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Ending the Waiting Game

A READING OF BECKETT’S ENDGAME

Various keys to its interpretation are in place: “Endgame” is a term
of chess; the name HAHT i§ shared by Noal’s cursed son, it titles a
kind of actor, it starts recalling Hamlet. But.pg interpretation I have
seen details the textual evidence for these relations nor shows how
the ﬂﬁ?wfﬁ’ééning*tﬁzﬁémﬁitn thein. Without this, We will have a
general impresston of the play, ohe something like this: Beckett's
perception is of a “meaningless universe” and language in his plays
“serves to express the breakdown, the disintegration of language”’
by, one gathers, itself undergoing disintegration. Such descriptions
are usual in the discussions of Beckett I am aware of, but are they
anything more than impositions from an impression of fashionable
philosophy? !

*When the ideas which prompted this essay started occurring to me, I read
‘Martin Esslin’s The Theatre of the «bsurd, Anchor Book, 1g961; Hugh Kenner's Samuel
Becketl, Grove Press, 1g6:; David Grossvogel's Four Playwrights, Cornell University
Press, 1962; and, I'm afraid, little else, and incompletely in Beckett's other works. But
1 felt compelled to have my say about this play once the methodological xoute to it
.opened for me and when the detailed closeness to Noah, Hamlet, Lear, and the Sermon
on the Mount made themselves felt; and I did not want to get talked out of it hy
arguing with others. This may mean Eﬁ;;___whatilu.have.-said‘f_’féhﬁj@{ as , 18
known, Three of the four “keys” listed in the opening sentence are mentiafiad by
Kenner, two of them, the allusion to acting and to chess, forming the basis for much
of what he says about it. 'The fourth, Noah's son, iz noted by Grossvogel, but nothing
further, as I recall, is made of it. Any further resemblances hetween what I have said
and those writings should therefore be credited as due to them. Ali page references
Endgame are to the Grove Press edition, 1958, and selections are used by permission
the Grove Press.
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Martin Esslin, from whom 1 was just quoting, applauds Beckett -
for his veridical registering of the modern world. Georg Lukacs de-
plores Beckett as an instance of the modernist writer who, while
accurately registering something about our world, fails to see that his
response to that world (in subjectivity, angst, formalism, psycho-
and partial-win particular, a choice against a
ibilities for the future of
zes the sorts

pathology) is chosen,
socialist perspective from which alone poss
human society can be spoken for by artists.? One recogni
of production which fit Lukacs’ descriptions, the amusements which
sell-the world its own weirdness. Both Esslin and Lukacs take Beck-
ett’s work much as any corrupted audience takes it, except that
Lukacs maintains the classical demand of art, that the artist achieve
"'tiv'e-'wh'i‘tflri"‘g‘ﬁi‘r‘i'tS’"iﬁHE‘ﬁEﬁHEﬁEE ‘from tﬁe"'vﬁfdf[gi':ﬁ'irgﬁ‘ig:t:nrhich
he is cen 'ér'ed;»'that*he“"ﬁd"’tﬂ";‘ﬂlﬁi\; hiviiself sherely to pander to the
but that he witness it,

T

world. becoming one of its typical phenomena,
helping the world to see its phenomena by providing his perspective.
[Esslin speaks with those who have forgotten that such a‘pgr‘s’p‘ectiVe

! is_{?ﬁtﬁssary-;'o_;jfj@fﬁd‘féfiéﬁfﬁ'é‘fﬁ is no longer _poss_i'ri_nﬂiwf'ﬂﬁl{acs pro-
" poses to bring socie'tfﬁ'ﬁ'd“'z‘i'i'fz"bai:k':fdgeih@f"'ﬁi! demanding that the
ive be provided by 2 particular social attitude or

artist’s perspect
choice. Both views are blind to the_fggtmg_ggimi{gwmodernist arts the

achieverr‘féﬁriiﬁﬁnfmi:'ﬁ—éﬂEﬁ’fﬁﬁdmfdf he object is 2 ﬂ?;gglémw——thearustac
_féﬁﬁﬁli’jﬁh“faﬁ*b"thy SR 1ohRger provided by the conventions of an
“£5the modernist artist has continuously to question the con-

art, for the
i ventions upon which his art has depended; nor is it furthered by any

] position the artist can adopt, towards anything but his art. (Contrari-
wise, the success O
artists with perspective, but by its providing conditions under which
artists are free to find their own, without punishing eccentricity or
isolation, and in which the members of his community are each in a
osition to expose themselves to those discoveries, or not fo.)
““""Neither Esslin’s praise nor Lukacs' blame ought to guide or to
depress us, for the former does not sec the problem and the latter
..does not sec Reckett’s solution to the problem. The first critical
Pl;‘.?l:’l“—'«!!!via,.‘é?_.Eflifio"‘T':E_llgii.,,,ﬁ@&k«%&tls,_OREEEE.H}E?EMF?F’Tig.i“al
1 ' if they have conviction. My argu-

“source of theix convictionifor WL L 25k..
rient will be that PBeckett, in"Erdgame; is not ﬁ?ﬁfk’éﬁﬁ'g"‘éﬁbjéétivity,

T,

35ee, for example, Georg Lukacs, Realism in Our Time (New York: Harper B

Row, 1964}

f socialism is not to be measured by its providing’
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opularizi .
c}))f Euiagsz;nt;g antgl;st,l amusing and thereby excusing us with pictures
chopathology; he is outlinin —of mi
! opal ; utlining the facts f mind, of
munity—which show why"t et K i o R com-
. y“these have become our pasti mes.
munity these have become our astimes. The
very of Endgarne, both'in topic and technique, is I:iof“' theé Tailure

of meaning (if that means the lack of g) bia its totil, even
ate’piven

totalitarian,..success- P 2,
Ll1tarian, SUCCess—our inabi -
oy -our_inability noi to mean, what 3

[

ther;\i’;?ha:e the§;31 people? Where are they, and how did they get
at can illuminate their mood of bewild
e ' ¢ [derment as well
uhgt;;r ;;C;_?d of appalling comprehension? What is the source of theai‘i '
er over one another, and of their im i
' one ) potence? What
to their conversation its sound, at once of madness and ofpi"amrgllg:;;

L ’I begllr.l w1‘th two convmt:ongﬁf'heﬁrstlsythatth)éground‘ofthé
‘1; ej; i qua1ty 1skt)he ordinariness of its events. It is true that what
e v . T
we fd Z;} 0 sec are oold people sticking half up out of trash
cans, and n e(}lctraor(tllllnarlly garbed blind paraplegic who imposes
emands on the only person wh

r : o can carry them out, th

only inhabitant of that w S wer
orld who has remainin i
! to him th
of motion. But take a s : ey ane
. Bu tep back from the bizarreri

. F e e T S BES) ' eric and the a
sim T oo e o AR e re
famliJll'X‘ flfantlll}y N ot just any family perhaps, but th'éﬁ:‘éﬁ'éﬁ"'ﬁﬁhyappy
ot )Orl 3 Lfl:t happy 1:11 its o:n way-—gets in its own way in its own way
er and mother with no useful functi '

ctions any mo

he . y more are
haveng t}c;e w;ste .of society, dependent upon the generation they
red, which in turn resents them for their uselessness and de-

pendency. They do what they can best do: they bicker and reminisce

about i
abe nehapplf:r days. And they comfort one another as best they can
oy n;:es;sax;ly 0111: of love, nor even habit (this love and this habi;
ver have been formed) but out
of the knowledge th
were both there, they hav o—
. e been through it together, li
were ® gether, like comrades
o an :, or passengers on the same wrecked ship; and a life, like a
clsaste ,iSSt‘a:ralrlni to ;eed gglng over and over in reminiscence, even
at makes it disastrous. One of i ’

. their fondest i
seems to be the time their tande i et their
andem bicycle crashed and i
seems to - . ed and they lost their
gs: their past, their pain, has become their entertainment, their

. pasti Y
pastime. Comfort may seem too strong a term. One of them can, or
¥
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upon its ap[_)eariug a homosexual relationship, although the titl
of the.play just possibly suggests a practice typical of male homoe-
sexuality, a{1d although homosexuality figures in the play’s obsessi
goal of sterility——the non-consummation devoutly to be wished -
The language sounds as extraordinary as its people look: but

could, scratch the other where the itch is out of reach, and Nagg
will tolerate Nell's girlish re- hapsodizing the beauties of Lake Gomo
if she will bear his telling again his favorite funny story. None of this
is very much comfort perhaps, but then there never is very much

comfort.

The old are also good at heaping curses on their young and | I imit%ites, as Chekhov's does, the qualities of ordin = !

at controlling them through guilt, the traditional Weapons. of the |  aniong PESPIE Whose WOrld it sared—citching it b
weak and dependent. Nagg uses the most ancient of all parental b sudden-continiitiesy {1 shades o r Hemory, £ ol rt‘lgg__sh;fts and
veak and depeilt + » 1 &5 65’ fiiemory, regret, mntimidation; its

“Jovices, ciajming that something is due him from his son for the _ T T (o T T T e e fut o
mere fact of having begot him. Why that should ever have seemed, } s objective, (I do not séymﬁgéﬂgﬂ T orthat XZ?,'H"?;H?{?RQ' S
and still seem, something in itself to be grateful for is a question of +  or Hollywoodese, and in 'a’ﬁfﬂémélggvéé; it is likel ltg :3 escribe Ibsen,
world-consuming mystery—but Famm ought to be the least likely not emphasize the fact that art had, one into -tYBO € %leard, w?uld
candidate for its effect, wanting nothing more than to wrap up and ment for the theater, to my mind gof the s arln ) Uﬂ,ﬁ&ﬁg.\"iﬁhleve- ;
send back the gift of life. (Flis problem, as with any child, is to find course, that the Tiitaeisn of the B}idiriar' ETE <. m;l gnitude. NOt’_ of °
out where it came from.) Yet he keeps his father in his house, and for writing dialogue. Not every dramatisz Wante c}pln Yy, or !Jest, option -
lays on his adopted son Clov the same claim to gratitude (“Tt was 1 like Shakespeare can get it whenever he want St 1]§Ilua11§y; a writer
was a Father to you™). Like his father, powerless to walk, needing the ordinary, keep its surface and its thythm 5 1:- ut to Insist “l?'m
to tell stories, he masks his dependence with bullying—the most An early movie director, René Clair beeli’\fe s a powerful dev‘1ce,
versatile of techniques, masking also the requirements of loyalty, person were shown a film of an ordinar w‘; el, rzmal:ked. th;.a.t if a
charity, magnanimity. All the charact_f_:{s!‘grg_]_a_gppd_inr the circle of would go mad. One thinks, perhaps, of Xmo;’ie .ajer in his life, he
tyranny, illfﬂ“ioitjﬁgl iar of circles. Beckett have discovered new artistic ;esource i (I::)lrln'f ¢ lease he and
, ;ﬁifce‘ahother step “and the tolationship between Hamm not as a topic merely, but as a dramatic tmh e fact of bor'edom;
and hit-somsservantisvér Clov shows its dominance. It is, again, an ordinariness of the lives in Endgame is to av e; Iﬁl‘lue._wg‘mtzin miss the
, orgi.gm..zl.e_u.zg.tiszs_l_%@y_s,bi,p,,m.i,uw.whjghul:aqsh‘ partnefs wish nothing (and ordinariness) of our own, . gid the extfaoTdmariies:
more than to nd it, but in which each is incapable of taking final FE—— o
steps becau d""pi_‘égéﬁtvél"i"ths‘é‘ljﬁf"aﬁ?ﬁ as the end of the world.
So they Temain together; -gach hélpless in everything save to punish
the other for his own helplessness, and play the consuming game
of manipulation, the object of which is to convince the other that
you yourself do not need to play. But : any relationship of absorbing

importance will form 2 world, as the personality _(iée_s.'ﬁnd a critical
change in €ither will ch '

I

I said there are two specific convictions from which my inter-

the language Beckett has discoyered or ifivented; not now its use i
d.lalqgue, but its ,E'raTﬂ@r{,its partidular way of ;Eﬁli'ing sense ‘E?}__ﬁl
cially the quality 1t has of What T Will Sl Fidden heeaniy T[;f“
Zvord,s s;lrew -obscuritie's ACTOSs our péth'aha"?éein wi’leﬁlT?‘f‘éj’?t'hwari ﬂli’i
omprehension; and then time after time we di i
meaning has been missed only because it w;ssosu?tgﬁ?tEZrzEﬁo:;ilr
t}l}lere.fore Unnoticeably, in view. Sucha"discovery has the effect cy)}
showing us that it is"we who Had been willfully uncomprehending,

i
la&ﬂm'zih SRS,
¥

sleading ourselves in demanding further, or other, meaning where. :

f i nge the world. Fheworld of the happy man
1 is different trom the wotld of the unhappy man, says Wittgenstein
¢ in the Tractatus. And the world of the child is different from the

/. world of the grown-up, and that of the sick from that of the well,

13

¢ and the mad from the un-mad. This is why a_ profound change of

o Syt
o iy AT

“consciousness presents itself as a revelation, why it _is so_difficult,

T

why its anticipation will o the destruction of the world: even

Ry S A

where it.is.a “Kappy chdnge, a WorIa 3§ always lost. 1 do ot insist

e
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the meaning was nearest, Many instances will come to light as we
%Ceed, but an example or two may help at the outset.

At several points through the play the names God and Christ
appear, typically in a form of words which conventionally expresses
a curse. They are never, however, used (by the character saying them,
of course) to curse, but rather in perfect literalness. Here are two
instances: “What in God’s name could there be on the horizon?”
(p. 81); “Catch him [a flea] for the love of God” (p. 33)- In context,
the first instance shows Hamm really asking whether anything on the
horizon is appearing in God's name, as his sign or at his bidding;
and the second instance really means that if you love God, have
compassion for him, you will catch and kill the flea. Whether one
will be convinced by such readings will depend upon whether one’
is convinced by the interpretation to be offered of the play as a
whole, but they immediately suggest one motive in Beckett’s un-
covering of the literal: it removes CUrses, the curses under which the
“world is held. One of our special curses is,that we can usc the name

' of God naturally only to curse, take it only in vain. Becket: removes

s - i g, not, as traditionally,

e

by using the Tiarie in prayér (that alternative, as is shown explicitly

;?\ﬁ‘;elsewhere in the play, is obviously no longer open to us) but by turn-

ones of pure denotation
the logical positivists used

kRO AT s i

o declarative utteranc

-——ﬂs?ng the sevntencésﬂ “gognitively,” as

to put it. Beckett '(51aﬁﬂg“'ﬂxa*\r"—i"’t”ﬁmgfﬁe?mpﬂhwmgggﬁhers recognizable as

~isteRtialist) shares with positivism its wish to escape connotation,

thetoric, the noncognitive, the irrationality and awkward memories
the isolated

of ordinary language, in favor of the directly verifiable, |
and perfected present. Only Beckett sees how infinitely difficult this
_escape will be. Positivism said that statements about God are mean-
Eﬁngless; Beckett shows that they mean too damned much.

To undo curses is just one service of literalization; another is
to unfix clichés and idioms:

pamm. Did you ever think of one thing?

cLov. Never.
(p- 39)

The expected response to Hamm's question would be, “What?”’; but
that answer would accept the question as the cliché conversational
gambit it appears to be. Clov declines the move and brings the ges-
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ture to life by taking it literally. His answer means that he has always
l':hought only of many things, and in this I hear a confession of Eailuze
in following Christ’s injunction to take no thought for your life
what ye shall eat, or what ye shall drink; nor yet for your bod no;
for tomorrow—the moral of which is that “thine eye be single Z’Per- '
haps I hallucinate. Yet the Sermon on the Mount makes e;c licit
:‘1vpflfa(1r;and(:ehin the course of the play, as will emerge. Our congerns

i od have now beco i i
wieh Goc have ror undc; r::.e the greatest clichés of all, and here is

crov. Do you believe in the life to come?
HAMM. Mine was always that.

