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In one of his essays about Hemingway, Ph:  ip Young
cites the following dialogue from "Indian Camp" where the
young Nick and his father discuss deal’ :

"Why did he kill himself, Daddy?2"
"T don't know, Nick. He couldn't stand
things, I guess."

"Do many men kill themselves, Daddy?"

"Not very many Nick

They were seated in the boat, Nick in the st ¢n,

his father rowing . . . In the early morning on

the lake sitting in the stern of the boat with
his father rowing, he lt quite st 2 1 he

would never die.

(Young 147)

"Indian Camp" is that famous story from In Ov~ Time (1925)
where Nick's father performs a Caesarean section with a
jackkni : without anesthetic on an Indian sgquaw. The squaw
has been in labor two days; and her husband, laid up with a
foot injury and confined to the upper bunk, has had to listen
to her screams. After the birth Dr. Adams climbs up the

bunk to congratulate the father only to find that he has

slit his throat. 1In this < »>ry Nick, perhaps a boy of ten,
witnesses not only his first birth but his irst ":ath, and

afterwards he and his father talk about it. Young guotes

some of this dialogt ., but omits an important >ction.

The comp 2te excl > is:
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century and in so doing breaks away from the moral imperatives
of the Victorian age while demonstrating the possibility of
love's survival in the more realistic but nihilist twentieth
century.

The coaxial themes of love and friendship inform this
book in such subtle ways that they are easily overlooked,

1 though the  ar tl £« which motivate the characters'
behavior. In the case of Jake Barnes and Lady Brett Ashley,
they form the basis of their relationship. Too often this
relationship is laid waste by stereotypical thinking. The
cliché runs like this: Jake, unmanned in the war, is not
only physical” r but spiriti Lly :ent nd 7w L Lf
to be debased by Brett, that non-woman, that purely destruc-
tive force. Such critical abuse is understandable when we
realize that Brett is considered part of that long American
tradition of the dark-haired, bad woman. She must be termed
"promiscuous"” and a "nymphomaniac" if her sexual behavior is
to be explained at all. The mainspring of such a tradition
is that "nice girls don't do it." But we've already seen in
the short stories that Heminway refi :s to bind his female
characters to such strictures. His women do "do it," and
with relish.

Hemingway seems to take for granted that Brett is a
sexually active woman. And though he did not consciously set
out to create the New Woman, Heming y's Brett is a fine

example of one. Before examining I »tt's character in terms
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a wife nor a prostitute, it is fitting that sl emerge from
an environment alien to these two opposites; hence she
arrives with a group of homosexual men. Her mannishness 1is
thus established through this group, but since she quickly
leaves that group and bonds with Jake, we learn that her
inclinations are orthodox and acceptable. We know that she
is not a lesbian, and that ! r association with male homo-
sexuals, instead of being a detriment, enhances her Ettrac-
tiveness.

As soon as Brett and Jake begin talking, we realize
theirs is no conventional relationship. Their dialogue
bris = :s with familiarity. <.k 3 ¢ . "Why ar 1't you
tight?" and Brett answers by ordering a drink. The jabs
continue:

"Tt's a fine crowd you're with Brett."

"Aren't they lovely? And you, my dear,

Wher did you get it?"

(22)
The "it," of course, refers to Georgette. As this exchange
indicates, Brett and Jake share a public 1l¢ _1age (1 1ember
that Cohn is with them) that includes mild insult and sarcasm.
It is a language in which the indefinite pronouns need not be
identified. The verbal volley continues on the dance floor
and in the taxi, where, alone at last, Brett confesses to
Jake, "Oh, darling, I've been so miserable."
What we know so far about Brett  and ¢ 's relationship

is this. First, as the dialogue reveals, Jake and Brett are
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like crying about" (34). Though there is probably disgust
in his voice at this point, there is also resignation,
resignation that the woman he loves acts in such peculiar
and unstable ways.

