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The Marriage, Divorge and Demiso_:
of a Father of Novelists: B.F, Norris
Richard Allan Davison
University of Delaware

Relatively little is known about B.F. (Benjamin
Franklin) Norris, Sr. (1836-1900), the self-made busi-
nessman, enigmatic husband of former actress
Gertrude Doggett Norris (1840-1919), and father of
novelists Frank Norris (1870-1902) and Charles G.
Norris (1881-1945). He has remained a shadowy figure
whose apparently contradictory personality has long
invited speculation. He, on one hand, was the con-
tentéd husband who loved his wife’s dramatic read-
ings from Dickens as he relaxed in the evening after a
day’s work at his Chicago-based wholesale jewelry
business. On the other, he resented Gertrude’s devo-
tion to literature and the performing arts that
prompted her co-founding of the San Francisco
Browning Society, for which she was featured reader
and prima donna. The picture that also develops is
that of a father who objected to the “thimble-headed
bobism™ of Frank’s artistic endeavors, which ran
counter to his own dreams of his first son joining him
in the business world; and yet, he generously financed
almost two years of Frank’s art study in London and
Paris.

As will be seen below, one can now also visualize
a son-in-law highly praised by Gertrude’s parents,
whom he welcomed into his Chicago home shortly af-
ter his marriage. For many years this filial kindness
extended itself, showing him in a most positive light.
But, B.F. was as well a husband and father who (like
Mr. Wingfield in The Glass Menagerie) fell in love with
long distances, leaving his family in San Francisco as
he took a trip around the world. He also fell in love
with another woman, whom he married. They settled
down back in Chicago, and he was never to see his
first family again.

After 1894, when his exasperated response to
Gertrude’s charge that he had become “imbued with
the desire to get rid of matrimonial shackles” was
reported in the Chicago Tribune and the Chicago Daily
News, little information about B.F. appeared in the
newspapers prior to his death.’ Some of the mystery
surrounding his life, however, is to a degree dimin-
ished in light of newly discovered documents which

provide more detail regarding his personality and the

specifics of his history. With them it is possible to -

flesh-out a bit more our conception of him and even,

rhaps, view him in a more sympathetic light than
been possible up to now. The first welcome addi-
tion to the spare store of information is one which il-

 luminates the “better side” of his nature prior ;
m'm&m?mmmn 883 letter t
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trude agreed to marry him in.light of a promis, ;
Sc:etr :po inte%’fere with her professional stage career?
Whether or not he intended to honor his word, the
children born to them in the early years of their mar.
riage effectively rendered the point moot To thisflf
cause of stress in their marriage was added other
complications. Their loss of two young daughters
(Grace and Flora) made more central to Gertrude’s
life her dotage on Frank and then, her favorite, the
fair-haired Lester. It was the sudden, premature death
of Lester at 9, years later in San ancucq, that
prompted Gertrude to take Charles and cousin Ida
Carlton with her as she joined her husband on the
trip to Europe to settle Frank in art school at the
Académie Julian in Paris. Then there is the matter of
Gertrude reluctantly enduring the birth of an appar-
ently unwanted Charles (nor the eagerly awaited
daughter!), to whom she offhandedly gave the. name of
her physician.* Nevertheless, she certainly enjoyed the
good life in Chicago with a large house, servants, a
coach and horses, and private schools for Frank and
Lester that B.F, with his substantial income, provided,
If one ignores for a moment the Norris children as he
here recalls the story of The Piz, Laura Jadwin’s expe-
rience of the same kind during the early years of her
marriage quickly suggests itself as the appropriate
analogue. ;

Berjamin Franklin Norris Sr, the son of Josiah
and Lois Colton Norris, was born on a farm in Michi-
gan on 10 January 1836 and married the youngest
daughter of Samuel Wales Doggett (9 July 1800-27 Au-
gust 1872) and Harriet Wotten Doggett (2 April 1804-7
February 1892) in a ceremony performed in Chicago
by the Rev. Robert Collyer on 27 May 1867° What
Franklin Walker termed “the undercurrents” which
brought on “the crisis” in the marriage most proba bly
did not dramatically manifest themselves during the
Chicago years® As with the hero of The Pi,
Jadwin, contentment and a desire to please his
were stronger then than later. Or, so one might
from the words of a family witness to B.F. Nop
fability and generous nature prior to the move to
Francisco. Gertrude’s mother left behind 2 tellins
timony to what her son-in-law was like
“undercurrents” took his life in a

The widowed Mrs. Doggett was
Gertrude, Frank (12 172), (<
glln‘aost two) when she

uction for BF. on 1 F
in San I
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spected him. I need not assure you my beloved boy
how rejoiced would be your dear mother and your
sister Gertrude if you could be induced to return
with Mr. Norris to Chicago if only for a brief visit.
Blessed indeed would I be if I could but once more
see and embrace my first born *ere I go hence and am
no more.

Ever your loving Mother

[?] Doggett

The years Harriet Doggett spent with the “devoted”
and “‘affectionate” B.F. Norris would have allowed
her ample opportunity to note anything of the aber-
rant in his nature. If she did, it hardly shows in this
pacn to a paragon. But, as we know, problems did de-
velop at some time, and reference to the autobio-
graphical dimensions of The Pit aids little in the mat-
ter of fixing a date for burgeoning difficulties within
the family.

