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Abstract

In my thesis “ ‘Monstrous Tricks with the Metre’h& Creeds, Dante and Dorothy
L. Sayers’ Orthodoxy without Sentiment” | shed eyt on the works of lay-theologian
and dramatist Dorothy L. Sayers by placing her ivithe broader context of religious
fragmentation during the &entury in England. In the mid-2@entury, the Anglican
Church attempted to combat secularization and destiEnization that had been
exacerbated by the two World Wars. The Churchreffa number of different solutions
for this fragmentation. One was presented by Aigatholics who emphasized a return
to dogma and ritual in the church. A second optias put forward by Modernists who
proposed a synthesis of faith and science in doderake church doctrine receptive to
scientific developments. By placing Sayers inrthiddle of the fractious Anglican
Church and an increasingly secularized Englantjuethat hers was an innovative
method for presenting the co-existent nature abltbgy and literature. Sayers accepted
parts of both Anglo-Catholicism and Modernism ida@rto reach her audience: like the
Anglo-Catholics she emphasized unchanging dogntdikeuthe modernists she
recognized the need for an innovative presentatimugh modernizing the language of
dogma. This provides the frame for my reading@fe$s' most widely discussed work:
the translation of DanteBivine Comedyl argue that her work was not a bad piece of
scholarship, as academics have previously stdadher it was the expression of her
theological principles and her particular underdiag of the role of art which was best
expressed by the poetry of tbevine Comedy Sayers intentionally created a translation

that was dynamic and readable for her modern aadjexven at the cost of textual



fidelity. By firmly grounding her translation indoctrine of the Incarnation, Sayers

effectively linked her wartime creedal broadcasith & literary artistry.
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Introduction

The first half of the twentieth century in Englamolsed a unique set of cultural,
political and religious problems. The legacyloé First World War and the outbreak of
World War Two presented intellectuals, both Chaistand secular, with the peculiar
dilemma of how to interpret and deal with the cauusmces of political and cultural
unrest. An unavoidable outgrowth of this instapiwas the fragmentation of the Church
and the mass secularization of English societye Hlectoral Roll data published by the
University of Manchester indicated a slow and syedetline in Anglican attendance
starting in 1933 with membership numbers at 3,683,y 1947 that number had
dropped by more than half a million members to 2,984. The same table indicated
that Communicants during this time dropped by rdyiglalf a million also. This meant
that fewer people were both attending church aiming church. This general trend of
decline is apparent in the Episcopal Church of I&ndtand the Church in Wales as well.
The responses from the Anglican Church were varetinumerous. Anglo-Catholics
spearheaded a revival of orthodoxy and sacramentaliThey stressed returning to the
traditional doctrine of the Church and authoritatdogma. Part of the revival of ritual
was a reaffirmation of the ceremonial and sentiadeagpects of worship. There was an
emphasis on converting and ministering to the pogrecket as well as the poor in
Spirit? These included dockworkers, those in prisonsthedvorking class in the slums.

A number of Anglo-Catholic clergymen desired tocteghe members of the working-

1 R. Currie et. al., “Episcopalian Communicants Members. Table A1,Churches and Churchgoers:
patterns of Church Growth in the British Isles srk700(Manchester: University of Manchester, 1977,
2010), 128-131, found iBritish Religion in NumbersFigures,” http://www.brin.ac.uk/figures/.

2 W.S.F. PickeringAnglo-Catholicism: A study in religious ambiguityondon: Routledge, 1989), 65-71.



class and those living in the slums by presentiegAnglo-Catholic church as “a church
of the ‘ordinary man.”® (This spirit of evangelism should not be confusith
Evangelical Christians who opposed Anglo-CathaticisThese Anglo-Catholic
clergymen had been very popular and successfulglWiorld War One at the front with
the soldiers. Part of the rationale for confrontialigious fragmentation in England must
have been based on the success during that waingfrig comfort to confused and
scared peoplé.If fragmented England was confused about hovefind itself, then
doctrine, ritual and outreach to the poor mighpttelbring back comfort and
Christianity. On the other end of the Anglicancpem were the religious Modernists
(who should not be confused with the literary ameliectual Modernist movement).
The religious Modernists believed in the evolutignability of Christianity to
amalgamate with scientific discovery and advandé&stistianity for the religious
Modernists was an organic theology, which did renténto hold onto the tenets of Creed
or dogma in order to remain Christian. There ditimeed to be, for example, a division
between evolutionary fact embraced by science eliglous adherence. An example of
this was the belief in Parthenogenesis rather thairaditional virgin birth. Perhaps
some wondered if the fragmentation in England wgsart caused by the apparent
irreconcilability of science and faith: religiousodernists offered an avenue for
combining and understanding the two. Both theseements in Christian revival
worked beneath the umbrella of the Established idaglChurch and offered options for

interpreting and combating secularization and fragtation. The first focused on

% Pickering, 106.
* Ibid., 46-8.



sentiment and dogma while the other rejected it orthodoxy in an attempt to make

Christianity relevant by updating it to be sympéith& science and innovation.

Dorothy L. Sayers (1893-1957) offered a peculigerpretation and solution to
the fracturing and de-Christianization in Englarydrxorporating and rejecting elements
of both Anglo-Catholicism and religious Modernisnddorging her own path between
the two. She maintained the dogmatism of the éi@stholics but removed herself
from the spirit of evangelism and intentional rerShanization. She vehemently denied
the religious Modernists' rejection of strong doat statements and deplored their lack
of reverence for the Creeds. Yet even so, sheedgueh them on the necessity of
updating the language of the Church (though naoh#aning) in order to reach the
modern person who was either un-churched or lackect theological knowledge.
This updating was for her the role of artistry whigas expressed by Dant®svine

Comedy

Dorothy L. Sayers was born on June 13, 1893 irofaxivhere her father was a
clergyman at Christ Chapel, Oxford. She was eddkcat the Godolphin School, a
private boarding school in Salisbury, before atieg&omerville College, Oxford. She
took first-class honors in medieval literature amodern languages in 1915, though she
did not receive anything more than an honorary ekegt the time, as was the norm for

female scholars. This was rectified in 1920.

Sayers is best known for her Lord Peter Wimsega®te series which she wrote

in the 1920s and 1930s. She ultimately consid#érenh nothing more than a means to an



end: supporting herself. Nevertheless, she toalkatgleal of care and put in much
research for her novels, learning, for instance sttience or art of campanology, how
easily one could buy arsenic, and she even usgdlhér advertising to add authenticity
to her characters iMurder Must Advertis€1933) The books were immensely popular
and people badgered her for more Wimsey storiashertdeath. However, her plays
were the works she wanted to be known for, as shsidered playwriting, rather than
mystery novel writing, her true profession. Hezdtre works met with a fair amount of
critical success, appearing both in London aneligious festivals.The Zeal of Thy
House(1937) written for the Canterbury Festival toldtleé building of Canterbury
Cathedral by William Sens. This play was so susftéshat it led Rev. Eric Fenn of the
BBC Religious Department to offer Sayers of a jodating a radio drama series on the
Nativity story and later the life of Christ. The&d radio playsHe That Should Come
(1938) andrhe Man Born to be Kinfbegun December 1941 and ending in October
1942) illustrated her dedication to the fusion ofcha and drama, to the idea that good
drama can tell the proper truth without forcingsufiday School lesson.” Sayers was not
alone in this desire. She found artistic and thgichl camaraderie with G. K.
Chesterton, T. S. Eliot, C. S. Lewis and Charlefligviis to name a few. Concurrent
with her dramatic work at the BBC, Sayers wouldipgrate in more explicitly
theological projects, such as her two creedal lwmastdCreed or Chaos?q1940) andlrhe
Religion Behind the Natiof1941). Both broadcasts expressed the importahae

traditional understanding and interpretation of@reeds in order to show how



Christianity remained relevant for understandingtemporary situations and the role the

self played in the greater Christian scheme.

Her creedal broadcasts met with a great dealafess and also controversy, for
the clarity in which she had expressed traditi€ialistian doctrine was so innovative
that some credited her with creating a new Chngafiagma. This she vehemently denied
but the public persisted in either lauding or candeg her. After her broadcasts, Sayers
wrote a number of other plays includimbe Emperor Constantir(@951) about the
conversion of Constantine and the Council of Nicadze Just Vengean¢#948),
however, was what she considered her greatestvachent. Based on a passage from
Dante’sDivine Comedysayers considered this play the strongest affionaghe could
give to the doctrine of Atonement, and indicati¥éante’s ability to fuse dogma and
drama in a way that clearly led the rational reddemn intellectual understanding of

faith.

Sayers final work, before her death in 1957, wdset her translation of Dante’s
Divine Comedynd a series of essays written explaining histaytéad his allegory,
defending the almost universal love for Virgil, aexploring the humor in Dante that was
oft overlooked. She wrote that

| was prepared to find [Dante] a GREAT POET, arid;ourse a GREAT

RELIGIOUS POET, all in solemn capital letters; butas not prepared to
find myself continually saying with a chuckle, “Degunny Dante!”..”

® Dorothy L. Sayers to Charles Williams, SeptembkrlB44,The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3:
1945-1950 A Noble Daringd. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole
Green Publishing, 1997), 77.



[Critics] have far, far too much reverence for thaithor. They are afraid
to be funny, afraid to be undignified; they ingstbeing noble and they
end by being prim. But prim is one thing Danteeras:...[he is] dear
funny Dante, always a little mocking of himselftesis dragged and
scolded and chivvied from circle to circle, stagggthbetween a paralysing
personal timidity and a “satiable curiosity” whialould do credit to any
Elephant’s Child.

Sayers died on December 17, 1957 with a numbenofd3 fromParadiseremaining
un-translated. Her translation was finished byfhiend, collaborator and goddaughter

Dr. Barbara Reynolds, who would go on to anthole@ayers’ letters into five volumes.

Scholars discussing Sayers have predominantlysézton the Dante translation,
and reviews have been mixed. While the translagoeived praise from members of the
ordinary public for its readability, academics hafee the most part, dismissed the
translation as inaccurate. Many see it simply pea piece of scholarship. But this
judgment is based on an undeveloped sense of Sayerall project. Indeed the
secondary sources that touch upon Sayers’ work Dattte restrict themselves mainly to
her technical translation or to criticism of hesagion that Dante was as humorous as
she stated. There is very little scholarship ore8sl\artistry and her understanding of an
artistic esthetic. Two works, the first a collectiof essays edited by Margaret P. Hannay
entitledAs Her Whimsey Took Hdealt the most extensively with Sayers’ creative
process; the second bodkieed without ChaoBy Laura K. Simmons is an exploration

of Sayers’ theological writings. Moreover, therevésy little research on Sayers

® Dorothy L. Sayers to E.V. Rieu, March 12, 19%6g Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945019
A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1997), 132.



elsewhere, and none that aims to understand hérwithin the context of mid-century

Britain.

In this thesis, | examine Sayers' work within toatext of her broader project
and as part of a conversation about secularizatiomd-20th-century Britain. Such
research shows that her translation was not a glpigee of scholarship, as critics
asserted. Rather it was an example of a seriegesftional decisions based on her
understanding of the role of poetry and theololjyve examine Sayers' involvement
within contemporary Anglican debates, and her dashith Anglo-Catholics and
Modernists we can understand why, even at theaf@stcuracy, she worked to make
Dante readable and accessible to her audiencaisgldeDante to forge the path for her
readers to understand why they felt confused asdrerin post-war England and how
poetry could help them understand and definitivelyne what she called the “dislocated
self.” According to Sayers’ vague definition, iagrthe artist who could find the path to
truth, “a rational and existential road to an oedkvision. [The artist] used observation,
experience and imagination to build their creatibh¥his meant that Sayers in her BBC
work as a dramatist was “meant” to link the ratigor@sentation of the Creeds with the
artistic practice and esthetic of re-presentingitiege of the Incarnation. In order to do
this, Sayers deemed it necessary to express tieatrthe Incarnation in historically
appropriate clothing. Her translation had to bpydar and readable rather than academic

so that the truth of the Creeds was easily grasped

" Nancy Tischler, “Artist, Artifact, and Audienceh& Aesthetics and Practice of Dorothy L. SayersAs
Her Whimsey Took Heed. Margaret P. Hannay (Kent: Kent State UnivemBityss, 1979), 155.



The majority of the sources for this paper are prymsources and documents. |
have tried to synthesize what Sayers herself saidsgcondary sources to contextualize
why she expressed herself the way she did. Wat¢mpt to do in my thesis is make
clear the reasons she chose to translate Danteatyyehe did. By choosing the Creeds,
she picked a central and universal tenet of Cangly. By refusing sentimentality, she
appeared non-traditional. By translating Dantaticurately” and in the Engligbrza
rima she was viewed as non-scholarly. But the wholatpafiher undertaking of Dante
was not to be scholarly. She agreed with thecegiti of her detractors that she took a
number of liberties with the text. But it was daragefully and with the intent to make it
readable for anyone with 2 shillings sixpence tersbon Danté&. Dante was the pattern
through which the truth of the Creeds could be n@ear because the reader would be
shown how their separation from God had marreg#reeption and presentation of the
self. Dante was overwhelmed by his sin when heredtéhe Earthly Paradise and met
Beatrice, so too the reader was offered the chemoemic Dante’s discovery and his
pilgrimage. The reader was able to find the “diated will” the name Sayers gave for
the recognition of sin and separation from Godye$s in Virgilian-fashion offered to
lead the reader to discovery. She laid out allilees through her presentation of the
Creeds, through her translation of Dante and hsstence that, in this case poetry was
the vehicle towards finding the re-presentatiothefImage that she felt was innate in

everyman. This was what the critics overlooked thnlis what Sayers accused them of

8 Dorothy L. Sayers to Charles Williams, May 9, 19%Be Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1997), 143.



overlooking when she criticized academic stickferamissing the message of Dante

because it was “in the poetry.”

After framing the context of the fragmentatiorttoé Anglican Church in chapter
1, I turn to the engagement Sayers had with baAtiglo-Catholics and Modernists. In
chapter 2, | explore her creedal Christianity. Tneeds were central to the Christian
intellectualism that Sayers offered as her solufiwrithe problem of the fracturing and
secularization of contemporary England posed byCimarch. For her, the Creeds
represented the universal and immutable trutheitharnation as expressed by the
authoritative Church Fathers. These were the sasfahe Church that could not be
changed. By taking this stance, Sayers was irctdiisagreement with the religious
Modernists. Sayers believed the language of tleed could be changed in order to
facilitate clarification, but the meaning and trisghind them was unchangeable. The
forcefulness with which she adhered to this andadetad strict dogmatic interpretation
also challenged the British Broadcasting Corpora(BBC) and its Religious
Department. The BBC attempted to reach the gseatenber of people in its efforts to
re-Christianize England by being inclusive and fens$ive, which meant a de-emphasis
on dogma. Dogmatism, the BBC believed, alienatetisteners and did not promote
conversion because it was too strict. John R#ithManaging Director of the BBC from

1927-1938, felt that “theological doctrine or dogjwas] not of much practical

° Dorothy L. Sayers to Marjorie Barber, August 4489The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1997), 156.
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significance in the world today® This does not mean to imply that the BBC was géva
or enduringly anti-creedal, for their broadcasi @41 theReligion Behind the Natiowas

a six-month exploration of the Creeds by a numibetesgymen and lay theologians,
Sayers included. But Sayers refuted the wishy-yasture of “BBC religion” and

rather emphasized the importance of strong orthdlmistian belief. She agreed with
the sentiment that “the brand of religion emanatiog the BBC is much more theist
than Christian” and was certainly inarticulate abwbat Christianity meant historically
and contemporarily: She responded to this by explaining and clarifyttee Creeds and
their significance, specifically that of the Incation of Christ, for Christians in her 1940
radio broadcasCreed or Chaost this, there is a clear refusal to submit to doat
vagueness. She was in constant argument with thloséauded her for the creation of a
new theology or a new Church doctrine. She maieththat there was nothing original
about her broadcasts except the words she usesim@&hning and force of the Creeds

had not been altered; the language had merely yesated.

Equally forceful, however, was her refusal to heegangelical missionary or a
sentimental Christian, which | deal with in cha@erBy her own admission, Sayers was

a Christian without spiritual conviction. She ladkan “inner light” and admitted that

19 Kenneth M. WolfeThe Churches and the British Broadcasting Corpamatl922-1956: The Politics of
Broadcasting ReligioiLondon: SCM Press Ltd., 1984), 19.

Ysuzanne Bray, Introduction Tthe Christ of the Creeds & Other Broadcast Messagéise British
People during World War Iy Dorothy L. SayeréWest Sussex: The Dorothy L. Sayers Society, 1957),
12.
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God had never spoken to HérWhile she appreciated Anglo-Catholic liturgical
practices, she could not share their evangeligdat.sfphe admitted she was “not a priest
nor by temperament an evangelist” because shi fedth impossible to love her fellow
man and rather lived in relative kindné&sShe would not follow her fellow Anglo-
Catholics into the slums to set up small churchies$ this had not stopped her from
accepting Christianity as the only reasonable aexgilan for understanding the dislocated
will and confused sense of the self or the awarenébuman sinfulness and the
separation from Gotf. Her rejection of traditional Christian sentimeves non-

traditional and her refusal to blatantly re-Chestze perplexed her contemporaries, such
as C. S. Lewis and John Wren-Lewis (no relatiomhér understanding of Christianity,
there was a gap between, on the one hand, divwedateon and Christian truth
(expressed through authoritative dogma and dogtramel on the other, natural reason.
Because of this gap it was not possible simplyotovince people of the truth of
Christianity. The Creeds were utterly coherent,thair truth was dependent upon
revelation and thus could not be a force for cosieer. This was why she addressed her
work predominantly to “half-hearted Christians” wthiol not want evangelism or Sunday

school but wanted conversation.

For Sayers, a celebrated author and playwrightoahs of art and artistry were

the vehicle that bridged the gap of the awarene#sealislocated self and separation,

2 Dorothy L. Sayers to John Wren-Lewis, Good Friddgrch 1954 The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers
Volume 4: 1951-1957 In The Midst of Liégl. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy L eBay
Society Carole Green Publishing, 2000), 137.

