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god-hypothesis on the fi-ingcs of life. In so far as this is meant, I have little 
yiiarrcl with thc concept. But this appears an arbitrary and untraditional 
use of the expression, fraught with possibilities of misunderstanding. 
Certainly the Christian is to be godless, if such be the ‘god’ ; certainly we 
are not to promote this concept by the terroristic tactics of obsessing him 
with sins, death, etc. Certainly we should rid Christianity of false with- 
drawal and empty religious worshp, and of selfish sccking of salvation. 
But nonc ofthis is to do away with God, with the recognition ofour  sin 
bcfore God, of the contingency of this life, and of the realisation in 
human ways of the coiiiniunity of Christ’s Body; none of this is to do 
away with true rcligion. 

Graham Greene’s Indirection 
R O G E R  C. POOLE 

This article presents a parallel to niy previous article’ entitled ‘Dante’s 
Indirection’. Both are attempts to study a certain nicthod of achieving 
effects in a reader, a method to which Kierkegaard gave the title ‘Indirect 
Comnizunication’. Both articles are concerned basically with Kierkc- 
gaard’s technique, due to the angle from which I approach indirect 
methods in other writers. The expression ‘Indirect Communication’ is 
ambiguous, as was its use in Kierkegaard’s own hands, and sometimes in 
studymg it, in and for itself, one’s attention is drawn to parallel andmuch 
clcarcr uses of the principle, when one finds it in poets or novelists ofless 
involved theoretical pretensions. Such a man is Graham Grcenc, novelist, 
Catholic, individual. It is to him that I tiirn for further illustration of the 
principle which scenis to defy (in Kierkcgaard’s case at least) all attempts 
at analysis and capture. Critics for over a century, from all countries in 
the world, have tried to solve the enigma of Kierkegaard’s iise ofIndirect 
Communication. Perhaps his Indirection can only be approached in- 
Irectly.  Ths essay on thrcc novels ofGraham Greene is such an attempt. 

What did Kicrkegaard mean by ‘Indirect Communication’ ? This he sets 
forth in a book called The Poitit of Vicrvfor my Work as an Author, a book 
IBLACKFRIARS, April 1 9 6 3 .  
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about which he had such terrible doubts that its publication in complete 
form was eventually only undertaken by llis brother after his death. In it 
he draws the distinction between thc ‘acsthctic’ works and the ‘rcligious’ 
works in his output with such clarity that we would expect no problem. 
But he himsclf obviously felt, and any rcadcr of his works feels im- 
mediately, that the explanation he gavc in that Lvork simply did not 
answcr to the actual fccl of his production, cvcn contradictcd its spirit. 
The latcr thcory docs not explain thc formcr practice. 

My contention in this essay, as clscwhcre, is that the Indirect Com- 
munication in its latcr phases introduccd a category which is of decisive 
irnportancc, and one which the critics have not cvaluatcd at a methodo- 
logical lcvcl-that I mcan of Reduplication. The Danish word is strange- 
ly used, as is its English translation, and its best definition is the phrase ‘at 
tracdc i Karaktecr‘ : to step out in character, cxistentially, to ‘cxist’ somc- 
thing which is Lclieved. Hence thc anibivalcncc of Socratcs in Kicrkc 
gaard’s work, and his famous struggle with Hcgcl over h m :  Socratcs 
‘cxistcd‘ what he belicved, and in likc nianncr thc category of reduplica- 
tion comes to include for Kierkegaard thc saint and thc martyr and, as its 
highest point, the Iinitatio Christi itself. 

But as Profcssor Fabro points out in a recent articlc2 thc communica- 
tion of the truth became more and morc impossiblc for Kierkegaard to 
conccivc, and eventually he shelvcd the whole problem by turning to 
the figurc of Christ as incarnate truth, and measuring all earthly efforts 
and cxistcnccs by that standard. Christianity by this standard becomcs 
not so much a doctrine as an existcncc. It follows from this that there 
can bc no communication in a dircct way of the Christian truth. 

