is O’Brien. (At about the time Orwell was writing Nineteen Eighty-Four he was 
planning a long essay on Conrad which he did not live to complete.) O’Brien’s link 
with Catholicism—and with Communism as well, of course—is especially evident in 
his compulsive need to have Winston make a full and genuinely contrite confession. 
Only then can Winston be absolved of his “sins,” that is, when he sincerely express- 
es his love for Big Brother (i.e., God). It’s worth noting in this connection, however, 
that O’Brien, the supposed devotee of “hatred,” contradicts himself when he wants 
Winston’s “treatment” to culminate in love. Or is this simply another manifestation 
of “doublethink”? 

26. In “Writers and Leviathan” (1948) Orwell implicitly defines doublethink with 

reference to the alleged habit of the English Left to think of the word “socialism” as 

having the same meaning both in Russia and in England: “Hence there has arisen a 

sort of schizophrenic manner of thinking, in which words like ‘democracy’ can bear 

two irreconcilable meanings, and such things as concentration camps and mass de- 

portations can be right and wrong simultaneously” (1968a, 410). 

27. It’s worth noting here that the vast effort expended at the Ministry of Truth 
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In this connection, it is probably significant that Newspeak, at 

least on the evidence of Orwell’s novel, is never spoken—not by the 

proles, not by members of the Outer Party, and not even by mem- 

bers of the Inner Party. While the Appendix on Newspeak does ex- 

plicitly address the issue of how the language is to be spoken in the 

future (in a “gabbling style ... at once staccato and monotonous” 

[275]), it provides no convincing examples of such speech, and, in 

any event, the Appendix is not really relevant for reasons that will 

become apparent a little later in this chapter. The reality that New- 

speak is designed to “bottle” is, so far as Winston and his contempo- 

raries are concerned, strictly a written reality. All spoken language 

continues to be entirely in “Oldspeak,” which means that forbidden 

thoughts can still be expressed so long as they are expressed orally. 

In that sense, “Newspeak” is a misnomer; it should really be called 

“Newwrite.”” 

Given O’Brien’s stated predilection for the supposedly ever sub- 

tler “intoxications of power,” it seems, initially at least, rather puz- 

zling why O’Brien should be devoting so much time and effort in the 

reformation of Winston Smith’s character by means of a variety of 

rather crude methods of torture. Though Winston is not stupid, his 

life so far has not been in any way unusual or distinguished. While 

to keep altering the past to conform with the currently expedient political facts makes 

very little sense in the context of the kind of police state Oceania is described as be- 

ing. What citizen of this state, in his or her right mind, would dare to examine the 

files of past newspapers in order to verify what had “actually” happened? Doing so 

would be an obvious invitation to the Thought Police to “examine” such a person 

more carefully in Room 101. In Animal Farm, however, the revision of the seven com- 

mandments by Squealer makes sense, since the animals are not hindered when they 

check the back of the barn to see what “new truth” the latest revision has brought 

them. 

28. The assertion that forbidden thoughts cannot be expressed in Newspeak is 

not entirely accurate. For example, the Newspeak names of the various ministries— 

of love, peace, truth, and plenty—respectively, Miniluv, Minipax, Minitrue, and Mini- 

plenty—strongly and ironically imply that they possess a “minimum” amount of love, 

peace, truth, and plenty. According to William Steinhoff, Orwell may have modeled 

Newspeak on the “cablese” that journalists used to write formerly when transmitting 

their copy to their editors via telegraph from overseas (1975, 169). 
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he evidently possesses a certain gift for rewriting snippets of history, 
especially as contained in old newspapers, and even produces occa- 
sional quasi-Newspeak articles for the Times, he is otherwise quite 
as nondescript as his surname suggests he must be. What’s more, as 
he tells Julia at the first opportunity, he is thirty-nine years old, has 
a wife he can’t get rid of, suffers from varicose veins, and has false 
teeth. Small wonder that he can’t quite grasp what she sees in him. 
For that matter, it’s hard to grasp what O’Brien sees in him either. 

One explanation for O’Brien’s concentrated interest in Winston 
might be that he thinks of Winston as a kind of “Everyman,” which 
would at least account for Winston’s ordinariness. An everyman, af- 
ter all, has to be ordinary if he is to qualify as an everyman. Still, 
Winston’s ordinariness does not help explain why Julia should be at- 
tracted to him. Her reason—that she “saw something” potentially 
rebellious in his face (108)—seems rather lame and even unlikely, 
since, if Winston is good at anything, he’s good at maintaining the 
“ordinary” orthodox poker face required to escape the attentions of 
the omnipresent telescreens.” Perhaps the real reason for Julia’s oth- 
erwise inexplicable attraction to Winston is to be found in Orwell’s 
own private preconceptions about women, whom in actual life he 
usually considered undersexed and even frigid. Julia, in other words, 

is a kind of wish fulfillment, for Orwell as well as for Winston. As for 

Winston’s ordinariness, the primary reason for that, other than cam- 
ouflage, may be to allow the reader to identify with someone who is 
“ordinary” in much the same way most readers are. In this way read- 
ers can be made to feel (even “bellyfeel,” as the Newspeak word has 

it) what it’s like to live in the Oceania of 1984. Otherwise the novel 

29. By now the telescreens have become synonymous with the idea of continu- 
ous surveillance, a feature of Orwell’s state that contemporary Americans, especially, 
fear may be adopted by their own government. For Orwell the origins of this sort of 
universal surveillance are probably to be found in the universal spy mania prevalent 
in World War II but also relevant, if we are to believe Vita Fortunati (along with Mi- 
chel Foucault), may be the so-called “panopticon,” which permitted guards to keep a 
continual eye on prisoners in Jeremy Bentham’s hypothetical prison (Fortunati 1987, 
115). 
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might easily have degenerated into a mere treatise along the lines of 

Emmanuel Goldstein’s “Book,” only longer. As it is, Nineteen Eighty- 

Four already bears a heavy burden of discursiveness, not only in the 

assigned readings in “The Book” but also in the discussions between 

O’Brien and Winston that take up much of the last part of the nov- 

el. For this reason we should perhaps be grateful that Julia is only 

a revolutionary from the waist down, someone who barely manag- 

es to keep awake when Winston starts reading out loud from “The 

Book.” 

The most compelling explanation for O’Brien’s curiously intense 

interest in Winston, however, is to be found in O’Brien’s own explic- 

it assertion and prediction that * males drama that I have eee out 

O’Brien acknowledges that he has been systematically ane 

Winston’s physical and mental life since 1977. In ways that ironically 

resemble Winston’s revising and even inventing historical and bio- 

graphical facts, O’Brien has apparently spent much of his time dur- 

ing the last seven years totally reinventing Winston’s life and mind. 

This persistent and massive interference with and involvement in 

Winston’s behavior and thinking (even dreaming) is apparent only 

when one goes back and looks more closely at earlier scenes in the 

book that now assume additional significance. Then one suddenly 

realizes that Nineteen Eighty-Four is really a book with two plots: an 

overt anda covert one. So, for example, the fact that Winston’s room 

possesses a nook where he can hide from the telescreen seems for- 

tuitous until we recognize that this too was part of O’Brien’s plan to 

lull Winston into a false sense of security. Months later, languishing 

in the cellars of the Ministry of Truth, Winston himself realizes that 

“for seven years the Thought Police had watched him like a beetle 

under a magnifying glass. There was no physical act, no word spo- 

ken aloud, that they had not noticed, no train of thought that they 

had not been able to infer. Even the speck of whitish dust on the cov- 

er of his diary they had carefully replaced” (247). There seems to be 
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no length to which O’Brien is not prepared to go, no expense that he 
is not willing to incur, in order to entrap Winston. The “junk shop” 
with its “owner,” the elaborately disguised Thought Police official 
Charrington, has been set up and kept in readiness for years—Po- 
temkin Village~style—apparently just in order to deceive Winston. 
The effort and the planning that must have gone into these stage 
props stagger the imagination. 

Winston’s dream seven years earlier—and the association of that 
dream with the as yet unfamiliar face of O’Brien—that they will 
meet “in the room where there is no darkness,” seems at first prom- 
ising (the absence of darkness suggests hope) and only in retrospect 
becomes ominous (22, 91). His detailed envisioning of the “Gold- 
en Country” even before he goes there to meet Julia for the first 
time may strike the reader as odd, but it only becomes suspicious 
on rereading. Then it becomes clear that somehow either Julia her- 
self must have been complicit with O’Brien from the beginning or 
else she too has been manipulated by him in much the same Way as 
Winston has been. How else to explain the proleptic vision Winston 
has of a “girl with dark hair coming toward him across the field” 
who overwhelms him with “admiration for the gesture with which 
she had thrown her clothes aside. With its grace and carelessness it 
seemed to annihilate a whole culture, a whole system of thought 
...” (27). At this point Winston has not even met Julia. Later, when 
they do meet in the Golden Country and Winston sees Julia act out 
in reality what he had earlier dreamed she would do, he says to him- 
self, “. . . yes! It was almost as in his dream. Almost as swiftly .. . she 
flung [her clothes] aside . . . with that same magnificent gesture by 
which a whole civilization seemed to be annihilated” (1 10),?° 

30. It is suspicious that Julia disappears from the novel after the couple’s ap- : 
prehension by the Thought Police, only to reappear briefly when the two meet “by 
chance” and engage in a pointless conversation that makes Winston want to break off 
contact permanently. By this time Winston, to be sure, has found a new love inter- 
est in Big Brother. While it may be that Julia has indeed been subjected to torture in 
much the same way that Winston has been, there is no specific evidence for it; and, 
given the skill with which O’Brien and his cohorts contrive to disguise people (e.g., 



124 Orwell’s Dystopias 

Once we as readers become aware of the extent of the covert 

plot of the novel, we are inevitably led to wonder what the point of 

it might be. The most obvious answer to this question is, once again, 

provided by O’Brien, at least implicitly. His extraordinary manipula- 

tion of Winston is both proof of his immense, almost godlike pow- 

er and also proof of its “subtlety.” The more obvious and therefore 

cruder expressions of his power only follow later, in the beatings and 

in the electroshock treatments carried out in Room 101. The boot in 

the face, in other words, is only the culmination, as it were, of the 

‘stab in the back, or, more accurately, of the twist of the mind. 

So O’Brien’s “intoxication of power” is subtle after all? On the 

evidence of Winston’s experience, yes, it would seem to be. But 

what about O’Brien’s claim that Winston’s experience is a mere pre- 

liminary to the drama that “will be played out over and over again, 

generation after generation, always in subtler forms?” This claim 

seems to border on madness and may be intended to be read as an 

example of O’Brien’s hubris. After all, if the sex impulse and even 

the orgasm are to be abolished in the future, the possible areas for 

“subtle” expressions of power will be drastically diminished rath- 

er than increased. If there’s no interest in sex, there obviously can 

be no future equivalent of the Winston/Julia relationship; and if, as 

O’Brien claims, the parent/child bond will also be destroyed, there 

can be no guilt feelings of the sort that Winston repeatedly feels 

about being responsible for the death of his mother and younger sis- 

ter. There is the further complication that the future refinements in 

Newspeak will increasingly prohibit the expression—and ultimately 

even the conception—of subtlety. The point of Newspeak, after all, 

is to eliminate complexity and subtlety, not to foster them. What 

then will be the future sources of the supposedly ever more subtle 

Charrington), it’s perhaps justifiable to speculate that Julia’s new appearance may 

simply be another development in O’Brien’s “subtle” drama. Another small piece of 

evidence suggesting that Julia may be O’Brien’s stooge is her failure to react when 

Winston tells her that he recognizes the details of the landscape of the Golden Coun- 

try because he has seen it before “sometimes in a dream” (109). 
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playing out of the drama of power? Is it to be always the boot in 
the face? Forever? Unless he is utterly mad, this must seem an unat- 
tractive prospect even for O’Brien. That it apparently does not strike 
him as unattractive inevitably raises suspicions that he is utterly mad 
and that his madness will have “subtle” and rather drastic conse- 
quences.”' Readers of Nineteen Eighty-Four should be careful, as Wil- 
liam Steinhoff points out, not to confuse O’Brien’s views on these 
matters with Orwell’s. He “did not believe that Machiavelli, Burn- 
ham, and O’Brien were right. He did not believe that ‘sadistic power- 
hunger’ is the ultimate motive for human conduct” (1975, 203-4). 

_ These suspicions are confirmed in the Appendix on “The Prin- 
ciples of Newspeak.” Unlike Goldstein’s “Book,” there is no indica- 
tion that this Appendix has been fabricated by O’Brien and/or other 
members of the Inner Party in order to mislead people like Win- 
ston. We can therefore accept it as a “genuine” description of the 
status of Newspeak and, by implication at least, of the status of the 

31. I, for one, strongly sympathize with the long tradition of Orwell criticism, 
including such distinguished figures as George Kateb and Irving Howe, that shares 
Morris Dickstein’s view about O’Brien, namely, that “he may embody the system but 
he cannot plausibly speak for it. O’Brien is no Grand Inquisitor, whose arguments he 
tries to match.” The earlier critics differ, however, from Dickstein by taking O’Brien’s 
mania seriously, or, rather, by not supporting Dickstein’s claims that Orwell means 
us to think of O’Brien as relatively normal, since in his view “the book offers little 
support for seeing this thuggish creature as a madman who plays mind games with 
his victims” (2004, 65). Dickstein also shows no awareness of the existence of the 
double plot in Nineteen Eighty-Four, though Thomas Pynchon apparently does in his 
introduction to a recent edition of Nineteen Eighty-Four (Deery 2005, 123). (I point- 
ed out its existence as long ago as 1984 in the concluding chapter of my End of Uto- 
pia.) That O’Brien’s lust for power is psychologically unmotivated was noted as early 
as 1949 by Philip Rahv in his review of Nineteen Eighty-Four, when he said that even 
Dostoyevsky’s Grand Inquisitor felt the need to justify his exercise of arbitrary pow- 
er, whereas O’Brien does not. Irving Howe, after quoting Rahy, argues that Orwell is 
depicting a totalitarian society that has reached a stage “when belief in the total state 
is crumbling while its power survives” (Howe 1983, 12-13). The absence of any jus- 
tifying ideology is also problematic for George Kateb, who, in what is probably the 
best discussion of this important aspect of the novel, faults Orwell for failing to ex- 
plain why men like O’Brien want power. In his view Orwell, like Winston, seems to 
know a great deal about the “how” but not much about the “why” of the power mo- 
tive (Kateb 1971, 82-87). 
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society that has developed it. We can infer that the Appendix seems 

to have been written sometime after 1984, “when Oldspeak was still 

the normal means of communication” (277), and 2050, the date for 

which “the final adoption of Newspeak had been fixed” (279). The 

opening sentence of the Appendix reads as follows: “Newspeak was 

the official language of Oceania and had been devised to meet the 

ideological needs of Ingsoc, or English Socialism.” 

There are several odd things about this sentence. To begin with, 

it’s odd that any likely Oceanic reader of the Appendix would need 

to be told that Ingsoc means “English Socialism.” Indeed, it’s unlike- 

ly that such a reader would even understand what the reference to 

“English” means, since, according to the novel, England no longer 

exists but has long ago been replaced by an “Airstrip One” that is 

part of a larger international conglomerate named Oceania. Even 

odder is the statement that “Newspeak was the language of Ocea- 

nia.” If it was the language of Oceania, what is the language of Oce- 

ania now? Apparently, it’s English, for that is the language in which 

the Appendix is written. But if English still is the language of Oce- 

ania, even long after 1984, and if the meaning of Ingsoc still needs 

to be explained at a time when the development of Newspeak was 

scheduled to be completed, then the kind of society described in 

Nineteen Eighty-Four either no longer exists or has changed beyond 

recognition. From all these peculiarities it appears that the Appen- 

dix, very much like the novel that precedes it, has both an overt and 

a covert meaning. 

It could of course be argued that the fact that the Appendix is 

written in the past tense constitutes no proof that Oceania is no lon- 

ger functioning as described in the novel. The novel itself, after all, is 

written in the past tense. To this objection, one can raise the coun- 

terobjection that the Appendix is not part of the novel but is clearly 

designated as an “appendix”; in other words it is something that fol- 

lows the principal part of the book and presumably helps to clarify it 

or some part of it. Significantly, its form is not narrative but discur- 

sive. The Appendix therefore could and probably should have been 
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written in the present tense, the tense in which most descriptive es- 
says (e.g., like this one) are written. That it wasn’t suggests Orwell 
had an ulterior motive in not doing so. This hypothesis may become 
more convincing when it is apparent that there is nothing grammat- 
ically or idiomatically wrong with changing the opening sentence 
into the present tense: “Newspeak is the language of Oceania and 
has been devised to meet the ideological needs of Ingsoc.” 

Even so, there is an additional problem even after the sentence 
has been transposed into the present, because it is still written in 
English, not in Newspeak. However, that objection can be discount- 
ed by noting that no contemporary reader of Nineteen Eighty-Four, 
either now or in 1949, would be able, or would have been able, to 
make out the meaning of so complex a document as the Appendix 
if it had been written in Newspeak, even supposing that Orwell had 
had the ability or desire to write it in that “language.” (He could, 
of course, have used “cablese,” which would have been comprehen- 

sible to most journalists at least.) Besides, there is the further ob- 
jection that Newspeak was designed to eliminate the possibility of 

writing complex documents like this one.” 

All in all, then, there seems to be a good deal of evidence to 
support the conclusion that we are meant to read the Appendix as 
conveying a double meaning, much as the novel itself does. Assum- 
ing, however, that this conclusion is indeed valid, there then fol- 

lows another, perhaps even more momentous problem that needs 

32. The most thorough discussion of the relation of the Appendix to the story of 
Winston Smith is Richard Sanderson’s 1988 essay, which argues that there is no way 
of telling if the Appendix is told by a different narrative voice from the one in Nine- 
teen Eighty-Four. In his view, one should therefore not take into account “the essay’s 
clues” as reliable indications of “the future downfall of Big Brother.” Sanderson also 
professes to be puzzled as to why Orwell would have signaled the demise of Oceania 
in so indirect and ambiguous a fashion if he really meant to leave his readers with the 
sense of a happy ending (589-90). By way of an answer, one might point out that Or- 
well after all was a literary artist and not a mere propagandist, and that, as such, he 
had a right to expect his readers to extrapolate from the evidence he provided, includ- 
ing the evidence of the covert plot in the novel proper—something that Sanderson 
seems to be unaware of. 
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to be addressed, namely, what was it that brought Ingsoc and the 

Party down? Was it, as Winston hoped and even predicted, the pro- 

les?? Are we to conclude that the “beautiful” working-class wom- 

an with her fertile meter-wide hips was too formidable an adversary 

for O’Brien after all? Or was it Goldstein’s Brotherhood that, despite 

O’Brien’s boastful claims, was not mythical after all, but in fact final- 

ly managed to infiltrate the Inner Party and destroy it? 

There is and can be no definitive answer to these questions, or 

at least no direct answer. Indirectly, however, one can surmise that 

it was O’Brien himself (and his fellow Inner Party members) who 

brought down the prevailing system. The evidence for this conclu- 

sion is contained in O’Brien’s own words and behavior. His peculiar 

predictions about the abolition of the orgasm and even of the sex 

drive as such, his ravings about the “ever subtler” intoxications of 

power when it is obvious that those “intoxications” could only be- 

come ever cruder and more boring, suggest that O’Brien, intelligent 

and hard-working though he is, is also utterly mad. But if this is so, 

there is no escaping the conclusion that no stable state can be built 

on the speculations of a madman. If nothing else, in 1948 the drastic 

‘and horrifying results wrought by the power-intoxicated and utterly 

mad Adolf Hitler were as yet staring everyone in Europe in the face. 

Hitler’s thousand-year Reich lasted exactly twelve years. O’Brien’s 

“forever” may last a little longer. But in the end, while O’Brien is 

able to convince Winston that 2 + 2 = 5, and while he is even able 

to abolish history when he wants to, he nevertheless cannot con- 

trol the future or abolish it.*4 Instead, the future will abolish kink 

33. William Casement is one of the few critics of the novel who shares, though 

with qualifications, some of Winston’s hope in the possibility of the proles bringing 

about the destruction of Oceania (1989, 219). 

34. As William Steinhoff points out, Orwell’s use of the “2 + 2 = 5” formula is 

derived from the first Soviet five-year plan, which was supposed to be completed in 

four rather than five years (1975, 172). While the placement of such an apparently ab- 

surd notion in a historical context makes it appear rational—and therefore may make 

O’Brien seem rational too—few readers of Nineteen Eighty-Four would have caught the 

allusion, and even if they had, they might have missed the irony in Orwell's reference 

to a propagandistic plan which had not succeeded either in four or even in five years. 
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Despite his grandiose and overweening claims, there are limits to 
O’Brien’s power, as well as to the power of an institutionalized In- 
gsoc. The last and greatest of the many ironies of Nineteen Eighty- a 

Four, then, is that the hope for the overthrow of Oceania resides 
neither in the proles nor in Emmanuel Goldstein’s Trotskyists. The 
hope is in O’Brien.” poet oe 

35. Additional evidence that Orwell must have meant his readers to treat 
O'Brien’s claims skeptically is to be found in his essay “James Burnham and the Mana- 
gerial Revolution” (1946), which he wrote after he had already begun work on Nine- 
teen Eighty-Four. In that essay Orwell wonders why Burnham, who, like O’Brien, is ob- 
sessed with power, “never stops to ask why people want power. He seems to assume 
that power hunger, although only dominant in comparatively few people, is a natural 
instinct that does not have to be explained, like the desire for food” (1968a, 177). Lat- 
er in the essay, Orwell goes on to question Burnham’s claim that “literally anything 
can become right or wrong if the dominant class wills it.” Not so, says Orwell, be- 
cause Burnham “ignores the fact that certain rules of conduct have to be observed if 
human society is to hold together at all.” Orwell then goes on to speculate that Rus- 
sian policy will probably lead to atomic war, but even if it doesn’t, “the Russian re- 
gime will either democratise itself or it will perish. The huge, invincible, everlasting 
[“Forever!”] empire of which Burnham appears to dream will not be established, or, 
if established, will not endure, because slavery is no longer a stable basis for human 
society” (180). Are we to suppose from this evidence that Orwell made one prediction 
about the future of totalitarianism in the essay on Burnham and another, utterly dif- 
ferent one, in the approximately contemporaneous Nineteen Eighty-Four? It’s possible, 
of course, but I’m inclined to doubt it. 



CHAPTER 5 

WILLIAM GOLDING’S 

LORD OF THE FLIES 

An Island Utopia? 

It is a thankless task to be a fabulist. 