Charles’ recollections of B.F. Norris’s traits aid us
little in specifying the time at which the
“undercurrents” became stronger. But Charles, in fact,
does provide many more insights into his father’s id-
iosyncrasies than Frank ever did. He did so in a series
of unpublished letters which, from a much later van-
tage point, tell a different and more negative tale than
that offered earlier by Mrs. Doggett. Further, letters
to Charles from his wife-to-be offer even more data,
particularly regarding Gertrude whose contributory
role in the marriage debacle more than once suggests
itself and mitigates somewhat the onus that B.F. has
long shouldered®

In a 25 October 1908 letter to his fiancée, Kath-
leen Thompson (later the best-selling novelist Kath-
leen Norris, 1879-1966), Charles points to at least one of
the sore points in his parents’ marriage. Amidst the
candor of his own confessions of personal shortcom-
ings, he declares: “I told her [Patricia, Charles’s for-
mer fiancée] how jealous I was and how my father
and brother were also, that it was a family trate [sic]”
It is not the only time in their correspondence that he
makes this point and thus glosses the possessiveness
of B.JF. which prompted resentment regarding
Gertrude’s personal enthusiasms.

Kathleen soon found that Gertrude could be as
candid as her son. What was revealed to her in an in-
timate conversation with Gertrude became the sub-
stance of her 17 November 1908 letter to Charles, and

it allows the first opportunity to note that there were,

indeed, problems shortly before the family’s departure
from Chicago: % :

And do you know your mother told me all about
. trouble

your father,—the beginning of his nervous ! :
~and your coming out here, and Ida [Carl and
his trip, and all—terrible, terrible . It :
sick to look at her, stately and ha

think of her husband, after 27 .

“lying down

manly honor, for Gertrude and/or Charles seem to
have convinced Kathleen that BF. had indeed '
generous to the Doggetts. But, Kathleen’s reference to
“'his nervous trouble” dating back to the early 1880s
in Chicago is a provocative new datum taking us be-
yond the long established fact of his physical problem,
the congenital lameness seen as explaining hmﬂd
trip to San Francisco before he settled his family
there Trouble with “nerves” of course, suggests
more than a physical disability. Further, Kathleen’s
description of his death as the “pitiful end for a fine
man” is also a suggestive new notion; and, as will be
seen below, the newspaper account of his demise was
not the stuff of which the conclusions of sentimental
romances are made.

While registering (in his 2 and 4 December 1908
responses to Kathleen) a real pleasure over his
mother’s sharing of her intimate life with his fiancée,
Charles discloses (along with unspecified accusations
about his father’s “terrible” and ‘“‘sickening” behav-
ior) more information about the nature of his fa-
ther’s—and his own—*jealousy.”” On 2 December 1908,
he offers an ennobled response to Kathleen’s descrip-
tion of her growing closeness with his mother: “I love
to hear of mother talking to you so intimately about
her life and about my father. It is proof positive to
me of how she has learned to love you. God bless you
both.” Two days later, however, Charles frankly elab-
orates on his earlier admission of the Norris male
trait of jealousy, which evidently included his father’s
continued frustrations over one of Gertrude’s most
avid expressions of her artistic side: “Frankly, dear-
est,—it’s not a very pleasing thought to me to think of
all the fun you will have—without me . . . perhaps it
is a teeny-wee bit a feeling of jealousy. I admit I am
ashamed to admit that. My father used to be jealous of
the books my mother enjoyed—which he did not un-
derstand or appreciate. . . .’

The portrait of BF. Norris becomes increasin gly
complex, with Charles next stressing his father’s
siderate nature vis-a-vis Gertrude in his 9 Dec
1908 letter to Kathleen: “I don’t mind te
secret. It is a watchword—an open sesan
can never-never acquire it. Ask mother if
27 years of her happy married
considerate. Oh—and / have what
had.l_knowﬂ.li.lmmk;at A

later (6 January
of his paren:




to be characters, your mother loves to tell me that
your father promised that she could go on without
[sic] her theatrical career, before they were married
and did not for an instant think of keeping his word.”
Perhaps feeling she has gone too far in her disclosure
of Gertrude's confidences, Kathleen adds “Tm writ-
ing a little recklessly, an [sic] will regret this. You
know your mother so well that you know how little
importance to place on it Don’t if you love me, men-
tion a word of it to her....” In his 2 March 1909 let-
ter to Kathleen, Charles (perhaps with the assumption
of some twenty-seven-year olds that anyone over
sixty-five is ancient) continues his litany of the un-
happiness in his mother’s life, unhappiness prompted
by the premature deaths of her infant girls, of her fa-
vorite son, of her next favorite, Frank, and the deser-
tion by her husband: “she has but a few years yet to
live . .. and after all the suffering she’s been through,
isn’t it a wonder that she isn’t a tongue lashing, bitter,
cruel, unloving distrusting shrew? Lord, I'd hate and
distrust and abuse everyonme if I had gome through
what she has. So be generous, dear,—you can afford to
be™ The exhortation was timely since, as Charles let-
ter was making its way to Kathleen, she was experi-
encing the latest of many complications in her rela-
tionship with Gertrude.”