The pictorial effect of the martyr’s dcath, the indirect cffcct of some- 
one's actions or personality, become thcn for Kierkegaard the true in- 
l r cc t  communication : strangely enough, that is to say, n o t h g  vcrbal 
at all. We are playing, as it were, before thc darkcncd hall, in whose dark- 
ness we may not pick out any faccs wc know. Impersonally we arc 
watchcd, and we act ‘in character’ as far as we may: we act in character, 
in order indircctly to have thc o v e n v h e h g  cffcct on people that such 
wordless communication can have, to create, as it wcrc, an artistic cffcct 
upon pcople’s moral and spiritual consciousnesses. 

Tllis is a sketch of the cffcct of the martyr and the saint on the sensibility 
of their times. It is the effect of thc Imitatio Christi. Thcsc categories, and 
thcir diffcrence from thc categories of the genius and thc poet, occupied 

zLa contmunicuzione dellu ut7itl nrlprnsiero di Kierkegaurd, Studi Kierkegaardiani, 
Brescia 1957. 
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Kierkcgaard in the period when he was writing his grcat love-poem to 
Christ himsclf, The Works of Love (~847)  and Training in Christianity 
(1850). His own analysis of hnisclf becomes acute at t h s  point as nevcr 
before. In the Journal he writes: 

About myself. 
Christianity in thcsc parts simply does not exist; but beforc there can 
be any question of its bcing restored again ‘first a poet’s hcan must 
break, and 1 am that poet’-thcsc wordsof mineabout myselfare only 
too true. . . Denmark has need of a dead man . . . the God-Man is the 
only individual who can cxprcss Christianity by himself. When it is 
not the God-Man it always requires at the very least two in order to 
cxprcss Chri~tianity.~ 
‘At the very least two in ordcr to cxpress Christianity’. The conimuni- 

cational implications of this are my subject in the rest of this article, as 
Greene works it out in his Saint and Martyr (the ‘whisky-priest‘ of The 
Power arid the Glory) and in three indircctions which causc a conversion 
or a rcdefinition. It seems to me that the greatest effect of an indirect 
communication is that it leads to a redefinition. There are three such 
C ~ S C S  I want particularly to look at: thc conversion of Sarah in The End 
ofdie Afuir; thc conscqucnt process of bcing profoundly moved, which 
happens to Bendrix hcr lovcr; and finally thc dccp understanding which 
comes to Scobic in The Henrt Ofthe Mafter when he stares upon the dead 
body of Ali. 

All four places (there arc many others) are famous already and have 
their philosophical orientation marvellously done for thcm in cultural 
and theological terms by Paul Rostcnne.4 To set these situations in a 
general cultural pattern and crisis is his concern there, and it could not be 
done better. 

But I am only conccrncd with thcsc passages insofar as they illuminate 
my especial theme, the way, that is, that to ‘stcp out in charactcr’, or to 
reduplicatc sonicthmg believed, is to havc colossal effects on others, per- 
haps effects which rcach down to the dccpest levels of their unconscious 
need for faith and lead them insensibly or violcntly to it. 

Kiekegaard’s vision of thc martyr as thc ultimate Christian acheve- 
nient is given pure cxpression in The Power and the Glory, where the 
whisky-priest is on the run. On p. 2105 we have the morning of the 
whisky-priest’s dcath : 