(p-49)

Hamm knows he’s made a joke and, I suppose, knows that the joke
is on us; but at least the joke momentarily disperses the “belief!’ in
the f:llché “life to come,” promised on any Sunday radio. And it is a
te?nbly sad joke—that the life we are living is not our life, or not
ahvs:. Or perhaps it’s merely that the joke is old, itself a’ cliché
Christ told it to us, that this life is nothing. The punch line the:
knock-out punch line, is that there is no other but this to c.ome
that the life of waiting for life to come is all the life ever to come’
We don’t laugh; but if we could, or if we could stop finding it funn .
then perhaps life would come to life, or anyway the life of life tyc;
come would end. (Clov, at one point, asks Hamm: “Don’t we laugh?”
not because he feels like it, but out of curiosity. In her longest s geecl;
(p 19), Nell says: “Nothing is funnier than unhappiness ’ It's
like the funny story we have heard too often, we still find i.t .fu.nn
but we don’t laugh any more.”) As it is, we've heard it all, seen it ajlri
too often, heard the promises, seen the suffering repeated {n the same
words and postures, and they are like any words which have been
gone over so much that they are worn strange. We don’t laugh, we
don’t cry; and we don’t laugh that we don’t cry, and we obviolusl
can’t cry about it. That’s funny. !
So far all that these examples have been meant to suggest is the

B

iod 1 try to use consistently in reading the play, one n’
oeh L ways askmg{ of & I Bither! Wat are the most ordinary
2:11 fi%x_nstances under which §tichH & 1ifi& Woild be utteréd? Or:

o the words literally says 1 d6"Hst Stiggest et every lin

to thes M B — srisE R ?yery Iln o
»these_questions, AT SHALPLY aware that 1 el

provide
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answers to many cases for which I am convinced they are relevant.
My exercise Tests o the ssumption” that différent artistic inventions
demand different routes of critical discovery; and the justification
for my particular procedures rests partly on an induction from the
lines 1 feel T have undérstood; and partly on théit faithfulness to the
| ggg_:e_i_;’;_l’;djtg_c;t‘6ﬁ_’__"1_""}’1’aii‘r'é"‘fou’nd"iﬁij“ﬁﬁﬁéﬁfiﬁdiﬁg £ the play as a
| whole to have taken. I have spoken ‘of the ‘effect of literalizing curses
"and clichés as one of “undoing” them, and _Eh_i;s.,__fl_;g;gy,.se-n—se—,-whi;:h
I will spt\:ﬁc_i}f_y_asfcrqmpi'etel'y as I can, that the play itself is about an
lfcrt o undo, to end something by undoing Jt, and in paticular to
‘end a curse, and moreover the commonest, most ordipary curse of
] wuch that hé was €ve "}i‘ai:ﬁ”éii'&fﬁi;ﬁs't__"d'ie{ but that he
‘has to figure ont the one and shape up t6thé other and justify what
L-'.‘cqffnu_i'?s b'ei:ween,andthat g rd,
 that he is a man, and alo

/ 11 those, however, are the facts of life;
" the curse comes in the ways we try to deny them.
1 should mention two further functions of the. literal which
seem to me operative in the play. It is, first, a mode which some forms
of madness assume. A schizophrenic can suffer from ideas that he is

literally empty or hollow or transparent or fragile or coming apart
at the seams.? It is also a mode in which prophecies and wishes are

$On this topic see Stanley R. Palombo and Hilde Bruch, “Falling Apart: The
Verbalization of Ego Failure,” Psychiatry, Vol. 27, No. 3, Angust, 1664. But the issue is
philosophically complex. Drs. Patombo and Bruch emphasize the spatial and physical
basis of such terms, whereas I was led to speak of it as the literal. I do not, however,
wish to pre-judge the possible identity of spatiality (or physicality) with literality, and
in particular I do not mean to suggest that when one is not meaning one’s words with
purely spatial or physical reference one is then using them mctaphorically. For two sorts
of reasons: The metaphorical statement “Juliet is the sun”™ refers to two physical objects,
grammatically equating them, and it would not work as a metaphor unless one knew
what those two objects were. Contrariwise, a statement tike “It will take a long time” is
not metaphorical even though time does not come in {spatial) lengths. There are two
grounds for denying that it is metaphorical: (1) There are good reasons (one couid say,
there are facts which explain) why the concept of length is applied to the measurement
of time; in particular the facts of our world which make it normal for longer distances
to take longer to traverse than shorter distances. There are not comparable facts which
explain why Juliet is equated with the sun, though the metaphor depends upon one's
knowing facts about the sun {e.g. that the day hegins with it, that it is the source of
lifey and it summarizes many things Romeo takes to be facts about Juliet. (2) What
Empson calls the “pregnancy” of metaphor—the fact that its paraphrase is indefinitely
Iong and elaborate—is essential to it. Whereas in statements about the length of time
it is not up to each of us to determine how much of the concept of length, or which
facts about measuring lengths, apply to the measurement of time. This is related to the
fact that no one could have invented the normal application of length to time. Dut the

topic is enormous, and needs investigation,
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Fulﬁlled, surprising all measures to avoid them. Birnam Forest com- |
ing to Dunsinane and the overthrow by a man of no woman born are
textbc:ok cases. In the Inferno, Lucifer is granted his wish to become
the triune deity by being fixed in the center of a kingdom and out-
fitt'ed with three heads. Endgame is a play whose mood is character-
istically one of madness andmwhlclyllthecharactersrare“ﬁx"é"dby a
ich"their actions can be understood as attempting
i P S 4 4 Vélfgé' o | B “ T

13.1 centr?l COntroversy in contemporary analytic philosophy re-
lates immediately to this effort at literalizing. Positivism had hg ed
E?r the construction of an ideal language (culminating the hcf e
since Ne“‘rton and Leibniz at the birth of modern science f01P z:
Characteristica Universalis) in which everything which could ’be said
at all would be said clearly, its relations to other statements formed
pure}y logically, its notation perspicuous-~the form of the statement
looking like what it means. (For example, in their new transcription
the statements which mean “Daddy makes money” and “Mcf)}mm’
mfakes bread” and “Mommy makes friends” and “Daddy makes 'okes?:
will no longer look alike; interpretation will no longer be reqLired;

-thought will be as reliable as calculation, and agreement will be as

surely achieved.} Post-positivists (the later Wi i

/ t i Wittgenstein; “ordinary®
language }?hllosophy ) rallied to the insistence that ordinary lany-
guage—being speech, and speech being more than the making of

LS. S S e D ealishien ,
statements—contains implications necessary to commutication per-
. L

fecﬂiﬂ&g;ﬁprgheﬁléi@ﬂlg to anyone who can speak, but Tiot Técordable
in logical Systems. If, for example, 1" S¥aifiary cireimisertices T ask
.Woumffe to use my scooter?”, I must not simply be inquirin

into your state of mind; I must be implying my willingness that 05
use it, offering it to you. —I must? Must not? But no one has bzen
-able to explain the force of this must. Why mustn’t I just be inquir
mgP. 1’51 po:sitivist is likely to answer: because it would be bad man;llers:
or, it’s a joke; in any case most people wouldn’t. A post-positivist i;
likely to feel: That isn’t what I meant. Of course it may be bad

Py g

. manners (even unforgivable manners), but it maey not even be odd

(e.g., in a context in which you have asked me to guess which of my

~ possessions you would like to use). But suppose it isn’t such contexts
s

lI)ut one ix? v.vhich, normally, people would be offering, and suppose
keep m51s,t1ng, puzzled that others are upset, that I simply want to
know what’s on your mind. Then aren’t you going to have to say
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! i ds
something like: You don’t know what you're saying, what those wor

mean—a feeling that I have tuned out, become inc?111p1:<3h<=:‘nslblej.E
[Anyway, why is the result a joke when the normal implications o
4 e are . what kind of joke?

: 1 ape are defeated; what . '
a‘m]mgmH:;gunm and Clov’s conversations sometimes W r)l_fwlg'_y y_defeating

o
._ et
implicati naty |
the 1mﬂ;ggggns of ordi

ity Tangiiage inethis-way.
.w-;{-tﬁ;rx-"ﬁ»,-ai}'gv&-ﬂ;‘r!»k@%é«%&n&zznwﬁm&a:s!.m-iwa.

uaMMm. I've made you suffer too much.
(Pause.)
Haven't I?

cLov. It'snot that.
paMmM (shocked). 1 haven’t made you suffer too much?

cLov. Yes! i
Hamwm (relieved). Ah yougave mea fright
(Pause. Coldly.)
Forgive me.
(Pause. Louder.)
I said, Forgive me.

cLov. I heard you. (op. 61

Hamm’s first line looks like a confession, an ackr}owlfedgment; 1::111:
it is just a statement. This is shown by the question in his ne;;lt.spfﬁir(i
which is to determine whether what he said was true. 1: thivd
speech looks like an appeal for forgiveness, but 1tlturrt1)s c;lcll ooty
i d, for it is, apparently, obey
a command—a peculiar command, : v
by someone’s admitting that he heard it. Hffvmfffldaw';j’gggé iy
forgiveness be anything but pecuhar, €Vl P “__'tert;};:n O nary
in"the way the Sermon on the Mount 1s prep_o;terous. rdinary
i i 1d be one in which someone ne
circumstance for its use wou or
giveness but cannot ask for it. Preposterous, l-)ut hardly unctorzm
(One of Hamm's lines is: “It appears the c?;? 11i e fu;;s nrllszlfs H.e.i;
” ; i tty clearly thinking o .
so unusual” (p. 44); he is pre n e Loty
“Ha-am” in Hebrew means “the people.

homme. And “Ha-am™ 1n . .
that is an accident, but 1 wouldn’t put anyth1r}g past the atte:wii
friend and disciple of James Joyce.?) In Hamm's case, moTeover,

¥

e 320 D

it i le. T am thinking of the
£ Though it is hard to be teasonab
Eastern mysi%cism. Rudolf Ottn..in The Idea ¢;1J'_ th% Iﬁ:lgt.(lltevr .
sity Press, 1958 first published in 1.923). says this abo I
complete syllable, for the m in which it en

syllable “Om,” hoi'y in
York: Oxford Univer-
no word, nor even a

ds is not an ordinary ‘m,’ but simply the
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would have been trivially preposterous, and less honest, had he
really been asking for forgiveness “for having made you suffer too
much”: How much is just enough? We have the need, but no way

of satisfying it; as we have words, but nothing to do with them; as

we have hopes, but nothing to pin them on.

Sometimes the effect of defeating ordinary language is achieved
not by thwarting its “implications” but by drawing purely logical
ones. ' RO S R e L

Crint S

mAMM. I'll give you nothing moré to eat.

cLov. Then we’ll die.

HAMM. Tl] give you just enough to keep you from dying.

You'll be hungry all the time.
cLov. Then we won’t die.
' (Pp. 5-6)

Clov can hardly be meaning what his words, taken together and
commonly, would suggest, namely “It makes no difference whether

trivial a sentiment, at their stage, that it would get a laugh—at least
from clear-headed Hamm. Second, it is not true. How could it make
no difference when the point of the enterprise is to die t6 that World?
(Though of course that Kind of living and dyitg the kind that de-
pends on literal food, may make no difference.) And he could care
less, because he’s trying to leave (as he says, p. 7). If he were really
empty of care, then maybe he could stop trying, and then maybe he
could do it. The conventional reading takes Hamm's opening remark

Iong-protracted nasal continuation of the deep ‘o' sound, It is really simply a sort of
g:ruw.l or groan, sounding up from within as the quasi-reflex expression of profound emo-
tion in circumstances of a numinous-magical nature, and serving to relieve consciousness
of a felt burden, almost physical in its constraining force” (p. 193). A conjunction of
three intimations lead me to look up, and constrain me to quote, that passage: (1) Won-
dering, and skeptica], about the Hebrew word, I noted that the “a” is not doubled in
Hamm'’s name, but that the “m* is, and I looked for significance in that. {2) Hamm is
_not called by name by any of the other characters, though each of the others is. He does
_'\say his own name once, however (in a line in which it is followed by a word clearly
echoing it): “But for me, no father. But for Hamm, no home” (p. 38} (. . . but the Son

. of man hath not where o lay his head.” (3) A critical moment at the end of the play

concerns the sudden appearance of a young boy outside the shelter: in a passage omitted
from the English version, he is said to be looking at his navel, The whole passage is
given in Esslin, pp. g5-36.
The succeeding paragraph in Otto further encourages, or discourages, speculation:
“This Om is exactly parailel to the similar sound in Sanskrit, Hum . . .*, Hm,

we live or die; I couldn’t care less,” First, in one sense that is so ! ~
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as a threat; but there are no more threats. It is a plain statement and
Clov makes the inference; then Hamm negates the statement and
Clov negates the conclusion. Itisan exercise in purelogm;, a-spiritual
exercise.
e—=—The logician’s wish to translate out those messy, non-formal
features of ordinary language is fully granted by Beckett, not byﬁsup—
posing that there is a way out of our language, but by Eullym
the fact that there is 1 nowhereﬂ e"1§‘é towgof ’Only he is not going to call
““that rationality. Or perhaps e will:"this is what rationality has
brought us to. The stratcgy of literalization is: you say only what

your words say. That’s the game, and a way of winning out.

1 refer to contemporary analytu:al phﬂosophy,abut Hamm pre-
ne. racter1$t1c phllosoph-

d paralyzed' Fhli is part of
Y $ibility. Ona thinks of Socrates” “niéildcutors, complain-
ing that his quesuons have numbed them; of Augustine faced with his
question «twhat is Time?” (1f you do not ask me, I know; if you

sk me, I do not know). Every EroEound _philosophical ° vision can
have the shape of madness: The world is illusion; I can doubt every-
thmg, that I am awake, that there is an external world "the mind
takes isolated bits of experlence “and associatés them ‘into a world;

each thing and each person . isa metaphysmal enclosure, and no two

ever commumcate dlrecdy, or S0 much as. percelve one another, time,
space, relations between things, are U unreal. . . . It sometimes looks

as if phllosophy had designs on us; 0.5 if it alone is crazy, and wants
company. Then why can’t it smlply be 1gnored? But it is 1gnored
perbaps not simply, but largely so. The question “rermains: What
“‘“‘»:’?*Gfmakes philosophy posslble? Why can’t men always escape it? Because,
* evidently, men have minds, and. they. think, (One “mad ph1losoph1ca1
question has long ‘been, Does the mind always think? Even in sleep?
It is a frightening thought) And phllosophy is what_ thought does to
itself. Kant summarized it in the opening “words of the Critique of
““Pure Reason: ‘‘Fluman reason has this pecuhar fate that in one
species of its knowledge it is burdened by questions which . . . it 1s
not able to ignore, but which . . . it is also not able to answer.”
And Wittgenstein, saying in his Investigations that his later
(he compared them to therapies) were to bring philosophy peace at
last, seemed to find opportunity, and point, within such disaster:
"The philosopher is the man who has to cure himself of many sick-

 sents a new image of what the mi
ical mood has Aalways felt like—

methods’
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?;sses of the understanding before he can arrive at the notions of
MZ t:lzl::;iilrman understanding” (Remarks on the Foundations of
o s, P 1 57)—as though there were no other philosophical
P o sanity, save through madness. One will not have understood
the -opPortumty if one is eager to secize it. Genuine philosoph
begin in wonder, but it continues in reluctance, Py

III

geme'];hzfmlsélsl;ir; t(i)f Beckett’s dialogue is repartée, adjoining the
enres of Restors :ln corned.y,. Shakespearean clowning, and the
e men: ai cig,ofu so containing the sound of some philosophical
vmtory or alvat minute theological debate. It is the sound in which
i Posmon blon consists (not exactly in proving a point or defend-
mgaP t} in_coming up with the right answer—or rather,

e next answer, one which con inues the dlalogue but whose

o SR A O

= i
point is to win a contest of wits by’ cappmg a gag or gettmg the last

P

word, ‘And“within stringent conventions: for exam

must include an earlier bit of the dialogue, which it Eiﬁhz;ugr :::e?
turns, ‘and it must be at least as witty as the entry it follows Th-
game is won by the one who gets off the last word, and no re. 1 <
a priori the last, hence best; no direction of reply ! the most_ffixl ;
you never know, on hearing it, that a given reply will be.the. eilc}lr’

it is solmly a matter of personal mvieﬁf:lon an cefulness. This
pang of hurmhatxon

TSR i D252

is perhaps why defeat Tiefe can have its spect

u

((:lluerllttlg mterrupt J ,'“c’lmrff:‘usisylon,' and usually a discussion whose’ prin-
pal theme is the 5131},,,55”5”9, the” felationship itself. What counts as
insight or perceptlveness ins ch'dlaIe ‘ G
an answer; resuleiitg ifi"th
otligr knows-he-i is’ ‘not"tonvmced it feels e hasn't the ngh‘t not to |
w3 b o ‘3
sHeliisisirenderniic it pHilosophical and theological

be convinced, (A
;a::change -y He may think of the right, and the right answer, in thirty
inutes, or - thirty years. And wittiness need not make you laugh.