William Golding 

Fabulous Fun 

Until 1961, when he decided that he could make a living from his 

writing, William Golding was a teacher of English and philosophy at 

Bishop Wordsworth’s School, a relatively obscure private school in 

Salisbury in the west of England. Teaching had provided him with a 

good deal of firsthand experience with the kinds of boys he describes 

in Lord of the Flies. As he points out in his essay on fable (originally 

a talk given during his year as writer-in-residence at Hollins College 

in Virginia), he was “well situated” for this task, having served for 

many years not only as a schoolmaster but also, as he pointed out in 

his lecture, as “a son, brother, and father. I have lived for many years 

with small boys and understand and know them with awful preci- 

sion” (1965, 88). 

These last words are, I must confess, a little (actually more than 

a little) chilling. Despite Golding’s obvious literary gifts, gifts that 

must have informed his teaching as well as his writing, these words 

suggest that one ought not to envy the boys at Bishop Wordsworth’s 

130 
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the experience of having had him as their teacher. No doubt he was 
a formidable taskmaster, definitely 1 not someone to be easily de- 
ceived into believing in the potential of immature noble savages to 
transform themselves someday, under appropriate tutelage, into ed- 
a cated and civilized i human beings. 

—~ Given this background, it’s clear that Lord of the Flies is absolute- 
ly authentic, even, in its own way, as authentic as Orwell’s two dys- 
topian an fictions. It’s also clear that the novel i is at least as dark and pes- 
simistic as Orwell’s books, perhaps even darker. As one should be 
able to deduce from its title, it also has a religious dimension that is 
largely absent in Orwell. Lest anyone fail to see it when reading the 
novel, Golding, who apparently was as skeptical of his readers as he 
was of his pupils, takes pains to make it explicit in his essay on fable: 
“Man is a fallen being. He is gripped by original sin. His nature is 
sinful and his state perilous. . . . I decided to take the literary conven- 
tion of boys on an island (notably in Ballantyne’s Coral Island], only 
make them real boys instead of paper cutouts with no life in them; 
and try to show how the shape of the society they evolved would 
be conditioned by their diseased, their fallen nature” (88). There is 

not much doubt here about the outlook for the boys on the island. 

The guiding hand of their author, rather like the controlling hand of 

the wrathful God of the Old Testament, will soon make them feel, 

with “awful precision,” what it’s like to be “gripped” by the disease 

of original sin. 

- Though Golding went on to write several more novels, culmi- 

nating in the award of the Nobel Prize in 1983, Lord of the Flies, his 

first published novel, is still the book by which he is remembered to- 

day. Ironically, the novel would not have been published at all if Gold- 

ing had not been so extraordinarily (awfully?) persistent in sending it 

around, clearly an indication of his confidence in the quality of the 

book. After twenty-one refusals, Faber & Faber finally accepted it and 

brought it out in 1954. For a first novel it sold very well, though by 

no means spectacularly. It wasn’t until it was reissued as a paperback 

in 1959 that it turned into a best-seller and became one of the four or 
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so key books of the American sixties generation, along with J. D. Sa- 

linger’s Catcher in the Rye (with which it is often compared), Tolkien’s 

Lord of the Rings, and Hermann Hesse’s Steppenwolf (published in the 

1920s in Germany but virtually unknown in the United States until 

the 1950s). Like these other books, Lord of the Flies succeeded in tran- 

scending the usual fairly limited audience for serious fiction and soon 

reached an immensely large public. Hence the claims made on the 

cover of paperback editions of the novel that more than ten million 

copies have been sold, claims more reminiscent of the hamburger in- 

dustry than of the publishing business. 

By the time Golding came to the United States in 1961 to teach 

for a year at Hollins College, the book was already a must-read on 

just about all American campuses. For example, on the obverse side 

of the title page of my copy, published in 1959, is listed the informa- 

tion that it’s part of the “fifty-third impression,” and the front cover 

is headed by the boastful announcement that more than three and a 

half million copies were then in print. Inevitably one wonders why. 

What made the book so popular? Was it because the sixties genera- 

tion was possessed by so powerful a sense of their fallen nature that 

they saw themselves mirrored in the various and variously dreary or 

at best tragic fates of the stranded boys? Or was it the implication 

that an impending World War III—still very much a source of anxi- 

ety in the sixties —was less due to impersonal historical forces than to 

innate human folly (or worse)? Was it perhaps the gradually deterio- 

rating political and social atmosphere caused by the war in Vietnam 

that brought with it a loss of faith in American innocence paralleling 

the loss of innocence of the boys in the story? Or was it something 

else? Was it perhaps the very violence of the story that made it at- 

tractive to a generation that, unlike any other before it, was witness 

to the violence of war every evening on the television news? 

Perhaps all of these were factors in contributing to the book’s 

vast popularity. Oddly, however, according to the book’s author, its 

popularity was not attributable to the fact that it is a fable, since for 

him (even after the book had been impressed more than fifty-three 
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times and had sold more than three and half million copies), “fabu- 
lists are never popular” (1965, 85). Perhaps Golding could say this 
with a straight face because he had not bothered to define in clear 
terms what a “fable” was, other than that it is a tale told by a “mor- 
alist” (85). (That’s also why he says it’s unpopular.) But is this really 
so? Gulliver’s Travels, for example, is both a fable and very moral, but 
it is also a very popular story, in both its children’s and its adult ver- 
sions. To be sure, it’s also very funny, which Lord of the Flies definite- 
ly is not. For that matter, just about all utopias and dystopias are to 
some significant degree fables, though by no means are all of them 
funny, and many of them—including all of the ones discussed in this 
book—are still at least moderately popular. 

But then perhaps when Golding uttered these words about the 
supposed unpopularity of fabulists, he was thinking more of his 
subsequent novels than of Lord of the Flies. For, fable or no, Lord of 
the Flies is undoubtedly a good read, despite its sometimes (and ulti- 
mately) depressing overtones. It’s a good read because it is, on one 
level at least, a rousing adventure story, with lots of fantasy (about 
“beasties,” for example) and suspense (e.g., will Jack and his gang of 
savages catch up with and kill Ralph?). In this respect it definitely re- 
sembles Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings, whose great popularity is also 
due in part to its ability to tell an engrossing story. Both narratives 
have a great deal of the “and then” quality that E. M. Forster defined 
as the essential characteristic of a good story, a characteristic that 
in his view was necessary if one wanted to engage “a gaping audi- 
ence of cave men” or “their modern descendant the movie-public” 
([1966], 86). 

This hypothesis would be more persuasive if only the other two 
great campus successes of the sixties were also “good reads” of the 
adventurous sort. But of course they aren’t. Both Salinger’s Catcher 
in the Rye and Hesse’s Steppenwolf are quite different kinds of novels 

“whose popularity is almost certainly not attributable to their rous- 
ing narrative line but rather to their intense concern with describing 
how their protagonists find their “identities” (or fail to) in the usu- 
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ally hostile context of their respective societies. Things happen in 

the two books, of course, but there’s nothing like the absorbing se- 

ries of episodic and often violent adventures that make up Golding’s 

and, especially, Tolkien’s books. 

How to account for this difference? Did Golding and Tolkien ap- 

peal to a different segment of the campus audience than Salinger 

and Hesse? To the dimmer “caveman” segment, to put it bluntly if 

somewhat unkindly? Perhaps so, though I suspect that if there was 

a distinct separation between these two groups of readers, there 

was also a considerable overlap. Why? Not only because most bright 

young people need (then as well as now) and are looking both for 

fun and for answers as to “who” they are, but also because neither 

Golding’s nor Tolkien’s books are. “merely” adventure stories. They 

also address important issues of a moral nature—e.g., what makes 

us behave as we do? Is it possible to avoid the corrupting influence 

of power? Why do kids who seem to start out with similar gifts and 

outlooks develop in radically different ways? Golding’s and Tolkien’s 

novels address these crucial issues in the unpretentious context of ad- 

venture fiction. They are also, it is important to remember, “novels”; 

that is, they are very different from the textbooks students might be 

(or might have been) reading in introductory classes in philosophy 

or psychology, and they are also very different from old-fashioned 

adventure stories like those of H. Rider Haggard or, for that matter, 

new-fashioned ones like Ian Fleming’s. They are “serious” adventure 

stories. Pace Forster, their audience does not just consist of gaping 

cavemen. That’s why no serious student need be ashamed at being 

caught reading a novel by Golding or Tolkien. They may be good 

reads, but they are not escapist fiction. 

Golding and Tolkien also share another quality that, paradoxi- 

cally, may help to account for their vast popularity, namely, their sex- 

ual “innocence.” Though there have been attempts to read sexual- 

ity into Lord of the Rings, these attempts have not been particularly 

persuasive. It’s hard, for example, to believe that the popularity of 

Golding’s novel is attributable to its multitudinous readers savoring 
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the Oedipal aspects of Roger's killing the sow by ramming a stick up 
her anus. That’s an idea that might even have shocked Freud. Not, 
of course, that Freud would have been shocked by the bit about the 
stick in the anus, but rather by the claim that this scene parodies the 
Oedipus complex. After all, Freud thought he knew quite well that 
it was the father whom the male child wished to kill and the mother 
with whom he wished to sleep. Just how killing the mother, rather 
than sleeping with her, is parodic of the Oedipal complex is left un- 
clear, even if we assume that Edmund Epstein, in his afterword to 
the Capricorn edition (he was an editor there at the time), means 
us to think that it’s funny for the boys to think of their mothers as a 
sow. As for the Beastie being the Id, another one of Epstein’s claims, 
while that’s undoubtedly more acceptable from a Freudian point of 
view, to my mind the allegory works better if applied to the boys 
themselves, so that Jack would represent the Id, Ralph the Ego, and 
Piggy the Superego. But even such a Freudian allegorical reading 
still leaves out the important figure of Simon, and besides, as Gold- 
ing was at pains to point out, he had not read Freud when he wrote 
Lord of the Flies.’ 

Surely, putting aside this Freudian red herring (or fat sow), it 
seems obvious that much of the proven appeal of Golding’s story 
is due to its being set in an earthly paradise—a boy’ s utopia. When 
at the beginning of the novel, not long after having lived through a 
harrowing plane crash, Ralph, Jack, and Simon set out to explore the 
island, they are filled not with terror at what they might discover, 
but with tremendous j joy at the adventure they find themselves in: 

“Wacco.” 

“Wizard.” 

“Smashing.” (23) 

1. Not having read Freud might, however, actually reinforce the argument that 
Freud is relevant to an interpretation of the story. Relevant too is the likelihood of 
Golding’s having gained at least a superficial knowledge of Freudian theory without 
having read any actual work by Freud. It’s hard to believe that a forty-three-year-old 
Oxford graduate and teacher (among other things, admittedly) of philosophy would 
not have known at least the basics of Freudian psychology. 
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In Golding’s words, “[t]he boys find an earthly paradise, a world, 

in fact like our world, of boundless wealth, beauty, and resource” 

(1965, 89). Actually, the island is not quite “boundless” in its wealth, 

though there does seem to be an inexhaustible supply of fruit grow- 

ing just about all of the time that the boys are on the island (evi- 

dently less than a year, or from the end of one rainy season to the 

beginning of the next). And, of course, there are the pigs, if one also 

wishes to classify these under the rubric of “boundless wealth.” Or 

perhaps they should belong ‘to the category of what Golding calls 

“resource”? Whatever the case, “boundless fun” describes much bet- 

ter how the boys initially respond to their environment. As Ralph 

later tells the assembled boys, “[tJhis is our island. It’s a good island. 

Until the grownups come to fetch us we'll have fun” (30). The three 

boys don’t pause on their way up to exploring the mountain that 

first morning to savor the beauty of the landscape, but rather look 

forward to the excitement of getting to know a mysterious island. 

They are less juvenile Wordsworths than twentieth-century reincar- 

nations of the Ralph, Jack, and Peterkin of Ballantyne’s Coral Island. 

For them the worlds of fantasy and reality have suddenly fused, 

something that just about all adolescent boys (and perhaps girls too) 

dream about happening. It’s only gradually that some of the boys 

(and presumably all of the readers) become aware of the grave dan- 

gers of (con)fusing fantasy and reality. It’s only gradually that the 

good island becomes a bad island, that utopia turns into dystopia. 

What is the appeal of the uninhabited island? It’s partly the ap- 

peal of being free, of returning to a state of innocent or seeming- 

ly innocent nature. Hence the explicit absence of sexuality. But it is 

also the tremendous appeal for many adolescent boys of being freed 

from adult responsibility, as is the case, for example, in another cel- 

ebrated and influential fantasy, James Barrie’s Peter Pan. (Not coinci- 

dentally, I suspect, the cover of recent editions of the Putnam “Cap- 

ricorn” paperback edition depicts a Ralph [Jack?] who looks very 

much like Peter Pan.) “Neverland,” like Golding’s island, is a place 

where the main aim is to have “fun”—a fun which is more threat- 
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ened by the semi-adult responsibility of Wendy than it is by Captain 
Hook or the Indians. As in Barrie’s fantasy world, so too in Gold- 
ing’s, the breakup of what initially seems like a juvenile utopia is 
caused by the insistence of would-be adults like Piggy (and to a less- 
er extent, Ralph) that “fun” is not enough, or even that “fun” poses 
a danger that needs to be eliminated. Toward the end of Lord of the 
Flies, Piggy and Ralph, as is also the case with Barrie’s Wendy, repre- 
sent a boring adult and even specifically female world (paradoxically 
in Golding too) of having to take care of the “littluns,” of watching 
and feeding the fire, and of keeping a lookout for possible rescue. 

It’s likely, then, that some of the popularity of the book is attrib- 
utable to the absence of sexuality on n the island. That there is no overt 
sexual dimension to the novel is also clearly the result of a delibér- 
ate choice on Golding’s part. “The boys were below the age of overt 
sex,” he says in his essay on fable, “for I did not want to complicate 

the issue with that relative triviality” (89). Let me say here that I, for 
one, am left a little puzzled by this assertion. If sexuality is indeed 
“a relative triviality’—a conclusion reached, presumably, by means 
of the “awful precision” of Golding’s understanding of small boys— 
then how could/ would it possibly “complicate the issue,” except (rel- 
atively) trivially? My sense is that Golding really means to say some- 
thing different. What he means, I think, when he says that there’s no 
overt sexuality in the novel is that he hasn’t allowed any girls to come 
along. (The “littluns,” however, may be viewed as possible substi- 
tutes for girls.) There certainly seems to be no suggestion of homo- 
sexuality among the boys, though traditionally this was a widespread 
“problem” among British public schoolboys—as Golding must have 
known, given his “awful understanding”—up to the time that he pub- 
lished his novel and even beyond. (Jack and his “choir” boys would 

have been another link to homosexuality, if Golding had wished to 
exploit it. They are clearly identified as public school boys, with Jack 

acting as prefect, though he is not explicitly referred to as such.)? 

2. Jack, however, does complain that Ralph gives orders even though he is not a 
prefect. As “chapter chorister and head boy,” Jack is in a position that in the English 
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Leaving girls out of the story therefore may not “simplify” mat- 

ters, but it certainly emphasizes the story’s maleness. I suspect this 

exclusively male focus contributes considerably to its appeal to young 

men; and I suspect therefore that most of its readers are male. Not 

that males don’t like reading about sex, ‘but there is a sense in which 

strictly male adventure stories do help provide male role models for 

adolescents. Like just about all fiction, adventure stories, and Lord of 

the Flies in particular, have a “bovaristic” dimension; that is, they al- 

low (encourage?) readers to try ¢ ‘out various fictional guises or masks 

to see which one fits best. If, as it turns out, one reader happens to 

think of himself as a possible Ralph, he had better watch out for 

problematic encounters with Jacks. If one sees oneself as a poten- 

tial Jack, one had better avoid situations where there is no check on 

one’s innate inclination toward violence. And so on. (It’s possible, 

given Golding’s known admiration for Aldous Huxley, that he may 

have been consciously using Sheldonian psychosomatic categories in 

establishing his characters.) In addition, Lord of the Flies exercises an 

appeal to most readers who are probably older than the boys in the 

story that is perhaps best described as “nostalgia.” It’s a longing— 

one that is also present in the Tolkien stories—for a presexual Eden- 

ic world before one had eaten of the sexual Tree of Knowledge. In 

Eden, after all, it was the very nontrivial knowledge of sexuality that 

brought about the loss of innocence and the subsequent expulsion 

of Adam and Eve. In Golding’s retelling of this archetypal narrative, 

there is is no Eve and, instead of seu! it is the oy eating of the 

—— 

sion n from a island of Eden. 

system is usually occupied by a prefect, that is, of a public school student in his last 

year. It is therefore peculiar that Jack is no older than the other boys, though, to be 

sure, it is.also peculiar that the choir is made up of boys who are all about the same 

age. 
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Getting to Utopia 

Though few critics have remarked on it or even noted it, there is 
something very odd about how the novel begins.’ As far as we can 
tell, the boys have arrived on the island after their plane has been shot 
down at night by enemy aircraft during what seems to be part of a nu- 
clear World War III. They were apparently being evacuated—much as 
English children had been in the early stages of World War Il—from 
England and were being flown to safety in Australia (?) or New Zea- 
land (?).4 (Why all of this is never made explicit is a question that was 
left unanswered until Charles Monteith, Golding’s editor at Faber, ad- 
dressed it in 1986.) The novel begins on the morning after the plane 
has crashed, with one of the boys (it turns out to be Ralph) making 
his way out of the jungle by way of the “long scar” that the plane had 
smashed into the jungle as it crashed. He is followed a little later by 
another boy (Piggy), who emerges from more or less the same place 
and who has evidently been gorging himself on fruit. The two then 
engage in a contrived conversation about what occurred the previ- 
ous night. Piggy first wonders what happened to “the man with the 
megaphone” and then about what happened to the pilot. Ralph as- 
serts that there probably aren’t any grownups on the island, some- 
thing that seems to delight rather than distress him. He also claims 
that the pilot “must have flown away after he dropped us. He couldn’t 
land here. Not in a plane with wheels.”’ He also thinks that the pilot 
will be back to pick them up. Piggy, however, is evidently more realis- 

3. According to Stephen Medcalf, however, high school teachers in Britain who 
use this novel to introduce their students to “high literature” for the first time “still 
rather irritably explain in answer to their complaints that we do not know how the 
boys of the story arrived” on the island. On the whole, it seems that the critics have 
shown rather less curiosity—or irritability, for that matter—in this respect than many 
high school students (2005, 12). 

4. That the island is somewhere in the Indian Ocean is suggested by the intertex- 
tual reference to Ballantyne’s Coral Island. However, it is also made clear in the nov- 
el itself that the plane must have been flying in this direction, since it is said to have 

made two prior stops in Gibraltar and Addis Ababa (17). 

5. Readers of the published book could not have known that in the version Gold- 
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tic and does not agree. He points out that the plane was under attack 

and went down in flames, with the cabin of the plane producing the 

aforementioned scar in the jungle as it crashed. To Ralph’s question, 

as to where the remains of the plane might be, Piggy speculates that 

the plane was swept out to sea by the storm that was then raging, 

probably with some of the children (and of course the two adults) 

still on board (5-6). 

Does all of this make any sense? 

Not really. To begin with, it’s very peculiar that neither boy—or, 

for that matter, any of the other boys who later join them, some of 

them from places quite distant from the site of the crash—has been 

injured in any way, not even slightly, nor has their clothing been torn 

or even singed or soiled. (Jack’s choir, for example, is fully dressed 

in caps and gowns.) What’s more, there is no trace whatever of the 

plane that came down, except for the deep scar that it left behind as 

it smashed through the jungle. There is no detritus of metal, glass, 

propellers, food, tools, or weapons. There is simply nothing, not 

even corpses or body parts. Even if we accept Piggy’s hypothesis 

that the plane was swept out to sea by the force of the storm, the 

fact that it has left nothing behind is very peculiar. Peculiar too is the 

circumstance that the plane evidently disappeared into the relatively 

shallow lagoon protecting the beach side of the island from the sea. 

The reef blocking the surf and the open sea is said to be “perhaps a 

mile away,” which means that, no matter how great the force of the 

storm might have been, the plane could not have been swept out be- 

yond the reef (8). (In fact, the storm was evidently not particularly 

powerful, since none of the trees on either side of the scar appears 

ing originally submitted to his eventual publisher there were several planes rather 

than just one, and that these planes were equipped with detachable “passenger tubes” 

which could be released by the pilots to float down to earth on giant parachutes. 

These futuristic details were eliminated on revision, at the suggestion of Charles 

Monteith (Monteith 1986, 58). That Golding retained aspects of the original version 

(the distribution of the boys over various parts of the island, for example) while add- 

ing new ones (notably the “scar”) makes the beginning of the novel confusing, appar- 

ently deliberately so. 
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to have been blown down.) But if the remains of the plane are rest- 
ing at the bottom of the shallow lagoon, then they should at least 
be visible from more elevated parts of the island and might possibly 
even be accessible. Such is, however, evidently not the case, for none 
of the boys ever mentions seeing the plane or, Robinson Crusoe-— 
like, attempts to retrieve useful items from it. 

All of this is very curious. Curious too is what the point of all 
this mystery surrounding the boys’ arrival on the island might be. It 
is clearly not due to carelessness on Golding’s part, since, in speak- 
ing with Frank Kermode about Lord of the Flies in 1959, he said that 
“it was worked out very carefully in every possible way, this novel” 
(Kermode 1983, 201). Several years later, in conversation with Jack 
Biles, he reaffirmed his conviction that the novelist is a fully con- 
scious craftsman: “I’m against the picture of the artist as the starry- 
eyed visionary not really in control or knowing what he does. I think 
I'd almost prefer the word ‘craftsman.’ He’s like one of the old- 
fashioned shipbuilders, who conceived the boat in their mind and 
then, after that, touched every single piece that went into the boat. 

They were in complete control; they knew it inch by inch, and I think 
the novelist is very much like that” (Biles 1971, 177). These remarks 
obviously negate any supposition that Golding was simply unaware 
of what he was doing when he placed his boys on the island in so 
peculiar a manner, But if it was not an oversight or a blunder, then 
what? Certainly, all prior island fantasies, from Robinson Crusoe to Pe- 
ter Pan, including Golding’s explicit model, Coral Island, are at pains 
to show how their characters got there. Not Golding, however. 

One possible answer might be to approach this apparently delib- 
erate mystery from the perspective of the kind of philosophy that 
was current and most fashionable at the time Lord of the Flies was 

6. None of these details seems to bother Mark Kinkead-Weekes and Ian Gregor, 
who simply assert that all the boys landed in a “detachable tube” which was then 
swept out to sea by a “great storm,” together with some of the children on board. 
There is no discussion of why there are no injuries to the surviving children, or why 
some of them appear scattered over the island, or why there is a “scar” that has been 
caused by a plane crash (Kinkead-Weekes and Gregor 2002, 7-8). 
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first published, namely, existentialism. Existentialism would account 

for the otherwise inexplicable way the boys “drop in” on the island 

by analogy to the way we have all ‘ ‘dropped i in” on life—also an inex- 

plicable and even “absurd” event. It’s a given, in ‘other words, which 

“we simply have to accept without any further explanation, as with 

Martin Heidegger's idea of human beings being “thrown” into life. 