Kathleen stood five feet nine and a half inches
and weighed approximately two hundred pounds. On 3
March 1909, she wrote this to Charles: “One day
[Gertrude) asks me if I think 1 will like wheeling 2
perambulator through the streets of New York, and
the next reminds me that no men really like large
women! And perhaps the third day she will be abso-
lutely charming as she well knows how to be” That
Gertrude’s unnerving bitterness and displaced aggres-
sion over BE’s desertion continued to spew forth in
her conversations with Kathleen is evident in Kath-
leen’s hurt response to her future mother-in-law’s
verbal cruelty. In a 12 April 1909 letter to Charles,
written less than three weeks before their marriage,
she complains that she “can’t help getting hot and
sick and frightened when [Gertrude] talks about men
and their hideous inconsideration and babies and hot
weather and a small income over and over and over!
She says repeatedly that she would not do it—and in-
deed she wouldn’t”

“We now know what Mrs. Doggett thought about
her model son-in-law. It is guite unfortunate that she
hftmsnchrecordabonthcrdanghterwhenin

Some twenty years later, in a 1930 interview with
Walker, Charles was to give a fuller mdﬂ

hereafter”’ On p. 9 appeared the obituary:

been issued for

W

N AT (o

i

Charles, when B.F. died his money went to his secong |
wife, Belle; but that is hardly an anomaly, M
in light of Gertrude’s response to the divorce ang |
Frank's sang froid attitude toward BF. .

BF, then, now seems less of a puzzle thay g}
formerly, and the relationship with Gertrude itself
seems even more of one. To return to The Pit, how
much was the far-from-faultless Laura Dearbom
Jadwin like Gertrude? Why, exactly, did B.F. become
less affectionate, the way that Curtis Jadwin did? The
Pir does not offer a clear explanation for the death of
Curtis’s ardor, prior to his turning to speculation for
new stimulations. As the novel allows one only
inferences in .this regard, so the biographical data
examined here satisfies in a way that whets one’s
appetite for yet more information. .

By way of a coda, there are some “final” details
that can now be offered. As was noted by Kathleen,
the death of the husband of Belle Norris less than a
decade after the divorce could be viewed as a
«pitiful” end, despite the posh setting in which it oc-
curred, the Hotel Lexington.” The following, hitherto
unnoted items concerning his end appeared in the
Chicago Tribune. The first was the terse death notice, 29
October 1900, p. 5: “NORRIS—Benjamin F. Norris at
the Lexington Hotel in his 65th year. Funeral notice

OLDEST JEWELER IN CITY DIES
Benjamin F. Norris, Head of Wholesale
Firm, Expires at Lexington
After Brief Illness

Benjamin F. Norris of the wholesale jewelry firm,
B.F. Norris, Alister & Co, 103 State Street, died at the '
Lexington Hotel yesterday afternoon. Death was
caused by kidney trouble, from which - g
suffering for two weeks. The funeral
from the hotel on Thursday. Burial will
jand. Mr. Norris was the oldest man ir
business in Chicago, coming here to
%3%861. He was born near Grand Rapids

The next day, 30 Octobex'
published in the Tribune
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2(GGertrude’s role was listed in the
¢ that month in the Chicago Tribune.

advertisements

appearin
’ 3gee the Charles and Kathleen Norris correspon-
. dence quoted below.
‘Kathleen Norris, Family Gathering (Garden City,
Y Doubleday & Company, Inc, 1959), p- 74. Al-
though Carlton Booth Norris is the name on Charles
Gilman Norris’s birth certificate, Gertrude’s attending
ph}-sician was Charles Gilman Smith.

SThese and other details of the kind are derived
from the Norris family Bible, now in 2 private collec-
tion.

$grank Norris: A Biography (New York: Doubleday,
Doran and Co, 1932), p. 86.

"William Dawson recently donated this letter to
the Bancroft Library. The letters by Charles Norris
and Kathleen Thompson quoted below are also in the
Bancroft Library. I am indebted to James D. Hart, Di-
rector, and the Norris family for permission to quote
from them. I also thank Trey Philpotts for assistance
with the research for this essay.

8 F . . .
Charles was serving as an editor for American
Magazine and Kathleen was 2 journalist in San Fran-

A Aletro-Goldivyn Picture.

NOW HE WaS A FULL-FLEDGED DENTIST.

& Dunlap “Photoplay Edition”
McElrath, Jr. s i

cisco. They exchanged daily
Septeml

across

sagement from

corted Kathleen

1909, New York City we din

that
«pervous trouble’” is more evidence supporting £
claim of Frank’s widow Jeannette Black Norris in 2
1930 interview with Walker (Franklin Walker Collee-
tion, Bancroft Library) She related that “manj)
characteristics of his [Frank’s] father” are “in J

of The Pit”” The interview with Charles, cited below, is
also in the Walker Collection.

g athleen’s letters to Charles throughout
engagement register her ambivalent attitude tow
Gertrude. Gertrude’s radical shifts from disarming
generosity to unreasonable perversity provoked Kath-
leen’s adoration and love one day and tearful chagrin
and bitter resentment the next.

vy his The Tale of Chicago (New York G.F. Put-
nam’s Sons, 1933, p. 234), Edgar Lee Masters describes
the Lexington as the hotel President Cleveland
“stopped at ... when he came to the Fair . ... it was
rapidly filled with the elite of the neighborhood who
began to leave their residences for hotel life, as the
era of the apartment building became increasingly the
means of a less burdensome manner of existence.”