*bid., 136.

4 Dorothy L. Sayers, “The Man of MeriThe Christ of the Creeds & Other Broadcast Messagdise
British People during World War [West Sussex: The Dorothy L. Sayers Society, 1957.),
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linking the revealed truth with human reason. drexe this in the fourth chapter. This
was the place that Sayers offered her Christidreéstas a way of interpreting this inner
confusion that would ultimately lead to God. Bhlésvould not lead you past the point
of her esthetic where spiritual conversion lay.this formation, artistry and beauty
replaced the need for sentiment in faith. Sayamsge than anything, was uncomfortable
with the idea of proselytizing because she was awiher un-orthodox interpretation of
Christianity as non-sentimental. She was ableédouds clearly and with conviction the
authoritatively revealed truths of dogma and Crdestsause they had been vetted by the

experts and were ready for mass consumption.

This understanding of the gap between reasoneaation that was overcome
by poetry and the Christian interpretation of itsweest expressed in Sayers’ mind by
Dante’sDivine Comedy.The secular Virgil led Dante the pilgrim to thHage of faith; to
the understanding of the dislocated will. And #éh¥irgil handed Dante over to Beatrice.
Sayers identified with Virgil. Through the use antérpretation of her Christian esthetic
as it was exemplified by DanteGomedySayers could comfortably remain creedal and
non-sentimental and offer Christianity as a waymderstanding the turbulent political
and cultural chaos. Virgil (read Sayers) led hesdWBBC listeners) to Beatrice (faith
and the fulfillment of the esthetic) without beimgolved in spiritual conversion. Sayers'
translation of th&€€omedyattempted to synthesize the meaning and powdregbboem
while modernizing the language of the work so theduld be better understood by those
who read it. The poetic license Sayers took maddranslation a non-academic text.

She was accused of having ignored the academic¢edtizd surrounded tH@omedy,
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particularly the debate over whether the poem ghbelread as an “allegory of poets” or
an “allegory of theologians.” But her translatican be interpreted as a response to the
academic debate in the same manner of her respmtise problem posed by the
Anglican Church to combat the fragmentation of EstgChristendom and secularization
of society. She took pieces of each argument ambmed them into her own
interpretation. She preserved the form of the pbgmwriting in Englishterza rima. But
the language was changed in order that the meamithghe power of the poem could be
disseminated to the reader so that understandg be achieved. The dislocation of
the will and the confused self which Sayers andchatemporaries believed people,
particularly the young in England, were experieganeeded to be expressed and a
solution needed to be offered. Sayers used Da@taisedyto do so. By making it clear
that this poem could lead to the understanding@ielf through God, Sayers offered the
Divine Comedyas an example that could bridge fag@ between divine revealed truth

and reason that would lead to self-awareness.

A reluctant lay-theologian and an even more rehtohristian apologist,
Dorothy L. Sayers nevertheless introduced a unidjeied of a scholarly movemeat
fontes or return to origins, and Christian modernizati@he based her presentation of
faith on traditional creedal and dogmatic authowtyile applying her own literary
artistry to make Christian orthodoxy engaging agldwant. Framed in a World War I
and post-war context, Sayers offered an equalbitiomal yet innovative way to define

the “dislocated will” and confused sense of thé. sel
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Chapter I. Anglican Anxiety: Anglo-Catholics, Modests and the 1928 Prayer

Book Crisis

In order to better understand Sayers’ work, it lddae helpful to have a brief and
basic knowledge of the theological context in whebtle worked. This in and of itself is
quite an undertaking since the two “denominatiomstten about here, Anglo-
Catholicism and theological Modernism, are rifehaiiiternal controversy and
ambiguity™ Both Anglo-Catholicism and Modernism were refaravements in the
Anglican Church. The Anglican Church, at the timeuld be simplistically split into
three levels: High Church, Middle Church or “reguta of E.” (a nickname for Church
of England) and Low Church, which can then be spid differing degrees of Broad
Church. Anglo-Catholicism was decidedly a High @tuphenomenon “with its statues,
pictures, vestments, confessional boxes, candksstiod so on*®  Modernism, like
other Low and Broad groups, leaned more towardseBtant worship styles and rejected
Catholic influencé” Each group, which experienced increased memipensimbers
between wars, tried to deal with the subsequegtriemtation of Christendom in their
own way. The former by returning to dogma andsaai interest in Christian rite, and
the latter by discarding the orthodoxy of doctramel attempting to synthesize science
and religion through critical scholarship. The I@dic revival of the 18-century Oxford
Movement was a starting point for the Anglo-Catbatiteraction with English Christian

fragmentation. The origins of Modernism can benfbin the 1#-century English

15 In this paper when references are made to Modarriismplies the theological Modernism and not the
literary movement.

16 pickering, 28.

" bid., 34.
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Nonconformity movements spearheaded by those i&eaRd Hooker (1554-1600). The
Modernist movement of the late1@nd early 28 century aligned itself with the
Anglican Broad Church. As the name implies, theds8irChurch allowed for a variety of
theological interpretations and placed a lesserh@asip on ceremony than the High or
Middle Church of England. Though World War | digi@at deal to subdue theological
tensions for Anglo-Catholics and Modernists, moraaitcrisis arose in the first half of
the 20" century for both groups. For Anglo-Catholics ¢higical moment in history for
our purpose was the 1928 Prayer Book Crisis. fibi®only exposed intra-Anglican
conflict, but illuminated the real question of tleéationship between Parliament and
Church®® For Modernists, these moments came primarily gilication of
controversial lectures and books such as Dean Frtéeisa1902 “Natural Christianity”
and Bishop E.W. Barne¥F'he Rise of Christianitgublished in 1947 which, as the
historian A. M. G. Stephenson noted, “depicts E@thyistians as socialists and
pacifists.”? It is interesting to see the broad and varied outor combating de-
Christianization that were fostered under the Asegliumbrella. Anglo-Catholicism was
essentially a return to origins while some felt Modsm tread a fine line between
orthodoxy and heterodoxy. This was illustrated921 when the president of the
Churchmen’s Union (the Modernist organized bodyp A. Major was accused of

heresy by Southwark priest C.E. Douglas for théqanod questioning of miracles, the

18 Robert BeakenCosmo Lang: Archbishop in War and Crigiondon: I.B. Tauris and Co. Ltd., 2012),
151.

19 A. M. G. StephensorRise and Decline of English Modernism: The Hulseectures 1979-8(London:
SPCK, 1984), 168-9.
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empty tomb and the substance of Jesus and Ghrighe ability to have such diverse
denominational norms was indicative of the broadnkat Anglican theology has prided

itself on. But this varied nature created contreyebout religious practice and belief.

Anglo-Catholicism is an inherently ambiguous tempart due to the fact that
there is a great deal of theological flexibilityte Church of England. Indeed, this was
a common criticism of Anglicanism by Anglo-Cathali¢he inability or reluctance of the
Church of England to make clear dogmatic statenféfiecause of the apparent
doctrinal indecision of the Anglican Church, Andgl@atholics were drawn to Roman
Catholicism, which adopted a more rigorous andirgpproach to dogma. Further
confusion came from the unclear distinctions betwthese Anglo-Catholics who wanted
to mimic the Catholic Church or return to the Rom@ld. There were divisions within
the Anglo-Catholic group depending on how muchui@fice Roman practices were
meant to have. There were those who wanted tor&iuRome explicitly. Some wanted
more or less only the ceremony of the Mass anidoghiérs felt Anglicanism should have
remained essentially Cathofit.For the average Anglican the confusion surroumdin
these distinctions were unnervifigAccording to the historian W.S.F. Pickering it

mattered whether one is Amglo-Catholic or an Angldzatholic?*

20 Stephenson, 131.

2 Barry Spurr“Anglo-Catholic in Religion™: T.S. Eliot and Chrignity (Cambridge: The Lutterworth
Press, 2010), 176.

% pickering 15-24.

%3 |bid., 20.

*|bid., 142.



17

The Oxford Movement of the mid to late™€entury and its outgrowth of Anglo-
Catholicism were considered High Church becausgleze more ritualistic and
mimetic stylistically of Catholic and/or Roman Calik liturgy. The Oxford Movement
(or Tractarianism as it was also known) was amgiteand desire to renew interest in
Catholic doctrine and rites in the Anglican Chubettiween 1833 and 184%.This was
brought about after facing internal fragmentatiansed by dissonant Catholic (or High
Anglican tradition), Protestantism and Latitudiaaism, the latter of which would lead
to Broad Church theology and eventually the outdihost English religious Modernism.
The Oxford Movement subsided when the majorityoféaders either converted from
Anglicanism to Roman Catholicism or decided to rienpeart of the Church of England.
Those who remained Anglican laid the groundworkAnglo-Catholicism and the
renewal of dogma in everyday Christiarfity Anglo-Catholicism can then be defined as
a movement to reconcile the Anglican Church t&Cisholic heritage. It also sought to
reinvigorate sacramental elements in liturgy codpigth a reliance in dogma and the
authority of the Church Fathers over all else.ifntistory of Anglo-Catholicism,
Pickering argued that the most prominent charastteiof the Oxford Movement (and its
later incarnation as Anglo-Catholicism) Catholigival was basically interested in
theological matters such as “apostolic succes&sting, the work of the clergy” in an
attempt to reconcile Anglican and Catholic doctfihérhis attempted reconciliation fed

into the Anglo-Catholic desire for the synthesioéed and ritual. They craved the

®Nigel Yates,The Oxford Movement and Anglican ritualisftiondon: The Historical Association, 1983),
21.

%% |bid., 22-3; 36.

2" Pickering, 18.



18

revival of the beauty of the sacrament. Thoughymam Anglo-Catholics were wary
because of the similarity with the Roman Cathadicviee, the Anglo-Catholics were
dedicated to expressing the “truth about God, JE$uist and the Church. Once these
intellectual propositions, enshrined in the creads,accepted,” then the artistry and
liturgy of the church would be a vehicle which exgsed the fundamental truth of

Christianity?®

Another point worth mentioning about the Anglo-@aic church was its social
conscience which was exemplified by its work whike poor in England and its clergy's
success and popularity as “padres” to soldierderfront, during the First World WAT.
The visibility of Anglo-Catholic good works was paff its appeal especially between the
wars. Pickering notes that Anglo-Catholic sociad aultural practices, such as the
moment of silence, public memorials and requiemses particular have been linked
with the Catholic practices of remembering/prayimgthe dead? Its integration into
English culture was underscored by the growth imrch attendanc®. Anglo-Catholic
evangelical spirit and mission works, accordin@itckering, were prominent in the
slums, in “public schools, and amongst down-and-auid those convicted by public

courts”. The Anglo-Catholic model was to “plantfaurch” and it invited non-Christians

2 pickering, 21.

9 |bid., 46-8.

0 bid., 46-8.

31 bid., 57. From 1920 to 1933, Anglo-Catholic atance jumped from 13,000 to 70,000 members.
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into conversation. There was the hope that a woaeti presence of the church would

lead to conversioft

If Anglo-Catholicism was something of a movemadtfonteslogmatically
speaking, then the Modernists as their name impliasla movement that was turned
towards the modern. Modernism, originating fréva 18" century Latitudinarian
movements, has a history equally complex as thAngfo-Catholicism. A. M. G.
Stephenson labeled 1898 as the year of Modernismisling®® The Modern
Churchmen’s Union was formed in that year afteosference in Kensington. At the
conference, there were members of the Anglicang@leho called for an organization
that would unite “the body of churchmen who consedethat dogma is susceptible to
reinterpretation and re-statement, in accordante tve clearer perception of the truth
attained by discovery and reason... [as well ashtivancement of legislation in matters
of doctrine, discipline and dogm&’”1898 also saw the publication of four Modernist
works on theology and the creation of Ripon Hatipege dedicated to teaching
Modernist clergy’”®> The liberal theology of the Modernist's predecessvas called the
“anti-dogmatic principle” by John Henry Newman bétOxford Movement, an apt
description given their emphasis on the organianeatf religion and its ability to evolve

over the importance of static Cre&d.

32 pickering, 68-82.

33 Stephenson, 12.
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In the embryo stages of Modernism (pre-1898) leadech as Frederick Temple
(who would become Archbishop of Canterbury in 1883muel R. Driver, Herbert C.
Ryle, Charles Gore and William Sanday as well &erstargued that Biblical Criticism
had necessitated the belief that Christianity &dactrine could not be immune from
growth and change. By making this assertion Modésnled by Temple, argued at the
1888 Lambeth Conference that “science, in teacBwaution, has not yet asserted
anything that is inconsistent with Revelation, gsl&ve assume that Revelation was
intended not to teach spiritual truth only, but giogl truth too.3” This meant, according
to Temple, that revelation dealt with spiritualrf@tion. It made no pretense or claim on
biological development and therefore science aitld ¥eere not irreconcilable. For the
Modernists traditional orthodoxy had historicalrsfigcance. Because they did not
comment on or apply to knowledge of evolution aiwddgy, the Creeds must only
concern spiritual understanding and not superseédatdic knowledge. The Modernists,
Stephenson pointed out, believed in a God “who edmnly through the evolutionary
process...His Christology was Adoptionist” (meaniingt God “adopted” Jesus to be his
son Christ, thécogosor Word, used the physical body as a temporaryeleasd there
was little room for the miraculous. As such, Modsiswere skeptical about the virgin
birth and the empty tomb. And though there wadmabt in the power of the
Resurrection, modernists debated whether the Regiam was a physical or merely
spiritual evenf® The Modernist was uninterested in ritual, washyiglistrustful of the

Romanist Anglo-Catholic, and was content with t6é2Book of Common Prayer

37 Stephenson, 36.
% Ibid., 7.
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because it allowed for broad interpretation andri@d the idea that “ethic was more

important than doctrine®

And being part of the established church meaodéinists
held high pastoral positions such as Dean of &tl'$?a number were bishops, and even
Archbishop of Canterbury. This was indicative leg tAnglican’s broad theological

outlook which was such a sore spot for High churehmnd Anglo-Catholics.

After 1900 we see the solidifying of Modernist thagyy. This desire for
scientific answers was made abundantly clear imgtlestion of the virgin birth. This
miracle was problematic for Modernists becauseutd not be reconciled with
biological or evolutionary evidence. Even thoulis tvas referred to in the Creed,
Modernists argued it need not be believed literalifey felt it was unnecessary to hold
onto preconceived notions that were not substaatiay modern science. In October
1902, Dean Fremantle caused a riot within the rafiklse Anglican Church with his
lecture “Natural Christianity”. This lecture expaled upon his interpretation of the
virgin birth, which no longer referred to dogma bather relied on science to explain

away the miracle. He wrote:

Supposing however, we think ourselves bound tebelthat the birth [of
Christ] took place without the intervention of timale element, this is a
process well known to biologists, under the namBasthenogenesis, so
well known and occurring so high in the scale @idgy that Darwin said
he could not account for the need of the male edx@giving strength and
energy to the ovum or germ in the female, whicalisady complete in
itself...a Hebrew woman . . . longing with a purel @ivinely inspired
hope that she might be the mother of the Messial, stirred and
quickened by that hope: in other words that thistspl longing and

% Stephenson, 5.
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Divine influence gave the vivifying energy which wd otherwise have
been given by a husband. | think this would gisatsfactory
explanation of the words “Conceived by the Holy &haor do | know of
any other which is possibf8.

Fremantle worked towards a reconciliation betwesense and faith so that the one did
not preclude the other. He took a historical Glaisidea, the virgin birth, and explored

a possibility for its explanation in biological tes, terms unavailable at the time of Christ
and therefore which could only then be explained awiracle.” “Parthenogenesis,” in
layman’s terms, is a type of asexual reproductiat tloes not require fertilization. This
is just one example of the synthesis that Modesnised in order to explain Christian
faith and phenomenon in rational, scientific terrifiese beliefs were disseminated by
theModern Churchmathe voice of the Modernist movement founded by Majdl 911.
This newspaper was for a time the definitive exgicesof the Modernist viewpoint. In

an article inThe Modern Churchmamaking dogma as authority was dismissed because
the historical veracity of the idea it espoused imaguestion. Therefore, the article
stated, “we have to treat our doctrines as theymioadf picture-thinking...the picture for
our own times must be dominated by the evolutiacosiception of the world and life.
That will give us beyond a question a transformédstianity. In the course of our
reevaluation of old beliefs we shall be contentwvigwer affirmations and we shall leave
many questions opeft”” The method and system of Christian thought hamhgéd
fundamentally. Picture-thinking allowed Modersigh ignore the details of traditional

Christianity while still affirming some vague bugsential truth. It was a mode that

“0 Stephenson, 68.
“1J.F. Bethune-Baker, “The reinterpretation of triadial formularies,”The Modern Churchmai(1927),
370.
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allowed doctrine and dogma to be appreciated fair ttistorical importance, and yet still
explained how they could be malleable to curreedse The creeds and doctrine were a
representation of ancient authority and not théaaitly itself. This underlined the

Modernist’s desire to answer questions concretely.

The 1921 Conference at Girton was a very publigletidn of Modernist
theology, and the very public outcry that followselps us understand the major points
of contention. The theme of Girton was “Christ d@imel Creeds” and the lectures covered
topics such as Christology, the Divinity of Chiastd the idea that Jesus was unique
because he perfectly represented the universahnatanature of God in man’s soul.
There are quotations from two of the lectures fitise€ by Major and the second by
Hastings Rashdall, that express the theology thatchystallized for Modernists. Major
asserted: “First let it be clearly realized thatu¥eHimself did not claim to be the Son of
God in aphysicalsense, such as the narratives of the Virgin Biftihm, nor did He
claim to be the Son of God imaetaphysicasense such as is required by the Nicene
theology. He claimed to be God’s Son imaral sense, in the sense in which all human
beings are sons of God?Major claimed that Jesus was not unique becauks of
divinity, but by the token of his perfect naturelaepresentation for which all men
should strive. The miraculous nature has beeredefesus but not his historical
importance. Jesus remained vital to humanity wit@ing mystical. He was the best
that a human could ever hope to be: an exampleegbérfectibility that God originally

planned for mankind. This is reinforced by Rasbhslargument, entitled “Christ as

“2 Stephenson, 116.
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Logos and Son of God” which enumerated: “(1) Jesdsot claim Divinity for Himself.