Thie device of affhorlsm de
: pends upon the
is of hilarity, but with all passion SIIJ'Jent - sound of wit, and its efect

e

T N,
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A necessary task of critical description in grasping Beckett would | thing was revealed; but there was as it i g
be to capture his particular force of wit, "distinguishjﬁkgwi_t from its amoing us: R were an f{lr_of revelation §§
x PR S N D S EJ R esppprienaars | 3
mgeiéﬁhggg, One element in this descr‘tff)jf‘ion Iﬁl:lst bf{ -that literalizing _ “'T'Her.e até several examples of this effcct in End ‘
of words I have taken as characteristic of his writing. One ~Ef_l?ect ; three achieve the spiritual climaxes of the play, letti game; tm?g{;
Beckett achieves with his dexterity of the curt, stunted ling is ‘that | swell out suddenly, like a eHil¢ thR;‘]Yshem“gltf_rfliamng s
of the riddle pbséd;é“‘Ei*tﬁiifiBﬁfiﬁ” which vou know that the correct- radi “Twice (p 53,}3 BEY ! tev‘)lurfne\COI}trol ‘G’f“‘-a,-_f.,..' -
ness of the answer 1ogically depends upo 1 its being witty, (This effect, can’t you, use your head, you're on earth C;Et w’lth: Use'your fiead oo
if it oecirs, would express Flamm and Clov's Constant air of strained The natural, or conventional, readin W'il erehs Do cure for that!”, &~
puzzlement.) Not so much the sort of riddle which depends upon 2 and this way makes a stunni’n enoug ; 1 ffemp asize the word that,
play of words (“What snake is a mathematician?” “An adder”), mor | . becomes possible, emphasizinggthe Wc;grdeuea“ - afmther reading
on distracting clues (‘“What coat has no buttons and is put on wef?” | the feeling of revelation stirring, No Curgcf re,hand with that I have
“A coat of paint”), nor upon finding a verbal twist (“What is the _ is something else for it—if we co‘uld ive or that, but [:.uerhaps there
difference between a schoolteacher and a railroad conductor?” “One - There is faith, for example. give up our emphasis upon cure.
trains the mind, the other minds the train”), but one whose difficulty - Other instances must wait for more context. b ' o
lies in avoiding a conventional reading, s¢ ing_the syntax a new myself of several of them, I am able, perha ext, but after convincing
way, viliose”afiswe, theréfore, is ot recognized o be right imrie | happening in Hamnm's eatly, very innocuus line Hling, to hear it
diately on being told it (you _,h?!,‘f?,..f@??{?,??,,_gn _over and refigure the | you're keeping me awake” ([3:. 18)—said t O;S ine: “Quiet, quiet,
syntax), biit Which is suddenly scen to make perlect Sense (“What .| they have popped up. What is keepin i awake? Tie pasens il
can go up a chimney when it's down, but can't g6 down when it's ing, obviously; but they are not tglkign lozzivla eI.'-' His parents tall'(-
up?” “An umbrella™). :: curious, cannot not listen. What are thge : lk?'. t seems Hamm is
Another technique is harder for me to characterize, partly be- | Hamm hear? Some moments earlier Harfl ahlgg a.b OUIEJ that does
cause 1 know of no literary form or figure with which to compare it. | of the day like any other day,” and dismisSezlnCIa i:ld’ IP s the efld
1t is a phenomenon I have often encountered in conversation and | still his father Nagg had lifted the lid of his b_o"- dfew Ilneg:, earl.ler
in the experience of psychotherapy—the way an utterance which has | to Hamm and Clov. When Clov leaves amdui—laln Stam(.i listening
entered naturally into the dialogue andco ntinues it with obvious °f Nagg knocks on the lid of Nell his wife. Sh i down,
sensevsudden'l'?'"s"é"r'lds“dﬁf”éiﬁ“iﬁféhsé Teaning, and one which scems f - She comes up with:
to §ummarizeor téveal th tire drift _@iifi:r_iﬁaaﬂ‘br state of mind until  f What is it my pet?
il unnoticed OF ur ipressed, 1 am rememberiiig a conversation in f (Pause.)
which a beantiful and somewhat cold young lady had entered a long Time for love?
monologue about her brother, describing what it was like to live |- NAGG. Were you asleep?
for the summer with him alone in their step-mother’s New York NELL, Oh nol .
apartment, telling of her fears that he was becoming more and more NAce. Kiss me,
unhappy, more than once mentioning suicide; a beautiful young man - :
like that. And then she said: “When I was in the shower, I was afraid (p. 1,4)

of what my brother might do.” The line came at us; I seemed to know
that she had not been talking about her fears for her brother, but
her fears of him, “What might your brother do?”’ But she had become
perplexed, we were both rather anxious, the subj_ec}t got lost; the line,
¢ however, stayed said. It would nO_E},’E_E.IEEEEE,EE}}},f?ﬁiéi?.ﬁ!ﬂi.ﬁ?me'

T e ~.

s"l}"}he husband .()f an old married couple nudges his dozing wife and

h € turns to 1inm with encouragement. That is what Hamm may be
earing to keep him awake. This idea 1d i

Hamm's silence, save for his ¢ i pein ke o o
nce, omplaint at being kept awake and f

one later brief specula;ion, throughout the long intercourse whi:I:
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now ensues between his parents. They have meant not to disturb
him, but he is disturbed, and powerless to intervene. If_this..is, ac:_
My cepted SO@Eyb‘iﬂgmdgggimhiqll\q;x,s.f_a!z,gu!;ﬁ_th; Waubescep,gﬁs@be
played. Hamm will not then say “Quiet, quiet . . .~ 10 his parefits,
-as-a-stiaight Tequest; rather he will say it to them as if in Teverie,
remembering something, ot seeing ¢hem here and now but a
ters of his imagination. An imagination’ stuffed with jealousy, com-
péﬁﬁf(;ﬁ',':aiEgﬁgt,“iiﬁﬁ"ii@{q@'ys‘ﬁsess;"':gujl_tf§;ates in which little boys
begin their lives. Some are paralyzed in them, never stand on their
own feet. His parents certainly do not think he has spoken to them.
Nagg says—and the stage direction is (Softy—"Do you hear him?”.
.EThey are over-hearing him, as he is over-hearing them, and soon
they go back to over-Jooking him. They will play most of the scene
in bed-whispers.

The sudden turning of an obvious line into a cry of anxiety is

something one eXpects of Chekhov, who is, 1_sﬂgppgg&u_gbg_g_lpsest
classical equivalent to Beckett's glazing of calm onto terror. But in
Ay Hist, they characterize

; Chehkwﬁfﬁ;m,'fﬁé'""lvi"fi"é‘éwiﬁfii‘aﬁéhEwd’"'i'ffe'rent way: first, t
¢ their speakers; second, their effect, like the effect of gestures, depends
gf upon when and to whom they are made; third, they shape the silence
| which surrounds them so that what.is-unsaid-leads a-life of its own,
- sappiig thie life of the speakers and cursing what is left. Flis charac-
ters speak in order that they not have to hear themselves: that is the
_ drama of his plays. Beckett has no such resources. Chekhov, in a
ﬁb’fd’,’"iﬁ”’fszé’“ﬁf"éé‘téf dramatist, but Beckett is the superior showman,
or raconteur; and like any Strong performer he exploits his limita-
tions. His lines do not individuate his characters nor further the
action of the play; their interest is intrinsié.‘Wéfdé',"'Wé't'eel as we
hear them, can mean_rﬂiﬂ”tﬁése,_d&ﬁiﬁiﬁiwt'féﬁg;';"éind“Wé"" Wwant them to;
they speak something in us. But what do they mean, and what in us,
who in us, do they speak for? Nothing is left unsaid, but the speakers
are anonymous, the words lead a life of their own. ‘To own them, to
" find out who says them, who can mean them when, is the drama of
the play.

Our relations
About Vershinin we can say:
future which he can be no par

his present. About Irina we
but there is no Moscow,

but as charac-

accordingly, is different.
He cannot bear not to dream; the
¢ of is more precious to him than any
can say: She says she wants
and she cannot survive that

hip to the characters,

present, is
to go to Moscow,

DL - gt ov e s,
4 et

i
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o Lk
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knowledge. It is not that our relatio

more intimate; But That there. i8 710 d

BT

. e e g
nship to’Beckett's characters is
afice at all Of 1o Tecudiiizable

dis@nce between them and e band
o nem us. After Chekhov we know.that each
s 1545 hfs Moscow and that eath has his way of foregoing reality, From

Bo T S
ckett no such statements emerge, or not this way. We cannot see -

oursel in hi
elves in his characters, because they are no more characters than

cubi . .
ubist portraits are particular people. They have the abstraction, and

the inti
w Eain::?::z,igfssgggzz ;u:i w;ords ar:ld objects in a dream. Not that
/ e our dream, i
surrea%mr.n, and its conventions are not.tll:;s: :‘Jfarletil;eal?f. Lt " vere
a movie its c'lirector would not be Cocteau but Hitchccz;k s were
thr:l';[g'lllle:;illioriz world just the other side of this one, opened onto
fhrove? 1 s escapes, if they come, will be narrower than this,
is only this world, unenchanted, unsponsored, but more fan-

tastic i
than we can tell-The unbelievable, the plain truth which you

A I s
S T T i L rd

?nntlatt(:;e:h %}g‘gcg;hgg;gw ;!iﬂl.ll.!ilii,,gk;bxgy'mad when yon,try.to tell, is one
: ock’s patented themes Take two people as | ointedly ordi-
k’s patented t les. people as pointedly ordi-
Ei;}i'nz;stﬁobert Cuinmlngs and Priscilla Lane, have Ishem di:c:))ve:
e war, a plot to blow up a ship in the B ’
have them momentaril ! e ind themees
y elude the plotters only to find th. i
. : ¢ emsel
the midst of a private charity ball, the house owned by a cofilzzsg;:

their only hope of escape lying in convincing the unknowing among

th .
detlzi u;ell d:les;ed mob of dancers and patrons under the crystal chan
ers and the spell of society danc i i -
e music that their sociall i
nent and conscientious h i i  helrcring 2
ostess is a Nazi sympathi i
e pathizer sheltering a
garlg of saboteurs—why anyone present would have to b dg
believe such a tale. eme
B ¥
. et((:)kgt.t ts cha.raii:tf:s have such a tale to tell, but their problem
istinguish friends from foes u
- nder the tuxedos, f
s i ! or there
neither friends nor foes any more; nor to prevent a dis’aste'f from

hanpeniis ora Cul it f6m escaning i
ppening or a culprit from escaping justice, for no one in particular :

::s tll:e culpr;)t and all disasters have taken place. Their problem is not

o become believable, but to tu : | .

. , rn off the power of belief

since it has become, because iiseless, the's opcomzbny 1o

A ¢ useless, the souirce of

e e e e, s ¢e of-unappeasable, un-

tit;l;ex;ﬁ)}figﬂg.lSuspense is for Hitchéock What ‘fﬁifh"iﬁf‘fl?é“f"'the ChriI;
, an ultimate metaphysical category, directing life’s journey and

PR s

makin U s R A o TIPS =0 b R P
g the iifliverse come clear, and clean at the end. The over-

whelming question for both is: How will & trifh come ont.at-last?
L BELL ..\‘.-,\_‘,,.,_"'A-. o P 10 ¥
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Beckett's couples have discovered the final plot: that there is no plot,
tﬁ“ﬁfft&ﬁé&ﬁgi@_}haé"’éb‘i_iié out, thiat thi§is the end. But they would be

e,

mad to be Y
pense. So th_wellyait. Not for some"t‘h"’iﬁg::ft_fifif'_’i_f;bq
So they t ' ut they do_not know ho

But why should ending it be a problem, and why should the
problem be an intellectual one, going beyond assembling the stamina

B

to_ wait for, So they try not t

- Tor suicide? Bacause svidénily, suicide is not the end. I do not mean

n—
N

g impotence has become unbearablé; 1n all, t

 has two implications: (1) Man is the

. toward a_shelter fr
" on the contrary, is that he al

what Hamlet seems to mean (and perhaps he didn’t either) that such
an end has consequences, and hence is not the end. I mean it is not
the right end, not the right solution to some particular problem. This
animal for whom to be or not to
be is a question: its resolution therefore must have the form of an
answer, (2) 1t must form the answer to a particular reason for ending.
Hamlet shuns suicide not because of the divine canon against self-
slaughter; there is ample canon against other-slaughter as well, which
he does not often hesitate to break. His real hesitations are over the
right of vengeance and the belief in ghosts,® hesitations which have
survived the God-slaughter of the succeeding centuries. He shuns

suicide just because it makes no sense for his unhappiness. His prob-
1 fajlure or dishonor or abandonment. (1 take
in the first case because

it serves as sacrifice,

lem is not one of radica
it that suicide can solve these unhappinesses:
it serves as punishment, in the second because
in the third because it vengefully turns the tables, turning the aban-
abandoned. All convert suffering into action; in all,

: doner into the

heact-is toward silence,
"Erfb’fn""'é"_;Qi__lft‘iif_(:ht,.‘of., accusation.) Hamlet’s problem,
s that one has the success of knowledge, the
honor of succession, and the presence of motive to doctor the time.
It makes no sense to run from that conjunction through use of sui-
cide, though the thought of running from it may move him closer
to suicide.

Why do men stay alive in the face of the preponderance of pain
of meaninglessness over sense? Camus’ answer is, in
effect, that suicide, as a response to the general condition of human
life, is a contradiction, because the condition to which it would be
a response is life’s absurdity, and suicide does not respond to this’

over pleasure,

sIn The Question of Hamlet (New York: Oxford University Press, 1959), Harry
Levin points to these a8 Hamlet's “double dilemma” (p. 24)-
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ihy

wants, and one G SV TREE Rie sntice Bratasis
: n 5y TR Ris enitive project is 6 chieve Tis death.

