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Abstract

This thesis is a study of the representation of drinking in modernist literature. It takes
as 1its core texts novels by James Joyce Ernest Hemingway and Jean Rhys. It argues
that drinking came to acquire a specific set of social, cultural and political meanings
in western modernity, and that an understanding of this process is crucial to
understanding the semantic complexity which drink and drinking come to acquire in
modernist literature.

This study combines a close reading of literary texts with a historical
overview of changing social attitudes to alcohol, legislative reforms, popular
representations and aesthetic theory. I not only argue that drink becomes a richly
polysemic figure in literary modernism, but also that representations of drink and
drinking can be theorised using a number of thematically specific critical techniques.
Having outlined the development of the ‘drink problem’ in the nineteenth century.
and the manifold ideological ramifications of temperance thought, I develop the
concept of ‘synthetic transcendence’ by way of identifying a specifically modernist
response to the ideological problematization of both drinking and intoxication. The
notion of ‘synthetic transcendence’ — which is also a radical philosophical response to
the experience of secularisation — produces an ‘aesthetics of intoxication’ through
which I read the key texts of this study.

The specific narrative function of drink is considered in each of the close
readings. At the same time, close analysis of the literature is used to embark upon a
broader study of the cultural status of drink in the societies depicted. This thesis
addresses a theoretical and analytical gap in prior criticism in that it addresses the
broad social and ideological contexts out of which modernist representations of
drinking emerged, establishes the intrinsic role of intoxication in a number of
modernist texts, and provides critical tools with which these representations can be

theorised.
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Introduction

Drink, Modernity, Modernism

In March 1851 Charles Baudelaire published a short essay in which he compared the
intoxicating effects of wine and hashish. In it, he praises wine for ‘roll[ing] a
sympathetic gold over humanity’, for ‘compos[ing] songs and poems’ and for
showing that mankind ‘has always yearned for the infinite.’! Hashish, he conversely
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concludes, is ‘useless and dangerous.”” In the course of his discussion of wine’s

positive effects on the mind, Baudelaire looks forward to the day when

a truly philosophical physician ... will write an authoritative study on wine, a
kind of double psychological profile in which wine and man make up the two
subjects. He will explain how and why certain beverages immeasurably
augment the personality of the thinking being and create, as it were, a third
person through a mystical operation whereby natural man and wine, the
animal god and the vegetal god, representing the Father and Son of the
Trinity, combine to engender a Holy Ghost, the superior man, who proceeds

equally from the two.’

In this study, I will not take up Baudelaire’s challenge; indeed, [ am only tangentially
concerned here with any specific phenomenological or cognitive effects of alcohol on
the individual drinker. Rather, what I will carry out is an excavation of the discursive
conditions that made this utterance of Baudelaire’s both possible and meaningful.
Following this, I will provide an analysis of comparable representations of drink and
intoxication in a number of specific literary texts. In ‘Wine and Hashish’, Baudelaire

is interested in the effects of intoxication on creative practice. Conversely, I am

' Charles Baudelaire, ‘Wine and Hashish’ (originally published as ‘Du vin et du hachish’, Le Messager de
I’Assemblée [March, 1851]), Charles Baudelaire in Artificial Paradises, trans. Stacy Diamond (1869; New
York: Citadel, 1996), pp. 8. 24

2 ibid., p. 25

3 ibid., p. 13



interested in how this idea of intoxicated creativity and other related concepts become
possible literary tropes. In other words, what I will present here is a study not of what
drinking does fo literature, but what drinking does in literature.

I do not suggest that Baudelaire’s ironic and self-consciously iconoclastic
depiction of drunkenness is a definitive articulation of the idea of drink as it emerges
in the core texts of this study; nor that it is a blueprint for modernist representations of
intoxication. Nonetheless, Baudelaire’s formulation does introduce a number of
essential themes. The very fact that Baudelaire wrote this disquisition on drunkenness
at all reveals the consciousness of a looming confrontation between ‘the flag wavers
of sobriety’ — ‘idiots or hypocrites ... who know nothing of humanity or nature’* —
and those who persist in ascribing a positive value to intoxication in the face of an
increasingly powerful hegemonic injunction to rationality and self-control. The fact
that Baudelaire depicts intoxication in the figure of a sacrilegious trinity reveals an
inherently transgressive structural association between the ideas of intoxication and
transcendence; in this case a specifically ironic, earthbound, and artificial form of
transcendence. Finally, the explicit association of art with an already confrontational
idea of intoxication positions the drunken artist as the recalcitrant scourge of
bourgeois values; both as exemplified in a hypocritical moral purity, and in an
oppressive and assertive faith in the value and power of reason and restraint.

At first glance, the association of a faintly sacrilegious celebration of being
drunk with an avant-garde strategy of aesthetic resistance to bourgeois hegemonic
power in the sphere of cultural practice may seem, to say the least, overly expeditious.
However, it is the task of this study to justify just such a critical assertion; or, rather,
to justify the application of a critical perspective which would allow for such a
conclusion to be drawn from analyses of the representation of drink in modernist
literature. Beginning with the ‘Gin Epidemic’ — that series of moral panics around
public drunkenness that spread across Britain in the mid-eighteenth century — drink, I
will argue, becomes a nexus of social anxieties and conflicts in the modemrnising
societies of Western Europe and America. I will further argue that drink becomes in
the nineteenth century an integral element of the problematical discourses around
selfhood, rationality and the uses of leisure thrown up by the experiences and projects

of industrial capitalism. Consequently, I will suggest, drinking becomes more than

4 ibid., p. 8.



simply an incidental or extrinsic aspect of the modernist texts which emerged out of,
and defined themselves both within and against, the experience of modernity. Given
this very real relationship between drink, modemity and modernism, I will work from
the premise that the representation of drink and intoxication in modernist texts can be
analysed as an autonomous category requiring its own particular critical tools; but
also that such an analysis must at the same time be a study of the discursive
conditions by which alcohol became the possible locus of a range of particular and
identifiable meanings. What I shall argue throughout this study is that at a relatively
specific historical moment drink becomes both the site of a bid for hegemonic power
in the sphere of social practice on the part of particular social elites (identifiable under
the umbrella rubric of ‘the temperance movement’), and, as a result, the site of a
possible mode of transgression and resistance in the sphere of aesthetic practice by
particular artistic elites (something I shall identify broadly as a modernist ‘aesthetics
of intoxication’). In other words, drink, as it appears in the texts that I discuss, is both
an autonomous object of more or less mimetic representation, and an instrumental
signifier of broader cultural values.

It may be argued that in asserting a relationship between intoxication and
transgression, drink — as opposed to any number of alternative intoxicants — seems an
odd subject of study. Looked at from a contemporary vantage point, drink appears to
be the least oppositional, and the most culturally privileged of intoxicants. It brings
with it neither the connotations of dangerous female power that both Inquisition and
Reformation saw in the hallucinogens associated with witchcraft, nor the Orientalist
fantasies of torpor and decadence that opium and hashish conjured up in the minds of
nineteenth century observers and users.” With Prohibition forming a cautionary but
largely forgotten backdrop, contemporary debates around intoxicant abuse and control
focus almost exclusively on ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ drugs; ‘drugs’ itself being a
performative linguistic category that both announces deviance and excludes from its
parameters drink and tobacco. Drink, on the other hand, is an integral part of the
social practices of everyday life in the West: the romantic glass of wine, the jovial
pint, the celebratory bottle of champagne, the friendly pub, the arcane wine cellar, the

warming glass of malt by the mythic homely fireside. And yet, beyond debates over

3 In his extended account of opium consumption, Thomas De Quincey explicitly associates opium with
the Orient (Thomas De Quincey, Confessions of an English Opium-Eater [1821; Oxford: Woodstock,
1989]) Similarly, Charles Baudelaire writes of hashish producing ‘that blissful state so dear to
Orientals.” (Baudelaire, p. 45)



the relative efficacy of any war on drugs, alcohol simultaneously remains the site of
some of our most profound and perennial anxieties: the violence of the drunk and the
drunkenness of the hooligan, the uncontrollable addiction of the alcoholic, the risk of
foetal damage caused by drinking during pregnancy. While one of the roles of this
study will be to scrutinise the historical emergence of these positive and negative
connotations of alcohol, central to this project is a desire to make sense of at least
some (albeit historically specific) aspects of a practice which is at once so central to
Western culture, and yet at the same time so profoundly ambivalent.

That alcohol consumption is historically a culturally privileged activity in
Western culture is, in fact, absolutely crucial to this study. I am interested in drink,
drinking and drunkenness precisely because they represent a largely unexpected site
of transgressive practice; because they emerge as possible forms of transgression
while simultaneously occupying a place at the heart of the social and religious
practices of the West. The historical span of drinking as a privileged cultural practice
in Western societies is in many ways self-evident and broad to the extent that a
detailed discussion of this history is beyond the scope of this particular study. Suffice
it to say, by way of an illustrative example, that when Andrew Sherratt, in a closely
researched anthropological study, concludes that in antiquity ‘wine ... in both secular
and religious use, was the metaphorical lifeblood of Mediterranean civilization’,6 he is
in no way contradicting our popular and commonsense images of Greek and Roman
culture. Equally, Gregory Austin’s extensive overview of textual references to alcohol
from antiquity to 1800 reveals legislative interventions pertaining to the consumption
of alcohol dating back from the Babylonian Hammurabi Codex to the first European
medieval statutes regulating alcohol consumption in the thirteenth century.” Drink as
a highly visible social practice and the object of both regulatory and celebratory
discourses over more than two millennia of European history is testified to in the
wealth of documentary sources collected in Austin’s chronology.

While I do not wish to dwell further on the depth and breadth with which
drink saturates cultural practices in the West generally, there are two seminal figures

of drinking in Western culture that are central to my later discussion which I will

¢ Andrew Sherratt, ‘Alcohol and its Alternatives: Symbol and Substance in Pre-industrial Cultures’, in
J. Goodman et al. eds., Consuming Habits: Drugs in History and Anthropology (London: McGill-
Queen’s Untiversity Press, 1992), pp. 11-46 (p. 20)

7 Gregory A. Austin, , Alcohol from Antiquity to 1800: A Chronological History (Santa Barbara: ABC-
Clio Information Services, 1985), pp. 7, 94



briefly introduce here. Firstly in Judeo-Christian culture, seminal representations of
alcohol can be traced back to Noah’s plantation of a vineyard after the Flood, and his
subsequent and disastrous drunkenness. However, most important for this study is the
crucial function of wine in the Last Supper and the subsequent Christian doctrine of
transubstantiation. The consequent association of wine with both orthodox, Christian
notions of transcendence and with the established cultural and political hierarchy of
the Catholic church informs many of the representations of drink discussed in this
study. Secondly, the classical association of drunkenness with Dionysus and the
Dionysian will receive detailed treatment below. As I will discuss particularly in my
reading of Hemingway, the classical Dionysian — and the drunkenness implacably
associated with the god of the vine and of metamorphoses — is not only at the heart of
the violence and upheaval of the bacchanalia, but is in equal measure central to the
idealised male intellectual exchange of the symposium. It will again be the task of
this study to illuminate the degree to which these religious and classical constructions
of drinking inform, or provide critical tools which aid the reading of, the texts under
discussion.

While the long economic, legislative and religious histories of drink inform
this study, they enter it essentially as supporting evidence, not the central object of
concern. Equally, while I would agree with Mary Douglas that ‘drunkenness ...
expresses culture in so far as it always takes the form of a highly patterned, learned
comportment which varies from one culture to another’,® this thesis will not be an
anthropological study of drinking as a practice of everyday life. It is beyond the
scope of this study to embark on a comparative study of the different conceptions of
intoxication as a set of quasi-regulated practices either across various non-European
cultures, or over an extended period of time. I mention the broader history of drink
here only in order to point out its deep and extensive cultural roots. Nevertheless, this
is not to say that I intend to ignore the importance of drink — and drunkenness — as a
somatic practice. Rather, any discussion I provide concerning the cultural meanings
attached to the rituals of drink and to drunken comportment will refer to their

representation in literature. That is to say, my discussion of the practices of drink will

® Mary Douglas, ‘A distinctive anthropological perspective’, in Mary Douglas ed., Constructive
Drinking: Perspectives on Drinking from Anthropology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991),
pp- 3-15 (p. 4). It is notable that two of Douglas’s predecessors in the anthropology of everyday
practices — Norbert Elias and Marcel Mauss — do not deal with drinking and intoxication to any great
degree. As will be seen. this is a critical blindspot shared by Michel Foucault and, more problematically.
Mikhail Bakhtin.



be a discussion not of those practices in and of themselves, but of how those practices
are re-presented in particular literary, and in some cases visual, texts. What I shall be
commenting on then are not so much ‘real’ practices of drink, as meanings these
practices acquire depicted in literature and art. In other words, this is essentially a
literary study informed by cultural and historical analysis, not vice versa.

The specific association of drink and literature in Western culture is itself
ancient. As I will later discuss, Nietzsche’s influential notion of the Dionysian in art
(one which profoundly sublimates the facticity of drunkenness) is inextricable from
the etymological derivation of ‘tragedy’ from the Greek tragos — meaning ‘goat’: a
figure of Dionysus.” One notable classical assertion of the connection between drink
and poetic inspiration is Horace’s observation that ‘poems written by water drinkers

O The wealth of evidence collected in

will never enjoy / long life or acclaim.”!
anthologies such as Simon Rae’s Faber Book of Drink, Drinkers, and Drinking Places
(1991) testifies to a rich heritage of pre-modern references to drink in literature.
Again, however, it is beyond the scope of this study to provide anything more than a
cursory overview of this tradition here.

Beyond the quasi-mythic juxtaposition of intoxication and creativity in the
figure of the Dionysian, and beyond the enduring notion that drunkenness inspires
creative activity on the part of the artist, more practical and instrumental reasons exist
for the appearance of drink and drunkenness particularly in prose fiction. In terms of
specific narrative functions, drink, to paraphrase Samuel Johnson, can perform the
important role of putting in motion ‘what has been locked up in frost.”'' In other
words, diegetic drunkenness can serve as a basic tool for powering a narrative
forward. At its crudest, a drunken scene can function as a kind of deus ex machina
creating events and confrontations that would otherwise seem unlikely or impossible.

An extended example of this would be the drunken debacle that Gordon Compstock
embarks upon in George Orwell’s novel Keep the Aspidistra Flying (1936). While a

? Robert Graves, in The Greek Myths, Volume One (Harmondsworth: Pelican, 1957), suggests an
alternative etymology: ‘tragedy may derived not from tragos, ‘a goat’, a Virgil suggests ... but from
tragos, ‘spelt’ — a grain used in Athens for beer-brewing.” (p. 108, n. 3) This etymology nevertheless
retains the link to intoxication.

' Horace, Book [ Epistle 19, trans. Niall Rudd, quoted in Simon Rae, The Faber Book of Drink,
Drinkers and Drinking Places (London: Faber & Faber, 1991), p. 242

! Johnson, in an only partially condemnatory observation, stated that ‘Wine gives man nothing. It
neither gives him knowledge nor wit; it only animates man, and enables him to bring out what a dread
of company has repressed. It only puts in motion was has been locked up in frost. But this may be
good, or it may be bad.” (quoted in ibid., p.315)



lengthy and interesting drunken scene in itself, the event essentially serves as a
marking point in a broadly sober narrative of social and spiritual despair.
Compstock’s drunk, the narrator explains, marks ‘a period in his life [which] had

dragged him downward with a strange suddenness.’'?

It 1s, fundamentally, an
instrumental narrative hinge on which swings the door dividing Compstock’s
behaviour as socially acceptable and socially disgraceful.'

The second, and perhaps most crucial, narrative function of drink is not an
aspect of drink itself, but is the space in which drink is consumed. The public
drinking place — the pub, the bar, the saloon, the café, the club — provides, in narrative
terms, uniquely heterogeneous public space. At its simplest the bar represents a space
outside of the limiting spheres of home and work, a site of simultaneous performance
and revelation, in which disparate characters can come into direct discursive contact
with one another. It is, in this sense, a space in which narrative events can happen or
be prepared for. However, my reading of the core texts of this study — all of which
rely heavily on the depiction of drinking in bars — is predicated on the assertion that
the drinking place is also a regulated, codified and ritualised space. It is largely by
way of justifying this predicate that, in Chapter Three, I discuss in depth the
emergence of the bar as a discursive site of conflict over its values and meanings in
terms of class and, more particularly, gender. In my readings of Joyce, Hemingway
and Rhys, conflicting mythologies of the bar and its meanings — produced as much by
discourses which served to condemn public drinking as by celebratory notions of
public drinking — will be foregrounded in order to illuminate the often veiled, but
always profound and ambivalent, polysemy of the bar as a narrative space.

The third important issue around the diegetic depiction of drink and drinking
is that the literary representation of drunkenness produces a particular set of technical
problems around the representation of cognitive states. In asking how the author 1s to
represent drunkenness, the literary representation of drunkenness asks how literature
is to represent states of mind in any form. Clearly this is a pressing issue for a
modernist prosaics in which, as Virginia Woolf famously argued, the ‘proper stuff of

fiction’ is the ‘ordinary mind on the ordinary day ... [the] semi-transparent envelope

12 George Orwell, Keep the Aspidistra Flying (1936; Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1983), p. 221

13 In many ways, this novel is an anglicised reworking of Fyodor Dostoevsky’s Notes From
Underground (1864). It is notable that in both books, drunkenness leads the anti-heroes to brothels
and forms of sexual humiliation. That both these books depict humiliating drunken sexual encounters
is characteristic of a structural relationship which I will identify as crucial to this study: one which
imbricates drink with both deviant sexuality and perverted fertility.



surrounding us from the beginning of consciousness to the end.’'* What the
representation of intoxication foregrounds in this regard is the degree to which the
‘ordinary mind’ is itself always already a literary construction. The very alterity of
drunken cognition, and the problems of representing it in simultaneously
comprehensible and accurate language, throws into relief the essential literariness of
any rendering of consciousness in prose. Why, it asks, should ‘sober’ consciousness
divide itself neatly into sentences and paragraphs if drunken consciousness does not?
At the same time, however, those very real questions about the limitations of mimesis
that intoxication poses open up the possibility of self-conscious literary
experimentation at its most radical. Indeed, I will suggest in my analysis of Ulysses
that it is precisely the attempt to depict intoxication as a cognitive condition rendered
in literary form which Joyce manipulates as a means to performing his most
audacious feat of literary experimentation, and his most self-aggrandising assertion of
his own radical modernity.