(2) Jesus was in the fullest sense man. (3) Ihasthodox to suppose that the human soul
of Jesus pre-existed. (4) The Divinity of Chrisedamot necessarily imply the Virgin

Birth or any other miracle. (5) The Divinity of G&irdoes not imply omnisciencé®

Jesus had been stripped of his Divinity. The m@sglurrounding his Incarnation, and the
story of the empty tomb had been questioned. Teed3 were denied to be infallible
and reliable. In this way, Modernists held thatudethe historical person was a great
prophet, and that tHeogoswas applied through the Incarnation to a human who
remained fully human. He was not divine and thaeethe human Jesus did not have

any of the traits of the Logos. He was the pergaetmple of a man, but nothing more.

These antithetical theologies came to a head gldine 1927-28 Prayer Book
Crisis. Diametrically opposed to Modernist thoydhe Anglo-Catholic insistence on
dogma was strong. In his biography of Anglo-Cathakchbishop of Canterbury Cosmo
Gordon Lang (r.1928-1942) Robert Beaken remarkatiduring the 1928 crisis it was
made clearly evident, in contrast with Roman Catieyh and Eastern Orthodoxy where
the basic tenets of the faith were more or lesgassally accepted, that the “Church of
England had come to contain people holding diacedtyi opposite views, especially
where such subjects as the Real Presence and Etictsacrifice were concerned. The
clash over the 1928 Prayer Book, though it focumetiturgy, was actually a tussle for

the identity of the Church of England” The question of dogmatic theology and how to

“3 Stephenson, 117.
*4 Beaken, 237.
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interpret it, or indeed if it was even necessaayne to the forefront during this time. The
attempts to revise the previously used Prayer Bddl662 caused debates about how it
should be written and how sacraments could begreged to name a few. Along with
the obvious tension and discord within the Angli€wurch, the Prayer Book Crisis
made evident the strain between Parliament andaBhsince the House of Commons
had twice failed to the pass the 1927 reviseda@ditiThis truly was a mark of the
Church’s identity crisis as an increasing numbedelfates questioning previously
fundamental church texts arose. An example oftlais the debate inquiring into the
necessity of the 1562 Thirty-Nine Articles to madénglican theology. Though the
main issue was the Eucharist and its interpretatimhthe openness fostered by the 1662
Book of Common Prayer, this was a debate on hadetime a Church that had resisted

static and strict labels.

The two most common Eucharistic interpretationsaweirtualism” and
"receptionism.” According to the former the bread svine were symbolic or virtual
representations of the body and blood of ChristpEasis here was placed on
representation. “Receptionists” on the other Haglteved that while the physical bread
and wine remained bread and wine, the communican&ved the blood and body of
Christ in their heart. A third belief, held incegagly by Anglo-Catholics was the Real
Object Presence of Christ, meaning the bread and,wince consecrated became the
living body and blood of Chridt. This was far too Romanist for more Protestantei®éh

Anglicans; fear over the influence of Rome was hjigihiterwoven with theological and

5 Beaken, 144-5.



26

doctrinal issues. The Modernists believed thasérevisions and distinctions
undermined the openly interpretive nature of the2lBrayer Book. An article ifihe
Modern Churchmanvritten at the time of the crisis entitled “TheiRerpretation of

Traditional Formularies” implored the reader tolimsathat the

mark of the great religion is not its success ifnta@ning the primitive
sense of the numinous... [I]t shows its greatnggtd measure in which it
is able to direct this sense to moral and ratienals, and in its conception
of the numinous at least keep pace with the etlaigdlintellectual
evolution of a progressive race and its civilizatidn this essential and
critical function of a great religion it is bound find its sacred books and
formularies of all kinds an impediment and a dig.

For the Modernists, the Prayer Book Crisis of 1833esented a clear opportunity to
make the Anglican Church less reliant on patrigtaught by removing the assumed
infallible nature of Creed and tradition. Althougimaintained the historical significance
of figures like Jesus and the Church Fathers tisesgresented the opportunity to make
Christianity more amenable to modern critical thatugrhe Church Fathers had
historical, not necessarily theological, significan Modernists maintained basic
Christian doctrine: forgiveness, salvation, etevds the interpretation these ideas related
to the 28-century man that required evolution. Traditioaglculations of doctrine

could not be maintained for sentimental reasonsddmists viewed this sentimental
attachment to archaic ideas and structures asragttal and limiting to the intellectual
view that Christianity could take on the modern korAlthough the Prayer Book Crisis
tension died down after a time, particularly attang, in 1929, urged churches to follow

the 1928 prayer book as though it had been accepitdch settlement could be made, the

46Bethune-Baker, 363.
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problems between movements in the Anglican Churetewnade evident. The Church
of England was in the throes of an identity crisisnptomatic of its theological and

political instability.

The Nonconformists, voiced in this instance by \WrB. Selbie in 1922,
bemoaned the fact that “if the Anglo-Catholic viefachurch traditions and of orders and
of episcopacy is to prevall, it is quite incredibat we shall be able to come to anything
like an agreement:* The Anglo-Catholics made much the same claim atheut
Nonconformists. This internal Anglican discord vegsnptomatic of the reaction to
English Christian fragmentation and secularizatiBecause the opinions in the Anglican
Church about how to confront the de-Christianizatibthe nation were so varied there
was not one clear option presented or followede Ahglo-Catholics linked dogma with
drama, believing that the ritual enhanced the paféne service. As Barry Spurr wrote
of Anglo-Catholic T.S. Eliot “Christianity was thlanly scheme which satisfied [his
intellectual] needs, the only scheme which permittien to unify his life and his art.*®
Yet this mode appeared archaic to some, irrelemamapplicable to a modern and
scientific sensibility. Modernists believed in thieganic nature of Christianity and the
requirement for it to change with the times andatieancements made in science. There
was little reverence for patristic authority ottiean for its historical significance. By
denying the validity of miracles and inserting tiexessity for Biblical scholarship and

criticism found in other disciplines, Modernistett to appeal to the progressively-

*"The Lambeth Joint Report in Church Unity: A Diséoiss(London: Hodder and Stoughton Limited.
1922), 27.
“8 Spurr, 32-33.



28

minded in England. Clearly, the Prayer Book Gridi 1928 brought these fundamental
differences to a head and illustrated the need famifying voice, or set of voices, that
could forge a road between the divisive heritagdefAnglican Church in order to speak
to the people who required a specific and innoesatype of Christian imagination and

intellect.
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Chapter II. “Not Just Verbiage or Mumbo-Jumbo”: &myand the BB

In June of 1940, the Rev. Eric Fenn, of the BBUdr®us Broadcasting
Department, convinced Dorothy L. Sayers to broadoaspopular two-part lecture
series entitledCreed or Chaos? Sayers would work with the Religious Department
again in the early part of 1941 on the programGharch Looks AheadThis program
was aimed at general listeners and military foeres was under the joint control of Fenn
and James Welch, the Director of Religious Broatiltgs Sayers' emphasis on the
essential nature of the Creeds as the expressithre dficarnation would prove
foundational for her creative and educative wdfley aspects of this included explaining
Christian doctrine and rehabilitating dogma. THBtherefore afforded Sayers a means
of exploring and creating an imaginative and thdfugtChristian outlook. This was not
done without difficulty for her or for the BBC iregeral. Debates at the BBC about the
content of religious broadcasts remained a proliterdvelch. The BBC adopted a
strategy of downplaying controversy in order tou®on unity. But such an approach
caused more problems than it solved. For exampeBBC was forced to address
guestions such as: who should be able to broadoaStndays (Catholics? Non-
Conformists? Christian Scientists? Jews? Spirst&lP What type of service should be
broadcast? How would Mass/Eucharist be handled*&\dred when would it broadcast?
(Westminster and St. Paul's had declined and atherches were wary of anything that
would undermine the numbers in their congregat)daominently, the tone of the

broadcasts remained a point of dispute.

9 Bray, 7.
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Sayers' broadcasts were not an exception to tlis$he and the BBC had a
tense, and at times unpleasant, relationshiphdéheart of these differing opinions was
the question as to how best reach listeners anaigentpem in thoughtful and intellectual
Christian debate. An example of this tension waemMiss May Jenkins, a secretary
for the Children’s Hour Department was allegedlyffensive in her remarks about the
language used to present the life of Christ thge&aaccused Jenkins of “impertinence,
tactlessness and literary ignoranc®."This problem was eventually resolved but it
illustrated the struggle that Sayers had in defaptier portrayal of Christianity within
the context of the inclusive and less offensivedset of the BBC. In this way, she was
in direct contrast to religious Modernists whoelithe BBC, believed that Christianity
needed to be less dogmatic and more doctrinabytile. The BBC, while certainly not a
part of the Non-Conformist or Modernist camp, ltkem deemphasized dogma in a way
that made Sayers uncomfortable. In contrast, &ye& the Creeds and doctrine of the
Church were themselves the means for a reneweyl uRiterefore, the Creeds became
the most effective means of explaining the imparégaand enduring relevance of
Christianity. While both the BBC and Sayers airteedvercome the fragmentation of

the Anglican Church their strategies could not ha&en more opposed.

The war brought Christianity to the front and cemteBritish culture, and Sayers

hoped that this could be used to the Church’s adgan In September 1939 she wrote:

I don’t think it's going to be enough merely to kate Christian flag
flying...In a sense Christianity is in a good piosit..the people who have

0 Barbara Reynolds, eihe Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2: 193731@#m novelist to
playwright(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997), 215.
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been busy for the last fifty years secularisingrgieng are now
thoroughly frightened by the results...

But | do think it is necessary to bring a statenwr€hristian doctrine into
some sort of relation with reality. A lot of theoek phraseology has
become meaningless, so that people not merely &nai what it means,
but are unaware that it ever had any meariing.

There was a push to make Christianity relevanthrapful in times of crisis. Welch
wanted a broad policy at the BBC: we “must notydming the teaching of the church to
bear on critical social and national questionmust reaffirm the centrality of the
Christian faith for the survival of Christian ciizihtion.”®® At the very least the option of
Christian critical thought and its historical impamce should be made clear. This was
done to appeal to the churched, the un-churchebthemtired of church. The anxiety of
the Blitz, threats of invasion and news of Hitléfioeded the BBC an opportunity to be
integrated into the psyche of the public in a wegt had not been the case for a long
time. The BBC gave Sayers a platform to make tlee@s accessible and offered this as
a relevant piece of faith. Therefore, Welch arglddvisors agreed it “was all to the good
that...Sunday in broadcasting should be signifigatifferent [than before the war] and
‘restore depth to life.”®® This would be accomplished by promoting a serieasling of
Christianity and theology. The problems that reradiwere how to best accomplish this.

It is out of this legacy of discord that Sayer®enlal stance was born and made firm.

*Dorothy L. Sayers to Dr. J. H. Oldham, Septemberl®39,The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2:
1937-1943 From novelist to playwriglet. Barbara Reynolds (New York: St. Martin's Prd€97), 133.
52
Wolfe, 205.
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In an attempt to unify and clarify Christianity,y®&as forced herself into the
unusual and uncomfortable position of being a mpiette for the BBC and its version of
Christianity. Time and again she argued agairsgréiens that she was a missionary or
evangelist or apologist. Yet Sayers created fosdiba strange missionary middle
ground by proclaiming the universal authority c threeds. She categorically denied
that Christians could reject the universally acedptature of the Creeds. For her, they
were authoritative and unassailable. In her mimdioubt the Creeds as enduring and
authoritative opinion of both Church Fathers arel@hurch itself was, quite simply,
heretical®® The emphasis on the Incarnation, its fundaméntialence on the
imagination and significance to the modern psydrengated her entire body of

Christian works.

There was a dynamic tension within the Christidaliectual ideal that attempted
to synthesize modern problems with theological answ Sayers and the BBC were
aware of this tension. The BBC wanted to re-eduaatere-Christianize but in a way that
downplayed controversy. Their motivation was iea8ive unity. Sayers was more
invested in explaining the traditional principldsGhristianity, whether they offended
anyone or not. In this sense, Sayers’ traditiclogima was new and confrontational
because she presented the Creeds as unassailditkeeananner of her presentation was
innovative. Because of her aggressive positiogefSawas forced to confront the tension

caused by creedal discourse. She attempted tte@eanchor for Christian intellectual

% One of her favorite pastimes it seems was to camplbout all the Arian heretics not only in Englan
but at the BBC and in the clergy.
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understanding by providing an intellectually rigascaccount of the foundation of
Christian faith. And yet at the same time, she iasthsilent on highly contentious
doctrines such as the interpretation of the Eushafio reach the radio audience, Sayers

used simple and engaging language to achieve nllsrstanding.

Angus Calder raised an interesting point in hiskobloe People’s Wawhen he
indicated that during the Blitz, people showeddariity with others in their city or town,
but not so much with those in the country as a @hdlheir identity was localized to
Plymouth or London or Bristol, rather than BritaiBach town or city that fell victim to
Germany’s raids regarded their city as the ongvbist of all and guarded that title
vigorously. This emphasis on local, rather thamoma identity and courage, went so far
that during the Merseyside’s “May Week” in 1941 @an “raiders wreaked havoc in...
Liverpool and the neighbouring boroughs of BodBekenhead and Wallasey.” Yet fire
departments in Bootle would not join forces witbgh in Liverpool and as a result 90
percent of all houses were damaged and only oneeater survived the bombing that
lasted eight day¥. This relative lack of unity was precisely thetsaf thing that the
BBC and by extension Sayers worked against. Theohighs an example of municipal
rather than religious disunity, it is emblematidtod culture of fragmentation that the
BBC felt called to combat. By choosing the Cre&isjers specifically and the BBC
more generally hoped to choose something that wagnrsally accepted by “the Church”

as a theme to unify a scattered nation. Sayeaslglstated that when she spoke of “the

%5 Angus CalderThe People’s War: Britain 1939-194Blew York: Random House, 1969), 210-17.
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Church” she referred to those who accept the Cragdsuniversal statement of authority

and faith®®

Sayers presented the initial wartime broadcastchvivas the first half of her two
part serieCreed or Chaos®entitled “The Christ of the Creeds,” on Sunday Asigl1,
1940 A little over two months before this broadcast Bvacuation of Dunkirk had
occurred from May 26 to June 2, 1940. It was vieagdboth a miracle that the men had
been safely brought home and a humiliating faithet a retreat of this magnitude was
required>® On May 17 Brussels fell and on June 22 Franasesigin Armistice with
Germany’? On July 10 the Battle of Britain began, and oly 19 Hitler announced his
Directive No. 16 which declared that “As Englandspite of the hopelessness of her
military position, has so far shown herself unwijito come to any compromise, |
[Hitler] have decided to begin to prepare for, #ntkcessary to carry out, an invasion of
England.”® Things in England were indeed dire and appeaopeless. In her personal
letters throughout the war, Sayers did not commegtensively on current affairs, though
she does make some scattered and rather satmt@isaistic comments about Hitler,
“doodle-bugs” (the nickname for the German V-1) goabr Goebbels and Goering and

Co.” being so overwhelmed by English fortitude ttinty had to redo all their 1939 anti-

%8 Dorothy L. Sayers, “The Christ of the Creeds, The Christ of the Creeds & Other Broadcast Messages
to the British People during World War(West Sussex: The Dorothy L. Sayers Society, 198[7),
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British propagand& These were her personal thoughts. Her publicsmere much
less acerbic and more factual and impersonal tlas clear that her attempt to provide
a definitive account of the Creeds responded tegesanentality and to the fraying of
national and religious unity that this entailedthe introductory episode she outlined
what the series would encompass. She also to@kttracquaint her listeners with some
terms that had become so commonplace that theinimgaas misunderstood or
completely lost. She explained her usage of tiregédogma” and “creed.” These two
concepts were fundamental to the understandiniggo€hurch, and by extension the
understanding of Christian intellectualism. Sheémated that “dogma” had become a
negative word, and that “creed” had fallen outasftfion because it represented that

which was either irrelevant or incomprehensiblén®ordinary person.

While Sayers might have agreed with the BBC's roissif “Christian Simplicity”
with regard to its programs, she could not endtrsenotion that Christianity lacked
depth. Sayers portrayed Christianity as a logibaice which could stand the test of
criticism and debat® Sayers’ understanding of Christianity negateddea that it was
all sentiment. Thus a return to the Church Fathearticularly for Sayers, encouraged
the idea that Christianity was intellectually aled dynamic. This is illustrated by an
exchange of letters and articles in the jouiiited Spectatotbetween Dr. William
Boothby Selbie (a Modernist) and Sayers. Selbtevinditen an article entitled “The

Army and the Churches” in which he had stated ‘tiinat rise of the new dogmatism,

1 Dorothy L. Sayers to John Fleming July 23, 198% Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2: 1937-
1943 From novelist to playwrightd. Barbara Reynolds (New York: St. Martin's Prd€97), 131.
%2 Wolfe, 203.
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whether in its Calvinist or Thomist form, constésata fresh and serious threat to
Christian unity. The tragedy is that all this, lem&r interesting to theologians, is
hopelessly irrelevant in the life and thought af #verage marf® Selbie argued that
Christian theology and Creed were static and tbheeafould not foster the relevance or
practical application of Christianity to criticdldught that the times required; traditional
dogma refused to change with the tifiesSayers reacted to the attack on the word
“dogma” and rejected the claim that the average wasuninspired by and uninterested

in religious or theological matters.