This datum

o

shorr
tocix

rds

MeTeague-t'hotoplay tetle ™ Greed.”

Like many another element in McT(e;ague the fabul olar
from Greed in the version released in 1924. This still waSO::prGo%x:::dh‘; th m
e

of McTeague (1924). From the Collection of Joseph R

-




Naturalism in the Cinema: Erich von Stroheim’s
Reading of McTeague

Mary Lawlor

New York University

Erich von Stroheim used to claim that his first
reading of McTeague was the experience that initiated
his desire to become 2 film-maker.! During the shoot-
ing of Greed in 1923, he told the critic Edwin Shallert,
“It has always been my determination to produce the
story exactly as it was written”.? His work was, in his
own estimation, not only to render a faithful transla-
tion of the novel, but to provide an authentic account
of human behavior as he found it Later, in talking
about his intentions for this and other films, von
Stroheim asserted in terms very like Norris’s own
claims for naturalist fiction, “I was going to film sto-
ries which would be life-like to the Nth degree. I in-
tended to show men and women as they are all over
the world . . . their good and bad qualities, their noble
... and their vicious, mean and greedy sides”.

Documentary intentions like these are appropri-
ate enough for a naturalist project, and for the visual
realism that von Stroheim was trying to emphasize
with the camera But there is something excessive
about his expressed fidelity to Norris, just as there is
in his voyeuristic probe for the real in Greed. Perhaps
the necessary anxieties of adaptation, like those of
transiation—of being simultaneously faithful and dif-
ferent—explain to some degree these rather obsessive-
sounding declarations. Von Stroheim’s wish to dupli-
cate McTeague precisely on film, and the identification
of his work with Norrisean naturalism, indicate dis-
tinctly enough the influence that the author had on
him. Other statements of artistic concern match even
more precisely those of Norris. For example, in von
Stroheim’s 1919 The Devil's Pass Key, the protagonist’s
publisher charges, “You must write of life as it
is—real drama is all around you—being played on the
streets of Paris now—That is what we want?” The dis-
tinction, however problematic, between “life” and
“literature” in Norris’s call to potential writers in
“An Opportunity for Novelists” can be heard in the
publisher’s charge, which, according to von Stroheim’s
most recent and comprehensive biographer, Richard
Koszarski, “summarizes what we may take as von
Stroheim’s artistic credo.””*

' 15
£

representation of anything by anyone meant that the
source first had to be made real in order to be 3.
on the screen—among other ways, by being manj.
fested in the director’s life and in his declarations of
intention. Such an ideal of inseparable attachment of
art to life in a construction of the kind means, of .
course, that the notion of realism would always be
questionable. The “real” is thus at least as man-made,
as much an artifice experientially induced, as it is re-
lated to naturally occurring phenomena. That the
“real” in question was largely defined by a represen-
tation found in an 1899 novel further complicates the
situation. And yet, directors like von Stroheim would
insist upon their ability to generate a faithful embod-
iment of the true condition of things. :

In 1912, three years after his arrival in the United
States from Vienna, von Stroheim—as Koszarsk.i pu}g
it—“found himself . . . stranded in San Francisco.
The New York garment company which he repre-
sented had suddenly gone out of business, and Von
Stroheim, took a job at an inn on Mount Tamalpais
where he met his first wife, Margaret. Knox. The mar-
riage ended after one year, troubled by disputes over
money and by von Stroheim’s fits of depression,
drinking, and violence. Across the bay, Margaret’s
mother, a respected Oakland doctor, nourished her
disapproval of von Stroheim as her daughter’s rela-
tionship - with him grew worse. Finally, after being
beaten by her husband almost as badly as Trina is by
McTeague, Margaret divorced him.

Shortly thereafter, von Stroheim took a job as
guide and lifeguard for a tourist business in the
Sierra Nevada, at Lake Tahoe. Koszarski represents
this episode as an opportunity for von Stroheim to re
treat from the disasters of his life in the city, and
recuperate in the anonymity of the wilderness.
analogy to McTeague’s experience contint
subsequent departure from the Sierra ry
south; but, rather than to the Owens Valiey,
heim headed for Los Angeles, where | ‘
first play and began his career in film.

Greed, shot in 1923 and re!
fiitrlz film. It followed a series
stories set in opulent, often




still have to be shown in two separate screenings. The

other. Von Stroheim managed to reopen the Big Dip- negative was finally handed over to studio editors

i ] i d it was
i d ervone—camera and light crews anyway, just as von Stroheim hgd feared; an
e then it reduced to the ten-reel version available today.

