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Key Concepts

. - -

L]

The following definitions of these key concepts employed in this thesis

reflect Kierkegaard's understanding and usage of these same rerms:

center of gravicy: Any philosophically coherent world view underlving

and organizing a text. : ' ;

) .
' i
concretize: « Best understood in the semse of -'actualize.' Essentially oo
~this concept involves the.enactn&ag/ﬁx;:ealizatioa) o%l i
possibilities which previously existed only in the ab- °
o "
stract. .
. ! . —-—'—'\-.
soteriological dialeccic: By this phrase I intend 'dialectic' in the
) Kierkegaardian (which is to sav Socratic)
sense. Scteriology is simply the study of
modes or models for physical, psychical, or
spiritual salvation.
- ! -
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General Introduction

LI

Alice Mary Hadfield records that whe? Charles Williams fivst encountered

the Qorks of Scren Kierkegaard in {1935 the _recoéﬁi:ed _;hat Kierkegaard
‘spoke directly to a proﬁlem which preoccupied Williams both in his life and

writiags: -

lerkegaard gave Charles's =ind a° ‘new -.stimulus which
brought with it the strength of recognizing a truth basic
to himself. He .read that God is love and - therefére wman
lives in terror and anguish. 'God .is perfect love just the
same,” nothing s zore certaia to him....-Buf he must put up

" with suffering. Then in the course of time, whea he
becomes ~wmore 'concrete in the actuality of life, comes zore
and more to-himself as 3 temporal being, when time and ics
succession exercises its power over him, when in spite of
all his effort it becomes so difficult to live oum with the
‘assistance of only the eternal’, —every word. described
Charles's own life to‘himself — 'I said to God:...allow me
to withdraw  myself. Thou art love; ané when . 1 perceive
‘that a wmear relationship.to thee (if the paian.of cthat
unlikeness of mine) will continue to be sheer suffering,
_thou wilt - in “grace” .permi:t me, vea, thou wil: a2id me o
slip - away a "little further  from thee; ‘for this I

- understand, that the nearer one comes to thee, the more .
suffering’ there is in this life....So I thought to myself.

" And yet it did not come o pass.’ - s ’

3roadly defined, this train of thought verges on the age-old problem of
theodicy. . Yet in Williams, .as the ‘passage indicates, its focus is less on
the noc;pn'chat'a suffering world seems inconcelvable ia 2 universe governed

by an omnipotent God of love (although Williams recognized this as a serious

problem for .theists) but rcather that man's existencial search ' for God

-

" . H . - . _ _- . - .. ],
necessicacas the progressiive experience of sufferiag in any approach to God.
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Uiliiams immediately ‘Tecognized Kierkegaard's imsight im these matzers as
corresponding to a truth of his own experlence bhich, in tu;ﬁ, hel had
attempted to couvey iﬁ his writings. 7

Rierkegaard's cdnc;nuing influence oun Williams is best indicated by the
fact that from 1935 uncil the end of his life Williams encouraged his frieads
to- read; Kierkegaard's writings; that.he himself lectured on Rierkegaard's
ideas and d;d everything in hisvpower as a reader at Oxford Universicf‘Press

to encourage Eoglish publication of this provocative Danish thinker.2 In

turn, examinatiom of Williams' philo;ophical and theological couvictions as
manifeéﬁed._ia his. Griting indicates that a rudimentary knowledge of
Rierkegaard's tho;gﬁt can prove invaluable as a point of eufry.into Williams
complex and often confusing texts. In this thesis I propose firgc to
delineate 1in éenera; Eerms the areas of theological and philosophical
_agréement between Williams an& Kierkegaard,3 then from this intreoduction to

commence ‘an investigaticn of several of Williams' plays (which bear the
gpmist;kable Eérmark; of Xierkegaard's thought) and all of his novels fa
crder .;; indica;e the manner im which Kiérkegaard'g existentizlist theories

find expression in this selection of Williams' writings.‘

\

Thomas Zoward, in his preface to The Nevels of Charles Williams} argues

thac all of Williams' nuovels demomstrate a preoccupation with both the
principles governiag human salvation and damnation: and the study of .human
,behavibur as man dynamiéally experlences the existential traumas encogﬁ:ered
in his_ine&iﬁable collision with this soteriological dialectié- These same

concerns are equally evident in Williams' religious dranma. -
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Williams' socériological dogma hangs on hﬁ;ee interrelacgd Eoncepts:
substitution (or exchange), co—inhe;ence,and rom#n;ic theology. Yo statement
captures the essence of Williams' soteriology more precisely than “others He
saved; Himself He cannot save.'5 Every creature, according to Williams, is
absolutely helpless to effect its own salvation. Redemption of amy sort can
be accoﬁplished only through the exchange or substitution of one individual
for another. In Williams' essay “The Way of Zxchange,” he grounds this

doctrine ia the faet of "co—inherence,” which he describes as "inhering in

ns . ) ;-. o
each other.”™ Humphrey Carpenter defines co-inheremce as the doctrine that

... all human beings are totally dependent on each other, that indeed 'no

man Is an Island,’ and that each thought or action has a bearlag on other

_people."7 Williams elsewhere explicitly stactes tHat this “bearing on” is

o -

essential vather than accidental, for he employs the term co-inhereace to

déscribe the relationship between the Father and the Som. ‘Willfgms“pfdééeds
to assert that ~. . . this same'bfepqsitioh_(in) was used- to ée%;ne“ our
lord's relations witﬁ Bis Churcé: 'we in-?imtand he iz gs.’ 'Iﬁ?ﬁas ina: that
sense that cée Church itseif in;lived its children: ‘'we are members one of
anothef.'"s Substitutions aad exchangés are'gfficécibgé-oqu 5ec?u;e of the

fundamental fact of co-inherence;. Thi§ fact ailows'tﬁe :édémpti#e acts of
God's creatures to participate co—inherently in tﬁe archetypal §§bs:icu;iqn

of the Creator.

Williams' well-knmown doctrine of “Romantic Theology” is likewise

gTrounded in the more basic principle of “co-inherence. ;h%ist's substitutioen,

according to Williams, was motivated solely by that love which constitutes

the essential nature of Deity. This entails that all of creation- co-inheres

(or participactes) ia God's substitutionmary love. Williams' doctrine of
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- Rogantic fheoio§§mteache§'that, in the beloved, the_idner_may catch a gligpse

K . R . - . -
v, _ L . i . -

of cthis central truth. -The .lover, more”than any other creatuvre, can say of>

the world revealed. chrough the béloveds “This..also is Thou [God].” . '

. - ~n
v . . . -
ol - - -

- P . ; . o=

e

Although a superficial.: analysiSwof Williams . principnl theoIogical

-

1"'
-

o concepts"'would seéem’ " ¢ place him at. - some distance from kierkegaard s

e ' " . ~

radically. subjective etistentialist theology. a deeper*penetration into the -
- oL .

-

underlying assumptions governing both writers theological orientations

.. b

reveals a remarkable homogeneity of thought. o begin with ue may consider

. ~Milliams' notion ~of Romantic ThEQlogy _According tovWilliams the lover S..

~ >

apprehension \of the- belOVed S- participation in and embodiment of the Divine

S e

("*his also is Thou ) also includes the disturhing perception of the .-

. -

corollarv (*ﬁeither is"this Thod'l Hilliams thus L1$i$CS on a fundamentai

o -

division. in maun which roughlv corresgonds to \ierkegaard s model of. man_as a

- .. -

) P?synthesis of in inire and finite selves. Apprehension or this division “io, .

AN L

RN
the beloved, - for Williams 3lwavsientaxls-the concomitant . and t*aumatic

”recognitionﬂ 6f the lover s own essential division.~ Both “ierkegaard .and

o EEY . ~

Milliams- therefore affirm the universality of” this fundamental ‘issnre in -

-

... human ~ nature, despite the fact that the’ agenda of. discoverv of this divisiOnf

. ™

“Yaries sigﬁi‘icantly befween the “wo writerSs'i:orwtierkegaard the division .

LS . .. -~ .

T .. is->discovered when .he individnal curns-his focus anward;ann discovers“nthe

ethical wrequirements and unrealized pOSSibilities of.the‘infinite self§9

™ e . -
. ..‘.- o .
-

- . fur Williams this awareness arises when an individnal aoprehends the division

- - e

v

in an exzeraal’ bject of passionate interest.}'0 e s s

. . A cursory analysis of the'ddctrine of co—inherence might- likewise appear K

- —~ : - PR -

To place Villians'?in_ direct-bpposition_to:'Kierkegaard, for: ﬁierkegaard '

» . * ' ~ . - e a . .t
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constantly émphasiz;s the necessity of complete individuation wherever wman

"\

seeks a meaniagful aﬁproach to God. But this is not the case. The apparent

opposition arises from Kierkégaard's and Williams' tendencies to appreach a-

cgmpréhensive doctrine f”mqa from the opposing diﬁlcc;ical positions of

individual and collective humanity tespectively. Williams, however, - also

.\

recognizes that c¢o—inherence presupposes the more fundamental fact of tTue
e

indiViéuation,llwhiie Kierkegaard, ou his part, expounds.a doctrine closely

i .

telated to co~inherdsge wheﬁ he states that "at-every coment the individual

is both himself and the race ...." "Perfection in oneself,” he continues, "is

: : fo .12
therefore the perfect participation in’ the whole. : -
. 3 . ‘ ] N .

* Examination of che’doctriue of ‘substitution likeﬁisé reveals Williams'

il

essential agreement with Kié}kegaard. Both Htit&:s ground the po§sibility of

salyacién in che historicztv of uhr*st S %;cneﬁent ) Both men are conviaced
l

that wichout :hé fact of Chrisc's historical -edeeming activitv individual

- .
- - - .

mén: would - be -deniled ,contemporanelty with ~Christ. According to their

S

- " s

téasbding, an=individual'3'salvacion depends upon participation in Christ's

ea'tﬁly uinis"*}, ‘qh;chi.provideé the dyvnamic paftern fer all redemption.

. -

'Wi:héu:.;doub: however, Williams departs from Xierkegaard im his analvsis of
¥ .dep g 3 3

how bhls concemporaneltv 1is apprehendec and exnerienced. Williams maincains

Tw

“that L;"is iq our relationships with others (the co—inherent patrern of

.

B - -
- . . -

13. . o . Ly
glcrg) thac Christ's redemptive presence {5 coneretized. Williams'

asserzion that human beings are able to bear ome another's burders (thereby

fdnctioh;ng as l*;tle‘ Christs) follows frod his doctrine of co-ihhareat

°.contémpoféneitv.-. Alchough Kierkégaard déver'aﬁpéoaches such- a full-blown

-docc:ine of substitut*on becween human ersous, he does intimate that seekin
P - :

’ hélp from “others” often functions as a necessar? first stap in finding one's

‘1



., "_.“ ,‘ ..7 - ~ -
ultipate ‘remedy in the Absgluce,Other.14

4 -
3 .

A Kierkegaardian analysis pE Williams so:ericlogy becomes ex:remely

useful when one turns from an investigacion of the principles themselves .to a'

psxchological study of man's exis:ential collision.uich these’ principles.
Boch Williams acd ierkegaard as .Christian etistencialists stress rhat the
free ‘ndividual is tocally helpless to meet the etistencial demands_ of cn

- absolute t-anscendent ethic which an individual discovers when such a person )
encounters 'the inner self For both writers, rhis is discovcry of :hac parr

of nunan nature which communicates directly wirh and has intuicive knowledge

k

‘of the . cranscendent Deity This discovery usuallv co-incides with an

ind;vidual s" encOunter with " his boundarv situacicns. _This experience 'of

“Limit afises,,ln Nilliams' analysis, when an 1ndividual's fortine conflicts
'?irh' his cercrehjpr,'ln Kierkegahrd's_terms, where'rhenémenolog;cal realit}{
conflicts with the iﬁdividuallsfawarecess ofrhis.essectial‘réalich-

The" proper ~'v.ﬂ.:‘q:rcu'xm?. ro :his etperience of limit coustztutes rhe first of
‘whar boch Kierkegaard and hilliams dub the double aovement of infinity,
‘namely. resignation.' Here :he. individual in awareness of the absolute’_

demands of the Aafinité’ self abanaons all “finite goals. i3 Ihe attempt ro_

) -cqncreciZe Eﬁe cemands oﬁ_;he infinire~self consricutes the- second part of
. this .-doublé movement, but-beipre an.lndivichal is capable of moving ‘beyond
resignarion"iq ‘sn_efEEctive "leap”.of-concrece fairﬁ he ‘must confront. the

either/or -of. individual guile. Confrdntation of this absolute either/or is
essenrial;: for _accoréing to-botl Klerkeggard-sﬁd Williams effective: falth’

_ proceeds from the individual's awareness that before God man~is always in-the

.

- . . - N

wrong.
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This -double movement, 'fnrthermcre: is ‘not exhausted in  one complete
' cyc{e. Kierkegaard and_‘Williems both insist that the task is 'infinice;

Resignacion inwolves a concinuing consciousness of che ever new possibility

&

|
‘ l
of greater and greater sacrifices of finiCe to infinite ends, while faith %

demands rhe ongoing and‘painful attempts to concretize the possibilities

~

conceived bv the.inficite self. The end of this process inevitably involves.

perscnal dest“uc:ion of some kind. éhese considerations help to $lluminate :
both writers af‘irmat*on of the necessity of suffering. As the demands of é

'tne infinite sel* {nerease and are coucretized the ctemporally defined
indivi&ual " finds himself on a progressively narrower way to God. ©sntil the
‘{ndividual .is absolutely lost to finite eands such a person cannot discover

himse¢lf -ia’God.
Wi lliams reliéious drama provides one of the most fruitful geno:s of:
“which to- offer a Kierkegaardian reading. 1In these plays Williams evi..es an e

agenda dhich closely approxizates Kierkegaard's declared iantenti : in the

~composition of For Selfriiéminatioﬁ, where Xierkegaard writes: "1 have
worked to awaken disquietude with the aim of effecting inward change."16

Technically Willlams' 'plays ‘are well suited to his agenda in zhat they

‘suspend normal spatio-temporal relations, thereby dramatizing the c.ilision

" of the finfre and the Irfinite. As in medizeval morality plays, man occupies a

*  .common stage with transgendent bdelngs and reified principles. The =cr.l and
: {ntellectual -significance. of act*on i{s thus Lmmediately dramatiz-= rather
than- expldined. Filliams' plays graphically demonstrate th= {nfinice

repercussions of even 'the ost insignificant finite gestures. .



ol : '
The prevalence of irony (also extemsively explored by Kierkegaard) and
scepticism evident i1n these plays. ts also completely compatible with
Kierkegaard's notion of the ultimate dilemma of a finite rational dialectic.

Into several -of these plays Williams introduces characters which function as

. . .

devil's advocates within the sphere of the self: The Skeleton, The Accuser
and The Fiiﬁe. According to Professor Glen Caval;ero éhe.emergence of these

characters reflects Willlams' growing interest in Rierkegaard's uriti'ngs.l7

~hac: chey reveal to the characters (and indirectly to the audience) is how

»

Go@'s ééency oust nécessarily appear to fallen man who is naturallf dffended
by, and fleeing from, "the God's offe;{“ Williams' sense of man's powerful
and chreateniné experience of God corresponds witch Kiefkegaard'gr$asse:tion
that only through the embraciugaof suffering can one approacé the God of

love.

-

The scepticism evident in these plays likewise accords with Kierkegaard's
ee-viction that intellectual doubt and profound ratiomal iasecurity are

Jecessary prefequisites for a true leap of faith. In keeping with Willlams'

acute historical: consciousness, the presence of scepticism also reflects

Williams' conviction that sce}:icism functions as a healthy deterremt to

those - over-zealous weaker brethren who in both ignorance .and pride have-

4

se_petrated aumerous atrocities on behalf of the omajipotent God. Williams,

- .
[

like ¥ierkegaard, did not hesitate to' remcustrate.against the Church, . where

he lelr it wés nécesqarg. Williams' plax;, therefore, -aboée- all zglse‘
iamonstraté Ged's directivgfaétivity, wihich forc;s-thé sge&ing individua}';o
1 crisis of faith, while at the same time thev drzm;tizé and affirm- the 
redemptive activity which provides the gnd£;iduai:bifh 2 tr?ngéen@éﬂ:,.if.ﬁot'
-Ltoge:he; a:traé;ive; reéo}uéion'tOvthgrcéigisféi Eaith in'chg'-fofiehsiﬁe"
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person of Christ. Christ's offense for both Williams and Kierkegaard residgg.

' . -« .
in his paradoxical and hence rationally inconceivable nature, which challenges

-

man to abandon confidencé inm human ability to. anticipate. rationally the

solution to his dilemma. As many of Williams' works démonstrace, God's

redemptive activity is not only humanly inconceivable, 1t°is hardly to be

-

desired. As Williams wrictes at che conelusion of both The Descent of the

Dove and He Came Down From ﬁeaven, man's blessing lies in not being offended

"

) ) 1
with God'sroffer when it is made manifest.

1
.

Williams' novels manifest what Kierkegaardl terms a "center of gravity”

_castifying toe the phi;oscphic coherence of the author's wgrld view. This

: . b
center, 1o Kierkegaard's amalysils, functions as Providence within the work.
L]

A common center of gravity shared by zall the novels (with the exceptfbn of

Shadows of ECSC&SV)‘;C;B be demonstrated by investigating the soterioiogical . '

dialectic within each work. In keeping with TRierkegaard's model this

.dialectiec involves  both the conecretizing of individual characters’ as they

prpgre§é cowﬁpds salvation or dammation through the enactment of their will
ia-. Eﬁndggencal choices, and the activircy Lf the “Impossible” (Absolute
Pa;adox -;f the Incarnatq' Gé@) as Grace effects .thF “impossible”
';econgiliation neéesséry for-these individuals.

. , N

In the earlier.novels Williams often introduces the "eterazl absolute

achicl? into a realistically depicted, finite temporal reala, 1in a -

Rechanistiec and less successiul manner than L{s the case in his wmore mature

"works. Thus one finds the Graal, Solomon's Stome, Tarot cards and Platonic

fdeals dinvading ordinary reality {n such a way as to destroy not only the

-

' - L : ) - s .
characrers' facile complacency with phenomenological realicy bur alsa to

]
|
]
:
1
|
{
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strain the reader’'s credulity. In the later novels, such as' Descent into

Hell and All Hallow's Eve, these oachinations of magiC'are eicher'missfng'or o

are less pronounced having been replaced by more subtle and psychologically
convineing interpenetrations 'of the 'supernatural and _che nacural{ ‘The
existential impact of chis invaaion of :He supernatural into ;oe‘:neteqalh
however, is‘lsimilar in all of the“novele. In the' Eace of  the .eternal
possib%lities of Fhe supernatueal 'Williams'-chefacters find .tﬁemselees‘
' threatened and isolaced from Cemporal preoccupations and supports; in ‘one
Wa Y ‘or another each is brought to the crisis of faith where the -individualg

must either embrace God S offer of life iu another or perish in everlasting

self-enclosure. _The openness of this model ta Kierkegaard' s psychology, as

in The Sickness Unto Deatﬁ; For Seif-Examinatioo and'The.Conoept-of'Anxiety,

invites ‘commentary.

My thésis will also address the anomalv of Shadows of ,cstasv which

N

represents a signi‘icant eccentric to Williams' later center - of gravi:vg -

{One could even argue;thacetbe-eceentricity of‘thga povel proceeds'from the:

fact that it evinces no definite "ceutef of gravity ') ' The pove;'s-

eccentricity can be demomstrated by etaminiug both ':he soéeriologica; ’

dialectic in the work and the confusing and confused autharial volce..
Williams, for- example, clearly divides the charactersin the'novel into"tbo ©

camps:  those for and those against Comsidine (the apparent antagonist :of the
. 4 * . ': ' . .
, :

work) omly to confuse the ﬁoral texture of the novel b?"indiseriminately
dividing the articulation of Willlams' fundamental doctrines betweén members
of both opposinglcamps.

Bere the sctage of existential development closely approximates that

——

™



accrihuced by Lierkegaard to the Gérman Romantics (expecially Fichte), uhe:e;

the center of gravity has noved entirely towards indtvidual consciéusneSs.'

But ,here;‘as demonstrated by Considine,the individual experiences ounly a
.nééabive . freedom, for the self _acknowledges no traascendent ecnin requiriné
“of che 1ndividual tnat he actuali*e himself in concrete activicy. Acconding
i to. Kierkegaatd the individual must become concrete, but to de so réquires
self- limitation inr réspecn of another being. -The self, in';ocher words,
icanno: escape disastnr}if it insists on remaininé self-referential. The most
nurprising.'nhing about thils novel is that Coaosidine, supnosedly , aorally

viilainous: is portrayed quite sympathetically. I want co suggest, by way of

'explanat;on, that ?illiams} theologlical posizion moved decisively towards

orthodoxy -after he had written Shadows of Ecstasvy.

‘The concluding- chapter of my thesis will ceater om the uovel Descent
into Eell; which I take o' be Wflliamé{ moSt signifihant lingrary
achievement. - From the poiat of view of a geanre study iz is fascimating, for

ic encloses a play within che cnntrolling framework of a novel. Thus it not

only provides additional insight into Williams' ac*ivitn within each of these

~ s . a .

genres but ‘also embodies Will*ams notion of the relationship betueen the wo

genres. -Om a very basic level, therefore, it explores the relaticaship of

dfnmatic art co exiscantial feality manifénted as psychologidai realism ia

che. novel., This allows the ‘reader insight into what Williams perceived as
the -nxistencial significance of his writings ia genernl. Essentially nhe
novel demoustrates that dramn, like ceremony, allows the participant to break
our of séelf-enclosure by pe:mit.mng nim to assume a role in a larger nrama.

The ©play in the novel nediates between, and engages characters Jithin, both

the finite world of normal psychological :eality and © cthe {afinite world

]

PYSEPPROL ALY - SE PR
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beyond chis&-reali:y where :he'significance of :he.so:enioloéical dfama - is

'revenled. Thus a: some - level :he division in the work between the novel and

the - play | correSponds to the fundamental division in man becween his finite

-

-and infinite -selves. ‘In addition co the novel .s« generic intricacies,

‘»

. Descent,_ like ‘the majority of Uilliams plays and novels, lends i:self co ' .

V-

nierkegaardian analysis of' charnc:er development ‘wichin- the larger

‘soteriological dialectic of che work. Examination of - this novel. should

':herefore provide boch a focus and conolnsion for the entire thesis.

-



gl

certain asﬁecgs of Williams' chought #n thelr most Kierkegaardian forzm. Thus

- exhaustively, taken as a group the six plays under .consideration provide bor

.
AT |

 Williamsg'® Religioés Drama: Kiérkegaardis i ) :“ '
Soteriological Dialectic Brought to Life’ b ‘ .

I "have worked " to awaken disquietude " with the aim of
effecting inward change. . .o .

.‘- . . . R 1 " . . ) . ‘ . - .
’ Williams' religious .drama, offers perhaps .the most rewarding genre in. b

which . to ipvestigate his tﬁeologicai ideas,.for ia - these pliyss Williams

»

- v

demonstrates ‘'his remarkable abiliry to weave numétoué thematic threads into ’

an incredibly rich, and complex dramatic tapescry. - Ia my analysis [ will
neither attempt to unravel each thread nor to suggest hgow these threads

- * -

- combine to produce a collective thedlogical and dramatic statement. Rather T °

. have elected to limit'my_discﬁssiOn to six.ﬁlays - Seed of idam, Terror of

r

Light, The Three Temptations, Judgement at Chelmsford, The House of the

Octopus -and Thomas Cranmer of CanterbﬁryA — each of which demonstrates .-

in wmy analysis of an in&ividual'play ﬁany significant dimensions‘of_the;wdrk

are passed over simply o aveid redundancy. While no play 1is treated

a comprehensive survey of the rangg of Williams' theological concerns. a

expressed 1in his drama, and a strong indicatlon of the pervasive influence

which Kierkegaard's thought had on maay Sagets of Williams' intellect.

»~



John Heath=Stubbs aptly describes Seed of Adak as a Tplay oﬁ,idedst“z

. -

~ -

~

for -some ecapacity or:éctivi:y of'mqn."s'ﬁeaﬁh—StuBbs contimues ‘to observe

‘that . "[tlhe ideas are’ not so much to be expounded dialectically £fu the"

dialcgué as Ilmmedlately incarnated in the .action._"4

"inecarnaced” three distinct yet interrelaceéd ideas in the action Of this play

Williams c¢learly

— ideas which, glthouéh they find their mosc-qistgnét expression £3 Seed of

Adamz teappear in some form in nea:l} all of the piayé'co fﬁgf cousidered.

\ggch of these ideas also displays willidms' intérest.in and agreement with

N [

Kierkegaard. I refer Specifically to Williams' imsistence -ou the historical

. - v

ac:ﬁalitf "of ' the Incarnat{oq,‘his)dramatip depiczidn of gomantié Theology

agiin;t thé laréer background of--a.Wistorical Incarnaiion,and‘his analysils” of!

- zhe human.conditidn of post‘Lapsafiam despalr which ecan be remedied only by a
2 A v - . N -

/"

v

finiie,éossibil;ties- ' : _ f— R ' . ) -

For, both Willidms and Kigrkeééard :he,Incaiqqt;on zusc- be a, histgrical:

fact if the individual fs td participate efficaciously in Christ's redemptive

aeti%itf. XKierkegaard denominates this coacept "concempofqﬁei:y";_ Williams

- '

uSuall§Q ;efe:s_tb it as "simumltaneity.” The idea in both Lné;ances remains

.- tHe game. Kiérkegaa;d describes “three possibl& forms  that boncehporahei:y

may. assume. The f£first . of these is simply " direct and- immediate

~

contemperaneity. with a hnistorical evenr . or nergon.  The "second is

~ N . - .

The ideas .in chis play, as in mediseval drama, take the form of reified .