Whe = g iond
: ar};t Er:il_su mldg?atjmw. \‘,__ljz_ﬁecause he cannot imaginé his death
agd | oci_gigy%glﬂ;ﬂgﬁfhe death of the world. That is what he wants
and Ilfsthea.th is wanted as a necessary, and welcome, entailment of
o f;n. ﬁ imagination of death requires the imagination of leaving
meansetl:re 8, then- Harflm is not imagining his death. (Perhaps this,
m el cl';mnot‘ imagine his life either. In the eighth Duino Elegy:
b.u t wst; e ten 1?“ und nehmen immer Abschied.”) He wants to end.
ithout taking leave. But wher ive ¢o ’
Without taking leave. B e does the motive Coifiefron
destroy the Whole world? R Som e mo R S om0
O] . .
it arse les 1ffﬁ p.ersonal escape, individual non-existence, private
8 nsufficient to neutralize the pai i
lie pain which would motiv
reliel, 2 ate
hasc;det, ;s l(;)ng as anyone can remember, the memory which is to die
has aﬁy ie t, 1::5 l.ong as anything breathes, I am not at rest. But how
one take in, or even conceive, an iti tion Tar
yone take in, ambition or obligati
n ‘ ) gation large
nessﬂ_‘igslitz)ot_cr:c?mpghsis‘fghe death--ofethe*wor'l’dﬂ?'P’é'fhﬁ‘ps‘,“h*ﬁWé’i’fé‘i“'Tar;e-
at issue. If we are to speak of 2 biti ’
S no ambition or obligati
uestion is: i ] 1gati B st
q n 1s: How.: does this specific obligation come to be shpuldc:red?

absurdi :
.absurdity, but removes it. That seems a very academic way of putting

- &I:r;izt;hefco;neai?g between the death of personal existence
of the world is not new. Hamlet and
e Seath of . et and Lear both crave
) g they must be the last to di
their worlds. Certainl i e e e ot
. . y Hamm, for all his efforts, cannot su
vorld : R rpass them
in their disgust with the world, especially with its fruitfuliess. But

. their w imi
orlds were limited to the coherent state; the universe outside

that wa i ibili i
that w (s) rrzlol; tfhelr l:espogmblhty. Christ had wished the death of all
n _order for the re-birth of all. What is Tiew 15 to wish for ’
. _tor the re-birth of all, What is ngw is to wish for un-
llmltfd surcease, and without the plan of redénmfdn "
t N v L bagll T, ey P Y Me‘x’_-
by Nie;::;; ll:ef sor_lih;el -wlde_nmg knowledge of such a wish—heard
efore this century turned on :
us the news now reachi
Kk . . : eachin
ears—which functions in our awareness of the Bomb. I Woulclg

e oy P RS

e i i TS a1
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scarcely deny its objective threat, bul_: onte s;:;lrsneestir;a:;tlzrllesyt(; rl; t}?;t‘
are not reactions to an objective threat.

i “ " hough the others are
terically fearful (“Better Red than dead,” as t ough e o rerieally
willing to send them over at any moment), s:l e alosing
repressive and rational (the mode of all official rhetort :

colrjlcepts of deterrence, over-killi etc.—language .brealv(:;)g cltlodtz)nntjnt _

| front of our ears, denoting nothmg.we kn-o?v or 1rl;1ail . :rhe 0 not

suggest that there is some right reaction waiting to be ; ; ];na o
tion #s in fact mad. We_know, sort of, that Fhe Wor y en

lating whether 30,000,000

inute ify this by calcu

twenty minutes (and to qualify o
or‘g(;yo#c;c::ooo persons will survive, or to speculate wh:}ther-pla(r;;h 1ing
will continue, is merely tragic relief). A&‘L we | -15_1_19_}\7 v tl ,e.ne;l,l:;ento g
we can do to stop it which. is.not._absurdly é}_ggg'_gml‘ﬁég_wgons o
event. So we treat it, or improyise around it, using. tl!;c,__gg,%f;ia e
know: forgetfulness, habit, hope ag; msthope,hurgor,h _y; E""f{;or1d
tasy. The. Three Sisters.are.no. more out of touch Wwith their u

than we are with ours, We are a billion times three sisters.

PEVI

One thinks of Dr. Strangelove. '?‘he ﬁlfm hasﬁ ::Zf:ﬁ (;;:;tll:l:z:j (li)tt':;
cause it presents superficial explanations of our O ctgn.
all due to mad Generals, boy scout Generals,. GFrm ocket deser

llies and dupes in high places) and childish solution !
‘(E;Z’tl?:ll-lne bastards olzlt, we want anfa}rchy);iPetrI;:S: ;1;318 l:l‘::r,lnfl;rt;vzi
of the film, and doubtless some o its arden =
those explanations and solutl?ns: But tl}e issue ;8'11' o oy
' fact about the film is its continuous _ rilliance,

(l:llzzzittanding of it must underst-and that. .It is npt, lfj::ee:sxg:;
the result of brilliant movie—makmg, at wh{ch it 1s }?Ch s
nor the result of brilliant ideas, for it has no ideas (\; 1as saé)re)' pe
sufficient reason not to defend it, as has been thtne f, s S
brilliance is that of farce, with its strmg.ent 'rhy ' 1}111 0 es i
concealments; and of silent comedy, with its sight %;g ;:loset .
abstract. The figure displaced under tElE bed or dl:lto e loser Is Ao
a person but a turn of mind; the object that Irops on ey
not a loose chandelier but a tight lotila:tgo;othfi;;aaﬁzﬁ e
i a feather boa or a spittoon on r (
les;c?rc;::ate yourself, but a habit of response. It is ~ad(':o}}‘a(g: ‘::3:8‘:1%:
are as.common as sand: Whao has never endowyeht»:nsd%m ne widh
Proustian pa;;ér’of recall and summary; or strfggf e e ot just
ward moment with a piece of pop seriousness (
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physical; I respect you as a person”); or thrilled when, at Saturday
matinees, the tight-faced soldier nudges the door open with one hand
and in the other holds a sub-machine gun upright in world-preserving
coolness? If these fantasies are worthless, we are worthless. And noth-
ing in all of Beckett’s sadness is sadder than the scene in which Slim
Pickens encourages his crew of doom by reminding them that the
folks back home are counting on them. Inappropriate no doubt now;
but the Second World War—and it is from movies about that War
, that this scene is taken—depended upon scenes like that, and it is
vot clear that without such scenes the outcome of the War would
have been the same. What.is.s0 sad is that it ismrsot_{}_f;_,tvl.‘ljr_;g;__‘g_‘gpd in us
that has turned out to be so inappropriate, What is the solution?

To see'to it that our minds are no longer composed of trivial tunes,

adolescent longifigs afid movie clips? No doubt. Exacty whaf Would
one RaVE GRS~ e .
"Dr. Sirangélove’s strategies of sacrifice are singly clear to laugh
at; but they amount to that mood of hilarity which does not produce
laughter. It.also suggests, what I take Endgame_to he about, that we
think it js right that the world end. Not perhaps morally right, but
inevitable; tragically right. In a world of unrelieved helplessness,
where Fate 1s not a notable Goddess but an inconspicuous chain of
command, it would be a relief to stop wortrying.and start loving the
Bomb (the extent to which these are accepted as our fixed alternatives
is a measure of our madness.) A love too precious for this world, no
doubt; but God will witness how powerful and true to itself. (I can
hear the lyrics for the new Licbestod. They begin: “Extremism in the
defense of liberty is no vice. I regret that I have but three billion
lives to give for my country.”) The official rhetoric is rational, but it
bears to ordinary consciousness the same relation as advanced the-
ology to the words and the audience of a revivalist. What does an
ordinary Christian think when he says, or hears, that Christ died to
save sinners? What does an ordinary citizen think when he says, or
hears, that our defense systems provide such and such a margin of

warning, or sees a sign saying “Fallout Shelter”? We speak about the
dangers of “‘accidental war,” but what does this mean? Not that the
whole war will be an accident, but that it will start accidentally, From
then on it will be planned. We are imagining that, if ordered to, men

»

hey know will mean the destruction of

agine they will. do t Because ﬁley are

will “push buttons” wh
their world. Why do we
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soldiers and will be following orders and thereby doing a soldier’s

duty? That seems no more satisfactory an explanation here than its

use to explain the behavior of extermination squads. In both cases,

what is suppressed is the fact that the content of an’act is essentially

related to that action’s counting as a duty. (Kant, 1 believe, is still

thought to have denied this, and thus, I suppose, to have contributed

to the mora} destruction of Germany. What Kant denies, however, is

only that anything other than the content of an act—in particular, its

being performed from a particular motive (other than duty itself)

or its having certain consequences—can make the act morally right.)
For an action even to seem to be 2 duty it must be taken as on the

whole good, or to lead to good; or at the least a regrettable necessity
—and necessary on grounds other than the mere fact that it has been
commanded: it is necessary in order that a greater good may
supervene.

Someday, if there is someday, we will have to learn that evil
thinks of itself as good, that it could not have made such progress in
the world unless people planned and performed it in all conscience.
Nietzsche was not crazy when he blamed morality for the worst evils,
though he may have become too crazy about the idea. This is also
why goodness, in trying to get born, will sometimes look like the
destruction of morality. I am scarcely to be taken as presenting a
theory of Nazism, any more than of the acquiescence to world destruc-
tion, so it would be irrelevant to point to other considerations which
help explain human involvement in events of such catastrophe, for
example to ways in which one denies to oneself the name and mean-
ing and consequence of one’s actions, to ways in which one merely
hopes, out of a helplessness to see or to take any alternative, that one
will be justified, and so on. What I am suggesting is that one dimen-

sion of our plight can only be discovered.in.a p* menology of the
omb.? For it has imvaded our dreams and given the brain. already

e in mind is Resnais’ film Hiroshima Mon Antour. It

¢ An instance of what T hav
of its display of the evil of

has been called an anti-war film, on the ground, 1 suppose,
the Bomb. But while it doubtless contains such an awareness
obvious) its Teal subject is the evil of using the Bomb as an excuse—or, which is perhaps
the same, a symbol—for inner horror, and thence about the oblique and ironic relations
between inner and outer worlds generally. This suggests
problem. (1) While one does not expe
phenomenologists, nox to give up the most practical worrics they can
biggest worries,
chological awarencss,

making realistic appraisal and accommodation difficult in a new
way. (2} The aesthetic problem concerns what limits there may

be to subjects of art. 15,

for example, the Bomb too practicaily engulfing to fit requirements of artistic treatment? -

{that evil is, after all, pretty

both a political and aesthetic

ct, and docs not wani, politicians to become -
find, one of their -

and pexhaps a new ong, is this new importance, and power, of phenom-
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wrinkled with worry, a_new cut. And it has finally provided our

d .
reams of vengeance, our despair of happiness, our hatreds of self

and world, with an i
nstrument adequate t i
\ o con i
ness, and satisfaction, 1 vey their destructive:

to raise i i I
it for some of its audience, and this is as good a place as any

to begin pursuing s ; o

0 begin pursuin ystematically the textual evi ;
e My St e L R S Al ) Y’ldgnce for

claims which has been so long accumulating ¢ for the pile of

St A 1 P T

v
Does the play take place, as is frequently suggested, after an
are, so far as they or we know, the last life. And he says twice that

:;:llfgatl;ong glre _doubtl.ess resonant in the play’s situation;ﬁ'wi‘ téils its
by %ﬁtﬁzs%osi%% Teaves ‘gpaque tie”$pecthic_goings.on.in the
oE The ne 3 S S Wy o hey i to rcure chat mothig i
surviving? Why are they incapable of Fe:\f:nggo'lz"?]:irﬁlthat P
want (so to spe i i pon i e
t%rms in which it can be brought to an end, are given
o :g:%;;;‘wTh“he“e“he?aremw the ark, the family is
ahs.and b e time is sométime after the Flood,
diatelyatrlzl}; ::riza(tzﬁ details find a place within this picture. Most imme-
Qately there | hisef nlzime of Hamm, He is, in particular, the son of
roah who s blindatd el;" naked, and like Oedipus, another son out of
sion he ’is cursed by Eis th:e};atﬂ?ee ptistisceeln. Becau:)e 'Of bt o
are to be the servants of m;.n. Clov tz E::l'furseH s o
father, is his servant, the general ser\;ant f leln h S cen
We are told (Genesis g:23) that Shem and ]Oa ZetL ehm:her oo
cover their father while carefully contrivinp n t' o o bmt‘hers’
hear a reference to their action when Hamn% d'0 e Olow (b o
“bottle him" (i.e., clamp the lid down on hi o one o e h 0
brutal lines in the play, as if Hamm is Icsofxfl::g;i—nonce)r? E tl;xe s
passed for honorable conduct; he is now the good su:)ngwithW e
ance. At two points Hamm directs Clov to Took out O’E tﬁévﬁ%‘;ﬁgﬁ?
£

P

T

I raise the image of the Bomb because Beckett’s play has seemed .

atomi . .
mic war? Are these its last survivors? Well, Beckett suggests they

th : 45 th)
ey are in “the shelter” (p. §; p. 69). Is it a bomb shelter? These con-

ust end, the |
Cinp these|
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which need to be reached by 2 ladder (they are situated, as it were,
above the water line) and he looks out through a telescope, a VETy
nautical instrument. (Another significant property in the shelter is a
gaff.) One window looks out at the carth, the other at the ocean,

which means, presumably, that they are at the edge of water, run
has asked about the weather, and there

aground perhaps. Earlier he
her it will rain and what good that

was a little exchange about whet
would do. Now he asks Clov to look at the earth and is told, what both

knew, that all is “corpsed”’: Man and beast and every living thing have
been destroyed from the face of the earth. Then Hamm directs Clov-
to look at the sea, in particular he asks whether there are gulls. Clov
looks and answers, “Gulls!”, perhaps with impatience (how could
there be?), perhaps with longing (if only there werel), perhaps both.
Hamm ought to know there aren’t any, having looked for them uitil
he is blind, and being told there are none day after day. And Hamm
ought to ask what he really wants to know but is afraid to know,
namely, whether there is a raven or a dove.
Let this suffice to establish a serious a;tggj;iggmgpgmglgwggj’gmgf
t i ‘we notice that the entire
action of the play Is determined by ihe acfion of that tald, After the
flood, God does two things: he establishes a covenant with Noah that
the earth and men shall no more be taken from one another; and
presses a characteristic commandment, to be fruitful and multiply and
replenish the earth, Hamm's behavior is guided by attempts to undo
" "Something has happened in the ark during those days and nights
of world-destroying rain and the months of floating and waiting fof
the end, for rescue. Hamﬂgg_gggg ,53133221119.8,.111. L’gﬂaxk of the cove-
nant. 1 imagine it this way. '

i
t N
b R R

Noah. Jts impoTEance starts to CMerge when w

et

4

an

:
<
B

o e has seen God naked. For it is, after all, the most fantastic

tale. God repented, it says, that he created man. How does a God
repent? How does anyone? Suppose he has a change of heart about
something he has done. If this is not mere regret, then the change of

heart must lead to mending one’s ways or making amends. How does

a God mend hi__sﬂ}ga)g's“;v_c"g_r_;‘_hg,’,_‘gg;i‘ remain God? A further question is

00 men= ! e ) ) \
morte pressing: How does God justify the destruction of his. creation?

A possible responmswewﬁfiﬁ'a""'ﬁé‘?"ﬁ;n i sinful But that response indi-
hat God had to do something about his creatures, not

cates at most t
that he had to separate them from earth. He might have found it in
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; ;n;ls:if to f(slrgfve them or to abandon them—alternatives he seems
Supre :e ;xts::s ,al.l& s(f\i:;qlzlence,d in future millennia. Why destruction?
said: God needs no justification. But i s not clear th
et ol sarce, beude ‘ n. But it is not clear that
; , all this really means is that
- men are God’
ie;l:cl:rsi Pa;cl gt.admay do I;mth them as he pleases, Then what dic;) clluse
! id not, as he said, cause the end of

. . , of flesh to come bef

axrr?e, “fo; h? p1jeserved, with each species, Noah’s family; enough (E:;i

2 ne auegmmng. He hedged his bet. Why? And why Noah picked

from all melrfl? Those are the questions I imagine Hamm tcl’j have

imself, and his solution is, following God, to see the end of

ﬂe h\*_“"""'“" e AR e e s AT SR
flsh come before hit. As before he imilates his good brothers, so
e fmitatés B God—a classical cifort, Why 15 this B solution?