3X4, A.586, Dru’s translation No. 1258. 
‘Grubam Creme: thnoin des temps tragiques, Paris 1949. 
51 refer to the Penguin editions throughout this article. 
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Tears poured down his face; he was nut at the moment afraid ofdam- 
nation-cvcn the fear of pain was in the background. He felt only an 
immense lsappointment because he had to go to God empty-handed, 
with nothing done at al1. It seemed to him, a t  that moment, that it 
would have been quite easy to have been a saint. It would only have 
needed a little self-restraint and a little courage. He fclt like someone 
who has nlisscd happiness by seconds at an appointed place. He knew 
now thatat thecnd thercwasonlyonething tliatcountcd-to bcasaint. 
It may scem as if Grecne has reached the extrciiic point of pathos here, 

as if the God-Man (to use Kicrkegaard’s paradox in reverse direction) 
were truly so insignificant that one might not notice his achicvcd state of 
Reduplication. The paradox is in reverse direction, for of course, for 
Kierkcgaard, the absolute Paradox is that God should be incarnated for 
an historical moment in Man. For Greene, the absolute Paradox is that 
Man should for a moment in history be incamatcd in God. For that is 
Grccne’s meaning here. The little whisky-priest takes on the quality of 
the divine and can bless othcrs precisely because of the quality of his 
humility and his doubt. At his execution the priest, who is torn with 
remorse that he has achevcd nothmg of spiritual greatness, that he is not 
evcn worthy of Hell, inspires the Licutcnant (p. 201), Mr Tcnch (p. 216) 
and the nameless family who read the lives of the martyrs (pp. 217-222) 
to acknowledgc that here indeed was a saint and a martyr, and, by so 
inspiring them, brings back to their secular and desiccated consciousnesscs 
an impression of spiritual greatness and possibility, inlrcctly moving 
them, perhaps at an unconscious lcvel, to a greater spiritual moment in 
themsclves. 

Thcrc is a nionicnt in the actual execution ofthe priest when the analo- 
gy to the crucified Christ is very clear. When Mr Tcnch observcs the 
execution from his window, he seems to hear the wllisky-priest cry out 
the word ‘Excuse’ : 

The officer stepped aside, the rifles went up, and the little man suddenly 
madejerky movcments with his arms. He was trying to say something 
. . . but perhaps h s  mouth was too dry, because n o h g  came out 
except a word that sounded like ‘Excuse’ . . . 
The reference is surely to ‘Father, forgive them; for they know not what 

they do’. The Imitatio Christi has been fearlessly carried to its highest 
point. Its inlrectionin terms ofReduplication is at the point ofsnapping. 

W e  comc then to the first of the three cases I have selected of Indirect 
Communication, in this case between Sarah in The End ofthe Afair, and 
a cruclfix in a Roman Catholic church she happens to enter. The hdden 
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nature of thc divinity wells out of thc piccc, enriching and answering to 
some dcepcst pattern in Sarah towards which shc is obscurely struggling. 

When I came in and sat down and lookcd round I realiscd it was a 
Romanchurch, fullof plaster statues and bad art, realistic art. I hatcd the 
statues, the crucifix, all the rmphasis on the human body. I was trying to 
cscape from thc human body aid all it nccdcd. I thought Icould believe 
in some kind ofa God that bore no relation to oursclves, something 
vague, amorphous, cosmic. . . I thought, instcad of my own body, of 
Maurice’s . . . I thought of a new scar on h s  shoulder. . . and I knew I 
wanted that scar toexistthroughallcternity.. . Sotoday Ilookedatthat 
material body on that material cross, and I wondered, how could the 
world havc nailed a vapour there? A vapour of course felt no pain and 
no pleasurc . . . Suppose God did exist, suppose hc was a body likc that, 
what’s wrong in believing that his body existed as much as mine? (p. 
107-1 10). 
Sarah is indirectly touchcd by an imagc of something physical, and 

takes its inner significance to herself by unwillingly and angrily dipping 
her physical hand into the water, the spiritual effect of which is healing 
and faith. She sccs hcre that indirectly she is becoming convinced that her 
previous rationalisations against Sniythe were mere lack of attention to 
detail and to real experience or thought. The path to faith lies through 
another human being, Maurice, and through his body: we are reprehen- 
sible before the bar of complete human scnsibility if we bring so little, as 
we usually do, of our emotional and intellectual abilities to bear on what 
God means. Here Sarah feels the physical and crnotional need of God for 
her complctc being (at whatever depth the subconscious is involvcd in 
Jung’s terms) and feels God move uneasily on the cross in response to thc 
urgcncy of her projcctcd desire. The Indirection moves Sarah to re- 
definition in this way, that there is nothing to be gained by dividing God 
off from the whole range of o u r  physical and emotionalscnsibilitics, from 
sonic dccp region of whch, doubtless, the intcnsc need for faith arises in 
its first instance. 