The ability to listen, the capacity to care, are not
faculties bel 1ging to Jal alone. Brett is also tender and
solicitous in pr: 1 1 it iring her rond visit 1
Jake with Count Mippipopolous, when she sees that Jake is a
bit shaky, she sends the Count off to get champagne. As
Jake lies face down on the bed, Brett gently strokes his
head. "Poor old darling . . . Do you feel better, darling?
. . . Lie ,_ iet"™ (¢ ). Though her actions are kind and
genuine, Brett does not allow this moment to blunt the ti1 th.
When Jake, perhaps succumbing to her touch, to her motherly
devotion, asks, "Couldn't we live together, Brett? Couldn't
we just live together?" she answers the only way she knows
how: "I don't think so. I'd just tromper you with everybody.
You couldn’t stand it."

"I stand it now."

"vhat would be different. It's , fault, Jake.

It's the way I'm made."

(55)

When the Count returns with the champagne, all three go out
and _ake and Brett talk once mor in their public manner
until out on ttr danc floor. Brett, in the privacy of
Jake's arms, recites again what is fast becoming her litany:

"Oh, darling, I'm so miserable," 1 us closing Book I.
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hold on to their hatred of Cohn for too long. Bill says to
Jake:

"The funny thing is he's nice, too. I

like him. But he's just so awful."

"He can be damn nice."

"I know it. That's the ter:r ' le part."

(101)

This ssessment of Robert Cohn is so similar to Brett's
assessment of Mike, ("He's so damned nice and he's so awful,”
(243)), that the parallel should not be overlooked. Appearing
when tt ; do, these assessments frame the events at Pamplona.
Tt y remind 1 that fr ¢ nip holc Dboth e p om: of

betrayal as well as of forgiveness.

Carlos Baker and others often divide the novel's charac-
ters into two groups: those who are solid, and those who are
neurotic. Baker puts Jake, Bill, and Romero in the former
category, and Cohn, Brett, and Mike in the latter. As fair
as this division may seem on the surface, it belies the truth
of human interaction and negates the v » of friendship in
which all the characters, at one time or anotl :, are er :shed.
And what a complicated web it is. Throughout the fiesta the
characters form new pairs or groups as they partake of the
festivities. Everyone at one time or another shares the
other's company. Of all the characters, Brett s¢ ns most in
control of choosing her companions. She maneuvet it so

that, with one exception, she is never alone with Cohn. 1In
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Hemingway broke with convention by creating a brilliant

exXample of the New Woman and dismantled nineteenth-~century

gend: by ur ":ing love with friendship. His masculine
He, unlike many

€90 did not suffer one iota in the process.

of his Critics, believes as Jake Barnes does: "In the first

place, you had to be in love with a woman to have a basis of

friendship® 8).
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hope, and love. One way to view Catherii and Frederic more

fairly 1is to look at them as a couple which, in the words of

E. M. Forster, necessitates "the absence of personality which
is the prelude to love" (24). Once we do this, we can better
appreciate how brave and mature their love really is.
Though Frederic starts ou thinking 5 1  itior 1ip
with Catherine is a "game," for Catherine it is serious
business. In the early stages of the affair, Catherine
exhibits a maturity lacking in Frederic. She doesn't like
to engage 1in small talk and when Frederic insists that they
"drop tl war," she rightly points out "there's no place to

drop it" (26). Catherir 's war gperier i more <tensive

than Frederic's. Through her fiancé's _:2ath, she ©

23

vicariously experienced "real" w: , not the "pictur sque"
Italian front that Frederic knows; through her fiancé's death
she has experienced grief. She is, as Joyce Wexler says,

"a shell-shocked victim" (114). 1In matters of war, love, and
loss, Catherine will act as Frederic's model as he discovers
these truths for himself.

Frederic attempts to abort Catherine's seriousness by
seducing her, but to Catherine, sex is no more a game than
war is. Frederic's kiss results in Catherine having "a very
fine little show" (31), a grief swoon in which she addresses
Fre¢ -ic as her dead fiancé, but she soon recovers. Frederic
plays along with her "craziness," because it is "better than
going every evening to the hou: for office¢ s where the girls

climbed all over you and put your cap on backwards as a sign
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like a whore--is soon rendered ip physical terms. Here is

the entire scene:
"What would you 1ik e to do now that you're
all ready?"