This existentialist answer to the problems raised by the strange be- 

ginning of the novel is admittedly an attractive solution to a difficult 

problem. It is especially attractive also because one of Golding’s sub- 

jects of instruction at Bishop Wordsworth’s School happens to have 

been philosophy, which presumably means that he would have been 

aware of existentialism even at this relatively early stage of its intro- 

duction into the English-speaking world. Still, I don’t think it’s the 

main reason why Golding arranged for the novel to begin as it did. 

The main reason, I believe, is the utopian reason. Golding’s in- 

tention is to establish, even at the cost of a drastic lack of realism, 

something like a laboratory situation.’ Or, if lack of realism is too 

strong a phrase, then at least a “nonrealistic” laboratory situation, 

one, in other words, that is outside of, or more accurately, beside, 

reality. As he remarks in his essay on fables, “[t]he point of the fable 

under imaginative consideration does not become more real than 

the real world; it shoves the real world to one side” (1965, 97). Gold- 

ing’s aim in Lord of the Flies seems to be to set up the right conditions (eee eee eee ee 
for an “experiment.” ’ Here, in other words, representative human- 

ity ity (or at least representative male humanity between the ages of 

six and about twelve) is to be subjected to a “test,” something rather 

like what the Hungarian critic Georg Lukacs in his study of the his- 

torical novel calls an “extreme situation.” Such a situation, though 

on the surface utterly atypical, is actually the most effective way of 

presenting a truly typical situation, since a more obviously “typical” 

situation would actually be “average” and therefore unconvincing. 

7. Although, as we have seen, the original typescript version of the novel did pro- 

vide more details about how and why the boys got to the island, Golding’s revisions 

in the published version obscured those details, presumably deliberately. 
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The very lack of realism, the very extremity of the situation, calls 
attention to the “experiment” that is being conducted in the novel. 
This kind of test or “gimmick,” as both Frederick Karl and James 
Gindin call it (taking their cue from Golding himself), is also appar- 
ent in the ending of the novel, not only in its beginning. There a deus 
ex machina in the guise of a British naval officer, along with several 
members of his crew, steps ashore to “rescue” the boys. The way 
the book ends, in short, is quite as “absurd” and unpredictable as the 

way it begins. 

An Island Laboratory 

This situation raises the further question presented by another 
odd aspect of the novel, namely, the clear division of the boys into 
two distinct age groups, the “littluns,” who are all about six years 
old, and the “biguns,” who are all about twelve. In this respect, Lord 
of the Flies differs radically from its principal intertext, Ballantyne’s 
Coral Island, and actually resembles more the island section of Peter 
Pan. In Ballantyne’s novel, Jack Martin (Jack Merridew in Lord of the 

Flies) is eighteen, Ralph Rover is fifteen, and Peterkin Gay (Simon in 

Lord of the Flies) is thirteen. In other words, though the age differ- 
ences among them are not insignificant, the boys are all past the age 
of puberty; they are, in other words, already young adults. However, 

because of his greater age and experience, as well as because of his 
much greater physical strength, Ballantyne’s Jack automatically as- 
sumes and is willingly granted leadership of the small group. There 

is none of the rivalry so evident in Lord of the Flies. 

Why does Golding divide his boys into two distinct groups of lit- 

tluns and biguns? Is it to suggest that littluns are just waiting to be- 

come biguns, just as the biguns are merely biding time to become 

adults like the naval officer (or the dead pilots)? There is some evi- 

dence that we are to interpret the division in these terms. In the only 

scene in the novel where the littluns are provided with something 

more than a background role, the behavior of three of them, Hen- 
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ry, Perceval, and Johnny, is shown to mirror the behavior of Jack, 

Ralph, and Piggy, as is evident from the following description of the 

three small children playing on the beach: 

Henry [Jack] was a bit of a leader this afternoon, because the 

other two were Perceval and Johnny, the smallest boys on the is- 

land. Perceval [Piggy] was mouse-colored and had not been very 

attractive even to his mother; Johnny [Ralph] was well built, with 

fair hair and a natural belligerence. Just now he was being obedient 

because he was interested; and the three children, kneeling in the 

sand, were at peace. (55) 

There is, however, at least one other persuasive reason for the di- 

vision, namely, to provide an opportunity for the older boys to show 

whether or not they are willing to assume a (boring?) responsibility 

for those who are less able, or even unable, to care for themselves. In 

the passage cited above, for example, it turns out that the three litt- 

luns are being watched by two biguns, Roger and Maurice, who pro- 

ceed to destroy a number of the littluns’ sand castles, and Maurice 

also kicks sand into Perceval’s eyes. Still, both of the older boys are 

somewhat inhibited in their behavior toward the littluns, especially 

Maurice, who goes off to swim by himself. Roger, however, remains 

behind, apparently waiting for an opportunity to satisfy his sadistic 

impulses, of which he seems to possess more than any of the other 

older boys on the island. A little later, when Henry leaves the two 

other littluns to play alone at the edge of the water, Roger proceeds 

to throw stones in his direction, more to frighten him, however, than 

to hurt him.* He, like Maurice, is as yet inhibited by the conditioning 

of the “outside” world: “Here, invisible yet strong, was the taboo of 

the old life. Round the squatting child was the protection of parents 

and school and policemen and the law. Roger’s arm was conditioned 

by a civilization that knew nothing of him and was in ruins” (57). 

Roger’s overtly sadistic behavior toward the littluns is atypical, 

8. Roger's throwing stones in Henry’s direction is clearly intended as a foreshad- 

owing of Roger's releasing the rock that will kill Piggy toward the close of the novel. 
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but it’s clear that just about all of the biguns, including Ralph and 
perhaps even Piggy, have difficulty in shouldering responsibility for 
them. This difficulty is revealed not only in their persistent failure to 
establish a list of the names of the littluns or a clear count of their 
number, but in their more ominous failure to prevent the death by 
fire of the little boy with the mulberry mark on his face.’ Only one 
of the older boys shows any real concern for the welfare of the lit- 
tluns, namely, Simon, who on his way into the interior of the island 
stops to help some of the little boys get at ripe fruit that is beyond 
their reach. Lest we miss the point here, Golding specifically draws 
our attention to it in his 1964 interview with James Keating, where 
he also observes that he deliberately intended Simon to be perceived 

as a “Christ figure” (Baker 2000, 192). basa. Sek 

Here again it’s worth recalling the absence of overt sexuality in 
the novel. There is no sense that Simon’s assistance to the littluns— 
or, for that matter, Roger’s and Maurice’s earlier hostility to them— 
is prompted by secret or sublimated sexual impulses. Simon’s behav- 
ior is undoubtedly altruistic. (Perhaps this incident is what Golding 
is thinking of when he describes himself as an optimist.) Judging 
from the example of Simon, it is at least possible in his world to act 
altruistically. The absence of sexuality, as we have seen, also fits the 
idea of a fictional laboratory where the basic human drive(s) can be 

identified and examined in isolation. Here it is the drive for r power 

that is the center of attention, but, as is evident from Simon’s be- 

havior, it also becomes clear that not all of the boys are affected by 

this drive, and, further, that some of them are less affected by it than 

others (Ralph and Piggy). 

Golding’s intention here appears to be to evoke “the state of na- 

ture,” that hypothetical utopian/dystopian condition postulated by. 

seventeenth- and eighteenth-century philosophers from Hobbes to 

Rousseau. Golding wants us to return to the place where it all be- 

9. Another one of the odd and even incredible aspects of this narrative is that 

none of these boys—all of them schoolchildren—is in possession of pencil and paper 
with which to make such a list. 
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gan, which is perhaps also why he confines his novel to young and 

youngish children. Not that the “state of nature” is identical for all 

of these foundational philosophers, as Golding the sometime phi- 

losophy teacher must have known full well. In both Rousseau’s and 

Locke’s views, primitive humanity was essentially good, a world of 

“noble savages, ” whereas for Hobbes it was essentially | bad, with his 

primitive men inhabiting a world where life was, as Hobbes famous- 

ly put it, “solitary, poore, nasty, brutish and short.” Which of these 

two views of humanity Golding preferred as being closest to reality 

should not be a question readers of Lord of the Flies need to ask. 

Aside from evoking/invoking this Enlightenment debate about 

the origins of human society, Golding also appears to want his read- 

ers to think of the specifically Judeo-Christian tradition of the origin 

of the human species. Thus the rationally inexplicable presence of 

the boys on the island—i.e., how they got there—reflects, I think, the 

biblical story of the creation, the story of Genesis. This is perhaps 

why all of the boys first step out of the dark background of chaos 

(the jungle) before they enter the world of light on the beach. This 

is also why they need to know the names of the littluns and why the 

“word,” as embodied in the conch, is so important. It may also be 

why the smoke becomes for the older boys the primary means for 

rescue as well as a matter of contention, though neither Ralph nor 

Jack may actually be aware of the echoes of the Abel/Cain story. 

(Jack’s later adoption of facial markings to provide camouflage and 

to foster group solidarity seems to identify him even more with the 

Cain story.) There is also something of an allusion to the fallen an- 

gels in the transformation, during the course of the novel, of Jack’s 

choir into a gang of diabolic hunters. 

What is not quite so clear in all of this socioreligious intertex- 

tuality, is why Golding should have chosen children exclusively to 

conduct his “experiment” with. This is certainly not what Hobbes, 

Locke, Rousseau, or even the Bible do when they depict the state of 

nature. Why then Golding? 

Part of the reason, I think, is that children between the ages of 
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six and thirteen are old enough to be able to survive under favorable 
conditions, at least for a while, independent of adult care, while at 

the same time not yet being fully socialized. It is therefore possible 
and even believable that they would begin to forget what little so- 
cialization they once possessed and start to revert to a “state of na- 
ture.” Another part of the reason perhaps is that children are much 
less adept at suppressing or disguising their true feelings and mo- 
tives than adults are, with the result that they inevitably reveal their 

“true” natures more fully and clearly. Furthermore, there is a long 
and very influential tradition in the West that attaches value to child- 
hood, a tradition that views children as innocent and unspoiled by 
adult society. In this connection, it is worth noting that Christianity 
is a religion—the only major religion—that places a child at its cen- 
ter. Also, for the Romantics, that is, for the immediate successors of 

Rousseau, the child is, as Wordsworth famously put it, the “father 

of the man.” The child is, as he is also in Blake’s songs, an innocent 

who is corrupted by experience. In Rousseau’s words, man is born 
free—and born of course as a child—yet everywhere he is in chains, 
both in the sense of the real chains made by an authoritarian adult 
society as well as in the sense of Blake’s mind-forged manacles. 

In Lord of the Flies, who or what is to blame for the corruption of 

the initially innocent children? 

The answer to this question is easy, on the surface at least. It is 

the “Lord of the Flies,” who is prominently referred to in the title of 
the novel. 0 Most readers undoubtedly realize who is to blame long 

before the interview between Simon and the severed head of the pig 

(in the chapter entitled “Gift for the Darkness”). The “fly-lord” or 

Beelzebub is only the externalized form of an evil that dwells within 

the boys themselves. That evil is present even in Simon, who is un- 

10. According to James Baker, the original title of the book was Strangers from 

Within, and Golding only adopted Lord of the Flies as his title at the urging of the pub- 

lisher (Baker 2000, 122). According to Charles Monteith, the final title was suggested 

by Alan Pringle, another editor at Faber & Faber (Monteith 1986, 62). It may be that 

by referring to “inner” strangers Golding wished to suggest a link with Camus’s nov- 

el, L’étranger, thereby emphasizing the existential aspects of his novel. 
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doubtedly, morally speaking, the best of the whole lot. Not that this 

indwelling evil (which Golding would later identify as “original sin”) 

is here easily defined or understood, for adult readers or, much less, 

for the boys themselves. Unlike, say, the world depicted in Tolkien’s 

novels, where creation is on the whole neatly divided into good and 

bad, Golding’s is a mixed or gray-scale world, not a sharply dualis- 

tic black-and-white one. It is a world, as E. M. Forster once said, not 

of good and evil but of good-and-evil. It should not be surprising, 

therefore, that some boys have a greater share of original sin—of 

evil—than others. 

Simon is the boy with the least inherent evil. That is no doubt 

why, paradoxically, evil manifests itself to him most clearly, as in the 

temptation of Christ. There is.also some ambiguity as to whether 

the scene in which the Lord of the Flies speaks to Simon is meant to 

be seen as a purely symbolic event or as an actual, real one. The an- 

swer to this question depends in part on how we view Simon him- 

self. Though in some superficial ways he is only a boy much like the 

other boys—he likes to explore, for example—Simon differs from 

the others in that he seems to possess a genuine visionary gift. He 

exercises this gift when he accurately foretells Ralph’ s escape from 

the island (103). Significantly, Simon is also an epileptic, a condition 

that is sometimes associated with extrasensory perception. Among 

so-called primitive peoples, the shaman is often an epileptic (hence 

shaman/Simon?). 

Whether the scene—and with it the Lord of the Flies—is real 

or unreal (or merely symbolic) is ultimately impossible to deter- 

mine. What is clear, however, is that Simon is unmistakably associ- 

ated with the head of the pig. When he faints he envisions himself 

inside that head. His own head also bleeds and, like the pig’s, attracts 

the flies. On some level and to some extent, therefore, we are appar- 

ently intended to think of Simon’s head as identical with the pig’s 

head, which, if true, means that, since the pig’s head is one mani- 

festation of the essential “beastie,” Simon too must be another such 

manifestation (127-28). This identification is literally (and ironically) 
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proved when Simon is “mistaken” for the “beastie” and bludgeoned 
to death a short time later, when he joins the hysterical group on 
the beach." (The irony of course is that Jack and his hunter-killers 
are much more bestial than Simon.) The other chief manifestation 
of the “beastie,” namely, the dead parachutist on top of the moun- 
tain, is also associated with Simon. It is Simon alone who dares to 
confront him and so comes to realize what he is, a dead human be- 
ing.” Simon then takes pity on him—he is, after all, a Christ figure— 
and releases him. He can do so perhaps because, as with the pig’s 

ject, though in different ways, to the “falling disease.” Fittingly, both 
in the end are swept out into the sea (of eternity?), where they disap- 
pear, mysteriously leaving no trace of their bodies behind. Only the 
spirit survives, as it were. 

Simon is obviously the most interesting because the most com- 
plex character in the book. For the rest, despite Golding’s hope that 
he could avoid depicting boys who were mere “cut-outs,” the other 
characters are so predictable that one almost always knows what they 
are going to say or do beforehand: Piggy will always whine; Ralph 
will always try to do the right thing; Jack will always try to do the 
wrong one; and Roger will always try to do someone or something 

in. Given Golding’s preoccupation with setting up a laboratory on 

11. Piggy’s name also inevitably associates him with the pig’s head. Like Simon 

(and of course the pig itself), Piggy is killed by the other boys; he too is apparently 

another manifestation of the “beastie.” Golding’s identification of the “beastie” with 

the morally superior characters like Simon and Piggy (and later with Ralph), rather 

than with Jack et al., is quite deliberate. He wants his readers to be aware that “origi- 

nal sin” is present even among those who seem least affected /infected by it. That the 

other boys, along with their leader Jack, are bestial hardly needs pointing out. 

12. In Golding’s complex private allegory, the parachutist represents so-called 

“off-campus history,” which is Golding’s name for the mass of national prejudices that 

pass popularly for history. (Real or objective history, on the other hand, is academic 

or “campus” history.) As Golding writes in “Fable,” the League of Nations (symbol- 

ized in the book by fire) was a “great effort at international sanity [that] fell before the 

pressures of nationalism which were founded in ignorance, jealousy, greed—before 

the pressures of off-campus history which was dead but would not lie down”—like 

the parachutist, in other words (1965, 96). 
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the island in which to study human nature, he is almost forced into 

having at least one sepesename eel from_each of the-impor- 

tant human categories, though, given his shortage of characters (a 

Brief novel like this one can only accommodate relatively few charac- 

ters and still remain a novel), he has to make a single character fulfill 

slightly different roles at different times. Simon, as we have already 

seen, is the shaman, the religious mystic, but he is also the individual- 

ist, the solitary. Piggy is the rationalist and intellectual, but he is also 

the inevitable outsider. (Piggy, so far as we can tell, is also the only 

boy who comes from a working-class background.) He has all the 

faults of the intellectual—he’s physically lazy; he’s near-sighted; and 

he’s a chronic complainer and nag—but he also has the compensat- 

ing virtues. He knows how to organize people and things; he has a 

more lucid and objective overview of the situation; and he is able to 

foresee if not forestall potential dangers. 

Jack is also a familiar type, but at the other end of the scale. 

Red-haired, courageous, somatotonic, competitive, he is a “natural 

leader” who has charisma but no ability to think much beyond the 

immediate situation. Lacking a sense of the future, Jack reverts en- 

tirely to the past, literally becoming the “chief” of a tribe (the word 

is actually used) of primitive hunters. When he puts on his “mask” 

of colored markings and insists that his followers do the same, he 

thereby eliminates not only all semblance of civilization but also all 

individual identity. It is in these respects that Jack can reasonably be 

called a “fascist”; that is, he promotes a cult of uncritical worship of, 

and obedience to, the “leader” while at the same time placing group 

solidarity above individual rights. Ralph, on the other hand, shares 

qualities possessed by both Piggy and Jack, with the Piggy-like char- 

acteristics mostly dominating. His problem is that, being a divided 

personality, he looks both ways. Ralph’s inner ambiguity is evidently 

too much for his frail psyche, with the result that Ralph increasing- 

ly “forgets” the civilized rationale for his actions (e.g., why the fire 

needs to be kept lit) and comes to resemble Jack’s instinctual “sav- 
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ages” more and more without being able (or perhaps really wanting) 
to join their group. 

Each of these boys is, it’s clear, representative of a fairly large 
and typical category of humans. But why so? What is it that has pro- 
duced these different categories? Who or what is it that has created 
not one type of human being, but various types? Why is Jack differ- 
ent from Ralph, and why are both different from Piggy? Or, put in 
more general terms, what is the principal shaping force here, nature 
or nurture? 

The unambiguous answer to this question seems to be: nature. 
So, for example, Piggy can’t help being fat. His inability to change is is 
symbolized by the fact that he never loses any weight. He remains 
the same Piggy from his absurd beginning to his lamentable end, de- 
spite being forced to abstain entirely from the fattening candy that 
his “auntie” used to feed him. So too Jack apparently can’t help be- 
ing aggressive or Roger sadistic; and even among the littluns the 
same types are visible in embryonic state. Simon’s epileptic condi- 
tion is relevant here too. One is born an epileptic, not made one. 

Given these basic, genetically determined human “facts,” it 

seems inevitable that, in the laboratory conditions of the island, 
the fundamental, innate human drive for power should triumph 
over all other, relatively sj speaking ‘ “trivial,” competing drives, such 
i acs and“altruism. (Altruism, too, however, as we can 

see from Simon’s example, is just as innate as the lust for power; it’s 
just weaker.) In other words, might will always triumph over right, 
power will always crush morality, “fun” will always take precedence 
over responsibility, death over life, primitive emotion over civilized 
thought, the group over the individual. The shift of power from the 
democratically elected Ralph to the self-appointed “fiihrer” Jack re- 
verberates with ominous echoes through the corridors of contem- 
porary history. World War II, we seem meant to learn, was not the 
last word on what human beings are really like. We need another 
World War, one that is even more devastating—one that will finally 
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leave the whole world in ruins—to prove to us that the fly-lord is the 

real master of the world.” 

Is this the depressing conclusion that we should take away from 

this novel? 

Yes and no, I think. Certainly civilization is shown to be very 

fragile. The conch, the symbol of civil society, can and does break. 

And Piggy’s glasses break too, or are stolen and misused. The glasses 

are a particularly interesting symbol, rather like the crystal ball that 

Winston Smith buys in Charrington’s junk shop in Nineteen Eighty- 

Four, and which is also smashed in the end (but totally smashed, un- 

like Piggy’s glasses). The glasses that are meant to help Piggy see 

(and “see”) also produce the fire that may (and will!) rescue the boys, 

though not Piggy himself.’ However, they also light the fire that 

kills the boy with the mulberry mark and that will eventually de- 

stroy most of the nonhuman life on the island. Civilization, in the 

form of fire, is not only fragile, it is also profoundly dangerous, both 

on the island and off it. Golding, so it would appear, has once again 

proved that, as Gilbert Murray once put it in a famous epigram, 

when you scratch a European, you will find a savage. Or, if not a sav- 

age—for neither Piggy nor Ralph ever turns savage—then at least a 

human being “gripped” by original sin. 

"But, if this is true, if Golding’s scientific “experiment” has inex- 

orably led to this conclusion, then it also follows logically that civi- 

lization could never have arisen in the first place, at least not to the 

13. It is the destruction of the civilized world by atomic bombs, as well as Beelze- 

bub’s ultimate responsibility for that destruction, that makes James Baker believe that 

Golding is here in some way reworking Aldous Huxley’s dystopian “novel,” Ape and 

Essence (1948). In that dystopia Huxley posits a post-World War III Los Angeles devas- 

tated by atomic warfare and given over entirely to a satanic cult. To my mind the par- 

allel is interesting but not persuasive, though it is undoubtedly significant that Gold- 

ing did acknowledge being influenced by Huxley’s pessimism to the extent of liber- 

ating him from “a certain starry-eyed optimism which stemmed from the optimistic 

rationalism of the nineteenth century” (quoted in Baker 2000, 116). 

14. According to Julian Barnes, it is actually impossible to light a fire using the 

eyeglasses that would have been prescribed for the kind of nearsightedness that Piggy 

suffers from. The error is presumably not deliberate (Barnes 1990, 77). 
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point where Ralphs and Piggies could ever have exercised power 
over Jacks and Rogers. Of course, perhaps they never really did, per- 
haps so-called civilization consists only of brief intervals when the 
“Jack” boot (as it were) is not forever, as O’Brien puts it so vividly 
and memorably in Nineteen Eighty-Four, smashing the face of the in- 
nocent victim. Perhaps even Jacks and O’Briens need to take a rest 
once in a while. As Napoleon reputedly said, you can do everything 
with bayonets except sit on them. If this is actually the case, then 
there can be no rescue—not for the boys, not for us. 

‘But if there is no rescue for the boys on the island, if there is 
only a continuation on a much vaster and technologically more so- 
phisticated scale of the “hunt” of an arbitrarily designated “enemy,” 
then what is or was the point of keeping the fire going in the first 
place? If the final rescue is no real rescue but merely another way 
of having “fun” in a different and even more destructive guise—that 
is, in naval uniforms and with submachine guns rather than with fa- 

cial markings and sharpened sticks—then Jack was right after all in 
not worrying about being rescued. Then Jack, and not Ralph or even 
Piggy, is the truly radical thinker. Then it is Ralph and Piggy and not 
Jack who remain trapped in the illusion that there is such a thing as 

conventional safety or civilization in the adult world. If adult decen- 
cy and altruism are only illusions, then there can be little consola- 
tion in the fact that the world will end not wi with a | whimper, but with 

a bane = py big ban: bang. 



