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         Introduction

  The Beat Half- Century    

        Fans of irony will appreciate that  The Cambridge Companion to the Beats  

now exists. Cambridge University Press, the world’s oldest, telegraphs a cer-

tain seriousness and –  to some readers –  the imprimatur of the academy. And 

yet, if you know anything about the Beats, you probably know that they 

were “antiestablishment,” that they wrote against conformity, consumerism, 

and the values of mainstream culture. From a literary perspective, they often 

positioned their writing against that of the so- called “academic” or “uni-

versity” poets: in 1961, poet   Tuli Kupferberg went so far as to claim that 

the Beats “destroyed the importance of the Academy in American poetry.”  1   

Given this history, it may seem a violation of a Beat ethos for scholars to 

explore their work in a volume published by a university press. 

 My i rst response to such objection is that, however much Beat writers 

insisted on countercultural critique, if you stop to read their work, whether 

poetry, novels, memoirs, plays, or letters, you quickly i nd that the chasms 

separating the mainstream and bohemian cultures, the hip world and the 

square, are not so wide as is sometimes believed: when it came to the Beats, 

a dynamic relationship between the two realms always seemed to be at 

play.     It is certainly true, for example, that a phenomenon called “the Beat 

Generation” would not have risen to public consciousness without the inter-

est of the establishment’s publicity wing,      mass media, which became fasci-

nated i rst by the obscenity trial surrounding Allen Ginsberg’s great poem 

“Howl” (1956)   and then with the idea that in  On the Road  (1957) Jack 

Kerouac was speaking for an entire generation of young people.     Even as the 

1950s media misunderstood Beat writing by confusing it with what journal-

ist   Herb Caen   dubbed in 1958       the “Beatnik” –  the much- repeated caricature 

of a grubby, bearded loser who pretended to art as a route to sex –  few       

would now deny that contemporary interest in Beat lives and literatures is 

at least in part a legacy of such largely dismissive media attention.     And just 

as this attention nearly always conl ated the cartoon Beatnik with real- life 
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writers and their works, the mid- century academy was generally loathe to 

admit the Beats were writers at all, let alone good writers, a view that only 

really began to change in substantive ways in the 1980s. We are at a moment 

now when the texts and i gures associated with the Beat movement, and 

indeed the very concept of a “Beat Generation,” have been subjects of so 

many doctoral dissertations, scholarly articles, and academic books that it 

would probably be impossible for one person to have read it all. This sug-

gests that the Beats and the academy are no longer enemies –  even as their 

relationship remains vexed on many levels –  and it is my great pleasure to 

present this volume as one small token of rapprochement.       Although one can 

feasibly account for post- 1945 American literature and culture by giving 

only a passing glance at the Beats, this volume, while not moving them to 

the center of such an accounting, nonetheless insists that they are essential 

to understanding the changes and transformations of the period.  2   Far from 

being merely the exuberant but sloppy writers interested either in vacuous 

“kicks” or in shocking the middle class, the Beats were a diverse, surpris-

ingly widespread, loosely afi liated literary movement whose formal and 

aesthetic innovations were as radical as their revolutions in subject matter, 

a marriage of form and content that has shaped numerous facets of con-

temporary American literature and culture in ways we are still working to 

understand.   

     As will be clear from this introduction and volume as a whole, the enter-

prise of labeling a diverse range of writers is just as fraught as dei ning 

the term Beat or Beat Generation. Over the years, countless arguments and 

interpretations have been proposed about who or what “Beat” really means, 

and a favorite opening move of scholars writing on the Beat Generation 

is to raise the possibility that there was in fact no such thing. This reluc-

tance to attach a i xed meaning to Beat or extend its descriptive power to a 

generation of course speaks to a fundamental problem with all labels and 

categories, that they can confuse as much as they clarify, that they are either 

so specii c as to ignore important texts or i gures, or so broad as to be mean-

ingless. The Beat writers themselves knew this, which is why   John Clellon 

Holmes,   credited with offering the i rst sustained explanation of the term 

Beat Generation in a 1952  New York Times  article, insisted on “this genera-

tion’s reluctance to name itself, its reluctance to discuss itself as a group,” 

even as his article did just that.  3   I may therefore seem to beg the question 

by referring to “Beat writers” when the label “Beat” is itself unstable, what 

    Ronna C. Johnson and Nancy M. Grace call “a famously contingent signi-

i er, characterized by a diversity that is consistent with its wide range of prac-

titioners.”  4       Yet even if we accept this contingent status and acknowledge the 

diversity of its practitioners, the fact remains that the terms Beat and Beat 
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Generation have had a remarkable cultural and literary life, partly because 

people have understood and deployed them in wildly different ways. 