If the representation of intoxication is a specific problem for modernist literary
aesthetics, then the acknowledgement of intoxication as a possible conscious
condition is a problem for modernity as a philosophical and ethical project. I have
suggested already that the ascription of positive value to intoxication becomes a
possible antagonistic stance on the part of avant-garde writers and artists because of
ideological value ascribed to reason and sobriety in the culture of industrial
capitalism. This dialectic in which conflicting value systems confront each other in
the metonymies of drink and sobriety is a foundational element of this study and will
be returned to throughout. On a strictly philosophical level, however, the possibility
of intoxication raises questions about the relationship between consciousness and
rationality, and the relationship between consciousness and both the material and / or
metaphysical ‘real’. This again has profound implications for aspects of modernist
aesthetics. In order to clarify what is at stake here, I will briefly discuss the idea of
intoxication as it emerges in William James’ analysis of religion and religious feeling
The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902).

In a passage considering the different levels of mystical experience to which

humans have access, James argues that:

4 Virginia Woolf, ‘Modern Fiction’, quoted in Miriam Allott ed., Novelists on the Novel (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973). p. 77



The sway of alcohol over mankind is unquestionably due to its power to
stimulate the mystical faculties of human nature, usually crushed to earth by
the cold facts and dry criticisms of the sober hour. Sobriety diminishes,
discriminates, and says no; drunkenness expands, unites, and says yes. It is

in fact the great exciter of the Yes function in man."

What is important in this observation is not so much the positive value James ascribes
to intoxication as the fact that he acknowledges it as a possible conscious state that is
fundamentally other to rationality. What is more important again is that throughout
his discussion of religion, James ascribes the mystical state not to the intercession of a
numinous other — at least not to any intercession that can be verified — but to the
inherent tendencies of the human mind. That is, while James ambivalently affirms a
belief in God at the end of his lecture series, he does so for essentially pragmatic
reasons: because a belief in God can produce positive effects in terms of human
happiness. For James, drunkenness is valuable because it is ‘one bit of the mystic

16 . . .
and the mystic consciousness is good for two reasons: firstly

consciousness,’
because it produces positive effects on the experience of being (which is not to say it
produces more valid truth claims); and secondly because it foregrounds the
problematic assumption of privileged truth claims on the part of rationality. Mystical
states do not prove transcendent truth, but rather prove man’s capacity for
experiencing transcendence; at the same time, they ‘absolutely overthrow ... the
pretension of non-mystical states to be the sole and ultimate dictators of what we may
believe.”!’

Understood in these terms, intoxication is not only ideologically oppositional
in relation to instrumental rationality, but also the means to a form of transcendence
that can be divorced from theology. This amounts to what I will describe later as
‘synthetic transcendence’; that is, a form of atheistic and anthropocentric
transcendence both actually and symbolically afforded by alcohol and which emerges
in differing guises in the work of such varied modernist writers as Charles Baudelaire,

Arthur Rimbaud, Friedrich Nietzsche, and Walter Benjamin. The roots of ‘synthetic

transcendence’ can be traced back to Immanuel’s Kant’s transcendental philosophy,

15 William James, The }arieties of Religious Experience: A Study in Human Nature (1902; London:
Fontana, 1962), p. 373

' ibid.

17 ibid., p. 411



the emergence of which in the intellectual culture of Western Europe has been
identified by critics ranging from Clement Greenberg to Michel Foucault as
instituting the self-critical perspective on which modernism in the arts is predicated.'®
Louis Sass in a study of the relationship between madness and modernism argues that
‘Kant initiated the transcendental turn whereby the structures of reality came to be
seen as subordinate to those of the knowing subject, and it is this that makes him the
true source of modernism in both art and thought.”'® In Chapter Four, I will discuss
the combined relationship between a Kantian philosophical position which disbars
possible access to the numinous, a collapse in theological perspectives, and the
subsequent emergence of a modernist aesthetic in which the ironic, dangerous, and
self-consciously synthetic transcendence of intoxication becomes a pivotal figure in
literary and artistic attempts to represent the experience of modernity.

To this extent, then, I am concerned with the relationship between drink,
modernity and modernism in two specific trajectories: the degree to which drinking as
a practice becomes a transgressive action, and the degree to which intoxication as an
idea becomes an aesthetic category. In concrete terms, I am interested in the practice
and representation of drinking as a culture which has at its heart the increasingly
problematic social space of the bar, and in the representation of the drinker which has
at its heart the problematic phenomenological experience of intoxication. I am less
interested, therefore, in pursuing purely metaphorical analogies between the fluidity
and disorientation of modernity — such as those which figure so prominently in
Marshall Berman’s analysis of modernism — and the fluid nature of alcohol and the
disorientations of being drunk.®® T will argue below that the very real physical and
cognitive effects of drunkenness are crucial to an understanding of the literary
representation of drunkenness; however, this study is not predicated on the
metaphorical similarities between this and an experience of modernity in which, as

James McFarlane puts it, ‘thought seemed to undergo something analogous to a

'8 Greenberg identifies ‘Kant as the first real Modernist’ (Clement Greenberg, ‘Modernist Painting’, in
Francis Frascina and Charles Harrison eds., Modern Art and Modernism: A Critical Anthology
[London: Harper and Row, 1982], pp. 5-10 [p. 5]). Foucault identifies Kant as inaugurating the
‘attitude”’ of modernity (Michel Foucault, ‘What is Enlightenment’
[http://eserver.org/philosophy/Foucault/what-is-enlightenment.html])

" Louis Sass, Madness and Modernism: Insanity in the Light of Modern Art, Literature and Thought
(London: Harvard University Press, 1992), p. 302

% A characteristic excerpt from Berman reads: ‘Fluidity and vaporousness will become primary
qualities in the self-consciously modemnist painting, architecture and design, music and literature, that
will emerge at the end of the nineteenth century.” (Marshall Berman, .4/ That is Solid Meclts Into Air:
The Expericnce of Modernity [London: Verso, 1982], p. 144)

10



change of state: a dissolving, a blending, a merging of things previously held to be

2l 'What I am interested in is not the fact that intoxication

forever mutually exclusive.
1s ‘a bit like’ certain depictions of the experience of modernity, but rather the way
ideas of intoxication respond to that experience of modern life which Wyndham
Lewis described as ‘the everyday drunkenness of the normal real.’%?

It 1s well documented that the writers I focus on in this study drank to some
degree.2 3 However, I am not concerned with J oyce, Hemingway and Rhys as drinkers
per se. To this extent, my study diverges from the majority of work previously
carried out on the relationship between drinking and literature.>* One of the first, and
certainly the most explicitly biographical, book length studies into the relationship
between drink and literature is Tom Dardis’ The Thirsty Muse: Alcohol and the
American Writer (1990). Here, Dardis pursues the argument that the alcoholism of
particular American modernist writers such as Hemingway and Faulkner can be
identified as leading to a decline in their literary skills.> In arguing that ‘the idea of
the writer as drinker seems to be a particularly American one’,”® Dardis follows the
lead set initially by Alfred Kazin in his 1976 essay “The Giant Killer”: Drink and the
American Writer’.”” Here Kazin lists five out of six American Nobel Prize winners
who can be identified as either alcoholic or heavy drinkers. This list will re-emerge,
with some additions and modifications, in both Robin Room’s article ‘A “Reverence
for Strong Drink”: The Lost Generation and the Elevation of Drink in American
Culture’ (1984), and in John W. Crowley’s book length study The White Logic:

Alcoholism and Gender in American Modernist Fiction (1994).28

2l James McFarlane, ‘The Mind of Modernism’, in Malcolm Bradbury and James McFarlane eds.,
Modernism: A Guide to European Literature 1890-1930 (1976; Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1987), pp. 71-
93 (p. 80)

2 Qﬁoted in Peter Nicholls, Modernisms: A Literary Guide (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1995), p. 269

2 What biographical references there are to the drinking habits of Joyce, Hemingway and Rhys will be
cited as and when they become relevant in the subsequent discussion.

** The biographical tendency which informs much previous criticism in this field will be discussed and
critiqued in detail later in this study, particularly in chapter seven.

25 Tom Dardis, The Thirsty Muse.: Alcohol and the American Writer (London: Abacus, 1990)

% ibid., p. 4

27 Alfred Kazin ,*“The Giant Killer”: Drink and the American Writer’, Commentary (March, 1976), pp.
44-50. Kazin’s basic argument here is that American writers tended to drink as it simultaneously
allowed them ‘to be different from the unsophisticated “booboisie” [and] the same as “regular fellers™".
(p- 50)

¥ See Robin Room, ‘A “Reverence for Strong Drink”: The Lost Generation and the Elevation of Drink
in American Culture’, Journal of Studies on Alcohol, Vol. 45, No. 6 (1984), pp. 540-6 (p. 541), and John
W. Crowley, The White Logic: Alcoholism and Gender in American Modernist Fiction (Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1994), pp. 36-7. Sue Vice, reviewing the criticism in this area so far,
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Robin Room’s article ‘A Reverence for Strong Drink’ looks beyond the
immediate social situation of American writers in their home country and considers
briefly some of the issues around the adoption of drinking as a conspicuous practice
by the avant-garde that I will discuss at length here. However, Room’s goal 1s
fundamentally to identify the specific social effects of the representation of drinking
in the work of Hemingway and Fitzgerald on the drinking habits of young Americans
in the years following the repeal of Prohibition. The most sustained attempt to
provide a critical framework in which to assess the relationship between drink and
American writers as modernists comes in John Crowley’s The White Logic. While
Crowley deals with some texts that I deal with here (specifically Ernest Hemingway’s
Fiesta) and covers a similar period — albeit from a specifically American perspective
— I fundamentally dispute his foundational argument that the anomie and alienation
which he describes as the ‘Modern Temper’ are an effect of alcoholism. In other
words, I am unconvinced by his basic assertion that the excessive drinking which he
ascribes to modernist writers is the basic cause of their dissatisfaction with the world
as they find i1t. I will return to a critique of specific aspects of Crowley’s analysis later
in this study. At this stage, however, I would assert that my disagreement with
Crowley is twofold: firstly that he reduces ‘modernism’ to the literary output of a
select number of identifiably hard drinking authors whose texts he reads as
fictionalised autobiography, and secondly he constructs an aetiological relationship
between alcohol and modemnist literary practices which both reduces the complexity
of the relationship to one of cause and effect and which ignores the huge complex of
social, economic, philosophical, cultural and demographic changes — in effect the
‘experience of modernity’ — out of which modernist art and literature emerges.

Thomas Gilmore’s study Equivocal Spirits: Alcoholism and Drinking in
Twentieth Century Literature (1987) problematises the whole project of reading the
private drinking habits of authors into their texts, dismissing such a critical technique

as producing ‘neither good biography nor good literary criticism.”* Gilmore instead

describes the emergence of a ‘fairly stable canon of addicted texts’ all of which are American, and two of
which — Fiesta and John Barleycorn — I will discuss here. (Sue Vice, ‘Intemperate Climate: Drinking,
Sobriety, and the American Literary Myth’, American Literary History, Vol. 1, No. 4 [Winter, 1999], pp.
699-709 [p. 699]). The idea of a special relationship between American culture and excessive drinking is
reiterated by Norman K. Denzin, who asserts that ‘Drinking is basic to the American way of life.’
(Norman K. Denzin, The Alcoholic Society: Addiction and the Recovery of the Self [London: Transaction,
1993], p. vi1)

** Thomas Gilmore, Equivocal Spirits: Alcoholism and Drinking in Twentieth Century Literature
(London: University of North Carolina Press, 1987), p. 5



analyses the representations of drink as they appear in his chosen texts. Gilmore
suggests, without developing the idea himself, that it would be possible theoretically
to pursue a putative link between modernism and alcohol consumption. What
interests Gilmore in this regard is the notion that maybe ‘a historical argument can be

made for the modern period as one of cultural alcoholism.’>°

As this suggests,
Gilmore’s concern is to draw from his study insights into alcoholism as an addiction
and an illness. While I will not attempt here to dismiss the idea of alcoholism as it is
currently understood, nor undermine the attempts of critics such as Gilmore to use
literature to find useful approaches to the cure of alcoholism, my analysis will set out
with the very different aim of identifying the emergence of alcoholism as a discourse.
Contrary to Gilmore, I will argue that the modern period is not one of cultural
alcoholism, but a culture in which ‘alcoholism’ is a possible idea; and that it is for
precisely this reason that drink becomes an issue for modernist fiction. To this extent,
my interest in alcoholism is precisely an interest in it not as a fact, but as an idea.”!
This critical focus further distances my study from previous criticism in the
field of addiction studies.”* While, for example, Edmund O’Reilly is concerned with
providing a critical analysis of narrative forms in Sobering Tales: Narratives of
Alcoholism and Recovery (1997), it is precisely as narrative forms that reflect a given
understanding of alcoholism as addiction that the texts interest him.>> For O’Reilly,
alcoholism informs the text as an extradiegetic fact — albeit a problematic fact in terms
of definition — not a diegetic idea. While O’Reilly looks for the constructive effects
of recovery in particular narrative forms, Doris Lanier, in her study of the relationship
between absinthe and art in nineteenth century Paris, looks for the destructive effects
of absinthe on literary and artistic production. Lanier’s analysis is coloured by its
acceptance of the contemporary temperance literature produced on absinthe as fact.

As aresult, Lanier becomes solely concerned with either the detrimental physiological

3 ibid., pp. 15-6

3! There have been three special journal issues published which are relevant to my thesis: Yale French
Studies, No. 50: ‘Intoxication and Literature’ (1974) contains articles on representations of intoxication
in Gautier, Baudelaire, Rimbaud, Breton, and Céline; , Mosaic, Vol. 30, No. 2 (June, 1997) contains a
number of articles on intoxication and literature; Diacritics Vol. 27, No. 3 (Fall 1997) also contains
contributions on this subject. Dionysos.: The Journal of Literature and Addiction is the primary forum
for research in this field. I will refer to specific articles within these publications as and when they are
relevant to my discussion.

32 As such, the majority of the contributions to Sue Vice et al. eds. Beyond the Pleasure Dome. Writing
and Addiction from the Romantics (Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1994) fall outside the scope
of this study.

3 Edmund O’ Reilly, Sobering Tales: Narratives of Alcoholism and Recovery (Amherst: University of
Massachusetts Press, 1997)
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effects of absinthe on particular writers and artists or with their representation of it as
a deadly and addictive drug.* In Chapter Four I will argue, similarly to Barnaby
Conrad, that absinthe is not ascribed a negative value (or even necessarily a perverse
positive value predicated on its facility self-destruction) in modemist art and
literature.”®> In accepting one model of the meaning of absinthe (that of anti-absinthe
campaigners in France and America) and applying it uncritically to a reading of texts
largely produced from a position of more or less explicit antagonism towards the
cultural values represented by temperance, Lanier’s account ignores the complex and
dialectical nature of the conflicting discourses which emerged around drink in the late
nineteenth century and of which the representation of absinthe became an important
locus.

Two books whose critical methods do inform parts of this study, particularly
in Chapter Four, are Anya Taylor’s Bacchus in Romantic England: Writers and
Drink, 1780-1830 (1999) and Nicholas Wamer’s Spirits of America: Intoxication in
Nineteenth-Century American Literature (1997).°° Both Taylor and Warner discuss

two wines — one sublime, one mundane’;’’ or

(X113

the notion in Romantic literature of
what Coleridge describes in a notebook as a ‘heavenly Bacchus’ and a ‘bastard
Bacchus’.® While I find their fundamental arguments concerning the relationship
between intoxication and transcendence in Romantic literature persuasive and useful,
I crucially identify a shift from the Romantic ideas of transcendence discussed by
Taylor and Warner towards my concept of synthetic transcendence as a specifically
modernist aesthetic. Taylor discusses the dialectic in Romantic thought between
seeing intoxication as a genuine, and therefore valuable, means to transcendence and
seeing it as a false, earthbound simulation of the transcendent. Taylor then identifies
the extent to which value is ascribed, if it is ascribed at all, to the false escapism that
drink is limited to providing. Intoxication remains here on the other side of the

equation from creativity; either a form of lesser creativity or an escape from the bonds

of the creative spirit. I will argue that modernist aesthetics close down this dialectic

** Doris Lanier, Absinthe the Cocaine of the Nineteenth Century: A History of the Hallucinogenic Drug
and Its Effects on Artists and Writers in Europe and the United States (London: McFarland, 1995)

3% See Barnaby Conrad III, Absinthe: History in a Bottle (San Francisco: Chronicle Books, 1988)

3% Anya Taylor, Bacchus in Romantic England: Writers and Drink, 1780-1830 (London: Macmillan,
1999); Nicholas O. Warmner, Spirits of America. Intoxication in Nineteenth-Century American
Literature (London: University of Oklahoma Press, 1997)

37 Warner, p. 17

3% Samuel Taylor Coleridge, The Notebooks of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Volume 3: 1808-1819, ed.
Katherine Coburn (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973), no. 3623
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and produce instead an idea of both poetic inspiration and intoxication as equally
earthbound; an aesthetic in which the heavenly Bacchus and the Bastard Bacchus are
subsumed in the category of the all too human (but triumphantly so) Dionysian. In a
similar conclusion to Taylor, Warner writes that intoxication in nineteenth century
American literature forms what he calls ‘the argument with reality’; that is, the desire
to escape the real world — whether to heaven or hell.” Conversely, I would argue that
for modernism intoxication forms an argument with metaphysics, and represents not
so much the desire to remain earthbound as the acknowledgment that the earthbound
real is, finally, all that there is.