. CHAPTER 6 

SUBJECTIVITY AND UTOPIA IN IRIS 

MURDOCH’S THE BELL 

For me philosophical problems are the problems of my own life. 

Iris Murdoch 

Despite repeated tendencies towards worldliness and corruption, the 

medieval monastery has appéared to many thinkers to come closest 

in conception and even achievement to the general form of the ideal 

society. 

Krishan Kumar 

Iris Murdoch’s first published book was a book of mixed philo- 

sophical analysis and aesthetic criticism, Sartre: Romantic Rationalist 

(1953). Why start off a career in philosophy with Sartre? Partly, no 

doubt, because Sartre was still a relatively unknown writer in early 

fifties Britain, and Murdoch’s little book was among the very first 

to introduce him to her more provincial contemporaries; but partly 

too, I think, because for Murdoch Sartre was already something she 

was destined to become herself, namely, a philosopher who was also 

a novelist, though in her case the proportions would turn out to b be 

rather different, with Murdoch being more of a novelist and less of 

a philosopher. 

The choice of Sartre was also significant in other ways, for Mur- 

doch did not (and never would) practice “philosophy” as conceived 

of in contemporaneous Britain, a philosophy that was primarily the- 

154 
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oretical, abstract, and academic. Though, as a professional philoso- 
pher, she was of course knowledgeable about the general tradition 
of British moral philosophy, for her, as for Sartre, philosophy was 
something intimately linked to experience and commitment, a con- 
nection that helps to explain her decision to devote her life, during 
the latter part of the war as well as in the period immediately fol- 
lowing, to working in Belgium and Austria for the United Nations 
Relief and Rehabilitation Administration. Though it was in fact only 
through going abroad to pursue this work that she came to know of 
Sartre’s philosophy, her choice had already prepared her for its favor- 
able reception. Her enthusiasm for existentialism (and its influence) 
even before meeting ‘the great man himself in November 1945 is un- 
mistakable. “[W Jhat excites me more than the philosophy itself,” she 
remarked, “is the extraordinary bunch of good novelists it is inspir- 
ing.” ’ After actually meeting him, she confessed somewhat breath- 
lessly to a friend that “{h]is talk is ruthlessly gorgeously lucid—& I 
begin to like his ideas more & more . . . his writing and talking on 
morals—will, liberty, choice—is hard & lucid & invigorating. It’s the 
real thing—so exciting & so sobering, to meet at last—after running 
away in despair from the shallow stupid milk & water ‘ethics’ of 
English ‘moralists’ like Ross & Pritchard” (quoted in Conradi 2001a, 
215-16). Not that she was ever “converted” to existentialism—in- 

deed she was critical of it from the very beginning—but the Sartrean 
impact on her was and would continue to be great and undeniable 
(and undenied). One does not publish one’s first book on someone 

whose life and thought one considers unimportant. 

Still, the book on Sartre is very much an English book, not a 

French one. The book on Sartre is really a book about Sartre as seen 

from the point of view of someone who has been ue and think- 

why her first published novel, although partly se set in 1 France, has as its 

title a phrase taken from Wittgenstein and has also as one of its prin- 
cipal characters a figure strongly reminiscent of Wittgenstein. Like 

Sartre, the impact of Wittgenstein would be great and enduring. 
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Though she only overlapped with him at Cambridge just after his 

retirement, and only met him briefly in person, she was extremely 

close to several of his students, who were in the habit of discussing 

him “incessantly.” According to Peter Conradi, Murdoch “dreamt of 

him [Wittgenstein] all her life (never of Sartre),” and as late as 1978 

she wondered out loud about the way in which “the fact that I have 

known very well certain people ... who were imprinted by Wittgen- 

stein [has] affected my work as a writer” (quoted in Conradi 2001a, 

262-63). Wittgenstein is indirectly referred to in The Bell by the name 

of the maker of one of the bells, Hugh Bellfounder (43)—also the 

name of the Wittgenstein character in Under the Net.’ 

Aside from numerous essays and reviews dealing with philo- 

sophical issues, Murdoch also published books of philosophy other 

than the one on Sartre. It is perhaps significant, however, that the 

book on Sartre is the only book on philosophy she published while 

she was still engaged as a full-time teacher of philosophy. Though, 

like it, the various essays that make up The Sovereignty of Good (1970) 

and even Metaphysics as a Guide to Morals (1992)—originally a series 

of lectures—are both more or less given to empirical (or experiential) 

rather than to abstract philosophy, still these two books are primarily 

concerned with ethics, with the nature of the “good.” Her remain- 

ing books of philosophy, The Fire and the Sun: Why Plato Banished the 

Artists (1977) and Acastos: Two Platonic Dialogues (1986), are both, as 

the subtitles indicate, concerned with Plato, even to the point, in the 

latter case, of overt imitation. 

The moral, , experiential focus is also true, not surprisingly, of 

her novels. And it is “perhaps true. as well, as Murdoch suggests in 

her book on Sartre, of all novels, at least when the term “novel” 

variously but narrowly defined. There she distinguishes between 

four kinds of novel: “the novel proper,” as written, among others, 

1. The Wittgensteinian presence is especially noticeable in the third chapter, 

“The Sickness of Language,” in which, among other references, Murdoch quotes ap- 

provingly from the Tractatus to the effect that “{iJn the world everything is as it is and 

happens as it does happen. In it there is no value” (1974, 47). 
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by Jane Austen, Dostoyevsky, and Proust (and, prospectively, by her- 
self, though she does not say so); the novel of ideas, for which she 
gives as the only example Voltaire’s Candide; the “plain tale,” e.g., 
Defoe’s Moll Flanders; and, finally, the “modern metaphysical tale,” 
for which she provides, again, only one example, Kafka’s The Castle. 
“The novelist proper,” she goes on to argue, “is, in his Way, a sort 
of phenomenologist. He has always implicitly understood what the 
philosopher has grasped less clearly, that human reason is not a sin- 
gle unitary gadget the nature of which could be discovered once for 
all. The novelist has had his eye fixed on what we do and not on 
what we ought to do or must be presumed to do .. . [the novel] is 
also a type of writing which is more important than” the admittedly 
quite important writings of Nietzsche, Freud, and even “the philoso- 
phy of Sartre” (1974, 9-10). 

Whilé not as intimidating as her philosophical writings, Mur- 
doch’s s novels can be and usually are formidable experiences. (This 
is less true, however, of her historical fiction.) They are also, as of 
course they should be, given the specialized background of their au- 
thor, philosophical novels, that is, complex, intricate, and profound. 

SS 

In addition, they are ironic, witty, -and sometimes even n farcical—as, 
for example, when in The Bell Toby y and Dora stumble into the hollow 
of the eponymous bell in a sudden moment of awkward sexual em- 
brace immediately after having raised the bell from its muddy bed. 

But difficult and challenging though the novels sometimes are, 
it is not necessary to possess a whole philosophical/ mythological 
reference library to understand (at some significant level, at least) 

and enjoy them—unlike the work, say, of another eminent literary 
figure who started out to be a professional philosopher, T. S. Eliot. 

2. And more important too than the novels of Jean-Paul Sartre, since these, along 

with his plays, have, as she points out in a 1950 BBC broadcast, “a strictly didactic pur- 
pose” (1997, 103). For an explanation as to why didacticism in fiction is “of the es- 
sence of Romanticism,” see “The Sublime and the Beautiful Revisited” (1997, 281). 

3. See Michael Levenson’s essay, “Iris Murdoch: The Philosophic Fifties and The 
Bell,” for the most thorough reading of the novel from the perspective of Murdoch’s 
philosophical writings, especially the early essays. One of Levenson’s main conten- 
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One does not even need to read her own philosophical work in or- 

der to understand and enjoy her novels. Iris Murdoch is not a mod-_ 

ernist novelist in this narrow sense, full of learned allusions and in- 

tertexts, clouded by obscurity. Which, to be sure, is not to say that 

there aren’t intertexts, allusions, or myths (sometimes in plenty) 

in her fiction, but the difference with Murdoch is that these do not 

seem to get in the way of one’s readerly enjoyment as they undoubt- 

edly do, at least initially, with Eliot. The difference may be due to 

Murdoch’s not taking all these, by now almost inevitable, accoutre- 

ments of modernist fiction at face value, as seems to be the case 

when she filters them through several consciousnesses of varying 

maturity and sensitivity, as she does in The Bell with Dora, Toby, and 

Michael. And even in those instances when she does not do so, as, 

for example, in the first-person narration of A Severed Head, the read- 

er is allowed to follow a process whereby consciousness is increased 

in gradual stages. That is, the reader’s consciousness is enlarged in 

the same ways and at the same rate as ; the characters’. 
ale $$ —— 

So, to repeat, it is not necessary ‘to delve first into Murdoch’s 

philosophical work before one reads her fiction. In fact, a good ar- 

gument can be made that it is better to start with the fiction even if 

one’s ultimate aim is to understand the philosophy, since the fiction 

is, almost explicitly at times, presented as a testing ground for the 

philosophy—hers or, for that matter, anyone else’s.* Instead of in- 

tions is that in The Bell Murdoch exposes “the hollowness . .. in the [existentialist] 

theory of freedom-as-choice. A choice is a momentary act of mind. But we often act 

against our conscious choices, just as Dora chooses not to surrender her seat and then 

immediately rises. Something else takes over: perhaps an instinct or a disposition. For 

Murdoch there is something far larger than the local movement of mind that we call 

free choice; there is the entire framework of our lives—our beliefs, our emotions, 

our memories—which can be more determining than any conscious act of freedom” 

(2001, 566). Sharon Kaehele and Howard German anticipate some of Levenson’s ar- 

gument when they note that “[iJn stressing the role of emotions and other irrational 

motives for behavior, Miss Murdoch is countering the contemporary emphasis upon 

reason which is found in empiricism and existentialism with their stress upon making 
choices and performing actions” (1967, 560). 

4. As Jack Stewart argues, “[fJiction provides an existential dimension lacking in 
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quiring abstractly about the nature of the good and whether and un- 
der what circumstances it might be possible to be good—or to seek 
abstractly to examine the bases of what might make a good society, 
as, say, Thomas More or even Plato do—Murdoch presents us with 
individuals who are trying to live good lives or trying to establish a 
society in which it may be possible to live a good life. That indeed is 
what the plot and characters of The Bell are all about, but here the 

plot and the characters are not figments of an abstract, hypothetical 
situation but rather mimic in abundant detail situations and people 
as they might be encountered in actual life, which means that Mur- 
doch never strives to provide her readers (as most philosophers gen- 
erally do) with unambiguous answers. There is always a dialectic be- 
tween various ethical positions of which no single one is obviously 
privileged. Murdoch’s real success lies in making us believe that her 
characters are real people plagued by real problems—or: not plagued 
by them, as the case. may be. It is this success that makes her a genu- 
ine novelist, the best writing in English in the latter half of the twen- 
tieth century. 

Murdoch’s novels, then, one should never forget, are novels. 

They are not simply narrative frameworks on which to hang dum- 

mies (or even smarties) who spout her ideas. Her characters are nev- 

er mere mouthpieces. That this should be so is quite extraordinary 

in the context of most utopian or even dystopian fiction. Her focus 

is never on describing in detail what the principles are on which a 

genuinely or, as the case may be, ironically good society has been es- 

tablished, but rather on the people who inhabit that only vaguely de- 

fined society. Although The Bell is unquestionably a novel with ideas, 

it is first and foremost a modern novel plain and simple, that is, a 

work in which the emphasis is on the exploration of the conscious- 

ness of the characters, not on the exploration of the validity or non- 

validity of the ideas themselves. Of course, this way of conceiving 

philosophy, whereby the validity of opposing views may be tested within the context 
of the proponents’ lives and motives” (1980, 215-16), 



160 Iris Murdoch’s The Bell 

and practicing the art of the novel is not “plain and simple” at all, 

but actually very complex and, relatively speaking, quite recent. 

Subjectivity and the Novel 

If we are to believe Erich Auerbach, serious attempts to de- 

pict consciousness (or subjectivity) in fiction only began in early 

nineteenth-century France with Stendhal, a tradition that was sub- 

sequently picked up and developed in Britain during the later nine- 

teenth and early twentieth centuries by Henry James, James Joyce, 

and Virginia Woolf.’ That Murdoch wants her readers to be aware 

that she too is writing in this tradition is evident from her playful 

allusion near the beginning ef The Bell to Woolf’s classic essay on 

the “new” way to depict character in fiction, “Mr. Bennett and Mrs. 

Brown.” In that essay Woolf memorably describes how she (or at any 

rate her “persona”) overhears a conversation between two strang- 

ers while riding in a train compartment with them, and then, on 

the basis of this fragmentary exchange as well as their dress and ap- 

pearance, draws conclusions about them. For Woolf this is the way 

we “really” understand (and, of course, also misunderstand) people, 

that is fragmentarily and inconclusively, not in the totalized, materi- 

alistic manner of realistic novelists like Arnold Bennett.® 

This “Woolfian” experience of others is also what happens with 

Dora, who near the beginning of the novel shares a railway com- 

partment with “some nondescript grey ladies, an elderly man” and, 

most notably, sitting opposite her, a boy whom she estimates to be 

about eighteen and a man of about forty (18). It is their appearance 

that she focuses on and their conversation that she overhears and 

5. “We may ask ourselves,” Auerbach writes, “how it came about that mod- 

ern consciousness of reality began to find literary form for the first time precisely in 

Henri Beyle of Grenoble” (1971, 459). 

6. According to Woolf, none of the so-called Edwardian novelists so much as 

even looks at Mrs. Brown. Instead, they look out the window of the railway carriage 

at “factories, at Utopias, even at the decoration and the upholstery of the carriage; 

but never at her, never at life, never at human nature” (1961, 223). 
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draws conclusions about, such as the (correct) conclusion that the 
older man was unlikely to be the boy’s father since there was “some- 
thing pedagogic” about him, a characteristic that, given her hus- 
band Paul’s propensities, she is no doubt particularly sensitive about 
(19). Dora, feeling herself entirely mistress of the situation, is also 
amused by what she interprets as the rather awkward responses of 
the attractive young boy to what she believes are her charms. 

Unlike Woolf, however, Dora’s role is not merely spectatorial. 
Suddenly, hearing the older man refer to Imber,” the name of the 
place to which she herself is going, she realizes that these two peo- 
ple represent not merely a mildly amusing chance encounter on a 
train about which she can speculate imaginatively and with impuni- 
ty (as in the case of Woolf), but two people whom she is almost cer- 
tain to have personal dealings with in the immediate future. Now, 
instead of strangers, the man and the boy threaten to impinge upon 
on her own, as it turns out, very inadequate sense of self. Now, hear- 
ing their voices emanating from the compartment which she has 

7. The real Imber is a small village in Wiltshire, now in the center of an artillery 
range and generally closed to the public since 1943. Of the original buildings only Im- 
ber Court (the Manor House) and the church, St. Giles, are still standing, protected 
from military intervention. However, Murdoch’s fictional Imber Court and Imber Ab- 
bey probably do not refer to the historical place but rather to the ecclesiastical “Em- 
ber Days and Ember Weeks” (Imber is an accepted variant spelling for Ember). Ac- 
cording to the eleventh edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica, the Ember Days and 
Ember Weeks refer to “the four seasons set apart by the Western Church for special 

prayer and fasting, and the ordination of clergy, known in the medieval church as qua- 

tour tempora, or jejuna quatuor temporum. The Ember weeks are the complete weeks 

following Holy Cross day (September 14), St. Lucy’s day (December 13), the first Sun- 
day in Lent and Whitsun day. The Wednesdays, Fridays and Saturdays of these weeks 
are the Ember days distinctively, the following Sundays being the days of ordination.” 
It is perhaps significant that Dora’s arrival at Imber occurs in early September and 

that the dedication of the new bell is scheduled for what may be the first Sunday af- 

ter Holy Cross day. There are no precise dates in the novel but the action is clearly 

limited to the period between early September and late October (1957?). Murdoch’s 

description of her fictional Imber Court and Imber Abbey, on the other hand, is very 

precise, though its location is also kept vague. We know only that it is fairly near Ox- 

ford and within easy driving distance of Swindon. According to Sharon Kaehele and 

Howard German, the topography of Imber may represent an attempt on Murdoch’s 

part to duplicate the topography of Dante’s Inferno (1967, 557). 
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just left in hurried embarrassment, she suspects they must be talk- 

ing about her. Now, instead of being amused and superior, she is 

afraid they will be “set before her as judges.” Now she realizes that 

what she had thought would be a pleasant but insignificant interlude 

might very well turn out to be “merely the prelude to some far drea- 

rier knowledge” (22). 

From all this it is perhaps fair to conclude that Mr. Bennett is not 

quite so negligible a figure for Murdoch as he was for Woolf, and 

that indeed he and not just Virginia Woolf were holding tickets on 

the same train as Dora (he is, perhaps, the aforementioned “elderly 

man”)—a train that leads all its passengers, even those who thought 

they were just riding along in order to observe their fellow travel- 

ers and listen to their talk, to destinations that they as yet know little 

of.’ Sartre, too, it seems, is also seated somewhere in the same com- 

partment, perhaps disguised as one of the “nondescript grey ladies,” 

speculating sardonically about these goings-on, for it is only when 

Dora grows aware that her gaze has evoked (or perhaps even pro- 

voked) an answering gaze that she also becomes aware that she is 

not alone, that a whole world—the world of Imber, to be precise, in- 

habited by these two people and also by her husband Paul—actually 

exists, and has done so for some time already, quite apart from her 

own separate existence and consciousness. 

And, of course, all along Dora has been accompanied by Mur- 

doch herself or, pace Wayne Booth, by her occasionally visible fic- 

tional representative, the unnamed but extremely knowledgeable 

narrator. Though, given the predominance of the technique of 

“style indirect libre” (or as it is usually called in English, “free indi- 

rect discourse”)? in the narration of the novel, it is sometimes dif- 

8. In her book on Sartre, Murdoch finds fault with Woolf’s characters for being 

“presented as a series of more or less discrete experiences, connected by tone and co- 

lour rather than by any thread of consistent struggle or purpose” (1974, 56). 

9. In the English translation of Franz Stanzel’s Theorie des Erzdhlens (1979) (A The- 

ory of Narrative, 1986), the original German term “erlebte Rede” is translated as “free 

indirect style” (actually a literal translation of the usual French phrase for this narra- 
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ficult to distinguish the voice of the narrator from the thoughts of 
the three characters to whose consciousnesses we are given access, 
there are numerous occasions throughout the novel when it is clear 
that we are in the presence of a judging, generalizing observer, rath- 
er like the even more intrusive “commentator” of E. M. Forster’s 
novels.’° As with Forster, Murdoch’s narrator is often ironic, as she 
is, in a rather gentle way, in reminding us repeatedly of young To- 
by’s fondness for the somewhat unusual word “rebarbative,” whose 
meaning he has only recently learned; or, somewhat less gently, in 
her ironic treatment, especially at the beginning of the novel, of Do- 
ra’s inability to make meaningful choices, either with regard to triv- 
ial matters (such as yielding her seat in the train to an obnoxious 
older woman) or very serious ones (notably what to do about her 
unsatisfactory marriage to Paul Greenfield). 

This use of irony to govern the reader’s response to character is, 
however, probably not to be set down to a process of actual narra- 
tive intrusion." But there can be no doubt about the narrator’s delib- 

tive device). In his section on “The Presentation of Consciousness,” Stanzel argues 
that “[f]rom a detailed analysis of the frequency and distribution of the presentation 
of inside views among the individual characters of the novel, conclusions can some- 
times be drawn about the values and attitudes in an author's deeper layers of con- 
sciousness” (1986, 128-29). 

10. Though the similarity to Forsterian techniques of narration is not, I think, 
deliberate, as it is in the case of Woolf, Murdoch may intend her readers to think in a 
general way of Bloomsbury idealism—and Bloomsbury religious naiveté—in connec- 
tion with Imber. So Dora’s name, appearance, and association with the Slade, as well 
as her unhappy marriage to the vaguely “foreign” and formidably jealous Paul Green- 
field and her subsequent attachment to the homosexual Michael, strongly evoke as- 
pects of Dora Carrington’s life, though Murdoch’s Dora (aside from her dealings with 
the bell) leads a far more conventional life than Carrington did with Mark Gertler and 
Lytton Strachey. Murdoch may also mean us to think of Woolf’s famous essay “The 
Death of a Moth” in connection with Dora’s liberation of a Red Admiral butterfly 
just after arriving at the railway station nearest Imber. 

11. In The Black Prince (1973), Murdoch’s principal narrator, Bradley Pearson, ar- 
gues that “we may attempt to attain truth through irony. (An angel might make of 
this a concise definition of the limits of human understanding.) Almost any tale of 
our doings is comic. We are bottomlessly comic to each other. Even the most adored 
and beloved person is comic to his lover. The novel is a comic form. Language is a 
comic form, and makes jokes in its sleep. God, if he existed, would laugh at his cre- 



164 Iris Murdoch’s The Bell 

erate interference in such instances as the introductory (and rather 

ominous) comment about Michael Meade’s position as “unofficial 

leader” of the Imber community: “Those who hope, by retiring 

from the world, to earn a holiday from human frailty, in themselves 

and others, are usually disappointed” (85). Or her observation about 

the incipient love relationship between Michael and Nick Fawley: 

“The talk of lovers who have just declared their love is one of life’s 

most sweet delights” (104). Or her sardonic generalization about 

how Michael’s kiss has affected Toby’s outlook on life: “Toby had re- 

ceived, though not yet digested, one of the earliest lessons of adult 

life: that one is never secure” (160). Or her almost immediately fol- 

lowing comment about Toby’s rushing to judgment: “Like all inex- 

perienced people, Toby tended to make all-or-nothing judgements” 

(161). And so on and so forth. 