_persous who, aqco:din?ftéx?filiaﬁs,."besides being dramatic characters,’ stand
- / - . - o i

radical in&;sion- of" the efermal and infinite God ianto a world of ~futile

-~



-

con:emﬁoraneity with Gad, exﬁeriehced through an individual's consciousness

* . of "beiﬁt before the God who is alwsys present.”  Gregor Malantschuk:

.describes Kisrkégaard‘s final sense of'coucemporaneity\as'foilows::

-

form of contemporaneity is faith's
contempqranellly with “the God”™ in "the autopsy of faith.”

contains rwq qualitative opposites: the etermal revealed

", ' at a specific point of time within history, where one

: cannot. become. contempordneous gith the eternal without the
histcrical S the iutermediarv.

-~

The challenge .to - faith presentgd‘ by the possibilicy of &hrist's

- historical  Incargation ‘is cwofol@- _The first involves believing that this

‘ phrtiéular e&enﬁ and this applies, :c‘all historical claims) was actualized

.among” .an almost f2XinivPe number of possible events. The second risk stems

From thHe unique .nature df thé eveat in qugs:iou, Lor the anarnation *nvolves

Both an ontological. and: a logical cohtradictiog. Given the absurdity of

Christianity's central dogma Kierkegaard argues cﬁac belief' ia - the

Incarnation talses the risk of belief to a- qual_tativelv higher level chan is

“the case with ordinary historical -claims. Man experiences cpncemporaneity;"

"

" with cthe ~absolute Paradox,” iz Kierkegaard's analysis, - by passionately
risking;faﬁch in :;m_,a.bsuz'd:Lt:y'--6 . " . ) A

-

" Williams, in . Ee Came Down From Heaven, l;kewise argues that

! 1

contemporaneicy with God is:possible only if Christian dégma is groundeg in
historical actuality: )
| ~ ) .

It is crue that all that did happen is a presentation of-

what 1s happening all the historical events, especlally

.0f this category, are a pageant of the events of -the human

soul. 3But it is also.true that’ Chggsceqdom has always held

that the two-are indissolubly connecred;’ that the eveats in

the human soul could hot exisc unless the hiscorical events . -
r had extsted . ... . The union of history and the individual

war

L [P —
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1s, like that of so many opposites, in the coming of the

kingdom of heaven, historic and contemporary at omce. It

was historic in order that it might always be contemporary;
» it {s contemporary because it was certainly hisctortic.

While Williams does noct differentiate ~ between various forms of

-
-

contemporaneity, his discussion suggests a conception of coatemporanelty

’ﬁ) which includes both Kierkegaard's second and third forms. Where Williams
~ )
speaks &f the “pageant of the events of the human soul,” he refers, among

- other cthiqpgs, to pa icipaticn in the Rituals of the Church. Needless to say,

v

whether the d, third/or any form of contemporaneity is experienced by

the participating individual = depends emtirely om such a persoa’s stance

before God.

The Seed of Adam is well-suited to the dramatization of 2 concept as
diffiduls to. gTasp Lp:eliectually'as contemporaneity. Williams describing .
this ﬁlay'uotes: "I had, ia @y usual way, aboiished Time and Space. I was

préparéd to bring in anvone. After all the Nativicy was a local event

besides being universal.-"8 4dam's presence iﬁ the play effectively conveys
‘both the -ioecal and:uni§ersal dimensions of the Nativity, for Adam at once
) represents both {adividual and coliective humanity. As ar iodividual

character Adam expériences immediate contemporanelity with Chrisc's

\ : : : )
(’H_//’ J Incarnation, and as the father of the human race he tepresents the indirect

experience ¢f contemporameity with God which the historical Incarnation opeuns

to all mankind as a possibility.

Thus Kierkégaard's‘three forms of contemporanelty are dramatized in the

_' ' ‘ sing}é f’guré of Adam. Adam evinces the second forma of contemporaneity

. (arising from an individual's conscicusness of existiag before the God who is

- - . : *



o

always present) in his futile acnempts o respond to the demands -of this God.
>
. Adam's efforts presuppose this awareness. That idam finally expe:iences the

third form of contemporaueity (faith's contemporaneitv wich' the God iz the

autopsy of faith) is clearly indicated by his . decision to eunter tha stable to

adore the Christ child:

JOSEPH. Father Adam, come in; here is your child,
here is the Son of Man, here is Paradise.
To-day evervthing begins again. .

[Adam goes down to the door of the stable

,  MARY [meeting him and genuflecting]. Bless me, father: sece how.
to~morrow is also aow. - '

ADAM [making the sign of the Cross]. Under the Protection!
peace to you, and to all; goodwill to wmen.
[Thev go into the stable’

-

In- Seed of Adam Williams also explicitly weds the doctrine of Romantic

.

Theology to the Incarnation. Williams ingeniously achieves this wuniom by

casting Joseph ané Mary as cvomaatic lovers.” In Mary (and through her) Joseph
\

percelves 2 world saturated with God's presence:

Do not with descent, O altitude, even of mercy,
sweeten the enhanced glance of those still eves
which to my lord's house, and to =e the least,

- illumine earth with heaven, cur only zmortal
imagination of etermity .... {(p. 1537}

Joseph's perception closely corresponds to Kierkegaard's second £form of
contemporaneity with God. Yet, as was suggested ia the introductory chapter,

for Kierkegaard the cousclousness of egﬁés_;:efence,ézises when an individual

\ .
turns ioward and subjectively encounters the infinite self, whereas for

f/ Williams this awareness arises from an encounter with an external object of

passionate inaterest. In Willfams' analvsis the lover's experience oI the

i

heightened romantic state (commonly knowa as “"being in love™) allows him to

e -



‘gloty

T MARY. :‘Dearest to be in loye is_:o.be ina love,

.. . - ' . e T -
. e :
-

© . Joseph:.. ... o~ T N Ce T S

PR

MARY. Dearest, ybuﬂaid”not hear: we said {in-love. ;
Why must, how can,. one be’in love with someome?. .

L

JOSEPE. ‘éeEausE'. . . but that is what in love meané;

.- .one is, and can only be, in love uith someone. SR

~

no more, o0 less. Love ts. only itself,.. ™ S
everywhere, at all times, and to all objects- o
.7 My soul has magniziwed- that lordy ay spirft ... .
| rejoiced in God my saviour; he has regarded .
the nothingness of his handmaid. He- Has thrust -
o -into this ma;ter his pa:oern of bones....(p. 159)

Although Marv etpresses on_one level a single pattern of

"the

eternalf

agprehend: God's' esseptial Being — Love. “Ha}y~expléins'éhis- principle " to

uhich~ is perceivable in all :hose who are loved,ﬁxarv s sicuation. is h

:_unique.“‘~In her Love itself shall make his flesh as one Ln :ime and place

appeaEQ fn -éach

160)..

presence:

Harv

expliciclv declares_that the appdrition of .Love; yhic@

and everv beloved in her will coincide uith Love s actuél

- - ™

" Joseph, .come, take me td Bethlehqm,
there the: apparition and’ the preseuce are one, I _
“andAdam’'s children are one in -them; . o .

there is the way of .Pdradise. begun. (p. 160)

The 1acarﬂation,

gﬁ other worids, aﬁthentibates nan's pé&ceptionm'of God's_'

LR

h apparicion iu wan, bv allouing Hary to bear One in whom zhe apparicion is 1oﬂ

.-real .presence.

As Wary suggests, it is only -because she bears the Incarna:e

Tove that, gli- of ﬂdag s .children co-inhergn:ly pa;:icipane in the Divine
Yature. ]
'_.Tﬁeée'

the

- " . ) 1-0 , c
Lﬂcarﬁation had oot yet occurred :ne event is- still igevirable, - for

considerations. help to explain why Wflliamq inéiscg that even 4Lif .



cne “events of che soul include man s profonnd experience of :he\division in

-

both . the beloved and the self - chis also-is Thou, neither is this Thon

leppeerance of One in»ﬁhom nan's division'is-remedied'througﬁ the incarnared

s

’ Kierkegaard s model,- the remedy presents itself in the form of an Absolute

“_Paradox- for Chrisc at .once, off ers himself to faith as_both complete man'and .

s

comple:e God. R S

L . - . N

- The character of the ~ Third king introdnces other unmiscskably~”

&ierkegaardian elements into Seed of Adam. killiams describés this characcar,'

as representing ‘.he experience of Tan when man tninks he has' gﬂne bevond al“‘

A ~ .
[

hoPe of restoracion - ‘Lo Jov 11 -— a_ condition- closelv correspcnding .to

! v

._Kiex:kegz(a."d-4 descriptlon of desoair. The ihird king identifies .imsel‘ :as '

jnhs t*avelled ro get back to[him]eVer since’ .(p. l65).-urlliar» ;hus'employs

the:-&ing"to represent'the inescapable suectre of-personal'an;-neredi:aryusin:

-~

which haunts each Tan. and mocks aevery human efiorc :o:circumventrche dreadful

'consequences introduced intp human exgerience by the fall iato sin.’

" The King thus ‘functions primarily as an impédiment ro the realizarion of

adam's’' quest which is to discover.a way of returd to Paradise. The Ring's

* -

."abilicy to frustrate .Adam's. .desire - graphically .conaveys qen"s tocal

". helplessness: in tne face of sin, for Adam emong'orher things.reoresents ‘the-

sum total -of numan achievement in botn &nowledge and gover “men:. Adam’s

~at:emot to exercise his aurhoriry over the Xing (and-:he &ing s moche:; gell)

elicics sardonic‘contempt for Adam's Eolly'uhich-tescifies';o acth’ zhe King's -

Lp: 161).' ~This -experience of division for Williams, prefigures ;he'

union of Godis- epperition .and real - presence. 'Here in. &eeping ‘with

“the core of thre. ﬂéuit which Adam ace, -and. ominously infor=5 Acim that ‘he -

. - -
WETHSR YR BT |



=

Hsutergorzépiri;ual insight and his resigqétidn\ie desﬁair:

kg - - . - ‘ . -

e . M -

. LT AH [co :he SOLDtERS] - Seize her. Loy T
_— ', [They rush forward.’ She laughs at them and thev fall.
‘back on chelr knees’ ]
IEIRD KING: - ‘Whom are .you seeking’ )
) kre you come’” dut with swords and stavés to -take us’ T
‘We .were often with you in:your. temples: now =
Father Adam, wou were always a fool, . CoeL
and it seems at the top of vour Roman school' ' - | N\
no- better; will you arrest the itch : o
with . your great hands? ‘will your bands pitch :
- their Javelins - against: the ‘diabetes of the. damned? . L
. + The belly is empty in hell though :He mouth 1s” crammed ' ot
- - a monctonous place! (p. 166) ' . . . :

d -

'Here'gdamfs ‘rustra{ed attempts to regain Paradise illustrate mierkegaard s
contention that ' the fiuite sel remains helplese'before_;he depands'of the

tafinite self. in, Adam’:heée demaﬁdé-manifeSt themseives in the form -of .

desires inspired bv the recolleceion of his former paradisal etlsteuce ;Ad

-

' comﬁlicity; with God. His -’ finite resourcee are ;simply- inadequete to

concretize these;desires.i_ . " A | )

Bué lf the King, represents man 's despairing knowledge of- limitation he
eiso' Tepresents tHe increased spir‘tual awareaess which acgompanies sech )
kﬁoq;edée,“aﬁd.with tbis negati;e awarenegs comes posipive hope. Despaiq, id
kierkeéaardﬂsv‘aﬁélyeis,' negetively 'ferces man £9 ehe _:hreeho;d of human

capatity, ' but as. is the case for all .negarive movements,_despaif barties a

posizive, movement within it in the form of a possibillivy. It "is  for rhis

, reason _thae‘ the. King, rather ‘than idam, heralds che-infant. Christ as che -

remedy to man's sPiritual malaise: - "Blessed be.he who s the only Neceseity.'

end'his-neceesity in'himeelf-alone" (p- 171). ] I _:ﬂ : -
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- Al:houéh “the 'éveﬁts immediately preceding;and including Pentecost form: the

d*ama:ic background for ng:gr Qf 1g : Williams in this play evinces lirtcle

- concern for ctheological issues normallv asgociated with the advent of the

. -Holy Spirit. Ins:ead this plav concains Williams' most extensive d:amacic-‘

etplora:ion of the relationship becween scepticism and faith. It is likewise

NSurprising that killiams eleccs to use Pentecost racher than the Vativitv is

-chc' background to his .dramatic depiction of the fundamental Jdifferences.

3

‘oeparatiog: gaganism, Juddism and-.Christianicy. While Williams' déoioion to

explore ™ these.ideas may appear strange within the historical comtext evoked

by .cﬁe"olay, hls‘defeIOPment'of the ildeas in-'Terror of Light illustrates

'fufther ins:ances of preoccupations in Williams thought _which reflect f
Kierkegaard s prof0uuo influence on his iuCellect.

williams' dssertion 'that scepticism performs a vital functiou_ i the .

'service of faith stems from aore :han Williams"' natural disposztion .towards

T all episcemolog*cal 1'ssucs whlch ‘Anne R‘dle* alludes to when she clalms that

. ,_3 . N ;
of - truth. Jilliams own_ assertlon chac 1h]he CHurch owes Zore o

. - . : i .
. heretlics tharn -she is ever _1i kelv (on this earth) to. aomit..."‘4 proceeds

"from Williams" unique cheological and psychological insighr, ‘rather than from
zere pgbvérsicv. -Io the fi—st place ﬁilliéms like xie*kegaaro iasists that:

‘faizh® Iles well bevond the proper spnere  of reason. Second, in” williams'

~ analysis, - a healthy sgepticism func:ions as a limitacion and a corrective. to

el w*lliams uould certainly have expeoted to find. doubt growing at the foot 7"



. . ' - - . Co 4 -
. 5 . . .. A .- - . ~.

che Church s tendency to distrust the omnipo:enc God ] abili:y to. orchestrate..

. the - events of human hisrory, preferring rather ca :ake macters intc its .oun‘ .

‘ .hands T cfcen uith disas:rous results: for boch Ehe Church and viccims of

M 3 i
Ll
' ,o

'che Church- o o

-

-del chsrscters in - Terror of Lighc manifes: what MWilliams Sust fhave

considered. to be a healthy dose of scepticxsm.. Thomas the doubcing ipostle

',and !arv .che ‘mocher * of Jesus. -Williams affection for Ihouss‘ is besc

\

’illuscraced bv the fact rha: he oance compcsed an office hvmc in-hohcﬁr- of - -

chis_;Aposcle to whose sodalicy he considered himsel‘ ‘to belong irhe"hymnl

. -
-

.concludes:

% . ; T

. "Lord God, confess we zever
: _ 15
‘Kaowing nor, swore we knew. -

. Thomas, in the play, demonstrates Nilliams conviccion chac scepticism is
divine gifttr.Ihomas for etample, c-aims that Christ approved of his initial

'hesitaridn 7:9 believe che Resurrection {p. 329) At another poiat in the

drama Thomas- does battle with Saul ou, behal of “the scepticism cf'the Eoi§

‘Ghost_ (p. 363). Harv likewise identifies’ herself with Thomas sceptical

’ spiri:: béYbu and I- have been twins in the Spiric, Thomas. I asked a
. question of the archangel and vou would not :believe for che mere nolse of
" many vcicESi (p. 372)r Mary's claim may surprise those who- traditionally

;dentify- her .as. a pillar of faich; but "in Williams' and Rierkegaazd's

analysis, faith st enccunter‘and'resbond to doubt. Rlerkegaard describes

the dialectical relationship established between knowledge and scepticism as -

follows:’

Tor dialectleis in its truch a benevolent helper which | v
discovers and assists irn finding where che absolute  object
+of falth' and worship s -— there, : namely, where the

l
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] jdifference' between knowledge-and ignorance collapses in-
absolute. worship with a consciousness of ignorance, there
where the resistance of an objective uncertainty tortures
forth the passionate certainry of faith, there when the
conflict - of -right and wrong collapses in absolute worship .
with absolute subjection. Dialectic itself does not. see - j
the” absolute but it leads, as it were, the individual up W
to . it, and says: , 'Here it must belstﬁat I guarantee; when
you worship here, vou worship E9ﬁ . .

Iz . order to apprqciace Kierkegqard's position one must recognize that
faith, in his view, 1s not another (albeit :higher) form of reason.

KiérEegaa&d " describes faith as a separace "organ" which passionﬁrely aoves !

tHe individual beyond che domain .of :hpught. Scepticism functions within
th ~_sphere of thought bv contribucing to the collapse of a finire rational
:dialectic. ? Ouly faith can wove the Lndividual beyond the chreshold. §

Tierkegaard atgues that wheh the spheres of reason and falth are not kept

discrete from one ancother, and nan attempts vationmally to provide an

18

h

objectively secure foundation. for faith, further doudbt is generated.

]

Williams in The Descent of the Dove approvingly describes Xierkegaard as

- . -+
- . . !

a man who "lived under a sense of judgement, of contrition, of ascexicism; but
alse (and ‘equall y) of reéolﬁ, of refusal, of unbelief._"19 Williams'
c9mmendatiéh of Kierkggaar@’é §tr3nge‘mixture of affirmation and scepticisa
is 'har&ly uuixpected given W;lliams' similar inner tension. Boch‘ men
recpgq}ze that reésgn could no more provide security for faith than doubt
could cripple -faich. Soth men algo recognize the cterrible risks whichl
atcend ché “"leap” into faith. Kierkegaard, according go Gregor Halantsch;k;i
‘Held that "[o]rnly faich, whicﬂ knows uncertaincy and the possibilitles of
dOubE,can at it§ cwn risk grasp the historical [claims of Chrisn;ani:y]."zo

Williams, ia a similar vein, comments on Pascal's Wager:



He disliked Honcaigne'é ievity as muéh‘ag\his tﬁough;. He

demanded that all men should choose. K hematiclan that he
was, he knew infinity: Jansenist thaffhe was, he felt the
dangers of infinicy — felt and feared them for others.

"The finite to stake . . . the infinite to gain.” Could
anyone cousent to doubt? He conceded his imagined opponent
"a feeble if intelligent murmur: - "The true course is not to
wager at all,” and crushed himself with the awifl _ansgwer:
"Yes, but vou must wager. It is.not opticnal.” ’

In The Figure of Beatrice Williéms'again alludes to the tisk of belief,

. £ X y '
but here within a context which reveals - his further affinicy wi?h\

Rierkegaard:

In this [the question of whether our perception of the
Divine 1in the beloved is genuine], as in so much, we have
“on :inadequate evidence ro. make up ourzzmindé on the
principles of things; it is the old gamble.

As. this'.passage'suggeSts, belief cannot be arrived at.through an unbroken -
succession of reasoning. It 1s achieved ouly.through a passionate leap rife

with uccertaidties, and becomes meaningful only where faith grapples with

.

issues of intensel§ subjectivé .interest.. Beatrice, Williams' argument
suggests, was for'Dante much more than a tactic-in his poetics.

.

. -

Terror of Light also incorporates Williams' second major defense of

scepticiﬁm,‘ vhich;.arise§ gfomfﬁsychological rather than purely theoiBgiéal
?rinciples.' lWilliamS' gtave-sdééicioué'regarding unbridled and, wmisdirected
teligions feév;ur find effective dramatic expression in the play's treatment
.of the character Saﬁl. Saul’'s appeal to John: (Blelp me, help us, help our
God!” (p. 338) carries ominous overtones when one recalls Saul's subsequent
relentless persecution of the young Church. Willizms sets Thomas' divinely
sanctioned scepticism in direcrt opposition to Saul's self-righteous fervour .

An amusing and instructive confrontation between Saul and Thomas culainates



in-a;sworglfight in which Thomas- gains the upper hagd. Wikliams includes the !
Eollouing verbal exchange: = ' -

SAUL. ' It is easy to snmeer at éhat vou do not believe!

. THOMAS. Soeer 1s a harsh word. It is not so easy to be
" " hot and cold at once, to be devoted and iantelligent, to
trust God and keep vour miand dry. But we do what we can.
Please God the Holy Ghost will always let people kike me
hover between the dogmatists and their victims. Faith is ‘
a great danger and a great temptation; one can be nore
wholly oneself-in the name of faitk than in the name of :
anything else. (pp.362-63) . : ‘

Ia cthe chapter of The Descent of the Dove entitled "The Quality of
Disbelief™ Williams proposes an evaluaticn of_Hontaigne which is no less © -

radical than his presentation of Thomas in Terror of Light. Williams writes:

e admmm e

"Qur Lord the Spirit, héving pefmit:ed contrition tO'exis:; permitted-=shee:

. » X pe
intelligence. to exist; he inspired —— one may say so — Montaigne'."'3 ;

A

Montaigne, Llike. the Thomas of W{lliams' p;aﬁ'recognized the .dangers " of

unrestrained belief: ‘ . o : . )

-

Ze [Montaigne] recalled men to the recollection that .they
began with a hypothesis; that faith —— the kind of faith he
beheld active round him, which had (it was- estimarted)
killed 800,000 human beings and wrecked aine towns and two

. hundred and f£ifty wvillages — that faith had Zirst been a . _ :
hypochesis and had been generally translated into ,Ehe S )
realms of certitude by anger and obstinacy and egotism.” '

~

-

In Terrdr of Light Williams. emplovs Marvy co admonish the Church to’

L]

strike a balance between scepticism and” faith =— a balance similar Yo that
attribuced to Montaigne in The Descent. aAddressing Thoamas and John {depicred
in cthe play as a mystic possessing both profound spiritual insight and faich

1a God) she proclaims:
I do natr know where you [Thomas] will go, when the
Companions begin theilr journeys. 1India, perhaps -— vou
will have enough work there, my brother in scepticism. 3ut
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the school - of your followers will have even harder work
within the Church. You and John. Love each other; .love
each other: when Thomas and John are divided, the Church
wanders. (pp. 372-73) :

_Kiefkegaatd's assertion that “[{]n Christidnity everything has’ dropped

25 could well

‘"to a lower level because a higher factor has é¢ntered inm,”
serve as an epigraph for Williams' evaluation of the fundamental

qualifications of paganism, Judaism and Christianity which :finds dramatic .

expressicn In Terzror of Light. Williams achieves this dramatic-expression by
setting the representatives of paganism and Judaism (Simon Magus and Saul
respectively) agaiost the Christian backdrop established by the dulk of the

other charaters of the play. 1In this manner the essential qualifications of

each position come to the fore, revealing a basis - for discrimina;ioﬁ between

these three 'ﬁajor religious oriéntations. which '&estiﬁies to Williaﬁs:

fundamental agrieement with Kierkegaard on these zatters. -,

Kié&kegaard differentiates be;véen th;se fel;gionsAon Ehé_basfs ;f' tﬁé
ind&vidual’s' relatiounship to eterﬁiﬁ§ 'anql'the c;ucomitént. ihpéct _Ehis
relaciouship has on tﬁe indiv;dua;'s decisious‘in-:imé. ‘IA pégaﬁfsm the .
temporal has lictle meahing,:fur eterni:y‘isycbﬁcéivéd "as aﬁ'abs;racéioh, an

. i . ”
analogue . to ‘philesophy's achievement in the field of orrcolqu'.“”6 - *In

paganism the iadividual relates to'the Eterdal as fate, and because fate

includes contingency, the individual can never be brought to acknowledge his
. ’ N 7 b d - .

responsibility in the face of the B:ernal," .. .

Simon  Magus, in the play, represents the pagan ;onsciOusnéss-“ Instead

of acknowledging his status as a limited temporal being .in the face of the

Eternal, he posi:s-himself_és “the Sﬁanding Pillar between allche FO{ldS"'(p;
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348) — a stance Kierkegaard descfibeé as typiecal of~paganism- which holds

: 28 | : . i
that - "der Meanséh isc Gott:.""8 " Simon represents . -the highest and most - .

.

dangerous form of paéaaism, for fnstead of coueriné before the -vicissictudes.

-

of Fate, he seeks mastery through the practice of occule knouledge. Simon,

S

of course, fails. Judas places Simgn s attempt.to manrpulate the a;ernal'in

© L&s true iighe: ’

SIMON. - By ' the ‘names written ou this. staff, by the
pronunclation of . the titles of the Emarations,” by’ the .
L " Mother of all the Seons, go back. . N ) "y

JUDAS [bfeathing on the staff]. 'When the light began to : o

'~ move it put an end to this. [Simon drops his staff.] We - -
‘both “wanted to use :he light, Simon. Now.we shall have
it (p.'349) ‘ :

- -
-

Kierkegaa-d according -to Gregor'xalantschuk holds that “in the shifc

fron paganism to Judaism camporalltv is demarcated by the recognloion of  a

r wo-

. ' 2
nranscendenoe which ;ligs abovg and beyond the_ temporal.” 9'_ Kierkegaard

goes  oun’ ToO suggest that ~...chis parcially abstract perception oé eterni:y

still doea noc.havé a:decisiﬁa influence upon an.accenCuation of :the meaning

of .tiae.fso ;udaism -fail; o enter iato an.absolute relatiouship withc

eneonity becaise it never meets God face to face. 1t is only in Chris:ian;c;

:hat’ maa 15 Hitec:i@ confroncad with the incarnate ecernal truth, thereby

allowing a person to finad "his way o an etermal decision in his own- interlor '
. beiug This "means that,. face to face with God, he mast go . through the

absolure movement of repentance and come totally dnder guilt. 3

Joha's confromtation with Saul highlights -several of these iwmportant

differences betaeén.thris:iani:y and Judaism:

JOBN. . . . You need a.new‘qocabulary.



. . . SAUL. I need noching of the sort. -The old names -are -good
L. enOugb for ne - the Law, sin, repenrance, pardon.

JOHN. I know, I know. Bur you hear them and "~ you feell
“them,  and yet they don't kill yéu! You dou' t die inco
- them. Nowaddys I dou't kaow if 1 am dead or alive.-

SAQLZ ﬁmotioual'nonsedse!' You cen.obey-rhe-Law.