"Come to the bed again.®

"All right. I'll come."

"Oh, darling, darling, darling," I said.

"You se ," she said. "I do anything you want."
"You're so lovely."

"I'm afraid I'm not very good at it yet."

u'z lov Lly."

want what you want. Tt 2 isn't any r ar-

more. Ju : what you want."

"You sweet."

"I'm good. Aren't I good? You don't want any

other girls, do you?"

"No."

"You see? I'm good. do what you want."

(106)

If taken out of its erotic context, the statement "There
isn't any me any more" sounds more ominous than it really is.
Many crii :s cite this speech as an example of Catherine's
lack of self, or as an example of Hemingway's inabil "ty to
create "re ' women. But both arguments are of the mark.
If anything, this dialogue shows Catherir 's command of self
and her ability to experiment with alternative selves in the

pursuit of knowledge. Though she feigns naivete, she is very
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first sentence of the book, another flat, factual statement:
"Tn the last summer of that year we lived in a house in a
village that looked across the river and the plain to the
mountains."”

Another measure of the maturity of the love affair is
Frederic's readiness to publicly acknowledge the relationship.
Frederic not only confides to the reader the progress of the
relationship, but he confies to other cl racters as well.
"Will you come to our wedding, Fergy?" Frederic asks of
Ferguson, another nurse at the hospital (108). The relation-
ship, then, : publ’ :  >Hwl ige, and everyone in the hospital,
with the possible exception ¢ Miss Van ( r 1, ar roves of
it. At night, Frederic helps Catherine with her rounds: "I
went along the hall with her on the crutches and carried the
basins and waited outside the doors, or went in with her, it
der 1 1g on whett tl! 7 were friends of ours or not" (113-
114). 1If Frederic desired Catherine merely as a sexual object
it's doubtful ' would help her 1 ile she works, or let their
affair be publicly acknowledged.

As lyrical or idyllic as their relationship seems, it
is not free from tension, and it is during these oments of
tension that the lovers define and test their commitment to
each other. Since these moments focus on fears and diffi-
culties one or the other lover is feeling at the time,

intin is es abli: j because the sharing of fears is

intimate behavior.
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someone else before," she may fall in love with someone else
again. Couple this fear with his impending orders to "go
back to the front pretty soon," and we understand part, if
not all, of Frederic's insecurity:

"Couldn't we be married privately some way?

Then if anything happened to me or if you had

a chilig.™”

"There's no way to be married except by church

or state. We are married privately. You see,

darling, it would mean everything to me if I

had any religion. : Il ven't any religion."

"You gave me the Saint nthony."

"That was for luck. Some one gave it to me."

"Then nothing worries you?"

"Only being sent away from you. You're my religion,

You're 11 I'v got . . . Aren't you happy?"

"But you won't ever leave me for OSme one else."

"No, darling. I won't ever leave you for some

one else."

(11l6)

Catherine is aware of his fears and assuages them with
reason and with a reaffirmation of her emotional commitment.
She 1 oceats t! words she used earlier in an erotic context:
"There isn't any me"; but here, in the context of marriage,
a sacrament, they take on added significance. T¢I ; indicate
the depth of her emotional commitment and the strength of

her belief in their love. It 1is also significant that this
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Once the retreat begins, Catherine becomes part of

Frec ric's dreams. ~thausted from driving, Fr leric begins

to free associate on Catherine and soon talks to her in his

Sleep:
If there v re no war we would probably all be
in bed. 1In bed I lay me down my head. Bed and
board. stiff as a board in bed. Catherine was

in bed now between two sheets, over her and under

her, which side did she sleep on? Maybe she wasn't

asleep. Maybe she was lying thinking about me.