My analysis of temperance fiction in Chapter Three exists essentially in order
to identify tropes through which drinking as a social practice was discursively
problematised in the literature of the temperance movement. A more detailed study of
the narrative forms of temperance is contained in David Reynolds and Debra
Rosenthal’s collection of essays The Serpent in the Cup: Temperance in American
Literature (1997).*° In his contribution to this collection, Reynolds argues that the
temperance literature of the mid-nineteenth century provided a range of narrative
tropes which became influential in later American literary representations of evil and
alienation.”’ Again, I find his argument persuasive and useful. My analysis of the
relationship between temperance and modernist texts, however, pursues a slightly
different line of thinking. Rather than tracing specific tropical influences that are
passed from temperance to later fiction, my analysis of temperance fiction serves
instead to identify the production and reinforcement of specific ideas about the
meaning of drinking as a cultural practice which contribute to the broad discursive
environment out of which my core texts emerge.

Three books have been published in Britain in the last two years which deal in
varying degrees with the relationship between drink and literature. The first is a
collection of essays edited by myself and Susan J. Owen which in many ways reflects
the concerns of this study in that it broadly avoids biographical readings of literary
texts and in that as a whole it aims to illuminate the production of drink as a

problematic through the study of its representation in the literature of the modern

3% Warner, p. 220

* David S Reynolds and Debra J. Rosenthal eds., The Serpent in the Cup: Temperance in American
Literature (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1997)

*''David S. Reynolds, ‘Black Cats and Delirium Tremens’, in ibid., pp. 22-59
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period.* More recently, Steve Earnshaw has published The Pub in Literature:
England’s Altered State (2001).* Here, Earnshaw focuses on one of the central
concerns of my study: the drinking space. While Earnshaw shares my interest in
attempting to read the changing meanings ascribed to the drinking place over time, his
concern 1s solely with this movement as it applies to England and notions of
Englishness. His analysis fundamentally revolves around a shift he identifies in
Shakespeare’s Henry IV and V in which Hal’s rejection of Falstaff and the Boar’s
Head Tavern inaugurates a problematisation of the association between the public
house and ideas of communal Englishness which it is taken to represent. As such, his
concern is with the pub as a metaphorical space in the national imaginary, whereas I
am more interested in the drinking place as a literary space whose idealisation both
foregrounds its relation to class identities and effaces its role in gender relations.
Finally, Stuart Walton’s book Qut of It: A Cultural History of Intoxication
addresses the role of intoxication in Western culture since Ancient Greece. Walton’s
polemical argument is founded on his assertion that intoxication is ‘a biological
necessity’ and that, ultimately, intoxication ‘is our birthright, our inheritance and our

- 44
saving grace.’

Walton engages only briefly in a discussion of the relationship
between drink and literature — specifically looking at Malcolm Lowry’s Under the
Volcano as a particularly eloquent depiction of the author’s alcohol-fuelled mind. On
the whole, however, Walton’s argument is illustrative and descriptive, providing as it
does a broad and detailed account of the ongoing confrontation in monotheistic
Western societies between the individual drive to intoxication and the authoritarian
desire to suppress such practices. I agree with Walton’s position that this dialectic is
constantly productive; however, my aim here is to analysis precisely the nature of that
productive process in the last two and a half centuries. It is characteristic of the
relative thinness of Walton’s critique (a thinness which is entirely understandable
given the breadth of his subject matter and the polemical nature of his project) that he
identifies the entire period following Romanticism as one in which the ‘understanding

of the actions of intoxicants began to be made, and altered consciousness was duly

wrested away from its poetic implication in heavenly delirium, to be exposed as a

** James Nicholls and Susan J. Owen eds., 4 Babel of Bottles: Drink, Drinkers and Drinking Places in
Literature (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000)

*3 Steve Earnshaw, The Pub in Literature: England’s Altered State (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 2001)

H Stuart Walton, Out of it. A Cultural History of Intoxication (London: Hamish Hamilton, 2001), p.
205, 264
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squalid chemical business, artificial through and through’.* It is my contention here
that it is from precisely this acknowledgement of the artificiality of intoxication that
the complexities of modemist representations of drinking emerge. Our contemporary
images of the intoxicated artist may owe much to the Romantic image of Coleridge,
De Quincey and Shelley striving tragically for the numinous through the defile of
laudanum. However, they also owe much to that complex discursive process, and that
identifiably modernist gesture, by which both art and intoxication acquired a position
as the synthetic consolations for — and defiant challenges to — a profoundly godless
cosmos. It is this discursive process, and this aesthetic trajectory, that I will trace
here.

Methodologically, this thesis divides into two main blocks with the outline and
clarification of my own theoretical position concerning the aesthetics of intoxication
in Chapter Four providing the bridge between them. In the first three chapters
literary, visual, political, and medical texts are analysed by way of providing the
conceptual foundation for the close readings of specific novels contained in the final
three chapters. To this extent, my critical methodology in the early chapters is
broadly informed by a Foucauldian approach to the subject matter. In other words,
what I aim to produce in the first half of this thesis is an analysis of the emergence of
drink as a discourse. While specific aspects of Foucault’s analyses of the history of
madness and medicine will be discussed at various points in this study, it is broadly
the model provided in A History of Sexuality, Volume I (1984) that informs my overall
approach. In other words, I would argue that to understand the meaning of the
representations of drink in the core texts — particularly if that representation is taken to
be in at least some degree resisting dominant cultural values — then one has initially to
outline the complex processes through which drink is constructed as deviant and
dangerous. Paraphrasing Foucault’s observations on sexuality, I would argue that one
has to ‘account for the fact that [drink] is spoken about, to discover who does the
speaking, the positions and viewpoints from which they speak, the institutions which
prompt people to speak about it ... the way [drink] is “put into discourse.”* The texts
studied in the first part of this thesis are discussed in order to trace the construction of

drink as a problematic with specific and identifiable characteristics over a specific and

45 .:
ibid., p. 237

4 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, Volume I An Introduction, trans. Robert Hurley (1976;

Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1979), p. 11
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identifiable period of time. Understanding the discursive production of drink as a
problem is absolutely crucial to understanding its depiction in the core texts and it is
to this end that the first three chapters are directed.

The starting point of this genealogy — William Hogarth’s 1751 engravings
Beer Street and Gin Lane — is to an extent both arbitrary and inevitable. It is arbitrary
inasmuch as drink did not suddenly appear ex nihilo as an issue in 1751 — Gregory
Austin’s chronology testifies to this fact, and it has been argued that the beginnings of
a modern, addiction based understanding of alcohol consumption can be identified as
early as the mid-seventeenth century.”” However, my contention is that the Gin
Epidemic represents the first occasion in which public drunkenness on a mass scale —
specifically drunkenness associated with the relatively new phenomenon of spirit
drinking — becomes the object of sustained and concerted anxiety. Put another way,
the Gin Epidemic of which William Hogarth’s Gin Lane has become a defining
image, is the first modern moral panic around drink. It is self-evident that the Gin
Epidemic was made possible only by the material fact of distillation having been
popularised as a mechanical process in the preceding century and a half. However,
the discursive nature of the Gin Epidemic, the concerns it raised, and the images it
produced are identifiably modern.*® More specifically, the Gin Epidemic and
Hogarth’s Gin Lane and Beer Street engravings, articulate concerns around urban
poverty, the rational expenditure of time and money, and the techniques of policing of
an increasingly concentrated population, that are characteristic of anxieties specific to
modernity understood as the lived experience of the social relations of capitalism.
Thus, in a study which is concerned with the production of drink as a problem in the
culture of Western modermity, and its representation in modernist art and literature
which took everyday life as its prime object (something Hogarth presciently
adumbrated in his art), the 1751 engravings of Gin Lane and Beer Street emerge as
perhaps the only place to begin.

The first three chapters, then, will outline the emergence of drink as a
problematising discourse. The fourth chapter will discuss in detail how this

problematic discourse produces a set of responses in the sphere of aesthetic practice in

47 See Jessica Warner, ‘““Resolv’d to Drink No More”: Addiction as a Preindustrial Construct’, Journal of
Studies on Alcohol, Vol. 55, No. 6 (November 1994), pp. 685-691

*8 That Hogarth’s Gin Lane and Beer Street engravings were produced within twelve months of Britain
adopting the Gregorian calendar, Diderot publishing the first volume of his Encylopedie, James Boswell
beginning his life of Johnson, Voltaire beginning work on his Philosophical Dictionary, and Benjamin
Franklin inventing the lightning conductor is, I would suggest, only partially fortuitous.

18



the terms I have identified above. The rest of this study will consist of readings of
specific literary texts — James Joyce’s Ulysses (1922), Emest Hemingway’s Fiesta
(1927) and For Whom the Bell Tolls (1941), and Jean Rhys’ Quartet (1928), After
Leaving Mr Mackenzie (1930), Voyage in the Dark (1934) and Good Morning,
Midnight (1939) — in order to show how these processes of figuration manifest
themselves in particular examples of modernist literature. In identifying Joyce, Rhys
and Hemingway as modernist writers, I am not attempting to suggest that they
definitively represent modernist writing either singly or as a group. I am equally
aware of the degree to which the label ‘modernist’ becomes problematic particularly
in relation to Hemingway and Rhys. However, my choice of these three authors is
predicated on both a temporal framework within which they can be classified fairly as
modernist, and on issues of subject matter and style which equally justifies their
selection under this terminological rubric.

The period to which I have limited my choice of core texts is from 1922-1941
(although both For Whom the Bell Tolls and Good Morning, Midnight are set in 1936
making this more properly the end point of my study). This period has been chosen
for a number of reasons. Importantly, it covers the apex and subsequent decline of
Paris as an imagined centre of modernism in the arts. Each of the texts I discuss is
either partially or wholly set in Paris, or, as in the case of Ulysses and For Whom the
Bell Tolls, is defined to some extent by its perceived distance from a mythical
modernist Paris. While the immediate pre-war period could be seen as a more proper
high point of Parisian modernism,* it was in the decade following the end of the First
World War that the explicit association between English language modernist writing
and Paris achieved its high water mark. Joyce, Hemingway and Rhys all lived in
Paris for some or all of the period I discuss. Furthermore, this was a city in which,
certainly until the crash of 1933, one could hope to encounter Gertrude Stein, Ezra
Pound, Djuna Barnes, F. Scott Fitzgerald, Ford Madox Ford, Aleister Crowley,
Josephine Baker, Wyndham Lewis, William Faulkner, and any other number of

4 Particularly 1913. In this year Guillaume Apollinaire published Les Peintres Cubistes and the
collection of poems entitled Alcools (the poem ‘Vendémiaire’ contains the lines ‘Hear me [ am the
gullet of Paris / I shall drain you again if I wish / Hear my songs of universal drunkenness’ [Guillaume
Apollinaire, Alcools, trans. Anne Hyde Greet [1913; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1965], p.
3. For a more detailed discussion of this poem, see James Nicholls, ‘Barflies and Bohemians: Drink,
Paris and Modermnity’, Dionysos, Vol. 10, No. 1 [Winter 2000], pp. 5-21). 1913 also saw the
publication of Proust’s Du c6té de chez Swann, the publication of Einstein’s Theory of Relativity, and
the first performance of Stravinsky’s The Rite of Spring.
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modernist luminaries (and, of course, what Orwell would later call ‘such a swarm of
artists, writers, students, dilettanti, sight-seers, debauchees, and plain idlers as the
world has probably never seen’)* hanging around the cafés at the crossroads of the
boulevards Raspail and Montparnasse. The centrality of café culture both the real and
imagined social world of Montparnasse between the wars shows that this was a Paris
whose modemnity was intimately associated with its drinking culture, and in which
modernism and drinking achieved their closest imaginative union.

Added to this, it is in keeping with my overall critical framework that my
period of study should largely coincide with the era of Prohibition in the United States
(1919-1933). These were texts produced not only in and around a city in which drink
and modernity had become closely associated, but in a historical moment in which the
nascent cultural and economic superpower, the ultimate victor in the Great War which
had in so many ways signalled a seminal crisis of modernity, had outlawed the sale
and consumption of alcohol entirely. While previous critics such as Room and
Crowley have marked the somewhat self-evident link between Prohibition and the
conspicuous drinking of American writers in Paris between the wars, I agree with
Gilmore that while ‘Prohibition was a catalyst for heavy drinking in some circles ... it
becomes impossible to maintain that the heavy drinking of writers or its incisive
exploration began and ended with Prohibition or its immediate aftermath.”' Rather,
Prohibition provides a structuring framework for this study because it represents the
apotheosis of the hegemonic struggles over the meanings of drink that [ argue are
crucial to a proper understanding of the representation of drink in modernist fiction.

To repeat, then, the texts chosen for close analysis have not been selected as
representative of modernism in literature per se. Rather, they are texts that are
representative of a) the use of drink and drinking places as a means to textual
experimentation and the creation of literary styles which challenge traditional forms;
and b) the use of intoxication as a means of problematising both a complacent
rationalism and a dogmatic idealization of sobriety which had reached its apotheosis
in Prohibition. That is, the chosen texts represent three different examples of a

broadly modemist response to a post-war crisis in liberal European and American

30 George Orwell, ‘Inside the Whale’ (1940), in /nside the Whale and Other Essays (Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1971). pp. 9-30 (p. 9)
! Gilmore. p. 16



culture in which drinking, for reasons which I will identify in Chapters One to Four,
assumes a pivotal role.

While there is little argument over the status of Joyce as modernist writer par
excellence, some justification may be needed for my inclusion of Hemingway and
Rhys. Arguments over whether Hemingway ‘passes’ as a modernist can be traced
back at least as far as Virginia Woolf’s review of his second collection of short stories
in which she suggested that ‘Hemingway is not modern in the sense given; and it
would appear from his first novel that this rumour of moderity must have sprung
from his subject matter and from his treatment of it rather than from any fundamental
novelty in his conception of the art of fiction.””> However, it is precisely
Hemingway’s treatment of the subject matter of drink and drinking that is relevant to
my discussion. As one of the most visible and popular chroniclers of the expatriate
society of between the wars Paris, Hemingway’s depiction of the drinking culture has
become a definitive depiction of the relationship between drink and both modernity
and modernism. I will argue below that while Joyce is primarily of interest for his
treatment of intoxication as a cognitive condition and literary opportunity,
Hemingway is primarily of interest for his representation of the drinking place as the
locus classicus of modern and modernist culture.

Jean Rhys is, I would argue, identifiably modemist to the extent that her work
is explicitly and self-reflexively experimental and to the extent that, like Hemingway,
she centres her narratives around a Paris that had become the perceived heart of
modernism in literature and the arts. In the framework of this study, her profoundly
ambivalent narratives serve to problematise a number of the foundational assumptions
upon which both Joyce and Hemingway’s modernist depictions of drink, drunkenness
and drinking cultures are predicated. Rhys’s fiction calls to account both the
structural association in Joyce between intoxication and literary creativity as a
metaphor of childbirth, and the implacable gender exclusivity of Hemingway’s quasi-
utopian depictions of the drinking place. Indeed, my analysis of Rhys’s early fiction
provides an endpoint which retrospectively illuminates the depth and intricacy of the

gender specificity of the semantisation of drink which I trace in the preceding

chapters.

2 Virginia Woolf, ‘Review of Men Without Women® (1927) in Jeffrey Meyers ed., Hemingway: The
Critical Heritage (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1982), pp. 101-107 (p. 103)



While my methodology in the first three chapters is informed by the work of
Michel Foucault, in the final three chapters I will periodically employ critical
categories taken from the work of Mikhail Bakhtin, specifically the two ideas of
carnival and chronotope. In doing this I aim both to illuminate elements of the texts
themselves and problematise Bakhtin’s own critical position. My problematisation of
Bakhtin’s notion of carnival is informed by Marty Roth’s essay ‘Carnival, Creativity
and the Sublimation of Drunkenness’ in which Roth argues that Bakhtin’s refusal to
engage with the material reality of drink and drunkenness as a formative and perhaps
foundational aspect of the carnival culture he describes ‘betrays his own desire to be

> In other words,

true to the body and instead locks it into an official hierarchy.”
Bakhtin finds the limits of his own tolerance of carnivalesque activity in the
problematic phenomenon of public and unregulated drunkenness. While I will more
fully discuss this problem in the light of my preceding analysis at the start of chapter
five, I will also identify a comparable manoeuvre in Hemingway’s depiction of the
carnivalesque as that which must be regulated.>® Similarly, I will apply Bakhtin’s
concept of the chronotope to a narrative space — the bar — which Bakhtin himself only
acknowledges in passing.”> My aim in doing this will not be to provide a ‘Bakhtinian’
set of readings, but rather to allow the subject of drink and intoxication to provide a
critical perspective from which to assess the uses and limitations of Bakhtin’s critical
categories. In other words, just as the representation of alcohol and drinking will
illuminate previously veiled aspect of the texts under discussion, so it will illuminate
critical aporias in the theoretical positions of Bakhtin and others which are employed
in reading those very texts.