JOHN. "I -can not obey the Law. - Can you? . E .
SAUL. T can try. S ]

" JOHN. ‘And  if you saw the Law moving and walking and
"talking ia front of you « . (p. 336) . . -

Saul demonsrrates Judaism’s-abilirv to come under a sense of guilr, yvet it

~

remains qualified unlike John s absolute guilt. Thomss and ?eter:both_revesl
'rha;' they have shared .J'ohn s evperience. Thomas declares that encounte.ring
Curisr_ is- periectly appalling —_ lt[isllike being pur complecely iuto oze s
.- own ideucity ‘ar: that momeur IR (p. 329). Peter, referring his

betrayal of Christ, issists that he, like Judas, would ! have destzoyed himsel“
Yad Chrisc _spoken to him’ (p; 378) Ihomas' observation preciselv ConCuUTS ,

wich Kierkegaard s analysis of Christiauitv s impact om. man's relariouship to
time: R } )

- “~

- Yot wuntil the coming of Christianity does .something
totally. new appear in its fullness; and then Time and
decisicns in timev also acquire‘infiuite_weight “for the
-single individual ) o ' .

Peter’s proclamation to-Judas graphically underscores ‘the mew terror which,

in. Christianiry, *attesds mau's temporal decisions: “[I]n the name of the

Church we assent [C Your owo volirion, we’ lay upon you the compulsion of your

own act. " Go” (p. 351). Veirher Simon nor Saul are capable of- perceiving the

-

truth that Chriscianitv destroys the possibili'v of human dignicy before God.

Man, ia Ch*istianicy, is required to know n-msel“ as his acrions have - made

fhim. ‘Judas, unlike Simon’ or Saul, recognizes his absolure guilt, and so for
' "



him redemption is a2 real possibility. Williams makes one of his aosﬁ daring

cheological speculations when he: insis:s, in che play. that Judas éxperiences'i

redempcion chrougbﬂatthxas' substicution (p. 369) Such a° move would appear

-

:perfectlv natural to Williams qho often- employs Judas as an ¢vervman figure.

Williams would also probably imsist that eve*y man lacks seI‘-knowledge to -

i

.he degree that he fails to identi‘v himself with Judas.

~ s - ' .

' N " . : : - i - o N
The TJLse‘Temptations is unique among Williams' plays in several ways.

- ~ M -

It was. composed as a Tadio play and, :herefore, unlike all of Williams' other

.-religious Dlays, its iztended audience Is not stric¢tly Christian.- It is also
a play wbich scathingly expeses charicters without leading then beyond

self-knowledge to repencance- Williams alsp selects Herod, ome of the

~morally villainous characters of the play, to functton as a normat;ve volce
within the -work. Herod in chis capacity reveals what, Xierkegaard would

describe as acute 'cemonic insight Into the nature of the kingdom of * God.

N '

These factors combine o wmake The Three Temptations one of the most

-"

iateresting dad disturbing plays in Williams' dramatic repertoire.

Each of the - three temprations presented to Christ by the “Tvil One®

finds itself represented in ocae of the characrers in the’'play: Herod, for

Che comforts of the flesh; Pilate, for thé comforss of reputation; Caiaphas,

for &he comforis of safe religion. These temptaﬁions may alsc be interpreted

a5+ tacties employed bv the finize se" to avoid che demands of the infinice
self. Judas, in che play, fuhctions as an EZveryman figure who bet*avs the

Kingdom of God at every opportunity. Judas' experience of terror in his

-

¢ r
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confroqpatfon wiﬁh the Kingdom'is fully justified, for The Three Temﬁiations,

§

in 'E&ue' Kierkeéaérdién fashion, insists that the call ‘to follow 'Chrisé
amounts to nothing less than the czll to a painful but unqualified surrender

of the self.

In The Three Temptations, Herod, Pilate and Caiaphas consplire to destroy

Christ. Herod, who possesses an unrelenting candour, reveals that he and'his
fellow coanspirators, who \{fpresggt various forms of finite comfort, are

motivated to oppose Christ out'of fear:

[

Pooh, vou [Caiaphas] are as much afraild as we;
~only you were so made as to take refuge ’
in religion, as we do in money or fame. {p. 381)

?Hilliaﬁs structures the play so that Cﬁrist's triumph over the Evil One
corresponds to Christ's rejection of all that Hered, Pilate and Caiaphas have
to éffer.. The EVil-One describes :hé cempfations embodied in Herod and
Bilate . as "[;]omfort of flegﬁ and comfort of graand spiric” -(p. 389). The

third ;emptétfén he h;lds .out to Christ he terms ~“the comfort of safe
.teligion"‘tp. 389).;1Christ refuses each of these in zurm. <Christ's Kingdom,

as Herod AStu:ely,observes; threatens the individual with the less of all

forms of personal comfort: . -
. CALAPHAS. This Is a worse prophet than John.
HEROD . ' Much worse.

John taught share and share alike,

a just price and equality of sacrifice;

made our throunes brittle, but he was little

to this man, who will not spare us even with a share
of our hearts' comfortable loves; rthis man talks

of himself and complete surrender and total loss,

of the cross for all men and all zen on the cross. -
(p-391) ” '



Each of these temptations resembles attempts by an individual to

W

compromise the demands of the infinmite self by offeriag finite substitution.

The Evil One, ia this =manner, attempts to truncate the first movemeung of what )

- Kieergaard denominates “the double movement of iunfinity” - a resignacién
which relinquishes all finite objectives.33 Christ makes it clear :hatﬁj
these. ersatz remedies wmust fail in the light of eternity: ;This' is ydugt
[Satan's] hour; whatever vou think Is vours prbpose and- proffer, if you

choose, while it endures. Af:erwérds"I will deal with the offer 55,1 Ehoosé"

(p. 388). o ' S

Each of the temptations (to some degree) and certainly the temptation of |
safe vreligion, may  be rTeduced to the Evil Oue's suggestion that Christ

"[tlake that trick of comfort zow, in God's zame™ (p. 390; emphasis.ay _own).
3 Rl P T .

But Christ refuses ro compromise the Divine schedule. Man is in no position

to dictate to God what he deems necessary for salvation at that moment, and a .

“trick of comfort” is simply that — a trick. 1Im Kierkesaard's 'analysis,-

/éghii__igstinct to provide immediate comfort for a sufferer often betrays the )

sufferer's highesﬁ spiricual need:
-~

I have - seen a man sink almost into despair, I have also
heard him <¢ry out, 'Bring me life, life, this is worse than
death which puts an end to life, vhereas I am as Zs2ad and
vet not dead!’ I am not a severe man; if I kuew any
assuaging word, I should be very willing te comfort and
cheer the man. and yet, and ver it is perfectly possible
that what the sufferer had aeed of was really something
else, that he needed harder sufferings. Harder sufferings!
Who 1s the cruel one who ventures o say such a thing? My
hearer, it is Christianicy, the . .teaching which is offered’
at a se&lling-out price under the name of gentle cowfort,
- whereas 1t - yes, verily, it is che comfort of eterzity
and for ever, but indeed ir must take a rather hard hold.34

In the face of the terror of the Kingdom (the demands of the infinite

e RS PRV 0 TY. = AL 2
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_desirablgﬁ Herod," hrowever,’ zecognizes human' choice for what it 162

RS . LS

self) most men prove only too happy :o sell ouc in’ Kerdd's 'd§rds,i for -

n[EIEéE_‘Tf:‘ and greed (p. 391) In :he play :his uniuersal rendency is

~ -~

ebodied in Judas ~scarioc whom Herod dubs averyman : . . -

“'He 1s the one centre we all work on . -
- Everyman h0ping that God will leave him alone :
. with Calaphas, and :ha: either Pilate or I will lean .
.down from a throne to give hin some seCurI:y. . : '
. Everyman hurrving to-betray the voice he heard. (p. 392)

- f R . - e

Given a nierkegadian reading, che voxce we all hurry to betray is the volice

cf the infinite sel‘ which arhiculates man s etperience of his complicity . .

_‘-‘.;ith.God. Coe _- ) P -

- - ’ ’ A | , '., T Co-
© " Buc \hqmpl;city with éoda according to‘Eerdd, démandS'immediafe actiép

-

-

- ~ . -

with fho regard for temporal comfort (p. 382). The Ringdem of God presents

such ‘an unattractive face that.to most aen dagnation appears more ilmmediately

. T o ) My dear‘Calaphas
we'all depend on Everyman. Why shouldn't avervman
hdave his place in damnation as well as we? : :
If you think it damnationm. 1 do, ) o
~and prefer it. ' You da — aad precend it's faith. . -
.Pilate does, and .ne¢ preteands it's ‘duty. )
Judas Iscariot is of the-same flesh &s we,
-and prefers the quiet temporary coafort of damnacion .
to the crucifixion of gloryr don't you Judas? (p. 383% _ )

-~

"t =While Hérod, Pilate and Caiaphas aeny-themselveé the pogsibility of

salvacion gby refu&ing:_tesignation; Judas by the end of ‘the play clearly

indicaces that ‘he 1s” both coascioua of. his guilt and absoluce y beyond | the

reach-of all.:initq comforts: - )

~ M ~
- . . - - . -

5EROD- . . . What more do you want’

N P

JUDAS . o Only to be . .



free, as I was before, from fnnocent blood. (p. 400)

Judas' desire, in ZXKierkegaardian terms, amounts to the desire for
“repetition® -— or the desire to return to “the first immediacy."35 . Two

things are necessary.if the indiv;dual is to move bevond this stage. The
first is the recognition that guil: prévents one from retracing his steps.
Judas‘.recognizes this. The second step towards salvation fequires "coné:ete
actual repentance” ieading to the resolution of the problem of gullt on a
higher level thrcugh the in&ividual's leap of fairh in which he embraces the

36

Ged's offer of salvation in Qhrisc. Whether or not Judas undertakes

these last steps 1s debatable. Eis sulcide suggest that he succumbs Lo

despair.

Although The Three Temptations exhibits a preoccupation with the precess

of damnation,” it does hold ocut an alternative_ in the character of Claudia.
She, 1like Herod, recognizes the demands of the Ringdom, But ualike Herod she

demoustrates a willingness to participate in the demands of what Herod deeans

"ltlkis inconvenlent uncomfortable union o ‘friends," and iz is precisely
through her pafticipation in this union that Claudia experiences
contemporaneity with Chrisc (p. 397). Claudia's £inal speech ends the play
on a note of ominous warning. Here with the claricy of one who knows the

temptations of dammation she depicts the end of those who prefer comfort to

glory:

Now all we,
all we who are here, have what we chose.

. . . Once there was a voice crying

in the wilderness, now there 1s only dark in the wilderness
and a dying everlastingly, a slow perishing

and less and less cherishing of comfort; at last

the stress of the glory is past; this 1s hell. !
L am sent to say softly to anyone who nears ——

i
!
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you would have it; have 1t then; hell

. 1s always there for the craving, and the having is easy.
For me, the peace of the sword in the heart drives me
out among other lives. (pp. 400-0L)

i3

Iv

S |

Judgement at Chelmsford written as "A Pageant Play in Celebratiom of the

Twenty—fifth Anniversary of cthe Diocese of Chelmsford” (p-- 61) initially
strikes thé reader as being“ anyching but celebratory im ctome, for it
uastintingly and systematically expoées both the contemporary and his:orical
vices and failuées of the Church in that diccese. The‘"syaopsis" of the play
offers amn expianation by indicating that "... the complete pageant offers a
representation not ouly of the history of the diccese, but of the movement of
the soul of man in its jOurney‘ffom the things of thi; world to the heavenly
city of Almighty God™ (p. 63). If this mo§eﬁent is to.bé' successful che
“soul™ must, Iin Rierkegaardian Eerms, "in its relacién to guile, firsc go
through a . dialectical and existentcial clarification.k37 To  this
end Williams employs the charécter of The Accuser whose declared function is
to reveazl to men “what they have made of their 1ives” (p. 72). Thus The
Accuser brings Chelmsford té owmn her own guilt by citing Eoncemporary and
historical instances of her utter failure to concretize the demands which
Christ places on the Church. At the conclusion of the play Chelmsford admits
her failure, repents and lgarns to embrace God's offer of salvaﬁion
svonbolized by tﬁe Cross.

Judgement differs from many of Williams' othec—accusatory dramagic
efforts in chat the object under scéuciny Eunc:ions’ﬁﬁch'ag an indii}aual and

as the Church. Williams' critique of the Church tends to be tempered by his

-
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recognition that the Churth—{s”at once a temporal failure and eternally
‘acceptable to God in Christc. Canterbury encourages Chelmsford to brave the

accusations levedlled against her, with this knowledge 1in wmind: “[E]ven

truth,= he informs her, "has always two .sides™ (p. 75).
-'—j ’

Thus, unlike William;' aother plays whicg take an individual to ctask,
Chelmsford is fndicted only indirectly. Given that Williams wishe; to depict
aot only the history of the Church- but the "movement of the SOqu‘it must be
kept in wmind that where Chelmsford represents an individual uander God's
scrutiny, no distance between the sia.and the sinner is possible. When
Wiiliams' focus moves from Chelmsford as the Church to Chelmsford as an
individual, The Accuser's fuanction likeyise shifts from one resembling the
“"accuser of the brethren”™ or Satan in Job, to what Glen Cavaliero describes
as the role of T"a devil's advocate within the self, a conception less

.38 . .
J_ In this latter capacity The Accuser forees

mythical than existential.
the 1iadividual to acknowledge the ﬁnmicigated truth of his accusations. The
following analysis concerns itself primarily with the thrust of the play,

which conceruns the individual rather than the Church.

The first wmajor charge which The Accuser brings against Chelmsford is.

directed agaiast Iindividuals within che contemperary Church who atsempt o
m#ke the gospel atiractive by pandering to public tastes. These individuals
forward wvarious suggestions: brighter runes, dog races, more candles, =20
serzons and less doéﬁa. The priest who chairs this "5uggestioﬁ commicree™

sums up the ethos of this attenuated gospel ia his appeal to a voung gircl:

The kind of life you want is the quiet life that is found
in the peaceful heazt —— and how do we fiad thact? That is
what the Church can tell you. A little self-denial, a
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little attention Lo — {p. 78)

‘His talk of a "little self-denial” smacks of Caiaphas' “redsonable piety”

from The Three Temptations. The Accuser confronts Chelmsford with this

question: "Sweet, was Christ crucified to create th%f chat? some other,
less notable; sacrifice might have served”™ (p. 82). The Accuser points out
that at one time Christians were "dead to earth™ (p. 82). Here The Accuser
echoes Kierkegaard's sentiments, but Rierkegaard empioyvs an ekpression %pich
stigmatizes more extensively thaan "chat™:

€hristianity waits before applying its remedv,. . . it
hégls by means of eternity and for ever whem the sickness
i1s such that eternity can be applied — that is 'to say, to
this end thou wmust first die. Hence the severity of
Christianity, in ,order that it may not itself become'
twaddle (into wdch.we men are so prone to transforggit), and
in order that it mayv not confirz thee in twaddle.

’

The second majoi accusation levelled against Chelmsford concerns the
atrocities committed by "Christians” during <he English wicch-hunts. In this:

gpisodé ‘Williams exposes a terribly destructive tendency within the Church.

which he zmerely alludes to in Terror of Light. Saul's apparently Imnocuous

desire to “help God"” here comes to its frueition in Macthew Hopkins'
reprehensible 3Jihad agaiast God's enemies. GEHopkizs is the same noble fellow
who falls under WilliZams' lash in Wi:chcraft.&o Bopkias, in the play,

inadvertently reveals the sine qua non of that spirvit in man which gives rise

Ll

to such malevolent folly: ... I hope,” he remarks, "I can récognise evil
when other people commirz {z™ (p. 8&). what the Church lacks 1in 1irts
opposition rto such persoms is a lictle humbling self-knowledge and a
sufficient dose of sceptilicism to call the assumptions genevating such drastic

action Llnto question. Hopkins would find a formidable opponent in the Thomas

of Terror of Light who "hover(s] between the dogmatists and their wvictims”




(p. 363).

Williams' portrayal of the problem of witcheraft in Judgement displays
the same objectivity and restraint evident in his major work Witchcrafe — a
work which Glen Cavallero suggests should be entizled “"The Quality of

s’

4, .
n 4l Williams, in Witcheraft, argues that the Church encouraged

Disbellef.
the practiée of witchcraft by opposing it so vehemently. He suggests that
this oppositioﬁ'g;épeaks a disturbing fissure between the Church's dogma and
practice, ,for its dogma declares that evil was defeated once and for zll .in
Christ, whereas the strident desperation behind the persecution of cthe
witches reveals the degree to which the Church susgéc:s izs own dogma. Thus
through lack of faith and/or failure to understand its own dogma the Church
has wealkened its own position while it strengthened that of its cnemies. %2
Williams' dispassionate diSCussion- of goetia does ot occlude the
obvious fact that he found witchéraft an obscenity —— the play bears this out
~— but Willigms would also be the first to insist that strong evideﬁce be
presented before the charge of witcherafr is cﬁedi:ed. He would also wmost
forcefuily oppose 2ll measures taken to "defend” che Church of the omnipotent
God from its enemies which demand that the Church behave like the enemies it
seeks to defend 2gainst. The iccuser makes it clear that while che Church is
aot réspousible for hell, she is absolutely responsible “for how [she] helgs]
high Theaven to deal with heIi whether in 2 hellish way or in a heavenly” (p.
89). The HAopkins' epilsode in Judgement bears out The Acc;ser's observations
that when the Church "abandon{s] God's heart fer the philosophical art of

argument, and outrage(s] men's bodies to save their souls, lacking love's

decencies” (p. 91), then the Church, with the witch-hunters, {runs] with the

i
i
.



witches through the ditches of the soul™ (p. 84).

-

The Accuser's third ma jor complaint against Chelmsford is that she has

failed to meet the ph}sical needs of the poor. Chelmsford,with some passion,

counters that she has trled to feed the poor, but has encountered political
obstructions in the attempt. The Accuser's response to Chelmsford reveals

the degree to which Judgement subscribes ro a Kierkegaardian model of

soteriology:

I do not say vou are wroang, sister; vour task
is hard. Heaven may ask for fmpossibilities,
but, it rarely gets them. That perhaps is as much
its own fault as yours; I may say s¢ —— but you,
rue and repent: that is what you have to do. (p. 121)

»
.
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. Thomas XKen's sermon in episode VIII describes the empress Helena's
arduous unest for the Cross as an analogue to the soul's élou aad rtortucus
journey to God. Ren then draws the distinction between finding an external
Cross an& discovering the Cross within (p; 1&3). With ¢this interior
discovery comes the reallizatlion that o discover the Cross is to discover
Christ himself “so sweet, so fragraat a Cross that vou shall laugh te find
how vou h;ve zistook him” (p. 143). Following Ren's serzon, Chélmsford, who
has by now gome through an existential clarification with respect to her
absolute guilt, embraces Christ as the solution ro her "impossiblé" guile.
Leaning on the Cross she exclaims‘with insight, "0 Grief, I take the Joy your

grief brings; Joy, what is Grief while that Joy lives?” To this The Accusef

replies, "Sweet lady, this is the answer to all” (p. 146).
v

Williams' decision to make the aissionary priesc (Anthony) the villain
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of The House of the Octopus may seem surprising-in light of the fact that the
- '\-——;

plax\\was commissioned by the United Council for Missionary EZducation. Glen

Cavaliero suggests an explanation where he notes that, "[t]his play

represeats the full maturity of [Williams'] thought on the question of human

44

integrity and its relation to the Providence .of God." Evidently Williams '

was extremely dubious about the ‘ultimate value of human integricy.
*

L)

The -Play ooves with greatc :apidi:y and clarity, driven by the iopetus
genera;ed by the dialeczic established between man's sense of his own
ingegrity and - God's providence wgich functions to correct man's
miscoFcept;ong. %pthony is cthus hounded by God's agency ghrough a
Kierkegaafdian process of existential clarification until he is forced to
écknowledge his absolute nothingness before God. Ar the same time, The Flaume
(the reification of God's agency within the play) demounstrates God's
tedemptive activity which provides an ultimate resting place from existenzial
terror and guilt — a resclutiom which ia The Flame's own words is “heaven's
kind of salvation, not at all to the zind of any except the redeemed, and. to
theirs hardly”™ (p. 250).

t

The House 1is set on an island in the “Qurter Seas”™ where a new
congregation of Christians awaits the imminent invasion of the evil ampire
"?'o=1'v”.  Anthony, who has converfed and ncw sheperds his lirccle flock, is
"initially loath "to abandon'his young church to the fate of P'o-l'u untcil
finally persuaded by the church to flee to the hills to live and to continue
his mihistry in the islands. While anthony's reticence appears noble% nis
hes%tacion to leave proceeds from subtler and less sanctified gprings of

action. The Marshal of P'o-1'u sees through inthony immediately:

L
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- But I have studied

all my life, my dear Prefect, the religious mind.

Every plous man - and, of course, woman —

has one —— just one — surface where religion and he

are $0 delicately mixed in his soul as to be

indistinguishable; he is never quite sure ——

and does not (believe me!) ever want to be sure —

whether his religion or he 1s being soothed

into a lascivious spiritual delight.

All of them, Prefect, are at bottom religious lechers,

fornicating with their.fancies. (pp. 276-77)
The surface in Anthony where "religion anéd he are so delicately mixed”
ls formed by Anthony's evaluation of his status in God's economy. Simply.put,
he uses Christianicy's talk of the gecessity of personal sacrifice to
disguise his own overweening sease of self-importance. He believes that the
Church will fail without him. When Anthony expresses this belief to his
flock cthey respond, "Do you doubt, father, that you leave us, everywhere and
always, with God Almighty?” to which The Flame adds, "And they say his
fatherhood is =ore efficient than yours™ (p. 261). .

The Flame's ironic voice here is typical of the dramatic effect
generated by The-Flame throughout the play, who consistently underscores the
gap between Anthony's perceptiom of himself and God's perception of Anthony.
Williams employs this 1roay to demonstrate the priest's total lack of

self-knowledge -— the painful self-knowledge necessary to salvatioa. It 1is

The Flame's task to bring Anthomny to himself.

The Marshal, playiang cn the priest's self-deception, convinces Anthony
to compromise the faith by swearing allegiance to the Emperor of P'o-l'u,
whose name happens to be phonetically identical with the islanders’ word for

the Christian God. Anthony 1is enceocuraged by the Marshal sto persuade the
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Churchuto engage in thig verbal sleight of hand in exchange for the Marshal's
promise that Anthony would then be left free to "cherish and protect [his
flock]" (p. 283). The subtlety of the Marshal's proposition lies 1n the
nature of i:s appeal. Anthony is really being asked to mislead his church,
but the Harshai formulates his propesal as { challeﬁge to aAnthony's
uillingnes; to '‘engage in a. form of self-sacrifice “more trying than

martvrdom” {p. 282).

The priest's decision to concretize sin by compromising himself while
enjoving a positionm of elevated gpiritual comsciocusness is tantamount o what

Xierkegaard describes as, "In Despair to Will to Be Oneself: Defiance™:

This [the desire to prove himself right] eventually becomes

‘such a fixation that for an extremely strange reason he Is

afrald of eteranify, afraid that it will separate him from

his, demonically -understood, 1infinite superiority over

other men, his jugtification, demonically understoed, for
. L

being what he is.

1
Anthony bears other earmarks of this form of demonic self-deception,

especially in his insistence on being helped only in ways in which he wants
to be helped. In Rierkegaard's analysis, to accept unconditional help from a

Al

superior ‘involves the humiliation of "becoming 2 zothing ia the hand of the

'Selper','*é and this is precisely what Anthony refuses.

while Anthony reveals no obvious demonic spiritual pride during the

scene with the ‘Marshal, The Flame subsequently engineers a confrontatcion

between the priest and the Church, in which inthony’s spiritual hubris Is

forced to declare leself. The confrontation arises £from two sources:
. : p

anthony urges cthe Church to compromise with P'o-l'u, and hne <categorically

condemns ilayu (a young convert who Ls martyred by P'o-l'u despite the fact

t
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that she renounced Christianity) as an apostate. .Anthony at one point
. , .

iovokes the Spirit to validate his position. Torma (one of the believers)

takes up the gauntlec: "Let the Spirit judge between us”™ (p. 297). The

Flame proves only too willing to comply.

Under the compulsion of The Flame, who describes himself as "of those

who first ca;; iInto being when the Holy Ghost measured within the waters the
angle - of creation”™ (p. 249), Anchony confeﬁses that he wants to be “their
father, their centre, almost their creator™ (p. 297). When the priest seill
refuses to retract his coundemnation of Alayu, preferring his own judgement to
the collective judgement of the Church which he iaterprets as a form of
spiritual rebellion against his authority, The FTlame forces Assantu {a pagan
magliciar) Lo expose secrets within Anthony that the priest is loath to reveal
even to himself:
ASSANTU. . . . A fire cousumes me;
I nust have you for my own, whelly ay owun, aone
shall have you but 1. I am the Father, and hungry —

ANTEONY. Jesu God Almighty have mercy upon =e!
I do not — I will not — tnow what I am saying.

THE FLAME. Tou were praying to my lord the Spirit
for exactly tham

ANTHONY. I never wanted that —

1E FLAME. 0 but you did.
ﬁ_iRid yourself, =y son, of all deceirz. (p. 300)

Anthony must now face himself. He has arrived at what Tierkegaard would

deem a state of true resignation, for in his guilt he is totally lost co his

finite self and its desires. Only a leap of falzh at this point will free

nim from the consuming self-consclousness of hils own consciousness of sin,

According to Glen Cavaliero the dilemma produced by self-consciousness and

.



man's revolt against his self-counsciousness is one which Williams strove to

resolve in all his uritings.“7 Here is perhaps one of the best examples of

-

the dilemma in any of these writings.

Anthony's crises with himself wmust be resolved within the context
established by his fortune. He must actualize himself with respect toiﬁapis
. context through concrete action. Two things in particular are required. Hé
nust actiyely reverse his decision to compromise with P'o-l'u; and second he
m;st agree to be aided in his attempt. The Flame provides the logistics of
this aid 1ia the form of Alayu, who offers to bear Anchquy'a fear of his

impending torture and martyrdom which will follow his decision to defy

P'o-l'u. Alavu's "substitution" delivers Anthony from the burden of himself

by virtue of its pa:ticipétion in Christ's archetypal Atonement — a

principle fundamental to Williams' theological framework. Anthony accepts

her offé;.

In language which contains unmistakably Xierkegaardian echoes, Anthony
shares hils =newfound spiritual insight with the Church. His exhortation
touches on despair and that demonic refusal to recognize one's status before

God which generates despair. Ee also holds out an alternatcive:

Beware
despair does not leave vout own [bishopric] empty,
because, thinking vou are somecone, you become someone
to be caught by sin — and only someone so.