“God inni
saves enough for a new beginning because he cannof part

........

he%;%f%ﬁi} in the end, he cannot really end, it. Perhaps this means
he caror be sunot todbe Got.i. (Nietzsche said that this was true of
enough, y _Hamggeste that it was true of all men. It seems true
being faithful tor,ﬂ} ZV ‘:it:ll;:zczir?; Iéag‘; ﬁat - this, e Dot wich e
end come before him, he cann(,)t a?,'o.id cot oo {t, bI'Jt i t'he \
relzlentance, disappointment, then back th:zsgg’C:Jt;;t;armess,l{gum’
an ilog r.nodel the relationship between God and his ser.va;n.ts - i
“Noahn 111; the tfet must’})e hedged, why with Noah? The tale s;:mj
. walked with God.” That’s all. Well, it also says that h -
Ezt man :‘nd perfect in his generations, and that he found gia‘:: Siz
mene}frzsr cs)althet.Lord. I.s t.hat en?ugh to justify marking him from all
b Novz;l uzln? It is incredible. Perhaps God has his reasons, or
mattef Doea  does not deserve saving, and perhaps that doé,sn’t
ma m.c;ne_n :;1 't;hmatter for God’s purposes, that is. But how can it
. ! r when he saw his father naked, and wh
it was a transgression deserving an eternal curse, P 1 e saw
i : . . Perhaps all he s
" :ss;}::t :11;(53 fat}tll;ir l:«:'as f(:lrdmary, undeserving of unique sglvation. Ba:t’
e saw also that is : ther was untroubled by this appalling fact.
"By ,r e SSh 11:11 er reminiscence of Lake Como, says to Nagg:
"By rights we & ?‘111) l:1ave Eeen drowned” (p. 21)—a line which botl';
undoes iché (“by rights .here literally means: it would have be

ght if we had, and hence it is wrong that we weren't) and has.,:::::

¥
£
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 thrill of revelation I spoke of earlier (it is not Lake Como she is think

et MRS TR

- ing of). But Nagg ﬁf$§E§ the boat. So blind Hamm sees both that he



140 % MUST WE MEAN WHAT WE SAY?

exists only as a product of his father (“Accursed fornicator!” p. 10),
and that if either of their existences is to be provided with justifica-
tion, he must be the provider; which presents itself to him as taking
his father’s place—the act that blinds Oedipus. :

And how is one to undertake justifying his own-—let alone
another’s—existence? One serious enough solution is to leave this
business of ‘justification to God; that is what he is for. But God has
reneged this responsibility, and doubly. In meaning to destroy all
flesh, he has confessed that existence cannot be justified by him. And
in saving one family and commanding them _tgﬁ_;gplgqi,sh‘ the earth,
there is the high hint that man is being asked to do a god's work, that
he is riot only abandoned to his ‘own justification, but that he must

Gnidertake to justify God himself, to rredeem" God’s curse and destruc-

tion. { <3 cursed thie wotld; and he s carsed. “This seems to me to set
the real problem of Theodicy, to justify God’s ways to God. Its tradi-
tional question—Why did God create man and then allow him to
suffer?—has a clear answer: Because it is man that God created; all

men are mortal, and they suffer.

The Covenant, therefore, is a bad bargain, and the notion of
replenishing the earth is a losing proposition. Promising not to de-

stroy man again is hardly the point, and is not so much a promise as
an apology. (As the rainbow is more a threat than a promise.) The
d why it was done the first time, and what man is

point is to understan
for replenishing the earth,

that he can accept such an apology. As
what will that do but create more fathers and sons, and multiply the

need for justification? God was right the first time: the end of flesh is
come, God’s destruction 1s to be comipléted. Ox rather, what must end

e witual dependence of God and the world: this world, 8110 10
god, must be brought to a conclusion. Hamm’s strategy is to undo all

i e A R ——

covenants and to ¢ Jive fruitl rd, “fé:@;i};ig}zgy;gqg per-

essness. In a wo

fectly, to perform man’s fzfﬁﬁiﬁ?iﬁé&‘bﬁ&ﬁ&agﬁbt Hamm acts out
of c‘ar”ﬁfiis“s‘i‘aﬁ?“(‘"lﬁlr“Hﬁ‘ﬁ‘;’“?é“f”fﬁ’é'”idvé“ of God.”) The creation and
destruction of a world of men is too great a burden of responsibility
even for God. To remove that responsibility the world does not 5o
much need to vanish as to become un-created. But to accomplish that
it seems that we will have to become gods. For mere men will go on
hoping, go on waiting for redemption, for justification, for meaning.
And these claims ineluctably retain God in creation—to his, and to

E
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At i :
the rgg@:o_m.jj‘“f‘hﬂ}’f‘ﬂt, another feature of our timeis apt to enter
o i:::fe of El?ege lities; afiotlier mine of responls‘e‘ ;aﬂnﬁ;gﬁnder
o defn andn;s:::;ng o(Ei Hfamm’s name: the new sense of blackness.
e end of the world in which i :
deptmdent u ich blacks and whites are
pon one another for their i
e . own view of themselves, for
reversa‘;vr;fse]rnlse of worth—this demand is now irreversible. And the
reversal likte etrhculrses a;ld covenants which have created this world
e loss of the world. Whether i
. . t also feel i
man like the hope of th on Bt i e
e world depends u h
men e e wor pon whether that man re-
e of worth inside his single ski i
‘ e skin. That th
ocates g is preposter-
o it361frrrf:gdci;r?andlsh9uld be so preposterously complex topEulﬁll
ng. It is simply crazy that th
' . ere should ever h
come into being a world with in in i n is set
such a sin in it, in which i
apart because of his color-—th i , haman being:
~—the superficial fact ab h i
Who could want su it o i o
ch a world? For an Ameri i
ich can, fighting for his 1
of country, that the 1ast hop ' 113 beginning have
) 6pe of earth should from its beginni
o ’ : rth sh om its beginning have
rebu;()zveci sla‘.fery, is an irony so withering, a justice so intimateg in its
rebuk of pride, as to measure only with God. The question is
v szz: ;noug.h nfn caclll afford the knowledge that the way the world
own in the end to what each son is doi itti i
b ordinary wall : _ s doing now, sitting within
, making his everyday dem
3 ands. And wheth
enough men can divine the diff i
‘ . erence, and choose, between i
this world to stop itself, and wanting all world to end.) ~Entng
H 3 * * t . i )
singleda::ﬁlfs prol&lerfl, hl;; Job's, is that of 'being singled out. Job is
or suffering, Hamm for Tescue, and it 1§ mething
Sing , and it is somethi
insigh il th e
s ga nts :vo ha_ve grasped the problem still there, Job, presumabgly has
er in recognizing that there is :
‘ no humanly recognizab
; 0 ognizable
;;;orli-forf}(fembg singled out to suffer. That is, none havinggnto do
im. Life becomes bearable when he gi ’
_ e gives up looking for such
reason. Couldn’t we give u i g singled
p looking for a reason for being si
out for rescue? For certai iri i e gt G
in spirits that is harder, for i
: the -
tian reason that others are there, unrescued , ? go0d Chri

It is i .
t is in some such way that I imagine Hamm's thoughts to have

OW . X - - v R e g T AR
Eli's atgt;% 1ts from a mind in such straits that T'can make sense (1) of
pt to reverse creation, to empty the world of salvation, jus-

- tificati i
cation, meaning, testaments; and (2) of the story he tells, the com-
- posing of which is the dominant activity of his days. ,
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’l - - f
He calls his story a “chronicle,” suggesting that it is 2 recggl (;t
fact. It concerns a man who had come to him for help, beggu}g ma
leas; to “take his child in” {(p. 53)- And we learn that this is no
isolated case, for Hamm refers to

All those I might have helped.
(Pause.)
Helped!
(Pause.)
Saved.
(Pause.)
Saved!
Pause.
(The ple)lce was crawling with them!

“Might have.” With those words every man tak;s ins lifgei.nI;Ier?Irl? :;
- i i happened. 1 1ma
mbering something that actually n to
I1:')eo::n:'i:membtj‘ing the ark being buile. It would ;a‘{f t;ken-aegl:;izm
i hat food and all the pair
11 those cubits to arrange, and all t : - s
?o collect. People would have got wind of it, perhaps some Were hire

ile it
to help in the preparations. God, the tale says, went away whi

was being done, perhaps to Jet the family get used to the idea of their

A , h
special fortune, and to get a full appreciation of God's loyle. 'l;lt(xie:ac}:c;
rEturned to order them into the ark, and wllen the fam;l Y ah. e
kind had gone in unto Noah into I:he.arkl,qk IgletLozc:) 1se :Z b fénhave
is #:7), preserved him, bottled him. . t firs p_e
gi:l?:clsegti'?c)alpat Noah’s folly rising there in the middle of land, but

i en if these were the gul-
some would eventually have believed, and ev e e ak

i tic who believe every announceime

11:25131;31\}: Ezown that this time they were r1gh.t; bu.t l}ehwgui;ileh;:;
had to refuse their crazed petitions to be l?t in, Finis ;S;me s
stood there closed for seven days, then'the Tain :Fgaﬁ;aggﬁﬁa"ﬁp s
would have passed before it lifted off its scaffolding

T g P
- T LTS

he water is deep, raising the general horizon, and

to anyone who is still
is visi r as far as the eye can see,
e o e mily doesn’t know that. Per-

is. but Noah's fa
afioat. Perhaps no one 1S, . ' er
Pds of pounding are not SUrvivors screammg‘ for resc s
e ead wre 't know that either, but 1t

i hey don
dead wreckage in the water. T .
(:vrgzldfl?t requiregmuch imagination to wonder whether it was. They

in secret. But now t

the palmwof"God’s sea, Suppose it had been built just by the family, -
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must not imagine, or they must be mad. Imagination has to be
bottled. But in Hamm it has started to leak out. He complains twice
that “There’s something dripping in my head”; both times his father
has to suppress a laugh-—how comical the young are, so serious, so
pure; they’ll learn. The first time is his over-hearing his parents
together; he tells himself it’s a heart, “A heart.in_my head” (p. 18).
Something is pounding. Children will give themselves some expl

tion. The™ sétorid time he thinks of it as splashing, *Splash, splash,
always“on the same spot” (p. §0). Now he tries pressing his earlier
thought that it is a little vein, and now adds the idea that it is a little
artery; but he gives it up and begins working on his chronicle, his
story, his art-work. (His art-ery? That could mean, following Eric
Partridge on the origin of the suffix “-ery”, either the action (cp.
“drudgery”), the condition (cp. *“slavery”), the occupation (cp. “cas-
uistry”), the place of actions (cp. “nursery”), the product of the
action (cp. “poetry”), or the collectivity (cp. “citizenry”) of art. Each
of these would fit this character and this play.) Art begins where

e e S

explanations leave off, or before they start, Not everything has an

e

es some explana-

explanation, and mf}ié’ajﬂ'éuﬁﬂ Tive
TR ¢ bt A T A e T

imagination must have som 4 7
were-—or we must be mad, Hamm is in both po

e . : T P B
L k1 e A S A 65 R gy e IR A e e

st 15 VR Aty Wi ST e

¢ consolation. The
i as it

sitions,

v s

[P

Whatever God’s idea in destroying men, to have saved one fam-

ily for himself puts them in the position of denying life to all other
men..[T'o. be chosen, to be special, singled out, for suifering or for
salvation, is an inescapable curse. ‘Perha'ps"fﬁ"i'&swﬁ;ﬁsm};gfﬁéEﬁfﬁgaéhrist
tried to show, that €VéN {6 be God is to be completely unspecial,
powerless to claim exemption. To deny this is to be less than a man:

we are all in the same boat. Bug can any man, not more than a man,
2rmi?..

It seems possible to me that this is what Endgame is about, that
‘what it envisions is the cursed world of the Old Testament..("Ah,
the old questions, the old answers, there’s nothing like them,” p. 38)
-and that what is to be ended is that world, followed by the new mes-

sage, glad tidings brought by a new dove of redemption, when we are

‘ready to receive it. Without it we are paralyzed.

T L
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i i i ay be a
But I do not think this 18 what*1ws_ “EEEEL'E%;%%E& ft; 1:;rg}'_;il\)‘[:i) o
- eW MES8ART o ot e of
ah???ﬁazﬂ'ﬂi? helpless. Jmmediately after Hamr}rll $ ﬁll*lst f:ltlot;ljlril:li of
the story, his telling of it to date, he wox}ders oW ! ;:d e
(as anyone does, artist or man, in final dlﬂ‘lculue:l) 1 10.aves s
God” (p. 54). There are references to food (not to loav El )
pratilzobribe of a sugar-plum, and to calling Clov’from the l<1tct eﬁi;
l;cl)'xd he finally persuades Clov and Nagg to ’j01‘n hlfg I:Ilaggsrlrimn_ sthus
' olum before he prays, but Hamm 1ns1s'ts od fir e
. izing the First Commandment, according to. Christ t.e A
:rllrcrlni::;testg commandment. Whereupon Nagg begins to ;;(:tteo ;C :
Lord’s Prayer, taught during the Sermon on Fhe M;u:ltl. e e
ion is alluded to further in the way Hamm immediately upe
51'11;33 father's prayer: «gilence! In silencel Wh?Ie are yo:u_" mancxlliatel
(p. 55). Christ cautions that prayer be offered “in secre’t t::r:cr;:;ang . l
;fore he delivers his Father’s Pray?r. If here -Har:llm :S e hi_s 8 par
odies Ch b mltfe y in'lita(t}eogi? pr(;lsoiifoilril(;stzibuting life and
i ents himself as m s ng |
:;:;ZtlllletoP:fl;plicants. That's the positio'n God l}as pucll: h;mr;n.in .
The next time he tries to finish his story, mste”ah osapS zr % N
God he ends by calling his father. “Father, Fattcller ; dzlresl;d >
echoing the repeated among the seven last words, an a s o
the same old party. (“Father, Father” he says again near t ne ¢
his, and the play’s, last speech.) And now it looks as if he :;tr;: a(: al);
, f the only spared man, hence has the same anc or a8
e S'O‘I; (: the one and only son, with the father to end all fathers.
menél lJ‘he is confused about whether he is father or s.on.
o I—eIr oes back to his chronicle, to try to end }t, or ma}q}el s;)m.e
continﬁa%ion, a third time; again he gets to the point I:It w]:u(c ggli
begged for salvation and again this is ;h;;*:tux:?ﬁi:)ie ;;enls}).‘ -
| on the Mou : t
o NO}:N . ;1(111 (;:)evset:zes:‘:::t?iri Lick your neighbor as yourselfk.
ot er;: i)ecomes petulant: “When it wasn’t bread they wanted it
1A~:sd 3’?1‘;1;);5.” And wrathful: “Out of my sight and back to your

5
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ermanent segment. For the new

tting parties.” He can find no conclusion to the story of suffering
petting .

and sin, and no answer to the prayer for sa-lvation, no aE:lx:vrs ‘ol‘% c;:;

new. He has just told them again every,thmg etcrrlllltzh nor n.o Use

 head can’t you, use your head, you're on earth, the e
Eouih};;’ But they can’t use their heads; men are enough to try
or . :
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patience of a God. “How is it that ye do not understand that I spake
it not to you concerning bread, that ye should beware of the leaven
of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees? Then understood they how
that he bade them not beware of the leaven of bread, but of the doc-
trine of the Pharisees and Sadduccees” (Matthew 16:11-12). Use your
head, can’t you? It was a parable! Get it? But he’s said that before
and he’ll say it again, and nobody gets it. They want signs, miracles, ;
some cure for being on earth, some way of getting over being human.
Maybe that’s just human; and there’s no cure for that.

.S,ugﬂ‘“{ggglm renounces parable in favor of the perfectly literal.