Blow, blow, y we :ern wind Christ, that my

love were in my arms and I in my t} y¢ .. That

my love Catherine. That my sweet love Catherine

down might rain. Blow her again to me . . . "Good-

night, Catherine," I said out loud. "I hope you

sleep well. If :'s o uncomfortable, darling,

lie on the other side,” I said. "I'1l1l get you

some cold wat r. 1In a little while it will bpe

morning and then it won't ] > bad. I'm sorry

he makes you so uncomfortable. Try and go to

sleep, sweet."
(197)
This dream née fantasy, like Catherine's reaction to the

hotel room in Milan, measures the distance Frederic has

travelled in his relationship with Catherine. WHis earlier
fantasy about their night in Milan is romantic hype; the

sheets in the first fantasy are an erotic device ("only a
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positive ideals, among them physical love, imple fortitude,
determination, and the quest for private values (Waldhorn
129~-30). TFrederic Henry learns that nothing is as important
as love, but he also learns that the price of commitment is
loss. To call this 1 7e immature, adolescent, or hateful

¢ aeans not only the love but the lesson. 1In this age of
great separation between the sexes, great suspicion, and great

animosity, ™ Farewell to Arms can act as a true flag, a bit

of common ground upon which men and women may reinvestigate
the power and mystery of love, and put aside the differences

whic adly, 1 ve ala / ade love > diffict "t )y achieve.






























99

never tried them don't know. I've had plenty
of them. 1I've been lucky to have him. Do you
suppose those turtles feel like we do? Do you
suppose all that time they feel like that? Or
do you suppose it hurts the she? I think of the
damndes things. Look at him, sleeping just
like a baby. I better stay awake so as to call
him. Christ, I could do that all night if a

man was built that way.

(115)
z 'ry, his jyood" p: > s the wearth, 2et up, listening
to the radio. For Marie, it is the post-coital m:¢ -iage bed.

In the sexual incident between I léne Brac =2y and Richard
Gordon, there is neither shared intimacy nor pleasure. Heléne
speaks either in ¢ sperate urgency, "You must," or in cor 2ands,
"Get out of :re" (189-190). The problem, of course, is that
Heléne's husband, Tommy, has entered the bedroom, and though
this intrus " >n does not di :urb Hel&ne, it incapacitates
Richard Gordon. Although willing to ] a partner in adultery,
Richard Gordon is unwilling (and unable) to be a partner in
voyeurism. Helé&ne responds to Gordon's reluctance by slapping
him across the face and ordering him out.

The contrasting sexual ethos of these two couples is
masterfully represented in their respe ive dialogues. What
is clearly missing from the Bradley-Gordon exchant¢ 1is any
sense of mutual concern, the bedrock of intimacy. On the

other hand, Harry and Marie have great sex becasue they have
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e inspires him to in : : ,
sh p clude her in his "proletarian" novel

is another ironic instance of Gordon's poor judgment and
lack of artistic vision.

What is striking about this passage is how it simul-
t 2ously lower the : ider' estimation of Richard Gordon
while elevating the stature of Marie Morgan. wWithout saying
a word, she moves through this chapter modestly yet heroically.
Silent and grieving, she reminds one of Faulkner's Lena Grove,
or Eliot's

ancient women
2l cing £f1 . 1 vacant lots.

There is no doubt that she is transformed in this chapter,
that she steps into the position Hemingway intended for her
all along, the representative of mature womanhood: full-grown,
fertile, sexual, forceful, and dignified. Marie, then, as
female icon, becomes the final and best method of contrasting
Harry with I " zhard Gordon; what Harry likes about Marie,
Gordon v  :ws with disgust: :r size, h¢ hair, her "terri ic"-
ness, her coarseness, her too-big I 2ast . her 1ality, and
her fertility. These particulars, and each man's response to
them, measure Harry's and Gordon's respective sexual maturity.
Harry's ability to embrace a real woman, as opposed to a male
fantasy of one, contributes to his overall individuality and
manliness; Gordon's facile approach to sexuality pales by
comparison.