A nothing i{o God cannot despair. I heard

a volce cry when I saw the naughting of myself
that the Faith was truer thdn I thought. O truer!
A man is only himself to see himself

in his own naughting. . . .(p. 317)

The Flame, at the conclusion  of the. play, demonstrates the

[
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comprehensiveness of God's providential care for His Church. Not ounly does
The Flanme ;force the reluctant individual through the painful process of
rededptipu, the needs of the Church as a whole are met as well. As if' in
responsevﬁg Anthony's prayer for a new bishop, The Flame Faises up Torﬁa from
the heap of martyred believers to carry on the evangelistic minlstry aAntheny
had initiated. Thus if-The House evinces one theological principle above all
others it  1s _perhaps one articulated by The Flame himself. To Orove's
prayer: fGod grant all go right,” The Flame replies, “That, Orovo, is the
only thing past praying for. Prayer is oaly that vou a3y enjoy things geicng
all right. Allbw that, and see ﬂow ;imple prayer 1is™ (p. 268). The
exhortation to pray thart ome wight enjoy "things going all right™ is cerribly
apposite given the provide;ti;l agenda exhibited by The Eouse, for though
many pray for the comiag of the Kingdom, few recogniz;;with the elder Situ

thac "this is God's way — to cause his day to dawn in sheer blood” {p.

299).

Vi

Thomas Crammer of Canterbury, written for and first performed at the
secoand anniversary of the Canterbury Festival, represents Williams' dramacic
art at 4its fipest. In many ways it explores themes which Williams later

takes up 1in The House of the Qctopus, but in Cranmer these themes are

developed 1ia their purest Xierkegaardian form. Unlike Anthony, Cranmer is
depicted ‘as a fundamentally fanocuous 3an — & couscientious protestant
reformer ~who through the vicissitudes of unfavourable political fortune is
martyred under Mary ‘-Queen of Scots. 4. M., Hadfield astutely locates the

thrust of the play when she describes Crammer's history as that of a plain
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wan, hauncted by his virtues aand achievements, betrayed by himself and finally
" LY <

Ry . .
saved through faith and insight after "all is lost.*8

1

»
-

-

Cranmer's development, as .Hadfield suggests, is best undersctood in
soteriological terms — in this instance distinctly' Rierkegaardian
soteriologial terus. Crénmer is driven rel;ntlessly towards the crushing -
spiritual awareness of his status before God. This play reflects Hiliiams'.
deeﬁ' aﬁprgciat{gh ‘of Kierkegaard's maxim tkat “before God man is always "}n
the wfohg.“ag As in The House, Williams employs a super{a:urﬁl agent to
drive Crammer along the narrow way to God. In branmer, however, ‘The

Skeleton, who at variocus times describes pimself a3
- .

things o their truth™ (p. 34), and "the Judas who betrays men to God” (p-

the delator pf all

353}, assumes a much more Iinsidious form than did The Tlame. ..

Williams' decision to’ .portray The Skeleton in this nanmer bears

consideration, for <Crammer Is ctruly far less villainous than Anthony.
'Williams appears intent on demonstrating that even (and perhaps especially)
good men rtun :he terrible risk of relying on their own integrity, and iz so
dolag forfelr the saving kacwledge of thei; absolute nothingness before God.
Williams' wuse of iromy and humour in this play corresponds closely ¢to
‘Kierkegéard's analysis of these states as transitionmal stages. in =man's
existential development. ZIrony 1s generated in Cramnmer through :hé dialectic
established Pecween Cranmer's wmisguided interpretation of evenrs and Ihe//
Skeleton's divine and hence normative polat of view. Wwhat The Skeleton
points to is‘the e;senti;l misrelartion {or division) between Cranmer's anature
{or essence) and his phenomenological rtealizy (or ‘fércune).- This is
- -

precisely Xierkegaard's ﬁefiniciéﬁ of i:’o*::.y.s-O Cranmer's orly thope of

o0
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salvation lies in his being hréughn Lo an awarenesé of this misrelation, for
without self-knowledge man perishes in delusion. Fértune, which also
functions asIGod's Providence (here reified in The Skele:od) acts on Craamer,
in Cavaliero's words,_ as "[the scourge of] the Holy GhOSt.“51 But The
Skeleton represents more thaﬁ impossibie fortune; he also reveals himself at
the end of the play as a hhrisc figure -~— the 1impossible resolution to
Cra;mer's impossible plight. (‘ ‘
Cranmer's counfession in his opening speech of the play chaQ\he "wouiﬁ

let go a heresy or so for love of a‘}ordly style”™ (p. &), locates " his
prineiple failing. He is an idolater of words. The Skeleton suggests that
Crammer's idolatry points to an ironic division betwee; his mind and his
soul (p. 3). Crammer indeed does exhibit a lawver's abili&y to compromise
himself while hiding behind a deceptive éeil of larvguage. His confrontation
. with Hearvy over the Kigé's desire to wed Anne Boleyn provides a fime example.
Crammer Is all too readily persuaded by thg Ring to occupy the archbishoprie,
aad to function there as little more than a péun in the employ ;f Henry's
desireg; Craamer's rationallzations do aot effectively obscu;e the
undeflying motivations for his acquiescence. Cranmmer parenthetically admits
that he is 3 coward whose “thought is slow, uncertain of itself, willinmg to
serve God and its friends and peace” (p. 9). Cranmer's excuses will. aot
save him. The Skeleton replies that "[e]ven a ghy man @ust make up his miﬁd"
tp. 9).

Thg Skeleton's pronouncement that he must “divide [Cranmer’s] life to the
last crack and pull his soul — #; it lives =-= rhrough ﬁhe eracks-(p. 22),"

indicactes just how closely Williams subscribes to a Xierkegaardian model in

-
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thig play. Kierkegaard distinéuishes between irony and humour by uoting that
while- irouny consists in a misrelation between “essence and phenomenon" (or
"{internal and external actuality"), "in humor, on the other hand, ‘a person
discovers the disparitf between the etermal gqualifications ‘of his esseA:; and
h}s,phenomenqlogical actuality, and this =misrelation is deepened further when
'fﬁe sees the.difficuity of fulfilling the echical requiremenc.”s2 Cranmer,

in' other words, Tust encouater his helplessness in the face of the ethical
demands of his infinite self 4if he Is to wmove from iromy ;o humour.

Cranmer's ctendency to speak,.and by speaking, to pledge himself ethically®

beyond h%s'capaci:y for action,is reflected in his writing The Book of Common

Praver. To Cramnmer's "It is very meet, right, and our bounden duty, that we

should at all times and im all places,'give thanks . . .,” &he Skeleton

retorts, ~Ah how the sweet words riung their beauty. I kii meet, right, and

our bounder dutv. but will vou sing it with uachanged faces when God shall
change the times and the places?” (p. 32). Crammer, as Kierkegaard would
iasist, will have to “render account for every careless word he has®

uctered."53

Forrune graciously ensures that Cranmer will recder account, but as The

.

Skeleron wryly notes, while “Heaven is gracious . . . few can draw safe
deductions on its method " (p. l4). After Eenry's_death.tranme; begin; Lo
realize the precariousness of his situétion, and with this realizaction comes
his £irst encdunter wizh The Skeleton. Cranmer begs him: “Christ or devil,
“"leave me to lie in peace.,” But The Skéletcn refuses: ét;tOP 2e loving, would
you? stop wme proving the perfect end ia the diagram of benes?” (p. 35).

There is little doubt that Crammer at this polat suspects what that “perfect

end” will entail. His state of aind is perhaps best described in the words

Cae AL
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of a Christian whom Williams cites in He Cane Down From Heaven:

Jesus Christ is our Redeemer

And we- wish to God he weren't.s4

With Mary's ascension to the throne, Cranmer's days -are numbered. The
Skeleton declares _that Cranmer.w;ll aow be forced to confront_the division
‘wizhin himself: “Your mind and your world make nonsénse of your life. She
{Mary] <s-here; my hour is at‘hand; now I am yOurs; (p- 45). The Skeletoa's
observatiop signals the advent of a erisis in which Cranmer will be forced to
define himself, for Williams derives from Kierkeggard the notion that "...men

_and women can only truly act when their fortunes conflict with their natures,

So that they are compelled to deny their self-Sufficiency.“ss

Cranmer iadicates tﬁét_‘he is aoving towards a denial .of his
self-sufficiency (which is at the same time a2 movement from irony to humour)
when he‘ cries out in fear: "L live askance ia 3 jest, che puppet of the
prince of the air, long since damned, I dammed long since™ (p. 46). But to
complete this movement he must recqgnize his true status before God. Cranmmer
asks, “Eave I erred? let t£em shgw me then where I have erred,” to which The
Skeleton replies, "Ian thinking, though it was {mportant for vou to be righe,
it  mattered ac'all in the end whether you were rigﬁt“ (p- 47). Cranmer will

aow answer for this presumption.

e

Long before Cranmer had protested that all he desired was Justice. Ac
that time The Skeleton promised him just that: “trap for trap, honour for

honour, prisen for prison; love, in the.ead, for love. We will play fair”
-
(p- 17). Mary proves to be Cranmer's nemesis. &is hearr which was “double

with God and the Devil must b% choked by a heart double with the Devil and

A
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God™ (p. 48). Under the threat of death Cranmer retracts his anti-papal
doctrines, and although he betfays what he believes rto be the tructh, he
gains iInvaluable insight. "Christ my God,” exclaims Crammer, "I am utterly

™

lost and damﬁed. I sin whatever I do” (p. 51).
—
The Skeleton, howevg&, is not ver cthrough with Cranmer. Mazry has a
lictle more jﬁs:ice up kér sleeve. Crammer will burn despite his retradtion.
Cranmer .bad desperately ﬁoped that his God would spare him this torzent,
but, as The Skeleton remarks, he must lose etsn his concept of God to “come
into God” (p. 52). It is once Crammer begi;s ;b accept the necessity of his
death that he experiences a wmoment of Illumination — a womenr, in
Kieégegaard's words, uﬁen "...life | is understood backwards through the
idea"ssi ."Can life itﬁelf be redemption? all grace but grace? all this
terror the agonizing glory of grace?” (p. 54). Now thar Cranmer has arrived
at this stage of existential developﬁent, The Skelerton urges him to f;nd
freedom from necessity iz necessity itself. In words which call to mind the
Third King in Seed of Adam, The Skeleton declares: °I am the only thing that
outruns necessity, I am necessary Love where necessity is not"}(p. 56).
Cranmer's movement £from .irouﬁ to  humour 1Is complere, which in
Xierkegaard's analysls implies that a previous stage of existential
development has been destroved in preparation for a new existential movement.
Although Cranmer anow 'experiences 'himself in his nothingness and
inadequacy,"s7 he runs the risk of continuing his development into what
Kierkégaard would term a negative or demonic form of humour. This would

occur 1if Christianity became an offense to him. Cranmer, -however,

refuses to go thils route. Instead he acknowledges his own offense in the
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eyes of God, and from this position of absolute humiliation, embraces the

-

God's offer:

‘Blessed Omnipotence, in whom is heaven,

heaven and earth are alike offended at me!

T can reach from heaven no succour, nor earth to me.

What shall I then? despair? thou art not despair.

Into thee new do I rum, inte thy love,

that which is all the cause thou wert man for us,

and we are nothing but that for which thou wert man . . .

* - (P' 57)

Cranmer's resolve wmust be accompanied bdv concrete action, and ounly
"feeling aad passion” in Xderkegaard's opinion can “prompt and carry through
a new existentiai movemgnc.”sg The authenticity of Cranmer's movement is
signalled by his passionate performance on the day of his execution:

Therefore I draw to the thing that troubles me

more than all else I ever did —— the writings
.1 let abroad against av heart's belief

to keep wy life . . . if that might be . . . that I signed’
with this hand, afzer I was degraded: this hand,

which wrote the countrary of God's will in =me,

since iz offended most, shall suffer firsc;

it shall burm ere I burnm, now I go to the fire,

and the writings, all wricings wherein I denied God's will,
or made God's will but the method of amy life,

I altogether reject chem. (p. 58)

The Skeleton, however, does not allow Cranmer's drama to conclude omn a
note of such tragic grandeur. He will extort one last confession from the

mouth of the reluctant martyr:

THE SKELETON. But I kaow all.
Friend, let us say one thiag more before the world —
I for you, you for me: let us say all:
if the Pope had bid you live, you would have served him.

CRANMER. If the Pope had bid me 1live, I should have served him.
(pp- 58-39)

Cranmer’'s admission effectively robs Rim of cthe dignity usuwally accorded

a martyr's death. All of his ctortuous spirirual odyssey appears o have
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been in vaih, but appearances deceive. Cranmer's confession represents'

Williams' uwmaster . stroke. The terrible iromy of this last exchange arises
from other sources than a misrelation Dbetween Cranmer's essential and
phenomenoiogical tealities. Precéhsion and specious dignity no longer
concern a man who rests transparently in God as a nothing. The irouny, where
it 1is perceived, perhaps testifies to a misrelation (or lack of
self-knowledge) in the reader, for C(Cranmer's confession may be seen

ironically only if human dignity before God is posited as a possibility.

-

This possibility the play most strenuously denies. Cranmer is no longer the -

object of A4iromy, for he recognizes his nothingness before God. Whether or

not the reader remains aa object of iromy is another gquestion.

VII

-

"
—

The preceding analysis of Williams' religiocus drama indicates both the
ranée of Williams' theological preoccuﬁatidns, and the remarkable degree to
which these préoccupations reflect Williams' interest in and subscription to
Kierkegaard's thoughrt. | Williams' drama, which was composed alamost
exclusively éor a Chrimsctian audience, particularly evinces Williams'
cony}ctiou that Christian believers need to be shocked into an awareness of
the tertible demands which God places on members of the Church. williams'
drama, 1In rtrue Rierkegaardian fashion, confronts the believer with these
demands andéd dramatizes the individual's total helplessness to satisfy God
through fiﬁite human efforts. EZach of the plays considered systematically
forcés it; characters to define themselves in the face of .th;se eternal

requirements. Those who -ultimately refuse Lo acknowledge thelr absolurze

'
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guilt and nothingness before God flounder forever in a hell of their own
Paking. .Those.uho come ro.true self~knowledge discover to their terror both
ﬁhe magnitude and exigencies of Grace. Christi#ni:y in both Williams' and
‘Kierkegaard's analysis proffers little finite comfort. Their point {s that
God's offer of salvation in Chrisc ought not to be takem lightly. It. cost
God the‘absoluc; degradation of the Crucifixion. In their view man too must

experience degradation and total loss if he is to find himself in God.

Fa
'



53

Williams' Novels:

Encounters with the Infinite

\

One day perhaps it will indeed break chrough; it will undo
our solidity, which belongs to earth and heaven, and all of

us = who are then alive will find Ourselst in it and alone -
till we win through it to our own place. T

’
The present analysis of five of Williams' sevea novels attempts to do two

things. First, it attempts to demoustrate that all five of the novels share

what Rierkegaard denominates a common “center of gravity.” Kierkegaard

explains:

Essentially a life-view plavs the part of providence ian the
-aovel; it is the novel's deeper unity which provides it |
with an interior center of gravity; it frees the movel from
becoming azbitrary or polatless, because the purpose 1is
immanently present everywhere in the work of arc. ©

Prior to this Rierkegaard stresses that the "1ife-view”™ must be a cohereat

philosophical world wview through which the author has experienced “the

- w3 ' ' .
transubtantiation of experience. These f£ive novels and Descent iatoe

Zell, wunlike Shadows of Ecstasy, possess a distinectly orthedox <Christian
center of gravity which can be demonscrated‘by exémininé the nature of the
symbols of the Infinire which crop up in faﬁr of the five novels and/or by
disclosing cthe sotericlogical dialéc:ic af each work. "Symbol eof the

Iafinite” -refers to the substantial manifestations of the Iafinice

(ot

Eternal) in the novels, specifically the Graal, Solomon's Stone, Nec~Platonic

1 .
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Archetypes and the Tarot. In order to disclose the soteriological dialectic
genefated by the characters' confrontation with the Iafinite, one (or at the

Y - .
most two or three characters' existential developments will be considered in

each 'work. No more than this i{s necessary, for none of these novels contalns

characters who deviate from Williams' basic soteriological pattern.

Second, this analysils atcempts to locate WKierkegzardian elements in each
novel. Given cthat the first four novels discussed in this chapter were
written prior to Williams' encounter with Rierkegaard's writings im 1933,

there 1is noe questior of referring to Kierkegaard's “influence™ on these

novels. Even so, théée novels manifest numerous Kierkegaardian elements both

in ctheir soteriological orientation and in the numerous asides which
embellish the theological texture of the works. __Williams' immeéiate
recoguition _chat Kierkegaard was a writer "whe spoke to his cond;:ion'&’

suggests where these elements may ﬁave originaCed; for one might expéct _the
existential condition of an author, ia scme form or anather, to leak into his
writings. No attempt, however, will be made to provide a systematic and
comprehensive explication de texte, or to demonstrate how these elements
countribucte to the thematic and structural totality of the text. The elements

will simply be cited at the conclusion of the discussion on each novel. In

fact, the same Rierkegaardian elements reappear in several novels.

The £final section of this chapter will deal with All Hallows' Eve,

Williams® last novel, written ten vyears after his first  exposure roO
Kierkegaard's wrirings. Here, of course, one may speak a@eaningfully of

Kierkegaard's influence, and such influence 1is evident. Particularly

noticable by its absence from All Hallows' Zve is any s?mbol of the Infinite.
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Instead Williams employs the strucéﬁre of the ﬁdvel izself to funection in the
roie previously assigned to the s?mbbl. The s:ructufe is predicated upon two
worlds: the finite temporal world of the living and the infinite etermal
world of the dead. This Biparti:e structure-allous Williams to-formulate a
‘model of human nature which closely resembles Kierkegaa;d'é division between
the £finite and infinite selves, by having the "same"-charécters function in
both worlds. ﬁilliams is c§us able to explore the human encounter wichL the
Infinite 1in a far more naturalistic and credible manner than Iin his earlier
novels, for while few people are likely to rur Into the archetypal Lion of
Strength, nething Is more certain in an ind;vidual's life, as Kierkegaard

) 5
noces, than the encounter with death.

By depicting a uaiverse in which life and death (the finite and the
Infinite) Interpenetrate, Williams powerfully underscores Kierkegaard's
aotion that for man to encounter the Ianfianite he need ouly tura his attention

inward and discover his etermal self. 3But as All Hallows' Eve dexonstrates,

this encounter with the eternal self forces man t@rough the painful and

humiliacing process of recognizing his inability to concretize the efhical
demands of that -self. ahly when self-sufficiency is denied by actively
accepting help from “another”™ can the individual £ind the‘liberty which comes
through belief in the forgiveness of sins. Then and only then can one rest

transparently before God in the true human condition of ordained dependence.

|
|
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Thomas Howard notes that’ ' the Graal is “[t]lhe thing that controls
‘everything”™ ia War in Heaven (1930).6 Williams' decision to employ the
Graal as a concrete symbol of the Infinite clearly indicates that he Is

working with an orthedox Christilan center of gravity.' Howard writes:

It is an cbvious lmage for Williams to use, since it is
always attached in our imagination to that Supper, the
whole point of which was what Williams would call Exchange,
or Substitution, that is, someone's giving up his life for
the sakg of cth?rs, which is the simple and fathomless
principle of love.

-

.while this may be its obvious symbelic significance, 1its functien within the

novel as a manifestation of the Infinite often generates human activities

which are hardly eucharistic. BSut this behaviour is typical e¢f the effect

which an encounter with the Infinite has ¢n ¢haracters in Williams' neovels.
&

The Graal here, like the Stome 1in Many Dimensions, the Neo-Platomnic

Archecypes in The Place of the Liom and the Tarvot-in The Greater Trumns,

serves as a touchstone with respect to the characters in the uovelﬁ. These
touchstones reveal characters for what they are and}or force the characters
zo define themselves. What Prester John, the Keeper of the Graal, indicates
about the relationship between the Graal and the characrers in War in Heaven
generally holds true for the relationship between the symbols of the Infinite
and the characrers in all of Williams' novels:

"I am John,” a veice sounded, "and I am the prophecy
of the things that are to be and are. You who have sought
the centre of the Graal, behold through me that which you
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seek, receive from me thar which you are. He cthat is
righteous, let him be righteous szill; he that is £ilchy,
let him be filthy.still. I am rejection to him that hath
sought rejection; - I am destruction to him that hath
wrought destruction;. I am sacrifice to him cthat hath
offered. sacrifice. Friend to my friends and lover to umy
lovers, I will quit all things, for I am myself and I am He
that sent me. (p. 245-46) _

In War in deaven three distiner categories of characters reveal

themselves 1ia the_acéion generated by the iavaglion of the Iafinite =— here
the discoyery of the Graal: the saved, those who mav be saved and the
damned. The Archdeacon who falls into this first category occupies the
unique position of beingl;he culy saintly male character im all of Williams'

. !
novels (with the possible exception of Peter Stachope in Desceat into Hell).

One of the sigas of the archdeacon's advancement on the Way lies iz This

ability " to i;omiuhel with and act in accordance with the  dictates of his'

eternal self:

3y loug practice he had accustomed himself ia any

circumstances =— in company or alome, at work or at Test,
in speech or inm silence — to withdraw inte that place

where action {s created.: The cause of all actien there

disposed itself according o that Will which was its

nature, and, so disposing itself, moved him easily as a
part of its own accommodation to the changing wills of wmen,

so that at amy time and at all times its own perfection was

maintained, aow known in endurance, now in beauty, now in
wisdom, now in joy. (p. l18)

The Archdeacod’s ability to ccucretize the demands of the infinice self
(however unrealistic such a prospect may 3Jeem to the reader) scems from his
acceptance of his ordained dependence on God. When Gregory Persimmons,
ostensibly ‘one of the villains of the novel, argues cthat m#n "can choose his
destiny . . . [and] decide what star or what god he will follow," the

Archdeacon counters:

e

el
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"1f you spell destiny and god with capital letters —

no,” the Archdeacon said. “All destianies end_.all gods

bring him to One, but he chooses how to know Him.~
"Be may defy and deny him for ever,” Gregory said,

with a gesture. . -
“"You can defy and deny the air you breathe or the

water you drink,” the Archdeacon answered comforcable.

"But if you do you die.” (p. 85)

What we have im the Archdeacon is & character who has long ago méde the
“leap” of faith and who is now so concretized in that faith that he is. all
but entircely delivered from the spectre of self—-consciousness. This freédom

from self-consciousness allows the Archdeacon te affirm God's absolute

" sovereignty without worrying about whether his conception of God is adequate

to the task that his faith assigns God. He believes outside himself (p. 70)}.

.

At the oépﬁsite end of the soterioleogical dialectic in War in Heaven we
find "the Greek.” In Kierkegaardian teras he is a character tota%ly
coneretized in ‘demouic despair. Ee reéfeseuts absolute rejection of
everything, iIncluding himself, and yet he canmot rid himself of the self he

rejects.9 The parrator's description of the Greek's face could serve well

as an epigraph for Rierkegaard's The Sickness Unto Death:

The Greek had thrust his face out, and as the Duke saw it
in the full light he gave a little gasp of dismay. For the
Face that he.saw looked at him from a great distance and
vet was lrself that distance. It was white and staring and
sick with a horrible sickmess . . . . (p. 216)
Between these two extremes one finds the majority of the characters --—
the existentially undefirced. Although Williams doegsgr a0t detail cthe
existédntlial preogress of chese characters very extensively, one mayv

nonetheless detect aspects of Kierkegaard's sotericlogical dialecric in their

development. Barbara Rackstraw, for example, is described as a woman “who

am—— -
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. .o : : ' .
‘probably q;ifted,:hrOQgh the world like most people, 'nei;he: for God nor for

his enemies'” (p;” l§0)¢ . As result of this inicial lack of definition,.

-Barbara's encounter with the Infinite, occasioned when Gregory Persimmons

-

smears occult ointment on her wound, forces her into a humanly irremediable

~

crisis with herself: . !

(Ilt [the ointment] was mofe likely simply to define and
nergize the one [evil] sideé, without giving it %entite
iongand control. All with which he had felt himself
"one woul@f be to Barbara an invader, a conquerer, perhaps
evén an infernal lover; she would feel it im her body, her
bleod, her mind, her soul. Unless indeed she*also became
that, though since without her definite iateption, ’so
without her definite control. (pp. 160-61) //F

N
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Though Barbara does find her bedy “helpless-to the driving energy of the

PR ST - UUFRY P

. - - "
Adversary,” her memory is free enough to -¢ry ocut for help "to her lover and *

. - .
te her God™ (p. 16l). This cry will never go unanswered in any of Williams'
writings. Here the Infinite which generated the crisis comes to her aid in

the form of Prester John —— another version of the ImiG:::;le resolution to

Ve ek oL s e

man's ~jimpossible plight (p. 206). BQ;baraL§.terrif§ing experience of limitg
. T

allows her =o escape the .dampation accompanying the - desire for

. e ) - -
self-sufficiency by graciocusly “encouraging”™ her to seek help from another.

Salvaclon, as Prester John declares, is not carried in onesalf but ia the T

heart of the universe (p. 203). ° . . .