   Here is a straightforward explanation of the Beats that emphasizes their 

opposition to mainstream culture:  

  The Beats were an avant- garde arts movement and bohemian subculture that 

led an underground existence in the 1940s and early 1950s, gaining public 

recognition in the late 1950s … Although inl uential in many artistic circles 

and bohemian enclaves and celebrated in the burgeoning youth culture, these 

writers … were condemned and ridiculed by mass media journalists, the then- 

reigning public intellectuals, and by academic critics.  5         

 This description is accurate, and a good starting point for getting a han-

dle on the idea of Beat. But as soon as we try to bring it into sharper focus 

by looking at what Beat writers themselves said, it is immediately appar-

ent that, if the term “Beat” is contingent, when it is linked to the idea of a 

“generation,” things become doubly problematic. The year before he died, 

  Ginsberg reworked dei nitions of the Beat Generation he had been tinker-

ing with since the early 1980s, explaining that Beat was originally a hip 

word meaning “exhausted, at the bottom of the world, looking up or out, 

sleepless, wide- eyed, perceptive, rejected by society, on your own, street-

wise,” noting also that Kerouac saw the word as rooted in “beatii c.” From 

there Ginsberg explores the term in relation to the   “Beat generation literary 

movement,” saying i rst that this phrase refers to “a group of friends who 

had worked together on poetry, prose, and cultural conscience from the 

mid- forties until the term became popular nationally in the late i fties,” and 

names specii cally   Kerouac,     Neal Cassady,     William S. Burroughs,     Herbert 

Huncke,     Holmes,     Carl Solomon,     Gregory Corso,     Lawrence Ferlinghetti,   and 

  Peter Orlovsky,   later mentioning a subsequent widening of this group to 

include   Michael McClure,     Gary Snyder,     Philip Whalen,     Bob Kaufman,     Jack 

Micheline,     Ray   Bremser, and   LeRoi Jones (known later as Amiri Baraka).  6     

 As this loose afi liation radiated outward, Ginsberg argues, one could 

locate a more widespread Beat ethos dei ned by “an inquisitiveness into the 

nature of consciousness, leading to an acquaintance with Eastern thought, 

meditation practice, art as extension or manifestation of exploration of 

the texture of consciousness, spiritual liberation as a result” (xv– xvi). 

These dei nitions are at once useful and limiting, for though the people 

Ginsberg names are certainly major i gures, he omits many more people 

(notably women) who were vital to the Beat phenomenon, and the charac-

teristics he cites encompass some but not all of the work associated with 

the movement.     Hardly surprising, then, that other Beat- associated writers 

had different ideas about what the term meant: in 1959,   William Everson 
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argued that the Beat Generation represents “the reemergence in the twenti-

eth century of the Dionysian spirit,”   and a year   later Gary Snyder thought 

that “The beat generation can be seen as an aspect of the worldwide trend 

for intellectuals to reconsider the nature of the human individual, exist-

ence, personal motives, the qualities of love and hatred, and the means of 

achieving wisdom.”  7         For others such as Diane di Prima, Beat was a fraught 

label because it ironically reinforced normative ideas about gender. As she 

wrote of the Beat scene in the 1950s, “as a woman, I was invisible. I took 

that as a matter of course.”  8         Ed Sanders later recalled that “Beatnik and 

Beat were two of the great pejoratives of the era, but how magnetic and 

alluring it was to rebellious youth when the squares tossed the word ‘beat-

nik’ around with stupid abandon!”  9     One could go on and on listing vari-

ous interpretations of or reactions to the terms Beat and Beat Generation 

  (Gregory Corso famously claimed that “The Beat Generation is now about 

everything”),   but here I’m pointing to the persistent issues with naming a 

collectivity so fundamentally diverse and wide- ranging, especially as a key 

aspect of the supposed members of this generation was a i erce independ-

ence and resistance to collectivity, what   Holmes called a “reluctance to 

discuss itself as a group.”  10     

 One way to think about the problem of the term Beat Generation ascrib-

ing collectivity to a diverse range of i gures for whom critique of collec-

tivity was paramount is to look at   how   Kerouac i rst conceptualized the 

generation.     As is well known, the genesis of the term Beat Generation was a 

conversation between Holmes and Kerouac in 1948; as Holmes reports it, 

Kerouac remarked:

  It’s a sort of furtiveness … Like we were a generation of furtives. You know, 

with an inner knowledge there’s no use l aunting on that level, the level of the 

“public,” a kind of beatness –  I mean … we all  really  know where we are –  and 

a weariness with all the forms, all the conventions of the world … So I guess 

you might say we’re a  beat  generation.  11        

  Aside from the assertion of weariness with “conventions,” nowhere in this 

originary dei nition are the various keywords that have come to be associ-

ated with Beatness, but Kerouac does twice mention furtiveness, and uses it 

to play on a tension between the individual and the collective.   In this view, 

Beatness means both a private interiority unconcerned with the public and 

critical of convention  and  an identii cation with a “generation,” the idea 

that “we all” share the same furtiveness. Of all the ways one may dei ne or 

describe “Beat,” then, from the moment the writers Ginsberg names above 

began sharing social spaces and trading manuscripts, a sense of “insider-

ness” versus “outsiderness” crystalized: either you felt an intuitive, insider 
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kinship with others weary of convention or you bought in to that conven-

tion without thinking too much about it.     If the Beats have been perenni-

ally cast as outsiders to mainstream culture and its values, they conversely 

created their own sense of the “inside” that was furtive, secret, invisible to 

square America.   When Kerouac identii es a “generation of furtives,” then, 

he claims another kind of “inside” sensibility premised in part on a secret, 

unspoken connection to others.   

 Thus to be Beat wasn’t necessarily to be one of four men in New York 

City in the early 1940s but rather to have an awareness of and identii cation 

with the furtive sense of “insiderness” to which Kerouac points.   Chandler 

Brossard, author of    Who Walk in Darkness  (1952), sometimes paired with 

Holmes’s  Go  (1952)   as the i rst Beat novels, claimed in 1958 that the Beat 

Generation’s “very feeling of insideness, of exclusivity (like a secret sect) 

made anybody on the outside unthinkable, or if not that severe, at least 

undesirable.”  12   Brossard was picking up on the social aspects of the Beat 

scene,   that distance between the hip and square worlds that might possibly 

be bridged if one came to appreciate the furtive “inner knowledge” Kerouac 

described. Brenda Frazer/ Bonnie Bremser, writing about the gulf between 

“painfully normal” visitors to Greenwich Village and its Beat residents, used 

the word “inside” interchangeably with “hip”: “As inside or hip residents of 

the village scene Ray [Bremser] and I were irritated by the stares of tourists 

who came there just for that, to stare.”  13   (Incidentally, by the time she and 

husband Ray l ed to Mexico, where Bonnie would become a sex worker to 

support him and their infant daughter, she cast Kerouac’s language in far 

darker terms: “From then on I felt hunted, furtive.”  14  )     In  Minor Characters  

(1983), Joyce Johnson would describe her i rst forays from the relative 

shelter of her childhood home in Morningside Heights to the Village scene 

Bremser sketches as “the outside/ inside problem.”  15       

     This sense of “insideness” is exploited for effect in a range of Beat texts, 

including Ginsberg’s “Howl,” where, for instance, the poet refers   to “N.C., 

secret hero of these poems.”  16   In the mid- 1950s, it would have been difi cult 

indeed “on the outside,” as Brossard says, to know that these initials referred 

to Neal Cassady, also the model for Dean Moriarty in  On the Road . With 

this line, Ginsberg teases his readers, inviting them to step partway into some 

imagined “inside” while withholding revelation of who precisely the secret 

hero is. To appreciate this line of the poem, in other words, one need already 

be connected to the inside, the irony of our present moment being that such 

an inside is rendered nearly meaningless when an establishment anthology 

as august as the  Norton Anthology of American Literature  lets readers in 

on the secret, dryly explaining that the line refers to “Neal Cassady, hip 

companion of Jack Kerouac and the original Dean Moriarty.”  17     But, just as 
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Kerouac’s “generation of furtives” is paradoxically both idiosyncratic 

and collective, Ginsberg’s “secret hero” is broadcast as secret, so what 

becomes paramount is the secret itself, and the knowledge that learning it 

might allow one to move from the outside in.     This quality of furtiveness or 

secrecy announced as such challenges readers who were not there and is an 

important feature of an early Beat sensibility (which is why,     after Holmes 

recounts Kerouac’s coining of the term Beat Generation, he stresses that 

Kerouac “laughed a conspiratorial, the Shadow- knows kind of laugh,” as 

though the feeling he names is like a secret you either “get” or you don’t  

[“Name” 107]).     