In conclusion, then, this study argues that there is an identifiable relationship

between the representation of drink, drinking and drinking places and modernist

33 Marty Roth, ‘Carnival, Creativity and the Sublimation of Drunkenness’, Mosaic, Vol. 30, No. 2 (June,
1997), pp. 1-18 (p. 8)

>* In my discussion of this, it will be seen that Hemingway’s idealisation of the regulated carnivalesque
dovetails into the criticism forwarded by both Terry Eagleton and Peter Stallybrass and Allon White that
Bakhtin’s carnivalesque is, in fact, that which is always already regulated. See Terry Eagleton, Walter
Benjamin or Towards a Revolutionary Criticism (London: Verso, 1981) and Peter Stallybrass and Allon
White, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (London: Methuen, 1986). Again, I will discuss this
issue in more detail in chapters five and six.

5% Bakhtin only explicitly mentions public drinking places twice in his major works. Once while
discussing the ‘slum naturalism’ of Menippean satire he lists adventures as taking place ‘on the high
roads, in the dens of thieves, in taverns, marketplaces, prisons ... and so forth’. Later in the same text, he
lists possible ‘carnival square’ spaces as ‘streets, taverns, roads, bathhouses, decks of ships and so on.
(Mikhail Bakhtin, Problem’s of Dostoevsky's Poetics, trans. Wayne C. Booth [1963; Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1984], pp. 115, 128
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literature, but that this relationship cannot be understood in the terms by which it has
previously been assessed. Rather, the meanings which drink accrues in the core texts
I analyse can only be fully understood in the light of the emergence of drink as a
specific social problem since the middle of the eighteenth century and the emergence
of intoxication as a specific aesthetic category in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. In addressing this argument, the aims of this study are threefold:
to trace the emergence of discourses in which drink becomes positioned as a social
problematic; to trace the emergence of an aesthetics of intoxication which appears in
dialectical relationship to the problematisation of drinking; and to provide usable and
useful critical language for analysing the representations of drink in the core texts.
The overall objectives, therefore, are to contextualise the relationship between drink
and modemist literature historically, and to provide critical tools for looking at the
representations of drink and intoxication in literary texts. In other words, my aim is
to provide what Sue Vice argues is the much needed ‘development of a theory of
ecriture alcoolique’;56 one, however, which continues to assert the need for the
rigorous discursive contextualisation of the literary objects of criticism. My interest
and methodological approach in the following set of readings, therefore, will be to
highlight both the inherent semantic complexity in any literary representation of
drinking, but also to reveal how the particular representations within the core texts
reveal the heightened and historically specific meanings which drink took on in the

period in which they were produced.

%6 Vice, ‘Intemperate Climate’, p. 709



Chapter 1

A New Kind of Drunkenness: Alcohol and Modernity in
William Hogarth’s Beer Street and Gin Lane

This Day are publish’d, Price Is. each
Two large Prints, design’d and etch’d by Mr. Hogarth, call’d
BEER-STREET and GIN-LANE

A number will be printed in a better manner for the curious, at Is. 6d. each.

And on Thursday following will be publish’d four Prints on the Subject of
Cruelty, Price and Size the same.

N.B. As the Subjects of these Prints are calculate to reform some reigning
Vices peculiar to the lower Class of People, in hopes to render them of more
extensive use, the Author has publish’d them in the cheapest Manner
possible.

To be had at the Golden Head in Leicester-Fields, Where may be had all
his other Works.

(London Evening Post, 14th-16th February, 1751)"

‘If therefore it be thought proper to suppress this Vice, the Legislature must
once more take the Matter into their Hands; and to this, perhaps, they will be
the more inclined, when it comes to their Knowledge, that a new Kind of
Drunkenness, unknown to our Ancestors, is lately sprung up amongst us,
and which, if not put a stop to, will infallibly destroy a great Part of the
inferiour People.’

(Henry Fielding, An Enquiry into the Causes of the late Increase 0[ Robbers,
&c. with some Proposals for Remedying this Growing Evil, 1751)

In 1751, what is now known as the Gin Epidemic was at its height. Estimates of gin

consumption in Britain for this period range from 7,000,000 to 11,000,000 gallons in

'Ronald Paulson, Hogarth: His Life, Art, and Times, Volume III. (London: Yale University Press, 1971)

.99
?Henry Fielding, An Enquiry into the Causes of the Late Increase of Robbers and Related Writings, ed.

Malvin R. Zirker (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), p. 88



the years 1750-1751; this for a population of around 6,000,000.> Statistics of this
kind can provide, at best, only a rough estimate of actual levels of consumption, and
such figures are liable to be skewed by the fact that gin drinking was centred around
London and other urban centres. However, what is not in doubt is that the
consumption of gin was an issue of serious concern to the opinion-formers and policy
makers of England in the middle decades of the eighteenth century. The range of
legislation enacted, repealed, modified and reinforced between 1729 and 1759
testifies to the concerns that the apparent explosion in gin drinking engendered in at
least those sectors of society able both to articulate those concerns and have them
acted upon. Parliamentary Acts aimed at restricting the sale and consumption of gin
were passed in 1729, 1736, 1743 (this Act was further moderated in 1747), and 1751.
In 1752 a related Act was passed aimed at regulating ‘Disorderly Houses’ and in 1758
domestic distilling was banned for two years. One of the primary causes of this
spectacular increase in gin drinking was that, due to an improvement in agricultural
techniques and a run of exceptional harvests, corn production in England went up
from 13.1 million to 14.7 million quarters between 1700 and 1760.* Much of this glut
of corn, which outstripped the domestic demand for the comestible product, was
distilled into gin, which consequently became by far the cheapest and most potent
alcoholic drink available. If, as Robin Room suggests, ‘the association of drinking
problems particularly with city life comes into focus with the first European

> then this is in no small measure due to the

metropolis, 18"-century London,’
emergence of cheap gin as the drink of choice among London’s urban poor.

Gin, we are told, was invented around 1650 by Fransiscus Sylvius — a chemist
at the University of Leyden. The story is uncertain as the flavouring of spirits with
aromatics was not unheard-of at the time. However, it was Sylvius’s juniper-

flavoured raw spirit diuretic that was to become known as Geneva and go on to boost

the burgeoning Dutch distillery business in the second half of the seventeenth

3 See Austin, Alcohol from Antiquity to 1800, p. 325; and T.G. Coffey, ‘Beer Street: Gin Lane: Some
Views of 18th-Century Drinking’, Quarterly Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 27 (1966), pp. 669-692, p.
673. Both Roy Porter (introduction to Thomas Trotter, An Essay Medical, Philosophical and Chemical
on Drunkenness and its Effects on the Human Body [1804; London: Routledge, 1988], p. x) and Andrew
Barr, Drink: An Informal Social History [London: Bantam, 1995], p. 188) put the figure for the
consumption of spirits between 1742 and 1748 as high a 19,000,000 gallons per annum.

* Roy Porter, English Socien in the Eighteenth Century (2" ed; Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1990), p. 203
5 Robin Room, ‘Alcohol Problems and the City’, British Journal of Addiction, Vol. 85 (1990). pp. 1395-

1402 (p. 1395)
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century.® Gin came to be produced on a large scale in Britain partly because, being
made from corn, it could be — unlike brandy which was immensely popular in the late
seventeenth century. Importantly, however, gin was also popularised by the court of
William of Orange following the revolution of 1688. Temporarily, gin drinking
became the signifier of triumphant Protestantism; a short-lived incursion into the
privileged role of ale as the signifying drink of English national identity. In 1689,
when William deregulated the distilling industry, gin was able to make a bid to
represent the same kind of economic and cultural bulwark against the insipid
popularity of French brandy as beer had against effete, popish French wine in
previous decades.’

By the middle of the eighteenth century, however, gin had come to be
perceived by many as the bane of the nation and as a very real threat to the social
fabric and economic status quo. In producing the twin engravings Beer Street and
Gin Lane in 1751, William Hogarth added his weight to what had become a
concerted attempt to put an end to the apparent mania for gin drinking; to arrest the
apparently uncontrollable rise across a swathe of English society of what the preacher
Thomas Wilson described as the ‘fatal Love of a slow but sure Poyson’.” Part of
Hogarth’s motivation in producing these prints was to aid his friend Henry Fielding in
his ultimately successful bid to have a new Gin Act passed. Once again beer was
depicted as the wholesome, lusty drink of the industrious English worker and
merchant. An early version of Beer Street depicts a spindly, doubtless brandy
drinking, Frenchman being hoisted off the street by the sturdy arm of one of the
central figures — a Francophobe sideswipe that Hogarth uncharacteristically expunged
from the final version of the print. It is crucial to note that the attack being made by
Hogarth, Fielding and others around 1751 was not on alcohol generally, but solely
and specifically gin. Drinking per se was acknowledged at the time as both an
inherent feature of the English character and as a virtuous manifestation of natural

liberty of free-born Englishmen.10 However, in Beer Street and Gin Lane, the

¢ Austin, p. 238

7 See Susan J. Owen, ‘The Politics of Drink in Restoration Drama’, in Nicholls and Owen, 4 Babel of
Bottles, pp. 41-51

¥ See figures 1 and 2

® Thomas Wilson, Distilled Spiritous Liquors the Bane of the Nation, quoted in ed. Zirker, An Enquiry
into the Late Cause of Robbers, p. 1x

19 Wwilliam Hogarth’s 1733 print A Midnight Modern Conversation presents a typically Hogarthian scene
of ‘lusty English freedom’ (Jenny Uglow, Hogarth [London: Faber & Faber, 1997]. p. 230) which both
celebrates and satirises the excessive drunkenness of the London club scene. This image of semi-polite,
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problem is not simply a question of one national tipple over another — for all the
profound cultural differences this can signify. Rather, in Hogarth’s vision of urban
prosperity and decay — what in many ways can be read as a representation of the
simultaneous daydream and nightmare of English mercantile expansion — we see
projected onto the buildings and the bodies a new set of anxieties articulated around a
new fear: that of gin drinking as a ferocious and unprecedented threat to the health,
prosperity and, ultimately, the fate of the nation.

To a large extent, the problematisation of gin drinking in the middle of the
eighteenth century was a response to the idea that gin — cheap, powerful, capable of
being mass-produced — was radically different to other alcoholic drinks; and gin
drinking was different to any other kind of drinking. In the words of Josiah Tucker,
again writing in 1751, gin produced ‘a Kind of instantaneous Drunkenness, where
Man hath no time to recollect or think, whether he has had enough or no.”'" In other
words, gin drinking represented excess staggering into madness; not a gradual descent
into inebriation but a sudden and violent loss of self-control. While the Gin Epidemic
revealed a horror of the unknown effects of a ‘new kind of drunkenness’ — that is, an
anxiety over a new and unfamiliar cognitive effect — it also importantly revealed an
issue about intoxication and class. Gin was not simply about drunkenness, it was
about the drunkenness of the ‘lower class of people’.12 The anxieties expressed over
this new drunkenness were not just about health or self-control, although these were

certainly important, they were also about economics and social control. The

but undoubtedly excessive, inebriation would become by far Hogarth’s most popular and widely imitated
picture, being reproduced in a ‘wide variety of media throughout Europe, including punchbowls
produced in China and Holland, and Meissen ware for the Dresden court.’” (David Bindman, Hogarth and
his Times [London: British Museum Press, 1997], p. 71). Edmund Burke wrote in 1757 that ‘opium is
pleasing to Turks, on account of the agreeable delirium it produces. Tobacco is the delight of Dutchmen,
as it diffuses torpor and pleasing stupefaction. Fermented Spirits please our common people, because
they banish care, and all consideration of future or present evils.” (Edmund Burke, A Philosophical
Enquiry into the Origin of our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful [1757; Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1988], p. 67). Peter Clark points out that the consumption of alcohol was a very real health issue to the
extent that uncontaminated drinking water was far from easily accessible. Clark points out that up until
at least the early nineteenth century ‘water drinking was still a luxury reserved for the middle and upper
classes.” (Peter Clark, The English Alehouse: A Social History, 1200-1830 [London: Longman, 1983}, p.
296)

" Quoted in Austin, p. 323

1> See E. P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1980), esp.
pp. 74-83. ‘For nearly a decade [the 1760s]’, writes Thompson, ‘London and the South seemed (in the
words of one critic) to be ‘a great Bedlam under the dominion of a beggarly, idle and intoxicated mob
without keepers, actuated solely by the word Wilkes.”’ (p. 75). Thompson also quotes a Wesleyan
minister’s journal in which he describes how a local Church of England parson, in trying to intimidate the
Wesleyans, ‘got a man to go through the town, and went before the drum, and gathered all the rabble he
could, giving them liquor to with him to fight for the church.’ (p. 74)
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consumers of this cheap, potent and often deadly drink were, by and large, the poor;
and the drunken poor were the dangerous poor, the violent poor, and the economically
useless poor.

Henry Fielding’s attack on gin drinking in his ‘Enquiry into ... the Late
Increase in Robbers’ is rooted in his theory that crime was largely the result of the
attempted emulation, by those who were incapable of affording it, of the lifestyles of
the wealthy (this was an age when it was not considered improper that the prime
minister’s household should consume over 1,000 bottles of white Lisbon wine in a
single year).”” While this attempted emulation could result in robbery for the
purposes of acquiring necessary income, Fielding was more concerned with the fact
that the increasingly luxurious and vicious habits that followed in the train of
increased prosperity would be passed on to the lower classes. ‘Bad habits,” Fielding
argues, ‘are as infectious by Example, as the Plague itself by contact.”'* In
constructing this model of social behaviour, Fielding attacked the excessive and
dangerously continental habits of the rich — throwing opera in with voluptuousness
and ‘every Kind of Dainty’ as indicative of wealthy decadence. However, these
habits, which are regrettable and effete in the wealthy, only become dangerous in their
lower class manifestations. The hedonistic pleasures of the rich lead, by example, the
poor into luxury, vice and crime; and ‘when this Vice descends downward to the
Tradesman, the Mechanic, and the Labourer, it is certain to engender many political
Mischiefs.”"?

Fielding’s anxieties can be understood in a number of ways. Partly he
expresses the idea that a drunken lower class will be incapable of producing necessary
levels of wealth. Secondly, he reveals a fear of the “political mischiefs’ of the mob.
However, in order to contextualise Fielding’s particular concern with the emulation
by the poor of the drinking habits of the rich, it is necessary to highlight the
importance of drink to bourgeois social culture in Britain at the time. Jiirgen
Habermas, discussing the social and political culture of eighteenth century London,
rightly acknowledges the centrality of the bourgeois social space — specifically the
coffee house, but also the theatre and the concert hall — in the creation of the

bourgeois public sphere; that is, that ideologically charged sphere of social intercourse

' Porter, p. 217
" Fielding, p. 77
15 ibid., p. 78



and institutional development in which the rising bourgeoisie could not only make a
bid for cultural and economic power but do so through the obfuscating identification
of the bourgeois property owner with mankind at large.'® Central to Habermas’
notion of the bourgeois public sphere is the idea that the coffee-shops of the mid-
eighteenth century provided a site of rational intercourse. ‘Public opinion, in terms of
its very idea,” Habermas argues, ‘can be formed only if a public that engages in
rational discussion exists.”!” Habermas’ coffee-houses are spaces, therefore,
characterized by sobriety. However, evidence for the actual sobriety of the coffee-
houses is questionable. Daniel Defoe pointed out the gap between image and reality
as early as 1720, complaining that many coffee-house ‘are but alehouses, only think
that the name coffee house gives them a better air.”'®* One of Hogarth’s most popular
prints — the scene of drunken excess entitled Midnight Modern Conversation —
depicted the modern social scene in St John’s Coffee House near Temple Bar.

I will discuss the importance of the coffee shops in eighteenth century London
and the formation of a public sphere in some more detail below. For now, however, it
is useful to use the notion of bourgeois public sphere as a way of understanding why
Fielding should have had such a horror of emulatory lower class drinking. If, pace
Habermas, the drunkenness of the average wine and port swilling clubbable man was
a signifier of his sociability, his membership of the ‘public’, then the drunkenness of
the urban poor appears as both a horrifying other and a grotesque double; the
emulatory drunkenness of the poor serving both as a reminder of the poverty which
capital creates and as the spectre of the great unwashed clawing at the doors of the
club, turning the nascent public sphere of the coffee house into the democratic and
anarchic sphere of the public house. The creation of a public sphere in which the
consumption of alcohol remains a significant cultural practice risks producing the
monstrous doppelganger of a gin-soaked underclass; a class which both undermines
the implied moral superiority of the bourgeoisie, and threatens to pull the economic
rug from beneath its feet.

For Fielding, the economic threat posed by gin drinking was paramount. His

fear was of a lower class who would become incapable of producing the wealth

' Jiirgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of
Bourgeois Society, trans. Thomas Burger (London: Polity Press, 1989), esp. pp. 30-56.

' Jiirgen Habermas, ‘The Public Sphere’, in ed. Stephen Seidman, Jiirgen Habermas on Society and
Politics: 4 Reader (Boston: Beacon Press, 1989), pp. 398-404 (p. 399)

'* Quoted in Austin, p. 302
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necessary for the continued well-being of the national economy. The primary impetus
behind an early legislative intervention — the self-defeatingly harsh Gin Act of 1736 —
had been a report on the problem of gin consumption produced by the Middlesex

Justices. Their report stated that

The drinking of Geneva and other distilled spiritous liquors hath for some
years past greatly increased, especially among people of inferior rank ...
This pernicious liquor is now sold, not only by distillers and Geneva shops
but by many other persons of inferior trades, by which means journeymen,
apprentices, and servants are drawn in to taste, and by degrees ... to ...

immoderately drink thereof."”