Sarah however is in a very receptive state to such impressions. Shc has 
bccn kccping thc Diary, the Diary which as it falls into Bcndrix’s hand is 
to have thc indirect effect on him that Sarah’s contagious love of God has 
for everyonc. We scc in these Diary entries the superb structuring of the 
novel as an indirect picce. On the loth January 1946 Sarah writes . . . 

tonight thc rain soakcd through my coat and my clothes and into my 
slun, andIshiveredwith thecold, and it was for the first time as though I 
nearly loved You. I walkcd under Your windows in the rain and I 
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wanted to wait under them all night only to show that after all I might 
learn to love and I wasn’t afraid of the dcscrt any longer because You 
were there . . . @. 111) .  

Wc remark thc extraordinarily subtle usc of capital and small lctters 
in the word ‘You’. We understand ‘it was for the first time as though I 
nearly loved You’ as an expression for God, but we are confounded 
whcn the capital is rctaincd for ‘Your windows’ when the subject is 
cvidently Uendrix. Likcwise ‘I wasn’t afraid of thc desert any longcr be- 
cause You were there’ maintains the obscurity in Sarah‘s mind about 
whcthcr she is thinking of Bcndrix as divine or of God as human. Again 
we havc the Kierkcgaardian Paradox of Incarnation in reverse direction. 
On  page 120 Sarah begins a love-letter to ‘You’, where God is directly 
addrcsscd, but the confusion between God’s body on the crucifix and 
Bendrix’s body is still maintained dcliberatcly by Grccnc: 

I have no need to write to You or to talk to You, that’s how I began a 
lcttcr to You a little time ago, and I was ashamed of myself and I tore 
it up . . . did I ever love Maurice as much before I lovcd You? Or was 
it really You I loved all the time? Did I touch You whcn I touched 
him?. . . Butwas it me he lovcd,orYou? For he hated in methethings 
You hate. Hc was on Your side all the time without knowing it . . . 
Here again we meet the psychological issues slantingly. Bendrix is 

represented as being potentially a lover of God. It is through women that 
thc rcdcmption is worked so richly and so many times in Greene’s novels. 
which is in keeping with the most modem theories of the unconscious 
and its salvation by the pattern of the Anirna. Sarah‘s Diary however goes 
on to pray for Bcndrix, and in a way which will catch at Bendrix’s heart 
when he reads it. Sarah, in contact with the divine in herself, knowing 
hcrselfnow utterly as God’s thng  (through her body) canlook down on 
Bcndrix as from a superior height in human achevement, from the In- 
direct position of the Saint: 

But even the first time, in the hotel near Paddington, we spent a l l  we 
had. You werc there t e a c h g  us to squander, like You taught the rich 
man, so that one day wc might have nothing left except this love of 
You. n u t  You are too good to me. When I ask You forpain,Yougive 
me peace. Give it him too. Give him my peace-he needs it more. 
‘Give him my peace’. The implications of spiritual bounty are too 

plain to ignore. Whether or not we are to acccpt Greenc’s account ofher 
chddhood baptism as decisive in this latcr fullness, we see that something 
has lcd Sarah to ths  profound richness of being. Sarah has ‘miraculous’ 
cffects on scvcral other people in the book, when llke Kierkcgaard she is 
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become ‘in the most solcnin sciise of thc word, an “absent one”.’ I do not 
think it relevant here to discuss whether this is a formal effect of baptism. 
Grccne prcsents it to us as the phcnornenon ofsomeone who knows her- 
self dceply enough, cvcii at thc subconscious lcvcl, to give peace and 
gracc to others. She is iiioved by her Aiiirti:is to understand thc whole of 
her spiritual longing. Indirectly then, by this prayer for the soul of Bend- 
dnx (who ‘needs pcacc more’) shc nnswcrs to his scarch for thc Aninro. 
Psychologically the structiirc is complete. 