 A reliance on the trope of secrecy to play with the relationship between 

“inside” and “outside,” the Beat world and square, runs throughout much 

Beat writing. In briel y citing a few examples, one might begin with   Kerouac’s 

famous list of advice for would- be writers of “modern prose,” the i rst item 

of which is “Scribbled secret notebooks, and wild typewritten pages, for yr 

own joy.”  18   Here again the furtive scribbles away secretly for his own “joy,” 

and yet Kerouac insists on such secrecy when purporting to give writing 

advice to those interested in participating in a more widespread phenom-

enon, something l ying under the banner of “modern prose.” Such a paradox 

might at i rst blush seem problematic, were it not for the “generation of 

furtives” idea he earlier propounded.   In  Naked Lunch  (1959), Burroughs 

introduces the idea of secrecy in his comic, grotesque routines, as when Dr. 

Benway confuses distinctions between governmental agents and drug users 

because both have secrets to protect; subject to interrogation with various 

kinds of drugs, “an agent might be prepared to reveal his secrets but quite 

unable to remember them, or cover story and secret life might be inextri-

cably garbled.”  19   The joke is that Burroughs seems to be revealing all his 

secrets with  Naked Lunch , and so what makes it Beat is its invitation to 

readers to feel included in a furtive world, to think they are participating in 

a hip underground subculture. Yet, as with the drug- beclouded agent, with 

Burroughs one can never be sure what is “cover story” and what is “secret 

life,” so real access to the “inside” is always deferred. Bob Kaufman likewise 

seems to welcome readers into a “secret life” in his poem “Does the Secret 

Mind Whisper?” (1960), in which he proves himself another of Kerouac’s 

furtives. The poem is a breathless tour de force turning on the titular ques-

tion to ask whether one can ever really understand another person’s “tran-

sient ecstasies pains of too personal existences” of another person.  20   The 

easy answer to the title question is “yes,” and the poem seems at i rst to 

invite readers on the “inside” of yet another secret, but, like “Howl” and 

 Naked Lunch , it may simply propose getting on an “inside” as a tantalizing 

possibility never truly realizable. The idea of a secret Beat inside became  
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so widespread that by the mid- 1970s it could serve as an object of gentle parody, as 

in   Dan Propper’s poem “One, Two, Many Poetry Readings,” in which the 

various characters “on display” at a Beat reading sit “all /  secretly knowing 

themselves the nation’s greatest.”  21     

 Whatever access  The Cambridge Companion to the Beats  does or does 

not have to a secret “inside” of Beatdom, it assumes the protean virtues of 

such a construct, however contested, profuse, and slippery it may be.   This is 

a volume by scholars written for students, other scholars, and those looking 

for deeper analyses of Beat literature that cut through out- sized, romanti-

cized accounts of particular writers’ lives. I want to stress that the work to 

follow is hardly the only way to engage Beat literature and ought not be 

taken as any manner of i nal word. That said, because the ensuing chapters 

have emerged from the broad theoretical and methodological norms of the 

academy, however they may be deployed by particular contributors, it might 

be useful to take a tour of some ways the Beats have been conceptualized or 

constructed in critical editions and anthologies of the past decades, as they 

clarify the relationship between the Beats and the mainstream academy at 

various moments in time. 

  An Introduction to Introductions 

 For about the past sixty years, there have been anthologies and critical 

collections designed to showcase, theorize, promote, or challenge a cat-

egory called “Beat literature.” Such texts have been especially useful when 

planning the shape of this volume, and I want to range over some of this 

previous work because it demonstrates quite vividly the problems one 

encounters when attempting to describe the qualities of a Beat writer or an 

identii able Beat aesthetic.     The earliest printed groupings of Beat- associated 

writing were in little magazines and literary reviews in the 1950s, some of 

the most notable of which are  Ark II Moby I  (1956– 57), the “San Francisco 

Scene” issue of  Evergreen Review  (1957),  Yugen  (1958– 1962),  A New 

Folder  (1959),  Beatitude  (1959– 60; and intermittently through 1996), and 

 Big Table  (1959– 1960), just to name a few  –  in 1983   George Butterick 

compiled a list of 245 “periodicals inspired by the Beat Generation,”   so 

this is indeed a mere sample.  22   While little magazines are essential to under-