The implications of this had been outlined by Daniel Defoe eight years earlier

when he wrote in Augusta Triumphans that

Those who deny an inferior class of people to be necessary to a body politic,
contradict reason and experience itself ... But now so far are the common
people infatuated with Geneva, that half the work is not done now as

formerly.20

In observations such as these, ‘idleness’ among the poor is depicted as a profound
threat to the health of the national economy, and consequently the social order as a
whole. Furthermore, one of the primary causes of idleness were the temptations
provided by both alcohol and the social spaces in which the poor took their drinks.
Ironically, one of the perceived causes of increased drunkenness among the poor was
the increase in disposable income among the lower classes. Jessica Warner argues
that it was an increase in leisure time and wages in the seventeenth century which led
to the increasing expenditure of relatively disposable incomes in the alehouse and
tavern. She suggests that with early wage labour facilitating the acquisition of cash
but a relative lack of market commodities obviating its expenditure, the possibility of

leisure time increased while the monopolising attraction of the drinking place

' Quoted in Sidney and Beatrice Webb, The History of Liquor Licensing in England Principally from
1700 to 1830 (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1903), pp. 22-3
*Y From Daniel Defoe, {ugusta Triumphans, quoted in Austin, p. 300



intensified.?' Similarly as porter, and later Guinness, would become some of the first
consumer goods to be produced and marketed on an industrial scale, so beer emerged
as one of the first objects of concerted consumer spending in an age of high
population wage labour. This relationship between wage earning capacity and the
consumption of alcohol as a form of leisure activity was noted with concern at the
time. In the 1760s, Dr George Fordyce wrote that ‘if a person get sufficient in four
days, to support himself for seven days, he will keep holiday the other three, that is he
will live in riot and debauchery.’”* Making a similar point Daniel Defoe called the
English ‘the most lazy-diligent nation in the world,’> a nation who labourers worked
harder for shorter hours than any other in order to spend longer disposing of the high
wages their previous industriousness had afforded in the local alehouse. The
expenditure of increased wages on ‘riot and debauchery’ seemed to reveal, much to
the horror of the rising merchant and intellectual class, that the social manifestation of
a cash economy was not necessarily a culture of thrift and speculation — or even the
dangerous but essentially acquisitive gambling economy of Eighteenth century
England — but could just as readily manifest itself as a culture of expenditure without
accumulation and capital distilled into diuretics.

Gin drinking was the object of concern over both the economic wastefulness of
alcohol consumption among the poor and the ‘political mischiefs’ to which
drunkenness would lead. Beyond this, however, gin became the object of deep-seated
anxieties over the physical health of the nation as a whole. Not only did drink

diminish the strength of the labouring class, but, according to Defoe:

This accursed liquor is in itself so diuretic, it overstrains the parts of
generation, and makes our common people incapable of getting such lusty
children as they used to do. Add to this, that the women, by drinking it,
spoilt the stomach and hinder digestion; so that in less than an age, we may

expect a fine spindle-shanked generation.**

2! This Warner argues, led to the moralising shift of focus from the medieval sin of avarice to the
eighteenth century reigning sin of Idleness (Jessica Warner, ‘Good Help is Hard to Find: A Few
Comments About Alcohol and Work in Preindustrial England’, Addiction Research, Vol. 2, No. 3, pp.
259-69 [p. 262]). The argument that there was an increase in disposable income around the start of the
eighteenth century is supported by Roy Porter (Porter, pp. 205-6).

*? Quoted in Porter, p. 90

2} Quoted in Dorothy George, England in Transition (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1967), p. 59

' Quoted in Austin, p. 300
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In other words, gin drinking became the locus of fears that the essential backbone on
British mercantile success — the ‘inferior class’ — was diminishing or wasting away.

Defoe’s fear of degenerating offspring reflects a crucial aspect of thinking that
emerged in the Gin Epidemic; that aside from the mortality rates among drinkers, and
aside from the crime and deprivation drinking may cause, lay the uniquely horrifying,
and absolutely gender specific, fear of a distorted fertility among female drinkers.
This discursive shift, which will resonate throughout the rest of this study, is not
isolated to Defoe, but can be found in much of the writing associated with the Gin
Epidemic. Henry Fielding asks in his ‘Enquiry’ ‘What must become of the Infant
who is conceived in Gin? ... Are these wretched Infants ... to become our future
sailors, and our future grenadiers? Is it by the labour of such as these, that all the
Emoluments of peace are to be procured to us, and all the Dangers of war averted
from us?’®> In the report of the Middlesex Justices, we see Fielding’s pragmatic
argument couched in the language of disease which was to become the dominant
discursive mode associated with alcohol for the next two centuries: ‘With regard to
the female sex, we find that the contagion has spread even among them ... children
are born weak and sickly, and often look shriveld and old as though they had
numbered many years.”*® It is specifically the character of the perverse mother, the
figure of disease and both social and economic transgression in the field of fertility
itself, that Hogarth will use as the central figure in Gin Lane.

Two main areas of concern can be seen emerging at this point. Firstly, an
economic focus in which drink is judged in terms of its relation to material production
and social use value. Secondly, the beginnings of a pathologization of drunkenness.
As H.G. Levine — whose essay on the ‘discovery of addiction’ will be discussed in the
following chapter — argues, there is a qualitative difference between the language of
vice and the language of disease. Although Levine places the shift towards a
medicalized, disease-based understanding of excessive drinking in the last years of the
eighteenth century, as far back as the Middlesex Justices’ report and Defoe’s
degenerative argument, a problematic discourse had begun to emerge in which ideas
of morality and pathology, vice and contagion, and alcohol as both pernicious liquor

and deadly poison begin to create an unstable dialectic.

% Fielding, p. 90
2 Quoted in Coffey, p. 671
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These two areas of anxiety — drink as economic dysfunction and drink as pathology
— emerge as different concerns when applied to either the social sphere or the sphere
of the private individual. In this sense alcohol can be seen as a lesion on the body of
the healthy bourgeois subject in both its trajectories: both as a functioning member of
the public sphere, and as a rational, contented individual. The fear of economic
dysfunctionality will be seen later in this study to shift its gaze from the workplace to
the home. Throughout the nineteenth century, temperance discourse speaks less of
the economic well-being of the nation as a whole, and more of the effects of drinking
on the private economy of the domestic sphere. In a Victorian culture in which the
family is positioned 1deologically at the heart and foundation of the political realm,
the domestic chaos generated by drink functions as a metonymy for the broader fears
of economic decline articulated by Henry Fielding and Daniel Defoe.

As a pathology, drink appears in the social sphere in the figure of the
degenerative child and the drunken mother. The ‘child conceived in gin’ is a
pathological effect in the private sphere which immediately becomes a cause in the
public. That is, the problem of infant mortality tends not to be discussed in terms of
private effects in the domestic sphere, but rather as an illustration of the public effects
on the nation of a weakened and diminished ‘stock’. The personal tragedy of infant
mortality does not outweigh the social tragedy of inherited degeneration. To this
extent, the moral responsibility placed on women to avoid succumbing to the
pathology of drinking is onerous indeed. As will be seen, the structural association
between drinking and distorted fertility retains its importance in the discourses of
drink throughout the period under discussion here and remains one of the pivotal
tropes through which drink functions in the core texts to be discussed later.

The fear of economic dysfunction in the private sphere appears as the
trajectory towards poverty, gambling and prostitution. Depending on the axis, the
trajectory of the nineteenth century temperance narrative would increasingly lead
either towards penury in the home (economic dysfunctionality as ultimately social), or
life on skid row (economic dysfunctionality as private disaster). The pathological, in
the realm of the individual manifests itself as madness — more specifically in later
temperance fiction as either delirium tremens, or as the madness of addiction. The
sleep of enlightened reason — which is the stupefying effect of addiction — brings in its
wake the monsters of the delirium, usually at the point of either death or miraculous

recovery.



All this is not to suggest that morality would be written out of the equation as
the ideas of pathology and economic dysfunction drifted towards centre stage: far
from it. As will be seen in the next two chapters, the Gordian philosophical knot of
resolving an understanding of excessive drinking as pathological and yet at the same
time as morally wrong would remain resolutely tangled. However, it is precisely
from this complex web of problematics that a modem discourse of drink and
drunkenness emerges.  This discourse is characterised by a shift from an
understanding of drinking as a purely moral question to one employing disease-based
models; a prioritising of the economic effects (and occasionally causes) of drinking;
an association between drink and urban issues of crime and violence; a politicisation
of drinking through both a fear of the drunken mob and the emergence of the drinking
place as a possible site of political activity; and the structural association of drink and
fertility specifically in the figure of the drunken mother. In the modern discourses of
drink, there also emerges a semantic hierarchisation of drinks largely in response to
the introduction of distillation. The creation of a vast range of new, dangerous and,
perhaps a residual effect of their alchemical heritage, mysterious drinks added a
whole new and rich semiotic layer to the extant symbolic bifurcation of vinous and
fermented alcoholic beverages.”’

In Hogarth’s Beer Street and Gin Lane, all of these tropes appear in a nascent
phase. While Beer Street and Gin Lane can be read as a pictorial representation of the
bourgeois understanding of the Gin Epidemic, they can also be read as a problematic
engagement with aesthetic questions concerning the relationship between art,
intoxication, and economy. As will be seen in later chapters, this relationship takes
on an increasing importance in modernist literature and criticism. Hogarth’s
adumbration of a particularly modernist concern in this area is not, I would suggest,
merely fortuitous. Rather, it is of a piece with aspects of Hogarth’s aesthetics which
are themselves remarkably congruent with the ideas of later modernist thinkers. By

way of illustrating this, I shall spend some time below looking not only at Beer Street

7 Distillation was an alchemical technique through which the ‘quintessence’ was isolated. It appears to
have continued as a purely experimental technique for quite some time before the idea was hit upon that
the quintessence, or alcohol, (from, ironically, the Arabic al kuhl: meaning something burnt) could be
made into a potable form — thereby radically opening up the availability of quick, accessible and potent
intoxicants to vast numbers of people. It is notable that the various forms of distilled spirits very early
acquired such names as ‘aqua vitae’ or ‘uisgebeatha’, that is, variations of the theme ‘water of life’. This
suggests a testament either to the immediate esteem in which these new drinks were held, or to an early
example of clever marketing on the part of producers.



and Gin Lane, but also at Hogarth’s broader artistic oeuvre in terms of how ijt impacts
upon an understanding of Beer Street and Gin Lane as depicting a peculiarly modem
problematic.

William Hogarth was born in London in 1699, he lived there for most of his
life and died in Leicester Fields in October 1764. In his popular prints, perhaps
especially the series The Four Times of Day (1738) and individual prints such as The
Enraged Musician (1741) and Southwark Fair (1732), Hogarth sought to capture and
represent the contemporary experiences of London life. In Beer Street and Gin Lane,
Hogarth not only articulates one of the overriding anxieties associated with the
London which he inhabited — excessive gin drinking, but he also projects those
anxieties back onto the fabric of the re-imagined cityscape itself.

In a later celebration of these two prints, Charles Lamb observed that

Not only are the two prominent figures, the woman and the half-dead man,
as terrible as anything Michael Angelo ever drew, but every thing else in the
print contributes to bewilder and stupefy — the very houses, as I heard a
friend of mine express it, tumbling about in all directions, seem drunk —
secem absolutely reeling from the effect of that diabolical spirit of frenzy

which goes forth over the whole composition.*®

Hogarth’s “fevered vision’*® of the London district of St Giles’ fuses the semiotics of
drunkenness with the semiotics of urban waste and decay. Looked at one way, the
collapsing and tottering buildings reflect the drunkenness of their inhabitants. Looked
at another way, the madness of the populace reflects the chaos and brutal godlessness
of the environment. Equally, in Beer Street, beer drinking can be understood as both,
or either, the cause and effect of the convivial prosperity that the print depicts. While,
ostensibly, the two prints purport to juxtapose the ‘dredfull consequences of gin

drinking’ with the ‘thriveing Industry and Jollity’ of beer,”® they could equally, as

*® Charles Lamb, ‘On the Genius and Character of Hogarth’ (1811), in The Prose Works Vol.I (London:
Edward Moxon, 1838), pp. 182-217 (p. 190). The friend Lamb refers to is William Hazlitt who had
earlier written that the houses of Gin Lane reel ‘as if drunk and tumbling about the ears of the infatuated
victims below.’ (William Hazlitt, ‘On the Works of William Hogarth’; ‘Lectures on English Comic
Writers VII' [1818], in Duncan Wu ed., The Selected Writings of William Haclitt, Vol. 5 [London:
Pickering and Chatto, 1998], pp. 121-35 [p. 129])

2% William Gaunt, The World of William Hogarth (London: Jonathan Cape, 1978), p. 93

% William Hogarth, *Autobiographical Notes' in William Hogarth The 4nalysis of Beauty, ed. Joseph
Burke (Oxford: Clarendon, 1955). p. 226
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commentators as wide ranging as Charles Dickens and the contemporary critic Ronald
Paulson have suggested, depict the dreadful consequences of poverty and the thriving
self-satisfaction and complacency of wealth. Dickens, concurring with Lamb but
suggesting he does not read far enough into Gin Lane, writes that ‘‘the very houses
seem absolutely reeling,’ it is true; but they quite as powerfully indicate some of the
more prominent causes of intoxication among the neglected orders of society, as any

of its effects.’>’

Paulson goes further again, suggesting that Beer Street and Gin Lane
should be read as crypto-revolutionary images which were aimed specifically at the
poor and which employed a semiotic vocabulary that they would uniquely understand.
To the members of the urban underclass who saw Gin Lane, Paulson argues, ‘it would
have been most evident that not gin drinking per se but the oppression of the
governing class as a cause of gin drinking was the real subject of the prints.”** While
the specific moral and political position that Hogarth takes in Beer Street and Gin
Lane i1s important in understanding how to read these images, it is also necessary to
acknowledge the degree to which the two prints centrally place alcohol in the
imagined cityscape of London. In Gin Lane and Beer Street drink and drunkenness
reflect both the utopian conception of the city as the convivial hub of social and
commercial life, and the dystopian vision of it as the irrational sit of swarming
humanity at its most excessive and degraded.

Addressing Paulson’s belief that Hogarth was engaged 1n a proto-revolutionary
project of consciousness-raising on behalf of the oppressed poor of London requires a
consideration of whether Hogarth’s pivotal role in the art world of his day was so
inasmuch as he contributed to the formation of a revolutionarily bourgeois
consciousness or because he stood radically outside of a middle-class world view.
Hogarth stated in the publicity for Beer Street and Gin Lane that ‘As the Subjects of
these Prints are calculate to reform some reigning Vices peculiar to the lower Class of
People, in hopes to render them of more extensive use, the Author has publish’d them
in the cheapest Manner possible:.’3 3 To this extent the purpose of the prints and the

object of their didactic message conformed fully with the discursive ideology of the

Gin Epidemic as outlined above: the poor drank too much, and it was the job of the

3! Charles Dickens, ‘Cruikshank’s “The Drunkard’s Children”’ (1848), in AMiscellaneous Papers
(London: Chapman Hall, 1908), pp. 105-8 (p. 106)
*2 Ronald Paulson, Hogarth 1'olume I1l: Art and Politics, 1750-1764 (Cambridge: Lutterworth, 1993), p.

26
3 Gee note 1 above



writers, legislators, artists and magistrates to intervene in such a manner as to control
this localised but dangerously destabilising tendency. Looked at superficially, Gin
Lane presents a veritable compendium of clichéd images of drunkenness: the
pawnbroker accepting the once wealth-producing tools of doomed gin slaves; sloth

verging on torpor; violence; emaciation; death by accident; death by suicide. As

Hogarth himself described it,

In gin lane every circumstance of [gin drinking’s] horrid effects are brought
into view, in terorem nothing but (Itleness) Poverty misery and ruin are to
be seen Distress even to madness and death, and not a house in tolerable

condition but the Pawnbroker’s and the Gin shop.**

In Gin Lane, St Giles’ is a parish abandoned by both humanity and God. In the far
distance, church and state hover detached and self-possessed; the church Hogarth
chose to depict was St George’s in Bloomsbury — the only spire in London not topped
by a religious figure but by the first Hanoverian monarch, George I. Capping this,
and employing the false perspectives that Hogarth was fond of using, is the secular —
but no less real for that — crucifix of the pawnbroker’s sign.

Thus far, the crude symbolism of Gin Lane matches the contrasting symbolism
of Beer Street. the undertaker’s coffin becomes on Beer Street a rotund beer barrel,
the empty bottle of the dying balladeer in the bottom right of Gin Lane becomes the
mighty ham swung by the portly workman of Beer Street, the violence of Gin Lane
becomes the saucy conviviality of Beer Street. However, there is a bleak grandeur to
Gin Lane that led Charles Lamb, writing at a time when Hogarth was broadly thought
of as a humorous caricaturist well outwith the canon of great English artists such as
Constable and Reynolds, to describe it as ‘sublime’.”> Gin Lane is a compound of
religious iconography distorted, remodelled and reinterpreted. As Ronald Paulson
points out, the central female figure in Gin Lane 1s a grotesque version of a Madonna
and child. Behind her stalks Lucifer in the guise of a madman walking towards the
viewer, an impaled child and bellows to hand. At the bottom right hand corner of the

print is the wasted body of a dying ballad seller which Jenny Uglow points out has

** Hogarth, ‘' Autobiographical Notes’, p. 226
3% Lamb, p. 191
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‘the skeletal face and limbs of a medieval memento mori.”3®

Further than this.
however, the figure of the dying balladeer can be seen as firmly in the tradition of the
pieta and renaissance paintings of the deposition of Christ. The emaciated, uncovered
torso, the supine body and upturned head echo the genre in general but in particular
Raphael’s 1507 painting of Christ’s entombment.”’ It is characteristic of Hogarth’s
approach to canonical art that he should include such a forceful, and dangerously
blasphemous, homage in a print designed to be sold to the poor at the lowest possible
price.