In particular, Selbie’s charge that theology wagg#lessly irrelevant” for the
average Englishman would be in direct contrast withideals upon which Sayers based

her Christian understanding. Selbie respondedy@IS’ criticism by claiming,

In theology a dogma is a religious opinion formalhd authoritatively
stated. Miss Sayers...[restates] some of the tdmifundamentals in a
very interesting way and in terms more adaptedutodn needs than those
of the ancient creeds. In other words, she elabstzer own system of
Christian teaching or doctrine. This is what shikdves and how she
believes it. Doubtless she would like others tiele it too, and to accept
her statement of it, and she has every right teafd

Selbie's interpretation stands in direct contraaiicto Sayers' explicit purpose in the
broadcasts. In her opening lecture entitled “Thestlof the Creeds”, broadcast roughly
one month after her interaction with Selbie, sheglieitly stated that she was not creating

a new dogma, doctrine or theology. She began

83 Barbara Reynolds, efihe Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2: 193731 m novelist to
playwright (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997), 169.

% Wwilliam Boothby Selbie “The Army and the Churchéxstp://archive.spectator.co.uk/article/2nd-
february-1940/12/the-army-and-the-churches.

% Barbara Reynolds, efihe Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2: 193731@#m novelist to
playwright(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997),169.
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In the title of this talk | will ask you particulgrto notice the words: of the
creeds. | am not going to offer you any brand-tigsology of my own,
nor yet any revolutionary theories belonging to tikaalled “modern
thought”. 1 only want to remind you of something Wwave been familiar
with for so long that we are apt to lose sighttphamely what the
universal Church thinks, and has always thougldua@hrist, and has set
down in those formal statements known as the Cre&tige Church®®

Sayers’ presentation was revolutionary becausastso traditional. Sayers made it clear
that, unlike Modernism, she was not creating a wawy of interpreting the Creeds by
making them dependent on scientific advancemehe r&her updated the language to
make the text comprehensible. She aimed to usdnéteric of reform by returning to
conservative origins. Selbie intimated that beealsgma was an opinion, it was flexible
no matter how historically authoritative the person thoughts or ideas behind it. This
trend to deny creedal authority (more often thaty inadhe eyes of Sayers, without the
author understanding exactly what they were denaghcorresponded to the fear that
the creeds somehow undermined solid doctrine. eleidBelbie went so far as to say this
in his second article ifhe Spectator-He argued that “Doctrine is a Latin word, the root
meaning of which is simply teaching, or that whigtaught. Christian doctrine,
therefore, is just Christian truth, that whichasght about the Christian facts. Dogma,
on the other hand, is a Greek word, the root megoinvhich is opinion.®” Selbie
equated doctrine with truth and dogma with somegless than reliable or believable.
For Selbie the Modernist, the doctrine/dogma desiam fit into his broader theory. The

doctrine of salvation held firm. The dogma of gieysical resurrection was questionable.

% Sayers, “The Christ of the Creeds,” 31, her emighas
87 Barbara Reynolds, efihe Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2: 193731@#m novelist to
playwright(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997),169.
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For Sayers, however, the two could not be sepataeduse both represented ancient

Christian authority and scholarship.

Sayers had a very high opinion of the Church’sheeys. These teachings
deserved respect because of the study that hadigforteanslating and understanding
God’'s word. She wrote that “we must not imagireg the ‘Higher Criticism’ was first
invented in the nineteenth century; it was quitaifiar to the early Christian authorities
who lived close to the events®®Her broadcasts presented the Creeds in a logical
progression, explicating them line by line. Bystmethod she explained not only how
and why one line followed the other but also whgy @reeds remained fundamental to
contemporary Christianity. The Incarnation wasdying doctrine because it was not,
like baptism or the Eucharist, open to nuancedpnétation according to Sayers. For her
it was one thing or nothing; dogma did not changkbe method for articulating the
Creeds could change with the times, the languagle dee updated, but to her the

meaning of the Creeds was immovable.

If Christ was only a man, however noble or amiatiien there is no
particular reason for believing what He said omigyto do as he did, than
for believing or imitating...Adolf Hitler. ...It ismportant, then, that Jesus
should be truly God. But if He is so exclusivelgd3hat He was never in
any real sense an ordinary human being with huim@tations like our
own, then it is clearly meaningless for us to tngd dollow His steps. The
conditions that influence us would simply not apgyHim in any way.
The whole story of His suffering and death, fotamge, would become
completely unreal. His body would not be a gendiogy, but only a sort
of pretence body... incapable of death or Bain.

% Sayers, “The Christ of the Creeds,” 32.
% bid., 33.
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The question Sayers asked was if it mattered, drelwar mattered, if Christ was God or
not. She set up her argument and her answer th@pgogressive logic: if Christ was
just a man then he was a very good man, but no ordess worthy than anyone else. If
Jesus was just a man then believing in him was or@ ogical than following Hitler, in
her example. This was a very extreme statemerit lrtalled those people who had
indeed followed Hitler with the same religiosityfanaticism as some who followed
Christ. Belief in Christ was, however, differentyce it was based on the recognition of
his divinity. This kind of radical statement wouldve, at the very least, made listeners
sit up and take notice. The choice for most BBtehers was not to choose between
Christ and Hitler. But for Sayers both figures feadiuring relevance to the
contemporary situation. Christ was the embodinoétite Christian ideal whereas Hitler
illustrated a society that had rejected Christiaaind was devoid of the ethics that
defined a civilized nation. Therefore, the cortttzetween the two figures made the
reality or significance of Christ’s crucifixion ate more relevarf If Christ was only
human his sacrifice was noble, but pointless siihcarried no salvific authority.
Likewise if Christ was fully God and did not shameour humanity, then our lives and
suffering were irrelevant to him. If he was onlgdsthen his death would not have
grasped the full totality of sin or pain or death its roots, her argument led to the

requirement that Christ be both human and divinelse a fraud. This is the simple

" Dorothy L. Sayers to Val Gielgud, September 2221Fhe Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2:
1937-1943 From novelist to playwrigletl. Barbara Reynolds, (New York: St. Martin’s Prd€97), 371.
The Christ’s death would become more tangible #i2l®hen as Sayers wrote: “According to the news,
Hitler has recently chosen to crucify fifty peopleJugo-Slavia, or at any rate string them up akest,
which is much the same thing. So we haven't gof fa&r in close on 2000 years. And it's just adlwe
people should know that Christianity deals witht tkiad of thing, and not with merely deprecating th
pleasanter sins and urging people to go to church.”
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language that she used which made these broadcagtgpular because they could be
clearly understood. She broke down the barrieasgaid the subtleties of Christian
dogma could only be understood through theologioal technical nuance. She rather
attributed the inability to understand the dynamature of Christ to a failure of the
imagination. The lack or failure of imagination fdayers clouded the ability to see the
self as it related to God. It magnified the idisaparation caused by original sin. Thus
Christ’s death and resurrection works to reinda@eimagination and our ability to
understand faith and the self. There was a heaphasis on making the common man
aware of his ability to understand and to find valece in previously ponderous theology.
Obviously not all Christian intellectual works wegreesented in the simple language of
Sayers, but as a whole the idea behind the broedweas simplicity without being
simple-minded. Sayers admitted that the Incarnatias a difficult assertion to grasp:
Jesus as both fully human and fully divine. Shs aaare of the complexity, but like her
Christian contemporaries (Welch, Fenn, T.S. EbotC.S. Lewis), she did not see that as
an excuse for lay ignorance. She emphasizedhbathurch’s Creed “has certain
important consequences for human life. For omaplies that religion is concerned...
with what happens here and now in this world; taacerned with society, as well as the
individual soul. It is active, positive and creati a Christian’s business is not just to sit
about being good, but to go about doing goGdThe Creed affirmed, according to

Sayers, that God’s participation in human histas/the Word Incarnate, anchors His

"L Sayers, “The Christ of the Creeds,” 34.
21bid., 37, her emphasis.
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interest in human welfare. Sayers’ broadcastg@dfa way to interpret current affairs by

exploring God’s participation in history.

These themes can be seen in another of Sayersidasia, this time for the
BBC'’s series th&€hurch Looks Aheadhich focused specifically on the Creeds. This
broadcast was a response to the Malvern Confedaoeary 1941), organized by
Archbishop of York William Templé® Sayers’ contribution to this series was entitled
The Religion Behind the Nati@onsisting of six 10-minute broadcasts that focused
the second member of the Trinity: God the Son.e&agurposefully emphasized the
titled “God the Son” instead of the “Son of God Har broadcasts so that there would be
no “confusion often associated with the term SoGoél which tended ‘to suggest that
the second person of the Trinity” was simply Jeshe humar? Just as he€reed or
Chaos?broadcasts were aired in times of great politica eultural turmoil, thdReligion
Behind the Nationsvas broadcast in an equally unsettling time. Ddmr 1940 saw the
successful assault by joint British and Dominiayops under the leadership of General
Wavell against Italian forces in Egypt and an adesment of 500 miles. May 31, 1941
marked the beginning of imported food supplied byekica as part of the Lend-Lease
Act which contributed to “one-fifteenth of all foadriving in [Britain] in 1941.% That
year also marked an intensified German U-boat éS¢he Battle of the Atlantic) and

continued air assaults by the Luftwaffe upon Bfjstee Mersey and the Clydé.

3 Bray, 8-10.
1bid., 12.

s Calder, 231.
% Ibid., 231.
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Sayers was explicit when she invited her listet@tsnderstand the Christian
intellectual perspective. Take for example her sddoroadcast iThe Religion of the
Nationseries entitled “Lord of all Worlds,” aired Jun®, 1941, which detailed the subtle
difference betweehomoiousiosdf like substance) andomoousiosdf one substance).
Sayers did not come up with an original idea allo@tChristian faith. She did not
reopen the debate nor did she give any new undelisgor interpretation of the
guestion of the essence or substance of ChrisGad She is merely reiterating the
well-known creedal statement that had become suteneisting and misunderstood that
the power behind it, in her mind, had all but vaei$. The context of the war provided a
new reason for her careful wording. We have alyess#n her force the decision, at least
abstractly, between choosing Christ or Hitler. tHa broadcast below she presented the
contrast between the contemporary attempts atidgibnd mythologizing Hitler and in
her mind, the true divinity of Christ. Christ wast a demi-god, as Hitler at times was

portrayed. According to the Creeds, Christ was aod.

He is “God of God, Light of Light, very (that isu&) God of True God”.
The Creed from which these words are taken wasrdawat Nicaea in
the year 325, and its special object was to clearyaall possible
misunderstanding about this part of the Christiaithi=.. The Son is not
made... He is God of God—springing or arising duod, true God of
true God—not a demi-god or a myth. Finally, sd thare shall be no
possible mistake about it, we get the famous phréseh rent
Christendom asunder before it was generally acdefiteing of one
substance with the Father”.

“Of one substance”—not merely “of like substancéi.the original
Greek in which the Nicene Creed was written theieetween those two
phrases the difference of only one letter—the Gtegé&riota, the little
letter “i”... But the quarrel about that “i” was h@s shallow-minded
people like to pretend, a foolish squabble amorapts about a
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technicality. On the absence or presence of thiéére hung the whole
difference between God and man, between Heaveeratial Men fought
and bled for those words;

In this she offered an understanding of the unalgracknowledged faith of the Church.
This explanation was similar to her earlier comgami between Christ and Hitler in that
understanding the subtle theological differencemhaaderstanding the difference
between following Hitler and following Christ. Tlaegument was nuanced but the
consequences were clear. To bemd substanceras hugely different than being ldée
substance In the homoousios and homoiousios debate Saygued that this apparently
small point of divine essence has the entiretylmistianity resting upon the fulcrum of
theiota. If God and Christ were the same, the Crucifixdddesus was in fact that death
of God. If Christ was similar to buibtreally God then Christ coming to Earth in human
form would be a mimetic creation instead of thefgurincarnation. If this were the
theology, Sayers argued, then we are back t€hezd or Chaosargument and there
would be no reason to follow Christ over Hitlerhrit would be just another creation.
But because Christ is homoousios, that is of theessubstance, then once again the
crucifixion and resurrection becomes meaningful saigific. Christ had to be, in
Sayers’ argument, fully human and fully divine tlé same substance as the Father, in

order to be worth anything or mean anything for-teein England.

The third broadcast in the second part of the séfibe Man of Men” aired on
June 22, 1941 expanded upon the perfection ofntermation and its necessity for

Christians. Sayers described the awareness ofshieatalled the “dislocated will” as

" Dorothy L. Sayers, “Lord of All Worlds,” inThe Christ of the Creeds & Other Broadcast Messages
the British People during World War (West Sussex: The Dorothy L. Sayers Society, 2088),
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man being consciously and willfully good or badAntl when he is bad, he knows all the
time that he doesn’t really want to be like th@ihere is, as modern psychologists
recognise, a kind of inner dislocation in his Wiff. The Incarnation according to Sayers
re-forged the link that was broken after the Fékriginal Sin dislocated the human will
and separated man from God. Because of the renawackness, Sayers’ listener could
try to understand this discomfort within a Christ@ontext because the Creeds offered a
formula for interpretation. The Incarnation wasgie, but also enormously complex.
When she spoke of Christ coming down as Jesusysite that He did not depart the
sphere of Heaven as a mode of existence, but thatétely entered another mode as
man’® In the example Sayers gave there are two modesnind and the paper. Both
used different means or modes of expressions bytwere intrinsically the same
because they expressed the same essence. Tlandlehwat ended up on the paper have
different presentations (paper is tangible whileught is not) but the meaning embodied
in both was the same. Perhaps more critical t@iSayas the question whether her
listeners understood the implications of this depaxploring the theme of the

Incarnation and what that meant for the true natfi€hrist’'s sacrifice.

The fourth broadcast “The Death of God” (June Z81) was important because
it gave the historical context of Christ’'s deatht b was also an indictment against man
for his hand in the death of God. This confirmiee inhumanity of man, which was

easily recognized against the backdrop of the tvaoldWVars. This broadcast

8 Dorothy L. Sayers, “The Man of Merg7.
 bid., 58.
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emphasized the physical and the flesh of God #lapéin, fear, and abandonment. He
felt death. These are all essential aspects &lnibarnation. Sayers expounded upon
the emotions of Christ to illustrate the idea tinain can relate to God and to make clear

that He empathizes with human weakness. She wWrate

God suffered and God died: that is the godward aidke crucifixion.

But there is also the manward side. Because Jessisruly man, it is
possible for all men, through His experience, towmpain and suffering
and evil as He knows them...When God passed thrdwgggrave and gate
of death, He took all human nature with Him. Slodrtlestroying
humanity, God could not abolish human sin and é&ut;by passing
though the universe, He could redeem evil — thadéscould make it good
— for Himself and for all mankin®.

This was the crux of the Incarnation because ittvasnd result and its purpose.
Because of the Incarnation and the Resurrecti@netivas salvation. Though there was
great evil at play during World War |l, Sayers oéfé the pattern of redemption through

suffering to her listeners.

Sayers’ BBC broadcasts came at a time which GeOrgell called “a
civilization in which children grow up with an imtiate knowledge of magnetos and
complete ignorance of the Bibl&' It was the aim of the BBC to take the initiatine
finding not only an “acceptable and common cor€lofistian tradition” but also to
“enlarge the knowledge of Christianity and Christiasight among the vast mass of the
listening public,” regardless of their backgrodfidwelch specifically wanted

Christianity to challenge church and nation intllly and spiritually and felt that this

8 Dorothy L. Sayers, “The Death of God,”Tine Christ of the Creeds & Other Broadcast Messagése
British People during World War [West Sussex: The Dorothy L. Sayers Society, 20688B3.
81
Calder, 29.
8 wolfe, 17.
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could be best accomplished by the recovery of tiseanception that the Bible was only
“good literature” facilitated by new and dynamiarislation$® People were asking for
clear guidance on religious matt&tsin response, the BBC provided radio broadcasts
that spoke with simple eloguence regarding Chrgtiaths. Christianity, it was
believed, had been divorced from contemporary ssmel as a result had either been
made redundant or irrelevant. This was exemplifiet©941 with radio quiz shows like
The Brains Trusé secular show “with the purpose of providing lyaassimilated
knowledge and information” by well-known figures evprovided wit while lacking
thoughtfulnes§® Part of the problem witfihe Brains Trustvas that for the short time it
was allowed to speak about religion it treatediihv sense of off-hand triviality. This
was emphasized by the voicesIdie Brains Truslike Aldous Huxley who were more
than a little hostile to religion according to Sesyand it was exacerbated by the show's
structure, because there was not enough timeed|édt a full and thoughtful answer to
be given®® World War Il afforded the BBC and its participsmt vehicle for bringing
Christianity to the forefront of the cultural woitécause it offered hope and comfort as
well as intellectual stimulation and rigor. It eféd a way to interpret contemporary
events that was not so bleak. Sayers is knowhdbimpersonal and emotionless
personality. In her letters she rarely commeniegttly on current events but indirectly
and sarcastically. Yet she was not immune to taetfeat World War 1l brought and in a

rare moment we see in her the evidence of the tigteChrist’s Incarnation brought and

83 Wolfe, 146.
84 |bid. 205.
8 |bid., 206.
8 |bid., 206.
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upon which she expounded in her broadcasts. ldttea to her son, written in June 1940

(right before the Battle of Britain began) Sayerste:.

Do not be troubled because you are afraid of bafrajd. Everybody
feels like that... Do what is asked for — thatligheat matters.