R N A G g TR e 6 ISR R p e b S M e R R T AT e
(People, he might 54y, have 115 hiéad 5t igtires.y"Only it is just as

NULAHFSERTPVEIS

hard to write his anti-testament that way. Maybe i receive eithier
word one would have to have a heart in one’s head. No doubt it is
not very clear how that could be, but then Christ sees his disciples’
lack of understanding as a lack of faith, and it has never seemed
unusually clear what that would be either. (“Believe,” said Augustine,
“and you have eaten”; Luther thought he understood what that
meant.) However it is to come, nothing less powerful than faith wiill ~~
be needed to remove God and his curse, the power to un-create God.‘__ﬁf
Hamm, however, may believe, or half-believe—belicve the way little i
children believe—that he really has got a blood-pumping organ up-
stairs. We have known for a long time that the heart has its reasons
which reason knows not of. But we have come to think that reason
can know them, that the knowing of them takes over the work of the

heart, that what we require for salvation is more knowledge, knowl-
edge of the sort we already know, that will fit the shape of our heads
as they are. Hamm is half-crazy with his efforts at un-doing knowledge,
at not knowing. Biit 1o halfTrazier than we are At it frenzy for
knowledge, at knowing whei ove, meaning Giir lives up.
Finally, he tries to 1n}ag1ngtl}mat1tmcanﬁend;u?1 1difig-his |
sgfgwry.f‘“jlf:‘l‘“ﬁ?in‘“hcl‘d”“r'ﬁji’peace and sit quiet, it wiil be ali over with ¥
sound, and motion, all over and done with” (p. 6g). But it seems to
be just the same old story. “I'll have called my father and I'll have
called my . . . [he hesitates] . . . my son.” He hesitates, as if not
knowing whether he is the new god or the old, son or father. But at
least he is putting himself into the picture; no attitude is struck now
towards father or son; the son is now not another’s—as if to acknowl-
edge that all sons are his. “I'll have called . , . I'll say to myself,
He’ll come back. [Pause] And then? [Pause] . . . He couldn’t, he has
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gone too far. [Pause] And then?” And then a description of confu-
sion: “Babble, babble . . .” (Babel? If so, what does it mean? What
caused Babel and its aftermath? Our presumption, in desiring God’s
eminence? Ot our foolishness, in imagining that a tower is the way
to reach heaven? In either case the confusion of tongues is God’s
punishment, hence proof of his existence. Or is the din rather the
sound of our success, that we reached heaven and found it empty?
Better to bite the tongue than admit that. Better to take over and
punish ourselves than to forgo that proof.)
Here is at least one possible endgame other than the act of
ending the story: I call; there is no answer. But this ending is unclear.
%éThe problem seems to be that there is no way of knowing there is no
i answer, no way of knowing the call was heard, and therefore unan-

swered. (An unconnected telephone cannot be left unanswered.)
cems clear enough, Who has gone too

7 One source of confusion s
" far to come back? The father or the son? Is it God who has gone too
Or Christ, in really

far, in inflicting suffering he cannot redeem?
dying of suffering we cannot redeem? What does it matter? The one
threatened, the other promised,' the end of the world; and neither
carried through. We are left holding it.
There are three other allusions to Christ which need mention-

ing, one at the beginning, one ncar the middle, and one at the end
of the play. The first may seem doubtful; “Can there be misery loftier
~ than mine?” (p. 3). If confirmation is wanted beyond the fact that the
tone of this remark perfectly registers Hamm's aspiration (perhaps
the usnal tone in which Christ is imitated) there is the refrain of
George Herbert’s “The Sacrifice”™: “was ever grief like mine?”’, in
which the speaker is Christ. The middle allusion is the only explicit
characteristic literality. After Hamim’s instruc-
the three men have a try at it, where-
t he has got nowhere. King Claudius,
in a similar predicament, gives the usual honest explanation for this
houghts remain below: words without

failure: “My words fly up, my t
thoughts never to heaven go.” Hamm has a different, perhaps mor¢
explanation: “The bastardl He

honest, certainly no less responsible,

doesn't exist.” To which Clov’s response, in full, is: “Not yet”, and
the subject is dropped (p: 55)- Removing the curse, what Hamm has
just said is that the bastard does not exist. That Christ was literally

one, and it occurs with
tion in the etiquette of prayer,
upon each confesses in turn tha
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a bastard

i ;v:lsl ;n;(s):i tt}}:e first .of the_ few things I was ever told about
. an questiI;ns > tell; Je.WISh' chﬂd%"e.n are given comparable help
iy duestion E.ldv a edilf this eXciting gossip makes its way in
ot exio yet. Lo maz;nlcli:eazlokf:.hSo it is Christ whom Clov says does
the pre-christisn 356, With susmans, siosheoin T ST o
;nmnkwggmgpere 1s a bastard, h :‘Eﬁgidﬂf .
! ll:eox,uiht :;:?:31‘1‘ ;otates -thf:,' 'z’i’ﬁ‘-iilii?gfii’t?:”“Pas encore™ is "‘uﬁ’c"i"'r‘t%'?‘ét:”(giet
o f: ot again.”) Either way, “Not yet” is the most definite

pression of hopez-ox, for that matter, of despair—in.the play, th

on y@&ﬁg&_gﬂgﬁggmgmgwhich is left unchallen edmlﬁ) contadio 't y
irony or giggles, R IRERETRERS. S conmatieden.

SRR I gl

e gf I::lt 0}}"; E%ss l;% ;%gfi%%lfgég“%&? Do those two words give
e . 1‘ng, that with Christ’s comin i
v _3&&?1‘; guzi??glil’ It seems unimaginable in this ,gotal;,cgntvsgxih;:
rad pla;,‘f'g;;;ﬁﬁh%%t Sense, Yet there is a coming at the end
o, 1nd wren which ha (xin apparently takes to signal the awaited
through the glass; it is a rr?orr:zrlllltls:ve}ficﬁl?v‘ Cl?g SP;fs enger i1ty
: s considerably longer i
: }::nlg:lt.znlat:it ff;es%r:e Teason cut down in. Beckett’s Eng{ish v%isitljrrll.ﬂll;
the Fre de;r e b yhls said to be leaning against a stone, and this
ot Sescrieeion thg c;uggestmx_l of the‘ sepulchre. But even without
responae WhiCh, : te ara(iter is sufficiently established by Hamm’s
(This is che oy we of “exite" in the play outside the benond
- ‘ ¢ play outside the ba
bel::::;.l) ;:;1 Elsslritgt fac.t f-or us is that after that earlier exchsatz;:
orepmre ta K ov, it is Clov whose immediate response is to
D nes the the newcomer, whereas Hamm, for the first time
. prevene thaet hzsl::rauctlon of a “potential procreator” (p. #8), saying,
o ot e rm;;)t survive anyway, that he will make no differ-
o i Iﬁﬁ ebm. Earhe:r, Cl‘ov had expressed the straightest
o thai g, hut h:e misses it when it comes; Hamm is now
that it was always togelratzpfsc);trtzcilse;?;::ozut helseesf-i‘h s oo late,
; too late from the moment

redemption became
necessary. We are Chri
i _— , st or we ar :
is the position Christ has put us in. ' e nothing—that
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Vi

Hamm sees now that the boy has finally

is is what.
Suppose this is w he game ends, that Hamm now knows

is mean t
appeared. Does this me . Kl alvation
. owing there 15,100 salv
what he needs to know to end; ‘31_13.[{“}5;‘1”,,_“.,,,"8 and end?

from salvation <,_>_,.1‘.,,...Cl:é!,1.111.;1,=1,tio.mu,,,_h_e.vs:,aln,{5f~‘“’~*‘-’”"“”]fjI ope and fea, an ment
" He knows nothing, His final soliloquy, like.every other-momert
o d rehea s first words are “Me to p}aY ;-

Over and over we are shown that every-
jﬁst before his last

in the play,
it’s his move, o him. Over 2 2
thing that is happening has happeneg belore. JU> :
spglg%hﬁéﬁrﬁ tge ‘ham makes what he calls an a51d‘e .and .sda}:s }rlrtlaes
“warming up for my last soliloquy” (p- 78).‘ I{Hg‘,wt_h.;;sr is sai 11;11 )
diately before the boy appears, so thg_g_ﬂb_é_l,l;k,ls.\m_fact..h.Ls.la§t,.so. iloquy
may nXEiE be th “ie Had planned: However, the last soliloquy con-
- tains the same refeféﬁégh;:d'c0nscio1}§i§f¢:@§§§ﬂig;g‘gg§$:_trl_,l_‘gm_f_grmer g:}ﬁs
do (“Nicely put, that,” p. 8g), and its c,o,r_.l.ter_l._t.,;ﬁ._ab,oly.tw.sh.ﬁasa‘;{f“-‘- i,
Clov i dyessed toF the Toad,” standing at the exit, and Hamm,
Clov'is “dressed for the road, stand :
stage direction informs us, “gives up” (p. 82). D‘Oes Clov reang; ie:v\;e
There is evidence for believing he does and evidence the ot e hye
We don’t know, they don’t know. And if he does leave, Is tha

end?

This can’t, I think, be the right track. The end Hamm seeks
must be shown in the efforts made through
these efforts? Take these:

1. To play out a game, or drama, to 2 conclusion.

2. To finish a story. . -
3. To secure fruitlessness, and in particular:

4. To defeat meaning, of word and deed.

als split against itself: as though the

i em a set of go .
This ought to se 4 that the game has no winner, the

end of the game will be to shou: foner, the
moral of the story to show there is no moral anyone can draw, 1;5e axt
directed to prove that__grﬂt::_t_b_g\_g‘_{Q‘gE}gg,Q_f,_.dﬁtallﬁa___t_Q.,_:.i,n._m!erjs!

e . ls. art
ing expression——does not exist; that games, plays, stories, mlsra ) are
" the farcing of coherent civilizations—come to not dlngE are
- - * - O
nothing. To_accomplish_this, will seem-—will be—the en

. . but life, or
. world, of our world. The motive, however, 1s not death, but life, o

out the play. What are
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anyway human existence at last. Because what has happened since the |

e s g . !
Gods of the world went toc TaT'is that what used to seem life’s leaven, ]

the sources of meaning and coherence, the shelters from chaos and |

dest@@:ﬁt_iﬂgmr_g,awllgm\’{‘gmnow grown to sl
religion and the rest, fead Tives of their own, grown out of hand, that
shear man’s exi m. God shut us in. The result is that
the ‘earth is blotted out for man, sealed away by a universal flood of
meaning and hope. The price of soaking it up will be no less high, for
there is nothing to soak it up with except ourselves, A hope precipi-
tated and concentrated through millennia will not swiftly recede, it
comes back in waves. Splash, splash, always on the same spot,
Suppose what Hamm sees is that salyation lies in the ending of
endgames, the final renunci all final solutions. The greatest

unciatior

e R T NI S A S g B

endgamme i3 Eschatology, the idea that the last thifigs O earth will
have an order and a justification, 2 sense. L hat is what we hoped for,

G PSR S D T R TR EA R R ATl B e N o s AR 0t

e T m—— st w 3 -
against hope, that was what salvation would look like, Now we are to

S SN T T At e e ol

know ihat salvation Ties in reversing the story, in ending the story of

N tririSethril .
im

the” efid,” dismantling” Eschatology, &iding. this world of ord
the world laid on it in jts Judeo-Christian

order fo FEVETse the cur _
end. Only a life without hope, meaning, justification, waiting, solu-
nc. only a e 118, Jusiicatio B
tion——as w

we have” B'é‘é‘i"l“éﬁé’f&ﬁ is fr the curse
Of GQQ,-‘WWM S e
But Hamm can’t do it. At one point, though he and Clov seem,

pcen R TR

as he puts’it, to & “gétting on,” getting on together by getting on
with the game of un-doing, still he doubts: “We’re not beginning to
»++ to ... mean something?” Clov apparently laughs at the idea,
but Hamm’s doubt remains a moment, and he comes out with, “To
think perhaps it won't all have been for nothing!”, a climactic ex-
clamation whose force, for me, indicates another of the revelatory
utterances I have tried to describe, The exclamation remains perfectly
ambiguous in attitude, poised between hope and despair, The obvious
rhetoric is that of hope: Only think} The super-human effort won't

i

have been for nothing, won't have been wasted; against divine odds

 a cry of despai

we shall have come through, But in co (the_
stage direction leading to the question cite: m as “anguished”):
Only think! The effort won’t have been for nothing; therefore it will
have been for something; but since divine, odds insu

*

R T - R T e o cy
us into the sealing shelter—we cannot ¢

R G T 2

e through,

]
1

,- art, !

i
i
g

!
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i gvaluating all the purposes we have known,
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I think here of the quotation from St, Augustine which Beck.ett
js reported to have offered as a help to Godot. Somewhere Augustine
cautions: “Do not despair, for one of the thieves was s.avefi. D.o not
presume, for one of the thieves was damned.” Tl“zl_f:’ ﬂllllc_*g,t:lgn_ls,that
the correct attitude is hung betwg_er_l__.;‘_'l\)wgﬁ_vgg‘eg;flleu despa}randthe
preéﬁ'ﬁiﬁfiﬁﬁ'ﬁf“s'ﬂ;"zi—t‘iﬁc;ﬁ:'}iﬁéf)ﬂ;i’fﬂfgml;c‘_)ﬂtg:_'TE&t is flis: Polsi I hear in
Hamm'’s exclamation, and perhaps a8 difficult.to sustain. .

The aliusion in Godot is perfectly clear. Near its opening there
is a discussion which begins: “One of the thieves was saved. A reason-
able percentage.” Reasonable indeed. Just the percentage you'd ex-
pect on the basis of chance alone, if there were no thll‘d.‘ And an
appropriate speculation beneath an empty tree, one on which there
is no hanging man, no third. Godot is about waiting, about the
inescapable fact that human beiags are suspended, between future
and past, hope and despair, beast and angel, mother and father, par-
ent and child, birth and death, good and evil, heaven and earth. They
wait; therefore they wait for something; and because they cannot not
wait, what is waited for cannot, logically cannot, comc; otherwise
waiting would stop. “Man,” says Nietzsche at the clos.e of The Geneal-
ogy of Morals, a book which wants the end of morality, and of art, of
knowledge, of hope, of man—"“Man would rather take the void f?r
his purpose than to be void of purpose.”” Hamm may not bf': much in
the way of a Superman (but who is?), yet he faces the hard Nietzschean

alternatives: gither nihilism or else the

£ of purposely undoing, re-

e o

re-locatmg the gravity of

purpose itself. Perhaps it’s not clear, perhaps he doesn’t know, which
i having faced them, does know?

e

galtzgnaﬁ:zﬂéwﬁé has chosen. But who,
They look so much alike. .
§ JWhat Hamm sees is that waiting is the final losing game, that
waiti—fig“itself is damnation: for one waits either for damnat19n or
i i ible,! ine is
salvation, and both are impossible.{To destroy all i'iesh .mvc;l m
not a reasonable percentage. Sense cannot come of it, or rather sense
must not come of it for it is damnation to think it can—but what else
can we think as long as we wait and hope? The endgame Hamm

centers is meant to end the waiting. Why _does this reqL}ife a game of
strategy and skill? Because a man cannot snnPIy stof waiting anymore
lack of air by stopping breathing. One solu-
for zero, to make every goal empty, to
sosite, (To wish that it will

than he can overcome a
tion is to wait for nothing,

gy e W by ik o G ppos
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rain and that it will not rain is to wish for nothing; the same goes for
the wish simultaneously to get out of and to stay in a relationship, or
any shelter.) ‘The result may be paralyzing, but at least it is not wait-
ing, and therefore containi§ a seed-of-truth; thatthere is nothing to
wait for. Another strategy would be o wiit better) more efféctively;
to wear out waiting like a shirt. :

'This is also tried by Hamm and Clov. The canonical forms of
waiting are Jewish messianism and Christian suffering, We've said
somethifig abouit the former, but the latter 15 ¢coiled together with it
in the play, in the play of our Jewish-Christian minds. Clov opens the
play with a speech which declares, “I can’t be punished any more.”
:_ His meaning here is amplified in his last soliloquy, just before
E Hamm’s last: “I say to myself—sometimes, Clov, you must learn to

~ suffer better than that if you want them to weary of punishing you—
one day . . . You must be there better than that if you want them to
let you go . . .” And we heard Hamm at the start of his opening
speech ask: “Can there be misery [he yawns] loftier than mine?”
These beginning utterances suggest the uses to which suffering (or
waiting), since we were taught to suffer, has been put, in order to
end itself. Either it can make us good, worthy of pardon, or it can
make us powerful, ascendant, worthy of praise. These are the end-
games of suffering with which we begin: I win, my suffering ends,
either when I learn perfectly that suffering is punishment, that is to
say, that I deserve it, that I am perfecdy sinful; or when I win the
competition of suffering itself. These exhaust the strategies of suffer-

f T

s to stop being uséd; has to stop |
ome” iple fact of lite. Where it is a *
where existence is ititerpiéted, sheltered, it
is lost. Hamm and Clov both know this, and the play is about their
efforts to forgo the losing win of suffering. This is why they try to
give each other up, because apart from one another the strategies are
pointless. Each requires his audience: Clov, because his worthiness
must be seen; Hamm, because his loftiness must be appreciated. And
the giving up of aydience must present itself, both to the theologian
and to the artist, as death,

Hamm, the artist, still hopes for salvation through his art; hopes
- to move his audience to gratitude, win their love through telling his
story. It is the usual story of private guilt, complete with self-justifica-

ing used in the shelter, To get out, these ways of winning have to be ;

i
¥
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tions and vengeance on his characters, and he's been telling himself

}that, told well enough, the burden of his guilty secret will be shared.

el

SRR

His end of endgame will come when he is able to “speak no more
about it” (p. 84), stop telling himself the old stories of justification, or
the new story that salvation can be found in art, or indeed that art,
as we have conceived and practiced it, has any relevance at all to our
current necessities. 1 imagine all this is meant when Clov refers to
Hamm'’s composition as “The story you've been telling yourself all
your days” (p. 58). Perhaps he also means, most directly, that the
biggest fiction is that one’s days form a story, that you can capture
them by telling them. (This is Sartre’s best subject—purest in
Nausea—and if he is relevant anywhere to the play, he is here.)
Nowadays, if you pour the wine of new meaning into old bottles, it
is the wine which breaks. And all bottles are old.