their limits, and made them authentically hate each

: o0 down three thousand feet 10 shoot the to
15921;;: t:rginigng sequences.’ Koszarski writes that the cutter, Jmegh Farnham, was
. " Von Stroheim’s identification with Norris is evi- one of the studio’s most important title writers, :ﬂd
his skill in this respect was mightily exercised: “As

dent in these complicated maneuvers, as in his pre-
sumption tohspcak for ‘tlhe author in tlhc ddeugn of tl:e
2 Later he wrote, “I was given plein de pouvoir to A
21:1; the picture as the author might have wanted it”; Thus the film we see is only a _serieai of irge-
‘and he complained that these terms of artistic free- ments from von Stroheim’s composition. vetli x
dom soon changed. As it turned out, Louis Mayer and many a.wkward txtles’ added by the studio cntct:til,ed :in
Irving Thalberg of Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer “did not something of a hybrid, what would later be
care a hoop about what the author or I . . . had film studies a consequence. of auwterism and a Holly-
wanted””* wood studio sensibility. These facts overshadow many
A properly credited epigraph from Norris’s essay, studies of Greed; and indeed the missing parts, once
«The True Reward of the Novelist,” opens the film, one knows of them, do have a way of mystifying what
stating the credo von Stroheim embraced: we see, rendering it a series of the remnants, coated
in nostalgia, of a once grand, excessive work. Rumors
I never truckled; I never took off the hat to fashion of the lost negative periodically circulate. Herman
and held it out for pennies. By God, I told them the Weinberg’s foreword to The Complete Greed lists 2 few
truth. They liked it or they didn’t like it. What had of them, like the curious story of a group of cineastes

von Stroheim had feared, he lopped out hnge"%hnuh
of action and tried to plug the gaps with titles”.

that to do with me? I told them the truth. I knew it who meet somewhere in the jungles of South America
for the truth then, an I know it for the truth now. each New Year’s Eve to watch a well-guarded print of
. the original. Concerning this and similarly extravagant
The same passage appears in von Stroheim’s reports, Weinberg writes:
foreword to Peter Noble’s 1972 Hollywood Scapegoat:
The Biography of Erich von Stroheim, with minor One thing these rumors all had in common, of course,
alterations and no credit to Norris!® The impression was the exasperating fact that attempts to track them
created, that it is von Stroheim’s own statement, blurs down invariably ended in a cul de sac, a blind alley ...
the influence in a way that suggests at once utter [they were] no more than chimeras, wishful fillments,
fidelity to Norris—in the sense that von Stroheim impossible and wonderfully foolish fancies.”
speaks Norris’s words without declaring a difference 3
‘ between the two voices—and plain theft The On the other hand, the’se fans of Greed have much
simultaneous acts of love and violation in this citation in common with its creator and with scholars. The
are symptomatic of the necessarily playful fidelity lurking wish implicit in much von Stroheim criticism
that operates throughout the adaptation, a quality that is to recover the now-lost original negative, if only via
renders it, in Harold Bloom’s sense, “strong.” And yet, comparison of the patchwork studio version agaim e
von Stroheim eventually found that a commercially the fuller version suggested by the shooting script and
viable film would not allow the telling of the whole surviving stills related to out-takes. The quest
“truth” as perceived by Norris and himself. von Stroheim’s own impulse to reconstitute !

Koszarski tells us that the bulky screemplay novel, in the cinematic medium. Further,
which guided the painstaking adaptation of the novel tor’s work—like that performed by those 3
resulted, after nearly seven months of shooting, in the Ur-Greed—appropriately restates
446103 feet of negative. Von Stroheim had completed get at and infuse into McTeague as
a rough edit by early 1924 which was shown in Holly- “life” itself, a quantity and quality
wood to a small group of critics and journalists. It Norris and von Strohein ﬁw
was, according to viewers, somewhere between forty-  aesthetic merit. ‘ ”
two and forty-five reels long, which took about nine i
hours to screen. The exhausted audience appreciated
the 'director’s artistry but was baffled about prospects
for distribution and marketing. The film had to be
drastically cut, but the hypersensitive von Stroheim
would have to be convinced of this™ Finally, he 2

By March of 1924, von Stroheim had cut it
in half, to twenty-two reels. In the following
the Goldwyn Company::zg produced the




ense lies in this narrative structure: the angling and
;asccd repetitions that function with the rhythm of

session.
" Von Stroheim’s camera, on the other hand, re-

lieves the pressure of McTeague’s pcr;pcctive in the
novel and distributes it among the various characters.
His technique results in a more traditionally omni-
scient perspective, where the camera, as narrator,
records all of their actions like an all-seeing witness
to their foolishness. The absence in the film .of
McTeague’s narrow-scope vision deflates the obsessive
looking that expresses the hero’s desire in the novel;
the film replaces it with a general desire on the part
of the camera to look, and to see everything in the
physical environment and everything in the cornmers of
character normally hidden in early cinema —and not
rendered so visible in McTeague.

As Barbara Hochman suggests in The Art of Frank
Norris, Story—TeIIer,“ Norris’s narrator speaks in an ex-
planatory voice at points, discursively accounting for
present conditions by reference to the chemistries of
the genetic inheritances and the past environmental
shapings of the characters; but in a larger sense, the
novel’s movement can be understood as experimental
in its resistance to overt, logical explanations of char-
acter and event in terms of cause and effect. Its de-
sign appears in this way to match the sluggish rhythm
of McTeague’s understanding.