Look now at the history you used to find so difficuEngland is back now
in the centre stream of her tradition — she is wistre was in 1588 and in
1815. Spain held all Europe, France held all Eeiydipey broke
themselves upon England; we have got to see thaaime thing happens
to Germany... If we can stick it out then, as tlson of Christ said to St.
Julian of Norwich: “All shall be well..#

While this tenderness does not necessarily shavugjtirin the broadcasts, the hope that
Sayers put in the Christ of the Creeds is evid&atyers was a good representative for the
larger Christian intellectual movement preciselgdaese she clarified traditional dogma.
The invitation for others to be aware of the pafigjiof conversation was evident. For
Sayers, the Church and theology were not relitkepast but rather “the custodian[s]
and transmitter[s] of the poetry by which men arainen popularly construed and
expressed the non-material character of their patssind corporate destiny and material
character.®® It was the hope of Christian intellectuals tacafate just how meaningful

an understanding of doctrine and dogma could b&afonen. This was not just because
religion played an important role in the historytsfgland, but because it expressed what
Sayers called the “inner dislocation of the souBdyers defined this inner dislocation as
the awareness of not only original sin but moredkierawareness of separation from

God it caused. The wartime radio broadcasts amdgltft in the radio/church/listener

8" Dorothy L. Sayers to John Fleming, June 23, 194@, Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 2: 1937-
1943 From novelist to playwrightd. Barbara Reynolds, (New York: St. Martin's Prd€97), 168.
% Wolfe, 158.
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mentality, from a mild exhortation from the “Radt@arson” to a dynamic emphasis on
engaging education and lay participation was meaimicite debate and deeper
understanding. This understanding provided a mehegpressing and interpreting these

intellectual and emotional thoughts critically aartistically.
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Chapter IIl. Intellect and Imagination: Sayers &®8. Lewis

The question naturally arises when speaking oé&agf how can one so invested
in the importance and relevance of the Christiaee@s be so fundamentallyinterested
in the evangelical aspect of the Christian faifltne answers to this problem can be found
in two areas. First, Sayers by her own admissias unable to see the Christian faith as
anything more than an intellectual and creativeeeiepce. In one of the many letters
written between Sayers and C.S. Lewis she wrote ‘tihe chief point is that | do not
possess anything which | should care to dignifgHeyname of ‘my faith’. All spiritual
experience is a closed book to me in that respleavé been tone-deaf from birth. All
the apparatus | have by which to apprehend anytiad is intellect and imaginatioff>
For Sayers faith was based in knowledge and assheehad completely rejected the use
of sentiment and emotion for gleaning spirituatieu Dogma and the authority of the
Church had so effectively laid out the Christianskility that for Sayers there was no
ground more solid than Creed, dogma and doctipassive Jesus who was “sadly put
upon by the management” played no part in her aiith neither did it play a role in the
way she explained Christianit§. Second, the people for whom Sayers wrote were the
“educated near-Christians or wooly Christians.” §&genembers of her audience had

experienced their moment of conversion (which shéddc:cnot facilitate) and were trying

8 Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 5, 19%6e Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 19453195
A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds, (Cambridge: Carole Greenighiing, 1997), 255.
90
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to situate themselves within the greater Chrisiiamework® Sayers did not have to
emotively evangelize to the people she imagindaeasudience because they did not
require sentiment or emotion. They required salidwers and a strict format to follow.
At least initially, she was invested in helping pkostraighten out their confused faith,
but not necessarily helping them find that faith.this way, she found herself profoundly
at odds with Christians like C.S. Lewis, who ainmed at the churched who were trying
to “reconnect with their faith, but [at] the un-e¢bbed, who need[ed] to have their eyes
opened to the rational and imaginative potentidaih.”> Though Sayers and Lewis’
paths to faith could not have been more differbaytessentially had the same goals
regarding re-Christianization. Both aimed to braigput an intellectual and rational
understanding of Christianity. Both saw the Inedion as essential to their faith and
their methods of presentation. And both were ¢yeatiuenced by G.K. Chesterton, all
three finding the only satisfactory answer to argata constructed around Christianity
and theology in the Creed$.However, Sayers’ and Lewis’ arguments and ttath$
differed greatly and in this Lewis, as well as lgeinfellow BBC Religious Department

Broadcaster, was a convenient foil to Sayers. Wkayers saw solid ground in dogma,

I Dorothy L. Sayers to John Wren-Lewis, Good Friddgrch 1954 The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers
Volume 4: 1951-1957 In The Midst of Liégl. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Carole Green shibl,
2000), 144.

92 Alister E. McGrathThe Intellectual World of C.S. Lew{8Yest Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2014), 133.
% P.H. Brazier, “God . . . Or A Bad, Or Mad, Mart:S. Lewis’s Argument for Christ — A Systematic
Theological, Historical and Philosophical AnalysfsAut Deus Aut Malus Horio(Wimbledon: The
Heythrop Journal, 2014), 16.
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Lewis saw truth in the “Christian myth.” Where 8aysaw “self-evident” fact Lewis

saw “nothing but doubts**

Where Sayers relied solely on the Creeds and dectriewis used them as a
foundation for his arguments, but not the solafjaation for a rational faith. The
medieval argument @&fut Deus aut malus hongeither God or bad man) was central to
Lewis’ exploration of rational fait?> This argument played on human emotion by
postulating the possibility of Christ being eviliosane. And while Lewis certainly
expounded upon creedal authority, he used the angtsnthat found their justification in
the Creeds, rather than the Creeds themselvesdraladack however, in Sayers’ mind
was that Lewis’ arguments elicited a sentimentdl @motionally charged response.
Because reason could not bring one to religious teentiment was a necessary
supplement. But because Sayers rejected sentimgasiimpossible for her to lead non-
Christians to embrace her explanation of faithwilsehad not run into this problem of the
gap because his evangelism placed doctrine asdagoto the emotionally-charged
nature of the “true myth.” Lewis’ “religious appgg¢stemmed from] his emphasis on
Christian basics, and his eschewing of denominatipalitics [coupled with] his
remarkable ability to communicate orthodox theatagideas in culturally accessible
terms.®® By this definition, Sayers and Lewis abstractiyltihe same method of re-
Christianization. In reality, Sayers and Lewisgamted a two-step approach to

evangelism, Lewis being the first and Sayers tlcerse (though it was never so neatly

° Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 8, 19%6e Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 19453195
A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds, (Cambridge: Carole Greenighiing, 1997), 258.
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put into action). Lewis evangelized to those whd httle to no real conception of
Christianity. Sayers spoke to those who wantedgtheture of dogma. Lewis spoke to
those who didn’t know they were missing Christ &ledause of this he was able to avoid
the “gap problem” that Sayers created. As sudretivere three prominent differences
in how Lewis and Sayers presented Christianitystias the opposition between

Lewis’ “Myth as Fact” and Sayers’ “solidity of dogthstructure. Second was the type
of audience to whom Lewis and Sayers spoke. Finalyis’ “Proving Christ” argument
(referred to by its more technical naa# Deus aut malus homoontrasted with Sayers’
defining Christ through the Creeds. Lewis’ oridinae of sentiment made the gap
practically nonexistent. There was still the vb&tween human reason and divine truth

but Lewis’ arguments incorporated the natural eomati response that Sayers denied.

The use of the term “myth” is somewhat confusingwit is applied to Lewis’
understanding of Christianity and requires a cerdnount of clarification. A myth for
Lewis was “a story which evoked awe, enchantmedtiaspiration, and which conveys
or embodies an imaginative expression of the deéepesaning of life — meanings that
prove totally elusive in the face of any attempéxpress them abstractly or
conceptually.’” Myths therefore embodied an intangible truth tratld only be
effectively expressed through the medium of a stétyr Lewis (and J.R.R. Tolkien and
Hugo Dyson who presented Lewis with the “myth/famthstruction of Christianity) an
emotionally-responsive framework was key to reclamgireason and faith. This decisive

insight sparked Lewis’ belief in Christ in 1931 aswlidified in his mind the claim that

9" McGrath, 63.
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“Christianity was not a set of doctrine or morahpiples, but a controlling grand
narrative...?® This exposes a critical point in the Sayers/Latithiotomy. While
doctrine played an important role in Christianity £ewis it was not the end all be all.
Myth piqued the interest by being engaging. Dognaae the faith demonstrable.
Doctrine made the intangible abstractions of faithessible through an authoritatively
determined format. But for Lewis, the church-odesi“should not be asked to accept the
truth of Christian belief in order to discover tibrancy of the Christian faith®

Rather, one must be confronted and overwhelmedtivdéimyth before understanding
and accepting the belief. This was efficaciousfewis’ pre- “come to Jesus moment”
crowd; but for Sayers it was incomprehensible. dwerwhelming aspect of spiritual
conversion not only underwhelmed her but did natkoher. The “myth” construction
was not meant for her “wooly Christians.” But thigerging view point is best
explained by looking at how Lewis came to his fagthistory clearly different from

Sayers’ “tone-deaf approach®

Clive Staples Lewis was born November 28, 1898etid3t. Though he was
born to traditional Irish Protestant stock on lathér’'s side and “Protestant aristocracy”
on his mother’s side Lewis rejected Christianitynfran early age. It was not, he insisted
in a letter to a friend, the atheism of adolescehellion against his parents but rather the

“considered rejection of belief in God based oruargnts that he believed to be

% McGrath, 62.

% |bid., 68.

19%\When she was asked to detail her entrance intGliistian faith, Sayers tersely replied “baptism”
which ended the interview and conversation.
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unanswerable®! That there was no proof in God'’s existence wasthing, but it was
the appearance of a God uninterested in humanrsgffénat solidified Lewis’ disbelief
in the 1910s and 1920s. Obviously and undenialdyldWar | anchored this anger
towards an off-hand and uncaring God. Lewis' poétiring this time exposed this
anger, specifically “Ode for New Year’'s Day” whichritten in January 1918 “railed

against silent uncaring heaven” and the “unpersedsiman invention” of Gotf”

After his return to Oxford at the close of the Gré#ar there was a tangible shift
in the academic atmosphere. The stability of wast&vilization’s upward progress was
no longer apparent and the “trauma of the war” edusnumber of cultural assumptions,
such as the optimistic view of human nature, thetewundeniably prevalent in the
Edwardian period, to be question8d.As a student and later as a don, Lewis responded
in kind to this new intellectual cultural shift the 1920s by synthesizing his own
personal philosophy which he called “The New LooRHis was an amalgamation of a
number of contemporary ideas and movements, inojudxford’s “New Realism”
which was itself adapted from Cambridge thinker&.@4oore and Bertrand Russell and
their group™® Lewis’ admitted at the time the “New Look” wasathcterized as being
an “aggressively intellectual yet somewhat steaileism”; the latter being for Lewis
structurally sound and logical as well as cultyralla mode, but “imaginatively

unproductive and existentially uninterestin§>” However the stability of his “New

101 McGrath, “Introduction,” x.
102 pid., x.

193 1pid., 32.

104 1bid., 31-37.

199 bid., 32-35.



55

Look” and the rational nature of atheism outweigtiezlcreativity it potentially stifled.
And yet he could not shake the feeling that hiswN@ok” and its sterile atheism did
cramp his creativity, particularly when it camehis fascination with the construction of
myths. He was aware of an intellectual stingirteaswas in fierce competition with “an
awareness of [the] compelling imaginative power beduty” of myths® The idea of
“myths” and their ability to be applied to trutla)d indeed to be the vehicles and
translators of truth, removed the final obstacleewis’ path towards not only fully

accepting God, but also accepting Christ.

On the evening of September 19, 1931 Lewis was oheepnversation with
J.R.R. Tolkien and Hugo Dyson (fellow-members & @xford literary group the
Inklings) about his faith and hesitations. Lewglhransitioned from militant atheist to
admitted theist but had not yet taken the fingb $tevards Christianity because that
belief did not neatly fit into his subordinationdacompartmentalization of reality. By
this | mean that Lewis selectively accepted oratejg memories, facts and emotions to
create an impregnable mental outpost in order tie@ibdeal with reality. Used previously
to understand (or escape from) his wartime sehveves had created what he called a
“treaty with reality” in which he was able to pigdwle and use or ignore certain aspects
of it. Christ did not fit into that construct. Y#tis mental exercise in border control
worked only for so long for Lewis and he recallesl freriod of pre-conversion to
Christianity as being overwhelmed by God. Hisratits to control God and Christ failed

and God overran the mental outpost. Indeed, Lanaseasingly refer[red] to an active

106 McGrath, 55.
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andquestingGod, pounding on the door of Lewis’ mind and hiis,Irefusing to respect
any ‘treaty with reality.”*°” In this frame of mind, Lewis was receptive to Bysaand
Tolkien, the latter of whom believed that “paganthsyelicit wonder and longing,
creat[ing] both an appetite and an opening fordiseovery of the deeper truth that
underlies all truth, however fragmentary and vefl€d Framed within the language of
myth, Lewis was able to make that “leap of faitigthuse Christianity “was thus a ‘true
myth’ — that is to say, a myth which functions e tsame manner as other myths, yet
which literally happened.Christianity possessed the literary form of aimytith the
critical difference that it was true. The storyGiirist is thus to be understood as ‘God’s
myth.” 1% Lewis recounted his conversion and his lifelorajkwvith faith in three
autobiographical worksthe Pilgrim’s Regres@l933),Surprised by Joy1955) andA
Grief Observed1961) written under the pseudonym N.W. Clerk. rel@ains famous to
this day for hiChronicles of Narnigeries,The Great Divorce, The Problem with Pain,
The Screwtape LetteedTill We Have Faceas well as his radio broadcastere

Christianity from 1942 to 1944.

This was decidedly a very different path and apgnda Christianity than
Sayers’. Much of what brought Lewis to his faiingd what consequently he used to
evangelize was in her mind sentiment at its wor$te concepts that were necessary had

to be expressed concretely, like the Incarnatiahtha important distinction between

197 McGrath, 41-2. Sayers on the other hand, hadroblgm with this spiritual trespasser.
1% pid., 59.
pid., 62.
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homoousios and homoiousios. All else was epheroenaért of the “religious racket*
This is not to say that Sayers in anyway doubted/giidity of Lewis’ faith or his
method of teaching. On the contrary, she refeiwdcewis as “the most genuine
evangelist of us all. He started out, at any natthy an overwhelming eagerness to
proclaim the salvation he had found...Lewis wenbdigh a real religious experience of
his own, and, as he has plainly said’fre Pilgrim’s Regresst was mainly an
intellectual conversion that he underwent. Thathere | can make my contact with
him.”*** The intellectual conversion that Lewis profesgetis Pilgrim’s Regressvas
the point of intersection for him and Sayers inirtheasons for disseminating
Christianity, but they differed in the way in whitts intellectual Christianity was
presented. While Lewis used the medium of autohjagcal narrative and allegory to
reach readers, Sayers was always “very carefuldcerther] statements as factual and
impersonal as possiblé™® There was a palpable urgency in Lewis’ works thanissing
in Sayers’. In one letter, dated July 31, 1946item on the subject of evangelism (or
rather Sayers’ reluctance to evangelize) the mstbehind their methods are exposed as
differing. This directly speaks to how Sayers aerdis viewed their audiences, the

church-confused and the church-ignorant, respdgtiv®ayers originally wrote,

You must not do even the right deed for the wraeggson...

1oDporothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 8, 19%e Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds, (Cambridge: The Dorothy lye8aSociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1997), 255.

11 Dorothy L. Sayers to John Wren-Lewis, Good Friddgych 1954The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers
Volume 4: 1951-1957 In The Midst of Liégl. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Sa§ersety
Carole Green Publishing, 2000), 139.

12 Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 8, 19%e Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Sagerdety Carole Green
Publishing, 1997), 255.
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I don’t mean, of course, that you are to retire ithte ivory tower and
write only for yourself. You mustpeak to and for your audienee
otherwise you are sinning against the City. But ywst not tell people
what they want to hear, or even what they neecké,lunless it is the
thing you passionately want to tell thert>.

Sayers illustrated an acute awareness of her gpaailience and their needs. Though
she said you cannot write what your audience netxlbdar, she meant that her audience
required sincerity. That even the right thing aatrire done for the wrong reason. This
meant that she could not write in Christian genmesibns. She did not admonish Lewis
for his methods. She merely refused to emulatethierom Lewis’ response below, he
appeared more interested in reaching the broadasp @f people. This would fit with

his audience of the un-churched and his more ekgksire for evangelism. Sayers
however made it clear that her “wooly Christians&ded a more sincerely nuanced
exploration and explanation. In the same letterwiote, “...you’ve either got to make
ersatzmiracles...or to say firmly: ‘I'm sorry; it isn'tiere’.”*** Sayers was adamant that

in her work, there could be no substitute mirablesonly clear exposition on what she
firmly believed and how she firmly believed. Thas how and why her “gap problem”
came about. Her religious understanding was soidef emotion that it did not take

into account those proto-Christians who could nakenthe leap from reason to divine
truth without some intermediary vehicle. But fhose that she could speak to, the
confused Christians, she was to cement their biebeduse they already had the tools and

prerequisites necessary to accept the logic arsbnea the Creeds that she presented as

13 Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, July 31, 19%Be Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 19453195
A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Sa$ersety Carole Green Publishing,
1997), 253, my italics.

ipid., 253.
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almost self-evident. She was unapologetic abouptegudices. “Take shoddy, weak,
sentimentateligious art: there are pious souls who get cotrdat of bad stained glass
and sloppy hymns and music (though they might tvalle got better nourishment out of
honest stuff). But thousands of others have spawétk sight and sound of it, and said
‘If Christianity fosters that kind of thing it mubtwve a lie in its soul.”* Sayers was
concerned with not alienating her audience, anesus@i that appreciated intellectual
rigor, with what she considered sentimental ematism and by extension bad

Christianity and poor theology.

Lewis on the other hand was interested in helpongutrture or foster in others the
spiritual and emotively rich moment of conversibatthe experienced in 1931. In

response to her letter Lewis replied,

I don’t think the difference between us comes wiyene think. Of course
one mustn’'t dalishonesivork. But you seem to take as the criterion of
honest work the sensibtiesireto write, the “itch”... In my experience the
desirehas no constant ratio to the value of the work ddvig own
frequent uneasiness comes from another sourcefadhhat apologetic
work is so dangerous to one’s own faith. A doctrieger seems dimmer
to me than when | have just successfully defendeAmyway, thanks for
an intensely interesting lett&

Here we can feel the tension in Lewis’ motives@ristianizing, and his amusement at

Sayers’ refusal. But these letters expose therdifice between Sayers and Lewis.

"5Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, July 31, 19%6e Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 19453195
A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Saersety Carole Green Publishing,
1997), 253-4, my italics.