The narrative strategy of the supposedly old-fashioned “Ben- 

nett” sort of novel, it should be obvious by now, is still effectively 

present in Murdoch’s fiction. Still, despite the presence of a guiding 

and sometimes intrusive narrator, most of the action and much of > 

the inner nature of the characters are perceived from the point of 

view (as well as via the technique of “style indirect libre”) of three 

principal figures: Dora, Toby, and Michael. The development of 

these shifting perspectives does not seem to be consistent, though 

in general there is a progression from Dora to Toby to Michael. To 

appreciate just how Murdoch manages this progression, it might be 

useful to tabulate roughly the order and proportions she devotes to 

presenting the consciousness of each of these three characters. The 

novel begins with Dora Greenfield, who, after being briefly intro- 

duced by the narrator, becomes the initial “center of consciousness” 

of the novel (to use Henry James’s term). Partly through direct en- 

try into Dora’s thoughts and emotions, partly through the indirect 

approach of free indirect discourse, Murdoch largely presents the 

ation. Yet it is also the case that life is horrible, without metaphysical sense, wrecked 

by chance, pain and the close prospect of death. Out of this is born irony, our danger- 

ous and necessary tool” (55). 
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initial parts (that is, most of the first three chapters) of the novel 
from Dora’s very limited point of view. Chapters 5, 9, 14, 20, 22, 
and parts of the last chapter (26) are similarly narrated from Dora’s 
perspective. In terms of the number of pages, Dora’s point of view 
predominates in the novel, with well over a third of the book devot- 
ed to her developing consciousness. The depiction of Toby Gashe’s 
consciousness, on the other hand, is confined to only about fifty pag- 
es, namely, chapters 4, 10, the first part of 12, 13, 17, and 21. Finally, 
the rendering of Michael Meade’s consciousness occupies a little less 
than a third of the novel, beginning with chapters 6, 7, and 8, and 

continuing with the latter half of chapter 12, chapters 16, 18, 25, and 

parts of 26. 

Given this striking division of the novel into three distinct and 
_ disproportionate points of view—actually four, if one also counts, 

as one no doubt should, the perspective of the unnamed narrator— 
one inevitably wonders what the point of it all might be. Part of the 
“point” undoubtedly—and this is true not only of Murdoch’s novel 
but of all “center of consciousness” or so-called perspectival narra- 
tion—is to show the limitations of those centers of consciousness 

and thereby place in question the | truth of what they I have perceived. 
Truth, in other words, ceases to be absolute insofar as it is made rela- 

tive to the limited and fallible perspective of the individual perceiv- 
er. (Truth, however, still remains absolute as far as Murdoch’s narra- 

tor is concerned.) Put another way, life has ceased to be secure—if it 

ever was—not only for Toby, but also for Dora and Michael.” 

There may be another factor involved here too. According to 

Murdoch, in Sartre’s view “the mode of self-awareness of the modern 

12. There is an interesting analogue here to the way Mrs. Ramsay is presented in 
Virginia Woolf’s To the Lighthouse. According to Auerbach, “{tJhe essential character- 
istic of the technique represented by Virginia Woolf is that we are given not merely 
one person whose consciousness . . . is rendered, but many persons, with frequent 
shifts from one to the other. . .. The multiplicity of persons suggests that we are here 
after all confronted with an endeavor to investigate an objective reality . . . she is as it 
were encircled by the content of all the various consciousnesses directed upon her” 
(1971, 536). 
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novelist is the internal monologue [i.e., free indirect discourse]. . . . 

The modern novelist is not usually telling us about events as if they 

were past and remembered; he is presenting | them, through the con- 

sciousness of his people, as if f they were happening now.” Murdoch 

goes on to point out that for Sartre, however, character cannot be re- 

vealed in this manner, since for him “‘[cJharacter has no distinct ex- 

istence except as an object of knowledge of other people.” The way 

to resolve this difficulty, again in Sartre’s view, is “‘to work in a vari- 

ety of outside views of each person, so that we may obtain an “ob- 

jective” picture.” Though Murdoch explicitly disagrees with Sartre’s 

argument, it may be that it nevertheless has influenced her decision 

to portray “character” in The Bell by providing a series of different in- 

ternal perspectives (1974, 53-4). 

That still leaves open the question, however, as to why Murdoch 

should have chosen to present the consciousness of precisely these 

three people, and in precisely this order. If, for example, the unex- 

plored psychological perspectives of several other important charac- 

ters—Nick, James Tayper Pace, and the Abbess spring to mind—had 

been chosen as well as or instead of the ones Murdoch did choose, 

we would have been presented with a very different kind of novel. 

So too, for that matter, if the events of the novel had affected first 

the consciousness of Michael, then of Dora, and finally of Toby, in- 

stead of in the very different order in which Murdoch chose to pres- 

ent that impact. 

To this line of inquiry one can of course simply answer: Why 

not? Some sort of choice, after all, has to be made, not only by the 

fictional Dora and the fictional Michael but also by the very real 

Murdoch. Still, whatever else we can or should say about Murdoch’s 

choice, it is a significant choice, not merely a random one. The sig- 

nificance of her choice may be (at least if we define “significance” 

in the manner of E. D. Hirsch, as referring to whatever meaning an 

event or character has for the reader rather than for the author), in 

the case of deciding to begin the novel with Dora, that she thereby 

is able to provide, in a very natural way, some of the needed exposi- 
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tory information about what Imber and its inhabitants are like. In 
this sense, Dora’s introductory role is strongly reminiscent of the old 
and sometimes even hackneyed device (especially popular in utopian 
fictions) of having the outsider discover what the social institutions 
are like that govern the lives of the people inside. The same is true, 
at least initially, of Toby—another outsider who feels compelled to 
find out what’s inside (especially inside the Abbey)—as it is true too 
of Dora, to find out what’s inside the self. In this way the reader is 
allowed entry, without undue intrusion, and while no doubt sharing 
many of the same doubts and skeptical reactions as Dora (and to a 
much lesser degree, Toby), into what the “inside” is like. Also, both 

characters are young, attractive, and unformed; both are looking for 
answers—especially Dora, but also Toby later on—as to how to live 
their lives, which is why a good deal of the novel (particularly those 
parts devoted to rendering the consciousnesses of Dora and Toby) 
reads like a Bildungsroman. 

But even if we grant the hypothesis that Dora and Toby are be- 
ing used by Murdoch in order to introduce her readers, through 

their mental and emotional responses, to the world of Imber, there 
remains the question as to why she needs two such characters rather 
than just one. Is it in order to provide, even at this early stage in the 
novel, differing perspectives on the “same” reality, thereby achiev- 
ing a more radical relativization of it? Is it in order to show how 

young people of different genders, life experience, and religious out- 
looks respond to a structured world that is both new and strange to 

them? Is it to show how, under the influence of Imber Court and Im- 

ber Abbey, a “guilty” outsider like Dora can eventually become inno- 
cent; and how Toby, at first innocent, can become “guilty,” at least in 

his own eyes (as well as in those of Nick)? Dora too is initially hostile 

to the religious aspects of life at Imber, but is eventually won over, 
whereas Toby is initially sympathetic and is, for a time at least, alien- 
ated. 

Perhaps more important, novelistically speaking, is the function 

of these two characters in preparing the way for our encounter with 
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Michael’s consciousness. We are first made to see him through their 

eyes before we are allowed to see him through his own. Their eyes 

“see” him, to begin with, as rather ordinary. Later on he becomes 

the major influence in their lives during their stay at Imber. Indeed, 

he is already, or becomes in the progress of the narrative, the major 

influence on just about every one of the principal characters in the 

novel, including Nick and Catherine Fawley, and perhaps not even 

excluding James Tayper Pace. 

Michael Meade is a good man, or at least he would like to be a 

good man, as is evident not only from his constant analysis of the 

motives for his own behavior with respect to the other characters 

but from his long-standing ambition to become a priest, that is, in 

his view, a kind of professionally: good man. Unlike Dora and Toby, 

when we first meet him he is already a very complex personality; 

hence we fittingly know more about his past—about how he came 

to be the complex person he is—than about that of any other char- 

acter in the novel; indeed, a whole chapter (7) is devoted to it. That 

is not to say, however, that he is utterly unlike the other two centers 

of consciousness in the novel. He especially resembles Dora in his 

habit of being decisively indecisive. 

This characteristic is especially evident when Michael wonders 

how to deal with Toby—about “deciding what to do,” as he puts it 

to himself—after having impulsively kissed him the evening before. 

He quickly notices that, as with a similar but more deliberate inci- 

dent involving Nick some thirteen years earlier, he is now “intense- 

ly anxious to see Toby again and to speak to him about what had 

occurred.” He then considers the possibility of playing safe by sim- 

ply disregarding the matter altogether, so as not to prolong the inci- 

dent or make it appear more important to Toby than it actually was. 

He resolves to seek enlightenment by visiting the Abbey chapel and 

praying. His prayers produce a certain calming effect but they also 

make him realize that he has in fact sinned against the boy, that is, 

he decides that the incident was indeed important. Now he further 

“decides” that it would be better to “postpone the interview till the 
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following day,” since such a delay would, he believes, induce greater 
coolness and calm. Later the same day, after a period of reflection 
and hard physical labor in the garden, he reverses that decision, con- 
cluding that it would now seem “gratuitously mystifying to Toby, 
to postpone the interview.” He then decides that he needs to clear 
the air almost at once, since his current state of emotional upset has 
“made all other activity impossible.” 

Having now “decided to wait no longer,” Michael “decide[s] not 
to interview Toby in his office or bedroom.” He wants the interview 
to be “business-like, not intimate.” He now devotes his attention to 
planning the interview and to “deciding what he was going to say, 
even with a sort of satisfaction.” As usual, however, his plans don’t 
quite work out. Though he successfully apologizes to Toby after 
taking him out that evening into the woods to observe and listen to 
the almost magical flight of the nightjars, he can’t resist a final mo- 

ment of intimacy. When, subsequent to his apology, Toby “forgives” 
him, Michael reaches out with “his hand blindly toward the boy— 

and as if drawn magnetically Toby’s hand met his in a strong grip. 
They stood silently together in the darkness” (166-70). 

Some, but definitely not all, of Murdoch’s rendering of Michael’s 
tortuous mental gymnastics in making up his mind and then chang- 
ing it again (and again) while trying to reach a decision about how 
to deal with the “problem” of Toby is, as in the more obvious case 
of Dora, clearly intended to be comic. The serious part, however, 
though less obvious, is also more important, and has to do with the 

crucial existentialist issue of choice, especially as described by Sartre 
and critiqued by Murdoch. (Sartre is wrong, according to Murdoch, 
to describe all choice as conscious choice, rejecting the Freudian no- 
tion of the unconscious. He is, as she puts it succinctly in her title, a 
“romantic rationalist” [1974, 27].) Despite the evident comedy and 

irony here, Murdoch manages to make Michael into a sympathetic 

and not just a ridiculous character, since he is shown to be able to 

see (or at least to be able to speculate persuasively about) the pos- 
sible and perhaps even probable consequences of several different 
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courses of action.” Like Prufrock, but also like Hamlet, Michael is 

subjected to “decisions and revisions which a minute will reverse.” 

His vacillation suggests weakness while at the same time suggesting 

intellectual complexity. And it also makes him into a more attractive — 

personality, because it is “human” to vacillate and to be weak." 
—_—— ———— Se eee 

—— es 

Perfection and Reality 

With Michael Meade we also confront the problem of the 

“brotherhood,” that is, the as yet incomplete (and never to com- 

pleted) realization of the “idea of making the Court [Imber Court] 

the home of a permanent lay community attached to the Abbey,” 

an idea originally proposed to Michael by the Abbess (81). In her 

conception, the Imber community would be “an intermediary form 

of life” for those “many” people, including of course Michael him- 

self, “who can live neither in the world nor out of it... a kind of 

sick people, whose desire for God makes them unsatisfactory citi- 

zens of an ordinary life, but whose strength or temperament fails 

them to surrender the world completely” (81). “Our duty,” the Ab- 

bess tells Michael by way of justifying this halfway house of the spir- 

it, “is not necessarily to seek the highest regardless of the realities of 

13. It is the complexity with which Murdoch portrays Michael that A. S. Byatt 

finds “really good” about The Bell, specifically “the way in which the consequences of 

the moral decisions he must take are almost never clear to the reader in advance” —or 

even, one might add, to himself (1956, 86). 

14. The very striking pattern of doubling in this novel is, I think, related to this 

important theme of choice. Most obviously there are the two bells (with their identi- 

cal names but very different mottoes), the old and the new, the one that is raised and 

the other that is sunk; but there are also Imber Court and Imber Abbey, the spiritually 

“sick” and the spiritually healthy communities; there are the two contrasting leaders 

of the Imber community, Michael Meade and James Tayper Pace, with their two im- 

portant but opposing sermons; there are the twins, Nick and Catherine Fawley; there 

are the repeated confessions by Michael’s adolescent lovers, Nick and Toby; there is 

the specious “world,” as represented for Dora by Noel Spens, and the unwordly “re- 

ality” of the National Gallery; there is the medieval legend of the drowned nun (and 

Michael’s recurrent dream about it) and there is the would-be nun Catherine’s at- 

tempt to:drown herself; and finally there are the opposing values of secular love and 

spiritual love, most notably represented for Michael by Nick and the Abbess. 
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our spiritual life as it in fact is, but to seek that place, that task, those 
people, which will make our spiritual life most constantly grow and 
flourish” (81). The repeated “our” in the Abbess’s words, to be sure, 
is evidently not meant to include the Abbess herself, since she has 
unquestionably sought to follow the “highest,” for otherwise she 
would not be what (and where) she is; instead, the “our” refers ex- 
clusively to spiritually “sick” people like Michael whose lives consist, 
or so the Abbess seems to want us to believe, of continual compro- 
mises with the ideal.” 

Michael wants to be good and may even be good, but he does 
not always see clearly what the good is. He hopes to seek the high- 
est (e.g., to be a priest) but he also knows that the confused “reali- 
ties” of his spiritual life may not permit him to achieve it. In this 
respect he also differs greatly from the other leading “brother” in 
the group, James Tayper Pace. This difference—and the importance 
of that difference for the novel—is made clear in the two contrast- 
ing sermons which James and Michael deliver to the assembled com- 
munity on successive Sundays. In his sermon (the first of the two), 
James warns against complexity and imagination—that is, against 
what Sartre calls subjectivism. His opening sentence, along with 

the rest of his sermon, is radically anti-Sartrean, though undoubt- 
edly, since he seems not much given to reading philosophy, he is not 
aware of this aspect of what he is saying—and perhaps would not 

care if he was. (Sartre’s name is never mentioned, here or anywhere 

else in the book.) “The chief requirement of the good life,” James 

begins by saying, “‘is to live without any image of oneself... . The 

study of personality, indeed the whole conception of personality, is, 

15, According to Peter Conradi, Murdoch “admitted a little to identifying” with 

the Abbess (Conradi 2001b, 145). There may also be a connection between the un- 

named fictional Abbess and Dame Magdalene Mary Euan-Smith, the “notable ab- 

bess” of the Anglican Benedictine Malling Abbey in Kent, whom Murdoch visited 

several times, starting in October 1946 (Conradi 2001a, 247-48). Murdoch also admit- 

ted to sympathizing with “the vision of an ideal community in which work would 

once again be creative and meaningful and human brotherhood be restored” (quoted 
in Conradi 2001b, 146). 
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as I see it, dangerous to goodness. We were told at school, at least 

I was told at school, to have ideals. This, it seems to me, is rot. Ide- 

als are dreams. They come between us and reality—when what we 

need most is precisely to see reality. And that is something outside us. 

Where perfection is, reality is” (131, emphasis added). 

Contrast these remarks with what Jean-Paul Sartre says in his 

book on existentialism (1947).'° According to Sartre, the first prin- 

ciple of existentialism i is “subjectivity,” or in other words (his words): ais 
“Man is nothing else but what he makes of himself.” For the Sartre- 

an existentialist, furthermore, it is a fundamental tenet “that it is im- 

possible to transcend human subjectivity.” As a result, “there is not 

a single one of our acts which does not create an image of man as 

we think he ought to be.” By being what I am, in other words, I have 

chosen what I am. Choice is implicit in everything I do, and is the 

basis of who I am. In choosing to be who I am I have also created 

“a certain image of man of my own choosing. In choosing myself, I 

choose man” (18-21). The search for perfection, in other words, is a 

search for a subjective perfection—often called an “ideal’—and that 

search is inescapably a function of the i image we _ choose (whether 

deliberately or not) to have of our selves, an image which then be- 

comes just as inescapably the image we implicitly ask others to have 

of themselves too. This image is never of something that is outside 

of us but always of something that is inside of us. It is a product of 
— 

— 

our consciousness, our subjectivity. 
ee ee 

For James, on the other hand, probing “the filth of our minds 

or regarding ourselves as unique and interesting sinners . . . is essen- 

tially something tedious, something to be shunned and not some- 

thing to be investigated. ... We should consider not what delights 

us or what disgusts us, morally speaking, but what is enjoined and 

what is forbidden.” James is not naive or stupid. He is, as we can 

see, fully aware of the existence of a subjective realm of experience. 

16. In a 1950 BBC broadcast Murdoch describes this, somewhat patronizingly, as 
“a rather bad little book” (1997, 111). 
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He simply objects to the kind of experience which such subjectivity 
provides. The preoccupation with subjectivity, in his view, prevents 
us from pursuing the reality of perfection. Instead of delving into 
our consciousness, he wants us to “quite simply” follow the rules, 
which means, for example, that “truth is not glorious, it is just en- 
joined; sodomy is not disgusting, it is just forbidden. These are rules 
by which we should freely judge ourselves and others too” (132). 
James concludes his sermon by pointing to Catherine Fawley, who 
is soon to join the secluded order of Anglican Benedictine nuns in 
the nearby Abbey. He identifies her as a paragon of innocence and 
equates her with the (new) bell, a bell that is made, as he puts it, “to 
speak out,” and which has no “hidden mechanism” (135). 

How right or wrong is James in rejecting subjectivity i in favor of 
Tules? | Orin choosing Catherine 2 as an “image” of “perfection? And do 
we need to be aware of Sartre’s existentialist views on the matter to 
be able to decide if he is right or wrong? On the one hand, the an- 
swer to the last question would seem to be “quite simple”: namely, a 
resounding no. No, because in pointing to Catherine as the emblem 
of external perfection, James is utterly wrong, as emerges later when 
it turns out that Catherine is neither innocent (she loves Michael 
and may have had an incestuous relationship with her twin brother 
Nick) nor possessed of a “mechanism” that is easily comprehended. 
(We are never provided with a full or even remotely satisfactory ex- 
planation of why she is as she is or acts as she does.) When the (old) 

bell “speaks out” at Dora’s instigation, and when the (new) bell sinks 
into the lake because of some “hidden mechanism” devised by Cath- 
erine’s brother, Imber’s official mechanic, the two bells seem to pro- 

nounce her doom—or so she seems subjectively to conclude. James 

too, we must never forget, is like Michael and the other “full” mem- 

bers of the Imber community, a spiritually “sick” person—otherwise 
he wouldn’t be there—and hence we need to wonder if his views 

may not also be affected (infected?) by his sickness. 

On the other hand, can we fairly say that James is proved entirely 

wrong? Apparently not, at least not if we take at face value Dora’s 



174 Iris Murdoch’s The Bell 

subsequent epiphanic experience in the National Gallery. Having, 

on the spur of the moment, escaped what she initially thinks of as 

the dreary, rule-ridden world of Imber, along with her domineering 

husband, for the pleasures of London and her sometime adulterous 

playmate, Noel Spens, she suddenly realizes that she is being just 

as much “organized” in Noel’s world as she was in Paul’s. Driven 

by some unconscious instinct, she makes for the National Gallery, 

looks at various familiar paintings, and finally stops before Gainsbor- 

ough’s picture of his two daughters. Here she undergoes a “revela- 

tion’—one which in part echoes James’s sermon and perhaps serves 

to confirm it: 

It occurred to her that here at last was something real and some- 

thing perfect. Who had said that about perfection and reality being 

in the same place? Here was something her consciousness could 

not wretchedly devour, and by making it a part of her fantasy make 

it worthless. Even Paul, she thought, only existed now as someone 

she dreamt about; or else as a vague external menace never real- 

ly encountered and understood. But the pictures were something 

real outside herself, which spoke to her kindly and yet in sovereign 

tones, something superior and good whose presence destroyed the 

dreary trance-like solipsism of her earlier mood. When the world 

had seemed to be subjective it had seemed to be without interest or 

value. But now there was something else in it after all. (190-91) 

Reality ( (great art) and perfection ( (also great art) do seem to be 

synonymous, as well as external rather than internal manifestations, 

“not, in other words, simply products of an all-devouring subjectiv- 

ity.'”? So James is perhaps right after all? Perhaps, though again Mur- 

doch (or her otherwise intrusive narrator) does not provide us with 

17. In “The Idea of Perfection,” the opening chapter in The Sovereignty of Good, 

Murdoch argues that “aesthetic situations are not so much analogies of morals as 

cases of morals. Virtue is au fond the same in the artist as in the good man in that it 

is a selfless attention to nature” (1971, 41). And in The Fire and the Sun she almost ex- 

plicitly confirms the rightness of Dora’s response in the National Gallery when she 

writes that “[g]ood art, thought of as symbolic force rather than statement, provides 

a stirring image of a pure transcendent value, a steady visible enduring higher good, 

and perhaps provides for many people, in an unreligious age without prayer or sac- 
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conclusive evidence one way or the other, but instead seems to want 
us to make up our own minds on the limited evidence there is. So, 
only a few hours after having had her revelation about subjectivism 
and reality in the National Gallery, Dora proposes to Toby (who has 
just told her about finding what may be a huge bell in the lake) a 
preposterous plan to substitute the old bell for the new and there- 
by produce a kind of phony miracle. “James said,” she tells Toby by 
way of feeble justification, “that the age of miracles wasn’t over” 
(198). Here indeed Dora is, by choosing for herself, choosing also for 
Toby, and indeed for the rest of the community, an “image” of real- 
ity that is false and misleading. She allows her powerful imagination 
(her subjectivity) to overcome her sense of reality. Here surely there 
is no sign of perfection, and also very little sign of -reality. 

James’s position is moreover placed in doubt by Michael’s ser- 
mon, delivered the following Sunday, a sermon which is in no way 
overtly indebted to Sartre’s views on subjectivity but is based rather 
on Michael’s own sense of personal inadequacy. Recognizing that he 
is a weak man (the sermon is delivered not long after Michael has 
kissed Toby), his principal theme is, though he does not Say SO ex- 
plicitly: “Where imperfection is, there reality is.”!* In Michael’s view, 
it is the hubris of thinking that perfection is possible that makes for 
disaster—or for tragedy, as Aristotle, following a similar train of 
thought, might say. The good man, therefore, is not the man who 

unthinkingly obeys the rules but the fallen, flawed man who uncer- 

tainly gropes his way toward acting rightly. In reply to James’s cita- 

tion of Saint Paul’s assertion that the “good man lives by faith (Ga- 

latians, three eleven),” Michael could very well have referred to the 

parable of the prodigal son, implying that the sinner who goes first 

raments, their clearest experience of something grasped as separate and precious and 
beneficial and held quietly and unpossessively in the attention” (1977, 76-77). 