With Harry out of the way, and Richard Gordon's fate

sealed by his unawareness, Hemingway turns his attention to
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life to a dangerous degree. Howev £, unlike his creator,
Jordan is capable of modifying his behaviors and beliefs,
thereby learning a skill for which there is no tangible
badge.

The Boy Scouts of America was founded in 1910, six
years after -~ erica's most macho president, Theodo: Roosevelt,
took office. Je ‘rey P. Hantover calls the Boy Scouts "the
largest and most prominent male youth organization in the
twentieth century" (286). Hemingway was never a member, and
nothing in his biography suggests that he regretted this.

chi 3 the Hemingway ¢ not bel: rse that scouting was
necessary for their son since the summers 1t "1 1" zhigan
gave Ernest ample chance to learn the principles of hunting,
fishing, and woodsmanship. Perhaps Hemingway's sisf ,
though female, provided him with a nice little troop of their
own, an "environment in which boys could become 'red blooded’
virile men" (Hantover 287). The fact that Hemingway learned
his virility in a largely female enviror =nt is one of the

sweeter ironies of his life. As a boy, at least, Hemingway

thrived in such an environment and his sisters were ¢ :en
his boon companions in the wilderness. However, for at least
358,573 other American males and their attendant 15,117
scoutmasters, such was not the case (Hantover 287). They
wanted to flee female influence, and scouting was a popular,
organized structure ' ich encouraged such an escape.

In the fifty years preceding World War I, changes in

American society and institutions made it increasingly
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Hemingway's maternal grandfather, Ernest Hall, with whom he
lived for the first six years of his l1life, was such a man,

both a soldier and a gentleman, a paragon of the Victorian
concept of muscular Christianity. But this ideal was short-
lived; the world of Ernest Hall and his children gave way to
the world ¢ his grandchild: ., tI children of the lost

geher tion. Theirs was a world of rapid change, I " business,

rising technology, and vast social/sexual integration which

unsettled the npale ego. Who could blame them if they 1lit

out f¢ tf territory, or, later, Europe? As Spilka rightly

points out, in the batt! ] v 2n wuantl »y and 1, <

winhs.

In 1 sponse to the demasculinization of the American

male, the Boy Scouts created a quasi-military organization

which blatantly recruited a specific type of man:

The REAL Boy Scout is not a "sissy.” He is not

a hothouse plant, like little Lord Fauntleroy.

TF re is nothing "milk and water" about him;

Y is not afraid of the dark . . . Scouting

- wanted REAL live men--red blooded and

right-hearted men~-BIG men . . . No Miss Nancy

need apply .

(Hantover 295, 296)

The epitome of this masculine model was, of course, Theodore

Roosevelt. an ex-wimp turned Rough Rider, 1 inveterate

Sportsman and naturalist, a President, Roosevelt was the
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embodied symbol of masculinity to which many American males
aspired. He was the man in the uniform, and the Boy Scout
uniform was but a diminutive echo of the Rough Rider's

khaki. Scouts were Roosevelt clones, and the Roosevelt/Boy
Scout ethos had no trouble infiltrating the American imagina-
tion especially in Oak _ark. Biographer Michael Reynolds
points out that the young ! .ingway saw newsr¢ ls wt  :h

proclaimed Roosevelt"'the most dominant figure sinc

Napoleon'" and that as a boy, Hemingway wore a safari costume
modeled after Rooseve =~ (25, 28).
The program launclt 31 by the Boy Scouts to create 1 L

men of physical and moral courage merely repackaged sor
commonplace nineteenth-century beliefs. Fir :, the all-male
membership assured the separation of the sexes and provided
boys, as well as adult men, with a "sphere of masculine
validation" (Hantover 296). Secondly, the intense focus on
the accumulation of skills through group activities attests
to the persistent strength of tf : most virulent Victorian
phobia, fear of masturbation. Scouts were urged to do
"anything rather than continue in dependent, and enfeebling,
and demoralizing idleness" (Hantover 294). To the nir :eenth-
century mind, idleness, reverie, and solitude were the
breeding grounds for self-abuse; the good scout sublimated
all sexual desire and concentrated on good deeds and outdoor
skills. Lastly, a good scout had a stern sense of duty, duty
to his fellow scouts, duty to the scouting code, and duty to