16C.S. Lewis to Dorothy L. Sayers, no dafag Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 19450185
Noble Daring,ed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Sagexsety Carole Green Publishing,
1997), 254.
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Lewis found apologetic works “dangerous to oneithfébut he was willing to face that
challenge head on. He felt he had something teepfar his readers, as if their faith was
at stake. Sayers on the other hand could not desause she was not convincing her
listeners but rather leading them around the camfusr nuanced bits of Christianity.

Sayers replied to Lewis’ accusation of panderingan“itch” by responding,

But it does seem to me that all you religious pedpist God so little.
You can’t wait to see what He wants to do with al s a talent...No
sooner does some poor mutt announce, “I've foubid af truth”, than

you're all around [saying] “...Exploit the vein!dtyourdutyto go on

talking!” By the bones of Balaam’s ass, it is nels thing*’

To accuse Lewis of trusting God so little was aeri@sting statement, but it made sense
when we look at it within the context of how Sayansl Lewis spoke to their audience.
Lewis attempted to give the strongest logical “@tdor his listeners so that they could
experience the spiritual conversion. This showsdrtorporation of sentiment and
reason and how the gap was overcome in his pottohyaith. Lewis portrayed
evangelism as an exhortation to Christ in a waywas not only alien to Sayers’ method
but uncomfortable for her. Provoking conversionstduted interfering in other peoples’
lives® Sayers, while acknowledging the benefit of Levaigjuments, did not like his
desire to actively convert. His logical argumethiat used emotion were not part of
Sayers’ belief system. It was in a sense, hisvastand not his methods to which she

took exception. It was not her initial callinggpeak for and to all the people (“I am not

""Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 8, 19@Be Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Carole Green $hibl, 1997), 256.

"8 bid., 258. “Whether you like the plays or notyanether or not | wrote them for that purpose,ftu
remains that after hearindan Born[To Be King... Jews in New Zealand rush[ed] away to get Isapti(a
thing that, if true, petrifies me with an alarmexshse of interference in other people’s lives).
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a missioner”) but to speak primarily to her specgroup of people that could mind “the
gap” between reason and faith on their dWnhHer primary target was those with a
background in doctrine and dogma, just as LewiscK” was those who needed the

Jesus-shape hole in their heart exposed and pfowémem.

Finally, we must explore the way in which Sayerd dewis expressed their faith

differently. This difference was Lewis’ “provir@hrist” and Sayers’ “defining Christ.”
We focused on Sayers’ definition of Christ in cleay® through her exploration of
creedal statements and their enduring relevanceeds created the foundation of her
faith because they were based on the authorityeo€hurch Fathers and had been vetted
for public consumption. Creeds reflected and esged divine Christian truths, most
centrally the Incarnation. Sayers based her Géamisy on this. She did not try to prove
or exhort anyone to belief; she laid forth the foation and principles as an offering.
Lewis also relied on creedal authority but useasithe foundation for later arguments
like his contribution to the Johannine trilemmae(three-part version of a dilemnma)t
Deus aut malus homehich Lewis called “Bad, Mad,...or God®® What was meant by
this was that Jesus was either 1) malicious iratteampts to gain followers, 2) deluded or
insane in thinking that he was the Messiah, or & im actuality and reality God
incarnate i.e. exactly who he said he was. Thrabhghargument, Lewis tried to keep

people from de-Christianizing Jesus by preventegybne from saying the really silly

thing that people often say about [Jesus]: ‘I'mdyeto accept Jesus as a great moral

"%Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 8, 198Be Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1945-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Carole Green $hibl, 1997), 259.
12%Brazier, 18;1.
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teacher, but | don’t accept his claim to be GA#."For Lewis and others, this type of
thinking was impossible. One could reject Jesuksalhis claims or one could accept

him, but there was no escaping the “either-or dtide'**

This “either-or dialectic” may sound quite like ®ag' argument. You either take
Christianity or your leave it. But Lewis used it feery different purposes. In his
argument, Lewis put forward the options for “explag away” Christ, but he also argued
that they did not make sense historically, and tivatugh this the most improbable
solution or “myth” (Christ’s divinity) must be trudf Christ was bad, Lewis and others
have argued then he could not help but show temeleassociated with a diabolically
fraudulent nature, like pride. Yet as Chestertoimied out “the character of Jesus is the
very last for us to associate with the intoxicattdrmegalomania, and y&tuch steep and
staggering megalomania as might be associatedandiaim’ should have caused his
contemporaries and those later to pdddeBut it was pointed out Jesus was not
condemned for pride or the megalomania associaitdntentional messianic deceit.
The second option is the madness of Christ. Lewgsed that if Jesus did not know his
claims were untrue and deceived his followers w@mitionally then he was mat But it
was argued that Jesus could not be credited witlgl@ewise and good teacher if he was
insane. Therefore Lewis argued that he was not niae. only option left was the most
myth-like one: factual divinity. Lewis then linkedis argument to the Incarnation, saying

that “if he [Jesus] is not God incarnate, if thei€ifixion is a terrible tragic accident

121 Bray, 3.

122 |pid., 3.

123 Brazier., 15, author’s italics.
124 |pid., 21, diagram.
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without meaning, we are lost” but if the Incarnatiwas true we are therefore bidden to
“become sons of God® It is this kinship and the emphasis on the emnatio
relationship with God that was so important to Lewamnd his method and nonessential to
Sayers and hers. Sayers, while refuting the idateGod the Father was an abstraction
(an old, divine dictator with gray hair), she fille sentiment towards the title “Father”
as she felt it suggested only “the mildest of nailfictions, whereas ‘our Maker’ really is
a ‘lord of terrible aspect.**® Sayers and Lewis in effect started their argusiéom the
same place. For both the “Incarnation [was] thetkethe nature and reality of the Son of
God and Son of Man'®’ Lewis felt this type of understanding, this “pfavas only
possible with divine and spiritually-led revelatio®od the Father was a necessary title
for the emotional response. For Sayers, revela#mne not through spiritual movement
but from the Creed. Lewis enjoyed and excellgoushing people to confront his
trilemma in order to recognize Jesus as the S@odf Sayers would have nothing to

do with that method and rather left the conversatin-aggressively oper®

While Lewis’ and Sayers’ styles of promoting Chiasity were different, it is
important to note the evangelical context withinabthey worked. Sayers, by pointing
out Lewis’ sentimental evangelism, probably hiaa merve for him since those were
insults in her vocabulary. Likewise, Lewis drovay&rs to distraction by mocking her

hesitancy to evangelize. But by doing this, herlmeded the focus of her work. As such

125Brazier, 20.

12%Bray, 12; Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, Aughis1946,The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3:
1945-1950 A Noble Daringd. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Carole Green shiblj, 1997), 257.
127Brazier 20.
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we should take a moment to look at Christian evismgeand fundamentalism in England
at this time. Sayers did not like evangelical€bristian fundamentalists. She had a

very low opinion of Frank Buchman and the BuchnesitShe wrote

the Buchmanites (forwill not adorn then with the name of Oxford,
which they have appropriated without the smallestification) are the
most infuriating people...the way that the Buchrtemget and maintain
their influence is by offering people a sort of gensation for “inferiority
complexes”. The group (who is perhaps by natuteeraimid, stupid,
plain, undersized, hen-pecked, odd-man-out indnslf/, or in some other
way feeling himself unappreciated) is suddenly madsonsider himself
important..*?°

And her opinion of Billy Graham was little bett@gting in one letter that the “sight and
sound of so much naked emotion” was more likelgdoseate than stimulat.

Graham'’s self-endorsed moniker of evangelist raten educator would not have jibbed
with her intellectual rather than sentimental Ciiais pronouncements® These
sentimental pronouncements she called “a souopé@htimacassar morality watered

down with saccharine thoughts of mystification atap-trap.™**?

Her opinions may have been unduly negative, butlisiéke of Anglo-Catholics
by fundamentalists and the more militant evangkidal not foster happy relations. For

bellicose evangelicals, "Anglo-Catholic” was a temerchangeable with “aesthetic

12Dorothy L. Sayers to Ruth Hind (identity unknown)wmber 17, 1950 he Letters of Dorothy L.
Sayers Volume 3: 1945-1950 A Noble Daried, Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Sayers
Society Carole Green Publishing, 1997), 523-4.

13%Dorothy L. Sayers to Barbara Reynolds, Novembdi956, The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 4:
1951-1957 In the Midst of Lifed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: Dorothy L. Sagersety Carole Green
Publishing, 2000), 343.

134an M. Randall, “Billy Graham, Evangelism, and Fantentalism,” irEvangelicalism and
Fundamentalism in the United Kingdom during the feth Century(Oxford: Oxford Scholarship
Online, 2014), 181.

132Bray, 28.
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religion” and “popish mockery.” Fundamentalistsrevenore specific in their anti-
Catholic articulations. In particular they callddglo-Catholics “sensuous, weakly,
sentimental, sloppy and effeminaté® Strangely enough in the fundamentalist and
militant evangelical opinion, Anglo-Catholics anddrnists were easily lumped
together because both encouraged biblical criticisthscholarship®* With this view in
mind, Anglo-Catholics and Modernists posed the tgsgdhreat to English Christianity
according to these militant groups. In a strangg,vas John Maiden in his article
“Fundamentalism and Anti-Catholicism in Inter-Wardlish Evangelicalism” pointed

out, Modernists and Anglo-Catholics in the mindeweéngelicals simultaneously caused
denominational discord while bringing the “true Ghians” together in the Anglican
Church®*®* Anglo-Catholics were partially to blame for caugihe Anglican Church to
fracture by bringing in Catholic ritual and sentmhe But this discord was also credited
with being a binding agent for “real” Christians avput their differences aside to combat
the common Catholic enemy. Thus Anglo-Catholicsame the same breath condemned
for being both intellectually ineffectual and bidily corrosive for their promotions of
Bible criticism. It should be pointed out that mditEnglish evangelical groups were
anti-Catholic or anti-Anglo-Catholic. During theayer Book Crisis of 1927-28, some
conservative evangelicals were “self-consciousefanti-Catholicism” and tried to

strike a balance publically during the controvergyindamentalists, on the other hand,

13330hn Maiden, “Fundamentalism and Anti-Catholicisniriter-War English Evangelicalism,” in
Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism in the Unitedgdiom during the Twentieth Centu@xford:
Oxford Scholarship Online, 2014), 161.

*4pid., 161.

*Ipid., 155.
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were frustrated by the comparative Catholic toleedf® Fundamentalist groups like the
Protestant Truth Society and the Bible Baptist dniere vehemently anti-Romanists
and anti-Anglo-Catholi¢®” This ultimately meant that Sayers was fightirtg/a-front
evangelical battle. She distanced herself frometrangelizing spirit of Anglo-Catholics.
And she was directly opposed to the militancy afugs of Evangelicals and
fundamentalists. Thus, while Sayers and Lewisveay different methods of promoting
their understanding of Christianity there was anials camaraderie between them in the
face of fundamental Christian militancy that esceéwheir brand of intellectual

Christianity.

The “gap” that Sayers created in her method of<@ian teaching was avoided
(almost) entirely by those she directed her tegghtowards. Because her “wooly”
confused Christians had a basic, if sometimes baaksy understanding of Christianity
her listeners had the tools required to navigatestnestly dogmatic structure. But for
those that Lewis targeted Sayers’ constructiontofsfianity posed a real challenge
because they were ill-equipped to bridge the g&pden their reason and the divine
truth. Lewis avoided the problem of the gap byatwig his understanding and
experience of Christianity in the emotionally evinoaterms of “God’s myth.” Lewis
saw human myth as a way of pointing towards “Gaoaygh”; human myth was
inherently mimetic of the “true myth.” In this s Sayers and Lewis shared a similar

understanding of the relationship between theology artistry. Lewis postulated that

3%\ aiden, 167.
37bid., 156-7;160.
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“human beings constructed myths because thegnaemtto. They [humans] have been
created by God with an innate capacity to creatdhsngs echoes of a greater
story...human beings bear God’s image, human beirggendowed with the Creator’s
capacity to create, in a suitably accommodatedsardiuced mannef*® Lewis utilized
the fantastic. On the other hand, the majorit$ayers’ creative works were historical
fiction. This partiality for historical dramaticarratives was indicative of her fusion of
dogma and drama. Her creative works tended tadienged in the traditional moments
surrounding sacred texts. Even her plag Just Vengeand®s its origins in Dante’s
Divine Comedyvhich has been argued by some scholars as a gextéd This
emphasized her belief that historic Church narestimade for the best drama. Where
Lewis said “myth” Sayers said “art.” Where Lew&d“‘created in a modified manner”
Sayers said “re-present the image of God.” WhileikeChristianity was available to
anyone, Sayers’ original construction created g@*dpecause it was so solid and so
dogmatic and so rigidly based on the assumptionhiiaaudience held some previous
knowledge of Christianity and had already experehiheir moment of conversion. This
meant that it could not account for the un-churcpeaple who could not overcome the
gap that separated human reason and divine trutie@mown. For the un-churched,
there was no clear articulation of how to reach thement of conversion and Sayers,
unlike Lewis, was tone-deaf and perhaps even iadifft on how to attain it. Yet though
she could not guide her non-wooly Christians toveosion, as we shall see in the next

chapter, she provided poetry and a Christian d@stratprinciples of artistic

138 McGrath, 64.
139 |ndeed Dante himself gave it that name.



interpretation, as the vehicle to bridge the gaglark reason with truth. And the

foremost model of that Christian esthetic was Sayers, DanteBivine Comedy.
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Chapter IV. “She Sat Down Under His Shadow”: Sagers Dant&™

In 1949 Dorothy L. Sayers published her transfatbDante’sinferno.Her
translation ofPurgatoryfollowed in 1955 andParadisewas published in 1962. The
latter was a collaborative work between Sayersm@arbara Reynolds, who finished
the translation after Sayers’ death. The populacess of her work was evident almost
immediately. Over 50,000 copieslafernosold in the first few weekd.he Divine
Comedy‘reached over a million and a quarter readershinlatter part of the 30
century. As Reynolds wrote “Dante had become &dmdker...a literary and cultural
phenomenon unprecedented in Dante studies. Hothididomes about? It was due
in part to Sayers translating Dante’s work in aemtionally non-academic way. She
was not faithful to the text though she maintaitiegterza rimameter**> Rather she
focused on what she saw as the Christian truththiegpoem presented. She updated the
text so that her modern reader could glean th&wsalipower behind the poem rather
than get lost in the outdated language. Sayens ke translation was non-traditional.
When comparing her translation to that of LawreBo®/on from 1933-43, she wrote
that “He [Binyon] woos Dante reverently...[he] doed leave out bits, or embroider, or
mangle the metaphors, or play monstrous tricks thighmetre. He is careful; | am slap-

dash. (I think however, that my leopard is morettdy spotted, my loathsome worms

149%50ng of Solomon 2:3.

41Barbara Reynolds, Introduction The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 194401@%oble
Daring, ed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy Le8agociety Carole Green Publishing,
1998), xiii-xiv.
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Dorothy L. Sayers, Introduction fthe Divine Comedy I: Helhy Dante Alighieri (London: Penguin
Group, 1949), 56.
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wormier, and my whirlwinds much more whizzy3®* Sayers’ justification for being
“slap-dash” was that her translation was more eingaor her modern reader, and thus

better transmitted the poem's essential truth.

Critics of Sayers’ translation have not overlooked slap-dash methods. Indeed,
this is the focus of their criticism. Gilbert Fuhingham in hi§he Divine Comedy in

English: A Critical Bibliography 1901-1966oted that

inequality is a marked characteristic of Dr Sayamsting; perhaps,
considering her multifarious activities, it couldrbdly be otherwise. Thus
her introductions, notes and essays abound in ga¢imgt remarks and
competent exegesis, but these are mingled withé&dicrisky
generalisations, non sequiturs, and some pronowstasnwhich are little
better than nonsense. Her didactic manner hasdmbeastisely commented
on by some critics, and she is inclined to condeseelittle too obviously
to the general reader; sometimes this producesce jof frankly bad
writing...***

Joan Ross Acocella was more specific, and more ohegmnim her criticisms:

Do fireflies sprinkle like sprinklers? How can thuninous “risplendea’
be reduced to a twinkling’? (Little stars and Sa@taus’s eyes twinkle; a
bolgia of Hell does not.) And whatever is a ‘rock-wrimigi? To add a
fourth rhyme, Sayers makes the litiekle, an effect quite opposite to the
slow, almost lazy, summer-evening sound of Dantalkea/ rispendea/
parea. All in all, Sayers’s translation is as weak inlrique as it is shaky
in its critical basis. Her controlling idea of Dais wide range of tone and

“3Dorothy L. Sayers to Charles Williams, No date, Ibefiore December 21, 194%he Letters of Dorothy
L. Sayers Volume 3: 1944-1950 A Noble Dariedy, Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy L.e8ay
Society Carole Green Publishing, 1998), 116.

144Gilbert F. Cunninghanifhe Divine Comedy in English: A Critical Bibliogtayp 1901-196§London:
Oliver & Boyd Ltd., 1967), 212.
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diction has its justice, as | have said. In pgthowever, this idea leads
her to do great disservice to both Dante and Ub/&Se

Clearly reviews of Sayers’ translations were ngbfable. Critics accused her of
generalizations and inserting ideas that had bttidemic foundation. They found her
work to be unbalanced and not grounded in the awi®dend nuanced Dante scholarship.
They noted her preference for didactic emphasis theelinguistic accuracy and found
this lacking in insight and credibility. Cunninghaven charged her with condescending
to the reader, which he found distasteful. Acactlbk great exception to the
“monstrous tricks with the metre” specifically fatng on the literal inaccuracy of the
translation. The English version of ttegza rimatook away from the poem so much so
that she called it a “disservice.” The practigaplécation of Sayers’ method, in
Acocella’s mind made it practically unreadabletfue scholar and academic. Sayers’
refusal to utilize the scholarship available to tiscounted the translation as an

academic offering.