' Gregory Persimmons, unlike Barbara who has drifted chrough life, retigls PR
himself as a character who is totally committed to the power of spiritua
. . \ —_— r . : ! .
possession. He is both a murderer and a satanist, and vet in many ways he is
. \ .
closer to salvation than®aay other character in the novel, with the exception .

of the Archdeacon. The nagrator describes the qualities in Persimmons which A
countribute to his “naturally religious spirit™: . * ' ST
Z

>
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He beyond any of them demanded a response from the
darkness; a rush of ardent faith believed that it came; and
in .full dependence on that faith acted and influenced his -
circumstances. Prayer was natural to him as it was not to

- - 8ir Giles or Lionel, or, indeed, to Barbara, and to the
mind of the devotee the god graciously assented. .-
Couversion was natural -to him, and propaganda, and cthe
sacrifice both of himself and others, if that god demanded
it. (p. 174) . ) . e

This passage provides good evidence that Williams, like Kierkegaard.

recognizes cthé supreme religiOué value of passionate, single-minded belief
- . . ~

»

translated 1into actiom. The key to Persimmons’ salvation lies iz the £fact

N~ .

that hisf;oyalty lies ou of himself in “the god”™ — and his loyalty is

-

absolute.: At the c¢punclusion of the novel Prester Johm, as we have seen,

-
»

reveals that all of Persimmons' service to his dark lord can be counted as

service "to God, but to accept the.God's offer of salvation he mus:t “i{dlie,

then, as -this other [the murdered man] has died, and thefe shall be agreement
with [him] also in the emd . . .” (p. 246). This Persimmons éffectively does

when he gives himself up to the law. _Pe:;;ﬁmons' action becomes a type of

" subscitutiomary gesture which allows him to participate in the archetypal

'

Subspitution.of Chrisct.

/

-
-

"Ia addition to the "Kierkegaardian™ elements evident in the

- -

soteriological dialectic employved in War in Heaven, the novel contains asides

which indicate further affinities beCween'Williamg and Kierkeéaard:" The .
ﬁifhdeacon, for exaﬁple, when confronted with the difficulry of interpreting
fneonclusive evidence, glaneingly comments: "Né—one can possibly do more than
decide what to belleve” (p. 113) — a comment in fundamentai agreement with
Kierkegaard's notion that belief lies beyond the sphere of a purely fiaite

‘rational dialectic. Another unmistakably Kierkegaardian zoment in the novel
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. g@éﬁ&é' uhgﬁ the harassed and pessimisﬁic Lionel Rackstraw is informed by

Prester John that ruin may be "happy” and despair “fortunate” {p. -250).

Xierkegaard would £ind no objection to chis claim, for times of absolute
crisis, inf%is anmalysis; grace persons with the cap#city to act mehningfull&,

and meaningful action is one of the necessary conditions of salvation.

"

II

Many Dimgysions (1931)10 wanifests a center of gravity which, on a
cursory analysis, wmight appear compatible wich all three of the .greac
wonotheistiec <faiths. In this novel the syumbol of the Iunfinice takes the
form of Solqmon's Stone. Within this Stone, which we learm is the f"?irsc
Macter”™ of Creatggn, appear the four iettegs of the Tetragrammaton ——  the
unutterable name of the One God. With the Possession of this Stone comes
great pawer: the ability to move instantly tﬁ;;;gh time and space, the
ability to enter anmother's thoughts aﬁd.the abilicy to heal the sick. ) The
Stone proves to be limited only by the capacities of the .individual who
wie;dsh it y(pf~§g). Like the Graal, the Stone guarantees that a;l whe come
into coatact with it receive their desires, hence its name “the 'Zad of

.

Desire” (p. 4%3), but because man's désires are not formulated in a wmoral

vacuum the Stone also judges those desires just by Being what it is.

while all three of the :ajor'monoth:;%gic religions could claim that the
Stone “belonged”™ to their faith, the sotericlogical dialectic generared by

the Stone leaves litctle doubt :hac‘Chéi;cian Eather'than-Jewish or ﬁuslim

“\
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doctrine 1lies.at the center of the work. Alchough the principles governing

the soteriological dialectic of Many Dimensions remain similar to those of

War in Heaven, Williams provides a wmuch mor; detailed accgunt of that

-,

dig}ectic in Many Dimensions by carefully t;acing’thloe‘Burnétc's existential

development towards salvation. Chlpe quickly emerges in the ‘nOvel as a
marked “Character. The Persian{ the Hajji Ibrahim, makes éhe following
portentous announcement at their_ﬁifst meeting: ™YJou have a hint of the. holy
le:ters._oq your forehead, and Allah shall bring_you to the Résignétion“ (p-

45). The Hajjil's reference to the Resignation (which he later iaforms her is

“within") immediately calls to mind Rierkegaard's belief that “resignation”

conscitutes the first movemknt of the double movement of infinity. Fof

~

Kierkegaard, resignation:

-« + <" 1is named as the first condition for this
transformation of the individual” by pathos. Through
resignation the single individual liberates himself from
finite goals; these mustlfake second place, and the eternal
comes to the foreground. )

Chloe 1is brought to an awareness of the Eternal when she turas her gaze
inwards and contemplates the nature of her being. The language used o
describe her reaction. to her interview with the Bajji contalns some

remarkably Kierkegaadian echoes: L
[S]lhe hated the old man who had come to her and talked of
-  %ings and prophets and herces till she was dizzy with
happiness and dread. Most of all she hated herself. The
dark mystery of being that possessed her held no promise of
lighe, but she turmed to it and sank into it, content so o
avoid the world. (p. 51)

We wmav compare this npassage to one in Xierkegaard's The Concept of

Anxiety:
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Anxiety may be compared with dizziness. He whose -eye
happens to look down into the yawning abyss becomes dizzy.
But what is the reason for this? It is just as much in his
own eye as 1in the abyss, for suppose he had not loocked

. down. Hence anxiety is the dizziness of “freedom, which
emerges when -the spirit wants-to posit the symthesis and
freedom looks down into its own possibility, laying hold of
finiteness to support itself. Freedom succumbs 1In cthis
dizziness. Further than this, psychology canmot and will
not go. In that very moument everything is changed,, and
freedom, when it agailn rises, sees that it is guilty.. "~

-

élthOugh Williams had not :ead'Kierkegaard this éassage suggests that his
understanding of :he’ nature of the psvchological wmechanism of sia is
remarkably similar to Kierkegaard's. Thus in Chloe's first encounter with
.herself $he reenacts the Fall,13 moving from a state of ianocence and
ignorancq.to éuilg.la From this starting point of guilt she must proceed.

-~

Chloe's natural reverence (oT fearf of the Stone tends to discourage her
from using the Stone teo gain her own finite desires. It is as if she
suspects from the begloning that "the End of Desire” means liberatiom; from
all finite desires men attempt to achieve through the Stome. Her natural
distaste for rrafficking through the Stome, however, is zot enough to deliver
her from her newly formed self-consciousness. She must first make a clear
decision as to whether she believes the Stone to be, if Lord arglay's words,
a "fable” or T“something extreme and terrible”: Tromance or ctruth” (pp.
1258-29). wWilliams, like‘Kierkegaard, insists that this decision be based on
an absolute either/of. Arglay'é formulation of the ‘eigher/or
propositcion, significaucly,'is pgefaced bylhis admission that "I don't see a
licele bit how we can decidé: .It's a-duestion -— let's be perfectly frank --
of what we want to believe” (p. 128). Here we find the rational _insEcurity

preceding the "leap” once zore. q

LY



Followigg Chloe's and Arglay's decision to believe 'in ché Stone, Ehey
concretize themselves in their new faith by attempting to liberate the "ab"”
.assistant who has been :rapped in_time. During this attempt they undergo
certain experiences which veveal further Kierkegaardisze elements inm the

novel's'so:eriological dialectic. Before Arglay labours through the Stoue to

free the lab assistant, he raises within himself the terrtible problem of

-

self?consciOusness and its relationship to the object of belilef:

But I have promised to believe in God, and here is a
temptation to iafidelity already, since I know that any god
in whom I can believe will be couscnant with my mind. So
if I believe it must be in a god consonant with me. This
would seem to limit God very considerably. (p. 135)

Arglay, true C€o Williams' and Kierkegaard's belief that the self holds =0
. . g : "
solution to the problem of self—coggciousness, finds deliverance froam himself

through the person of Chloe: ’
ilso rchat 1if 1 <choose to attribute such an admirable
creation zo God I am thereby enlarging my own ideas of Him,

which by themselves would never have reached it. So that
in some semse I do believe outside myself. (p. 135)

Although Chloe’s crisis assumes a different form, the decislon she finds
herself forced to make boils down to Qhechér she will be centered in herself
or in anoche;- fer decision-making process involves two distinct s:éges.
First she must choose between Arélay as he exists outside of her ia his
"{atimate bur austere government” (p. 138), and an .image of Arglay shaped
after her own desire. Eventually she recognizes tﬁé hollowness of—he; owm

. creacion and elects to serve the “intimate bur austere government.~ The nextc

scage of her crisis authenticates her first decision. As soon as she has
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&
rejected the false Arélay she experiences absolute loneliness, desolation,
paln and loss. To ail appearances she has been abandoned to the vacuity of
her own coansclousness. When she has reached the stage where she lays
"stupified in anguish,” she receives a summons from outside herself: “Chloe!

Chlee, <child!™ In the attempt to respond to this summons she is delivered.
"’

Before the “outer world” reappears, however, she experiences a vision of the

Stone which reveals that her loyalties have moved beyond Arglay to the Stone
icself: TAway where the apparizion of Lord Arglay. had seemed to be, it [the
Stone] shone, white interspersed with geld, dilating and lucid from within®
(p. 140). Here, Williams, in imagistic terms, conveys the Kierkegaardian
principle that seeking help from others often coéstitutes the first step. in
finding help in God. It is only when Chloe's loyélty }s coapletely centered
in the Stome that the lab assistant galns his liberty; for she no longer

works through the Stomne, the Stone works through her.

From this point oan Chloe's existential development is rapid. Th

mafor c¢risis she undergoes is the temptation to use the Stone to procect

herself from bodily harm, but here, as 1in The House of the Octopus, the

temptation presents 1tself in disguise. She will not use the Stone to save
herself — No. She will use the Stone to save the Stene. In a typical

Williamsesque aside the narrator comments on the temptation:

She was doing for it what it could aot do for itself. She
was protecting it. Not being a reader of religious history
Chloe was 1ignorant what things have been done in the
strength of that plea, or with what passiounate anxiaty =en
have struggled to protect the subordination of Jmmipotence.
But Iin her despair she rejected what churches and kiags and
prelates have not rejected; she refused to be deceived, she
refused to attempt to be helpful to the God....(pp. 217-18)

Chloe's desperate prayer: “Thy will,...do...de if Thou wilc; or ...

|
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not™ (p-. 218) signals her arrival at the Resignacion. Now comes the second
movement of infinity, the'conmcretizing of the demands of the eternal self —=
and -God demands that she make herself “the Path for the Stone,” the medium

through -which the Stone may regain its unity. The narrator's description of

rd

this event clearly indicates that the center of gravity of the novel 1is

Christian. The Incarnmational allusions are unmistakable:

Through the clothes that veiled {£ he saw that body
receiving the likeness of the Stone. Translucency entered
1t, and through and ia the limbs the darkness which was the
Tetragrammaton moved and hid.and revealed. He saw:. the
Mystery upon her hands melting iato them; it was £lowing
away, gently but very surely; it lessenmed iz size and
intensity as he watched. And as there it grew less, so
more and more exquisitely and finallyit tock its place within
. her — what the Stone had been she now was. (p. 261)
’/\\
As i% to hammer the point home Williams concludes Chloe's drama by relating

thacr from the pémen: that "...her inner being had beer caught with the Stone
izto the Unigg" (p- 267), she passes into a coma until she dies nine months
later. -
-

=

. In additien to this markedly Kierkegaardian soteriological. dialectice,

Loe

Many Dimensions boasts otheijierkegaatdian elements. As has been noted,

Arglay underscores the rational risk involved in a leap of faith. In énother

passage, which recalls Thomas in‘Terror of Light, the narrator comments on

the nature and value of Arglay's disposition:

But Lord Arglay, at once in contact and detached, at once
faithless and belleving, behéld all these things 1In the
light of that fastidious and iromical goodwill which,
outside mystical experience, 1s the finest and noblest
capacity man has developed in and against the universe. {p-
194)

Tt 4s extremely interesting that Xierkegaard regards irony as the highest

Ny



h/f‘\\\\-" . _

form of strictly human consciousness ‘(exgluding the religious or "mystica;;)

avallable to man.ls

b

I1I

1
The Place of the Lion (1.931)"6 is Williams' wmost sensational and

apocalyptic versloa of the invasion of the Infinite. Here the TInfinite
assumes the form of Neo—Platounic Archetypes or "Divine Eﬁ;versals."‘Al:hough
one of the characters of the novel (the highly suspect Foster) expresses
doubt as to whethef these univeé;als correspond to “the angels and érchangels
of which the Christian Chureh ctalks™. (p. 53), the novel employs an
extra—textual authority {(Marcellus Victorinus of Bologna's work De Angelis)

to estabiish the fact that these nine orders of "Divine Celestials"cor:esponé

~to the “original Diomysian nine” kp. 91). Williams, . as if to allay

suspicions that the novel contalns other than a Christian ceunter of gravity,

has. one of the characters {(Richardson, a highly crgﬁgg;g mystic)- reprimand

Foster's desire to "make a sacrifice”: “'F°°1"‘h‘:2é§sf out, 'there's only

one sacrifice, and the God of gods =makes 1it, not vou'" (p. 143).

»

The Place of the Liom, 1like all of Williams' pre-XKierkegaardian noﬁels,

exhibits a fascination with the manifestations of the Ianfinice, bur like

Many Dimensions, this novel continues Williams' movement in the direction of

more dominant exiscential concertds. One could argue, for example, that
Willizms' interest in Damari; Tighe's existentlal development structures the
novel more extensively than his interest in the global crisis generated " by
the Archeéypes themselves. Once agaln the soteriological dialectic evidenced

¢
in Damaris' development displays =many Xierkegaardian elements.
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The basic situation portrayed in The Place éf the Lion, if seen from
Damaris' perspective, coula oaly be described as "ironical” in Kierkegaard's
sense of the word. For Kierkegaard, one recalls, irony represeats a
misrelation between an individual's essential and phenOmenoloéical tealities.

Damaris is writing a thesis entitled ?vthaaorean Influences on Abelard. When

word of her "expertise” is circulaced she finds herself pressured to stand ig -

for Berringer (the comatose leader of a loecal study group). Damaris agrees

to deliver her paper, The Eidola and the Angeli, hoping that she in tﬁrn will
be able to use contacts in tﬁe group to get the paper inte priﬁt. The thesis
of the paper concerns “a correspondence between the development of “the
formative 1Ideas of Helleni; philosophy and the hierarchic anmgelicals of
Christiaﬁ mythology™ (p. 2&)\ " During her delivery of the paper at ‘the
\ . .
Deeting one of these "angelicéls“ turas up in the form of 2 huge crowned
snake. Dera Wilmet one of Eﬁe zembers of the study-group, sees 1t and
points to thg £loor. The narrator takes pains to record th#t Damarls looks

and sees nothiug. *

The cterrible iromy of the situation testifies to the misrelation within
Damaris — a misrelation which prohiblts her from recognizing her ﬁgubject"
come to life. The misrelation can be formula:ed as follows. Ber essential
reality resides 1in what Anth&hy (her lover) refers to as “something that
loved ctruth™ within her (p. 136). Eer phencmenological reality resides in
the love of Damaris Tighe for Damaris Tighe's pictures and diagfams of the
truth. In Williams' estimarion this ironic misrelation bespeaks an

intellectual corruption which literally stinks {p. 30).
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As was the case for Cranmer, Damaris must be brought to the place where
she becomes aware both of this mistelatioﬁ and of her inability to remedy it.
Williams bffngs the c¢risis to her in the form of a large stinking
pterodactyl, the antithesis of the Eagle of Wisdem, for this is what Damaris
has made of herself —— a reified corruption of wisdom. KConffonted with this
hideous nightmare sge attempts to flee. Here too the initial shape of ;the
God's offer”™ offends an& terrifies. Flight is useless. She finds therself
floundering and trapped 1{n the "bog"™ of her intellect, confromted with a

"hidecus and vile corruption”™ (p. 133). She surrenders herself and =mskes

-

one last and <£feeble and continuous effort to call anthomy™ (p. 133).

Antheny, of course, comes to the rescue and what follows between them I3

rvothing less than Damaris' encounter with merey in its stermest form:

[E]is voice convinced her of what he said, 4dad the
authority that-was in {t directed and encouraged even while
it awed and warned her. He neither doubted nor permitted
her to doubt; the whole gospel — morals.amd mytholcgy at once —
entered info and possessed her. When he came to speak of
Quentin's flight she trembled a little as she sat and tried
to wove her hand away. But Anthony, standing above her and
looking out towards the darkening eastern sky, did unot
release it; half a chain and half a2 caress,his own retained
‘hers by the same compulsion that she heard in his vgice,
and he exposed her to the knowledge of what she had done.
Merciless and merciful, he held her; pitiful and unpitying,
he subordinated her to the complete realization of herself
and her past. (pp. 136-37)

Damaris—both acknowledges her guiltAand accepts the forgiveness of sins.f
She Is encouraged by Anthony to follew the dictates of her counscience
(eternal self) and cto attempt to help Quentin .whom she had previously
spurned.  ainthony's reflections on Damaris’ desire to help Quencin display
great similaricy to Xierkegaard's notions on the importance d%, immedia:e.

7
actionl :
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These cries of the soul produced their own capacities, and
though too often the capacity faded as the crisis passed,
it was better to make use of it at once than to find
reasons for neglecting it. (p. 156)

.

In addition to the distincrtly Kierkegaardian sotericlogical orientation

of the aovel as - evidenced in Damaris" existencial development,

The Place of the Lion contains other Kierkegaardian elements.. Following

Anthény's encounter with and reconciliation te himself (described in the
chapter “"The Pit im the House"), he‘f;nds that he has lost "the little goblin
of self-consciousness which always, deride it ;s he would, and derision in
fact omly nourisheﬁ and magnifiéd ie, 855é3d1 saraband in his mind — that
goblin had faded an@ was gone” {pp. 119-20). 1In a similar vein Damaris,
following her conversion| discovers that she has lost her self-preoccupation,
for "...éhc'herself didﬁ;n — for the moment — exist for hefself“ (ﬁ. 167).
Bere, once more, self-comnsclousness is cast as a trap from which “another”

oust deliver the self.

The very existential nature of Williams’ understanding of the

relationship between being and choice18 is conveyed in another passage:

How could there be choice, unless therve was preference, and
if there was preference there was no cholice, for it was not
possible to choose agaianst that preferring nature which was
his being; yet being consisted ia choice, for only by
taking and deing this and not that could being knew itself,
could it indeed be; tc be then consisted precisely 1
making an inevitable choice, and all that was left was to
know the choice, vet even then was ‘the chosen thing the
» sage as the nature that chose. . . . (p. 114)

Another unmistakably Xierkegaardian element in the novel concerns Cthe
"terror and anguish”™ which accompany man's experience of the Iafinite.

Williams' description of Quentin's terrvor is clearly directed as a critique
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against those proponents of "safe” religibn who subscribe to "a pious hope,

a devout ejaculation, a generai sympathetic sense of é‘kindly universe‘-f but
noth;ﬁg upsetting or bewildering, no agony, no darkness, no uucreaged light”
(pp. 74-75). Quentin possesses a far more accurate grasp of Williams' and
Kierkegaard's yersion of the Divine Nature. Quentin unders:andably flees
fromf God; for iﬁ Rierkegaard's analysis, when a man is called by God he has
réa@on to Se "pierced through and through by 2 morﬁal dread; <Ior he
understands that this sort of endowment Is usually certain destruction."19

Quehtin's “des:éuction" tzkes the form of his , progressive reduction to
gisgering insanity as he attempts to avold: the Archetypal Libn. When he is
finally driven beyond hope he finds delivgrance in Damaris and Anthonv. That
Damaris and Quentin seek refuge from Foster at the feet of the Lamb locates
the ultimate source of salvation. It 1s in Christ alone that man discovers

the solution to his gxiscantial crisis.

v

2
The Greatar TrTumps (1932),"0 with the exception of $hadows of Ecstasvy,

represents Williams' furthest fictional departure from am orthodox Christian
ontology, yét even given the explicitly occult nature of the symbol

williams empleovys to represent - Cthe Ianfinite, both Williams' thematic
development of‘;zhe symbol and the soreriological dialectic within the work
provide good evidence that this departure touches accidentals rather than
essentials. The key to Williams' development rests in the disclosure of the
) central figure of_the Tool. The Fool, though an enigmd to occult écience,
.prgsents ao enigma whatsoever ﬁo Sybil, the protagonisc's aunt. Whereas all

-

the other characters in the zovel perceive the Tool to be stationary among

e e st e e =



the other moving figures of the Dance of the images corresponding to the

Tarot deck, Sybil alone recognizes that the Fool is moving and acting 80

quickly that, in effect, He is omnipresent.

Sybil's perception carries ontological significdnce when one recalls
that she 1s both the principal redeemer ia the work and an advocate of the

Eheology of Love:

+

She [Sybil] was doubtful also about God: Love
would have been sufficient by itself...

...more and more securely the working of that o
Tate which was Love possessed her. . -

«..it wasn't really she who was walking, it -

was Love, and naturally Love would be safe in

his own storm. i

.:..and the delight of creation answered the

delight of the Creator, joy triumphing in

jov. (pp. 125-26; italics amine)
In another passage Sybil explicitly links the Fool to the ™dystery of Love’
(p- 139). Given also that Williams grounds his doctrine of Romantic Theology
in the person of Christ there can be little doubt that the Fool functioms as

22
a Christ figure. )

More thaa any other symbol in Williams' novels the Tarct takes over

The Greater Trumps. As a result the novel offers little in the way of a

&

detailed presentation of the existential- development of wmost of the
"
characters. Henry Aaron, however, proves to be a aotable exceptlion to this

observation. Although Henrv's existentlal progress is not detailed nearly as

comprehenqévely as 1s the case for Chloe in Mapy Dimensions or Damaris &a The

Place of the Lion, Williams' dimagistic presentation of his experience WL

~~ ~

eherd
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1imit is one of the finest and most instructive passages in Williams'

fiction. - . . .

Henry faces his encounter with the Infinite while still hopelessly naive

r

about his limitatioas. When ¥anecy, his lov z, asks him what he wishés to do

with the Tarot, his unsupportable hubris réveals itself: 7"'Who knows?' he

answered, tisiné on the wings of his own terrific dream. 'Create.’'” (p- 51).
In order to realize his "terr}fic dream,” Henry is not unwilling to Tesott
to the murder of Lothair, ﬁancy‘; fathe?. This he aigempts by unleashing tﬁe
elemental powers 6f the Tarot against Lochair.' Nancy thwarts Heary's designs

and in the process unwittingly frees the elementals from the countrol of the

Tarot. in order o regain control of the elementals Naucy andiéenr? anter
)the Dance of the faréts, joih;ly Gielding the Greater Trumps. Although they

entér the golden mist of the -Dance united, ;Henry socon finds himself separafed

' from Nancy and isolated ia che mist — an imagistic statement in keeping with
) ) © "
Kierkegaard's notion that each ,one encounters the Eternal absolutely
2 ’ ' . , ' -,
alone.‘3 Soon after-Eenry is separarzed from Nanmcy, numerous irresistible

. "hands™ reach out of the mist and qmcase Henry. He is not peraitted to zove,
' 2 - . ) .
and as he struggles the grip becomes, more absolute. Williams writes:

The hours grew into days, into years. A=mperceptibly
the grasp had tightened; that round his ankles had ~ drawn
them -together, and that .also round his.wriscs. He was ..
still iacapable of movement, but his incapacity was wore
closely constrained; he was forced more tightly into . the
dere straight shape of his enclosed body, for the mist
closed again round him and moulded itself to his form. He
was defined as himself....(p. 166) )

4

Senry's 1definir.ioﬂ nakes.:he forma of the Falling Tower or the Tower of

Babel _{ome of the Tarot): a great tower and 2 gigantic image of himself

~ . . . - -

—r b 1 .
. ' . -
P .

which, though  'petrified from _lecins +to head,” leaves him meaning to "1ift a

.
[}
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great marble arm and rqach up and pick the’ stars from heavern and tangle them
3 nJ

into a crowm — a hardusﬁarp golden erown — £for a head such as Vimrod s,
et g

perhaps his own™ (p. 1682. Every time he makes the attempt, however, the

= tower falls and then continues to build it§elf only to fall again. Tinally
:ftér countléss centuries and cycles .of ;ogﬁiruction and collapse "...his

. heart failled withia him and he.assedted to the imppssiﬁili:y of sugsess. The

: stars were beyond his re;ch; Babel was for ever doomed to fall...” (p. 168).

The 1image. of the tower beautifully captures nierkegaard s notion of the

experience of limit. Uatil Hemry is absolutely comscious of his l;mitatious,

his Hhelplessness, his ‘status as‘a creature before God, he will never be free

\‘ .. - from this false image of himself. He must realize, with Sybll, :ﬁat God gave

man the burden of choice, and respomsibility, “that burden which is only given

in order to be relinquished, that task put into the hands of man in oxder
’ . - * r_'\

that his own choice may render it back to its Erea:or, that voke which, once

wholly lifted and pat om, is immedia:ely‘no longer to.be worn”™ (pp. 52-53).

- . . ~

Henry 1is delivered from this aightmare of self-awareness through his
_recolléc:ion of Nancy's iostructions to him that "...in case we are divided,

remember that I always wanted to "love” (p. 162).

! ’

But now, each time thaf%he felt the dreadful ruin go
falling cthrough him, he heard also ome voice tising among’
that strange and Shattering chorus and saying: “Remember I
% . wanted to love." Out of each overthrow it sounded, amd=at
every overthrow more clearly. This alone of all his past
was urgent' this alone®had meaning in the voié to which his
purposed crashed. (pg 168-69) - - .

"It is when he strives to answer this call "with some single willingness of
. . B
intention”™ (p. 1 that'he finds himseif delivered. Thus Henry's experience

' o * of limit follows the typical Kierkegaardian pattern. The rééolution of his

. ..
-

. ' . . ‘ ' - » /‘\
- . ' ' i N -



crisiﬁl arrives from outside himself and derives from Naney's love for him.
Bis willingness to rest Ctransparently before God is subsequently indicaced by
his . ready confession to Lothair that he had attempted té murder him. 'He can
no lofager desgair becauée a nothing before God cannot desﬁ!ir. Benry has

discovered himsell. ~

-

Thirteen years pass between the writing of ‘The Greater Trumps in 1932°

and the writing of A1l Hallows' Eveza in 1945. During: that inaterim

Williams became - acquainted with Kierkégaard's writings. While £t dis

impossible to locate the precise aature of Kierkegaard's influence om

Williams as wmanifested 1in the novel, there areléeveral major differences

between this rpovel and all the pre—Xierkegaardian =novels which may be
]

aceouanted for reasomably with reference to Rierkegaard's thought.