Von Stroheim’s glosses of such determinants, like
his massive collages of detail in the camera’s generous
scan, are elaborated in a full visual drama. From the
opening at the Big Dipper Mine on, we witness the
behavior of figures clearly presented as sources of
McTeague’'s own character: Norris only briefly relates
that McTeague’s largely undescribed mother had
dreams for her son; von Stroheim fully visualizes the
perfectly self-sacrificing mother whose only delight in
a hard life is her sole offspring, and he even provides
footage in which her success-fantasy for her boy “is
enacted. The repeated visualization of Marcus’s rage
over the loss of the money won by Trina magnifies
extravagantly the representation of the same in the
novel. Also, as Leger Grindon has observed, von Stro-
heim amplifies the sexual investment of objects and

the displacement of their social functions for psychic
ones;” the 1920s, Freudian significations so generally
available in Greed thus contribute to the film’s will-
ingness to account for things in a manner that the
novel rather resists.

The barn doors and irises that serve as editorial
devices in the movement from sequence to sequence

in the film again emphasize S
b i 'Wéf?‘lﬂu logic like. o

seties of

ack in time as he takes us forward to the mog.
::n?st sensibility, establishing his own signature after
first acknowledging Norris’s. Like the miner mtcm'
for the mother lode, and Norris for the nuggets of
truth and their faithful depiction, von Stroheim’s
plays in his film between receptivity to “what jg
ection, between fidelity to

there” and interpretive proj . :
the real and violation of the same in his desire to be

naturalistic and true to his sources.

Notes:
'Herman Weinberg, Saint Cinema:

1929-1970, rev. ed. (New York: F. Ungar,

2Richard Koszarski, The Man You Loved to Hate: The
Biography of Erich von Stroheim (New York: Oxford

University Press, 1983), p- 117.

SFinler, Joel, ed. Greed: A Film by Erich von Stroheim
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1972), p. 7.
" *Roszarski, p. 62

SKoszarski, p. 7.

SFinler, p. 29.

"Koszarski, pp. 138-40.

*Finler, p. 28

SWorld’s Work, 2 (October, 1901), 1337-39.

(New York: Arno Press, 1972), p. Xiii.

"Koszarski, pp. 14041 ; _

K oszarski, p. 144. s

BWeinberg, The Complete Greed of Erich von Stro-
heim (New York: EP. Dutton, 1973), pp. i-ii. = 5

¥(Columbia: University of Missouri Press,
~ ““From Word to Image: Displaces )
ing in Greed,” paper delivered at f
University Comparative Literature
ence, January, 1988

Writings on Film
1980), p. 114.
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“There is not a word of truth in my wife"s alle-
ations, as telegraphed from San F{ancisc.o,” said B.F.
Norris of the firm of B.JF. Norris, Allister & Cq,
wholesale jewelers, at 113 and 115 State street, this

ing.

.'mom“l gdon’t care to go into details in the matter, but
my wife deserted me and, wishing a quiet and peace-
able separation, I offered to give her all my property
in San Francisco, which is worth over $100,000. I re-
ceived a telegram yesterday saying that Mrs. Norris
had obtained an injunction restraining me from dis-
posing of my property in San Francisco. That is all I
xnow of the present status of the case, except what
has been published in the papers.

«“Mrs. Norris had better have accepted my offer,
for she will hardly secure as much through the courts.
My attorney, Mr. Hardy, is now in California, looking
after the case”

Reflexive Revision in Frank Norris’s
McTeague and A Man's Woman
Craig S. Abbott

Northern Illinois University

After being used for one or more printings, the
plates for Frank Norris’s McTeague (1899) and A Man's
Woman (1900) were altered to excise passages offensive
to genteel sensibility and to substitute for them
passages less offensive. In each case, Norris’s revisions
are reflexive. They allude to the physical constraints
within which they were made and, in the case of
McTeague, to the sense of offended gentility with

_ which the novel had been received.

Joseph Katz and John Manning have yointed out
Norris’s skill in executing the revisions. For both
novels, Norris had to produce substitute passages that
could be fitted precisely within the already existing

plates. The fit had to be not only thematic but physi-

cal. Norris’s success i accomplishing the revision, ac-
cording to Katz and Manning, “should increase still
more respect for Norris’s professional abilities”” What
has not been noted is that Norris, himself working
within a confined bibliotextual space, devised substi-
tute passages that refer to characters at work in lim-
ited space.

In McTeague Norris revised the Orpheum Theatre

Street (“‘a master of his profession™) can make no slip
that would leave an “opened chink or cranny” iato
which death could “thrust his lean finger™ As he was
revising, Norris himself had to be concerned that no
chink appear between revised and unrevised portions
of the plates. If in McTeague Norris implicitly con-
trasts McTeague's awkwardness in working within a
limited space to his own skill, in A Man's Woman he
identifies his skill with that of the surgeon. And this.
identification is further strengthened by the sentences
that coincidentally mark the beginning and ending of
both the surgical and textual operation: “Promptly the
operation was begun” and “Then abruptly the opera-
tion was over:’ :