We conic now to thc criterion to ‘suffer for’ as opposcd to simplc 
suffering. To ‘suffer for’ is peculiar to Grccne’s charactcrs, who find thcir 
cvcntual rclcase from thcir own suffering in feeling more for someone 
clsc. This is true of thc whisky-priest with his daughter, as it is of Querry 
in A Rimt-Oirt Caw and Scobie in Tkp Hcurt of the Mutter.  I-Icre Sarah 
suffcrsfor Bendrix. This defines thcquality oflicr faithand makes possible 
for Bcndrix in tcrnis of pcace andlove a redefinition of what faith might 
nican. In a sense, thc thought is ‘Hc praycth best who loveth best’. To 
pray for thc pcacc ofsomeoncclse’s soul is surcly to pray from an answer- 
ing quality in one’s own. Ifthen onc fcels thc prcsencc and pain ofanother 
in a praycr, so that it is a real cxtension of one’s own, thcn thc prayer 
offercd up on his or her behalf is cqually offered up on one’s own behalf. 
Evcrythng beconies cxtcilsion in the act of prayer and by praying for 
pcace in another onc rcceives it in intense form in oneself. 

At this point we must study the Indirection or we shall be lost. Sarah‘s 
spiritual understandmg does not stream out  into the void and waste it- 
self. It acheves a scries of indirect acts which are the definition of her 
faith and the redefinition of Bendrix’s and others’. 

W e  remember how Bendrix reads the Diary, and is struck by her ‘leap’ 
and the ensuing sense of peace: 

. . . If this God exists, I thought, and if cvcn you-with your lusts and 
adulteries and the timid lies you used to tcll-can change like this, we 
could all be saints by lcaping as you leapt, by shutting the cycs and 
leaping once and for all : if you are a saint, it’s not so lfficult to be 
a saint. It’s something Hc can demand of any of us, leap’. (p. 186). 
We are precisely in the area of thc Kicrkcparclian paradox of the ‘leap 

of faith‘. No better dcfinition of his mcaning could be given than this 
rcaction in Bendrix. 

Uendrix is in the very condition of snsccptibility, the state which 
Kicrkegaard in The Siikrress trrito Death characteriscs as ‘being uncon- 
sciously in despair’. Kicrkcgaard in a Journal entry from the sanic period 
has charactcnsed this state brilliantly: 
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There is only one proof of the truth of Christianity and that, quite 
rightly, is from the emotions, when the dread of sin and a heavy 
conscience tortiire a man into crossing the narrow line between despair 
bordcring upon madness-and Christianity. There lies Christianity !s 
I f this  is not orthodox, we need only note it and pass on: it is the kind 

of argument that appeals to unorthodox men of passionate natiires like 
Kierkegaard, and here hndr ix .  For Greenc there is nothing worse than 
the pat orthodox answer to the involved eniotional processes of the indi- 
vidual who is struggling to find h s  wholeness. Bcndrix is stung by hs 
feeling of being robbed of Sarah by God into these words: 

But I won’t leap. I sat on my bed and said to God: You’ve taken her, 
but You havcn’t got me yet.. .You’readevil,God,temptingustoIcap. 
But I don’t want Your peace and I don’t want Your love. I wanted 
something very simple and very easy: I wanted Sarah for a lifetime 
and You took her away.. . I hate You, God, I hate You as thoughYou 
existed. (p. 186). 
The protestation is too violent for credence. And we remember 

Sarah‘s definition of hate no less than love as a proof of the existence of 
God : 

I thought, sometimes I’VC hated Maurice, but would I have hated h m  
if I hadn’t loved llim too? Oh God, if I could really hate you, what 
would that mean:’ (p. 110). 