Sayers' willingness to play fast and loose withtthaslation seems even more
surprising when considered in the context of hethwe of critical and artistic
presentation of her entire body of work. Sayegdirdtion of art was vague. She was
indiscriminate in her phrases, interchanging aftistramatist, author, craftsman, painter
etc. In this way, she mirrors Dante who used thkkah “arte” to encompass all forms of

art, including poetry. Signaling my intention topéigate her views, in this paper | will

14%30an Ross Acocella, “The Cult of Language A Stuidjweo Modern Translations of DanteModern
Language Quarterlgs, no. 2 (1974), 155.
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allow for her broad understanding by referencirtqaarshe did:*® Previously, we saw
how tightly Sayers held to authoritative and triadial truths. In her work with the Creed
she allowed no modification to the text. Certaisiie modernized the language, but not
at the expense of authenticity. She was rigorodsdésciplined concerning dogma.

How then did she justify so much poetic licensearding Dante? To understand her
reason, we must look to her method. To do thisinuet understand her Christian
esthetic. Sayers had a specific understandinigeofdle of art and it was this

understanding that critics overlooked when speaéirfgayers’ translation.

As we saw in her dealings with C. S. Lewis, Sayersthod of presenting
Christian truths created a gap between naturabreasd faith. For the wooly-Christian
who had some understanding of Christianity, Saymesentation of Christianity posed
little problem. These Christians already had sémo¢hold in the faith, and thus only
needed the re-presentation of doctrine and Creeslvtee their dormant faith. But for
those who had no real contact with Christian dogmiaistory, Sayers’ gap between
human reason and divine truth was unbridgeableowithelp. Sayers refused and
rejected the role of sentiment, which for otheks IC.S. Lewis had allowed a spiritually-
charged conversion moment. These non-Christiadsbavay of getting from the place
of reason to the place of faith. However, Say@adt ignore these people. Rather she
substituted art for sentiment. Sayers calleduhderstanding or philosophy regarding

the role of art a "Christian esthetic." There wive elements to Sayers’ esthetic which

148 ikewise, | spell esthetic as she did for clagtyd continuity.
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can be understood in her essay “Toward a Chri&#thetic.**’ First she outlined the
role of art in fostering conversion. Art bridgdetgap between Reason and Divine
Truth. Art succeeded for her non-Christians whénr@ght creedal authority failed. Art
brought the non-believer to faith in two stepsimksd by secular/pagan art and Christian
art. For Sayers, secular art brought one to theemess of what she called the
“dislocated will.” This was not obviously a Chiat phenomenon but rather the
dislocated will or sense of self could have bedindd as the existential crisis moment.
Generally speaking, the awareness of dislocatddwag that moment you ask yourself,
“What is the purpose of life?” Secular art startieel bridge across the gap. But it
stopped there. It exposed discomfort but, for &ysid not offer a solution or means of
defining the dislocated self. This led her to $keond step. Christian art offered a
solution to the discomfort by redefining the seatdislocated will as an awareness of
sinfulness and separation from God. By givingdiséocation a name (sin) and offering
Christianity as a solution, Christian art pickedwdpere secular art left off. It completed
the bridge over the remaining part of the gap adde reader through his moment of

conversion.

Here we come to the second element of Sayers’testBayers defined Christian
art as being mimetic of the Incarnation. When §ltwame down to Earth it was the
Word made flesh. Christian art is the Word re-pnése: in image, though this image was

not necessarily a painting. Christian art was #bldefine the dislocated sense of self in

“Dorothy L. Sayers, “Toward a Christian Esthetic, The Whimsical Christian 18 Essays by Dorothy L.
SayergNew York: MacMillan Publishing Co., Inc., 197833-B1.
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a way that secular art could not because Christibwas the presentation of timeless
religious truths or Creeds in acceptable and copteary historical clothing. For these
truths to be understandable and engaging, theydhbe accessible and beautiful. To
accomplish this, Sayers took poetic liberties viddmte’s text. She had to make her
“whirlwinds much more whizzy” so that Divine Trugitesented by Dante was available

to the modern audienc&®

The first element of Sayers' esthetic, detailirggritie of art in the process of
conversion, is represented in fDvine Comedyy the two figures Virgil and Beatrice.
The character Virgil in thBivine Comedyvore many hats. He was at times the
embodiment of Reason, or empire, or the triumphushan intellect, to name but a few.
For Sayers he was the embodiment of secular drteti@ne from natural reason to the
dislocated sense of self, but no further. Sayemsitted Virgil's inadequacy as being
man without Christ. But she allowed for this rofesecular art as an important step
towards God. In thBivine Comedwirgil literally led Dante the pilgrim to the poirf
the dislocated will. Sayers’ Christian esthetisvi@inded on the role of secular art
aiding in the overall conversion process. By tmderstanding, it is evident why Sayers
saw herself as more “Virgil than Beatricé® While Sayers was invested in helping her
audience come to faith, she was unable or unwitlingarticipate actively in their

conversion moment. We know this from the constoumcdf the gap and her rejection of

148Dorothy L. Sayers to Charles Williams, No date, Ibefiore December 21, 194%he Letters of Dorothy
L. Sayers Volume 3: 1944-1950 A Noble Dariedy, Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy L.eBay
Society Carole Green Publishing, 1998), 116.

149 Dorothy L. Sayers to John Wren-Lewis, Good Fridagrch 1954The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers
Volume 4: 1951-1957 In The Midst of Ligel. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy Le8ay
Society Carole Green Publishing, 2000), 137.
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sentiment. She separated herself from the emdtivament of conversion by divorcing
traditional sentiment from faith. Virgil played amvaluable role as secular art. He spoke
to those who did not have the framework for defirine dislocated will in Christian
terms™® This is what Sayers meant when she wrote thatanée deaf to Beatrice but
receptive to Virgil:*>* When in the beginning of tHeferno, Dante “...woke to find
myself in a dark wood,/Where the right road was Myhost and gone/...How | got into it
| cannot say,/ Because | was so heavy and fulleefg When first | stumbled from the
narrow way;” it was the poet from Mantua and noaliee who saved hirtr> A non-
Christian confronted with the Creeds or a religismmsk would have no context to
understand its significance. This was the problesrsaw created by Sayers’ gap.
Secular art was required to prime the viewer fori€ian art by presenting the sense of
dislocation. In the poem, Dante had lost his faitd found himself no longer on the
“right road” but in darkness and confusion. Heraarsay how he got there, but he has
somehow lost the path to God. He communicated Mitthil (secular art and human
reason) rather than Beatrice (Christian art andrgiVruth) initially. Through Virgil
Dante was forced to confront his dislocated self,dould not yet understand it through
Christian terms.

In “Toward a Christian Esthetic” (published the sayear as her translation of

Purgatory) Sayers gave the example of being in dialogue thighplayAgamemnotby

159 Dorothy L. Sayers to C.S. Lewis, August 5, 194®ie Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1944-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy Le&agociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1998), 255-57.

151 Dorothy L. Sayers, “Dante’s Virgil Further Papers on Dant@New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957),
66-7.

152 Dante Alighieri, “Canto I,” lines 2-1ZThe Divine Comedy I: Heltrans. Dorothy L. Sayers (London:
Penguin Group, 1949), 71.
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Aeschylus (c. 525 BC- c. 456 BC). The play “isingysomething—something
important—something enormous...Being a true poety&etrue in his work—that is, his
art was that point of truth in him that was truehe external truth, and only to be
interpreted in terms of eternal truth® This is obviously not a Christian play. Yet
secular art has the potential to point to ChristyanThough Aeschylus’ work did not
represent the Divine Truth, it led to the initiahse of the dislocated will and so can be
applied to Sayers’ Christian esthetisgamemnonjke Virgil's Aeneid,could be
interpreted as prophetic when placed within Sayes#ietic because it bridged the first

part of the gap.

It was here that the understanding of Dante watfudl. In her essay “Dante’s

Virgil” Sayers claimed that

the Virgil that Dante has drawn is of a piece wita Virgil of real life: he
carries with him into eternity that sense...of frattbn and
insufficiency...Virgil is the best of all that Man s own nature has and
is; and it is not enough.

It is not enough; but on the other hand it is fundatal. Nature itself is
the work of Grace, and without Nature, Grace caopetrate...A man
may be alienated from God and have sent his sairseif to sleep, so that
he is deaf to the voice of Beatrice, who is Gractherg is hope if man
can be reached] at the natural level: poetry, reasaditional
morality...But if he is deaf to the voice of Virghe is far lost indeet?

Virgil was master to those like Dante and Statil®\{in theComedyat least) had not yet

embraced Christian truth. This is the historicabV who was later vested with a quasi-

153 sayers, “Toward a Christian Esthetic,” 82-83.
154 sayers, “Dante’s Virgil,” 66-7.
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prophetic nature in the foretelling of the comirfigCirist by some account®> But the
historical Virgil was also a pagan. He did notrgha the benefit of the Resurrection and
therefore cannot be in Paradise. His moral humamias, from Dante's perspective,
insufficient. He was heralded as the greatestef but that could not make up for his
lack of faith in Christ. Nevertheless, both Sayand Dante indicate that this secular
reason played a part in the journey to faith. dsuhe first part of her Christian
intellectual structure. But the secular nature imasfficient to explain the dislocation. It
fostered intellectual understanding, but it coudd replace the emotionally charged
moment of conversion. Rather it brought the audidnca point where they could be
receptive to Christian art and the truth that pressed. Sayers even said that though
man may be unable to hear the Christian truth gimestill “hear” art at the natural level.
The natural level is clearly the secular level.o3&with no knowledge of Christian
theology or direct religious experience had effesii sent their “spiritual selves to
sleep” and therefore could not be woken by the anknentity of Grace or conversion.
They required secular art to point them to the onfootable awareness of the dislocated

will.

Though credited with a prophetic nature Virgil adomas unable to take Dante the
pilgrim all the way to the moment of conversionirgi’s purpose therefore, had to be in
concert with the transforming power of Christiahiarorder to facilitate conversion.

Sayers’ interpretation of Virgil illustrated thedt stage of her two-part esthetic coming

155 Dorothy L. Sayers, notes on “Canto XXII,” lines-7@, Dante Alighieri;The Divine Comedy II:
Purgatory,trans. Dorothy L. Sayers (London: Penguin Gro@s5), 245.
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to fruition in the stage of Christian art. Danggressed this poetically, through the voice
of Statius. InPurgatoryCanto XXII Statius declared that Virgil

wast as one who, travelling, bears by night

A lantern at his back, which cannot leaven

His darkness, yet he gives his followers light.

“To us,” thou saidst, “a new-born world is given,

Justice returns, and the first age of man,

And a new progeny descends from Heaven.”

Poet through thee, through thee a Christian
Sayers noted that part of the above quotationntéicen “Virgil's Fourth Eclogue” was
most likely originally written for the birth of Oavian’s son but had been taken by early
Christians as Virgil's prophecy of ChriSt. Though Virgil could not see “the light,”
Statius and Dante credited him with leading therfaitt. The light of Christ came
chronologically after Virgil, thus he was unableste it (the lantern was at his back).

But through Virgil’s intervention, the pilgrim cadibe rendered ready for the

fundamental truth of creation expressed by artetry, which would lead one to God.

If Sayers and Virgil, as unorthodox and secularngtians, lead to the point of the
dislocated will, then Beatrice as Christian art &ith fostered conversion and an
understanding of Divine Truth. She representedédwend stage and the fulfillment of
Sayers’ esthetic. In Sayers’ construction withdhe, her audience needed to be primed

with secular art in order to be receptive to Charsart such as her playe Just

158 Dante Alighieri, “Canto XXII,” lines 67-73The Divine Comedy II: Purgatorytans. Dorothy L. Sayers
(London: Penguin Group, 195%42.
157 Dorothy L. Sayers, notes on “Canto XXII,” lines-7@, Purgatory,245.
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VengeanceWithout the awareness of the dislocated self, lersGan play would have
little power for her pre-conversion Christians hesmthey lacked the tools to understand.
Aeschylus, like Virgil, did not see the light ofetleternal truth because he wrote before
Christ, yet his work pointed towards the re-presénimage because it led to knowledge
of the dislocated will. This dialogue with secudait made the participant aware of a
truth and aware of the dislocated wif. They were aware aftruth (the dislocation) not
thetruth (that is sin). The definite knowledge of thislocation as sin and separation
required Christian art. This is ostensibly thenpan theComedywhere Virgil gave

Dante over to Beatrice; Reason has done its péetiting man to Redeeming LoV&.
Beatrice, as Christian art and the second stageeda#sthetic had the ability to engender
conversion. Virgil was unable to do so and Sayexrs unwilling. Both required the
second step of Christian art and the strict de@iniand transformative power of the
dislocated will it brought. In her “Commentarie®i Canto XXVIII, the entrance into
the Earthly Paradise and the Sacred ForeBungatory, Sayers called this sense of
dislocation nostalgia or homesickness, a “dim fao@mory of Paradise before the Fall”
which “belongs to Man’sature;” and as such is available to Christians and non-
Christians. She wrote that by naming it homesiskrigve are unwittingly calling [the

sense of unease] by [its] right name, for [it] quiterally arise[s] from Man’s longing for

1%8 sayers, “The Man of Men,” 57.

159 Dante, “Canto XXVII” lines 128-13®urgatory,“Thou hast beheld, my son, and reached a place/
Where, of myself, no further | discern./ I've bréughee here by wit and by address;” to which her
“Commentary” explains “When the stain of sin isgend, and love set in order, the wisdom and skill of
human reason are no longer needed for right contdactuse love is then fulfilling of the law,” 288-
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his true and original homé® When Dante, after Virgil leaves him with Beatrite

confronted with this “homesickness,” he is overcomith the enormity of his sin.

The transformation of the dislocated will into ttlearly defined recognition of
sin was the second stage of Sayers’ esthetics Sddond stage illustrated the purpose of
Christian art which is to reveal the Divine Truthtloe Incarnation. IfPurgatoryCanto
XXXI, Beatrice confronted Dante with his sin. Steéigured the dislocated will, calling
it sinfulness and separation from God. In hewtction to the Canto, Sayers wrote
“Under the weight of Beatrice’s reproaches, Damgaks down and confesses his guilt,
and is so overcome that he faints away. He resa@nsciousness to find that he is
being drawn across Lethe by the Lady (Matilda), whoges his head into the stream so
that he drinks the watef® In the poem, Sayers translated this as “And cetpsteady
yet, mine eyes saw too/ Beatrice.../Such nettlesmbrse stung me thereon/ That of all
other objects of my love/ | hated most what I'd tsted on;/ And gnawing self-
reproach my heart so clove,/ | swooned and satf? .Dante the pilgrim was confronted
by the newly defined sin. Christian art (Beatritagilitated his conversion through
baptism in the river Lethe. He had previously atee his sinfulness and separation and
was then able to accept the Divine Truth following conversion. It can be argued that
at this moment, and not before with Virgil, was Baready for the creedal truth of the

Incarnation. In th€omedy Christian insight was brought by Beatrice. Ciaisart,

180 sayersnote on “Canto XXVIII,” line 136Purgatory,296.
181 sayers, “The Story: Canto XXXIPurgatory,315.
152 Dante, “Canto XXXI” lines 79-8%urgatory, 317.
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unlike secular art, was explicit in its mimetic uva of the Incarnation, of the Word made

image.

The knowledge of Christian art’'s presentation ef lincarnation explained why
Sayers could be loose with the language of Dantieowt losing the mimetic power.
Sayers wrote that “what artists chatter about éovtbrld and to one another is not as a
rule their art but the technique of their art...aagrartist will produce great art, even
though the esthetic of the time may be hopelessigéquate to explain it*® Sayers did
not speak about the technique of creating her&ine spoke of the reason for art.
Because of de-Christianization and secularizaboege commonly held truths became
irrelevant. Art was a victim of this. It was raniger explicit that secular art was
prophetic and Christian art's mimetic powers weippted. Contemporary society
lacked the tools to read and understand Dali'e Comedyas was originally
intended. Without a set esthetic or philosophlyarlwas liable to become lost in
conversations about the methods used to creaiehibwt ever touching upon its inherent

truth.

This second stage of Sayers’ Christian esthetimeld that art and theology
naturally co-existed. DanteBivine Comedys a whole was an example of the fusion of
theology and art, or dogma and drama as Sayeexldall But the character of Beatrice
exemplified this role for Dante the pilgrim. Sayealled Beatrice, “the vehicle of the

Glory — the earthly vessel in which the divine exgrece was carried... [she] has become

183 sayers, “Toward a Christian Esthetic,” 75-6.
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for [Dante] the God-bearing image, the revelatibthe presence of God®* Beatrice
was the fulfillment of Sayers’ Christian esthetghe re-presented the image of God and
bore the revelation of the Incarnation. But likentemporary Christian art, she could not
be viewed and understood without aid because thvepshe carried was lost in
translation. Her audience spoke a different lagguend needed an interpreter or an
updated version. In her essay “The Image of GBal/ers wrote that

it is to the creative artist that we should natyrairn for an opinion of

what is meant by those creedal formulas that déhltive nature of the

creative mind...Poets have, indeed, often commurdaatéheir own

mode of expression truths identical with the thg@os’ truth; but just

because of the difference in the mode of expressieroften fail to see

the identity of the statements. The artist does@otgnize that the

phrases of the creeds purport to be observatiofecbabout the creative

mind as such...while theologians, limiting the apgiicn of the phrases to

the divine Maker, neglects to inquire of the astiwhat light be can be
thrown upon them from his own immediate apprehemefcruth®®

Sayers’ understanding of the role of art as it emted with theology was the ground for
her esthetic. Secular art (read Virgil) worked withristian art (read Beatrice) because
the two were not incompatibf& Both worked towards the same idea (presenting the
Image of God) but used different methods. Searawas the implicit expression of this
Christian truth of which theology was the explexplanation. What Sayers advocated
was an intentionality of artistic form which proradtthe meaning or the Word. Dante

had rejected the sonnet in favor of taeza rima*®”  Likewise Sayers choose Dante’s

154 sayers, “The Greater Imagesi2ll, 68.

185 Dorothy L. Sayers, “The Image of God;he Whimsical Christian 18 essays by Dorothy Le8aiNew
York: MacMillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1978), 120-1.