N

All Hallows' Eve, for example, 1is - counspicuous for its lacl;

-

a substantial symbol of the Infinite. Imnstead man's encounter with the

of

Infinite occurs ia the realm of death — an encounter which necessarily
iavelves {or will involve) every human being. Few people will share

Quentia's experience in The Place of the Liom, but all, lilke Lester Furaival,

o will face “death. Williams, therefore, by replaclng the machinery of the

Infinite, which _crops up in the early novels, :ﬁch a wmore psychologically
convineing exploration of man's relatiomship toythe Ztermal as it imevizably
makes 1ts presence felt ©o every human belng, /removes fictive constructs

Lame
which are apt to allow the reader to distance hipself from the marerial.
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Given that the  novel has no symbol of the Infinite, the center of
gravity of the work is not as. {mmediately obvious. Instead of Cfocusing
narrative interest on the symbol and referring the characters' existential

developments tor that visible prgsence, All Hallows' Eve reveals the Infinite

through the characters' existential developments. That the Infinite is thus

disclosed can readily be accounted: for on the basis of Kierkegaard;s
influence, for-Kierkggaard insists that man's encounter with his lamer self
Aﬁakens his awareness of the Eternmal. Whereas the pre-Kierkegaardian novels

are about both the symbol and the soteriological dialectic, All Hallows' Eve

1s strictly about the soteriological dialectic generated by man's ‘emcounter
with himself.

. . ®

Gi%en chét williams does not resort to a svambol to provide a visibdle
center of gravity f£or the novel, he elects to achieve living uaity in the
novel by orchestrating the existential developments of the characters in such
a manner as to suggest that an iafinite and providential force lurks within
and behind the action. In some way, then,the actions of each character must

suggest Providence or the Acts of the City (the novel's term). Thus the

ve is how to

M

largest _techﬁical challenge facing Williams in A1l Hallows'
demonstrate oréanically a coherence,.whereag befére he could simply point te
a ‘svmbol. It *is Williams' grasp of a distinecly Rierkegaardian
‘Eoteriological'dialéctic which allows him to meet this challenge. |
Obvicusly there ié ne question here of -éxamining each aud every
character's history.. Perhaps it is sufficient 'to claim cthat cthere are

- -
no throwaway characters in the work. Each character ulvimately achieves a
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definition consonant with the internmal requirements of, and choices made by,

that character, as well as a definition of character in keeping with the

~
-

larger soterilological principles which govern the imdividual soterioiogicél

dialectic undergone by each character. While an examination of any

character's existential ﬁrog:ess in All Hallows' Eve would reveal a clearly
P

¥ierkegaardian soteriological dialectic, examinatlion of Lester's hiscory

suggests itself, for All Hallows' Eve concerus her story note than that of

any other character.

Lester 15 perhaps the most unmusual character .in Williams' £iction in
' ¥
that she remains dead throughout the entire narrative. The novel opens with

her standing on Westminster B3ridge in a London devoid of humanicty. We soomn

-

discover, with Lester, that she is dead, the victim of a freak plane crash.

_The London Lester finds herself in proves to be a Londen of her own m3king,

the result of life choices which priviledged things over people. Two people,
however, sSeem to have mattered to her: Richard, her widewed husband with
wvhom she had lived six months, and Evelyn, a friend who was killed with her

in the accident.

“The marrator informs us that zever in Lester's life. had real volitionm
and iniriative ©been required, for her "fortune” had never forced her ro

experience “death fn life.” Now she Ls unprepared Ior her experience _of

“life in death” {p. 8). This, once more, is a  version of Kierkegaard's

sotion -that <ndividuals can only truly act when their phencrmenologieal

zreality conflicts with their essential reality. Lester had czever defined

hergelf ?ip 1ife, so gow she must choose herself in death. Evelvn's
R - .

protestation, "I haven't done anything, anything. I haven't done anythiag
Y

et o e e n

el aaet
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at all™ (p. 19), strikes Lester as an‘all too terribly trué indictment: of

both tgeir lives. BHere is revealed Lester's greatest virtue — her desire to
| face facts. Evelyn's chief characteristic, and ultimately damning flaw, on
Fhe other hand, resides in her refusal to acknowledge the truth of her

situation.

- Williams next introduces Betty (Lester's immediate saviour) into the
narrative.  3Betty is the child and vietim of the magician Clerk Simoa who'

sends her spirit into the realm of death ia orde?r:o gain information about
. <

the future. During oune of her excursiéné into the City (the 'transtémporal
and tramsspacial realm of death), the eternal gloricus spirit—Betty, by moving

back in time, encounters her fiaite self om her most receant Crain excursion:

"Be yourself,- Betty,” she said - admonishingly, and saw
herself on the platff@rm outside a compariment. This, she
knew at once, was her most recent journey.... And there by
her mother was the other  Betty, quiet, wan,
unhappy.... There was herself, her sister, her twin. She
laughed at her; she said, gaily and yet impatientcly, “Oh
don't worry! Isz't it all*a game? Why can't you play it?”

She did not know why she was so sure of the game, nDor
how she knew that it was her mother's game, and only a
courtesy, if she could, to play it well. -She added, TIt
won't hurt you." The other Betty said, "It does hurt oe. "
She answered, ~Well, if you cam't stzad a pinech — 0
dariing, laugh!”™ The other Betty stood wretched and mute.
{pp. 80-81)

By emphasizing a narvative form which traces a single character's
movements within both che realm of the dead and the reala of the Lliving,
Williams is able graphically to portray the Xierkegaardian doctrine that man
1s comprised . of an infinire and finite self. Betty is by no means ualque

in this rtegard. When Lester evenrually wicnesses 3Jetty "shiftiag”™ between

‘her finice and 1infinite selves, she recognizes the same division withiz
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herself (p. 136). ée:ty thus fuactions as alvisrble paradigm of human
.nature. " The key to salvacion lies precisely in following the advice Betty
gives 3Bettina, nameiy ."Be You;self.; But the attemﬁc to concretize the
demands of the infinite self, as Beczina reeognizés; involves the acceptance
of paln, and what may be but a "pinch”™ to the Eternal, as both Kierkegaard and

Williams are aware, often translates info rime as an excruclating martyrdom.

.

Betty (té return to the nar:atiéé) performs her duties for Simon in the
spirit world, but before returning to her bod? she proclaims the name of her

beloved Jonathan throughout the City of the dead. Evelyn hears cthe cry

- ¥

tecognizes the source, and rushes off in the attempt to alleviace the ennui

of her self-imposed damnation by tormenting her old acquaiatance. Lester too

& recognizes the cry and, knowing Evelyn's Intentions, hurries after her to

prevent the torment. But between the time she hears the ery and the tize

ghe rushes off, she undergoes a crucial existential crisis.

%
Betty's c¢ry recalls to Lescer her loss of Richard and reveals to Lester

her desire to have him with her, as her prisomer: ) -

She saw all this in her mind for as long-as it took
that other volce to call once more. She saw it clearly —
for an aeon; this was[what she wanted; this was what she
was. This was she, damned; yes, and she was damned; she,
being thag, was _.damned. There was =zo help, unless she

- could Dbe something other, and there was no power in her to
be anything other. As she stood in a trance of horror at
herself or at hell, or at both, being one, a word pierced
her brain. (p. 89) :

10

Like Cranmer, Lester arvives at the state of total helplessaess in

self-damnation, which {5 cdmpounded by the torturing knowledge cthat her

condition is just. She is absolutely correct that there is nc help within
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her. Help comes when she realizes that sﬂe'still recognizes the "calls of
lovéb"(p; 90). With this realization comes a voice which encou;ages her to
recognlze that the hell she contemplates 1s none other than her "extreme." If
she remainsg true to those “calls of love” cut;ide herself, the exéremé éan be

avoided. Her attempt to aid Betty is her fir3t movement towards salvatica.

From thils peint hé; progress 1s rapid. Whea she ;:;ers Simon's house in
order Lo Ihelp Berty, she is simultaneously accosted by visions of all her
sins agalnst Betty. Recognizing that only Betty can.épkfﬁgs:her fromr these
sins,. Lester seeks out her friend to set cﬁ}ngs righél Wheﬁ_shé weets Betty
she discovers an unexpected gbgtruction to her deéire.\ Becty/&geﬁgnot wish to
recall .the sins, but fimally does so/a:mgfsqgr's iFsiscénce. Quce all 1is
recalled, all is forgiven. Leéter's\Sgpiélhggzngpproach Betty sigmals a
ma jor existential wmovement. Lester effectively place; her fate in Bet:{'s
hards, :}o; she recognizes that she cannot help hefself —— a decision -which

Lester finds very difficult (p. 129). -

-
-

“ The explicitly Christian center of gravity of All Hallows' Eve reveals

{itself shortly after Betty forgives Lester. Lester remains at 3Betty's
be&side, disposing herself to whatever service she may be ;alled ;d make 'on_
Betiy'g behalf. Tﬂat intentioc of serviceils s@prtly called upon bv the Acts
of the City. Clerk Simon attémpés.to kill Betty using the "backward— intoned
Tetragrammacon.” Lesterz who remains in the room dinvisible to Simon,
responds‘ to Betty's appeal for friendship, and the laws of the City accept
Lester's respomse as an offer of substitution. .Simon's death-light is now

directed agaiast her and with the assaulc comes a terrible intensity ogpain.

But pain Is not all Lester discovers:
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0f ome other thing she was conscious. She had  been
standing and now she was no longer standing. She was
leaning back on something, Some frame which from her
buttocks to her head supported her; indeed she could have
believed, but she was not sure, that her‘*arms, flung out on L
each side,held on to a part of the frame, a2s along a beam
of wood. (p. 139) s

Kere again, Williams i{magistically grounds the doctrine of substirution tn

the archetypal substitution symbolized by the Cross.

’
'

N
i
i

!
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*

Lester, from -this point,dn is basically concretized in her infinite

self. She has gained self-knowledge predicated upon her recognition of ther

total helplessness iz the face of sin, and found deliverance frod that sim in

"ahofser" (in this {nstance, Betty). Haviag arrived at this stage of
se;f-definicion,Les:e; through her accioné, comprisgf part of the Acts of the
Ciry. Her infinite self moves in its own complicity with God as an agent of
Piovidence. Her function at th%s s;age of her development resembles Sybil's

‘ L)

function throughout The Greater Trumps.

*

; N .

_.Other Xlerkegaardian elements are also detectable in the novel.
Richard, for example, tuminates on the spirictual dangers of providing iastant
anodynes or false panaceas to sufferers. He;E\again we find ﬂKierkegaard's

notion that suffering proves inescapable in any approach to God:

Ze would almost rather have remained unhealed; yes, but

"then he did not need healing. He thought uneasily of those

who, themselves reasonably secure, urge the poor to prefer

freedom rather than security.  How could he have dome Ii:

himself =-— have -lived in pain? have perished miserably?

., Yet the cost of avoiding that was to bYe lost . in’ the

e hypnotic mystery of the creeping death: an intolerable, an

- unforgivable choice! (p. 215) ' . -
et Ve

Richard's experience of “despair” at his own self-indulgence and ///
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inabiii:y to lgve likewise carries Kierkegaardlan echoes. Richard finés
himself “refused™ by éhe new birth, but the narrator comments: “He was  as
yet ignorant of cthe fact that this [refusal] was one method of ([the new
- bireh's] .becowming ;ctual., He despaired” (p. 238). 1In Kierkegaardiaq terus,
Ridha;d's despair 1is 3 ;ly a negative spiritual component of the
soteriological dialectid which testifies' te his heightened spiritual

: . 2
consclousness, and every form of despair is, in principle, redeemable.'s

- !
.

¢

The narrator’s contention thact "[i]llusion, to the magicianm as.to the

saint, 1 a great daager” (p..240), touches on other Rierkegaardian elements

26 i i -
iz the novel. The narrator proceeds to comment that the masteréiin

Goetia .has always at the center of his heart a single tiany everldsting

illdsion.:."(ép. 240-41). Simom's illusion, ;nd that of all the damned,
resides in his belief in tis absclute self-sufficiency, for according to
Kierkegaard's and Williams' reasg;ing the facts of the universe are such that
true human identity is achieved only by accepting ordaing@ldependence on God.
This 1s not to say that man must accept this position, but if he does'not he
zust learn to live Qith the igage (or images in Simon's case) which he has
zade .of' himself. The horrer of such a prospect is starkly conveyed in
Williams' description of the final tryst between Simom and his twe magiecal

duplicates: .

He stared, as he sank and as that in which he was held

moved 1In its own fashion, ac the rain of swifc—darting e
points between him and himself. The City, so, was visible

to him. "If I go down into hell, thou art there”; but 1f T

go down into thee ——7 If even yet he could attend to those .
points, he would escape hell; he would never ‘have been In

hell. If he could not,~he had his changing and unchanging

faces to study. He stared at them, imbecile; iobecile,

they stared back — farther and farther, deeper and deeper,

through the rose and the burning and the blood. (p. 268)/

-



Thus, while ;:l Hallows' Eve demonstrates a wmore psychologically

convinciﬁé and coherent version of man's encounter with gh; Infinite, which

(with rteasonable coafidence) may be traced to Kierkegaard's direct influence g
on Williams, the basic soteriological dialectic generated by this encounter

differs very lihtle from that of the pre-Xlerkegzardian aovels.

-

1

Ip addition %
to the common and markedly."Kigrkegaardian" soteriological dialectie shared

by all five novels, all of these novels alse manifes; several o;her_

':CDmparablf "Kierkegaardian™ elemencs. As Is to be expected, the 'coiggn .
soterioclogical blas and tﬂe_nature of tge symbol of the Infinite found in the

.. first four nuovels strongly indica:e that all the novels share an orthodox i

i

Christian ceater of gravity similar to Rierkegzard's own formulatious. It is

%& aot until we turn to Shadows of Ecstasy that we discover Williams' siagle
ro. _ -
fictive eccentric to his usual authorial life-view. . '\‘
7.
7%
3
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. \H‘_Shadcws of Ecstasy:
An Infipity Void of Content
/ -

It. was all such a mad mixture, purple rhetoric and precise
realism, doctrines of traasmutation and babble about :)
-African witch—doctors and airships and submarines. X///

Although Shadews of Ecstasy came to print in 1933 as the fifth in the series
of Williams' novels, it was in fact wrjtten in 1925, or five vears prior to

War in Heaven. Originally encitled The Black Bastard, it was _;gjac:ed by

several publisheré and finally accepted by Victor Gollanez oaly after it had’

- - @ .
been “much rvewritten” and tretitled Shadows of Ecstasv.” Despite ' this

rewriting,  which took place in 1932, Shadews of Ecstasy remains something of

a puzzle. Im Glen Cavalierc's words, "Shadows of Ecstasy stands apart " from

Williams' other uovels."3 Cavaliero continues to argue that "...it is in
fact better read as a prelugde, for it sets out the themes and treats of lssues

which the lacer books enac:.”h

, While Cavaliero's observation that Shadows of Ecstasy should be read as

. -
,a prelude 1s certainly apposite, .an examination of the novel's center of

gravity suggests that 1ts ecceatricity with respect to Willlams' ocher novels
S —

runs far deepe;'than what would normally be expected iz a propaedeutic text..

¢

It is alse questionable whether fts serring .out of themes and treatment of

issues is 1in keeping with the later novels' enactmerdt of those themes and

issues. Whereas the later novels manifest  both a . distinetly orthodox

IEY



Christian center of gravity and a clea%ly defired.soteriological diélec:ic,

-

Shadows of Ecsﬁssy exhibits neither a Chriscian center of gravity aor any

detectable soteriological dialectic such as is characteristic of Williams'
% » .

fiction. Instead the ceater of gravity, lasofar as one is suggested by the

- T e . —"\ .

.text, resembles what Kierkegaard describes as "[t]he Fichtian prineciple that \\\

subjectivity, the ego, has conscitutive walidicy, that it alone is the

-3 - : )
almighty. Shadows of Zestasy, furthermore, demomstrates Kierkegaard's
t

contention that when the center of gravity moves to man himself “without

reference to the given actualicy™: o

[Iz] opened the possibilicy for the Iinfinity of the
subject, btut it was a "negative iafinity, an infinity
without finficude, amn iInfinity wvoid of all —content.”
Fichte's thought became unreal; 1if ét was Cto achieve
actuality, "irc had to become concrete.”

Pl
-t

This is precisely the “problem”™ with Shadows of Ecstasy.’ It

holds open "the possibility for the iﬁfinity of the suLject” by tantalizingly
suggesting that man may coaquer death on the strength & his own imagination;
but ;hen Considine (the proponent of this doctrine) is murdered Judgement is
suspended on the viability of this possibility by refusing to concretize
. Congidize . e&:her as defeatea bf or :rigmphant over death. Because the novel
self*conscigusly preoccuples ‘1tself with the opposition between Considine’s

anthropomorpnic doctrine and Christian doetrine, zhis refusal to resolve

Cousidine’s fate -means that the novel itself fails to achieve ql?sure -:E‘E“

feature which clearly separates it from all of Williams' other nogels. But

this lack of closure s entirely appropriate to the speculative ethos evinced

: . {
by the Wwork. Shadows of s‘Ecstasy, as it were, poses ““the either/or ~of

Christianity's claim to truth, but refuses to take a final position. Tmsofar

4

as any position is suggestédd by both the incipient tendencles within the téﬁi?\\

*

. /



<\b‘

L

86

1)

and the _céxt's_ ref&gal to take a firm position, it is’ one which reacts

strongly against the “offense” embodled in Christiam doctrine.

a ' -

Perhaps one of the most disturbing aspects of Shadows of -Ecstasy to

those readers who are familiar "with the 1ideas comprising Willlams'
theological “system,” is the manner in which this novel establishes a

distinect opposition - between the' camp "of those characters who support

,

Considine and the camp of those who oppose him, only to divide the proponents

of these -normally. interrelated and mutually supportive‘-l theoldgical ideas

indiseriminately between the two opposing campé. Roger Iagram, for example,

is a character modelled very closely on Williams himself, especially with

respect. to. Ingram's passionate comnviction that "all great literature Is

.canonical...."s Ingram supports Considiﬁe, for Considiae alome tTecognizes

that pbetry, as Thomas Howard phrases it, "reverberates with the sound of

that which 4is infiaitely bigger than iCStﬂ_-lf.-"9 Roger's wife, 1i1sabel, a

character™ zature in the practice of the theology of quahtic Love, supports

Roger's &ecision to follow Considine. In the opposing camp we £ind " Sir

Bernard, an ironic humcrist!and sceptic who diéplays profound suspicions

regafding whét he in:erprets.to be Consid;ne's rejéctiou of the .intellect.
Alse within this camp are Philip (Sir Bernard's son) and Rosamond Hhis
ﬁeloved, but 1in  both cases the inceg*ity of their ls}al:ies is suspect.
Rosamend, for etample, is both aturacted to and repulseé\by Considine "for
sﬁe has the same reaction to those qualitiés in herself which ( Considine
represents. it is on the basis of her pride in- what she recogn.z;§ to be a
false .im;ge of herself that she rejects Considine's appeal. Phillp,. on -:he
other hand,'expefiences firsthand the truth of Comsidine’s doctrine that in

the “exchanged or unexchanged adoraticn of love” (p. 41) - man experiegces

: 4
% »
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foretastes of immortali:ir. Williams iden:ifies Philip's experience with tha:

of Dan:e (p. 46);" thereby linking Considine's doctrinme to Romancic Theology.

‘Philip opposes Considine, firs: because Rosamond does, and second because he

. does . noc’ possess the intellectual or theplogical capacity to distinguish:

L3

. between the ctruths and forces which the beloved releases deA the belovgd‘

-

herself. Tﬁc' narrator clesrly indicates that Philip's lovalty should 1lie )

bevond Rosamncd,l but Philip fails or is unwilling to recognize this (pp.

76=77). ‘ ' -

This confusing division within the ranks of characters whom we - would
etpect , £0 find united may be traced to the enigmstic object of that divided

Opinion, =- Nigel Considine. Williams seems to delight’ in emploving biblical

L]

allusions to compound the mystery of Considime rather than to diSpel it.

»

Early on in the novel the marrator alerts :he reader to the host of biblical
allusions which will follow by referring specifically to the fact cthat
Ccnsidine'é “"Proclamation” sparkts rénewed ianterest in "[n]eglccced expositors

of the Apocalypse”™ (p. 51). 'as if to hamzer the point home Williams also has

2- .
Roger quote a few pregnaunt lines from Yeats' “"The Second Coming“lo (p. &43).

"Another passage which places the action of Shadows of Ecstasy within an

Apoecalypric tradicion occurs where Considine (also the executor of -afvvasc
fortune) informs the other characters that with his,aphroval the legatees
will spend tpe entire fortune rebuildiné' the Temple at Jerusalem, in
preparation for the comihglof.xe;sias (p. 69).

-

While there Is little~ doubt that a reader should attead to the

Apocalyptic context of the novel, atzention to that context does llctle to

remedy the reader’ s confusiou over Considine. In Qany ways 1t aggravates the

S
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probled, for Williams employs a series of biblical allusions in reference to-

1

Considine‘which unmistakably carry both Christological and Antichris:ological 
echoes. Sir Bernard, for example,draws attentiocn to the fact ghat women
couprise the bulk of Considire's closest féllowers,‘just:as they formed the
majority of the early Christian Church (p. 1ll). Another Christological
allusion occurs where Roger recognizes that "[hle would have to follow this

man .[Considine] -- as omce, he had read, other men had chrown aside their
work and tﬁeir friends to follow another voice” (p. 129). Considfne's speech
is likewise rigﬁ with éhristological echoes. The end of cﬁe "Proclamation”
runs: “"Come, ye blessed, .inheri: the things la}d up for you from ‘the
foundations of the world~ (p: 33). Duriﬁg a meal which recalls Christ's Last
Supper, . Considine offers"Himself to hils 'guests as a living e#ample \Pf the
principle that one must "Feed; feed and live...” on the passion of one's own

imagination (ﬁ. 77).

Bevond these linguistic echoes and specifiec iden;ifi;ations of Censidine
with Chrise, Considine's drama in wmany respects rESelees Christ's story. 1In
a chapte; entitled "Passing through the ﬁidst of Them,” the narrator Tecounts
the authorities' futile attempt to arrest Considine whc;'in escaping,lreveéls
his god-like prowess. When Inkamasi (the Zulu king) attempts to kill
Considine and Iis iqjurgd by one of Cousidine's disciples, Considine rebukes
that disciple and has Inkamasi's wounds attended to. Considine is e;en:u 1y

betrayed and killed by one of his closest disciples for what the text-

specifically refers to as “[plieces of silver™ (p. 155).

The Antichrisrological echoes are also present in the work, though not

s0 numerous as the Chriscological ones. The' lines cited Zrom Yeats' "The




Second. Coming™ raise the ominous question, “What rough beast, its hour ‘come

r

round at last, / Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born?” Considine's fatal

head wound and Roger'é‘:;EEIudiﬁg—EpeCulations that Counsidine may raise

himself from the dead and rise up from the sea "once more to threaten and

deliver”™ the world (p. 224), correspend @losely to the account of Che

11

Antichrisc found Iin the Bible. Caithness, the Anglican priest, refers to

Considine as the Antichris:t on two occasions, but on the one occasion that he

‘confronts Considine with the allegation, Comsidine flatly denies it:

“Neither Christ  nor Antichrist,” the voice of the
other answered him, "but I bring a gospel of redemption,
and the ends of the world hear it: whom do men say that I,
a son of man, am?” '
He flung out a hand towards the group of his servants
.and diseiples; he cturned his eyes upon them and cthey . .
answered, Arab-and Egyptian, negro and white: "The end of ot )
airage, the palm in the desert,” "The last of the Imams, .
the Shadow of Allah,”™ "The lord of sorcerers and kings,”
"The bearer of keys, the interpreter of tougues,” ind, as
*.the mingled voices ceased, Considine's own answered them:
"I am all these and yet I am no more than any of you,
for all of you shall be as I. That which T have known I
have not known of myself. I am the child of the initiates;
their  servant and the servant of the mighty imagination
which 1s iz man. Any of yeu shall conclude his kiagdom
.before me; purify yourselves, kaow, exulc, and Iive. I
call to you agalm, lords of the spiric, postulants of
infinity, put away all desire but to be fuifilled in:
yourselves. (pp. 208-09)

Considine's atpiCude- tewards Christianicy is much like Christianity’s

- .attitude towards Judaism: he sees himself as heralding both the fulfillment

.and supercedence of the old order. His "Proclamation” reveals what 1is

basically a sympathetic if supercilious srance towards the Chriscian faith:

The High Executive spermits Ltself to offer to the
Christian Churches its congratulations on the courage and
devotion of %hose thelr servants who have sustalned death
by martyrdem. Convinced as it is that the Churches have,

almost from the beginning, .been aisled by an erring
principle, it nevertheless honours those martyrs as sublime
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1f misguided instamces of that imagination which it is its
purpose to wmake known to:mankind and which the rites and . Lo
dogmas of the Christian religion dimly proclaim. (p. 42) . T

I

The crux of the issue between Considine and Christianity i{s cited in at?..

least two places in the novel. TIsabel first formulated the distinetion:

.
T

But those that dié may be lordlier than you: .:hey are
obedient to defeat.  -Can you live truly till you have

been quite defeated? You - talk of living by your hurts,
but perhaps . you avoid che utter hurt that's destruction..

(p.- 131). ) _ .

" Later Considine corroborates Isabel's observation:

-+

) 'Zr's wmore purely Christian thaz ever before ...Lts'
nature 1is in complete defeat; there and chere only it
thrives. '~ YTour wife was right, Ingram; that's the choice
Dbetween defeat and vicrory. But I've chosen victory ‘and I
-have it. (p. 173) ) - K

N

' Tbe-credibili;v of Comsidine's claidachac‘Chriétianiﬁy was héading in the

fighc di:ectiou but\became‘misgﬁided ﬁinges on his ability to demonstrate

that he can succeed where, in.his eséiﬁaéion;'Chris;iini:y‘failed. Oﬁé thing

¥ -

ﬁhat ‘the novel makes clear is that Considine has known remarkable success.