The revision in McTeague may also allude to its

N,

before he used them to manufacture the English
printing of the novel. Thus, they conclude, “it was
English ‘skittishness,’ not American prudery, that re- _
sulted in one of the most famous examples of bowd-
lerization in the late nineteenth century.”® Yet Norris 5
could not have been unaware of the sense of
gentility with which American reviewers received
novel In this reception as well as in the English pub-
lisher’s request for revision, there is already an irony, |
since large chunks of the novel, including the Or-
pheum Theatre episode, satirize the lower<lasses’ as-
pirations to gentility. In accomplishing his revision,
Norris compounded the irony by having McTeag
engage in an activity analogous to his o
both McTeague and Norris are working in
space, so are they both seeking to recover g
McTeague is, in the passage substituted for ti
wetting, searching for his hat, which the n
lishes as one of the signs of Mc
the genteel In the course of the
rise and fall of fortune is :

from hat to high silk
the hat in the revised

:

episode to replace August Sieppe’s pants-wetting and i

two passages in which squirming and complaint
ald the incontinence. In place of th
Norris substituted McTeague’s em




passages in footmotes (pp. 5081

“The Bowdlerization of McTeague” American Lir-
aratwre, QL \1%\‘\ LS

Ta “A Story of San Francisco™ New York Times
Setwrday Review @f Books amd Art, 11 March 1899, p. 150,
one reviewer complained that the theatre episode in-
troduces “details that are purely vulgar” For the re-
ception of the novel, see also Jesse S. Crisler and
Joseph R. McElrath, Jr, Frank Norris: A Reference Guide
(Bostom: G. K. Hall & Co, 1974) and Frank Norris: The
Oraioad Reception, od. McElrath and Katherine Knight
(New York: Burt Franklin & Co. Inc. 1981}

o “A Trace of Scandal in Norris's Revision of
McTeagua” Exglish Language Notes, 25 (1988), 68-72, Hugh
J. Dawson suggests that Norris's failure to remove one
passage im which August's pants-wetting is foreshad-
owed may represeat “a defiant taunt directed at those
who had insisted the book be purged” It could also
be viewed as Norris's authorial incontinence, a bit of
valgarity that could not be restrained.

Current Publications Update
Thamas K. Dean
University @f lowa

Presented here is a fifth instaliment designed to
complement Framt Norris A Reference Guide {1974). The
arrangement of items is chronological and alphabeti-
¢al within years Please forward new and omitted
items to Thomas K. Dean.

impressed by Norris's The Ocropus—aot surprisingly
simhehdheu&enodeltorthepoetl’rsley.
Filler also gives a brief description of a poetry con-
¥ Markham's friend, John Vance Cheney:
Collis P. Huntington had established a competition for
the best poetical response to “The Man with a Hoe™

Graham, Don. “Remembering the Alamo: The Story of

the Texas Revolution in Popular Culture,” Southwes.
ern Historical Quarterly, 89 (1985), 35-66. Negates Norris'y
claim in “A Neglected Epic” that the uog-‘g)! the
Alamo had been neglected in literature (see

Lo d
Meldrum, Barbara Howard. Under the Sun: Myth and a..‘
alism in Western American Literature. Troy, N.Y: Whitson '
Publishing Company, 1985, p. 26, passim. “In his por-
trayal of the artist Presley in The Octopus, Norris
caught the immensity of the western imagination and
mythical consciousness.”

Dijkstra, Bram. Idols of Perversity. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1986, pp. 367-69. In this extensively il-
lustrated study of late 19th-century images of women

as sometimes predatory creatures, “Dracula’s daugh-
ters” derive from the male a power they do not natu-
rally possess. The material symbol of male potency is
gold—and thus Norris’s characterizations and the-
matic exposition in McTeague. Rather than perform in-
spirational and nurturing roles, Trina becomes the
cause of McTeague’s downfall as she ‘attempts to ab-
sorb his male force and then turns to gold as the
more fully obtainable manifestation of maleness;
McTeague recovers manhood and power when he kills
Trina and steals her gold. The Maria-Zerkow relation- i
ship is interpreted in like terms. Cited are several
paintings in which gold, rather than a male, is a stim-

ulus of sexual ecstasy. . i ;

Wyatt, David. The Fall into Eden: Landscape and
nation in California. Cambridge: Cambridge 1
Press, 1986, pp. 96-123. In a chapter
and the Vertical,” Wyatt discusses
landscape as symbol rather than
ages of an isolated vertical figure
horizontal space recur in N
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early writing career. Includes some detail:r. of her en-
agement and marriage to Charles Norris, but only
brief mentions of Frank.

A\ Houston, James D. “The Far West: Introduction.” In A
.f Literary History of the American West. Ed. J. Golden Tay-
lor, et al Fort Worth: Texas Christian University
Press, 1987, pp. 326338 Briefly describes The Octopus in
terms of its portrayal of historical events and its rela-
tjonship to other Western literature (see pp. 330-331)

LaPresto, Brigitte Loos. “Agricultural Promise and
Disillusionment in the California Novel: Frank Norris,
John Steinbeck, Raymond Barrio,” Dissertation Abstracts
International, 48 (1987), 1455-A. In The Octopus, both the
ranchers and the railroad derive only wealth from the
land, not spiritual nourishment which is possible only
in a romantic, illusionary world. Thus the California
Dream of the Land (rich harvests, self-sufficiency, and
landownership) is only partially fulfilled.

Lee, Brian. “Realism and Naturalism: Howells, Crane,
Norris, Dreiser,” American Fiction: 1865-1940. Longman's
Literature in English Series. London and New York:
Longman, 1987, pp. 4348, 287-88, passim. Appreciative
description of Norris's major novels, citing examples
of Norris's strengths as a descriptive writer and his
weaknessess in logic and sentimentality. The “Norris™
interpretive summary is followed by a brief biograph-
ical sketch and list of books about Norris.