I am reminded here of another of the precious few properties
called for in the description of the set: a picture, “its face to the wall.”
Someone is in disgrace, has disgraced those left behind. The sugges-
tion is too salient for Beckett not to have meant us to make something
of it. But who is out of grace? All of us, none of us? What pictures,
turned to the wall, would mean either of these? It is possible we are
to be left guessing, like his characters. I have imagined it variously:
as an illustration of a biblical scene (perhaps of the Creation); as an
icon portrait of Christ; as a family portrait of the four characters. It
now seems to me that the picture may be turned not because anyone
special is in disgrace, nor everyone special, but just because it is a
picture. It is art itgg_lﬂfwlghj_(_:_‘l}m@__gggaced, cursed because;wij:ﬂmahk_ggtlle

. ot WONET B . - v T o e T + >
artist special, bullies his audience 1nto suffering for him, contains his

meaning, tells stories, loves Avods.

As the play starts ioward its close, Clov takes down the picture,
keeping its face to the wall, and in its place hangs up an alarm clock.
Hamm asks what he’s doing and he replies, “Winding up” (p. 72)-
That is, ending; but literally—since the subject is a clock—starting.
Apparently important business has focussed around that clock before,
but only with reference to its alarm, not as something which tells

time. What time it is has significance only when it may be time for

R T e, At

somethiig, Recurrently, Hamm asks whether it 1s time (for his pain-
killer, or His story—which perhaps are the same) and says that it is
time; but it is time no cock can tell. What is alarming is just time
itself—that it is always time, that itis never time. .

e DT A A e
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. c1Once Clov suggests setting the alarm to signal Hamm that he
fs eparted., not just died, and this is what happens as they try the
alarm to see 1f it works, listening to its ringing to the end:

cLov. Fit to wake the dead! . . .
The end is terrific!
HAMM. I prefer the middle.

(Clov .is the eschatologist to the end; Hamm, as usual, is caught in
the‘mlddle.) They use it as a toy, or a musical instrume,nt' thegha
their Tesources. Gabriel’s is the other musical alarm to waI;e ch d vc‘i
(and is alluded to when Clov, as he and Hamm are windin -
removes the clock from the wall and puts it on the lid of Na 'sgbil-:l};’
But that cannot be ,}ygg?_}ﬁf}ghgl,aﬁzm::glQﬁk,,‘.r\un_.Qu;,,i_s_mgupposedgtgo mear;

A e

—the s:gmﬁca_x}“t,. terrific end of time. They need to test the alarm

beciauses e R

S

HAMM. The alarm, is it working?

cLov. Why wouldn’t it be working?

HAMM. Because it’s worked too much.

cLoV. But it’s hardly worked at all.

HAMM (angrily), Then because it's worked too little.

(p- 47)

Worked too little, because it’s worked too much: we have been
alarmed too often. What in God’s name could there be, finally, to eb
alarmed about? Hang it on the wall, bury it on th,e tom’l;, as Z
monument, or memento, to time and to eternity. Hang the 1‘1:11’1-01.11:
ob]t:(fl: wflere art used to hang, for if only art is worth looking at
no:lhmg is. Han‘g it up because it is a real thing, empty of funcgtior;
an al.arm; and.m the place of art, which is not able to recover for us
the things of this world or of the next.
o tC‘.lov had not, so far as we kn9w, rewound the alarm, so we are
o assume that he has set the signal of his departure, Not that it
matters, because if Clov's leaving Hamm is to secure t.heir mutu:il

Ia . . .
ck of ?udlence, this too is no end. An audience remains, in two
locales: in each self and in heaven. ,

Self- i : .
pmvi;ilﬁg%nﬁ%‘f-‘-‘-ﬁlmf-i~15=-mm¥»!¢;md§,9,£,‘cmm,&hg;,gpgcﬂicallmemin
roviding a_witness for actions whose entire point is that they

A ek T e ._,_,WE.?._w,w;ggv_ggggmg‘l%gﬂ have
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7 E;g;pvghi_g‘_t_. But a witness will, ineluctably, give them a Eq‘il_}l:ﬂ.mzpqq_g is
“the danger of strangers, that they will misunderstand, or that they
will_understand. 1t is the ‘thought of this {rvasion of the self that
produces Hamm’s outcry, “Perhaps it won't all have been for notb-
ing!”. But even if the last man goes, how can I keep the point from
myself, how not let the left man know what the left man is doing?

If 1 could do that I would know prayer and charity; but that is back

to the endgames we know about, and have tried and have lost.
... \The danger remains in heaven. “The audience of the play is God,

] and its object is the reverse of prayer. I do not mean that its object is
!
!
!

to achieve damnation; that is not the reverse of prayer but 2 parody
of it, or a prayer to the Devil (which perhaps comes to the same). Its
GQQ,RQE,,LI}EE.1,1.5..%11.1!_%&5.;.@31.!;9{;{_5“@:‘b?ﬂ}:ﬂimﬁss.t& our

/effg;_ts and aid and mitigate them, but that he owes it to us, to our

Py G

biject is to show

P

suffering a
| nothing moxe.

{ we must await fulfillment. “Iord, I believe; help thou my unbelief”
now means: Help me not to believe.
Hamm’s kinship to Hamlet has been mentioned. Abandoned
sons, each is forced to redeem his father’s soul, knowing that the task
is a curse which requires taking his father’s place; each uses the antics
of methodical madness as his characteristic tactic; both are in a shelter
which is thought of as a prison; the situations of both are paralyzing.
(Nietzsche gave the answer to suggestions that Famlet “cannot make
up his mind.” What Hamlet sees is the cosé of action, the hardest of
all truths, that redemption is impossible, that nothing makes up for
anything. “All is absolute” says Hamm at the beginning of his play,
and Hamlet is the Revenge Play to end revenge, which sees that
revenge, getting even, is only the hardest of lies, in denying the hard-
est truth: we are never even and we are always even; the unigueness

of the human soul, held to be its greatest value, is its greatest curse.
o that?) Finally,

We are alone, separate. Who has made up his mind t

they are alike in helping to compose a play within the play, only
Hamm’s is the entire play. The surrounding play is the mind to date,
with its cursing self-performances, its inheritance of testaments, its
ghosts and their tasks. The play within the play is to show us how
to acquit ourselves. And it is still to perform its work by catching the

conscience of the King.

our, perfect faithfulness, to depart forever, to WINess
Not to fulfill, but to e amE s pFomises for which
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o I'{Ii'tl:erttah art}a{ two Kings of the world of Endgame, Hamm and the
) g, the King of Kings. That Hamm i i
1 : ‘ L H is a King, or takes a King’s
Ee::ile, II1lse Iiil'owndm n:iany ways. His identification with the Gods 1515
ioned; and it is the clearest implicati i
Farther, be pichs up d . plication of the chess title,
, h p direct lines from two of Shakes ’
( ‘ eare’s rulers:
If:;z]::”t(he I:llost l-:solal:ed, Richard the Third (“My kingdoP;n fora nighs;:
on drayhorse}, p. 23) and from th ' :
- X e most powerful, Prospero
indu[:i :zzlrsidnﬁaa,re i;lded, p. 56). Above all he resembles LI.)ear
r's: there is the sexual dis in
Hamlet, to unassimilabl i ' et ar e e
y e.revelations about a par i
is, further, the catastrophi e O e e
phic reversal of roles (L i
father with children; i i e oo
; sanity with madness); it is a 1d
madness and the fear of m i it
| adness—a fear not of chaos but of pake:
macnes e f madness—a fear n }____wos_but of naked
the::llg% ethtla:e is the a;ltempt, and the inability, at renuriciftion‘
lere obsession with Gods; there is the hasi ing,
a thematic word in the it i iy 2t oot
play; it is the great secular play ab i
—showing that it has no known limi D e oo
n limits, and is absol
e ing fae it e _ 5, olute, unredeem-
5 y it is about life outsid i
iy place i) bont life outside the shelter (of authority,
T s . .
he co:sii zlr]llcl?l(:)uf)ll;oc;; I;I;mm; P:laY» knowing all bounds, is to catch
ings. It is to catch Hamm’s own, as h
sugpested, by embodying it, turning it i e G
: : s ing it into art, It is t h !
by showing him to hi O i i
mself naked. In it he will se i i
: : ! . e a King, made in hi
own image, cursing his Kingd i i o .
A gdom, betraying his subj i
betrayed by them, and havi ; T e
, aving the poison of covenants and i
' ‘ : salvation
?;u;ieg% tmIt;J (lr;mdears. Claudius, at this point in his performance, calls
. od picks up his cue, he will rem i :
( - . . ove the light he call
fior(tlh_ toIbegin this entire business, and let earth find itsgown' or n':i
; }; 1t.@4 fggpgﬁgggﬁggf;gg&gggﬁg%g,aeﬁs;,émg}g heaven and the e;rth; in
Tififo%icy _g_éﬁ%nlungl%o:gﬁ %};ﬁ&h%@ﬁﬂéﬁﬁ "THat is the only effective
. 1, accordingly, must repent once mor i
! T 15t Te] e—not inde
destroying, nor.asain. by, scilding Slvation, 'but by dofﬁé;noigi?
ot By, epeniing.precisely.all repentance. A 31, By stopping

A SR T

waiting. W i :
_waiting. We waited for him and we were left waiting; now he waits

s i

for u i iting, But that 1
s.and we keep him waiting, But that is vengeance, the game

“ nobody can win, because nobod
’ y can end. If God . -
maybe then we could imitate him, finally, in that would stop waiting
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Solitude, emptiness, nothingness, meaninglessness, silence—

i
1ithese are not the givens of Beckett’s characters but their goal, their
fiat Beckett's message 1s that the

new | J}lgﬂgwgigmgn”cnlﬁgr;z{izipg. To say t
" world is meaningless, etc. is as ironically and dead wrong as to say it

of Kierkegaard or Nietzsche or I,{’id__l'lg;,_fggw_hom emptiness or perfect

singleness are not states—not here and “Bow_—but infinite_tasks.
Achieving them Will ”"T%'ﬁﬁ'i?é’3§3§§iﬁgiiIihéfE:Hgé SEmadness, maybe
passing OVver, and certainly passing through horror, bearing the
nausea Zarathustra knows or the vision of oneself as a puppet (“the

husk, the wire, even the face that’s all outside”) as in Rilke’s fourth

Duino Elegy—not protesting one’s emptiness, but seeing what one is

filled with. Then thé angel may  ppear, then nature, then things,
then others, then, if ever, the fullness of time; then, if ever, the

achievement of the ordinary, the faith to be plain, or not to be.
If this is ri_ght, how can it be acted? How spoken? 1 am now not

thinking of the Tines as directed between the 4CT61S, Where there will

be many particular choices whether to read according to the literaliza-
tion or to leave it latent. For example, the phrase “for the love of
God” sounds different as a cliché curse and as a literal appeal. Again,
it is possible that a given actor will be led to try the Hamm/home
atterance as the “‘growl or groan, sounding up from within” which
Rudolf Otto speaks about (cf. note 4). The problem arises in the

relation between an analysis of 2 piece of muisic-and’d fﬁéffafmapce of
_it, The'H, i erklapier Sonata can be analyzed as sequences of falling

and rising thirds, but it would be mad to perform the piece accenting
all intervals of a third. How much, or what points, of an analysis, do
you play? (Not, of course, that every performance must allow the

same resolution.) Lzai,sﬂe«,zh,cwgggzig&__jgismtg.,,,augggg,_t,has_iiis not
unique to Beckett, Or to _modern  theater, or to theater, but is one of
performance. “Lg;wgggvd”i‘ng) generally. “Tﬁ@jﬁ%@?“ﬁé‘?fﬁ%{mﬁaf about
performances is that they fave atidiences. And my GUeSLOI TIOW is:
How are we ta_canceive of | f_ﬁﬂéwﬁ_ﬁﬁ—igﬁzgwﬁwﬁﬁlﬁfﬁfmﬁ'mm’s)

lay? 1f we say, not that s o andienice, but that the goal of the
play 1§ that there be no audience,

fthose people sitting out there in the dark,

Ty

watching and listening?

: tho_shgﬁﬁ“ E“gfé_wﬁaﬁﬂg;,. and Kriow thiey

then what are we to make of all : : s ;
acter (for example, they know wh
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- Thes;e questions have seemed to me crucial and unanswerable
now I think that I was looking for the wrong kind of answers
he problem is one as old as
can.such eve ts give pleasure? The
eckett’s dramaturgy is no more di
. Beck ifficult,
?1111;1 pecll‘%laps no different: it still concerns how the people comprising
audience are different from those
' : ' same people when they are not
2:1;1 B:illdleﬂce. Paftlally the answer has to do with the conventions of
: ntlaptyti:ateril getl::mg rid of the audience is not necessarily a matter of
ing the theater, but of removing
cmpying ving the concept and the status of
, What is an audience? A theoretical answer to this is not in ques-
: Egi now, except to ta}<e encouragement from remembering that the
o thence, as we conceive it, is a fairly recent invention in the history
o eateaii S0 ;:S dafappearance or transcendence is not unthinkable
o ‘::r rt;ca 8 T e Birth of Tragedy: “An audience of spectators, such
(2 Nn?w it, was unknown to the Greeks” (Anchor Book edition
g; 54). b;etzsche sis the profoundest discussion, to my knowledge oE
the It:rro em of audlence'—-and hence, I suppose, of the aesthetics of
theater generally. And his profoundest wish was to remove.the audi-
nce from ar, somt;t_\h;ng that must present itself as an attempt to
remove drtaltogéther, a nce | S
fid

tionally, “audience”—for theater in the period after Shakes
through, say, the 1gth century—means ‘“‘those present whorrI13 e:l:e
actors {gnore,” those beyond the fourth wall. Deny that wall——that i .
recognize those in attendance—and the audience vanishes. It o
ireasonable hypothesis that if anything is sensibly to be . as Se(ims
mf)dern theater” one of its descriptions would be the varioir ays in
which modern dramatists have denied the wall. i
B_ggc&g_s way 1s I_:_wq-fold. First, while he does not speak
out there (a pogible form 6Fd&nial) he nes e the o

ever lets t

?;:It tI.lat they are acting one of their constant topics and problems E
dls ‘“1"5"“5‘@?“‘@"1'&95-18.111211‘ EE?E?E.?‘..’;;..t,l..'?f,!}._%ﬁ_l!.i.ﬁmgwu‘..w._ay. of putting 'th'éw
audience in the position of the actors;.l.mean.in-the position of the

charagggﬁgg{,wlgﬁgthéi‘jheater the

e n
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some character knows more than the audience (for example, what is

happening to |

o him off stage). Not that it'is a matter merely of en-
trances and exits—though to have called attention to these as conven-
tions may itself be something of a dramaturgical discovery. It is a_
matter of our feeling that no one in the place, on the stage or in the
House, knows better than anyone else “H5 one..