+

. He has succeeded in living two hundred vears- and, apart from accident or

. - T N . LY N . .
treachery, is immortal. He needs omnly the smallest amount of food, drink and

q"l

sleép. The prin;iﬁlq Considine ° funecrions Qﬁ, ' signifiéanily, is

"substicucion.”

” :
12 - Inkamasi explains:

5

Men and animals, we live by destruetion. 3ut  these
diverse schools have asked rhemselves whether indeed this
is ‘the whole secret, or whether it is so far but a
substitutien — a lesser cthing taking the place of a
greater. I1f£° man can descend into death, may he nct .£find
_that what awailts him is an ineredible ecstasy o6f descent -
and return? Cousidine is seeking to find that way. To be
the food on which one feeds, to be free from amy accident . -
of death, to know the ecstasy of being at once priest  and

* victlim — a¥l these ends are in his search. (p. 109)

.
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Although Inkamasi verbally oppeses Considigg's authority and éffi_ms the

truth of Christiagity, Be.nowhere suggests Ehat:Cousidine will not succeed.

Iakamasi's actions, contrary to his professioh.of faith, indicate that his

commitmeat to what Considine represents could run deeper than his commitment

to the Christian faith. Inkamasi's drama provides a lovely synecdoche ' for. .

the entire action of Shadows of Ecstasvy. It simply refuses to be univocally

interpreted.

-

Inkamasi as a character embodles the censiaﬁ' ie the ‘novel between

-

Considinian Africa and Christian Europe, for he is a Zulu kiué by descent and

imagination, and a EurOpsgn Chriscian by educatiomn and faith.. We legfn that

. (]

\SDConéidipe "bound” Inkamasi's will as a small“child, not :Q.take"away the

king'g_ freedom":to choose his own destiny{bbuc rather in case he should

require Inkam#sifs material presence for his future:plans. Apparently he
does, for he reduces the king to 3 hypootic sta:é:and then forces -him Fo
accompany- him. Caithness ?1ea§ﬁs of lthis and also thaé inkamgsi is a
Christian. CQutraged, the priest rushes off Lo rescue che_king, and;:with the
help of the Archbisﬁop at the Mass at Lambeth, perforés what the narrator
refers to as Caithness' “pet m%;acle” (p. 196), and the kiag's will‘zis

restored.

e _ . .
Sle ek . . -

As it turns out, however, Caithmess' action does not resclve Inkamasi's

tension. Instead it forces him to choose his destiny immediately rather :han-

o

.. later. The ¥ing's dilemma proves to be-both interesting and instructive. He
, =18 P _ g ar

45 torn berween his duty to his kingship and his duty as a /Christian.

Considine, as 1t turns out,is the only character In the novel who honours the

exalted imagination associated with rovalty. He therefore offers Inkamasi a

-

-
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varieﬁx of opéions, ﬁuc only one\- a royal suicide — can satisfy the

»

demands of Inkamasi's exalted imagination. 0f course Inkamasi. also

-

recogﬁizes that to commir sulicide would be directly to contradict his

s'Chris;ian creed: “For though the man Inkamasi might not kill himself — so ‘\

~

his creed taught =—— yet the king had a duty to his kingship' and T...his éuty \

was £o his own kingship first and always™ (p. 184).

. ~ P
F |

Prior to this, when Tnkamasi stridently affirmed his Christign:'faitﬁ;

-Considine replied ;E'efféct, "Believe what you will but tell ze what vou will

do”. (p. 182). The king -commits sulcide. More surprising still, the

PP SR

narrator's description of the king's scate-of mind coataios distinq;7tones_oﬁ,

[

approbation:

]

. ., AL
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Peace entered’ in oa hia and he lay:looking out of the
window, watching. the November twilight” gather, and uniting
withian himself, not ian such a twilight but 1ia a wmore’
wonderful union of oppeosites, the day of his own individual

being and the wmysterfous night of his Holy and . awful
office. {p. 183)

R,

[ . AP

While iz is oot surprisiﬁg in -a novel to have a charaéter say one thing and

PR P,

do'-énother; g}t- is extremely unuSuainfor a charac:éffin one of Williams'
uove;s to domgo'uithéut'eliciting some aarrative comment on thé siénificance
of the wmisrelation. But here =zthe absence of nar%ét;Ve guidance 1is
_appropr?a:e.:o the echos. of the aovel as a whole. %Iniéﬁasi's failure to find
ﬁwﬁsgtisfactory resolution to his inmer tension im;éeszihe novel's iﬁabili:y

" .. ¥ ;
to arrive at a satisfactory resolutian.€o i:s sizilar inmer. tension, for. the

aovel suspends judgement on the viabilicy. of Considine's doctrine. -

The fundamental 1issue between Considine and Chrisciénicy turas on the

necessity of experiencing absolute defeat. Cousidine,'unlike the Christian, 1



argues- that maa's- imagination can turn defeac into an ecstasy of victory.

'Whilg Considine's: lomgevity,. power and relanive freedom from material

necessity indicate that his goctrine is.pndoubtedly true up to-a ‘poiat, the

novel introduces triumph over death as ﬁhe point beyond which . Considine's

doctrine is still temctative.- As Considine puts ir, "I am in obedience to all

laws I  have not yet mastered. . . I am in danger of death — until 'I_:hgve:

mastered it — and therefore in obedience to it...“:(p. IQQ).L If Considine

can provide the key to human péffeccioﬁ and immortalfty here and- hcw,

Christianity's promise of a resurrection in athher,étaté.and at some future:

date would carry iittlélappeal. Obviously (and much more éériou;ly} it would °.

also have proven to be false.’

Shadows of Ecscasy records an attempt by oce of Cansidine g disciples to';

teturn from death and _Fesurrect his body. The diecurbing thing abou: the.-"

attempt of this neoPhyte of death is, as Roger recogni~es, thac "...ic had -

come:. very near to succegding' (p. 186). The movement of the coqpéé was Iin
) ] o

violation of all the laws which the "edifice of his mind” had comstructed-

When the mas:er Considine (udt“anocher nedphyte} is finally murdered and

PRIEY

.

hii body disappears, Roger has good reason to dream at the conclusion of the '

~

novel that:

-
[

...he saw it floating alone in the niddle of "the sea, far
away, far down, and he saw thé eyes open and the hands
move, and the whole body stir. Life was rushing back into
it; power, ‘spirit, -imaginatiom, whatever name sad
incompetence foumnd for it, was re-animacing -the willing
flesh. He saw it walking iz che. waters and heard it
cdlling chrough them.  The creatures of the deep, . octopus
and shark greed and ferocity, -fled before it. 3Behind it,.
as 1t ‘came, cthere was no more sea; in front of: it the
waters flowed into it and became the man who moved in them.
« Back from the shore they swept, out towards that advancing
humanity, and, all thelr mysteries were swalloued up in his
shining lucidity. (p. 223) .

A
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'”Althoagh "Shadows of Ecstasy does not allow the reader confidently to

~

cioée the text by subscribing to Roger's hope, the novel does suggest that if

3, one were-

‘ T likely readiug.

as are.

all the characters who support ‘him. Those Qho adamancly oprose him i_

Eorced to choose an either/or interpretation, his is the most

b

Considine is consistently portrayed as an attractive figure,

'

are 'almost. without excepcion,unattractive.l,His most*fﬁfﬁﬁasive oppcnent,

surprisingly,

' mysterie

is the ‘Anglican pries: Ian Caithness —— a man who reduces rhe

s of theology to moral casuistrv prays Lo a2 god wvho has never been

© known to disagree with him (p. 90), and, finally, direc:ly contributes to

Cousidine's..

Caithnes

s, as

murder and indirec:lv to the murder of the innocent Rosenberg

the only visible representative of and spokesman- for

~ -Christianity in cthe novel, explains why . the case for\Christianity does not

2

come off very -well; for Comsidine, rhe ‘priest’ 's op onent, Tepresents the

apochecsis of man withou: reference to any redeeming God

It was Man that stood there, maa'c?nﬁttuﬁs of himself and

of his
serene,

powers, wman powerful and; victorious, * bold and
a3 culmination and a prophecv. Time" and space-hung -

behind him, his background and his possession,” themselves
no wmore separate but woven in 3 siangle vision, the colour
©f the 1iviag background teo that living dominatiom. (p. 81)

. L
5

Shadows of Zcstasy thus, poses the . either/or” of Christianty's ciaiﬁ on

the 1ind

emerges

ividual,

but refuses to take-a definite position on this. Whac

pcwerfally, howerer, is the offense intrinsic to the Chriscian

position.“ Caithness provides a‘vieible'symbol of this_offeasiveuess; but the

true aature of Chr*stian offense 1in Shadows of Ecstasy lies In its insiscence_

chat man is incapable of experiencing viccory w*thout fi'sr etperienciqg an ' -

absolite

. stands

defeatl

directly

£rom which.Christ alome is able to deliver SRS Considine

.epposed to this as a visible symbol of man's potential to

)
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find absolute . victory within himself and to ‘actualize it thrOugh his ownj-f
strength: although the novel keeps this opposition in Suspension by refusing

to aetualize Considine s fate, the oarrative appears to be slightly biased

.

towards Considine s point of view.

- - -

)

There are at\.least two ways then that one might evaluate Shadows of
Ecstasy's center of . g*avity, and these depend on the criterion oue brings to
Lestasy's XL

bear' o the novel for as Kierkegaard argues ”:;.evervthing is qualitatively

.13

- that by uhieh it is -‘measured. - If Shadows of testasv is measured against

"itself it becones apparent that it manifests no definite~center of gravity.

CIE) however, Shadows of E2§tasv is evaluated against Williams other novels,

ore can employ Kierkegaard s notion of offense' to argue that it ‘has a
”'strictly anthropomorphic (Considinian) center of gravity. Given that the ..

other novels establish a normative Christian li e~view, Shadows of Ecstasv's

.efnsal_ to decide for -or against Christianit?5;would; in Kierkegaard;s
j////(;nalysis,' aoount to. a form' of offenSelin which the novel igncres the
‘ -;bhristian -imperative: “You . shall'decide.f The novel’s suSpensiSn of a }‘.
verdiet ignores this imperative and by ignoriag it takes a definite position
on Christianity It is nothing less than human pretension and rebellion , 1a. 7

Kierkegaard - analvsis, for man  to attempt to rewmain neutral about’

"‘ Christ. é Shadows of ,cStasy s refusal to concretize itself is, therefore

anticipated bv Kierkegaard s analysis of the ~ichtian principle cited in .he }
introdut.ion to.this,chapter. Considine closely approxi mates a . -reification

. of -this prineiple; ironieally, S0 does the novel’ itself, by failing to pass
judgezent on ’Considine. Thns, uhen evalnated against, the'-normative

-
Christian world-view established by Willams other 1ovels Shadows of tcstasv

: reveals a distxnctly anrhropanorphic center of graviry, which in- effect denies

.



96

that map~myust _concretize and limir himself with respect to some external
authoricy. Klé:kegaard's observation that this type of center of gravicy

opens . “"the possibility for .the Infinity of thé subjectl' but 1t [is] =a

—

uegativé infinity, an lafinity without £initude, an infinity void of 4&ll

content”™ seems entirely appropriate as a commentary on Shadows. of Ecstasy's '

curious and unique achievement..
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'Descest into Hell:
: . ' ;A
,»/ﬁ\\ - ' to Actior Not to-Act
TN i
' ’_/g I‘ |
R N ) \ . . -
: N g . T -

‘" Al chiags  at all times and everywhere, vrehearsed; some
great art was in practice and the only business anyome had _
was to see that his part was perfect.. And this particular %

, rehearsal uairrored the rest — only that this was, already .
h - perfected from within, and that other was not yet. )
T ... Descent inco Eell (1937) suggests itself as an obvious work to examine ia

“j'n S " the atteﬁp: to close this analysis of Willizms' religious drama and qovels,

for . this. novel is structured around the production of a play. YMore

-

; significantly, Peter Sfanhoﬁe - the playwrighE in the novel, is also the

pseudonymn under which Williams wrcce Judgemenc at Chelmsford. Cavalieso

wryly remarks that Stanhope, is given :he status of T. S. Eliot and the

conscicusness of Charles Williams: he is aore pries: than playwrighc.

Setzing aside speculations about wha: Cavaliero s comment may suggest about.

Williams' frustracions “egardiug his failure al's} fina widespread critical :

Py

=@
acclaim ao etaminatiou of the significance of Stauhope 3 play to tHe ‘aovel

should ‘provide clues as to what - Williams conceives of as éhe ideal

significance of his writi3353 to his readership. - L ,,:

Like All Hallows' Eve, the action within Descent incto Hell moves between
two distinet and yet interpenetracing sectings or modes of existence: the

finite temporal reaih of the living'and'the‘infiaite eternal realm of  the

-l .



dead. Stanhope's play mediates between the two realas by functioning as a
metaphoric :quchstdhé with respect to the characters in both realms. Like
all of Williams' plays aad all of his novels (with the exception of

Shadows of Ecstasy), Descent {nto Hell, as its title suggests, preoccgpies

", existential developments suggests.

itself with * the soteriological dialectic generated by man's collision with
the Infinite, but here this dialectic is best analyzed within the dominant

metaphor 'of drama itself. More specifically, Stanhope's play fguctions as a

‘metaphor {or "dress rehearsal”) for God's uqivefsal dramaz which reveals

i:selfl in the'novel through :ge‘omnipotenc orchéstration‘of eveats in (amnd
beﬁweenj.‘:he finite and infinite rgalms: The key to the soteriological
dialectic in this novel lies in the chérgcters' willingness to assume anq act
out the roles “written” fp: thenm, for accarding to Williams it isz onlf 'by
submittiﬁg to the authority of God (as Author) that ;ne can achieve; tru;

character identity.

Acﬁording to the .movel divine drama constitutes che facts of the
universe, and  the one fundamental primciple supporﬁing and generating this
drama of facts -is substitutionmary Love. If a character _reﬁusgs'.co face

these facts and attempts to "write himself” '(as {s the case for Wentworth) he

_perishes in illusion and self-enclosure. a”Gommqrah" is the term the novel

uses to describe this state of self—iuf;tuatioﬁ énd-spirituél- masturbétiqn.
"Zion,” conversely, describes co—inherent participatiom in the universal

drama and City of God. .Though Descent into Hell presents the eirher/or of

Zion"veISus Gomorrah  within this . unusual dramatic  metaphor, the

soteriological_dialecfic leading to eipher of these two "City-states” remains

recognizably <Xierkegaardian, as examination of - several characters'



If one were to take the ;ms::er” of Descent into Hell and cqanslate it

into a realistic novel, it wOuldrprimarily concern. the produdtion of a play,
and how this production impinges on the lives of the characters involved in
the play. The central characters of this realistic novel -would be Stanhope
(the author), &rs. Parry {the produceri and the members of the " cast
(pé&ncipally Adela, Hugh and Paulige). On the periphery of thé ac;ion would
be Mrs. Amstruther (Pauline's grandmothér), Wemtworth (a local but eminent
historian) and Lily Sammilé (a rather eccentric but immocuous old womin who

Seems to wander about promisiag comfort .and pleasurg Lo evervone she meets).

But Descent into Hell is got: a realistic novei,- aund al:gﬁﬁgh it
includes. this finité temporal level of action, the significance of this-
action is revealed ﬁgainst the backdrop of the etermal infinite realm of
deaﬁh. In this realm we find two more cﬁé&acters who play very important

toles in the two-tierad 1levels of action which iateract to produce

Descent into Hell. The -major character here is a nameless and harassed

-'wc:knan wﬁﬁ compits suicide after having been fired from  his employment

wgéking on the comstruction of Wentworth's house sevefa; vears before the
realistic action of the novel takes place. The second significant characcgr'
in this second In is John Strutﬁer, an ancestor of Pauline, who was

nartyred under Mary/ Tudor for having "grown obstinacely metaphysical™ (p.

253}.

-

Perhaps the best way to suggest how these two levels of action interact

to produce'Déscenc into Hell would be to consider the existencial deveIOpmenE

of Pauline Anstruther. = In many_"reSPects' she’ resembles Betty of
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All.Hailows“ Eve, but whereas Berty moves between the two levels of actiom by
consecutively alternating bdetween her finite_d@d infinte selves, Pauline
operates simultaneously as both her finite seifﬂin the realm of the Lliving

and' hex inite eelf in the realm of'che.dead. Her finite self, however,

knows little of her infimite self's activities. Pauline's finite experience
of her infinire self  takes the form of visual encounters nith her
doppelganger. Anticipation of these encounters, which have been geing ox~for

most of her life, has become the dominant factor im her consciousness andé a

IR

coustant ~source of fear and amxiety.

o X FOY e
- “ e

-----

Pauline's qnest is thus a guest to find her identity.- At .one point she

couspicuously says‘:o;St%nhope, 1 want to know ay ng;e“ (p. 6335 thhongh
she ostensibly "refefs to the name of‘tﬁe‘character she is to'piﬁv ‘In  his’

play, her confession reyerberates wi:H intimations of the cnnsnming desire of
her 1ife. The narraﬁon indicates that her ~fear or enCOuntering neg

Egelganger' has‘ c'ipple& he:.-: [I}t was the la:ent fear in Her life “that’

paralysed initiative' she conld requn& but she could noc act (p. 32)

"

condition corresponds closely to Kierkegaard s description of Despai* in

Weakaess”™ or "Ino Despai“ not to ﬂill ”eo Be Onesel‘ "4:_ &ierkegaard .

N

- -7, oA

-

significantly rvefers to. this as a forn”of “"feminine A6 despair.” Here~-;nef“

-

i

individual 4is aware that he/she is &ualified as an'@tggnalmgelfiﬁﬁti refuses .

- -

thréngh fear of the comsequences to will o be thar self. =~ = o

. e X -
Py .. -

- L e

R . ot B o . e

Kierkegaard'lmakes it clear that althongh L“ is a despai-‘in weakness»

.,

the weakness has a strong ‘element of pride which refuses o belbeve thac he_f;

. - - LI

5
weakness c¢an be. remedied.™ 7 %:anhope :ecognizes - Pauline’s dis:ress,

L

L

- 7 . e ” .-.' - . .
encourages her to talk zbout it and, when she goes,ﬁbffers.to bear -ner fear

oS

e —
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" of " the eacouater with ‘her doREglganger. StanhOpe exprains tha: this

Con

L ~ -
- EIC

itself; and -cites as his authority the :ext in Romans where Paul urges the-

- - e
-

brecﬁren "to bear “one another 'S burdens (p. 98) Dauline at first :efushs.

- asking indignantly, WOul& I push @y burden n to auybody else3 Stanhop&

"L -, - . - . .

_ replies. . - T S ‘-ﬁ' T

- ~ - ) ta .. . o -, el

"Vot if you insist on making a. universe for Voursel.,?
he answered. £ .you want to disobey and refuse the laws
Nl T that aré commoa ta.us all, if you wanl to-1ive in pride- -and
.« division. - and anger, you. "¢an... But if you will ‘be part’’ of
the besz of us, and- live- and Ieugh and be ‘ashamed with us,

M _then you must be content to be’ helped., You must give vour = .S

LT e : “burden up to ~someone.else, and you' MUST .CarTY. someone

<, ~—.

;‘fault.'f But I'm sure that-chis is 3 law cf the universe, )

... .. and ‘ot to give.up vour parcel is as much to rebel as ot . '
WL s eTT v 'te earTy, another's... You'll f{nd it quite easy if wyou let R
el vou:self do t£.” (p- 99) - - - -
- . dere then wve see the typical Kierkegaardinn sotesiologicai‘ dialectic._ -

o Pauline ‘must recognize ﬁer limications and humble nerself by being aided bv
e T another. Despite the -fact that Stanhope protes s that there is no need to

s .introduce Chzist into these_;:snsaqtions_(p,'98), the novel makes it clear

A_Q‘“'V - that evefy ace ofLexeﬁange'isggrounded in the Gaiversal snbsci:ug;onary Love
.- Dy - 6 o T . T LT .
2 ey @f Christ : . o ] S :

The groan was at once dereliction of power and creacion of =~ -
power. Ia iz, far off, beyoud vision in the depths of all -.
- the orlds, a géd unamenable o death, awhile endured and - T
T e ~ dted. (p. 125) oL ST T '

R - N s . -

;q’ - - . Pauline's willingness to. Eccepc help from Stﬁnh&be a wman .whom she

“recognizes _as an anthority in her liee and (significan:ly) ehe auchor ‘af the

" -
s

play in uhich she wil1ingly pa*ticipates signals Her willingness to assume

. am

N .her true. fdentity in God"s univefsal drama’-—_a drama which simultaneOusly

SR else's burden. I haven't made the.universe and it fsn't my. T W

-

"Doctrine of Substitnted 'Love is grounded in the~naCure oE‘ the -universe -
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engages alluche characters in both the finite and infini:e realms. Qﬁe way

of viewing the distinction betueen Scanhope s play and God's play wonld be to

AL

“‘nOCe that Stanhope 5 play allows for the possibility of spectatorship; God's

N el 0
does not. From the point of view of G d s drama, the characters in Descent .

into Bell assume a much different significaqpe than they would have if
considered from a "realistic” perspective. Margaret Anstruther (Pauline's
gréndmother) oééupies perhaps the most central role in this universal drama,

whereas from a realistic (finite) p;;:E‘ai\fieu she does very little. Her

'capacity to function significantly stems from the fact that she straddles
. 3 * . D

both realms. She is alive but dying, aad {n. this uniquely "amphibiouQJ state

she 'isl ;onétious of activities io boﬁh realms. If.erm.Parry functions as
the fdirector“..of SEanhope!s play  (however hopélessly.:eféicient ané
art;sticglly insensiti?é éhe ya? be), chef;'is ;f sense in ﬁnich 3rs.
Anstruﬁher .fﬁnctious "as a direcébr/actor-in God's drama: 'Iﬁ this capaciCV

she plays an inst—umental role in directiug Pauline' s activicies towards the

salvatica of both the suiciderand John Struther.

The =narrator of the novel makes it clear that the suicide is not Seing

.given a "second chance” to accept salvation. Life offered him no chances:

But this man had died from and ia the body only. - Because
he had had it all but forced om him, he wnad NWad opportunity
to recover. Eis recovery had brought to him a chance of
love. 3ecause he had never chosen. love, he did not choose -
t then. Because he had n never had. an opoortunicy to.choose -.
love, mnor effectively heard <the intolerable gospel
proclaimed, he was ©6 be offered it again, and now as
salvation. (p. 118) o

The 'suicide's "offer of salvation proceeas from his visionary encounter

with Margaret Anstruther. Ia her face and voice he experiences Love for the

? -

first tize:

=
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{To]. the dead man it was felt as love, as love that . R

loved him, as ‘he longingly and unknowingly desired. This

holy and happy thing was all that could be meant by God: ik

was love and power. Tender to the least of its creatures,

§ . it submitted ‘frself to his need, but it is itself always
Ao that, it submits, and as he received it from those eyes and
. the sound of that voice he knew that anocher thing awaited

him -— his wife, or the light, or some’ remewal of his

. T earlier dea:h. (p. 123) - Co -

She ' then. inforﬁs him that, “It's done alréady;iyoﬁ've only.got to look - for
it™ (p. 123).