The balladeer as dead Christ completes a trinity of grotesque religious images.
At the top of the steps sits the Madonna — here both virgin and whore, given the
evidence on the syphilitic scabs on her legs — carelessly dropping the would-be holy
infant who reappears, completing the cycle of infernal inevitability, as the balladeer.
The spatial relationship between the balladeer and the drunken woman can be seen as
a discontinuous pieta; her physical posture grotesquely re-enacting that of the grieving
Virgin, his only support in death a wooden balustrade and a bottle of gin.

Gin Lane provides an example of what I would suggest is Hogarth’s
characteristically modern approach to the representation of everyday life. Although
intentionally didactic and hallucinatory rather than ‘realistic’, Gin Lane allows
Hogarth to blur the lines between high art and low art, both in terms of object and
audience, in a manner which will be reflected in the work of such painters as Gustave
Courbet and Edouard Manet in Paris a century later. While the depiction of everyday
life is not here raised to the status of contemporary history painting (as, it could be
argued, it is Hogarth’s painting The Gate of Calais [1749], or in his portrait Captain
Thomas Coram [1740]), the ‘low’ characters of Gin Lane are dignified by the
association of them with the religious subjects of Classical art. Equally, Hogarth’s
private sale of this ambivalent set of images at ‘the lowest possible price’ bypassed
entirely the mediating authority of the contemporary art establishment.

Charles Lamb recognised the radical implications of Hogarth’s work for
institutionalised beliefs about the proper objects of artistic representation. Comparing

the contrasting reception of the horrors of Gin Lane and the horrors of Poussin’s

Plague at Athens among the patrons of art galleries, Lamb wrote that:

3 Uglow, p. 496 | |
37 See figure 3. Paulson suggests that Hogarth’s “career had been devoted to finding ways of using

Raphael and to equal him in eighteenth-century England’ ( Paulson, Hogarth: His Life, Art, and Times. p.
422)



Disease and Death and bewildering Terror, in Athenian garments are
endurable, and come, as the delicate critics express it, within the “limits of
pleasurable sensation.” But the scenes of their own St Giles’s delineated by

their own countryman, are too shocking to think of.*®

Hogarth was fully aware of both the originality and the radical nature of his artistic
project of representing everyday life. In his ‘Autobiographical Notes’, he recalls his
decision to abandon history painting and turn his thoughts ‘to a still more new way of
proceeding, viz painting and Engraving modern moral Subject a Field unbroken up in
any country or age.”’ Anticipating Charles Baudelaire by over a century, Hogarth
consciously saw his artistic goal as becoming the painter of modern life — although
with a crucially different approach to the ‘moral’ of his modern subjects than
Baudelaire would adopt. Hogarth was, furthermore, aware of the antagonism which
this approach engendered among the gentlemen connoisseurs who acted at the time as
the arbiters of acceptable aesthetic taste; speaking to a friend he once observed ‘the
connoisseurs and I are at war, you know; and because I hate them, they think I hate
Titian, and let them.”*® To this extent, the radicalism of William Hogarth, at least in
the field of aesthetic theory and practice, is not in doubt.

Hogarth’s Gin Lane, Beer Street have been compared to Pieter Brueghel’s
engravings The Fat Kitchen and The Thin Kitchen (1563).*" Friedrich Antal, while
acknowledging the parallel between these images, argues that ‘while Breughel shows
up wealth in an antipathetic light, Hogarth, who specifically juxtaposes healthy beer
drinkers and starving gin drinkers, comes down decidedly on the side of affluence, as
one would expect of him ... Even the inn-sign on which the painter is engaged depicts
a group of merry harvesters dancing around a hay-stack surmounted by a sturdy
yokel, beer mug in hand.”*> This is consonant with Antal’s argument that Hogarth
represents ‘the propagandist par excellence of bourgeois ideals.”® Whether one

agrees with this assessment depends on one’s reading of Beer Street. A comparison

3% Lamb, pp. 188-9

% Hogarth, ‘Autobiographical Notes’, p. 216

40 Quoted in Friedrich Antal, Hogarth and his Place in European Art (London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1962). p. 140

*! See figure 4

2 ibid., pp. 164-5

3 ibid., p. 57



with Brueghel’s engravings is instructive because they provide a far more stark
representation of the cruelty of wealth and the meekness of poverty than Hogarth
does; they therefore provide a visual touchstone against which the relative
ambivalence of Hogarth’s political position can be judged.

The didactic moment in Brueghel’s engravings consist in an expulsion and a
welcome. In The Fat Kitchen, a thin and ragged musician is expelled by the corpulent
guests gathered round the well-stocked table. By contrast, the dwellers of the thin
kitchen obsequiously welcome the fat guest, despite the fact that he embodies that
which creates their own penury. The gestures of the man and woman in Gin Lane
handing the last of their work tools to the pawnbroker, the wealthy agent of their
financial decline, echo those of the two welcoming figures at the door in The Thin
Kitchen. Beyond this, Hogarth’s prints contains numerous echoes and reflections of
Breughel. The breast feeding woman in The Fat Kitchen and the drunken woman in
Gin Lane; the emaciated mother in The Thin Kitchen and the woman feeding her baby
gin on the far right of Gin Lane; the two children eating from the trough at the bottom
of The Fat Kitchen and the child and dog sharing a bone in Gin Lane; the shape and
posture of the two men at the table in The Fat Kitchen and the two workmen on the
left of Beer Street. These and the numerous other structural parallels between the two
works suggests that Friedrich Antal is closer to the truth in acknowledging the
influence of Breughel than a critic such as David Bindman who suggests that Hogarth
actively avoided the influence of Dutch art.**

The question that the comparison with Breughel raises is whether Hogarth’s
representation of corpulent, well-fed, leisurely bodies in contrast to the emaciated and
desperate lives of the poor reflected a political position in which the poor were
represented as victims of the rich. Ronald Paulson suggests that, for Hogarth’s poorer
audience, his political message would be clear; that on Beer Street corpulence would
not be understood as a signifier of financial success and security, but as self-
satisfaction and greed.*” Jenny Uglow, on the other hand, does not see Beer Street as
either a celebration of wealth or as a condemnation of it, instead she suggests that it is
less an idealization of the city and more ‘the accepted satire of it, with hectic
‘improvements’, lazy rich and sweating workers, rotund, beer-swilling, meat-eating

men and saucy, easy women.” The purpose of this gentle satire, Uglow argues, 1s so

* Bindman, pp. 27-8, 57
* Paulson, Hogarth, Art and Politics, p. 24
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that “when people turned to Gin Lane the shock would be doubled — this was certainly
not the London that ‘polite’ prints were supposed to show.’*® In Beer Street, rather
than referring darkly to damnation and transcendent suffering, Hogarth makes light
political comments and aesthetic asides; a celebration of Palladianism in art is
consigned to the pulping machine, workmen read a king’s speech on the advancement
of commerce, while the fishsellers read a ballad on the economic virtues of the
herring fisheries. Everyone here appears to be at happy rest; only the paviours, the
beer seller and the sign painter actually continue to work in this idyllic scene.

It 1s a testament to the polysemic power of Beer Street and Gin Lane that the
critical response to the political and social implications of the prints has been so
varied. The ambivalence of the prints is not limited, however, to questions of social
and economic relations. The two pictures, fundamentally, address themselves to the
question of cultural practice; that is, in these pictures it is in the sphere of cultural
practice that questions of social and economic relations are played out. Apart from
the obvious cultural practice of drinking, Beer Street and Gin Lane are littered with
references to cultural activities: religion, poetry, politics, food, fashion and
advertising. The one character actively engaged in a form of cultural production in
the two prints, however, is the sign painter, and it is in this figure that not only a
radical political reading of Beer Street and Gin Lane can find support, but in which
Hogarth can be seen to broach the issue of the relationship between art, the artist,
class, and intoxication.

The Beer Street sign painter is supposedly modelled on Hogarth’s friend, the
painter Francis Hayman. While Friedrich Antal argues that this contented figure 1s
engaged in depicting a scene of idyllic English beer drinking a pastoral merriment, a
closer inspection reveals that the artist is not contemplating his impression of the
‘Health to the Barley Mow’ but, bizarrely, the rendition he has just completed of the
gin bottle that hangs from the side of the sign. Rising above this scene of practical
and mercantile good sense and well being — in which criticism is sent to the pulper
and poetry is commandeered to the purposes of commerce — is the artist as sign
painter, dressed in rags and painting, of all things, a bottle of gin. In one sense, this
can be read as simply an in-joke suggesting that Hayman could only get work painting

signs — and then can only just manage to paint bottles from life. However, the portrait

* Uglow, p. 495
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of the sign painter, whatever its humorous intentions, does contain a specifically
Hogarthian dignity and gravitas. This is because, of all the figures on Beer Street, he
most clearly traces out the S-shaped ‘line of beauty’ which Hogarth believed was the
highest expression of the beautiful in the visual arts.

Hogarth discusses the ‘line of beauty’ at length in the Analysis of Beauty
(1753). Essentially a single helix (it is represented on the palette below the self
portrait in Hogarth’s Painter with his Pug [1749]) it would become the object of much
derision among contemporary aestheticians and would also become one of the
mocking signifiers of Hogarth’s naive arrogance in the numerous broadside cartoons
made of him especially in his later years. Equally, it would be acknowledged by
Edmund Burke as a seminal, if problematic, concept in the realm of aesthetics; while
The Analysis of Beauty itself would achieve such status in Germany that Hogarth was
elected a member of the Academy of Ausburg in 1757.*” Whereas in Beer Street the
line of beauty is inscribed on the body of the sign painter, in Gin Lane it emerges, in a
stressed, angular, taught, but recognisable form on the body of the dying balladeer.
As the two figures dignified by the appearance of the line of beauty, the sign painter
and the dying balladeer can be seen as a point at which Gin Lane and Beer Street
meet. The artist’s rags identify him as, if not a resident of Gin Lane, then a resident
of street adjacent to it (his clothing is most similar to the woman at the door of the
pawnbrokers on Gin Lane). Both the sign painter and the balladeer grasp a gin bottle;
the artist with his gaze, the balladeer with his dying hand. Both, furthermore, sell
their art on the marketplace, the balladeer hawking doggerel, the artist painting
signboards.

Inasmuch as his rags and his gin signify his poverty, the painter is as much an
excluded figure within Beer Street as the musician is in The Fat Kitchen. Paulson
again argues for a politically radical reading of this figure, writing that a ‘poor
resident of Gin Lane, this English artist can only find employment painting
signboards for the affluent beer drinkers of Beer Street.”*® However, the fact that he
is painting a sign should not necessarily suggest that Hogarth saw his work as being
demeaned. For Hogarth sign painting was an important sphere of demotic and
popular art. On more than one occasion Hogarth ironically, but seriously, contrasted

the virtues of sign painting to those of classical art. In The Analysis of Beauty

7 Burke, p. 149; Antal, p. 210
* Paulson, Hogarth, His Life, Art and Times, p. 345
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Hogarth, while praising Corregio for his use of the line of beauty, suggests that ‘the
proportions of his figures are sometimes such as might be corrected by a common
sign painter.”* More importantly, Hogarth was central to the setting up of a Sign
Painters Exhibition in Convent Garden in 1762. This exhibition was held
simultaneously with, and as a challenge to, the first major exhibition of the Society of
Arts and, in the event, proved to be a highly successful project. Essentially the
exhibition was exactly what it claimed to be: a celebration of sign boards and the
work of sign painters which was intended to challenge the snobbery and complacency
of the Society of Arts and its slavish devotion to the principles of Palladianism and
unshakeable belief in the inherent superiority of Italian renaissance painting to
anything a contemporary native artist could produce. While the exhibition contained
the work of a number of anonymous sign painters, it also contained eleven signs by an
artist using the somewhat transparent pseudonym ‘Hagarty’. While the exhibition
was, in many ways, a joke at the expense of the Society of Arts, it also carried a
serious message. It can be seen, indeed, as a kind of playful salon des refuses, a
vehicle through which the popular and ‘low’ art of the period could receive
recognition as serious art. Bonnell Thornton, the main organiser of the event, wrote
in David Garrick’s St James Street Chronicle that the exhibition was meant for those
‘who can enjoy the humour of a Hogarth, without thinking they do a Violence to their
Taste for the Works of Raphael; and who can laugh at Garrick’s Abel Drugger
without losing a relish for his Lear or Hamlet.”*® In other words, contemporary ‘low’
art has a value parallel, but not necessarily in opposition to, canonical art.

This project of redefining the objects of artistic representation was one in
which the novelists of the period took a leading role. The emergence of the novel is,
in many respects, the emergence of everyday life into the field of literature just as
modernism in painting can be seen as the emergence of everyday life into the sphere
of the plastic arts. Returning again to Habermas’s theory of the emergence of the
public sphere, we can see this attempt to represent the world of the emergent
bourgeoisie as forming part of the project in which the world view of the middle
classes bids, through its own self-reflexive representation, to become the natural and
normalising world view of humanity. In Chapter Four, I discuss Baudelaire’s essay

‘The Painter of Modern Life’ (1863) as representing one of the seminal critical

* Hogarth, The Analvsis of Beauty, p. ix
*® Quoted in Uglow, p. 657

47



interventions which led to the shift in painting away from historical and religious
subjects and onto the cafés and clubs of contemporary Paris. However, the class
position of the artist that Baudelaire writes about is significantly different to that of
Hogarth; the political idea of a dominant bourgeoisie after 1848 is clearly different to
that of the emerging mercantile and intellectual classes of the mid-eighteenth century.
The radical avant-garde desire to shock a now entrenched and triumphant bourgeoisie
makes little sense in Hogarth’s context. The establishment Hogarth set out to upset
was the essentially aristocratic tradition of artistic connoisseurship. It was, for
Hogarth, the bourgeoisie themselves who presented a challenge to the established
seats of power and knowledge centred on the court and the academy.

In the mid-eighteenth century, this bourgeois challenge to courtly authority
was mounted largely from the coffee-houses. The desire to create a new focus of
knowledge and power networks in the relatively democratic institution of the coffee
house is reflected in Joseph Addison’s stated goals for his influential journal The

Spectator:

It was said of Socrates, that he brought Philosophy down from Heaven, to
inhabit among Men; and I shall be ambitious to have it said of me, that I
have brought Philosophy out of Closets and Libraries, Schools and Colleges,

to dwell in Clubs and Assemblies, at Tea-Tables and in Coffee-Houses”'

The coffee house was undoubtedly a profoundly influential social institution in the

52

eighteenth century — albeit one that, crucially, excluded women.™ There were over

2,000 coffee houses in London by the middle of the century including Lloyds, where a
group of insurance underwriters used to meet; and Jonathan’s, where stock-jobbers
used to gather until it closed down and they were forced to form instead the stock

exchange. Hogarth’s father, in one of his periodic attempts to pull the family out of

5! Joseph Addison, The Spectator, No. 10 (1710), in Addison and Steele, Selections from The Tatler and
The Spectator, ed. Robert J. Allen (London: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston, 1970), p. 117

52 Although, as I have suggested above, the coffee-house was by no means a ‘dry’ institution, 1t is
interesting that around this time the more ostensibly ‘alcoholic’ institution — the tavern — also emerged as
a quasi utopian public space. According to Peter Clark, the alehouse was ‘a medium by which upper-
class attitudes and fashions were being diffused down the social scale’ (Clark, p. 238). This tended,
however, to be a more rural phenomenon; the alehouse serving as the place where the local squirearchy
could mingle with the peasantry and maintain the important hegemonic image of a ruling class in touch,
unlike the French aristocracy, with its people. In the cities, the association of the alehouse with the
drinking habits of the urban poor was part of the reason for the increased popularity of the more refined
coffee-house.
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financial crisis, had offered Latin classes at ‘Hogarth’s Coffee House’ in 1704,
Hogarth himself was an habitué of Old Slaughter’s Coffee House, which would
become the site of the founding of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals in 1824. Old Slaughter’s, in the mid-eighteenth century, had become a
gathering place for young artists actively opposed to the rigid Palladianism of the
contemporary art establishment. One commentator goes as far as to suggest that Old
Slaughter’s provided a gathering place for young men ‘who all contributed to an
anarchic, destructive and unbalanced movement in all the arts, almost an early form of
Dada; they were intent on the destruction of the old dogmas and taboos, of stylisation
and intellectualism, and on bringing in a new freedom and tolerance.’>

The idea of William Hogarth as a previous incarnation of the young Marcel
Duchamp is a somewhat overstated comparison. If nothing else, the Dada attack on
art as an institution and the Hogarthian attack on a particular institution dominating
the art world of his day are radically different (which is not to say that Hogarth’s
challenge to the institutions of art were not in themselves radical). Nevertheless, the
example of Old Slaughter’s illustrates the argument that the drinking place played a
crucial role in the formation of a social sphere in which new ideas were discussed and
radical groupings were formed. In Chapter Four, I will look at the comparable move
in Parisian artistic circles away from the salon and towards the café and cabaret.
While the perceived class relations between young artists and the art establishment
may have been markedly different a century later in Paris, the pattern of a shift from
sites of privilege and invitation to sites of putative democracy (which are also
drinking places) is the same. While Habermas asserts that the Parisian salon was a
public institution comparable to the coffee house, it could be argued that it is not until
the rise of the artistic café that the exclusionary power of patronage and invitation was
properly supplanted in French intellectual culture.™

Understanding the emergence of the drinking place as a forum for social and
intellectual intercourse which carries with it the potential to act as simultaneously
marginal and formative in relation to dominant power structures is important for
understanding the peculiarly important role it comes to assume in literary and artistic

modernism. Similarly, in identifying in Hogarth a number of antecedent ‘modernist’

tendencies, we can create a perspectival frame which allows us to trace modernism’s

53 David Coke, ‘Vauxhall Gardens’, Rococo 80; quoted in Uglow, pp. 260-2
54 See Habermas, Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, p. 33
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genealogy beyond the common starting point of Gustave Courbet’s paintings or
Charles Baudelaire’s poetry.”> More importantly for this study, however, are the
specific relationships between drink, drunkenness and representation which Hogarth’s
Gin Lane and Beer Street illustrate. Firstly they provide what is now perhaps the
most memorable image we have of the Gin Epidemic; or, rather, the most memorable
image of the idea of the Gin Epidemic as it emerged in the discourses that surrounded
it. Secondly, they reflect the fact that drunkenness becomes in this period a specific
problem addressing specific modern concerns. In a nascent class culture in which
wealth, respectability, restraint and reason become identifying signifiers of an
increasingly dominant bourgeoisie, the carnivalesque ambivalence of drink becomes
bifurcated into the purely social and the purely destructive. In a sense, Gin Lane can
be seen as the world of misrule and inversion, the ‘exaggeration, hyperbolism [and]
excessiveness ... of the grotesque’™, stripped of its cultural function and status and
left to implode in the forgotten corners of the modern city. In this sense, the radical
bifurcation of drink in Beer Street and Gin Lane into its positive and negative aspects
can be seen as reflecting the shift from an earlier understanding of the massed public
manifestation of freedom as carnival, and the modern conception of it as leisure and
rational recreation. In terms of Mikhail Bakhtin’s understanding of carnival, the pot-
bellied expansive bodies of the carnival have been transposed to the untransgressive
world of Beer Street leaving only lenten paucity in the inverted world of Gin Lare.
On Gin Lane drunkenness and misrule kill but do not recreate; this is the newly
abortive journey of John Barleycorn, his mythic death and burial no longer yielding
new life but a handful of dust and a barrel of bones. In the world of reason and
accumulation, drink becomes refreshment, while its traditional ties with the Bacchic
are stripped of meaning and generative power. At the same time, however, gin,
becomes also a perverse form of pleasure for those whose lives cannot afford the
fruits of abundance that adorn the middle class world of Beer Street.