Coolidge, John S. “Lewis E. Gates" In American Liter-

ary Critics and Scholars, 1880-1900, volume 71 of Dictio-

.‘\ nary of Literary Biography. Ed. John W. Rathbun and

) Monica M. Grecu. Detroit: Gale Research Company,

1988, 82-86. Calling for a ‘“renovating imaginative real-

ism,” the mentor of Norris and chief American apolo-

gist for the impressionist school of criticism as soci-

ated with Pater “‘must have recognized McTeague as

exemplifying the kind of romantic realism he was
calling for.”

Crisler, Jesse S. “Norris’s ‘Library’,” Frank Norris
Studies, No. 5 (Spring, 1988), pp. 1-1L. An annotated list
of books that belonged to Frank, Jeannette, and other
Norris family members.

Crow, Charles L. “Frank Norris’s San J. " The
Californians, 6, No. 4 (July-August, 1988),
Norris was not native to the San Joaquin as
later Valley writers, The Octopus is nevertheless
beginning of the Valley's literary tradition.
plores the historical background of
epic scope. ‘

not eliminate all indications of the pants-wetting situ-
ation.

Hochman, Barbara. The Art of Frank Norris, ' %
Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1988 Norris is
concerned with the vulnerability of a self “struggling
for a measure of equilibrium within the relentless
flow of internal and external pressures.”

helpless in the face of change, loss, and human contact
try to respond constructively to experience thrcngh
“the stabilizing power of memory, language, and art

Lawson, Benjamin S. “The Presence of Joaquin Miller
in The Octopus,” Frank Norris Studies, No. (Autumn,
1988), pp. 1-3 Miller is not only a character in The Oc-
topus; rather, “the novel itself is partly a commentary
on his career”’ In the characterization of Presley,
Norris portrays a Miller given to literary romanticism
“who may some day mature into a Frank Norris.”

Massa, Ann. “Walter Hines Page.” In American Literary
Critics and Scholars, 1880-1900, volume 71 of Dictionary
of Literary Biograpky. Ed. John W. Rathbun and Monica
M. Grecu. Detroit: Gale Research Company, 1988, 180-
86. Several times refers to the probable positive effect
of Page's literary values upon progressive writers
such as Norris. “He felt that Norris covered the
panorama of American life more fully and more ac-
curately than anyone else and that, importantly, Nor-
ris gave due weight to economic matters.”

McElrath, Joseph R, Jr. Frank Norris and The Wave: A o
Bibliograpky. New York and London: Garland Publish-
ing, Inc, 1988 Defines the canon of Norris’s Wave pub-
lications, listing 165 pieces as his and de
nger five hundred items previously iden
orris. ,

—— “Frank Norris's ‘Metropolitan 1
Norris Studies, No. 6 (Autumn, 1988),
for the first time the 1897 Wave



A Man's Woman

sation The only sounds were an occasional sigh
from the patient, 2 direction given in 3 Jow tone,
and, at intervals, the click of the knives and scalpel.
From ide the window came the persi chirp-
ing of 2 band of sparrows.
Street located the head of the thigh-bone with his
fingers and abruptly thrust in the knife, describing
Sayre's cut, going down to the bone jtself. Farn-
ham terned back the flap made by the semicircular
incision, and with 2 large, broad-bladed, blunt-
edged knife, slightly curved upon the fiat, pulled
the soft tissues to one side. Street, without looking
away from the incision, held the knife from him, and
Liloyd took it and 12id it on the table with her left
kand, at the same time passing the bistoury to him
with her right.  With the bistoury the surgeon, in
half 2 dozen strokes, separated the surroundimg in-
teguments from the diseased head of the bone.  Bat
by this time the wound was full of blood. Street
drew back, and Lioyd washed it clear with one of
the gauze sponges, throwing the sponge in the pail
under the table immediately afterward. When the
operation was resumed the surgeon went into the
incision again, but this time with the instrument
calied the periosteal elevator, pecling off the perios-
teum,and 2l the muscles with it.from the bone itsell
Mceanwhile Liord had gone to the foot of the table
and had laid hold of the patient’s leg just above the
knee, clasping it with both her hands. Dr. Street
nodded to her, signifying that he was readr, and
Lloyd, exerting her strength, pulied down mnon the
leg. at the same time turning it ontward. The hip-
joint dislocated ecasily, the head of the bone pro-
&

A Man's Woman

truding. While Lloyd held the leg in place Farn-
ham put a towel under this protruding head, and the
surgeon, with 3 chain-saw, cut it away in a few
strokes. And that was all—the joint was exsected.

The nurse and surg cased their p im-
mediately, drawing long breaths. They began
upon P and Lioyd,

*“ Yes, yes, I sce, of course,” assented Lioyd.

Lioyd carried Hattic back to the bed in the next
. mess, and Lloyd began to regard her once moreasa

human being. During the operation she had for-
gotten the very existence of Hattie Campbell, 2
atle girl she knew. She had only seem 2 bit of

‘mechanism out of order and in the hands of 2 re-

A Man's Woman

of his He had arrived there in that com-
monplace little room, with its commonplace acces-
sories, its ddenl; d 5o triv-

A Man's Woman
on 2 hotel piazza gazing with monolithic cheerful-

ness at this grim business. this struggle of the two:

world forces, this erisis in a Tife.
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