the scouting style of clean living. Individualism was an
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Compared to Frederic Henry, Jordan does not have to
give up as much in order to love his woman. In fact, he
gives up nothing; instead, he consolidates, shifts, finds
new applications for old concepts. He slides into new
¥ 1: £Zs, whe : Frederic Henry turns his back on all beliefs.
Tt abstract, sacred words which embarrass Frederic Henry
work for Jordan once he personalizes them, attaching them to
someone for whom he cares. Consequently, he can express his
love to Maria in terms unthinkable to Frederic Henry:

"I have worked much and now I love thee and . .
I love tI » 3 I love tl t we have fought
for. I love thee as I love liberty and d: i s
and the rights of all men to work and not be
hungry. I love thee as I love Madrid that we

have defended and as I love all my comrades that

have died."
(348)

Robert Jordan is not the first Boy Scout to have a girl
friend. Though his love for Maria ct 3¢ his original
concept of duty, it does not make him want to flee the
world of men. Jordan, as a good Boy Scout, nee s the world
of men because masculinity is not defined in terms of male-
female interaction, but in terms of male-male interaction.
Falling in love with Maria is no te : of Jordan's masculinity,
but rethinking his role as soldier : .

Jordan's sense of duty and his sense of maleness are

safe as long as he is with men like Golz, men who follow
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orders and wear the uniform well. But once he is with men
like Pablo and Anselmo, gypsies like Rafael and Pilar, a
woman who in her own words "would have made a good man,"
these fundamentals are in jeopardy. Jordan's reaction to his
new avironmel ] unsett ing. After just a day, he feels
he's on a

merry-¢ - d>und . . . a wheel that goes up and

around . . . no one would choose to ride this

wheel. You ride it each time and make the turn

with no intention ever to have mounted. There

"3 only one turn; or irge, elli] ical, 19

and falling turn and you are back wher j 1 have

started. We are back ag: 1, he thought, and

nothing is settled.

(225)

This sense of being out of control, of being in motion without

covering any distance, reflects, on a small cale, Jordan's

indecisiveness over whei er or not to kill Pablo; but on a

larger scale, it reflects Jordan' confusion about certain
changes in himself. Unlike his relationship with Maria,
which assures and validates his masculinity through sexual
intimacy, Jordan's relationship with Pablo and his men,

since it distorts Jordan's expectations of masculine behavior,

throws him off-center. The Boy Scout ethos has not prepared

Jordan for Pablo, who is ¢ 1gerously defiant; or Rafael, who
is dangerously carefree; or Agustin, who is di¢ gerously

cynical. Only Anselmo, who is a good scout, a good soldier,









enemy to whose force we are opposing force.
But you like the pPeople of Navarra better than
those of any other part of Spain. Yes. And you

kill €} n. vYes . . . Don't you know it is wrong

to kill? vYes. But you do it? Yes. And you

Eill ¥ _ieve absolt " that your cause is

right? vYes.

It is right, he told himsel , not 1 sst agly,
but proudly. I believe in the people and their
rigt to govern  ns lves as they wish. But
you mustn't believe in killing . . . You must
do it as a necessity but you must not believe

in it . . .

Listen, he told himself. You better cut this
out. This is very bad for you and for your
work . . . no man has a ight to take another
man's Lfe unless it is to prevent son :hing
worse happening to other ; Hpl . ) get it

straight and do not lie to yourself.