W e  see what it means in the torturcd doubt of Hendrix as the book 
closes. He has to make the decision that Kierkcgaard sketched out, the 
real Eithcr/Or whcn times become more than onc can bear: despair bor- 
dering upon madness-or Christianity. 

Hut Sarah was convinced against her conscious will, by the Indirection 
of a crucifix. Bendrix is convinced against his conscious will by her 
Diary. Sarah, by making a present of her reaction to the crucifix and by 
bothering to record that experience in her Diary, leaves open the path to 
her experience through the only mode that she and Bcndrix have in coni- 
mon-the body and the memory of physical lovc. Thus Bendrix cannot 
fight rationally what he reads in her Diary, because it was not with thc 
rational part of her that Sarah felt the need for faith but with thebody, 
whch by then was an analogy to Bendrix’s body. Thus Sarah’s convcr- 
sion, couched as it is in the terms which most concerncd Bendrix,‘takes’ 
on Bendrk and he falls inevitably sick of the same longing and the same 
need. Greenc has clsewhcre characterised faith as a virus in the blood- 
s treani . 
6Jounid x I A.467, Dru’s translation No. 926. 
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W c  turn lastly to Scobic in The Ilcnrt o J t h  Mntter. Scobie’s dcspcrate 

. . . He dreamed of peace day andnight. . . pcace secnicd to him the most 
beautifiil word in the language: My pcacc I give you, my peace I leave 
with you: 0 Lamb of God, who takcst away the sins of the world, 
grant 11s thy peace. In thc Mass he pressed his fingers against h s  eyes to 
keep the tears of longing in (p. 58). 
Scobie is another example, likc Sarah, of how God breaks into an al- 

ready God-pernieatcd conscioiisncss, which stands on  the verge of iden- 
tifying itself. When Scobie at the end of thc novel stares down on  the 
body of his servant Ah, to Xvhose niurder hc is party, he is ovcrwhelmed 
by a rush oflove for his fcllow creature’s body, just as Sarah had been by 
the crucifix. The crucifix imagc is again present, and it is Ah’s body 
which moves Scobie’s soul to the freeing love that has always escaped 
Ilini, the lack of which is his passionate longing for peace: 

Thc body lay coiled and unimportant like a broken watch-spring un- 
der a pile of empty petrol drums . . . for a moment he saw the body as 
something vcry sniall and dark and a long way away-like a broken 
piecc ofthe rosary he looked for: a couplc ofblack beads and the image 
of God coiled at the end of it. Oh God, he thought, I’ve killcd you: 
you’ve servcd me all thcse ycars and I’ve killed you at the end of them. 
God lay therc under the pctrol drums arid Scobie felt the tears in his 
mouth, salt in the cracks o f h i s  l i p .  You servcd me and I did this to you. 
You were faithful to me, and I \voul&l’t trust you. 
‘What is it, sah?’ the corporal whispered, kneeling by the body. 
‘I loved hm’ ,  Scobie said (p. 238). 
The ‘corporal’ kneeling by the body we may see as the physical raised 

to the level of pcrsonification in Scobie’s mind--and the symbolic value 
ofkneeling shows how higldy Scobie now values thespirit as reprcsentcd 
by the body-the body cast away, disowning him. W c  havc here another 
re-cnactmcnt of the l’assiori ofChrist as \ve did in thc case of the whisky- 
pricst’s death: the suffcriiig scrvant, bctraycd first and then killed by 
thosc he served, by thosc he lovcd and by those he trusted. As with 
Kierkcgaard, there is a christology here of the Suffering Scrvvit, the 
hiin~bIc lover, the cast-off rcdccmcr, and Greenc cmbodics it in his 
whisky-priest a id  his Ali, whcre Kierkcgaard dwells long, in tliebook 
called Truiniry i r i  Christianity, on the huniblc Inviter, whose invitation is 
univcrsal, Come unto nic . . . 

search is for peace. 