18. In Acastos Murdoch has Socrates argue that “[w]e are not gods. What you 
[Plato] call the whole truth is only for them. So our truth must include, must embrace 

the idea of the second best, that all our thought will be incomplete and all our art 
tainted by selfishness” (1986, 62). 
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astray and then finds his way is a better man than the virtuous man 

who has never strayed at all. The claims of faith, in other words, are 

balanced by those of good works, or at least they traditionally have 

been. Should one, like James, love a cloistered virtue (in his mistak- 

en view, a virtue embodied by Catherine) and condemn an unclois- 

tered one, one that is, say, more genuinely embodied by Toby? Or 

should one, like Michael, prefer an uncloistered virtue, without at 

the same time condemning the cloistered one? 

In the immediate proximity of the cloister, the right answer 

would seem to be James’s rather than Michael’s, but the very exis- 

tence of the Imber community—of which James too is a prominent 

member—suggests that not all of us are able to practice or even tol- 

erate (e.g., Dora) a cloistered virtue, or at least not all the time. Does 

that mean that there is no virtue outside the cloister? Surely not. 

That “we” are perhaps meant to think of Michael’s sermon as 

more applicable to “our” lives (generally lived outside the clois- 

ter) than James’s is indirectly confirmed by the fact that Michael is 

a (the?) central character of the book, whereas James is a relatively 

marginal one. Subjectivity evidently matters to Murdoch, for, while 

Michael’s consciousness is extensively explored in the course of the 

narrative, we are never granted access to James’s. Surely James does 

not just consist of a robot-like “mechanism” of rules (in the way that 

perhaps Mrs. Mark does)? Surely he also possesses a consciousness? 

Why then prefer Michael’s consciousness to James’s? The answer to 

this question may be that Michael’s consciousness is more interest- 

ing, novelistically speaking. Novels, at least most modern ones (and 

certainly Murdoch’s), tend to deal, as we have seen, with subjective 

states—with consciousness—and Michael evidently has a great ‘deal 

more (andr more complex) consciousness than does James. 
ee 

The Voices of Love 

Paradoxically, Michael’s position regarding the seeming irrele- 

vance of cloistered virtue to the lives of the inhabitants of the Imber 
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community is partly confirmed by the principal inhabitant of the 
cloister herself, the Abbess. Just before closing her unsatisfactory in- 
terview with him during the period of crisis occasioned by the rais- 
ing of the bell, she delivers a kind of mini-sermon to him in which 
she affirms central aspects of Michael’s position. She stresses, for ex- 
ample, the gap between intention and realization, as Michael did in 
implicitly equating goodness with imperfection. She goes on to de- 
fine goodness as an overflow (one is reminded here that the “market 
garden” which is the principal economic activity of the Imber com- 
munity is based on surplus production); and she points out that “we 
can only learn to love by loving.” She then concludes by remark- 
ing that “filmperfect lo love r must not be condemned and rejected, but 
made perfect. The way is always forward, never back” (235). 

> Here the Abbess raises, and answers affirmatively, one of the 
principal questions that Michael has sought in vain to answer satisfac- 
torily for himself, namely: is his homosexual love for Nick—and for 
Toby—good or bad? Can sexual love—especially the kind of homo- 
sexual pedophilia that Michael is prone to—be included in what the 
Abbess terms “imperfect love,” or is such love always too imperfect, 

too close to self-love, to ever be made “perfect”? The Abbess, does not 
clarify the issue but it is surely significant that, at the close of his own 
sermon, Michael had thought to himself something similar when he 
concluded that God, after all, had made him what he was and “he did 

not think that God had made him a monster” (205). (In maintaining 
this position, Michael deviates sharply from Sartre’s idea that we in- 

variably choose who we are.) This conclusion echoes an earlier re- 
flection made when his infatuation with Nick was at its height, name- 

ly, that “his religion and passions sprang from the same source” (105). 
Close to the end of the novel, while still grieving for Nick’s death by 
his own hand, Michael finds a kind of consolation in the thought that 

“[s]o great a love must have contained some grain of good” (307). 
~ But if this is so, then Paul Greenfield’s possessive and sometimes 

fiercely aggressive love for Dora must also contain a grain of good. 

It too must be an Bp love lg esi to be made peieey The 
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same must be true also, for that matter, of Nick’s apparently inces- 

tuous love for his sister, Catherine, whom “he loved, he swore, with 

a Byronic passion” (104). In fact, none of the loves expressed in the 

novel seems to be anything at all close to “perfect,” except possibly 

for the love felt by the dog Murphy for Nick. (Ironically, the word 

“dog,” we should recall in this connection, is a common anagram 

for God, and Nick’s Christian name is sometimes, though not in the 

novel, ominously preceded by the adjective “Old.”) 

The bell, especially the old bell, may help us understand a little 

better the relationship between secular (especially sexual) love and 

religious or spiritual love, a topic which is, as Murdoch indicates by 

choosing to refer to the bell (which one?) in her title, centrally im- 

portant. The mechanism of the bell, which both James and Michael 

mention in their respective sermons, is both real and symbolic—in 

both cases. We can agree with James when he states that, from a 

physical as well as spiritual point of view, the bell exhibits “simplic- 

ity. There is no hidden mechanism” (135). But we can also agree with 

Michael that the bell’s mechanism is symbolic of much more than 

mere simplicity; we can agree that, spiritually speaking, “[t]he swing 

that takes it down must also take it up.” This means—and here Mi- 

chael is consciously contradicting James—that “[w]e must work from 

inside outwards,” or from inner subjectivity to outer reality, so that 

“by using exactly that energy which we have, [we will] acquire more. 

This is [and here Michael echoes an earlier quotation of the Abbess] 

the wisdom of the serpent. This is the struggle, pleasing surely in the 

sight of God, to become more fully and deeply the person that we 

are” (204). How much more subjective can Michael become? 

For Michael, then, the down and up movement of the bell is 

symbolic of the down and up movement from imperfect to perfect 

love, whereas for James the easily comprehended. mechanism of the 

bell is symbolic of the easily comprehended morality enjoined by 

God. But neither James’s nor even Michael’s sermon exhausts the 

symbolic potential of the bell(s). The bells themselves explicitly re- 

fer to their (different) symbolic functions. The motto inscribed on 
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the old bell is Vox ego sum Amoris. Gabriel vocor (I am the voice of 
love. My name is Gabriel). Here, the Archangel Gabriel who is the 
voice of love seems to be the same Gabriel who came to tell Mary 
that she was with child through the love of God. The motto written 

ent Gabriel (the new bell is also called Gabriel), that is, the Gabriel 
who notoriously blows the last trumpet when the world is about to 
come to an end: Defunctos ploro, vivos voco, fulmina frango . . . Gabriel 
vocor (I mourn the dead, I call the living, I break the lightning bolts. 

My name is Gabriel). 

It is surely symbolic that it is into the mouth of the old bell, the 
bell that is the voice of love, that Toby and Dora fall in an erotic em- 

brace, thereby making it “speak out,” soon after they have succeed- 
ed in raising it. They also thereby set in motion the events that are 
adumbrated in the legend of the drowned nun, her fallen lover, and 

the bishop’s curse (events that are also partly anticipated in Michael’s 
recurrent dream about the corpse of a drowned nun), and which 

find their approximation in reality in Catherine’s near drowning and 
her brother/lover’s suicide. Here extreme subjectivity and brutal 
reality join to produce tragic consequences. But here also, at least 

symbolically, erotic love and spiritual love join in a kind of contin- 
uum that is reminiscent of the Abbess’s remark about the conjunc- 

tion of imperfect and perfect love. The bell, after all, though on the 
one hand undoubtedly the traditional symbol of religious or spiritu- 
al expression—it rings to bring believers into the house of God—is 

also, on the other hand, an obvious and very “simple” mechanical 

symbol of the sexual act, with a long and hard clapper moving ac- 

tively inside a hollow receptacle. Secular and spiritual love unite in 

the symbol of the bell.’ ‘ ping? 

19. Critics have reacted variously to the symbolic bell. A. S. Byatt finds it unsuc- 

cessful as a symbol and James’s and Michael’s interpretations of it “contrived” (1965, 

198). For Dorothy Winsor the old bell “is a symbol of forces which are potential- 

ly transformable but which the inhabitants of Imber Court have denied and buried” 

(1980, 150). According to Stephen Wall, it is “difficult to postulate for the bell a static 

or fixed symbolic meaning. In fact, its significance alters, according to the perspective 
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James’s and Michael’s sermons, along with the Abbess’s mini- 

sermon, may be the most important sermons in the novel, but there 

is still one further “sermon” to discuss, a sermon which, like the Ab- 

bess’s to Michael, is delivered to an audience of one: Nick’s mock 

“sermon” to Toby. His sermon is not really occasioned by his hav- 

ing witnessed the kiss between Michael and Toby, since prior to this 

event he tells Toby that “I’ll give you a sermon one day... . They 

haven’t asked me to spout, so I'll give you a private one.” In the 

event, an inebriated Nick has literally to force his sermon down the 

ears of a very reluctant Toby, who by this time is very much occu- 

pied by a complex of new emotions involving Michael and Dora. 

“Dearly beloved,” Nick ironically addresses the trapped Toby, 

“we are come of a fallen race, we are sinners one and all. Gone are 

the days in the Garden, the days of our innocence when we loved 

each other and were happy. Now we are set each man against his fel- 

low and the mark of Cain is upon us, and with our sin comes grief 

and hatred and shame.” So much for the vaunted “brotherhood,” 

at any rate as far as Nick is concerned. The only brotherhood he is 

aware of, or at least that he wishes to endorse, is the brotherhood of 

Cain and Abel. Nick then goes on to reveal that he knows all about 

Toby’s relations with Michael, including the secret meetings, as well 

as his attempt to seduce a not very reluctant Dora. “I’ve seen you at 

it,’ said Nick. ‘I’ve seen your love life in the woods, tempting our vir- 

tuous leader to sodomy and our delightful penitent to adultery. ... 

And what about your little frolic with the bell? Oh, yes, I know all 

about the bell too, and that faked-up miracle you're planning with 

(258-59). 

Nick, it turns out, knows everything, though just how he has 

229 your female sweetheart 

acquired this extensive knowledge remains unclear. What is clear, 

however, is that he wants to make this knowledge public, using Toby 

as the means. Toby, in short, is to “confess”; he is to experience, as 

from which it is viewed.” From this it follows that the symbol of the bell “serves as a 

central point round which the plot of the book is organised, but it is not the reposi- 

tory of the novel’s meaning” (1963, 271). 
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Nick apparently did himself in similar circumstances some thirteen 
years earlier, “the joys of repentance, the delights of confession, the 
delicious pleasure of writhing and grovelling in the dust. O felix cul- 
pa!” (257).” Unless Toby goes to tell James the “truth” about what 
has happened, Nick threatens to do so himself, suggesting ironically 
(and no doubt again on the basis of personal experience) that “one 
never paints oneself so black as the unprejudiced and unsympathet- 
ic spectator can paint one. Another of the charms of confession” 
(260). 

It is not entirely clear what Nick’s ultimate motives are in thus 
forcing a “confession” on Toby. It may be that he wishes another 
young person to experience the betrayal that he himself perpetrat- 
ed on Michael years earlier, thereby proving to himself that he, too, 
is no “monster.” Or he may simply be a troublemaker, as James had 
warned Michael that he would be. Perhaps by discrediting Michael 
and by “uncloseting” him, he hopes to break his sister Catherine’s 
love for Michael, or at least prevent her entry into the Abbey. Or he 
may actually be adhering unconsciously (though there seems very 
little about Nick that is unconscious; he is in that sense very Sar- 
trean) to James’s advice to speak the truth no matter what the con- 

sequences; the truth (or the “truth”), it seems, is always preferable 

to a lie or a half-truth. In any case, this is Nick’s only action which 

earns James's unqualified approval. Or it may be that Nick is jealous 
of Toby, while still retaining his affection (love?) and admiration for 

Michael. Significantly, while compelling Toby to repeat the act by 

which he himself lost Michael’s love and destroyed Michael’s career, 
he also reverses Toby’s action of raising the old bell by arranging to 

sink the new one. Nick and Toby are at one and the same time very 

much alike and very dissimilar—like Cain and Abel??! 

20. Before going on to dismiss all prior criticism on The Bell as “futile,” David 

Beams proposes a rigidly allegorical reading, which he describes as new and coherent, 

based on the idea of the “fortunate fall” (1988, 419). 

21. Dorothy Jones identifies Nick as one of two “rejected outsider{s]” in the nov- 

el, the other being Dora, and sees his motivation for forcing Toby to confess as sado- 



182 Iris Murdoch’s The Bell 

When Michael is confronted by James after Toby has “confessed” 

to him, he at first, and perhaps at last too, thinks Nick did it out of 

revenge. By forcing Toby.to play the part Nick himself had played 

years earlier, “[h]is revenge could not have been more perfect” (295). 

When Nick shortly thereafter kills himself—again the motives are 

unclear—Michael realizes that he had been wrong: Nick’s revenge 

had not yet been perfect.” “It was perfect now” (297). Now Michael 

will never be able to make up for the neglect he had deliberately 

shown Nick—his own revenge; as it were. By now the word “per- 

fect” carries unmistakable overtones, echoing as it does James’s ser- 

mon: “Where perfection is, reality is.” Reality has certainly arrived 

on the scene: Nick is really dead, perfectly dead. But does this newly 

perfected reality confirm James’s thesis or not? Was it “good” that 

Nick confessed and thereby destroyed Michael’s hopes to become 

a priest? Was it “good” that he made Toby confess too, with even 

more disastrous results? And was it, in both cases, the truth that was 

spoken, loudly and clearly—like a bell—in these confessions? 

It is the muscularly Christian bell—the new bell invoked by that 

Christian soldier, James Tayper Pace—the bell that calls the living 

and the dead to judgment, that will finally hang in the Abbey’s Nor- 

man tower, uttering its call to a vanished brotherhood and, with pre- 

sumably greater efficacy, breaking the lightning bolts. Whereas the 

old bell—the bell that was and evidently still is the voice of love—is 

masochistic and related to his inability to distinguish between his “private vision and 

the real situation” (1967, 89). According to Michael Levenson, Nick “is, in a word, 

Murdoch’s vision of Existential Man, fully devoted to his own impossible agon” 

(2001, 565). 
22. Nick’s suicide and surname suggest that Murdoch wants us to connect him 

with Jude Fawley, the unhappy protagonist of Thomas Hardy’s Jude the Obscure (1894). 

Juxtaposing Nick’s apparent lack of religion and his position of gatekeeper at Imber 

with Jude’s lack of faith and profession of restoring churches may be the ironic rea- 

son for Murdoch’s linking of the two characters. Some of the other names may also 

“signify”: Michael's surname “Meade” may suggest that he is “deserving.” James Tay- 

per Pace’s surname means “peace” in Italian but the primary implication may be that 

he is able to move, morally speaking, at only a “tapered pace.” Toby Gashe’s surname 

seems to refer his being only superficially “wounded” by his experience at Imber. 
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hauled off to London to be studied by dry-as-dust experts like Paul. 
It is the new bell that speaks with James’s voice that has (ironical- 
ly?) triumphed, not Michael’s old bell, though—who knows?—it too 
may one day make the leap into the lake, vanish for centuries, and 
be forgotten in the muddy bed of the unconscious. Stranger things 
have happened in Murdoch’s fiction. 

Though Nick’s death is agonizingly real, ironically one of Mi- 
chael’s deep-seated problems is that he repeatedly has difficulty dis- 
tinguishing between the real and the unreal, between subjective and 
objective reality. At the beginning of chapter 6, Michael awakens on 
hearing “a strange hollow booming sound” apparently coming from 
the lake. He gets up, goes to the window, and in the bright moon- 
light sees a group of nuns dragging the corpse of a drowned person 
out of the water. “The fantastic thought came to him suddenly that it 
was someone whom the nuns themselves had murdered” (78). Thor- 
oughly frightened, he tries to cry out but finds he cannot. He also 
finds, a moment later, that he is still in bed and has been dreaming— 
a recurrent dream that is always accompanied by “an overwhelming 
sense of evil” and by the impression that the booming sound preced- 

ing the dream was real and not part of the dream itself. 

Chapter 18 begins with the identical words as chapter 6: “Mi- 
chael Meade was awakened by a strange hollow booming sound 

which seemed to come from the direction of the lake” (223). As in 

the preceding instance, he gets up, goes to the window, and looks 
out over the lake, which is lit up brightly by the moon. There are 

no nuns, no corpse, and Michael is really awake—and he has real- 

ly heard the sound of the bell, which has just sounded as Toby and 

Dora have fallen into it, though of course at this point Michael does 

not know that. He also remembers vague stories “heard in child- 

hood of noises coming out of the sea to portend disaster” (223). Sig- 

nificantly, Michael does not consciously “remember” the legend of 

the bell that Paul had earlier told Dora about and that Dora had lat- 

er communicated to Toby. (Paul also mentions having told the story 

to Catherine.) It may be that Michael has never heard about it—in 
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which case his dream would be either telepathic or miraculous, or 

both; or, alternatively, he may actually have suppressed memories 

of the legend, which he perhaps heard on one of his childhood vis- 

its to Imber when it was still inhabited by his relations.” In that case, 

however, the recurrent dream may in some way be a subconscious 

warning to Michael that his neglect of his love for Nick in favor of 

his religious concerns (as represented by the nuns) may be causing 

Nick’s death. (Michael, we know, has been worried about Nick’s kill- 

ing himself.) Significantly, the corpse in the dream is not identified 

by gender, though it is in the legend, and Michael remembers that 

just before he awoke, when he heard the sound of the “real” bell, he 

had been dreaming of Nick. 

It is also in connection with his other “lover,” Toby, that Michael 

is again unable to distinguish clearly between what is happening 

subjectively in his imagination and what is happening in objective 

reality. Coming back slightly intoxicated from Swindon with Toby, 

Michael suddenly feels “a very distinct impulse to thrust his hand 

into the front of [sleeping] Toby’s shirt. The next instant, as if this 

thought had acted as a spark, he had a very clear visual image of 

himself driving the Land-Rover into a ditch and seizing Toby vio- 

lently in his arms.” At this point Michael is still, though only with ef- 

fort, able to keep his imagination under control, while at the same 

time he is surprised “that it could play him such a trick.” He real- 

izes, however, that he has been “blessed, or cursed, with a strong 

power of visualizing, but the snapshots it produced were not usually 

so startling” (156). As with Nick again, Michael finds it hard to be- 

lieve that the love he feels welling up for Toby can be bad; and again 

he tries to link his sexual to his religious love. “It could not be,” he 

thinks, “that God intended such a spring of love to be quenched ut- 

terly. There must, there must be a way in which it could be made a 

power for good” (157). 

23. Dorothy Winsor is wrong when she claims categorically that “all of the char- 

acters involved know of the legend” (1980, 150). It may be that they all do know but, 

in the case of Michael, it is by no means certain. 
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A few moments later, after he has impulsively kissed Toby on 
the mouth, he isn’t sure whether he has imagined the act or whether 
it has really occurred: “It happened so quickly that the moment after 
Michael was not at all sure whether it had really happened or wheth- 
er it was just another thing that he had imagined” (158). Still later, 
back in his room, Michael reflects again on how strange it is that he 
should not only have thought to kiss Toby but should actually have 
done it; and he is tormented by thoughts—apparently with reason— 
that Nick may now consider him unfaithful (164). 

Utopia and Its Enemies 

It is Michael's inability to distinguish clearly. and correctly be- 
tween dreams or imaginary a acts and reality that identifies him as a 
genuinely utopian ma man. It is only such a man who can take a dream 
and turn it into reality, which is no doubt why the Abbess, careful 
fader of hunvan'¢harscter that she is, picked him as the leader of 
the utopian brotherhood in the first place and insists that he remain 
its leader even after the arrival of the more obviously capable James 
Tayper Pace. The latter can evidently manage people and things very 
efficiently, but he lacks Michael’s imagination and creativity, as well 

as, it must be admitted, his subjectivism. Michael possesses the ei- 
detic imagination of the artist, without, however, being at the same 

time an artist. 

Ultimately, of course, the utopian dream of approximating if 

not achieving the spiritual perfection exemplified by the Abbey fails. 

Oddly, however, unlike most utopias, both real and imaginary, it 

fails not on practical grounds but on spiritual ones, even “person- 

‘al’ ones. If Michael had not agreed, at Catherine’s instigation and 

over James's strenuous objections, to admit Nick into the communi- 

ty, the brotherhood might very well have been a success. (Old Nick, 

it seems, has been at work again, doing his worst to expel a sick hu- 

manity from the utopian Garden.) But, as with Michael’s sermon, 

we need to remember the parable of the lost son; we must take into 



186 Iris Murdoch’s The Bell 

account the claims of good works as well as the claims of faith. Can 

man nature and the exclusion of certain kinds of. human aes AL 

dous Huxley’s New World State of AF 632 and George Orwell’s Oce- 

ania of 1984 are both premised on a reduction/ simplification of the 

complexities of human nature; that is also why both are dystopias, 

why in the former John Savage and in the latter Winston Smith are 

the last recognizable human beings. If the Imber community is to be 

genuinely utopian, then Nick must also be included, even though his 

inclusion may spell its destruction, as s in fact it does, though perhaps 

not inevitably. 

We must not forget, however, that there is, or at least so it would 

appear, another utopian community at Imber that does work, both 

practically and spiritually. That community is, of course, the Abbey 

itself. 

Though almost all of the nuns in the Abbey conform to the very 

strict Benedictine rules of seclusion and stability of place—for exam- 

ple, outsiders remain behind a screen and are never able to see the 

nuns at mass and the Abbess grants interviews only through a small, 

slatted window like that of a confessional—the Abbey nevertheless 

gives the impression of being open to practical ideas and innovation. 

It was the Abbess’s idea, after all, to start the Imber community and 

support it by means of a market garden. What is more, when called 

upon for help, as it is when Catherine and Dora are drowning, the 

Abbey is not prudish or a stickler for rules; it comes immediately 

to the rescue in the person of the semi-nude aquatic nun, Mother 

Clare. Nor are the nuns murderers, as they appear to be in Michael’s 

dream, but saviors. There is nothing evil about them. If nothing else, 

this is proved by the way the nuns are able to deal kindly and sensi- 

bly with Toby when he thinks he is breaking their rules by entering 

their enclosed cemetery.” 

24, When, not long after Murdoch had been diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease, 

a tall, urbane Irish Benedictine monk came to visit her, they discussed two of her nov- 
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At the same time, the Abbey is a place of very great and also 
very traditional religious power. Everyone comes running when the 
Abbess summons them. Everyone feels the Abbey’s great spiritual 
power when they enter the Visitor's Chapel. The Abbess is shown to 
be extraordinarily wise and uncannily knowledgeable about goings 
on outside the Abbey, even though it is a place she rarely or perhaps 
never leaves. That the Abbey’s spiritual power is real is indicated by 
the mysterious, “supernatural” phenomena associated with it, such 
as the boorning of the bell that Michael hears in the night, as well as 
perhaps by the way Dora is changed for the better by being close to 
it. Nick, on the other hand, may be unaffected because he lives too 
far away in the lodge. 