But I won't keep a count of people I have killed

as though it were a trophy record or a disgusting

business like notches in a gun, he told himself.
I have a right to not } 2p count and I have a

right to forget them.
(303-304)
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who flee civilization to recreate the Garden either with
iblings or with lovers. These males want nothing to do with
cliché masculine endeavors. The existence of these writings,
and the seriousness with which Hemingway worked on them,
sugge | that Hemingway, out of sight ¢~ the public eye, was
concerned with another side ¢ masculir :y, ti side which
divests itself of the badge and the uniform. In thi 1light,
Robert Jordan's abandonment of the Boy Scout ethos is
especially important because it is Hemingway's only public
staten concerning a male in transition, a male who, in the
context of other males, tests old concepts of mé :culinity and
adopts new ones. Through Robert Jordan, Hemingway takes out
of the drawer his own fears and wishes about being a man.
Wwhy Hemingway felt compelled to put these fears back in the
drawer will perhaps be answered by future biographers who
are willing and able to look beyond the male mystique Hemingway
created for himself. As for now, we can only speculate on
what E igway' 1i_: would have been like had he adopted as
his public stance Jordan's example of n sulini _. Or thir
is certain, though--Hemingway's pursuit of the badge led him
to a more desolate death than his alter-ego, ex-Scout Robert

Jordan.



CHAPTER SIX

ACROSS THE RIV\_.XR AND INTO THE GARDEN: ALTERNATIVE MANHOODS,

THE SOLDI :: D THE WRITER

In his book Heming-~y: The Inward Terr=+n, Richard

Hovey asks what drove Hemingway in his forties back into
battle if he did not have to go? One possible answer i
that Hemingway It Li i ": to "2 e manly thing to do, 1d
since 1 seldom balked at manly behavior, 1 ningway gle Ly
donned the uniform and returned to war. But unlike the
Hemingway of the First World War who was soldier first and
writer second, for the Hemingway of the Second World War
Hemingway's official status as

these roles were reversed.

war correspondent for Colli~r's prohibited him from carrying

arms and lencing or conducting military activities.
Never one to listen to those he called "liar ," "phonies,"”
and "ballroom bananas" (Baker, Life 543), Hemingway succeeded

nevertheless in fighting at Rambouillet, the Hurtgen Forest,
and the suburbs of Paris. Only homesickness and an investiga-
tion by the Inspector General of the Third Army into possible
violations of the Geneva Convention kept Hemingway from
fighting more (Baker, Lif~ 544). Once out of action, however,

Hemingway missed the soldier's life, and on more ti a one
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and wi
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o announced early in the novel and establist 3 i
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of course, is said in Bourne's presence.

Bourne's passivity is explained in part by his love for
Catherine, and in part by his fear that she is going crazy,
Both reasons compel him to be extremely tolerant and protec-
tive. 1In orc : to discover the whereabouts of t! stories
Catherine has burned, Bourne talks to her more like a patient
father or an understanding therapist than an incensed husband:

"Did you burn them with the clipping?" David asked.

"I won't tell you," Catherine said. "You talk to

me like a policem or at school.”
" 211 me, Devil. I only want to know."

"I paid for them," Catherine said, "I paid the

money to do them."

"I know," I vid said. "It weé¢ very generous of you.

Where did you burn the , Devil?" . ., .

"In the iron drum with holes tl! t Madame uses to
burn trash . . . I poured on some petrol ., . .
It made a big fire and everything burned. I did

it for you, David, and for all of us."

"I'm sure you did . . . I'll just go out 1 have

a look,"” David said.
(220-21)
Only after he checks the rubble and learns that nothing of

his manuscript can be salvaged does Bourne . sh out at
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becar i 1 ver pror -ly translates into actual behavic

for the writer, the imagined world is as valid as the actual.

If Hemingway can imaginatively recreate himself as Colonel

Cantwell in Across the River a~? I-*o '~ "rees, he can just

"y recreate himself as David Bourne in The Garden of

The soldier and the writer: one kind of male is as

good as tt other, is he not? It will be a measure of the

inte " igence and humanity of future Hemingway critics if

their answer is a re runding YES.
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Yet ¢4 less. 1In return for this we, as readc_ :, owe
emingWay Oour clearest, truest, and mc human vision of

the Man and hig works.
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these sports?"
Papa: "She participates in all of them."

(368)
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