standing the development of Beat literature, for the purposes of this intro-

duction, I am interested in those works, either anthologies or collections of 

critical essays, that wrestled with the consequences of naming something 

called the Beat Generation and its literatures, and so will leave it to read-

ers to unearth these little magazines from library stacks on their own (a 

rewarding afternoon).     
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     Instead, let us turn to the i rst anthology of Beat writing explicitly framed 

as such,  The Beat Generation and the Angry Young Men  (1958). The vol-

ume is illustrative as it emerged from the cultural moment when most read-

ers had a sense of the Beats from  On the Road  and “Howl,”     and perhaps 

knew that Ginsberg had dedicated  Howl and Other Poems  to Kerouac and 

Burroughs, and the poem itself to Carl Solomon,     all writers represented in 

 The Beat Generation and the Angry Young Men  (as is John Clellon Holmes). 

So far so good, and yet the editors extend their volume to those who had 

written more broadly about hipsters but were not directly connected to the 

Beat scene   (Anatole Broyard,     Chandler Brossard,     R. V. Cassill,   and   George 

Mandel),   and so side- stepped asking whether there were meaningful distinc-

tions between the Beat Generation and other writers interested in American 

subcultures.  23   Moreover, little in the anthology claims Beat literature as for-

mally or aesthetically distinct from other kinds of writing.     The editors focus 

instead on the Beats as “social phenomena which have found increasing 

literary expression … In the long run, they may well be the advance columns 

of a vast moral revolution, one which will transform man from a creature 

of history to a creature of experience.”  24   It is telling indeed that the Beats 

are conceived i rst as “social phenomena” and second as writers. Beat litera-

ture is worthwhile, this argument goes, because it illuminates the authors’ 

lives, which in turn illuminate more widespread social phenomena, hence 

the emphasis on “experience” rather than aesthetic form. The texts chosen 

are then examples that demonstrate the more lurid or outré aspects of bohe-

mian living   (Burroughs on heroin use,     Kerouac on Times Square,     Solomon 

on life in a psychiatric asylum,   and so on). Such a marriage of Beat lives with 

Beat literature is of course a strong appeal of both for many readers, but, as 

the example of  The Beat Generation and the Angry Young Men  attests, it 

also had a hold on the earliest critical constructions of the Beats, which went 

relatively unexamined for decades.       

   Beat writing l owered from 1956 to 1960, but, after the publication of 

 On the Road  in September 1957,       the United States entered the Beatnik 

era, when the cartoon image of a bongo- playing doper reigned in the pub-

lic imagination.     So, even as some of the most complex and consequential 

Beat work was being published (see the Chronology), the reception of 

this work was always entangled with the Beatnik image,   a fact that again 

speaks to the dynamic relationship between the Beats and mainstream cul-

ture mentioned earlier.   Responding to public hunger for all things Beat, by 

1960, more anthologies extended or challenged the presentation in  The 

Beat Generation and the Angry Young Men .   In 1960,  Beat Coast East: An 

Anthology of Rebellion  included some twenty- i ve writers (as opposed the 

earlier nine),  some of whom would go on to be recognized as important 
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i gures in late twentieth- century letters (Ray Bremser,   Gregory Corso,     Diane 

di Prima,     LeRoi Jones),   as well as a host of others who are now seldom read. 

      The preface asks “What is beat?” but   editor Stanley Fisher resists a dei nitive 

answer, offering instead a catalog of absurdist questions: “Is it … hopscotch, 

vaudeville, lecher, grave, holy, lemonade, rebellion, horseradish,” a pugna-

cious rebuke to the scholar’s desire to label and categorize that refuses to do 

either.  25   In this way, the vibe of Fisher’s preface is very much in keeping with 

a Beat ethos (the year before,   Michael McClure declared “THERE ARE NO 

CATEGORIES!”).  26     Elaborating his lampoon of a scholarly introduction, 

Fisher explains that he conducted some light sociological i eldwork, asking 

“an assortment of squalid squares and plastered saints what they thought 

the word beat meant” (7). This allows him to offer a numbered list of twenty 

responses, ranging from “A formal desperation which became a rebellion 

against all political and literary forms” to “A high level of mentality and 

awareness of the IDEA and of poetry and a non- involvement with one’s 

awareness” to “A limpid and exhausted jazz rhythm” to “Criminal with-

out a crime” (7– 8). By presenting the dei nitions in this way, Fisher at once 

adopts a kind of scholarly apparatus and refuses to coni rm its value, so 

readers are left with the impression that Beat  might  be any or none of these 

things, again reinforcing the potential revelatory power of the secret, insider 

knowledge I discussed in the previous section.           