Why does the Abbey succeed where the brotherhood d fails? Is it 
paradoxically the very proximity of the Abbey that that produces or at 
least hastens the brotherhood’s failure? Do the spiritually sick be- 
come even sicker when exposed to too much spirituality? Perhaps 

the Abbey succeeds where the brotherhood fails because it has sim-_ 

_plified life, though admittedly rather arbitrarily and somewhat in the 

manner of Huxley and Orwell.” It has, to begin with, excluded half 

of humanity—there are no men. Presumably we are to conclude 

that the nuns have in this way solved the “problem” of sexuality— 

the spiritual “disease” from which, with the exception of James, all 

the more important “outside” characters in the novel suffer. Are we 

to believe that sisterhood works but brotherhood does not because 

els, The Book and the Brotherhood and The Good Apprentice, both of which, according to 
the monk, had served as inspirations in “the recent setting up of the monastery, and 

the way they wanted it to go,” though neither of these novels features an actual mon- 
astery, Benedictine or otherwise. No reference was made, apparently, to the Benedic- 
tine Abbey in The Bal (Bayley 1998, 127). 

25. In The Fire and the Sun, Murdoch comments with gentle irony on the “delight- © 
ful, and surely not ironic, description in the Republic (372) of the small natural ideal 
state where men live modestly upon cheese and figs and olives, and recline drinking 

their wine upon couches of bryony and myrtle” (1997, 15). This “ideal state,” how- 
ever, is founded on the exclusion of, among other things, the arts—on the exclusion, 
in other words, of a full humanity. Murdoch also cites Glaucon’s deprecating, almost 

Orwellian remark on this supposedly ideal state: “You are describing a city of pigs.” 
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sexuality has become for the enclosed nuns what William Golding 

once called it, referring to its absence among the pubescent and pre- 

pubescent boys stranded in the Pacific in Lord of the Flies, a “relative 

triviality” (1965, 90)? If so, which is doubtful in any Murdoch novel 

but is never explicitly discussed—if, that is, the Abbey indeed self 

selects people who are untroubled by sexuality—then it cannot serve _ 

as a practicable utopia for most of humanity, male or female, or at 

any rate not until Orwell’s scientists have succeeded in eliminating 

the orgasm, and, along with it, most likely, the human race. 

In the end, the brotherhood is dissolved and the Abbey is about 

to expand into Imber Court. To Michael this does not seem regret- 

table. Perhaps it should not seem so to us either. Still, it does mean 

that there is not, and perhaps cannot be, a halfway house between 

spirituality and worldliness. Previously there was a set of walls sep- 

arating Imber Court from the outside world and another from the 

Abbey. The Court was also linked to the outer world by three bridg- 

es and to the Abbey by a causeway. After a reformed and chastened 

Dora leaves, there will, in effect, be only one set of walls between 

the inner world and the outer. The dividing lines will have become 

clearer but not more porous. There has been a loss, an undeniable 

diminishment of the power of the spirit to change the world for the 

better. No possible beneficial effect on the life of an individual like 

Dora can make up for that loss. 



CONCLUSION 

One of the main problems in dealing with utopian literature of the 
modern period—that is, from, say, the late nineteenth century to the 
late twentieth—is that during this period utopian literature tended 
to be written by literary people (Le; , mostly - professional novelists), 
whereas critiques of utopian literature have tended to be written by 
people interested in, and usually also trained in, the social sciences. 
The disjunction b between these two groups has led, as I have tried to. 
show in the foregoing analyses (literary analyses, let me emphasize 
again) of particular utopian fictions, to a misunderstanding of the 
aims of utopian literature in the modern period, and to a disregard 

for, or at least to a neglect of, the essential literary values of most 

contemporary utopias. 

While the problem may be fairly simple to discern, its resolution 
unfortunately is not. Its roots lie very deep and are of ancient growth. 

The fact is that earlier utopias were usually written by philosophers 

and by what today we would call social scientists, e.g., Plato, More, 

Campanella, Bacon, etc. Given what they were, their aim naturally 

was not so much to persuade their readers of the fictional reality of 

their characters or even their ideal states but rather to depict the so- 

ciopolitical features of those ideal states themselves. Their utopias 

were (and are) e) social treatises in fictional guise, rather than literary 

fictions containing a social component. | That is is not to s say, y, of course, 

that these earlier ui utopias were always lacking i in literary value. Un- 

doubtedly, the enduring power of Plato’s Republic has a good deal to 

do with the fact that its author was a poet, someone, in other words, 

who knew that human beings were not to be persuaded by rational 

means alone. To his logical dialectic, therefore, Plato added myth and 

189 
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allegory, rather like Mozart adding melody and story to his, relative- 

ly speaking, monotonous recitativo. Still, the focus in a utopia like the 

Republic is on setting forth the specific requirements of an ideal state, 

in terms of the education of its citizens and rulers, its institutions, 

the nature of its governors, and its continued maintenance. These are 

important issues, both to us as social beings confronted daily with 

actual social problems and of course especially to those of us who 

are social scientists, but in and of themselves they are not of particu- 

lar literary interest. Sir Thomas More’s Utopia, for example, is almost 

devoid of literary significance except for those parts which are not 

“explicitly ‘ ‘utopian,’ ” that is, those parts of the book that deal with 

the character of More himself or, more particularly, with his fictional 

protagonist and alter ego, Raphael Hythloday. 

One of the chief reasons why it is precisely those apparent- 

ly nonutopian elements of Utopia that are most literary is, I think, 

that those elements deal either with the psychology « of the charac- 

ters involved or else are primarily satirical in nature. Modern read- 

ers, as the students in my recent seminar on utopian fiction often 

demonstrated by their more or less enthusiastic responses, are more 

interested in the satiric descriptions of the follies and injustices 

of sixteenth- -century England than they are in the supposedly splen- 

did urban planning of unlikely utopian cities. In other words, what 

has happened to the genre of utopia since about the mid-eighteenth 

century—though, as we have seen, there were already signs of a 

shift in earlier works like Utopia—is that its function has changed. 

Utopia is no longer ‘primarily | a vehicle for describing in socio-_ 

political detail what an ideal state might look like, but has be- 

come chiefly a means for showing the deficiencies of existing states 

and institutions—and people. From Voltaire’s Candide to Johnson's 

Rasselas to Butler’s Erewhon and Morris’s News from Nowhere, the 

aim of utopian fiction has been to attack the pretensions of con- 
5 aca ae names 

temporaneous social institutions and their human representatives, 
— rr) 

rather than to ‘develop ‘specific models to replace the inadequacies 

of those institutions and people. Utopia, in other words, has be- 

come a way of expressing satire rather than a way of positing an. 
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ideal. Its new aim is negative rather than positive. There are excep- 
tions to the rule, of course: Bellamy’s Looking Backward, for example. 

The emphasis on satire in utopian fiction goes hand in hand with 
the general replacement over the last century or so of depictions 
of utopia with depictions of dystopia. The modern mind, in both 
its literary and social scientific manifestations, has found it increas- 
ingly difficult to believe in the possible establishment of ideal states. 
Confronted with the theories of Freud -and—perhaps n more to the 
point—with the horrors of mass slaughter in World War I and later 
in the Holocaust as well as in the Soviet Gulag, it has become more 
and more difficult to believe that either humanity itself or its insti- 
tutions (or both) can be made perfect. Even in the relatively rare in- 
stances where that possibility has been qualifiedly-affirmed—as it is 
in, say, Huxley’s Island—the utopia is shown to be very fragile and of 
limited duration. 

The end of utopia and the consequent disillusionment that goes 
with that end are issues, therefore, of greater interest to literary peo- 
ple than they are to social scientists. The paradoxical conflict be- 
tween what could and even should be (the ideal) but what neverthe- 

less can’t be (the reality) is rich in literary potential, as is evident, for 
example, in Iris Murdoch’s The Bell. But by no means only in The Bell, 
for this conflict has always been a source of literary inspiration, as it 

was in Shakespeare’s The Tempest, for example, but also in his great 

tragedies. Ultimately, it is the people—real as well as fictional—who 

are driven by visions of the ideal and are therefore of the greatest in- 

terest to us, not the ideals themselves. ‘deals soon tend to become 

‘outdated and, in many cases, difficult for later ages to take seriously 

(e.g., Plato’s Republic or More’s Utopia), but people’s characters re- 

main much the same over the centuries, though our understanding 

of their natures and motives has undoubtedly become more com- 

plex. That is why Aristophanes on Socrates remains more readable 

after two and a half millennia than Plato on Socrates. That is also 

why, to venture a concluding prediction, utopian fictions—with the 

emphasis on fictions—will continue to be read into the distant fu- 

ture, while mere utopias will only be read about. 



—— 

~ 
—— 

= 

~ 

is 

) Tas 
é td ee 

j ro 
s r 

ah 5 rs 

1 iW F j 
i 

i 

: aa ~ , Ping {es ae * 

THe sigt- > peey 



WORKS CITED 

Aldiss, Brian W. 1984. “The Downward Journey: Orwell’s 1984.” Extrapolation 
25, no. 1 (spring): 5-11. 

Ash, Timothy Garton. 2003. “Orwell’s List.” New York Review of Books, 25 Sep- 
tember. http:/ / www.netcharles.com/orwell/articles/col-informer.htm. 

Auerbach, Erich. 1971. Mimesis. Translated by W. R. Trask. Princeton: Princ- 
eton University Press. (Originally published 1946. Page citations are to the 
1971 edition.) 

Baker, James R. 2000. “Golding and Huxley: The Fables of Demonic Posses- 
sion.” Twentieth Century Literature 46, no. 3 (1 September): 311-28. 

Ballantyne, R. M. 1990. The Coral Island. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
(Originally published 1898. Page citations are to the 1990 edition.) 

Barnes, Julian. 1990. Flaubert’s Parrot. New York: Vintage. 
Bayley, John. 1998. Iris: A Memoir of Iris Murdoch. London: Duckworth. 
Beams, David W. 1988. “The Fortunate Fall: Three Actions in The Bell.” Twen- 

tieth Century Literature 34, no. 4 (winter): 416-33. 

Bellamy, Edward. 1995. Looking Backward: 2000-1887. Edited by Daniel H. 
Borus. Boston: St. Martin’s Press. (Originally published 1888. Page cita- 
tions are to the 1995 edition.) f 

Berghahn, Klaus, and Hans Ulrich Seeber. 1983. Literarische Utopien von Morus 
bis zur Gegenwart. Konigstein: Athenaum. 

Berlin, Isaiah. 1952. Karl Marx: His Life and Environment. London: Oxford Uni- 
versity Press. 

. 1997. The Proper Study of Mankind. London: Chatto & Windus. 
Biesterfeld, Wolfgang. 1982. Die literarische Utopie. 2d ed. Stuttgart: J. B. Met- 

zleresche Verlagsbuchhandlung. 
Biles, Jack I. 1971. Talk: Conversations with William Golding. New York: Har- 

court. Quoted in Contemporary Authors, new rev. ser., 33: 172-78. 
Bloom, Allan. 1989. “Responses to Fukuyama.” National Interest 16 (summer): 

19-21) 

Borges, Jorge Luis. 1964. “The First Wells.” In Other Inquisitions, 1937-1952, 
trans. Ruth L. C. Simms, 86-88. Austin: University of Texas Press. 

Brook, Donald. 1944. Writers’ Gallery: Biographical Sketches of Britain’s Greatest 
Writers, and Their Views on Reconstruction. London: Rockcliff. 

Burnham, James. 1941. The Managerial Revolution. New York: John Day. 
Butler, Samuel. 1985. Erewhon. Edited by Peter Mudford. London: Penguin. 

(Originally published 1872. Page citations are to the 1985 edition.) 
Byatt, A. S. 1965. Degrees of Freedom. London: Chatto & Windus. 

193 



194 Works Cited 

Carlyle, Thomas. 1897. Past and Present. London: Chapman & Hall. (Original- 
ly published 1843. Page citations are to the 1897 edition.) 

Carver, Judy. 2002. “William Golding: A Biographical Sketch.” In William 
Golding: A Critical Study of the Novels, new ed., ed. Mark Kinkead-Weekes 
and Ian Gregor, 383-98. London: Faber & Faber. 

Casement, William. 1989. “Nineteen-Eighty-Four and Philosophical Realism.” 
Midwest Quarterly 30, no. 2 (winter): 215-28. 

Conradi, Peter J. 2001a. Iris Murdoch: A Life. New York: W. W. Norton. 
. 2001b. The Saint and the Artist: A Study in the Fiction of Iris Murdoch. 

London: HarperCollins. 
Crick, Bernard. 1980. George Orwell: A Life. London: Penguin. 

. 1989. Essays on Politics and Literature. Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univer- 
sity Press. 

Deery, June. 2005. “Review of George Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four.” Utopian 

Studies 16, no. 1: 122-25. 

Dickstein, Morris. 2004. “Hope against Hope: Orwell’s Posthumous Novel.” 
In George Orwell into the Twenty-First Century, ed. Thomas Cushman and 

John Rodden, 63-76. Boulder: Paradigm. 
Draper, Michael. 1987. “Wells, Jung, and the Persona.” English Literature in 

Transition, 1880-1920 30, no. 4 (winter): 437—49. 

Eagleton, Terry. 1991. Literary Theory: An Introduction. Minneapolis: Universi- 
ty of Minnesota Press. 

Firchow, Peter. 1984. The End of Utopia: A Study of Aldous Huxley’s Brave New 
World. Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press. 

. 1987. “Comparative Literature and Cultural Illiterates.” CNL/ World 
Report, n.s., 2: 15-24. 

. 1992. “Orwell’s Fictions of the Thirties.” In Writers of the Old School, 
ed. Rosemary M. Colt and Janice Rossen, 17-38. Houndsmills: Macmillan. 

. Forthcoming. “United States.” In Imagology: A Handbook of the Literary 
Representation of National Characters, ed. Joep Leerssen and Manfred Beller. 
Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam Press. 

Forster, E. M. [1966.] Aspects of the Novel. New York: Harcourt, Brace & 

World. 
Fortunati, Vita. 1987. “It Makes No Difference’: A Utopia of Simulation 

and Transparency.” In George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, ed. Harold 
Bloom, 109-20. New York: Chelsea House. 

Freedman, Carl. 1986. “Antinomies of Nineteen Eighty-Four.” In Critical Essays 
on George Orwell, ed. Bernard Oldsey and Joseph Browne, 90-109. Boston: 
G. K. Hall & Co. 

Friedrich, Otto. 1984. “George Orwell.” In Nineteen Eighty-Four to 1984, ed. 
C. J. Kuppig, 90-108. New York: Carroll & Graf. 

Frye, Northrop. 1965. “Varieties of Literary Utopia.” In Utopias and Utopian 
Thought, ed. Frank A. Manuel, 25-49. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 

. 1986. “Orwell and Marxism.” In George Orwell: Modern Critical Views, 
ed. Harold Bloom, 9-11. New York: Chelsea House. (Originally published 
1946. Page citations are to the 1986 edition.) 



Works Cited 195 

Fukuyama, Francis. 1989. “The End of History?” National Interest 16 (sum- 
mer): 3-18. 

- 1989-90. “A Reply to My Critics.” National Interest 18 (winter): 21-28. 
- 1992. The End of History and the Last Man. New York: Free Press. 
- 1994. “Reflections on the End of History, Five Years Later.” In After 

History? Francis Fukuyama and His Critics, ed. Timothy Burns, 239-58. Lan- 
ham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield. Originally published in History and The- 
ory 34 (1995): 27-43. 

. 1999a. “A Big Mac, Fries--and Lasting Peace.” New Statesman 128 (5 
July): 53-54. 

. 1999b. “Second Thoughts: The Last Man in a Bottle.” National Interest 
56 (summer): 16-33. 

Golding, William. 1959. Lord of the Flies. New York: Capricorn Books. (Origi- 
nally published 1954. Page citations are to the 1959 edition.) 

. 1965. “Fable.” In The Hot Gates. London: Faber & Faber. 
Grene, Nicholas. 1984. Bernard Shaw: A Critical View. New York: St. Martin’s 

Press. 
Haynes, Roslynn. 1980. H. G. Wells, Discoverer of the Future: The Influence of Sci- 

ence on His Thought. London: Macmillan. 
Hennies, Wilhelm. 1988. Max Weber: Essays in Reconstruction. Translated by 

Keith Tribe. London: Allan & Unwin. 
Hillegas, Mark. 1974. The Future as Nightmare: H. G. Wells and the Anti-Utopi- 

ans. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press. 
Himmelfarb, Gertrude. 1999. “Responses to Fukuyama.” National Interest 56 

(summer): 37-38. 
Holroyd, Michael. 1989. The Pursuit of Power. Vol. 2 of Bernard Shaw: A Biogra- 

phy. New York: Random House. 
Howe, Irving. 1971. “1984: History as Nightmare.” In Twentieth-Centiry Inter- 

pretations of 1984: A Collection of Essays, ed. Samuel Hynes, 41-53. Engle- 
wood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 

. 1983. “1984: Enigmas of Power.” In 1984 Revisited: Totalitarianism in 
Our Century, ed. Irving Howe, 3-18. New York: Harper & Row. 

Hueffer, Ford Madox. 1911. “High Germany--II: Utopia.” Saturday Review 112 
(7 October): 454-56. 

Hughes, David. 1977. “The Garden in Wells’s Early Science Fiction.” In H. G. 
Wells and Modern Science Fiction, ed. Darko Suvin and Robert M. Philmus, 

48-69. Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press. 
Huntington, John. 1982. The Logic of Fantasy: H. G. Wells and Science Fiction. 

New York: Columbia University Press. 
Huntington, Samuel. 1989. “No Exit: The Errors of Endism.” National Inter- 

est 17 (fall): 3-11. 

Huxley, Aldous. 1948. Ape and Essence. New York: Harper Brothers. 
- 1956. Do What You Will. London: Chatto & Windus. (Originally pub- 

lished 1929. Page citations are to the 1956 edition.) 
. 1957a. Jesting Pilate. London: Chatto & Windus. (Originally published 

1926. Page citations are to the 1957 edition.) 



196 Works Cited 

. 1957b. Proper Studies. London: Chatto & Windus. (Originally pub- 
lished 1927. Page citations are to the 1957 edition.) 

. 1958. Brave New World Revisited. New York: Perennial Library. 

. 1960. The Olive Tree. London: Chatto & Windus. (Originally published 
1936. Page citations are to the 1960 edition.) 

. 1962. Island. London: Chatto & Windus. 

. 1969. Letters. Edited by Grover Smith. London: Chatto & Windus. 

. 1971. “Letter to George Orwell.” In Twentieth-Century Interpretations 
of 1984: A Collection of Essays, ed. Samuel Hynes, 102-3. Englewood Cliffs, 
N,J.: Prentice-Hall. 

. 1989. Brave New World. New York: Harper Perennial. (Originally pub- 

lished 1932. Page citations are to the 1989 edition.) 
Hynes, Samuel. 1971. “Introduction.” In Twentieth-Century Interpretations of 

1984: A Collection of Essays, ed. Samuel Hynes, 1-19. Englewood Cliffs, 

N,J.: Prentice-Hall. 
Jacoby, Russell. 1999. The End of Utopia: Politics and Culture in an Age of Apathy. 

New York: Basic Books. é' 
Johnson, Paul. 1992. “Review of Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the 

Last Man.” Commentary 93 (March): 51-54. 

Jones, Dorothy. 1967. “Love and Morality in Iris Murdoch’s The Bell.” Meanjin 
26: 85-90. 

Kaehele, Sharon, and Howard German. 1967. “The Discovery of Reality in 

Iris Murdoch’s The Bell.” PMLA 82, no. 7 (December): 554-63. 

Karl, Frederick. 1973. “Conrad, Wells, and the Two Voices.” PMLA 88, no. 5 

(October): 1049-65. 

Kateb, George. 1971. “The Road to 1984.” In Twentieth-Century Interpretations 
of 1984: A Collection of Essays, ed. Samuel Hynes, 73-87. Englewood Cliffs, 
N,J.: Prentice-Hall. 

. 1976. Utopia and Its Enemies. New York: Schocken. 
Kaye, Julian B. 1958. Bernard Shaw and the Nineteenth-Century Tradition. Nor- 

man: University of Oklahoma Press. 
Kemp, Peter. 1982. H. G. Wells and the Culminating Ape. New York: St. Martin’s 

Press. 

Kermode, Frank. 1983. “The Meaning of It All.” In William Golding, Lord of 
the Flies, ed. James R. Baker and Arthur P. Ziegler Jr., 97-202. New York: 
Wideview/ Perigree. 

Kinkead-Weekes, Mark, and Ian Gregor. 2002. William Golding: A Critical Study 
of the Novels. New ed. London: Faber & Faber. 

Koppenfels, Werner von. 1984. “Orwell und die Deutschen.” Deutsche Viertel- 
jahresschrift 58: 658-78. 

Krutch, Joseph Wood. 1956. The Modern Temper: A Study and a Confession. New 

York: Harcourt, Brace & World. (Originally published 1929. Page citations 
are to the 1956 edition.) 

Kumar, Krishan. 1986. “Wells and ‘the So-Called Science of Sociology.” In 

H. G. Wells under Revision: Proceedings of the International H. G. Wells Sym- 
posium, ed. Patrick Parrinder and Christopher Rolfe, 192-217. Selingrove: 
Susquehanna University Press. 



Works Cited 197 

~~ 1987. Utopia and Anti-Utopia in Modern Times. Oxford: Basil Black- 
well. 

. 1993. “The End of Socialism? The End of Utopia? The End of Histo- 
ry?” In Utopias and the Millennium, ed. Krishan Kumar and Stephen Bann, 
63-80. London: Reaktion Books. 

Kuppig, C. J., ed. 1984. Nineteen Eighty-Four to 1984. New York: Carroll & 
Graf. 

Lee, Robert A. 1986. “The Uses of Form: A Reading of Animal Farm.” In Criti- 
cal Essays on George Orwell, ed. Bernard Oldsey and Joseph Browne, 39-53. 
Boston: G. K. Hall & Co. 

Levenson, Michael. 2001. “Iris Murdoch: The Philosophic Fifties and The 
Bell.” Modern Fiction Studies 47 (spring): 558-79. 

Marcuse, Herbert. 1941. Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social The- 
ory. London: Oxford University Press. 

- 1972. One-Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industri- 
al Society. London: Abacus. (Originally published 1964. Page citations are 
to the 1972 edition.) 

McConnell, Frank. 1981. The Science Fiction of H. G. Wells..New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

Medcalf, Stephen. 2005. “Island Skies: William Golding Reappraised.” TLS, 
no. 5344 (2 September): 12-13. 