%%Dante , “Canto XXX,” lines 49-51Rurgatory, “But Virgil — O he had left us, and we stood/ Gaped
of him; Virgil, dear father, most/ Kind Virgil | hee me to for my soul’s good;” 308.

157 Teodolina, Barolini, “Dante and the lyric pastfie Cambridge Companion to Danéel. Rachel Jacoff
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).344-
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original rhyme scheme over traditional verse tratighs. In Sayers’ mind Dante
synthesized art and theology, which was one reslserimmersed herself in the

translation of his work; because he expressedtitie in the best way possible.

The centrality of the Incarnation for Sayers leagi$o an understanding of her
reasoning behind her “inaccurate” translation. d&ese the power of the Incarnation had
been lost, it became Sayers’ prerogative to detdanguage of Dante’s text, in order to
retrieve and reestablish the Incarnation as foarttie original Italian, and reproduce it in
20"-century English. Sayers was aware of the neegdate the language at the expense
of academic integrity. She utilized one technaspect of the Dante translation, theza
rima and focused on making that into English rather #ngpiaining to her reader the
subtlety of allegory. Likewise, she “consultednfréime to time most of the great critical
texts from Lana to Vandelli” for h&tomedytranslation without hampering the reader
with the nuances of her contemporari®s The emphasis was on her audience, especially
the younger generation of readers to “have anpnégation that is relevant to their
confused souls now'*® Sayers felt it was ineffective to swamp them‘the mediaeval
outlook’, or the development of literary form, twethistory of thérecento— all of which
is much more remote from them, really, than thiegarical, moral and anagogical’. It's

all right to tell the world about ‘the poetry of Bta’...But all the same, people must be

168

Bray, 66.
%Dorothy L. Sayers to Charles Williams, May 9, 19%be Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1944-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1998), 142.
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given some clue to what it's about’*”® Sayers intentionally decided to focus on the
essence of Dante’s meaning by concentrating opdb&y. Sayers was committed to
producing a clear articulation of the meaning @@omedywhich she emphasized
through the artistry of Dante’s work. Dante was3ayers the most important Christian
poet because his literary artistry exposed a prafdtuth and thereby expressed the
Image of God. God the Son manifested himself imému form (became Incarnate) the
Word then became Image (or flesh). In this a funelatad and sacred truth was
expressed, that of Man’s salvation. Art therefeféected not only creation in general
but, if studied along the lines of a Christian seagbeauty, should offer a glimpse of the
Word made Image. Because humans are of finiterstad@ling and “speak about
something of which we have direct experience, wastrthink by analogy or refrain from
thought. It may be perilous, as it must be inadéguo interpret God by analogy with
ourselves, but we are compelled to do so; we hawatirer means of interpreting
anything.”"* God is infinite and the creator and originatoabfthings. Sayers was
aware (and whether others share her particularemesas is left to be decided) that there
was no set or enduring “Christian esthetic — nagiian philosophy of the arts* She
argued that there was a lack of continuity regaydie purpose of art in religion; as if the
Church was lacking a definite artistic creed. Hanslation was aimed at echoing
Dante’s poetic artistry. This intentionality wéaetcentral goal of which her critics were

unaware or ignored. The outside debate did natemandeed she said as much in the

10 Dorothy L. Sayers to Charles Williams, May 9, 19%Be Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3: 1944-
1950 A Noble Daringed. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole Green
Publishing, 1998), 142, her italics.

"1 sayers, “The Image of God,” 115; 118.

1"25ayers, “Toward a Christian Esthetic,” 74.
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introduction to her translation by writing “The mlevay of readind he Divine Comedy
would be to start at the first line and go straigjinbugh to the end, surrendering to the
vigour of the story-telling and the swift movemethe verse, and not bothering about
any historical allusions or theological explanasievhich do not occur in the text
itself.”*"® The scholarship surrounding thévine Comedyvas irrelevant to Sayers
because it did not appreciate the beauty of thié. cénis was reflective of Sayers’
disregard for theological debates that questiohedihiversality and validity of the
Creeds. To her they were superfluous and detrdiciedthe truths that each work
revealed.

By her own admission, Sayers’ translation of Daitteld not be accomplished
with deference to the literal accuracy of the thatnen over the meaning of the work. In
a letter to Charles Williams, a noted Dante schatat the force behind Sayers’
translation, she argued: “No doubt [the editor enguin Classics] takes the subject of
the Comedyto be [merely the state of the soul after deaBijt what is the use of
presenting Penguin readers — or any reader nowadaith the interpretatiohteraliter?
[Latin: in the literal sense.lt means nothing in their young lives. They muest & [the

Comedyas the journey within the souf.™

Only this way would Dante become
intelligible to the majority of her readers. Hgarslation made concessions in order that
the meaning behind the words could be more eagpyeziated. Its textual imperfections

were the result of what she saw as a greater perpd® decision to place clarity of
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meaning over academic authenticity obviously hattatvbacks as well as its advantages.

Sayers admitted to being

...somewhat eclectic in my choice of [academic{ineg, not infrequently
preferring the version which appeared to me to nth&eéetter sense or
the better poetry to that supported by a greatsrenical weight of
manuscript authority.

My notes and comments make no pretense to origatadlarship or
research. Where scholars disagree | sometimesaifénative versions
and sometimes silently made my own choicks...

It might be tempting to see this merely as poétiernse on Sayers’ part. It was viewed as
such by those who focused on the technical aspétiie poem rather than the truth of
the Incarnation that was expressed with literatigi@y. The central importance of the
Incarnation was the go ahead for Sayers to playafas loose with the language. In her
mind, if the central truth was lost, the linguisticcuracy was worthless because it did not

express the Divine Truth.

Though Sayers mostly ignored the scholarly delbegewillingness to sacrifice
precise translation for her esthetic purposes easekn as an intervention in one of the
central Dante debates of the period: the so-cédlkelgory debate.” While the “allegory
debate” is very complicated and a detailed acchembutside the scope of this paper, in
brief we can say that it focused on the questiomost to read Dante’®Bivine Comedy
This question had been contentious since Dantg'sduction of the dueling terms
“Allegory of Theologian” and “Allegory of Poet” ihis Convivioand hisLetter to

Cangrande.In a very basic sense the “allegory of the postsant readinghe Comedy

17> sayers, Introduction t6he Divine Comedy I: Helhy Dante Alighieri, 66.



87

as a straight allegory. In contrast, the “allegofriyhe theologians” assigned tBemedy
a prophetic Christian meaning and the poem tootherstatus of a quasi-sacred tEXt.
The Convivio(begun in the early 1300s) was written after Daéfa Nuovaa series of
love poems and commentary in the form of sonnedscanzoni or song. Theonvivio
was an attempt to replace the love and devotiawbman, namely Beatrice, with love
of Knowledge and Lady Philosophy. It was in @enviviothat Dante began to define,
albeit ambiguously, the two types of allegory:rtieand allegorical’’ In hisLetter to
Cangrandgdating roughly in the 1310s) Dante continued tiingethe different ways his

work could be read. He wrote that

For the elucidation therefore, of what we haveay & must be
understood that the meaning of the work is notraf kind only; rather the
work may be described as “polysemous”, that isjritaseveral meanings;
for the first meaning is that which is conveyedthg letter, and the next is
that which is conveyed by what the letter signifigae former of which is
called literal, while the latter is called allegmi, or mystical...

...The subject, then of the whole work, taken mltteral sense only, is the
state of souls after death, pure and simple. Raral about that the
argument of the whole work turns. If, however, Wk be regarded

from the allegorical point of view, the subjectmsin according as by his
merits or demerits in the exercise of his free Wdlis deserving of reward
or punishment by justicE?®

178 3ohn Freccero, “Introduction to Inferno,”Tie Cambridge Companion to Danéel. Rachel Jacoff,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993). 899-To get a more depth understanding of the éebat
contemporary to Sayers articles by Charles Singletohn Hamilton Green and David Thompson listed in
the bibliography.

"7 Dante used “allegorical” to encompass the mysteake and to differentiate between the literal and
historical senses.

"®Dpante, the critical heritage, 1314(?) — 187Dante Alighieri, letter to Cangrande della Scdlal4-17

or 1319-20,” ed. Michael Caesar (London: Routledg81), 93-4.
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Dante stated that the poem could be read at tvaddethe literal, that “which comes
from the letter”, and the figurative or allegoricahat was “signified by the lettet®
The former is what one reads and the latter isyinebolic interpretation. He admitted
that his work offered many senses of interpretatiowas “polysemous.” And while he
offered simple examples of both readings he gdtle &dvice on what he felt was the
correct interpretation. For her part, Sayers fedt most people “shouldn’t bother about
them [theConvivioand letters], unless there is anything which hedghuminate the
D.C. [Divine Comedly” '# Sayers’ refutation of the scholarly debate camibeed as a
contribution of sorts. By explicitly rejecting tlseholarship of allegory she pointed to

the imperative of language leading to the Wordr $ayers understanding the message

was more essential than how the poem was readdarstood by academics.

Though Sayers was not writing in a vacuum of Dateolarship she felt the
works unrelated to th€omedyand the discord they created among scholars were
irrelevant to her readers. Sayers dealt with taelamic debates surrounding Dante
scholarship obliquely. In her letters, she gaveaa indication of her opinion of the
allegory debate, other than to ignore it. For $aylee truth (the theology) that Dante
expressed was done artistically and along the fidise Christian esthetic which

academics had overlooked and what she in her oval sray was trying to decipher for

19 Dante, the critical heritage, 1314(?) — 18&gction 7, 93.

180 Dorothy L. Sayers letter to Marjorie Barber, Augéis1945The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume
3: 1944-1950 A Noble Daringd. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothy LeBagociety Carole
Green Publishing 1998), 156.
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her audiencé®® For Sayers, who believed that her artist’s tdaireativity were words,
the meaning and power of the poem had to be exgdébsough the language of the
poem!® Otherwise it no longer reflected the essentiaét®f the Incarnation; it could
no longer lead to an understanding of the dislatet¥. ®* Her contemporary readers,
particularly her younger audience, needed to hdvarde they could read. A
popularized version that spoke of the enduring €ian truth clearly better expressed
what the poem waaboutthan academic language.

The importance of showing the Incarnation throughdsthetic negated the need
for this academic cluttered nuance and textualracgu The power of the poem was
more important to disseminate than the accurate t®lke wrote that “when Dante
chooses to be sheerly beautiful...the translateitdi@ive up the chase after perfection
[and] erect, as best one can, a kind of sign-mosidicate ‘Here is beauty; make haste to
learn ltalian, so that you may read it for yourself* The manner in which she
translated th€omedyand participated in academic debates surroundimgeDHustrated
the application of her Christian intellectual esthe TheComedywas a vehicle to

articulate her Christian esthetic. Sayers wasaming her translation for the academics.

In her introduction td’he Divine Comedy 1: Hethe admitted that

as regards diction and syntax, | have interpretestdlly the phrase “in
modern English” which applies to the present sasfdsanslations. The

181 Dorothy L. Sayers to Marjorie Barber August 4, 89Phe Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers Volume 3:
1945-1950 A Noble Daringd. Barbara Reynolds, (Cambridge: The Dorothy lyeBaSociety Carole
Green Publishing), 156.

182 This is not to say that she dismissed tactilasu lesser being. Rather her tools were wordsusec
she was a “verbal” artist.

83Tischler, 158.

184 Sayers, Introduction t6he Divine Comedy I: Helhy Dante Alighierj 64.
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vocabulary and the sentence-rhythms of verse dreand never can be,
exactly the same as those of contemporary probavd considered the
whole range of intelligible English speech to bempo me, excluding

[the archaic and incomprehensible] and up-to-theutel slang. | have
tried, that is, to steer a discreet middle couretevben Wardour Street and
Hollywood, and to eschew: “Marry, quotha!” withalgclining upon “Sez
you!11185

As with all things Sayers attempted to bring ancterts into the language of England’s
20"-century common man. She admitted that the triaslavould inevitably be

different from the original because the poetryh# ttalian can only be translated so well
into English. But the point was that this is notaeademic translation. Sayers felt that,
like the Creeds, thEomedywas not meant solely for academia. The work wadydor
popular consumption because it articulated a furahdah Christian truth in a voice that
spoke to the contemporary ear. Digine Comedyinked with human reason to bridge
the gap and define the dislocated will. In heafistash” translation Sayers’ Christian
esthetic was the vehicle by which one could dettmedislocated self and rectify the
separation from God by furthering human knowledgé the knowledge of Divine

Truth. It was quintessential Christian art.

185 sayers, Introduction t6he Divine Comedy I: Helhy Dante Alighierj 60.
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Conclusion

Dorothy L. Sayers was not your typical Anglo-CdihoHer response to the
widespread fragmentation and de-Christianizatio&ngland during and after World
War Il was peculiar and idiosyncratic. She helekey traditional orthodoxy that
expressed itself in a non-traditional manner. &&tve have seen, this allowed for her to
express ideas about theology, Christianity anthaatway that was original and thought-
provoking. She took pieces of pre-existing ide@e@nd fused them into a personal
synthesis while rejecting tenets that were irreiéa her purpose or blatantly incorrect
in her mind. From the Anglo-Catholics, she usedl@mphasis on Creed and dogma to
act as the rock-solid foundation. At the same tisie vehemently rejected the spirit of
evangelism that Anglo-Catholics and other Angliganups fostered. And while Sayers
would spend a great deal of energy countering tistutates of religious Modernism, she
took from them the necessity to rework the languzEgbe Church to make it relevant
and accessible to the contemporary generationik&tiie Modernists, the meaning and
the authority of the Creeds remained intact anglersal, but she agreed with them that

the mode of communication could be brought up te.da

Sayers would never have the following or the emdufame of her
contemporaries such as C.S. Lewis or T.S. Elidtough, along with Lewis, Eliot, W.H.
Auden and Graham Greene, she was a member of ity band of heretics among

modern intellectuals: an intellectual who belieyefdGod,” she never gained the same
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type of notoriety as her peef. This is clear for two reasons. Without the
beautiful/artistic, Sayers on her own was in a samsrelatable to her audience because
she was emotionally detached. She admitted thatléitk of religious emotion in me
makes me impatient of it in other people, and makesppear cold and unsympathetic
and impersonal. This is true. |aff” But even this acceptance of an emotionless faith
could not satisfy Sayers completely. She wrestlgl the application of a purely
intellectual faith and found that a religion solefythe mind was inadequate and
impossible. Therefore, she looked to art to fi# gap that her construction of Christian
teaching created by the rejection of sentimentt hée esthetic still required intellectual
involvement. At a basic level, her theology reqdimore active contemplation than the
emotionally charged “myth” of Lewis and the ovemftyitarized evangelism of the
Buchmanites. Hers was a more quiet faith andrasiat received fewer
acknowledgements. Secondly, the poor receptidreofranslation of Dante has done
much to discredit her work. By ignoring the reasamher loose translation, scholars
have only focused on the inaccuracies and reledeedon-Wimsey writings to a dark

corner in the library.

The Incarnation was central to Sayers’ understandf art and its religious
implications and applications. For Sayers, allgsmcart, that is art that was not explicitly
Christian, had the potential to be prophetic andttowards Christian truth. Christian

art was reflective of the Incarnation becausedktthought and ideas and placed them in

186Christopher Mitchell, “Making Doctrine DanceGhristian History and Biographyg8, (2005), 23.

187 Dorothy L. Sayers to John Wren-Lewis, Good Friddgrch 1954The Letters of Dorothy L. Sayers
Volume 4: 1951-1957 In the Midst of Lifx]. Barbara Reynolds (Cambridge: The Dorothydyess
Society Carole Green Publishing, 2000), 137.
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tangible visual form just as the Incarnation maaeWord flesh. By creating art and
experiencing art, the artist and audience re-ptedahe Image of God that is indwelling
but distorted by sin and separation from God. discated will defined by Christian

art could be firmly called sin and the awarenedsamshesickness as she called it. By
using the Creeds as the foundation of her Christraterstanding and her esthetic we see
the linking of the overarching theme of Sayers’ kydrom BBC broadcasts Wivine

Comedy.

Sayers’ work remains important though it was negefar reaching as she might
have hoped. This failure can be partially explaibgdher very complicated
understanding of faith. A purely intellectual fais not easily communicable. The
clarity of the Creeds and the readability of Daante tangible portrayals of this
intellectualism. The internalization of this canstion of faith however is less easily
apprehended. Even Sayers who vehemently rejeutedeted for sentiment in faith was
aware of the necessity of something to overcomegdpe Art filled this role effectively
for her audience. Her focus on the co-existenineatf art and theology was popular
without question. But it stands to reason thatrtbgative reception of her Dante
translations, the majority of which were posthumppsiblished, tarnished her
effectiveness as a promoter of Christian intellactaith and art. Sentiment and
emotionally-charged moments are ubiquitous. CeSuis, Frank Buchman and Billy
Graham, to name a few, capitalized on tfifsSayers could not and did not. Her

Christian work was accessible and readable. thed the intellect. But even with art

1882andall, 180.
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the lack of sentiment was less translatable thavigceral conversion moment. In this

she was unable to reach her audience for moreatlg@meration.

In this thesis, | have attempted to wipe the difstioSayers and bring her work
out of the library’s back corner. | have placege3a in a greater religious conversation
and by doing so have challenged previous opiniodssaholarship. Her dismissal of
sentiment was peculiar. | freely admit this. Aradso admit that this made her difficult
for later generations to appreciate her out of@antBut it was certainly not out of
character in Sayers’ larger body of works and idd#eés is the very facet of her work
that has been neglected. Sayers has for too leeg placed in the scholastic sphere and
her contribution viewed as imperfect. This is mappropriate assessment of her work.
The opinion of irrelevance was mutual between Sagad academics. Scholars found
her work impossible because it was to them unrdad&he found their assessment and
dissemination of information highfalutin and impate Both had different audiences. |
have attempted to point out that she was a propgafentellectual Christianity that had a
very specific audience. It is my assertion thatmest regard Sayers in her appropriate
light and study her work within the framework stse=d and not consign her to where she

had no interest to reside.
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