And yet despite the overt and didactic message of restraint and respectability
that the two prints carry, in Beer Street the artist as sign painter, inhabiting a nether

world between Beer Street and Gin Lane, undermines the neat moral polarity the

% Raymond Williams, for example, acknowledges this orthodoxy, writing that one can ‘say,
conventionally, that Modernism begins in Baudelaire, or in the period of Baudelaire.’ (Raymond
Williams, The Politics of Modernism, ed. Tom Pinkney [London: Verso, 1999}, p. 60)

%6 Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and his World, trans. Héléne Iwolsky (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1984), p. 303
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prints might otherwise have presented. It is as if Hogarth couldn’t resist constructing
a parallel between the artist — outwith, and yet economically in the thrall of, the
everyday world of accumulation and Trade — and the Gin Lane drunk. In effect,
Hogarth here posits a role for the artist as interloper in bourgeois society; a cultural
shifter in whom the rags of the socially excluded can take a position of destabilising
superiority; the déclassé artist casting his gaze across the world of commerce and
consumption as he gives it the dreams and illusions it narcissistically desires. In this
instance the signifier of the painter’s outsider status, as reproduced on the very
artwork he is creating, is a bottle of gin — the very drink that Beer Street exists to
negate.

In the following chapters the emergence of drink as a specific problem will be
further traced. Initially, the pathologization of drunkenness will be considered. Here
again, a dark leaning towards a perverse transcendence in the experience of alcohol
will be seen in such texts as Charles Lamb’s ‘Confessions of a Drunkard’ — a text that
casts some light, incidentally, on Lamb’s critical praise of Gin Lane. Subsequently, I
will discuss the rise of the temperance movement and temperance fiction. Here, many
of the tropes and imaginative associations discussed in this chapter will re-emerge in
different forms; as will comparable issues of class representations, gender issues, and

: 57
narrative form.

Finally, my discussion of the aesthetics of intoxication will, in a
sense, follow the progress of Hogarth’s Beer Street sign painter as his position as an
outsider to bourgeois society becomes increasingly radicalised; and as the role of
intoxication in this process becomes increasingly complex and significant. While the
Gin Epidemic inaugurated a range of concerns over drink as a social problem, these
concerns by no means remained static. It is the task of the following chapters to trace

in what ways the idea of drink would change over the subsequent 150 years.

57 George Cruikshank’s series of temperance illustrations The Bottle and The Drunkard’s Children are
typical of a didactic narrative employed in much temperance propaganda. This form is clearly a close
relative of Hogarth’s Harlot's Progress (1735), Rake’s Progress (1732) and Marriage A-la-mode (1745)
series. Charles Dickens’ protest against the simplistic didacticism of these illustrations is based on his
argument that Cruikshank and similar temperance workers failed to acknowledge, as Hogarth does in
Becr Street and Gin Lane, the complexity of excessive alcohol consumption and its reciprocal — rather
than causal - relationship to poverty.
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Chapter 2

Constructing the Drinker as Problem: The Medicalization of

Drunkenness and the Drinker’s Confession

While Gin Lane and Beer Street focus primarily on the economic destructiveness of
gin drinking, the Gin Epidemic also saw the beginning of a construction of
compulsive drunkenness as pathological. Certain social groups, particularly the urban
poor, began to be associated with a mode of consumption in which habit takes the
form of uncontrollable compulsion. This chapter will consider developments in the
understanding of the habitual drunkard as the victim of a pathological condition in
medical discourse around the turn of the eighteenth century. It will then look at the
emergence of the compulsive drinker as a literary figure in the nascent genre of the
drunkard’s confessional narrative. While the following chapter will consider the
construction of drinking within the temperance movement as a specifically social and
institutional problematic — one centred around the cultures and economics of drink
and drinking places — this chapter looks at the construction of the individual drinker in
medical texts and literary narratives as a clinical and a philosophical problem. One of
the central discursive shifts this chapter will document is a change from the
understanding of excessive drunkenness as a vice to the understanding of it as a
disease. This shift in the conceptualisation of excessive drinking represents a shift
from positing drunkenness as a question of morality and censure to positing it as an
issue of pathology and cure. While the following chapter will look at representations
of alcohol consumption as primarily detrimental in its social effects, here I will
consider the discursive processes through which drunkenness comes to be imagined
as a disease located in the body of the individual drinker.

The construction of drunkenness as pathology follows two trajectories: the
psychological and the social. Later it will become clear that the social relationship
between drunkenness and transgressive behaviour in the public sphere informs the use
of drink as a signifier of social and cultural dissent in modernist art and literature.

Insofar as the idea of private addiction is relevant to my argument, on the other hand,
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it is in the understanding of compulsive intoxication as questioning limits of human
self-control and rationality, and in the problematisation of the relationship between
responsibility and disease. While in Hogarth’s Gin Lane, the private experience of
intoxication moves outwards to dominate the physical and moral landscape, in the
confessional narrative of the drinker intoxication and compulsion become
metonymies in which the irrational, the chaotic, the deadly and the demonic become
privatised in the experience of the individual. In the confessional narrative,
intoxication and compulsion become experiences which forcefully testify to the
horrifying proximity of the irrational and the uncontrolled in the mind of the drinker.
The experience of compulsive intoxication described in confessional narratives not
only threatens to undermine a faith in the triumphant power of reason, but also
suggests a dangerous ease with which reason can be overthrown in the mind of the
otherwise civilised and rational subject.

While the confessional narrative will be seen to problematise a complacent
faith in the inherent rationality of civilised man, the fundamental problematic that the
emerging medical and disease-centred concepts of excessive drinking created for
themselves — a problematic that would remain unresolved throughout the nineteenth
century — was how to negotiate between the construction of drunkenness as on the one
hand a moral failing and yet on the other a pathological behaviour beyond the control
of the individual. How, for example, could medicine claim a role in the control of
alcoholic excess if it remained a question of morality and sinful choices? How, on the
other hand, could religious authorities emphasise the sinfulness of drink if medicine
had shown that the desire to indulge in drinking was something over which the
drinker had no free will? As the epistemological authority of medicine grew, so
explanations of the causes of destructive drinking behaviours would take on an
increasingly clinical aspect. In the first part of this chapter, I will focus on the
beginnings of this process, specifically on two works — Benjamin Rush’s Inquiry into
the Effects of Ardent Spirits upon the Human Body and Mind (1784) and Thomas
Trotter’s An Essay Medical, Philosophical, and Chemical On Drunkenness and its
Effects on the Human Body (1804) — which between them represent the first extended

and dedicated considerations of excessive drinking as a medical problem.
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The Medicalization of Drunkenness and the Emergence of a Disease Concept

The history I will trace here is, to some extent, a well-rehearsed narrative. Both
Benjamin Rush and Thomas Trotter, particularly the former, have been recognised as
seminal figures in the emergence of a medicalized understanding of drunkenness
since the temperance movement first began to write its own histories. E. M. Jellinek,
in the introduction to his influential reformulation of the idea of drink as addictive,
The Disease Concept of Alcoholism (1960), acknowledges Trotter and Rush as the
forefathers of the modern disease model of alcohol addiction.! As a counter-argument
to the increasingly dominant hegemony of the disease concept, the sociologist Harry
Gene Levine published an article in 1978 entitled ‘The Discovery of Addiction:
Changing Conceptions of Habitual Drunkenness in America’.> While not the only
published work to challenge the disease model of alcoholism,’ this important article
provided the first sustained attempt to look at the formulation of the idea of
alcoholism as a set of discursive practices in the fields of medicine, philosophy, and
legislation. While disagreeing fundamentally with Jellinek’s premise that alcoholism
was a pre-existent disease which medical discourse discovered, rather than produced,
Levine concurs with Jellinek in locating the source of the modern conception of
alcohol addiction in the work of Benjamin Rush. While my thesis diverges from
Levine in that it locates the emergence of modern conceptions of drink and
drunkenness in the Gin Epidemic, it is nevertheless essential for my subsequent
discussion that I briefly discuss the work of Rush and Trotter here.

Levine argues that prior to the publication of Benjamin Rush’s Inquiry the
idea that drinking could be a compulsion or an illness was untenable, or at least
Rush’s essay provided the first authoritative articulation of ideas about alcohol
dependency that had only just begun to emerge when it was written. Levine writes
that the ‘idea that alcoholism is a progressive disease — the chief symptom of which 1s

loss of control over drinking behaviour, and whose only remedy is abstinence from all

LE. M. Jellinek, The Disease Model of Alcoholism (Brunswick, NJ: Hillhouse Press, 1960), p. 6

2 Harry Gene Levine, ‘The Discovery of Addiction: Changing Conceptions of Habitual Drunkenness in
America’, Journal of Studies on Alcohol, Vol. 39, No. 1 (1978), pp. 143-174

3 A more recent, and more controversial, attack on the disease concept of alcoholism is Herbert
Fingarette, Heavy Drinking: The Myth of Alcoholism as a Disease (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1988). Various other book length studies, such as Nick Heather & Ian Robertson, Problem
Drinking (2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989) also attempt to at least modify some of the
premises of modern disease concept.
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alcoholic beverages — is now about 175 or 200 years old, but no older.”* Levine
argues that, until the late eighteenth century, excessive drinking was understood
entirely as a vice and, if a failing at all, then as a moral failing. In other words, prior
to the formulation of a medical understanding of excessive drunkenness, ‘drinking
was ultimately regarded as something over which the individual had final control.
Drunkenness was a choice, albeit a sinful one, which some individuals made.’>

What 1s important here is twofold. Firstly, Levine points out that a medically
classifiable addiction to alcohol is something that emerged, was debated over,
contested and only slowly accepted as the paradigmatic model of excessive drinking
that it became. Secondly, the issue of self-control is at the heart of this conception of
addiction. The point for Levine is that the medicalization of drinking is part of a
process in which a socially unacceptable behaviour is moved from the realm of choice
to the realm of pathology. No longer is there the individual who chooses to drink
excessively, but there is the alcoholic whose disease can be defined and for which
there is a partial cure (the alcoholic is and always will be alcoholic in this paradigm)
which is predicated on self-surveillance and the regulation of pleasure.

Levine’s theoretical and methodological position throughout this study is
drawn fundamentally from Michel Foucault’s The Birth of the Clinic (1963) and
Madness and Civilization (1961). Levine argues that the medicalization of excessive
drunkenness towards the end of the eighteenth century constituted the emergence of
the medical gaze in the sphere of intoxication in the sense that through the delineation
of excessive drinking as an identifiable disease, medicine extended its domain of
authority into a sphere of cultural practice which, inasmuch as it was perceived as
problematical, had previously been the concern of the church as the dominant moral
authority. The medicalization of drinking in works such as those by Rush and Trotter
can be seen as following the methodological trends identified by Foucault in The
Birth of the Clinic. Rush’s symptomatology of addiction draws addiction into the

‘suzerainty of the visible’® by outlining its salient observable features while the proto-

* Levine, p. 143.
> ibid., p. 149. Jessica Warner, in her article ““Resolv’d to Drink No More”: Addiction as a Preindustrial

Construct’, Journal of Studies on Alcohol, Vol. 55, No. 6 (November 1994), pp. 685-691, argues that an
understanding of addiction in precisely those terms articulated by Rush and Trotter can be identified in a
number of seventeenth century sermons. However, her argument is undermined by the fact that she
anachronistically conflates the words ‘addict’ and ‘addiction’ in the texts with the contemporary
understanding of these terms as inflected by the process of medicalization that Levine outlines.

¢ Michel Foucault, The Birth of the Clinic: An Archaeology of Medical Perspectives, trans. A. M.
Sheridan (1963; London: Routledge, 1993), p. 166
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psychological work of Thomas Trotter reflects what Foucault identifies as a move in
medical discourse towards not only ‘that which is visible in the disease — but ... the
patient who hides the visible element as he shows it.”’ Levine’s second argument is
that the construction of addiction as a disease mirrors the relegation that Foucault
identifies in Madness and Civilization of madness from an autonomous power to a
subservient failure of triumphant reason.® In arguing that drunkenness became
constructed by temperance campaigners — using a model of drunkenness as a disease
of the will — as a pathological failure of the self-control essential to the bourgeois
ideology of thrift and accumulation, Levine suggests that the technique ‘developed for
treating the mentally ill was extended to all who had failed to regulate themselves
properly.”® In making this case, Levine, like Foucault in his earlier work, emphasises
the identifiable and repressive institutions through which social practices were
regulated and controlled.'®

My concern here is less with the concrete institutional responses to
drunkenness than to the broad emergence of drunkenness as a discourse in a variety of
fields throughout the nineteenth century, but specifically in the field of literary, and to
some degree visual, representation. To this extent, I find the capillary model of
discourse formation that Foucault outlines in The History of Sexuality, Vol. 1 (1976)
more appropriate to my purposes. In The History of Sexuality, Vol. 1, Foucault tries
not so much to identify and trace the specific institutions in which pathological and
deviant identities are defined and controlled, but instead to consider the multiple and
intersecting positions from which sexuality is spoken about, produced as discourse,
and thereby regulated. I am interested in the specific constructions of drunkenness as
a pathology in medical discourse inasmuch as they inform subsequent representations
of drunkenness in literary and visual texts. The two fundamental aspects of Rush and
Trotter’s work which are important to my argument are the idea of the drinker

producing the irrational through the intervention of an external agent, and the notion

7ibid., p. 9

® C.f. Michel Foucault, Madness and Civilisation: A History of Insanity in the Age of Confinement, trans.
Richard Howard (1961; London: Tavistock, 1967): ‘For this new reason which reigns in the asylum,
madness does not represent the absolute form of contradiction, but instead a minority status, an aspect of
itself that does not have the right to autonomy, and can live only grafted onto the world of reason.’ (p.
252)

® Levine, p. 164

19 Foucault clarifies his rejection of the ‘repressive hypothesis’ of power in The History of Sexuality, Vol.
1. especially pages 92-100
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that confession and regulatory observation are the proper forms of treatment for the
pathological condition of compulsive drunkenness.

Benjamin Rush (1745-1813) studied medicine in Edinburgh, from where he
graduated in 1768, and went on to become one of the most renowned surgeons of the
early American republic. He acted as professor of chemistry at the University of
Philadelphia, was for a time surgeon general to the Middle Department of the
Continental Army during the War of Independence, and was a co-signatory to the
Declaration of Independence. He was the first recognised and respected medical
practitioner to publish a work dealing solely with the effects of alcohol. The Inquiry
into the Effects of Ardent Spirits upon the Human Body and Mind was first published
as a newspaper article in 1784. It achieved a degree of immediate success that grew
with subsequent editions and some changes of title until, by 1850, more than 170,000
copies had been circulated.!' According to Levine, ‘Rush’s contribution to a new
model of habitual drunkenness was fourfold: First, he identified a causal agent —
spirituous liquors; second, he clearly described the drunkard’s condition as a loss of
control over drinking behaviour — as compulsive activity; third he declared the
condition to be a disease; and fourth he prescribed total abstinence as the only way to
cure the drunkard.”"?