Ali’s body, the body of the scrvant who was trustworthy, 
had cast him 0% disowned him-‘I know you not’. He swore aloud, 
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hysterically. ‘By God, I’ll get the inan who did this’, but under that 
anonymous stare insincerity withcred. He thought: I am the man 

Here in the phrase ‘I am the man’ we have the overtoncs of ‘Ecce 
Homo’, and of Peter’s denial in the Courtyard, ‘I know not the man’, as 
well as Nathan’s ‘Thou art the man’. It is noticeable too that Scobie 
cries, likc Peter, hysterically and afterwards weeps just as bitterly. The 
denial is done, for ever. Ali alive was a mixture of spirit and body. 
Scobie had pcrhaps never really thought about Ali’s body, because he 
was the servant, the tactfully absent. But when onc is in the presence of 
death, when there is no longer the spirit, thcn the injury to the spiritof 
the deceascd is figured forth by the presence of the body lcft behind on 
the shore of lifc. As Sarah discovered, if God wcrc a iiicrc ‘vapour’ one 
could not love him. Here ‘God lay there under the petrol drums’. He is 
body, killed like that figure hanging in ‘imaginary pain’ on its wooden 
cross, and by its finality, with powerfill Indirection, moving the viewer 
to redefine hs beliefs, to redefine himsclf, beforc thc final act of Re- 
duplication. 

Scobie, likc Sarah, discovers the difference bctwccn suffering and 
‘suffering for’. With the ‘suffering for’ Ah, Scobie is released into love. 
Before the body, he feels neither grief nor remorse. These (for Scobie 
conventional) responses are switched OK Scobie feels only the over- 
whelming love of ‘suffering for’. 

The Indirection in this third case, of the human body of Ah, causes a 
redefinition. It springs out pictorially, in the simplest of t h g s ,  very 
often in the human body as emblem for a personality, but it is the revela- 
tion of what that body stood for, what that death stood for, what that 
act stood for, what that love stood for, which is the essential revelation of 
the hdden nature of the divine in man, and of man in the divine. It is this 
sense of revelation whch is at the core of the theology both of Greeneand 
of Kierkegaard. I use ‘revelation’ not as a tcrm of glory, of theological 
grandeur on which tomes have been written, but in a real sense as the 
revelation of everyday things in their infinite preciousness, and this in- 
cludes human love as its apex. This is what the revelation of God is like 
for Greene and for Kierkegaard, as if, standing back, we see for the first 
time what it was we possessed, how precious it was, that we mishandled 
it, that we despised it, that maybe we even killed it, and then we see in 
what sense it is true for both writers that, in the words of the whisky- 
priest: 

Loving God isn’t any lfferent from loving 3 nian-or  a child. It’s 

(p- 238). 
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wanting to be with Him, to be near Him . . . It’s wanting to protect 
Hini froni yourself. (p. 173) 
Earlier in the book (p. IOZ) the whisky-priest had meditated that: 
If God had been like a toad, you could have rid the globe oftoads, but 
when God was like yourself, it was no good being content with stonc 
figures-you had to kill yourself among the graves. 
It is my contcntion that, in a siniilar way, the sense of the humaii in the 