 Even though  Beat Coast East  was more wide- ranging than  The Beat 

Generation and the Angry Young Men , because it appeared when the move-

ment was still coalescing, it neglected writers who have since appeared in 

nearly every accounting of the Beats as a social and literary phenomenon.   

By contrast,  The Beat Scene  (1960), an important anthology of writing and 

photographs of the eponymous scene, gives roughly equal attention to the 

i gures named above, but also people such as   Lawrence Ferlinghetti,     Ted 

Joans,     Tuli Kupferberg,     Philip Lamantia,     Michael McClure,     Jack Micheline,   

  Lew Welch,   and   Philip Whalen –  all   of whom are essential to any discus-

sion of Beat writing.  The Beat Scene  was edited by Elias Wilentz, who, 

with his brother Ted, co- owned the Eighth Street Bookshop in Greenwich 

Village, a favored gathering place for bohemian literary types through-

out the 1950s and thus a vital part of the scene presented in the book. 

Thanks to Wilentz’s intimacy with New York’s broader literary pulse,  The 

Beat Scene  gives readers glimpses of people who circulated in the scene, 

including those who would probably not self- identify as “Beat.” Such i gures 

include   Paul Blackburn,     Robert Creeley,     Paul Goodman,     Kenneth Koch,   

  Frank O’Hara,   and others less well known. Thus even as the volume’s cover 

is illustrated with       Fred McDarrah’s now- famous photograph of Kerouac 

reading at the Artist’s Studio,         the book’s sense of the “Beat scene” went 
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far beyond the Kerouac– Ginsberg– Burroughs triumvirate –  Burroughs does 

not in fact appear at all. This suggests that cross- pollination in the 1950s 

complicated categories that associated particular writers with larger schools 

or movements, so that Blackburn and Creeley were not seen as only of     the 

Black Mountain School or O’Hara as only of the New York School.   As Ann 

Charters has put it, “in the creative tumult of the burgeoning literary under-

ground of the 1950s and 1960s, the writers didn’t cohere in any absolute 

lines of allegiance to ‘schools’ of inl uence.”  27     Charters’s observation does 

not mean that contemporary students of postwar literature ought not i nd 

any utility in thinking about the Beat movement, or Black Mountain and 

New York “schools” of poetry,     but that, when the writers who now com-

prise what we call those schools were associating and producing their work, 

few thought of themselves as exclusively identii ed with particular schools 

or movements.   

     It therefore makes sense that, in his introduction to  The Beat Scene ,   

Wilentz emphasized that it was perhaps not possible or even desirable to 

dei ne any writer as Beat: “You can’t lump all writers together –  not even 

the Bohemians. And if you just mean the ‘beats,’ do you mean  Life  maga-

zine ‘beat,’ Ginsberg ‘beat,’ Kerouac ‘beat,’ or Norman Mailer ‘beat’? Each 

should have to be examined separately to make conclusions –  whether aes-

thetic, political or moral.”  28   For Wilentz, dei ning who or what counted as 

Beat was already problematic in 1960, and yet his default position was to 

fall back on the literary energies of the most visible i gures: “To a point, the 

‘beats’ are those who identify themselves with the ideas of Allen Ginsberg, 

Jack Kerouac, Gregory Corso and Peter Orlovsky. The others are whatever 

they might call themselves –  ‘underground,’ ‘Black Mountain,’ ‘abomu-

nist,’ or simply poets and writers” (8).   So, to again borrow the terms of 

the previous section, even for those supposedly most i rmly on the “inside” 

of the Beat phenomenon, it was distinctly possible there was no inside at 

all. This paradox ran through all the early anthologies of Beat writing and 

has continued to the present day, for in various intellectual and theoreti-

cal moments, scholars have thought factors such as gender or sexuality or 

race or transnational circulation to be key markers of the Beat experience –  

factors that would not have occurred to anthologizers in 1960 as relevant.   

       Seymour Krim, a Beat- associated writer himself, produced yet another 

anthology in 1960, simply called  The Beats , which dei ned the movement as 

“protest writing, fresh writing, fantastic crazy nutty grim honest liberating 

fertilizing writing, words and thoughts that come untouched by Madison 

Avenue’s manicured robot hand … from the experience we have all shared 

but been too timid to come out and admit.”  29   Here we see what became 

perhaps the hallmark of how the Beats were constructed as such in the late 
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