As a seminal contribution to the formation of a medicalized understanding of
drunkenness, however, Rush’s contribution is highly problematical. Throughout his
Inquiry, Rush struggles to find the language with which to construct a clinical
symptomatology while not negating the evident moral opprobrium he feels inebriety
deserves. Rush begins his study by systematically enumerating a series of symptoms
by which the ‘odious disease’ of drunkenness can be identified.”” At this stage,
Rush’s interest is in behavioural traits, rather than physical effects. His description of
the event of drunkenness, consists of a list of eleven observable symptoms, including
‘unusual garrulity’, ‘profane swearing and cursing’, ‘a rude disposition to tell those
persons in company, whom they know, their faults’, and ‘certain extravagant acts

which indicate a temporary fit of madness.” (IAS, pp. 324-5) However, while this

Il W J. Rorabaugh, The Alcoholic Republic: An American Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

1979), pp. 40-41
2 Levine, p. 152
13 Benjamin Rush, An Inquiry into the Effects of Ardent Spirits upon the Human Body and Mind with an

Account of the Means of Preventing and of the Remedies for Curing Them, reprinted in Quarterly
Jouwrnal of Studies on Alcohol, Vol. 4 (1943-44), pp. 324-341 (p. 324). Further references to be given in

text as IAS

57



A MORAL Mo PHYSICAL THERMOMETER ¢ or, A Scats of the Progrefs of T sk
FPERANCE and INTEMPER ANCi.—Liquors, wiih their E¥recTs, in their ufual Order.
9o et WA TER TEMPERANCE
| A [ Health, Wealth,
§0—m)———| Milk and Water . Sarenity of mind,
Rc?utétion, long Life, and
50»-‘ ae——] Small Bser J L Yappinefs
4o—|——| Cider snd Pery 10
h | C'.cerfulnefs,
36— Wine Secength and
51 Nowithment, whan takea ouly
Lo— Pecter A
SR a meply, and im modocate
. quantitics,
10— Strerg Beer 4 4
— INTEMPERANCE
_ I{tf
_{h_ vicks.  DISEASES. - o PUNIstA«
S '--— ‘] r 1 . MENTS,.
10—| | g.._.. Punch Idlsnefs Sicknefs
B l Fuking, and
i Peavithnefs Tremors of the Debe
R N ; Hands in the :
20—} :,_.. Toddy and Crank Quarrelltng. Morning Black-Eyes
—lI— Bloatednef(s:
- Fighting Inflamed Eyes Rags
30_;: ': Grog . Red Nofe and Face
— Lying Sofe and fwelled Hunger
| i < Swearing ) Jaundice $ J Hefpital
go——J§ Shlr!:tb r Pains in the Lirabs,
== -eni and burning . in 8
|y — Obfcenty the m;::‘ of the | - Poor-boufe
! . . Hands Soles
| E f ; . . 1 ’
— :__| Bltit: r;':?n:s‘ Swindling of the Fegt Jait
$o—[—tt— “Ufquebaugh Dropfy .
{1 UByftericwater | | peiy Epilep(y Whipping
—|{. (Gin, Anni- Melanchol
—|['—! | feed, Brandy , oy
o " J Rum, and | | BUEAY Madacfs The Hulks
i Whatky io the _
__‘ | Mornirg Murder Pafy Botany Bay
—~ — 1 Apoplexy
]I~ & Do.during the | { Suicide. DsATH. GaLLows.
14— 3 Dow and Night.d JL J L%

Fig 6: Benjamin Rush’s Moral Thermometer

N
oo




may appear to be evidence of early medical writing which has not yet achieved the
critical distance of the ‘clinical gaze’, it also adumbrates a continuing issue in the
diagnosis of addiction. Here drunkenness is on the one hand depicted as a pathology
located in the realm of social relations, and on the other hand as a ‘temporary fit of
madness.” In other words, drunkenness represents a dual deviancy: a disregard of the
basic rules of social interaction on which civilised society is predicated, and a
breakdown of the rationality by which the civilised individual is defined.

In moving his analysis on from the description of drunkenness as a
pathological event to a consideration of habitual drunkenness as a pathological
condition, Rush balances the previous eleven behavioural symptoms with a further
eleven somatic effects from ‘frequent and disgusting belchings’ to epilepsy and gout.
(IAS, pp. 327-8) This reveals an ambivalence running throughout the /nquiry as to
the appropriate mode of discourse for dealing with the subject matter. It also posits
the possibility of a binary approach to habitual drunkenness in which moral
condemnation is reserved for the specific paroxysm while a more distanced, clinical
approach is reserved for the condition of addiction.

As well as being a disease with specific visible symptoms, drunkenness is
depicted by Rush both in the language of moral censure and demonic possession. On
the one hand, Rush writes that in the history of drunkenness ‘paroxysms occur, like
the paroxysms of many diseases’ and that habitual drunkenness ‘resembles certain
hereditary, family and contagious diseases.” (IAS, p. 326) He also, however,
describes drunkenness as ‘an infernal spirit, generated by habits of intemperance.’
(IAS, p. 328) Rush’s juxtapositions of appropriated classical learning, lists of
behavioural and somatic symptoms, moral opprobrium, and a world view which still
owes something to the Renaissance concept of cosmological correspondences and

analogies can be seen in the following extract:

Pythagoras, we are told, maintained that the souls of men after death
expiated the crimes committed by them in this world by animating certain
brute animals; and that the souls of those animals, in their turns, entered into
men, and carried with them all their peculiar qualities and vices. This
doctrine of one of the wisest and best of the Greek philosophers, was
probably intended only to convey a lively idea of the changes which are

introduced in the body and mind of man by a fit of drunkenness. In folly, it
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causes him to resemble a calf — in stupidity, an ass — in roaring, a mad bull —
in quarrelling and fighting, a dog — in cruelty, a tiger — in fetor, a skunk — in

filthiness, a hog — and in obscenity, a he goat.'* (IAS, p. 326)

Drunkenness, in other words, is dehumanising and bestial, stripping humanity of the
rational faculties which alone place it above brute nature. To this extent it is both a sin
against the biblical responsibility given to man over creation and a rejection of

> The false freedom of drunkenness

humanity’s duty to its own superior reason.'
proves itself to be mendacious on two fronts. Firstly, it is a freedom predicated on a
renunciation of the very rationality upon which Enlightenment notions of freedom are
founded. For the rational philosophy of the Enlightenment, not only is human
freedom grounded in reason, but the abuse of reason acts as a brake on the
possibilities of human progress. Jean-Jacques Rousseau clarifies this position in The
Social Contract, writing that the ‘boundaries of the possible in the moral realm are
less narrow than we think; it is our weaknesses, our vices and our prejudices that limit
them.’'® Secondly, if ‘freedom, for humanism, means choices and the ability to make
them’,'” then the circumscription of choice inherent in an uncontrolled desire for
alcohol — and the madness that this entails — functions, a priori, as a form of bondage.

The idea of compulsion as a form of unreason amounting to slavery is also
crucial to Thomas Trotter’s work on drunkenness. Trotter also identifies compulsive
drunkenness as a disease of the mind which manifests itself as a disorder of the will.

Thomas Trotter (1761-1832) studied, like Benjamin Rush, in the medical schools of

Enlightenment Edinburgh. His doctoral thesis ‘De ebrietate, ejusque effectibus in

'* The tradition of listing the progressive degradation and the bestial characteristics of the drunkard
precedes Rush by some time. Earnshaw gives the example of Thomas Dekker Lantern and Candlelight
(1608) in which Dekker describes four basic types of drunkard according to humour: ape-drunk
(sanguine); ‘lion-drunk’ (choleric); ‘swine-drunk’ (melancholic); ‘mutton-drunk’ (phlegmatic)
(Earnshaw, The Pub in Literature, p. 37)

' Genesis 1: 26: ‘And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let him have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth,
and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth.” Michel de Montaigne, writing of
drunkenness, states that ‘The worst estate of man, is where he loseth the knowledge and government of
himself.” (‘*On Drunkenness’, in Michel de Montaigne, Essays: Volume Two, trans. John Florio (1588;
London: Dent, 1965), pp. 15-26 [p. 16]). By the end of his essay, however, Montaigne has decided that,
given its prevalence in classical literature, drinking is not a heinous vice. Rather it should only be
avoided by ‘those going about any expedition of warre’, judges about to ‘execute their charge [and]
consult publick affaires’, and men who ‘intendeth to get children.” (p. 22)

16 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract, trans. Michael Cranston (1762; Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1983), p. 136

17 See Paul A. Brienza, ‘Humanism, Addiction, and Social Theory’, Addictions 1996: An International
Rescarch Journal (http://www .vitanova.on.ca/Addictions_1996 Article 1.html) [6/99]
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corpus humanum’ was submitted to Edinburgh University in 1788. It was a version
of this thesis that was eventually published as An Essay, Medical, Philosophical and
Chemical, on Drunkenness and its Effects on the Human Body in London in 1804.
While being by no means as respected a medical authority as Benjamin Rush. Thomas
Trotter had for many years acted as a surgeon in the Royal Navy and had published a
book on naval diseases that recommended citrus fruit as a prophylactic against scurvy.
Trotter’s essay received a degree of success on its publication, being republished in
1807, 1810 and 1812 as well as being published in America in 1813 and being
translated into Swedish.'® While presenting many similar arguments to Rush. Trotter
also illustrates a shift away from descriptions of observable symptoms and the
provision of a remedy, to a concern with the aetiology of illness and the particular
condition of the patient. In his move away from a primary concern with the visible
manifestations of disease to an interest in the causes of disease, Trotter provides what
would be recognised as a discursive position which, as much as Rush looks back to
the Renaissance philosophy of analogies and signatures in nature, looks forward to the
psychoanalytic concerns of the late nineteenth century. "’

Trotter, like Rush, asserts unequivocally that ‘in medical language, I consider
drunkenness, strictly speaking, to be a disease; produced by a remote cause, and
giving birth to actions and movements in the living body, that disorder the functions
of health.”?® Further, Trotter asserts that ‘drunkenness itself, is a temporary madness.’
(ED, p. 127) In insisting that ‘the habit of drunkenness is a disease of the mind’ (ED,
p. 172) Trotter attempts to identify the causes of habitual drunkenness as much as the
means of arresting its progress. Trotter, indeed, employs a kind of primitive
psychoanalytic approach not apparent in Rush, looking into the environmental causes
of the sufferer’s drinking and then attempting to effect a psychological cure through
‘rousing particular passions, such as the parent’s love for children, the desire for fame.

the pride of reputation, family pride &c.” (ED, p. 188) Trotter further identifies

18 Roy Porter, introduction to Thomas Trotter, An Essay Medical, Philosophical, and Chemical On |
Drunkenness and its Effects on the Human Body, ed. Roy Porter (1804; London: Routledge. 1988), p. xiv
19 While Trotter follows Rush in his concern with the visible aspects of dmpkenness‘ Troner‘§ _focus on
psychological aetiology reflects what Foucault identifies as the modern des;re to ‘rela;e the visible to the
invisible, to its deeper cause ... then to rise upwardg once more from that hidden ar;hltecmre towards the
more obvious signs displayed on the surface of bodies." (Foucault, The O'rder' of Things, p. 229) |

2 Trotter, An Essay ... on Drunkenness, p. 8. Further referencces to be; given in text as ED. There is no
indication in Trotter's essay that he had come across the work of Benjamin Rush; theyef.ore any |
1ce would be conjecture. For my purposes, the question of direct influence 1s

imputation of direct influer . ; . . ,
fication of emerging discursive patterns in separate Writers.

less relevant than the identi
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economic and social influences on patterns of alcohol consumption. He condemns the
exploitative techniques of the rising corporate brewing industries, and is prepared to
both recognise, and take a sympathetic attitude towards, hidden and domestic drinking
among women. Perhaps most notably, he argues that alcohol dependency is not
always socially debilitating — adumbrating the more recent concept of the ‘high
functioning alcoholic’ in what he calls ‘sober drunkards’. (ED, p. 156)

Trotter follows Rush in locating the problem of excessive drinking in a
pathological condition on the part of the individual drinker. However, his concern
with addiction as a psychological condition leads him to argue forcefully that cure lies
through acquiring a body of knowledge about the mind and history of the drinker
rather than through simply recommending a radical behavioural change. In other
words, in Trotter we see the emergence of the drinker not only as someone in whom
specific pathological behaviours can be identified, but as a pathological type whose
disease is not located in the external agent, but in his own psychology and history. To
this extent, the construction of the inebriate in Trotter mirrors Foucault’s model of the
construction of the homosexual in nineteenth century medicine and criminology as ‘a
personage, a past, a case history, and a childhood ... a life form, and a morphology,
with an indiscreet anatomy and possibly a mysterious physiology.”*! In the increasing
identification of the inebriate, and later the alcoholic, as a pathological type, his
identity becomes increasingly predicated on his addiction. The effect of this on the
subsequent emergence of the addict in literature is that compulsion becomes not
simply a problematic behaviour pattern of lifestyle, but the signifier of a radical
otherness from the secure rationality of ‘normal’ society.

While mirroring and intensifying Rush’s focus on the drinker as a problem,
Trotter also follows Rush in specifically identifying distilled spirits as the source of
problematic drinking. Unlike Rush, whose ‘moral thermometer’> creates an ossified
moral taxonomy of alcohols, Trotter acknowledges that economic and technological
developments in the production and sale of different drinks can affect patterns of
consumption and subsequent compulsion.23 Like Rush, however, Trotter maintains

an unshakeable belief in the virtues of wine, at one point enthusiastically referring to

! Foucault, 4 History of Sexuality, Vol. 1, pp. 42-3

2 See figure 5 ' . | .
23 Trotter identifies porter as one of the main culprits in causing medical problems associated with

drinking. He ascribes this as much to the adulterations carried out by major brewers as to any innate
quality of porter — his main charge is that they add opium during brewing (ED, pp. 38-9)
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wine as ‘the milk of old age’. (ED, p. 152) Trotter’s privileging of wine. like Rush’s
moral thermometer, illustrates the hierarchical understanding of alcohol that was
characteristic of concerns over drinking at the time. Where the demonisation of gin
half a century earlier had reflected primarily a social and economic concern over the
availability of cheap, potent alcohol to the labouring classes, by the turn of the
eighteenth century the locus of anxiety over inebriation had broadened to include all
distilled, or ardent, spirits.

While the attack on the consumption of spirits was supported by a quasi-
clinical discourse in which whisky, rum and gin were identified as uniquely
debilitating and addictive, the emergence of organised anti-spirits societies in the
1820s in Britain and America clearly illustrated the class anxieties with which this
early form of temperance campaigning was imbricated. The essentially evangelical
anti-spirits movement spread from America, where the first recorded association was
founded in Moreau, New York, in 1808, and led to the foundation of the first anti-
spirits societies in Scotland and Ulster in 1829.>* The anti-spirits movement, while
not being openly elitist, has been accused of attempting to not only regulate the
drinking patterns of the lower classes — spirits were easily the cheapest way to get
drunk — but to construct a moral framework in which the consumption of wine
remained as signifier of respectability and moral authority over those ill able to afford
such a luxury. Elizabeth Malcolm, in a study of the history of temperance in Ireland,
asserts her opinion that the ‘early temperance movement [in Ireland] was designed to
reform and strengthen the Protestant ascendancy, while abandoning large numbers of
their social inferiors to a drunkard’s grave.’25 The short-lived anti-spirits movement
was to be superseded in the 1830s by a teetotal movement that will be discussed in
more detail below. The particular demonisation of spirits and their association with
dangerous lower class drinking remained, however, a feature of temperance discourse
which would inform the representation and celebration of drunkenness and the
symbolic hierarchisation of drinks in modernist literature.

Trotter’s concern with the aetiology of alcohol dependency reveals a concern
that was to become increasingly central to debates around drink and drinking. In
locating the source of addiction in the drinker, rather than the drink, he writes that

men and women become ‘addicted to ebriety’. (ED, p. 164) This formulation reflects

24 Brian Harrison, Drink and the Victorians (London: Faber and Faber, 1971). p. 103
25 Rlizabeth Malcolm. Ireland Sober. Ireland Free (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1986), p. 63



not only Trotter’s insistence on a psychological grounding for addiction, but his
sympathetic belief that drunkenness is generally the result of hardship — sometimes
physical, as in the case of sailors — but more often spiritual. Indeed, Trotter openly
ascribes one of the fundamental cause of inebriety to a kind of affective deficit, or
spiritual lack, writing that ‘young persons, distracted by other passions, are not much
addicted to drinking; but when love, departing with youth, leaves a vacuum in the
mind, if its place be not supplied by ambition or interest, a taste for gaming, or
religious fervour, it generally falls prey to intoxication.” (ED, pp. 83-4) Not the least
notable aspect of this observation is that love, ambition, gaming, religion and
drunkenness are placed by Trotter in a comparable region of the psyche. More
importantly, however, in attempting to construct an empirical aetiology of
drunkenness, Trotter raises here another of the ideas that will re-emerge in various
guises in many of the writers under discussion here: that drunkenness is a form of
compensatory activity following, or closely related to, the death, or diseasing, of
affect.

As I have previously argued, the core question that the emergence of a
coherent body of medical thought around the problem of drunkenness posed for later
temperance thought was whether drunkenness was to be understood as a vice or a
disease. It was a question that would remain unsolved within the temperance
movement throughout the nineteenth century. E. M. Jellinek has argued that the
problem of whether to pity the drunkard as victim or condemn him as sinner was
crucial to the debate between the early teetotal and temperance movements as to
whether the appropriate means by which to reclaim or save the drinker was through
‘moral suasion’ or legislative intervention. While early teetotal movements such as
the Washingtonians accepted the symptomatology of the disease model, their belief
that apparently hopeless drinkers could be reclaimed through their own reawakened
will power was predicated on the belief that, fundamentally, drunkenness remained a
moral failing.”® However, Levine disputes this position and argues instead that the
teetotal argument for ‘moral suasion’ and the reclamation of drunkards through
confession and self-regulation was itself predicated on a sympathetic attitude towards

drunkard’s which saw them as the victims of a disease, rather than the perpetrators of

2 ibid., p. 6. See also Gerry Johnstone, ‘From Vice to Disease?: The Concepts of Dipsomania and
Inebriety, 1860-1900°, Social and Legal Studics, Vol. 5., No. 1