A E sy

what'is happening, no one has

<

a better right t'c")'sﬁéziilﬁﬁgzw one else. Kifig s happening,
sonyggb«i,gga.i&;bappﬁﬁiﬁgitﬁ#ﬁhé' actors (I fhean the characters). In

Waiting for Godot: “Notlfi‘i‘il‘é’“'H'z‘i‘p‘p”éﬁ&,'”ﬁéﬁti'd?"Edfﬁe-s, nobody goes,
it's awful.” But in Endgame there is something more awful, namely
the experience of soifiéthing b “_g_':"NEEi:“'Eﬁé"beginriiﬁ"?g (p- 13)
Hafm asks (and #he ditection is, “anguished”) “What's happening,
what's happening?”, and later (p. 32, and again “anguished”) he
reiterates the question. It's a normal question for a blind man, but
both times Cloy, answers: “sriethitig 1§ taking its course.” Near the
end {pp- 74-5) Hamrﬁiﬁéﬁﬁfyﬁﬁﬂﬁi"l-H&iﬁp’éﬁéd‘ﬁifﬁé‘ﬁ?ﬁﬁ'ﬂﬁﬁ’t know
what's happened.” Then he asks if Clov knows what’s happened, and
in bis next three small speeches he asks three more times. The con-

cept 1§ thematic, but at this p int &'&9&&&%{9&}; enter ayglg_wwthgﬁiéf
The suggestion is, partly, that :

for anything to hgf)pe;x is »Egg_uishi;lg
beczige that méans the end has not Comé, Bt it also suggests that so
not acting, we a re not in control; we have moved from the waiting of
Etf)mthe Waitif}g" wg‘ionAP yihin oo g
ar the g thing of alliﬂgfgat', we may_change. Any
__.ff:miserj("'ismbétter than that, T can always find some attitude toward my
!misery which exploits it, for the entertainment or enchantment of
gothers, and to my fuller love of myself. But if I change, I am no
%longer intact; 1 die to my world. I would rather die.
To the extent the figures up there are not acting, but under-
going something which is taking its couxse, they are not characters.

And we could also say: tk}_g_,‘wg_,r‘ds,‘are,no,tv,_spg];ggﬂr_‘l“}_)}r them, to one
another; they are occurring to them. It is a play performed not by
actors, but by _éﬁﬁEfEFsTﬁ(ﬁTE}WﬁEI’“’Bé’éR&t‘t“Hé&"'d’iéf:'c"ﬁfé"r{éd how clowns
would talk iF they Were giveil the power of speech, and if they couldn’t
be slapped any more (nobody has the strength), or trip {they can’t
walk), or do pratﬁfalls (they can't sit). Their words take the falls for
them, since they have to fall.

T}}gg, -,whaE;;i;ﬁ:-;n'QW"‘b_a;pEgqug to_them is not now ha,EE*?H.llES; to

far as someth

nything cati happen, in
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us s our only difference from them-—the deepest, the only unh
able difference there is between two ;;g};l; ;};S{aiitl‘lékaryn}}mv];gaq
only difference, in the end thiat coumts, e LEEERAL |
e —— A e
genefaiﬁléps (; § f.:p-emng (vs. acting) is an effect of theater
; an Eer}laps the point of Method acting is to demonstrate
?u; new appreciation of this effect. I am far from clear about it, and
the: n?t 1E1ag1ne that 1 h‘aw.a conveyed my experience of it, if,it is
?’ in these poor descriptions. A good test case here is Paul Sco-
ﬁe.ld s performance of Lear in the Peter Brook production. It shar
with othffr great performances the immediacy, conviction a'hsor ti .
;)IE actor into ch.aracter, of technique into expression, th;t we llzn;r:
ac;w t(})l expect, if rarely expect. But in Scofield the process occurs at
urther .stage, a place in which technique is not merely absorbed
but in which it seems altogether irrelevant; one does not see how th ,
part can be entered gradually, and improved. One wants to say n i
that the c‘haracter we know is embodied for us, but that theY ecl)'
Eormince is about embodiment; it displays not merely tl;t?eﬁﬁ(_ifua? t—
of thoughtand impulse, bt the drama by which impulse and thlc))u nh:
find (and lose) their way through the body. Or: it is not merel tiat
the words are so perfectly motivated that they appear to be occjr i
to tl?e character, but that the style or delivery is itself one of O::SE
;zfrtlg.-t;he H;lords do not 5o much express thought as they represent
er-thoug t, or pre-thought, They are not so much what the charac-
ter wishes to say as they are what he cannot help saying, the result not
of expression but of failed suppression. Whether su'ch a style can
funf:tlon as well in plays which are not themselves about madn}:ess d
radical dissolution, is a further question. One would not ex ant
Congreve and Shaw to yield to it; Chekhov certainly, and I t?::e

seen a performance of Alceste in Moli¢re’s M: .
be described this way.” wanthrope which could

*The Brook production is relevan
. . pro t to what I have written in anot
i;}g;:oy g:Ke I';i)el:lb;:;l;;IEd f1;)() the writting of Jan Kott in Shakespeare Ou: gs::t‘:;);;oﬁri;
: , 1964), one of whose chapters is ti “Ki

¢ . pters is titled “King Lear *
mg;vgen‘:\: :;ad tha:t essay (11.1 the Evergreen Review, Augus:—Seﬁtembero: Pt:in;lgam;c'-t
Inay be we l_1l- SD::nuo;mgbb}-;eﬂIy some reactions to work which may eq:upga;4 sir?lila;

t 3 ways, obvipusly similar, and yet i iri -
e " . and ye opposed in spirit to wh

ished to suggest. (1) Its momentum is provided by a theory whic{n contra::s :ltxelt::;‘;g

with MU
_with the grotesque, Not that anything is wrong with theory as such, and even obscure

the: i i i '
ory can be enlightening. But in Kott's essay the theory seems too often not merely

- irreleva i i
evant to the lines of the play quoted as evidence, but to violate them, not by over.

int h .
interpreting them but by mufiling them. Whatever the limitations of the New Criticism
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Beckett’s peculiar value is most evident, to my mind, in his | this incident: “When Gessner asked hi

radical sense of the problem developing in our relation to our own | between his writing and his obvious Hrl‘l E%bOUt the contradiction

words. (Wittgenstein indicates the level of this problem when he ex- not convey meaning, Beckett e Hedc?fn iction that language could

presses dissatisfaction with the idea that we hear our own words (cf. | C'est les mots; on n'a rien d’autrep,, Esdi Que voulez-vous, Monsieur?

Investigations, p. 199ff.). This suggests an exercise for the actor: not “But-in fact his use of the drama.tic nie::lliiza;;\‘: t;, thl; co}?tinues: ‘
s that he has tried

e words he always knew he would be . to find means of expression beyond language"—which str
saying, but that he not anticipate, in Eorw:xrd”eﬁfériaysﬂlt were, what about as useful to say of Beckett as of ¥age WWth.h > trikes me as
he isyab‘dlit"'E'(S"'s"zijﬁ"Itﬁpfévisatiah”‘bécdmeé‘ an effort to Tegain a lost  F larmé; and less true of these than of 4:1 c ernessee Wi liams or Mal-
knack ‘of spontaneity; and improvisation can itself become mechan- | know what Gessner thought, but one h apone, or Wefther. I do not
ical.) This is a discovery for the theater which goes beyond any ; speaking and knew he hadn’t given an (:lpes he knew it was Beckett
obvious solution in given theatrical terms. Brecht calls for new rela- room for the next question: Why, if th ;eswer—;?r that he had made
tions between an actor and his role, and between the actor and his any? Which means: Why talk? T(; which Bari el words, d(.) you use

- audience: theater is to defeat theater. Bﬂ:ﬂ in Beckett there Ais no ro}e been: That's what I'd like to know eckett's answer might have

¢ i towards whlch the actor can maintain intelligence, and he has noth- Is there a contradiction betwc;en Beckett’s * 5, s s

| {ing more o tell his audience than his ch racters’ words convey. about words and his going on using them? One obvious conviction”

- | Theater becomes the brute metaphxs_i'c_él_ fact of separateness; damna- use them just any way; and even: He doe H? could say: He doesn’t
tion Ties fiof in ‘a pafticular form of theater, but in theatricality as example, to promise, to threaten, to pra e them at all (for
_sggl}:gf,”agaiﬁrisrthat'awareness, theater were to defeat theater, then words are used for) or sees how f’ar hs c:;l © ap Ologm?“the things
while theater loses, it thereby wins; we have not found our way out- more than the words! Atid otie should add- g?,l‘_r‘l,,n,m_’ 1_?1_11,°t saying -
side, we have merely extended the walls. -—This is what makes one ; that“contradiction” is a
want to say to Beckett: Other writers claim that words are meaning:
less, that communication is impossible, etc.; but you really mean it,
so why do you write? Other playwrights claim that there is no audi-
ence, but you really mean it, so why do you write plays? Esslin reports

merely that he not listen to the W

Ty

o0 o
f;t atzlmtzzl;zl. ];l;zililt Iiior describing a particular relation between two
statem action whiChaIms: accurately the relation between a conviction
T o sion whis liq:np”arently proceeds as if the conviction weren’t
there? If I MM,”ecuel:t sproblem,and ours, would be less serious
is. (Mutually cqiltradxctory statémetits cannot both "be” true;

. b g ’

butd conviction and afi & t Y
We have ts ) 0 'say i)
W o'say or not; and the
Lo mzjx::tnlc:l tto sa}(karll_;i want to hear the more willfully we’ talk an:i: E
ed to talk. How did Pascal put it? ** i
it? “All the evil in th *
comes from our inabilit it qui i s
Y to sit quietly in a room,” T i 1
sl . To keep still.
o ngi :‘:1;;; onccei I hzflve had to suppress an impulse }t)o bring in
, and in the end it had bett i
o, renesday, in | er at least be mentioned
nections, to my readin h * ,
he o g, are these: “Teach us to si
Worc,l Tlelach us to care and not tc care”; “Redeem the time™: “tfllt
y itiun. eard, _the Word- without a word”; and the Christia;l ame
an%uth es 1nbt'hf: 1dea‘s‘ of birth and death, of the exhaustion of spirit
and ¢ t; ::;nlfhty to turn.” The claims are undeniable; but jusf be
rontation with Christian writi ‘ ,
e ; riting would perhaps be the
fnel ae‘I.scI of Fhe power of Beckett’s sensibility (as the confrlzntation
with 2 M a;xlan criticism was the initial test of his seriousness), it is
ebbed and delicate to be handled quickly. I should hope ’how
, .

{and one of the most serious is its lack, or casualness, of theory), its permanent contri-
bution to the activity of literary criticism has heen its renewed concentration on the
autonomy of the given text. {2) The suggestion that Shakespeare can only be made “our
contemporary” by virtue of a particular theory of his work scems to me philosophically
disastrous (turning aesthetic theory into political ideology) and to falsify and cheapen
what it is which makes certain literature “classic’—the fact that it is always our con-
temporary, though in any age it will turn a different side, and sometimes one very thin,
to our immediate gaze. (3) The fact that 2 eriod’s_ productions (or readings). of dassics
will be formed from within the art and’s Eihility 1 ith_that period, ia
just-that—a-fact. To argue that it maust be so0'is Lo miss ‘the significance of the fact, It
substitutés an ideo16gy of inoderiity-for. the inelnctable”shifts of consciousiiess which
naturally yield what we will understand as relevantly modern. It seems to me to imply-
a distrust both of the contemporary and of the classic, to wish to insure their relation
a priori rather than to determine what, in a given moment of history, the relation, in
its complexity, is. Of course productions are events at which various histories of con-
ventions—artistic, economic, political and sociab—meet; so that pmductions of operas
and symphony comncerts and cotnmercia} films as well as productions within professional
theater, are dragged from contemporary relevance by their forced responsiveness to per-
ceptions and conventions which are themselves unresponsive to live art. What therefore

needs to be argued, and fought for, is not that productions become contemporary but

that they be freed from the holds which prevent them from being contemporary.
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ever, that the work T have wishe

d to show in what I have written

would seem a necessary preliminary to its description. In particular,
the problem I see is this: Both
decisive experience of the truth of Ecclesiastes: e.g. the profitlessness
of 1abor, the absoluteness of time. Section I of Eliot's poem is a virtual

transcription of this position,

Beckett and Eliot begin with a

including the injunction to “rejoice.”

But from here Eliot manages, as the poem progresses, to MOVe from
the joy of surcease to the joy of surrender; the direction is up. But

can it really be taken, or does Eli
his religion like a book? Eliot’s
fundamental aesthetic question

ot's assurance rely only on knowing
Christianity ought to raise raw the
of the relation of belief to art, since

it contains the highest versions of both—where his belief is organizing

his art and his art is testing his

belief, If the direction Eliot desc:ries\

can really be described, then Beckett’s vision can be encompassed
within Christianity. Within it, we could explain why we lack words,
and have too many. We could re

demption is impossible, an
.live solely in history, in time,
{ 2,000 years ago relieves us of resp
—s0 long, that is, as we live in
re-interpret suffering yet again:

understand the scnse in which re-

d possible: E_rggpssible only so long as we
so long as we think that an event near

onsibility rather than nails us to it

magic instead of faith. And we can
I had occasion to complain that we

take suffering as proof of connection with God; but a sounder the-

ology will take that suffering to prove exactly that the connection has -

not been made, but resisted; for, as Luther’s confessor had to remind

him, God appears only in love. — But can we really believe all this,

or must these explanations

we do believe? Beckett tests thi
writer complex and single enough to match with Eliot. I do not mean
that Rilke or Stevens or Frost are not large enough; but their worlds

do not measure together,

eclipse one another. It is not ¢

anyone’s.

or they

be given in bad faith, blinding us to what

s because he is the contemporary

scrape, where Eliot's and Beckett’s

veryone's problem; but it may be

Shall we blame Beckett because he cannot keep still? Then blame

Hamlet because he cannot keep

going? Why won’t somebody stop us,

or start us? Perhaps we've got something to complain about, and

maybe it has to do with our eff

+

our Gods. Nietzsche said

sieur? Which do you pick

orts first to create and then to destroy

we will have to become Gods ourselves to
withstand the consequences of such deeds. Camus said we will never
be men until we give up trying

~W

to be God. Que voulez-vous, Mon-
e hang between.

Vi

Kierkegaard’s

ON AUTHORITY AND REVELATION

“I m x 13 .
secon};if IEercewe ?nly too well,” Kierkegaard says in beginning a
secon bfe ace to hc;s Gycle of Ethico-Religious Essays, “how obvious
objection and how much there is in i i
' . e is in it, against writi
o . ' , A riting such a
a;g‘:m()k dea.llmg.m ? certain sense with Magister Adler.” %—Iis first
insa er to this objection is just that the book is “about” Adler on]
tmncertam sense, the sense, namely, in which he is a Phenomenon z
e ;E:;;nce thgough which the age is caught. But that is scarceI): a
) swer, because what the objection i
. . must mean is: Wh h
man Adler in this wa i s o
y? And Kierkegaard has an ans i
man ¢ : - wer to this as
int:ll it enabled him to accomplish something which “perhaps it was
begzz:::}tﬂfo}z Zu.r age tll11at [1] should accomplish and which could
ished in no other way.” This is
: . not a moral defense for hi
treatment; it does not, for o aution
: , example, undertake to show i
. that an acti
, ' on
is}::ch or;1 the 51.1rfa'ce, or viewed one way, appears callous or wanton
s ;ve;t ellessk ]uls;zﬁed or anyway excusable. Kierkegaard goes on t(;
what looks like an aesthetic defen i
offe se of his treatment of Ad
without him [I] could not h i Y ivelines
ave given my presentation the liveli
and the ironical tension it i i b
now has.” This moral sh i
; ock is succeeded b
another as we realize that th ion i forod
e presentation in question is n
ther : : ot offered
for its literary merit, but for its value as a case study; it is the justieﬁ

This book, On Autherit 1
) _book, y and Revelation: The Book
fi}‘xvzcEJ—R;I:.gzous Essa):;, was transiated, with an Introd;;iognajf; I;? o e
rie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1g55). All references areoizs,thl;z EVﬂV;:}ter
fon,
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