Minney, R. J. 1969. The Bogus Image of Bernard Shaw. London: Leslie Frewin. 
Monteith, Charles. 1986. “Strangers from Within.” In William Golding: The 

Man and His Books, ed. John Carey, 57-63. London: Faber & Faber. 
Muegge, M. A. 1914. Friedrich Nietzsche: His Life and Work. London: T. Fisher 

Unwin. 
Murdoch, Iris. 1962. The Bell. London: Penguin Books. (Originally published 

1958. Page citations are to the 1962 edition.) 
- 1971. The Sovereignty of Good. New York: Schocken. (Originally pub- 

lished 1970. Page citations are to the 1971 edition.) 
. 1973. The Black Prince. London: Chatto & Windus. 
- 1974. Sartre: Romantic Rationalist. London: Collins. (Originally pub- 

lished 1953. Page citations are to the 1974 edition.) 
. 1977. The Fire and the Sun: Why Plato Banished the Artists. Oxford: Clar- 

endon Press. 

- 1986. Acastos: Two Platonic Dialogues. New York: Viking Penguin. 
. 1997. Existentialists and Mystics. London: Chatto & Windus. 

Nietzsche, Friedrich. The Portable Nietzsche. Edited and translated by Walter 
Kaufmann. New York: Viking Press, 1971. 

Orwell, George. 1954. A Collection of Essays. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday. 
- 1968a. The Collected Essays, Journalism, and Letters of George Orwell. 

Edited by Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus. Vol. 4, In Front of Your Nose, 1945- 
1950. London: Secker & Warburg. 

. 1968b. “Preface to the Ukrainian Edition of Animal Farm.” In The Col- 
lected Essays, Journalism, and Letters of George Orwell. Edited by Sonia Or- 
well and Ian Angus. Vol. 3, As I Please, 1943-1945, 402-6. London: Secker 

& Warburg. 



198 Works Cited 

. 1983. Nineteen Eighty-Four. New York: Harcourt Brace. (Originally 

published 1949. Page citations are to the 1983 edition.) 
. 1996. Animal Farm. New York: Penguin Putnam. Edited and with an 

introduction by C. M. Woodhouse. (Originally published 1945. Page cita- 
tions are to the 1996 edition.) 

. n.d. Coming Up for Air. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World. 
Parrinder, Patrick. 1985. “Utopia and Meta-Utopia in H. G. Wells.” Science Fic- 

tion Studies 12, no. 2 (July): 115-28. 
Pearson, Hesketh. 1950. G.B.S.: A Full Length Portrait. New York: Harper. 
Rainwater, Catherine. 1995. “Encounters with the ‘White Sphinx’: The Re- 

Vision of Poe in Wells’s Early Fiction.” In The Critical Response to H. G. Wells, 
ed. William Scheick, 75-88. Westport: Greenwood, 1995. 

Rodden, John. 1988. “Soviet Literary Policy, 1945-1989: The Case of George 
Orwell.” Modern Age (spring): 131-39. 

Roppen, Georg. 1956. Evolution and Poetic Belief: Oslo: Oslo University Press. 
Rose, Jonathan. 1992. “The Invisible Sources of Nineteen Eighty-Four.” Journal 

of Popular Culture 26, no. 1 (summer): 93-107. 

Sanderson, Richard K. 1988. “The Two Narrators and Happy Ending of Nine- 
teen Eighty-Four.” Modern Fiction Studies 34, no. 4 (winter): 587-95. 

Sartre, Jean-Paul. 1947. Existentialism. Translated by Bernard Frechtman. New 

York: Philosophical Library. 
Shaw, George Bernard. 1931. Complete Plays. London: Constable. 

. 1936. The Perfect Wagnerite. New York: Dodd, Mead. 
—. 1944. Everybody’s Political What’s What? London: Constable. 
——.. 1949. Sixteen Self-Sketches. New York: Dodd, Mead. 

. 1955. Major Critical Essays: The Quintessence of Ibsenism; The Perfect 
Wagnerite; The Sanity of Art. London: Constable. 

. 1961. Essays in Fabian Socialism. London: Constable. 
. 1967. Man and Superman. New York: Bantam Books. (Originally pub- 

lished 1903.) 

. 2000. Major Barbara. London: Penguin. (Originally published 1906. 
Page citations are to the 2000 edition.) 

Shelden, Michael. 1991. Orwell: The Authorized Biography. New York: Harper- 
Collins. 

Stanzel, Franz K. 1986. A Theory of Narrative. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer- 
sity Press. 

Steiner, George. 1983. “Killing Time.” New Yorker, 11 December, 168-88. 
Steinhoff, William. 1975. George Orwell and the Origins of 1984. Ann Arbor: 

University of Michigan Press. 
Stewart, Jack F. 1980. “Dialectics in Murdoch’s The Bell.” Research Studies 48, 

no. 4 (December): 210-17. 

Stewart, Jon, ed. 1996. The Hegel Myths and Legends. Evanston: Northwestern 
University Press. 

Talmon, J. L. 1952. The Rise of Totalitarian Democracy. Boston: Beacon Press. 
Tennyson, Alfred. 1955. “Locksley Hall.” In Poetry of the Victorian Period, ed. 

George Benjamin Woods and Jerome Hamilton Buckley, 45-49. Chicago: 
Scott, Foresman & Co. 



Works Cited 199 

Tolkien, J. R. R. 1984. “On Fairy-Stories.” In The Monsters and the Critics, and 
Other Essays, ed. Christopher Tolkien, 109-61. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 

Toynbee, Arnold. 1957. A Study of History. Vol. 2. Abridged by D. C. 
Somervell. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Travis, Alan. 2005. “Real Life ‘Big Brother’ Watched over George Orwell.” 
Globe and Mail (Toronto), 19 July, A3. 

Turco, Alfred, Jr. 1976. Shaw’s Moral Vision: The Self and Salvation. Ithaca: Cor- 
nell University Press. 

Valency, Maurice. 1973. The Cart and the Trumpet: The Plays of George Bernard 
Shaw. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Wall, Stephen. 1963. “The Bell in The Bell.” Essays in Criticism 13: 265-73. 
Wells, H. G. 1899. When the Sleeper Wakes. New York: Harper's. 

- 1900. Tales of Space and Time. Leipzig: Tauchnitz. 
. 1923. Men Like Gods. New York: Macmillan. 
- 1934. Seven Famous Novels. Garden City, N.Y.: Garden City Publish- 

ing Co. 

- 1942. The Outlook for Homo Sapiens. London: Secker & Warburg. 
- 1987. The Definitive Time Machine. Edited by Harry M. Geduld. 

Bloomington: Indiana University Press. (Originally published 1895. Page 
citations are to the 1987 edition.) 

Wells, H. G., Julian Huxley, and G. P. Wells. 1931. The Science of Life. Vol. 4. 
Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday. 

Wilson, Colin. 1969. Bernard Shaw: A Reassessment. London: Hutchinson. 
Winsor, Dorothy A. 1980. “Iris Murdoch and the Uncanny: Supernatural 

Events in The Bell.” Literature and Psychology 30, nos. 3-4: 147-54. 
Wisenthal, J. L. 1974a. The Marriage of Contraries: Bernard Shaw’s Middle Plays. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 
. 1974b. “The Underside of Undershaft: A Wagnerian Motif in ‘Major 

Barbara.” Shaw Review 24 (May): 56-65. 
Woolf, Virginia. 1961. “Mr. Bennett and Mrs. Brown.” In Approaches to the 

Novel, ed. Robert Scholes. San Francisco: Chandler. 
Zwerdling, Alex. 1971. “Orwell and the Techniques of Didactic Fantasy.” In 

Twentieth-Century Interpretations of 1984: A Collection of Essays, ed. Samuel 
Hynes, 88-101. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 

¢ 



: 

Lj 

AA geht Re 
os anne MAE RIS 

peace 

ét es us 

¥ ies eile iat BF 
idacnbtaiatyaiedte ou 

ae ce “abo a 

ca on } 

whee © _ ee its ae 

‘ ea a er Berle 
we seangiitt aeaneieae at 44 
sasgtib a 

£% | ae ¢ 
ee ae WSs 

= pine 



INDEX 

Animal Farm (Orwell), 98, 100-111; and 

defamiliarization, 104-5; difficulty of 

publication, 100-101; and essentialism, 

105-6; moral deterioration in, 108-10; 

as political allegory, 102-4, 107; posi- 

tive message of, 110-11; as satire, 108 

Apocalypse, 6n, 26, 27, 55 

Aristotle, xi, 8, 175 

Atwood, Margaret, 5 

Ballantyne, R. M., 11, 131, 136, 139n, 143 
Barrie, James, 136, 137 

Bell, The (Murdoch): and Bloomsbury, 

163n; brotherhood in, 170; confession 

in, 181-83; ethics in, 159-68, 171-76; 

irony in, 163, 164n; love in, 177-78, 

184; narrative technique, 157n, 158, 

162, 163-64, 165n; realism in, 161n; 

subjectivity in, 160-70, 173-74, 176, 

184; supernatural in, 183; symbolism 

of the bell, 178-79; utopia in, 185-88 

Bellamy, Edward, 19, 57, 59, 191 

Berdyaevy, Nicholas, 3, 71n 

Blair, Eric. See Orwell, George 

Bloom, Allan, 71, 81n, 87n 

Burnham, James, 71n, 106, 118n, 129n 

Butler, Samuel, 7n, 15, 40, 190 

Callanbach, Ernest, 5 

Carlyle, Thomas, 37, 56, 57, 58 

Conrad, Joseph, 18n, 20, 22, 23, 119n 

Crick, Bernard, xvn, 102n, 106n, 117n, 

118n 

Darwin, Charles, 28, 29, 34, 55. See also 

Huxley, T. H. 

201 

Dostoyevsky, Fyodor, 79, 111, 125n, 157 

Dystopia. 1, 14; as erstwhile utopia, 4; 

and fiction, 159, 186; as genre, 11, 

107, 133; and Hegel, 93; and literary 

merit, 9n; and modernity, 191; as 

reversal of utopia, 10; and satire, 5, 

191; and technology, 6, 7n 

Eagleton, Terry, 16, 17 

Empson, William, 105n 

Fabian Society, 2n, 4, 33n, 42n, 65 

False consciousness, 69, 83, 84, 85, 86 

Fiction, 22, 104, 138, 147, 149n, 158, 160, 

164; and science fiction, 6, 20; and uto- 

pia, xii—xiii, 5, 6, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

22, 23n, 134, 159, 167, 189, 190, 191 

Ford, Ford Madox, 2 

Ford, Henry, 15, 68 

Forster, E. M., 7 

Freud, Sigmund, 24, 55, 68, 78, 79, 112, 

135, 157, 169, 191 

Friedman, Thomas, 73 

Fukuyama, Francis, xiii, 12, 54, 68, 69, 

70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 80, 81n, 

82, 83, 85, 86, 87, 88, 90, 91, 92, 96, 117 

Galilei, Galileo, 118, 119 

Goethe, Johann Wolgang, 37, 38 

Golding, William, xiii, xv, 6, 9, 10, 11, 13, 

130-53, 188; and fable, 130, 133, 142; 

and authenticity, 131. See also Lord of 
the Flies 

Hawthorne, Nathaniel, 25 

Hegel, Georg Friedrich, 65, 69, 70, 71n, 



202 Index 

Hegel, Georg Friedrich (cont.) 

72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 81n, 82, 84, 86, 

87, 89n, 91n, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 106, 

117n - 

Heine, Heinrich, 3 

Hesse, Hermann, 132, 133, 134 

History, 14, 69, 71, 72, 73, 94n, 149n, 

end of, 68-69, 70n, 71, 72, 74, 75, 

76, 77, 78, 80, 81, 82, 84, 85, 86, 87, 

88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 96, 117n, 128; 

and utopia, xi, xiii, 100, 104, 107. See 

also Fukuyama, Francis; Marcusé, 

Herbert 

Hobbes, Thomas, 73, 145, 146 

Holroyd, Michael, 62 

Hueffer, Ford Madox. See Ford, Ford 

Maddox 

Huxley, Aldous, xiv, xv, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 

15, 16, 33n, 68-96, 97, 111, 112, 113, 

117n, 119, 138, 152n, 186, 187, 191; Ape 

and Essence, 92, 93, 94, 95; Island, 95 

Huxley, Julian, xiv, 27 

Huxley, T. H., 23, 33 

Jacoby, Russell, 2n, 71 

Kojéve, Alexandre, 70n, 73, 81n, 87n, 91 

Krutch, Joseph Wood, 9; 17n, 90 

Kumar, Krishan, 1, 2n, 14, 15, 16, 114n, 

154 

Lawrence, D. H., 89n 

Locke, John, 73, 146, 192 

Lord of the Flies (Golding): absence of 

sexuality in, 136-38; character limita- 

tions in, 145, 149-50; and division by 

age, 143-45; ending of, 152-53; es- 

sentialism in, 151-52; evil in, 147-49; 

as experiment, 142-44; and Freudian 

interpretations, 135; popularity of, 

132-34; problematic beginning of, 

139, 140—42; title of, 147n; and uto- 

pia, 135-36, 142, 145-46 

Lukacs, Georg, 142 

Major Barbara (Shaw), 10, 11, 12, 35-67; 

and the Death Force, 53, 55, 57; and 

the Life Force, 45, 55, 56, 57; movie 

of, 61-62; and Wagner, 65-67 

Marcuse, Herbert, 12, 80, 82, 83, 84, 85, 

86, 87, 90 

Marx, Karl, 2n, 4n, 34n, 53, 55, 65, 70, 

73, 82, 84, 85, 86, 97, 99, 102, 105, 

106, 117n 

Mead, Margaret, 2 

Modernism, xii, xv, 77n, 81n, 83, 90, 91, 

93, 133, 189-91; and utopian fiction, 

6, 14, 158, 159, 165, 166, 177 

More, Sir Thomas, 1, 5, 15, 159, 189, 

190, 191 

Morris, William, 15 

Murdoch, Iris, xiii, xiv, xv, 2n, 13, 154-88, 

172, 190; and the novel, 157-58; and 

philosophy, 154, 156; and Sartre, 

154-56, 162n, 166. See also Bell, The 

Murray, Gilbert, 58, 62, 152 

Nietzsche, Friedrich, 3, 39, 72, 75, 77, 81, 

84, 85, 86, 89n, 90, 91n, 92, 94n, 157 

Nineteen Eighty-Four (Orwell), 111-29; and 

Animal Farm, 113-15, 120n; Appendix 

of, 125-127; and Brave New World, 112— 

13, 117n, 119; covert plot, 122-23, 124; 

doublethink, 119; hope in O’Brien, 

129; literary models for, 111-12; New- 

speak, 120; O’Brien and Winston, 116; 

sexuality vs. power, 116-17 

Orwell, George, xiii, xiv, xv, 2n, 4, 5, 6, 9, 

11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 69, 97-129, 131, 186, 

187, 188; authenticity of, 97-100. See 

also Animal Farm; Nineteen Eighty-Four 

Pavlov, Ivan, 78 

Pareto, Vilfredo, 105 

Plato, xi—xiii, 4, 9, 54,156, 159, 189, 191 

Postmodern society, 83, 84 

Proust, Marcel, 18, 157 

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques, 9, 78, 145, 146, 

147 

Salinger, J. D. 133, 134 

Shakespeare, William, 12, 15, 79, 80, 191 



Index 203 

Shaw, George Bernard, xiv, xv, 2n, 11-12; 

Back to Methuselah, 56; Heartbreak 

House, 48; Man and Superman, 41, 45, 

45n, 55; Saint Joan, 47. See also Major 
Barbara 

Sheldon, William, 78, 138 

Skinner, B. F, xii, 5, 10 

Snow, C. P,, 81 

Soviet Union, xiii, xiv, xv, 2, 11, 13, 70, 

101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 107, 113, 

114n, 117n, 118n, 128n, 191 

Sphinx, 26, 27 
Stalin, Joseph, 98, 102, 103, 104, 105, 

107n, 114 

Swift, Jonathan, 5, 89,106 

Tennyson, Alfred, Lord, 87 

Thymotic motivation, 13, 72, 73, 74, 

79, 89,90 

Time Machine, The (Wells): 18-34; as 

anti-utopia, 23n, 28; and British 

imperialism, 20; clock as symbol in, 

30-34; and Darwinism, 28-29, 33; 

deductive structure of, 23; and degen- 

eration, 27, 33; and innovativeness, 

18-19; and journalism, 18n; time 

travel in, 19-20; narrator, 21; past 

fused with future in, 31-34; psycho- 

logical dimension, 24-25; and real- 

ism, 22; symbolism in, 25-27, 

29-30 

Tolkien, J. R. R., 105n, 132, 133, 134, 

138, 148 

Toqueville, Alexis de, 3 

‘ 

Trotsky, Leon, 98, 102, 103, 113, 129 

Twain, Mark, 19 

Utopia: definition of, 1, 2n, 8, 10, 14; vs. 

dystopia, xv, 4, 5,9, 14, 133; and eth- 

ics, 8; examples of, 2, 3; and fiction, 

xv, 10-16, 159, 189-91; as genre 10; 

Golding and, 135-37, 142, 145; Hux- 

ley (Aldous) and, 94; Murdoch and, 

159, 185-86, 188; Orwell and, 107; 

and perfection, 28; Plato and, xi-xiii; 

and psychology, 9; reality of, 3, 4; 

Shaw and, 54, 58-61; and technology, 

5-7; and time, 6; and travel literature, 

20; and TV, 6; Wells and, 27-28 

Valency, Maurice, 43n, 63, 64, 65 

Verne, Jules,6 —- 

Wagner, Richard, 65-67 

Weber, Max, 71n, 81 

Webb, Beatrice, 2 

Webb, Sidney, 2 

Wells, G. P,, xiv 

Wells, H. G., xiii, xiv, 2n, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 

16. See also Time Machine, The 

Wilde, Oscar, 31n, 43 

Wilson, Colin, 43n, 62‘ 

Wisenthal, Jerome, 36n, 43n, 53, 65, 

66, 67 

Woolf, Virginia, 43, 160, 161, 162, 163n, 

165n 

Yeats, William Butler, 2, 4, 12, 56 



fi 

) rasa 

*Saateeene 72 ered 
_ tea Meer p) ea nemaigaas it ate 
SEs a Tata Hee, 

ei biaes x ee. 
ts des eee eak, hen lee 

Oi ee Se? ea eeat tht: Se 
Pe ae AOA Beek 

t ee BTR scat gph thee; Powe* 

art ry Mek icon, ap. “ie & ot ae wate 

PR ee 
$d fon Se atte ek 
© exhes Nadia ts 

i atest ee 

= . vale hh a? wos 

fi ds nee + mer Pas.) EF PM 

* = nee yee P a: ix Spee es 

‘ . e i 

% = 

i 3 ee 

s 

4 > 4 
ih 

4s 

~ ‘ 
~. = 

re 

P. 5 faite Paths ss Rae 
Le 

_ - ~ «* a AS cs Sa 

yh REESE 

Cy. yen pes 

ca ruacem anise. toes BAS TSR 
eet PEE wee mira 

ERE 

= att 
3-43 

Sp AEP ARC gaan 
mG. Wha te meranecnid 2 LA? : 

Be Me om ery 
Wie. et Toeeine aes Nate 2 | 

a Gail uti tas 

i 

+ aust Ene s 

hi. Sai py 

Lea i Ha that? 

oat * see ae 

Bote. Pherae % + oF 

ae ogi —T% to# 

<— 

4, sei ages AL eae 

RS = 5et eager 
sti. Mew, PP .. Sth ghar - 
MICK ue (aie 

=o sed ds tasted. TASH, 

aga Satie gi Rea dnings 
nO Sin eR ereincena tlie a 

ese Aiea eR Te ee et a 

i ACES alee 
st aan pak eadoist ai 

1s. 

2 aration ath ace 3 
rick PR oh ei art eyle ulise 
ee RG eck Mah Rae: ei ee 7 

em FHS eee tec ie, 

vat sacl fabs ye Denseahyyer' , 

iis 1 area sgl ie 

Sd tie ee Re el 
ig 

“QAd AER iba bey “mnie ‘ 

bi 4m 1b, 99, 37 tepRe al 

£27, WO automa Mie eetaieteitle 
(OF BRE 2m Base Rae 

o> : 

We, yee, ea 
a. 4 

1% 

; ~ 

Soe, jee - A, 2G . tame 

peat eaye Widhaset he Za 



Modern Utopian Fictions from H. G. Wells to Iris Murdoch was designed and 

typeset in Dante by Kachergis Book Design of Pittsboro, North Carolina. 

It was printed by Lightning Source, Inc., La Vergne, Tennessee. 



7 

i 2s _ | 

ie 7 a - i, 2 a 5 

Ye 
. ‘ ‘ <. 

‘* r ' 

i 

_—_ 

sa yet. 
Xe 

—= = 

\ 
— 

= = ~ 

— 
= 

— 

< 

~ 

< 

~ 

7 = 

“mi Milde cy i wee goed) wees) esta 

oe i Lan ‘ oi dns a1 ond pd Satie 7 apg) ¢ Prey 

i “ Se os aes 



\ 4 



tf 

yp 

rf 

Jf 

. 

. 

. 

’ 

- a 

Ry 

as . 
es 

ae 





CPSIA information can be obtained at www.ICGtesting.com 
Printed in the USA 
BVOW040508 150812 

-297855BV00001B/78/P 



\\ 



This book aims to put the fiction back into utopian fictions. While 

tracing the development of fiction in the writing of modern uto- 

pias, especially in Britain, it seeks to demonstrate in specific ways 

how those utopias have become increasingly literary—possibly as 

a reaction not only against the “social scientification” of modern 

utopias but also against the modern attempt to institute “utopia” in 

reality, notably in the former Soviet Union but also in consumerist, 

late-twentieth-century America. After an introductory discussion 

of how we understand—and how we should understand—modern 

utopian fictions, the book provides several examples of the ways 

in which those understandings affect our appreciation of utopian 

fiction. There are chapters on H. G. Wells’s Time Machine; Bernard 

Shaw’s Major Barbara; Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World; George 

Orwell’s Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four; William Golding’s 

Lord of the Flies; and Iris Murdoch’s The Bell. 

nfo 
“[Firchow] provides a truly fresh approach to utopian fiction by con- 

centrating not on its social or political nature, but on its literary 

value.... By shining his light on the contribution modern utopian 

fiction makes to philosophy and literature, the author allows read- 

ers to see these texts in a whole new dimension. His introduction 

provides a useful overview of the position generally assigned to uto- 

pian texts as works of fiction, and each chapter offers an insightful 

analysis of an important utopian or dystopian work....This book 

will inspire readers to devote more time to this literature, and it will 

be invaluable to those designing courses on utopian fiction. Highly 

recommended.” 
mn ee 
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