divinc and the divine in the human, both for Kierkegaard and for Greene, 
is brought about by the indirect niearis of outward objects and the rela- 
tions we have to other human beings. The niartyr and the saint and the 
Imitatio Christi are all good solid orthodox conccpts-but it is against 
their being taken in an orthodox lvay that Greene struggles so hard. 
Grcenc uses the Christian types and pictures, but in a hidden, subtle, new, 
indirect way. He incarnates states and attributes: by doing so hc makcs 
us, hs readers, reckon with things which w e  may have coninlitted men- 
tally to the theologian and the back shelf of the public library. Greene 
recognises that these types, the saint, the niartyr and the Imitatio Christi 
are in fact people we meet evcry day, only we are too theoretical and too 
obvious-minded to look closely enough to see the divinity shining 
through. He also suggests that these types bring us spiritual health and 
peace-Grcenc is a psychologist, and knows that human beings are in 
constant search for those religious forms which answer to the require- 
ments oftheir dcepcst spiritual and emotional forces. These hungers, one 
might call them, for the hero and the saint and the Christ, may be charac- 
terised (to borrow Jung’s terminology for a moment) as hungers for the 
Symbols of the Self. What the force of thc word ‘Symbol’ is in Jung’s 
phrase I do not feel able to define, but some such profound search is going 
on in the heart and subxonscious of everyone who is not aspiritual cretin. 
It is to these people, ‘moving about in worlds not realised‘, that Greene 
addresses his types and h s  paradoxical seekers. Thus while the Jungian 
analysis of religion has its validity, Greene insists that the types and sym- 
bols of the Christian religion are to be met much more really in human 
life than they are in human dreams and ncuroses. Types  in dreams 
represetit a wishcd-for wholeness. Types  in hirniari everyday lfi represent 
achieved whobiess .  Types in conscious life are therefore the higher form, 
as the actual is over the potcntial. Whatever the low psychological 
parentage of faith, it is in its acceptance crowned like a king. It may start 
froni the lowest and most abject nceds of the human heart, but may 
finally achieve the beauty ofa transcendent moment when that faith may 
be existentially realised in an act: which reduplicates what is believed to 
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be the good and the true. Kierkegaard warns us against any man who 
claims to love God for any other reason than that he needs God desperate- 
ly’ and this may be understood psychologically too in Jungian terms. 
For Jung, support and healing come from the least likely place of all, 
from the Self; hence, he says,8 ‘the archetype of the lowly origin of the 
Redeemer’. Kierkegaard’s lovc pocm to the figure of Christ as we have 
it in 7’rainirzg i r i  Christiarzity shows us such a Redccmer, poor, lonely, des- 
pised and rejected. He is so like oneself, that hs invitation, ‘Come unto 
me all ye that labour’, coming from such an unlikely quarter, almost 
makes one overlook the fact that this Inviter is the source of all spiritual 
peacc and rest. ‘Is it not time’, asks Jung in The Utzdiscouered Self; ‘that 
the Christian mythology, instead of being wiped out, was understood 
symbolically for once?’ And again of modem man he asks, ‘Does he 
know that he is on the point of losing the life-preserving myth of the 
inner man which Christianity has treasured up for him? Does hc realise 
what lies in store should this catastrophe ever befall him ?’ The Indirection 
in Kierkegaard’s own view of the martyr, who must be first and fore- 
most ‘reflective’ in the modern age, as of the saint and of the Imitatio 
Christi, implicates the observer. Such I believe is the intention and practice 
of Graham Grcene. As novelist he aims at some such resdt. If for <’ mene 
human actions can approximate to an analogy ofthe divine then certain- 
ly for Kierkegaard the divine may look so human as to defeat the eye. 

To those people today who are concerned to evaluate relative claims of 
theology and philosophy and psychology, it seems to me that this kind of 
indirect study of very diffcrcnt writers sometimes manages to  destroy 
parti pris very usefiilly. Llke Bultmann and Bonhoeffer, for example, 
Greene is concerned with essences. But unlike them he does not believe 
that these essences are communicable without fornir and symbols, with- 
out Indirection and without pictorial, reduplicated, significance. In re- 
defining some aspects of faith as relations between ‘You’ and ‘you’ (the 
‘two at the vcry least’ of Kierkegaard) Greene uses every shade from his 
palette. He is psychologist and lover. Like Kierkegaard, Grcene, even 
when he is analysing man, still loves him. When he forces his characters 
to think, he forces them at thc same time to feel, and this may account for 
the extraordinary veracity of the experience of conversion or redefini- 
tion which we get in one aftcr another of Greenc’s novels. 

’Christian Discourses, trans. Lowrie, p. 198. 
eP5ychology and Alchemy, p. 28. 
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