' Before the sulcide can play his part properly and learn of the Love

‘which cpmes <from surrender of death of'thé spiricuél self, he must retrace

H

"His scags back to che place where he exited the universal drama tHrOugh his
prema:ure act of suicide. Twice Williams specificallv refers to the plaaform
" from which he fell ‘when he hung himself as a ‘stage (p- 33, p. 155)
'Hargaret Anstruther sees him return to :his stage and in her visiou alse
-";;/fféEsggizes his need for direc:ion to London (here a symbol ‘for the Republic
of Zion — the City of God). | .. o -

' . Paulize, in obedienﬁg to her gran&méther's lésc'directive, goesrouﬁ late .
_at‘night to offer assis:ange‘:o ”soheéne" who will Be-near Wentworﬁh's house.
?aul;ne there discovers the suicide who.ueeds directions to the Cirty. She
gives them -and Ehen uatches him hurry off towards Londou.l ‘Before hg
disappéérs, however, he stbbs,abpéregt;y 1n great agony or fear. . She hurries

.after him and as she,apﬁroaches discovers not the suicide but her ancestor

the . martyr. The narrator makes it clear that the martyr his fallen into the

L4 ¥ . -

 “Christian crap;" not unlike the sitvation Cranmer finds himself fia:

He was afraid, this zmartyr of her house, and.sﬁe knew what

-
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o .do. There was no doubt about it at all. She knew that

the horror of the fire had overcome him. He was in the

trap in which she had been but now; the universe had caught

him. His teacher, his -texts, his gospel had been its bars,

and his judges and .executloners were springing ir; and the

Lord God himself was, in that ‘desperate hour, nothing but

..the spring that would press him into the tormeat. Ouce the

Lord had = been. something else; perhaps still.... He was
- . praying passionately: "Make me believe; make wme believe.” ",
‘ The choice was first In her; Omnipotence wailted her A
decision. (p. 169) )

Pauline offefs to bear his fear of the fire, just as Stanhope offered to
bear her fear of her doppelganger, but the marcyr in his prison cell cannot
" hear her. ‘Then from behind Pauline she hears her own vdice: "Give it to me,

Johr Struther™ (p. 170). Struther hears, turns and obeys the reirerated

‘command “Give”: T“He fell on his kaees, and in a great roar of triumph he

RO P PPN W R Sl

~called out: '1 have seent the salvation of =y God'™ (p. 170). Pauline turns

" her eternal self.: It

-

is %then that she reali:es that the burden of fear she had borme all of her

life was for_this: . T "‘ -

She had lived without jov that he might d&ie ian joy, but
when she lived she had zot known and when she offered she
had not guessed that the sacrificial victim had died before
the sacrificial act was accouplished; that now the act was
for resurrection in death. (pp. 171-72)

What follou;‘ is an account of Struiher’s martyrdom; in images which
blend Stanﬁoée's play with the martyr's historical context. Just as Che
‘suicide had to return cto his proper place on God's stage to fdind his
éalvation, ﬁere ?auline. and the martyr £4né che resolution to thelr
:espectivé exlistential ‘crises when cthey act ocut che roles written for

them7:' ‘ . -

He looked up through the smoke and Zlame cthat closed

-
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upon - him, and saw, after.tis mannmer, as she after hers,
what might be-wonstrous shapes of cherubim and seraphim
exchanging powers, and among them the. face of his
daughter's aeviternity. She only among all his children
and descendants had run by a gacrifice of heart to ease and LA
carry his agoany. He blessed hér, thinking her some angel,

and In his blessing her aeviternity was released to her,
and down his blessing beatitude-ran to greet her, a
terrible good.  The ends of the world ‘were on them. He
dead and she living were made one with peace. Her way was
haunted no more. (p. 173)

-

.
-

N%tanhoﬁe's play Is thus fulfilled as a mecaphor for Go@fs universal

drama, and as such £t functions as.s touchstome with respect to each of the

o

characters in the movel. In this capacity the play replaces Ehe syumbols of ’

the Infinite which appear {a ﬁhE.fifst foer novels considered in this thesis.
Pauline'§ atcitude towards tee play stands in direct oppesition to that of
Adela Eunt. Pauline reveals that she feels inadequaca as the author of her
own story (p.-60) As we have seen, she looks to her author to provide her
with her identity. Rather than worrying about her elocution of verse, she
allows the5fverse to “elocute” her._ Adela, on‘ the other hand,%iregards
Stanhope's play a8’ a new -opportenieY to actualize het agenda of the
management of the people and things (ome .is not sure she makes ahf'essential
distinetion here)\which surround her. As ie'toibe expected she is_a.;maste?
of elocutiom. ‘On oé the things she would .like to “elocute” 1s tee future
'productibns of the| play, be: she deoes not passess the native houeety to aemit

Lo Paulinem;ha: it is.for-herself, rather than for the cast, that she would

like Peuiiue to approach SEaphope fo; his eefmission in this regard. AaAdela's

selfishness, however, does gzot prove to be her undoing; rather it Ls her .

dishonesff, whilch eve;tually leads td'self—deception and eorruption; " When

Hugh, her fiancg, becdmes slighetly imperioﬁs, she chooses hersell: ..
. . . \'{!!'

rd
-

She would neither revolt nor obey nor compromise; she would
deceive. Her admission co the citizeanship of Gomorrah

» .
’

[T A

. 1::‘.
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depended on the umoment at which, of those four only
possible alternatives for the human soul, she refused to
know which she had chosen. "Tell me it's for yOurself

‘only yourself...." No, no, it's not for myself} it's for e
the good of others, her good, his good, everybody's good:

is 1t my fault 1f they don't see it? manage them, manage
them, manage her, manage him, and them. (p. 185)"

Rdela's refusal to face facts renders her incapable of patticipating In God's
drama. Williams underscotés the fact"that, although she knew her parE'?in
Stanhope's play "beautifully” (reéalling her skills of elocution), she fnilsn
to iearn ner role in Geod's dramn; Lthe part she was continually frying and

continually failing to lcarn, the port that repeated to her "3 muddle of words about

." ' .
perception and.love which snéicould never get in the :ight order” (p. 202).

o

Adela's refusal to face facts is' typical of those-cha.acters“in Descent

T

X N 8 -
iato Hell who prefer Gomor*ah to Zion. Lawrence Wentworth's descent into

himself is svstematically traced *in the novel and attributed to tuo external

causes in his life. Hugh s f'ustration of his amorous. intentions toward
3 kdela and his rivalry with another emmi ent historian, Aston Moffatr. What

s charac'erizES Wentworth's teactions to these sources of irritation 1s his

consistent rejection of the unconforrtable facts of his existence in iavour of
the comforts of i’lusion. Be will not admiz rhat Adela prefers Eugh to

himself.;‘ He will be g*atified in his everv desire — and'he is. He ends up

o with a succubus, a credture of substantial illusion” created from his own

desires and fashioned after the image of adela. The account of‘this creaction

in the chipter "Return to Eden” makes it clear that Wentworth has fallen prey

to the wiles of_Lilith,g':epresented_in the novel in the character of Lily

Sammile who provides “pleasant dreams” as a panacea to Che painful realities

of existence.
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> Wentworth' descent is hastened by his betrayal of the demands of

historical. scholarship. Unlike Hoffatt who loves truth for i:s -own - sake, N

Wentworth seesz schalarship as an ettension of himself and hei oroves,'as

"-willing{to betray his - professian as, he does himself

He was finding the amswer to Aston Moffatt's last published -

. letter difficult, yet he was determined chat Moffatt could ~ C
", not® be right.. He was beginning to twist the intemtiom ' of - . . o

" the sentences” in his  authorities, preferring strenge .
megnings and awkward constructions, adjusting evidence,
manipulating words.. Im: .defence of his conclusion he waS"
willing to cheat in the evidence — a habit more usual to
religious writers than to:historieal. (p. 39) .~

4 .
P '

At eacH and évé}y ooint,ie his.descedtadoeu'the Tope in his dreams;-(which.

identifies him with 'the workman; except thatlhere'it ‘s 3 spiritual as’
. '.(‘ '.— t. B

oppesed u>aphysical suicide) he'muet.reject facts. He. drives the final nail'

in his spiritual coffin when he lies about the historical correctness of the

-

uniforms used in Stanhope s play. 'He desired hell" (p. O),-and he gets it.

Wentworth thus powerfully dramatizes Williams end Kierkegaard's claim that

"Hell is always ihaccurateL ;10

~

L3

Thus Descent into Hell penifests the femilier- Kierkegaardian

soteriologicﬁl dialectic, but the dramatie (aesthetic) 'metaohor “Williams

employs as eymbol of ~ the Infiuiterin the novel draws iettention' to: some‘
imﬁortaﬁt differenceslhstween ﬁilliamslahd‘KierEegaerdJ 55 wee mentioned in .
the introductoryi chapter, while Kierkeéaardteéds'to'emphasize the  single
{individual ,before God, Wiliiems' focus'most éften ~fall§ dg. coﬂinherent
humanity s experience of God. :Because Kierﬁegaard focuses almoet,e;clusirely
on the\ individual hie interegts tend: to be_ psythological~theological,-
whereas Williams group intereets lend-thegselves to:_eesthetic(ethicel)-

theologlcal exploration.ll - o o -
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”aeschetia pfec:ice to his readership (or aﬁdience) Stanhope's play engages
all of the characters in the novel, just as The Skeleton in Cranmer and The
;Flame-iﬁ Thc House a:tempt to engage :heir gudiences. A similgr (tEOugh often

ensuccessful) ac*empt is discernible in the novels where a visible syumbol of

7 the quinite supposedly accounts for the actions of all of the characters ﬂn -

-

that novel. 'But Stanhope s play offers a ouch more palpable symbol of

]

engagement while iz also clearly draws attention to Williams' writings (he*e

plays andnnovels) as symbols-of che Infinite themselves. One mustunot-forget

that Peter Stanhope was one of Williams' pseudonymns. .

o

Deécent ineo Hell’ Suggests aven ToTe cpan this. Staghépe's play, and

' Wflliams' :wfitings E? implication,‘provide a reader with a moeel (or.eodels)
of the deeper aesthetic-theological structure of existence. Stanhope's plav.
presents the characters in the novel with the eieher/or of playing ‘their roles
in God -8 dtama..er refusing to plav thelrroles just as hilliams plays and
novels ptesent "his readership wich che. sdne ei:her/or; buc here the

,suggestion is- that it 1s nor a fictional exiscence which presents this

categorical imperative, but the reader’s life.

The distinetly visual quality of.'ﬁilliams' aesthetic~theological

. imagination reveals itself.in the goweriul sense of closure which "Williams |

achieves- in his novels and plays. Descent inco Hell's treatzent of
- Stanhope's play’ can even be interpreted as a treatise ~on the ctvpe of
‘aesthetic~theological “attitude necessary-to percijve closure in an aesthecic

3

+

The generic. duality of Desceot into.Hell alléws a reader to glimpse.

what Williams - counsidered .to be the ideal‘theologigal signiflcance of his

a

PP I, - S ._q?;..,.-.‘._ [PV P S
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‘ object and .to achieve it in one 's own existential deveIOpment. Hrs. Parry

remarks that StanhOpe s play,‘when viewed from the outsidsa appears . "all

. -

‘ higgledy—piggledy o '*_ v ‘- ﬁd B _ - , -

. until . closure is experienced.

.“ b ~

To begin with it ‘had no title beyond A Pastoral. That was
' “unsatisfactory ‘Then -the’ plot was incredibly leose. It
" .was of no particular time and no. particular place and to
any cultured listemer it seemed to have litzle. birs of.
everything end everybody put in- at odd ‘Zoments. (p. 12y

Wﬁat -the’ novel demonstrates however is that Stanhope s play functions as a

miniature dress rehearsal for God s. drama which is not yet closed and will

not close until the Dsy~3 of ' Judgement. Faith expressed as ective

participation “in that drama is what the novel suggests is neeessdry-‘to

»

clOSure in an individual s life.' But che closed aesthetic-theological vision;

- . B

denied the characters in the dtama —_— that is reserved for the. authorl”‘

3

?he* Tost that a co—oPetative character can know, aS'-Mrs. -Anstruther

-observes, is that the drama ome participates in means "more than- [the]

individnal being knew" (p. 66) The unmistakable suggestion 1s that life;

like Stanhope $ play, is aot meant to be observed but passionately lived Out:-'.

The trenendons weight -of Williams vision of impending aesthetic-

theological closuﬂi clearlv manifests itself in all of his religious plays

. and almost all his. novels. _The universe te depicts Eor man insists in true

<ierkegaardian fashion, that the individnal decide whether life is ultimatelv

higgledy-piggledy " or' coherently authored and meaningful. It also demands

e that :né individual s cholce be erpressed in action. Although true action

-

(or action affirming God s anthority) in both Williams .and. Kierkegaard's.

estimations - leadswto.the painfnl loss.of-the self in order to discover
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Véhrist'é "subépiCucigugfy' Love and finally éain the self, this seems like a

- small price to pay. With bdth fhese writet it boils down to facing the facts  °

:-% or;elée. “The “or elsé"always_redﬁhes to Lilich and the vdid of Goworrah: l

. R " .
- . -
. - .

Lilith feor é_name and Eden for s myth, and she a stirring
. more certain. -than name or myth, who in one of her shapes ;
went hurrying about the .refuge of that Hill of skulls, and ' -

pattered and chattered on the Hill, hurryiag, hurﬁ%%ng; for

fear of time growing together, and sgqueezing her Bht, out

of the interstices, of time where she lived, locust in the

: rock; time growing together imto ome, and squeezing ther

. ‘ . .out, squeezing her down, out of the pressure of ' the *

. universal preseat, doewn into aepth, down into the copposite ‘
.-of that end, down into the ever and ever of the veid. (p. .
-.89) a : ' : -
‘ )

——
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(London: William Heinemann, 1938), p. 146. ‘ i

4 Soren Kierkegaard, The Sickness Unto.Death, trans. and ed.

Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (1980; rpr. Princetom: Princecoa

University Press, 1983), p. 77.

LS Malaatschuk, p. 293.

16 Soren Kiérkegagrd, For Self-Examination and Judge For

Yourselveg! and Three Discourses, trans. Walter Lowrie, D.D. (1941; rpt.

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1974), p. 45.

L7 Cavaliero, ﬁ. &1.
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- 18 He Came Down From Heaven, p. 147; see also The Descent of the -

Dove, A Short History of the Holy Spirit in the Church (London, 1939;

.'-“1rpc;'c£and‘§apids: Eerdmans, 1979), .p. 233. B
B In Williams earlier novels the “eternal absolute ethic™ -takes
r’")the form of some symbol of the Infinite,” and it is under this latter

rubric that I‘examine the i;ncepc in Chapter Three.

. . . ERE e

l Soren Kierkegaard, For SElf-anmination, p. 45.

-,

r. - John Heath—Stubbs, ed., Ccllecced Plays bv Charles Williams, by

:CharleS‘Williams (Londou: Oxford Universicy Press, 1963), p. 1ix.

“ ;3 Collected PlayS, P- 1’3*

s Tt ® Gollected Plays; p-_ix.

_5 Hélantqchuk, b{‘ZSl.' <

s L8 nalantséﬁhk pp. 251-55.

He Came Down From Eeaven PP 6-7.

SRR ' :_ i (’\-;/8 Collec:ed Plays; P 175'

f ' 9 G%llectéd Plays, Pe 171. All subsequent references to Williams'

-

' gla;s are to this text and will be in :ext page numbers within

He Came Down from Heaven, p. 6.

-

Collected 2lavs,-p. l74.

Malantschuh,lpu 198. . . . -
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Halantschuk,‘p. 255,

p. 212. .
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The Figure of Beatrice (1943; rpt. Wew York: Octagon, 1983), p.~
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K Co -For Self-Examinatiou, pp. 99—100. ‘ ) -
NS . B 40 Wicchcraft (London' Faber and naber f941)£_pp.1;8j;88: 286. .
‘S*{Q:l~ L4 Cavaliero, p. 142, o LT e
e L -( , .. . . . ' .
. = R 42 This and what immediacaly follows constitnte.‘che central
Ry e arguments of Witchcraft. l ] : .
S T :*_3 See also For Sclf-mena:ion, pp. i2 0 fE. - e
- R . ) < .
x Ky Cavaliero P-. 51.r _ . ’
o " s ‘ L S
~ . The Sickness Tato" Death Tpe 72000 - _e
. ) 48 The Sickness.Unto Death, pf-Tl. -
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' He Came Down From Heaven, p;

Cavalierp, - 27., ..

The Sickness Unto Deach; p. 34.

Cavalieré, p. 34.

Malancschuk, p- 202. © . . °

Malantschuk, p. 98. .-

135.

Cavdliero, p. 4l. -

thincschuk‘-p. 185. . -

alantschuk -p. 89.

A Malantschuk PD- 90 91.

L“Xalantschuk, p. 230.
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: Charlgs Williams, All Hallows' Sve (Ldndoﬁ: 1945; rpc. Farrar, -

, Straus and Giroux, 1978}, p. 78. -

s
“ Malantschuk, p. 186.

3'Malactschuk, §. 185. R

- 4 Charles Williams: An kxplora:ion of His Life and Work,

p. 124.

> For Self-Examinatiod, p. 46. - ._ ﬁ\y '

6 Eoward, p- S},
" Howard, p. SL. /
8 War in Heaven {(London, 1930; cpt. Grand-fﬁpids: Eerdmans, L978),‘_

Pp. 245-46. all subsequent‘feferences to this text imwthis section will

be in text nctes within parentheses. _ N
9 .

See The Sickness Unto Death, p. 19. :

Charles Willlams, Many Dimensions, (London, 1931; TPL. G:andl

Rapfds: Eerdmans, 1978). .41l subsequent referemces to this tex:z {n this

section will be in text notes within parentheses.

tH Malancschuk, p. 293. -

2 : :
L2 The Concept of Anxdiecv, trans. and ed. Reidar Thomte and Alber:

8. inderson (Princeton: 'Princeton University Press, 1980), p. 61.

13 . ' . - s
Chloe's attempt to deny that she is of "moment to the universe

(p- 31), amounts to ;laying hold of finiteness to support Ltself.” -

P
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14 n4le Chloe atght a0t label the problem within her guilt

is now clearly aware of the problem. There ts, as it were,’ no//
, possibility of return to innocenCe.
3 Walantschuk pp. 188—207

Charles Williams, The Place of the Lion (Loundon, 1931, pt.

Grand Rapids: nerdmans,_l918). All?subsequent'references to this text

<

in this section wili be -in text notes within parentheses.
17 - |

The 'Sickness Unto Death, p. 52; see also For Self-Examination,
p. 70.
- 18

Coﬁpare Williams' ﬁeseage_to Kierkegaard's discussioe in The
‘Sickness Un:o Death, _p- ‘36. -

-1 For Self-wxaminazion, p. 80. - "»f" i

29 Charles Williams The Greater Trumns (Londou, 1932; rpt. Grand

Rapids: ;erdmans, 19?3).- all Subsequent references to this text {n this

section will be in text notes within parentheses.

21 Cafpenter, p. 96. It is significaﬁc that Carpenter lumps The

" Greater Truaps iz with Shadows of Ecstasy to substanciate his claim that

Williams was not concerned.with moral issues in the novels.

- :
2"‘See Howard, p. 142, where he implicitly identifies the Fool with
Chrisce
23 e .
The Sickness Unto Death, p. 27.
2 B . : ’
24 All Hallows' Ewve. K11 subsequent.references to this

text in this section will be in text 'notes within
parenctheéses. .- - .-

&
25.

The Sickness Unto Dedth, p. 44.

26 See, fetﬂexample, Kierkegaard's definirion of sia as

"incounsistency,” Malantschuk, p. 163.



'Notes for Chapter Four

L Charles Williams, Shadows.af’Ecst;sv (London, 1953; Tpt. LT

Grandeapids; Eerdmans, 1978)y p. 191. All subsequent references

to this text will appear as in text fdotes within parentheses.

Z Charles Willjams: An Exploration of his Life aﬁ&'Work,

p- 92.

3 Cavaliefo; §.362.

4_Cavéligfo, p. 63.
3 Malantschuk, p. 203.

Malantschuk, p. 203.

~

'Shad&uslof‘Ecscasv, é._209. Here Congidine §ugge§tiv§ly reférs.'
to his followers as."postu;anﬁs of inf;nity.":
Cavaliéro, jo 18 Zi.
2 Eéward, p.;éG;

lO-I: is:inisjeSting in this connmection that Yeats and Williams

were both members of A. E. Waite's'the Bermeric Order of the Golden Dawm.

-See Hadfield, pp. 29-31l.

J .
L See in particular Revelation 13: 1-3. v

12 . ' . : f—L ' "
The narrator in another place refers to Considine as the "master

of substitution" {p. 92)2 Those familiar wich Williams' commirment to
the principle of substitution must take Considine's claim to power

sericusly. It 1is even more interesting that ¥illiams, Iin a letter to

et T e

Ak Ak ke A bt A
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Vietor bollancé‘ the publisher of Shadows of Ecstasy,‘indicaces his.

beiieﬁ that "...there. isn ‘e anything as obSCure and supernatural in this

[Shadows of Ecstasy] as might put them offu Afte:;all; it could be done."

Cited in Hadfield, Charles Williams, e 92.

13 The Sickness Unto Death, p- 79.

L4 The Sickness. Unto Dearh, pp.‘129-30.

Notes for Chapter Five

. - ' : +
Lo

‘% Charles Williams Descent- into Hell (Lcndou, 193/, rpc Grand

Rapid5° nerdmans '1977), p. 147-_ ALl subsequent references toe this text

will be in text notes witHin parentheses.

-~

2 Cavaliéro, P- §O,l “.‘_ : T . : ) . .ﬂ . -

I gse-the genefal-ﬁera "qritiﬁgs"here, fer Stanhope's play 1is: |
"also eescribed as.fgreae verse.” hThe ideal signifieance_cf Williams'
\"writings" w0uid be thus be thersignifieanceldf-any of Williams' °

writings which achieve the status of "great verse.” I will argue la:er

"in this chapter that Desceﬁt by implication,.suggests itself as.grea:
Gerse. Tor Williams discussion ron the qualities of great verse see The

English Poecic Mind, pp. 1 8.

-

uauline s type of deSpai* appears to Eall under the second sun-
specles of this feminine despair: "DESPAIR OF THE'&TERNAL OR OVER

ONESELF." See The Sickness Uato Death, pp. 60-67.

’ The Sickmess Unto Death, p. 62. : i
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‘.b". o ] . . n. . ) .
b l:'isualsb‘qignificanc that Battle Eill (the setting of the

. novel) is,referred to as “the Hill of skulls” (p. 89). The allusion co

cdigoﬁha'fs enmiscakable. i T

This resolution is in some sense anticipated by Paulipe when she

N

' uonders uhether there' is a "play” concerning dOppelgaugers which could

give  her cortured consciousness peace (p 2 )

8 Ihc image- Williams repeatedly uses ‘to convey his conception of

chmorah in the movel is that of self-reflection. The powerful sense of

-sterility, ‘inactivity and fﬁtility attached to this notion cf'reflection

Cin the novel is also the major theme of &ierkegaard S The Dresent Age,

\- . l

trans.: Alexauder Dru and Walter Lowrie (London: Oxford University

Press, 1940) This similerity is not entirely coincidental, for Williams

grote che'ihtroducrion to this 1940 ediéiou of The Present ige. i
9

See A. E. Wai:e The Secret Doctrine in Israel (New York: OQeccult

. Rescarch P“ess, n.d. ),‘pp 86, 98, 102-04, 276, for further information

on Lilith. - - _: N . o
10

"Johu ﬁiltoh T in The Image of the City, p. 30. Kierkegaard's

.

correspoadiug expressiou, as we have seen, is "sin is inconsisteney.” In

- \ N

both expressions the sense seems to he that sioc necessarily eutails or 1is

: essentially qualif ed by a defpct in perception and/or reasoning.

11 i
"% My claim here rests on a-fairly Iinvolved argument. Kierkegaard

dfetinguishes between two forms of ethics: a lower type predicated upcn

every person's relationship to soclety, and a higher type predicated upon

. the single individual s ralationship to God. <Rierkegaard treats the

~

lower type.as a fundamenrally ‘aeschegic” discipli1e. The ‘higher cype

. however, does not admit of aegthetlic evaluariou, for an individual in

L

Kierkegaard's analysis, may be required by‘Goduto act without regard for

v
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the social echic. Beeause Kierkegaard s interest 1ies with th

| '

soteriological dialectic generated by an individﬁPl s awareness of this

higher ethic, his focus :ends to be. more purely psychological than g
‘Williams'. Williams adopts a fundamentally elassical position whieh
treats all form of ethics as aesthetic disciplines. ItJis Williams

‘._.

concept of co-inherence (which‘links all persons with eaeh other and 5.

with God) that allows. him to ettend~ aeschetics to inclnde Kierkegaard s .

-

higher form of ethics. Ethics nerely describes the dynamies of. the

Ca (9

co~inherent pattern of. glorv -— and anv pattern can be treated inﬁ

g R
aethetic terms. .
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. Charles Williams' Rel s Drama and Novels:

igiou o -
A Klerkegaardian Analysis e S

Alice Mary Hadfield, Charles Willians'

[

b
that when Nllllans encourtcr:d the vo Y3 ef Soren Xiprva
d

- 1935 acknOMIedved that ch*:o;' rd spolic

faw

tentlal condition. Williams immeiiatzly racognized Yiorkegaard's
insight that the human existentizl scarch for God necsssitates

The nro essive experience of skffering in any approach te Sod,
as cerresponding to a truth of Mz own experignea  which, in turn,

he had attempted to convey in hicz writin

influence on him until his death Iin 1943, Xierkegeard's. thousht

su;é sts itself as'a viable point of =ntry inio Williams' compléx

and oftan confusing te xts, ' . |
This thesis' first delineates in general *terms the arcas of .

theclogizal and philosophical agresnent between Williams and Fier-

. " 7 .l
2 - A 1 * . > £ 3 3 -~ bd
siw eof Williamg' reli us dramas and all of Williams' novels.in
L] A = d N e 4 3 >3 b [P P - '
order o indlecate the manner in which a2 rudimentary grasp of Kisr- .
1 — ] 3 Y e = R -y e 3 -+ .
Regaard's existentialist theories may contribute to.arn understan-
4 o Eo-4 Fa 1 3 -~ - 3 —~ tes o 5
dinz of this selection of Willizmz' writirss, Williams® dominant
. - - -
P 4 s S e - *- - =
praaccupation in these writings appoars to be the sotariclorical
- ar + . + Y — A : ' 3 by
dizloztie generatad b the human encountar with the Tnfinite, Ana-
. - - - )
1y.in of this dialostic in his work surcoeéte subsataniial arsag of .
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T - - 2 L. .
‘; }‘x ,tvesu that tbe frce 1nd1v1dual 10 tota’lj hel 5 to mazt. the -
« » * .
- ,cxlvtentlal demands of an absolute traﬂscendent et 1c which an .

‘e \

¢nd1V1dua1 dlgcovers wben such a person cncounuers the: innar sel

W

‘I-‘or:. ﬁwrrters.»this is discovery of"-:tha‘: part of';_huma : nature

‘ whlch communlcates dlrect“" with and has 1nt ive Knowledge of

the transcendent De I the ’ace of thig .¢»Isis o

£
_both Williams and Klerkeg_ard affirm the necessity of 2 nsw “"organ”
.t

eita

I

to libe ‘%e man f*om his consuming and incapa ing s2 f-c0ﬁoc1-
= - -
”3_ou5ness. Thls'organ is "faith" which . 1n orﬂé\bé effectively uti-
L llzed by a cou*accous and nﬁ531orahe f’ean which Ului ately T

or-
- ".“ces 1nd1v;dual nature back Lnto corc“ete en:aramekt'v‘+“ ztreszsful

- e

,.. w

and cften 1 impossible tembe”al situations. Each thinker livoawis

7-serts.£;at the necessary faith is grounded in énd direciel towards
the Incarnate énd;histori;al Christ who prqfidcs in the Atcnement
the onlyﬁmeaﬁé to liberate man from his tot#l impotencs bzTorz the
'~eyi§epce,of sin and ss;f—enblosdre.

-

D Williéms'\relieious'dramé and all of his novels (wi<k the ex~

ceptlon of Shadows of ECSu v)ashare what Kierkegeard dencninates

a common "center of athy wnlch in Kle*kegaa*d's analysis,

. functlons ashProyldencé within the 't xt and testifies to the thi-

.Josophical  coherence of the author's world view. Shadows 9 Eesta~

sy, Williams' first novel represen 1tz a2 significant eccaniric to

Williams' subsequent center of vraxi [;whigh movas towardsz ortho-

dex Chfistianit'} Wlth-the sxngle excvotion bf‘this novel, 211 of

the writings comsidered 1n this tbn~1:_prqye hifhlwy amonztls 1o
acecass through Kierkegaard‘s existontialist theories.





