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Abstract

Our study engages a conversation between literature and
theology by using the narrative fiction of Nikos Kazantzakis and
Whiteheadian process thought. This ‘dialogue’ unfolds in five
chapters. It begins as we locate an affinity between Kazantzakis
and Alfred North Whitehead in their understanding of an cvolving
deity who relies on our support to progress into the future.
Utilizing The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises and Process and
Reality: An Essay in Cosmology, our objective in this first chapter is
to reveal the common philosophy {Bergsonian transformism and
evolutionary thought) which shapes both Kazantzakis and
Whilehead’s understanding of God.

In chapter two, we recognize that the exercise of sustaining
this intexchange becomes, at times, demanding because our
conversation partners use dissimilar textual modes and forms of
discourse. By further exploring the role of God in Kazantzakis and
Whitehead, we hold that litcrature and theology constantly
(dejconstruct one another. Suggesting that this (dejconstructive
assignment is one that cannot but be ‘in process’ itself, we return
to it throughout our study.

The following chapters are arranged according to the
standard order and progression of Christian theological topics. We
bring theology and literature into conversation by comparing a
specific theme in a novel by Kazantzakis and in the work(s) of a

particular Whiteheadian process theologian. In chapter three, The



Last Temnptation is coupled with John Cobb's Christin a Pluralislic
Age. Here we note how Kazantzakis and Cobb write of Jesus
becoming divine and of Christ as one who fights against the
mortmain of the past which holds us in thrall. We next read God’s
Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi alongside of Blair Reynolds’s Toward a
Process Pneumatology in a consideration of God as evolving Spirit.
Uniting these differently structured texts is a portrayal of the
divine transcendence-within-immanence (process panentheism).
We find in our fifth and final chapter that common to both
Zorba the Greek and David Ray Griffin's God and Religion in the
Postmodern World: Essays in Postmodern Theology is the belief that
creativity is universal, that spirituality involves the imitation of an
adventurous God, and that our attempts to instantiate moral and
religious beauty can enhance the becoming of others (human and
divine). With the help of ideas culled from the work of Friedrich
Nictzsche, we note that the tense but close alliance between the
Dionysiac and Apollonian traits of Zorba and the Boss evokes the
relationship between literature and theology. We end our final
chapter with a discussion of possible points of divergence and
convergence between the two disciplines in light of insights from
deconstruction theory, and we maintain that the dialogue we have
sustained between them allows us to interpret Kazantzakis's
narrative fiction as a mythopoesis of process thought. In a
succinct conclusion, we consider the value of this interpretation to

Whiteheadian process theologians and Kazantzakis scholars.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

|2 RC) €2 U = TUUTT P 1

1. Process Perspectives: Kazantzakis, Whitehead,

and the God-World Relation......cooooviiiiiiiviiiviiininninnes 18

2. Rubbing Texts Together: Some Issues to Consider

When Reading Kazantzakis and Whitehead.............. 84

3. Jesus-Becoming-Christ:

Kazantzakis and Cobb Compared...........coeevvvvninannns 112
4. Transcendence-within-Immanence:
Kazantzakis and Reynolds on God

as Evolving Spirit.........o 207

5. Imitating a Process God:

Kazantzakis and Griffin on Spirituality.................. 300
L070) 3 161 RE T3 (o) o U PP 399
Bibliography . et 404




Acknowledgments

It is often said, and not without a wry smile, that doctoral
candidates can appreciate the loneliness of long-distance runners.
The reasons for this are both obvious and legion. In spite of this
frequently apt analogy, I feel very fortunate to have found myself
'in good company’ during the years and months of preparing this
study. It affords me great pleasure to rccord here my appreciation
to all the many family members, colleagues, and friends who have
been so tirelessiy attentive to both my requests for assistance and
my need for encouragement,

My American wife, Betsy, has gracefully endured so many
conversations about Kazantzakis and process theology, but hex
curiosity in my modest project has never withered. Through four
long years, she has been a consistent and discerning reader-critic
of my writing. As my closest friend, Betsy is the keeper of my soul.
It is to her that I dedicate the present work.

I owe an enormous debt of gratitude to both my English
parents, Joan and Alan Middlelon, and my American parents, Bob
and Iva Lou Flowers. While I have been living and working in the
USA for the past three years, my mother and father have
demonstrated their belief in my ability and encouraged me through
consistent letters and telephone calls. My ‘new’ parents in the
States have been a matrix of tenderness and open acceptance ever

since I arrived in Tennessee. A perfect blend of South Memphis wit

ii




and Delta finesse, Bob and iva Lou have realized every chance to
envelope me with their spiritual wisdom, warm resourcefulness,
and uplifting encouragement. In addition, I have been very
fortunatc 1o have established loving and lasting friendships with
my brothers and sisters in law. Anne and Cory Tinker as well as
Lou and Jerry Martin have spent hours with me in laughter and
fellowship.

Alongside my English and American families, a number of
good friends on both sides of the Atlantic have served as a faithful
sourcce of wisdom and humour in recent years: Joe Carr-Hill, Andy
King, Chris Knight, Joe Kohler, Bobby Caudle Rogers, Barry
Whitney, and Joanna and Andy Williams. I want to particularly
thank Dawn and Greer Richardson for their constant intercst in
and questions about this project, for their generosity of spirit, in
niore ways than one, and for their willingness to indulge my
theological fantasies into the small hours of many a morning. The
congregation of First Baptist Church, Memphis and Dr. Ken Corr
have provided a nceded worshipful retreat while the Seekers
Sunday School class endless theological stimulation.

My interest in Whiteheadian process theology can be traced
to the influence of Dr. David A. Pailin, my theology teacher at the
University of Manchester between 1986-1989. Through numerous
lectures and seminars, he persuaded me that Whitehead's view of

God and the world is congenial both to current understandings of

iii



science and to the Christian faith. In early 1989, he supervised my
B. A. (Honours) dissertation on process Christology. Ideas for the
chapter in the present work on John Cobb's view of Jesus were
first forged in this period of undcrgraduate research. In the wake
of my years in Manchester, I pursued research at the University of
Oxford under the supervision of Professor Maurice F. Wiles. In
1991, I wrote my M. Phil dissertation on what sense it makes to
say that God acts in the world. I express here my highest regard
for Drs. Pailin and Wiles. They inspired me to formulate answers
to complex theological questions.

My love for Kazantzakis’s religious writings has its genesis in
the kindness of Revd. John Rackley, a Baptist minister with whom
I worked in the summmer of 1988. Martin Scorsese’s film version of
The Last Temptation was equally inspiring. The idea for the present
study came to me during my final days in Oxford. It occurred to
me then, as it does even more so now, that points of convergence
exist between Kazantzakis's narrative fiction and Whiteheadian
process theology. One of the first scholars to support my planned
project was Dr. David Jasper, Director of the Centre for the Study
of Litcrature and Theology at the University of Glasgow. Since
1992, Dr. Jasper has acted as both supervisor and friend. The
gentle and critical way in which he has shared his ideas has been

extraordinarily helpful to me in shaping my own intellectual

formation.

iv




In addition to Dr. Jasper, Professor Peter Bien of Dartmouth
College has been very supportive, first responding with
encouragement to my letter and most recently embarking upon a
book project with such a novice as myself. On the subject of
Kazantzakis, he has responded to all my requests for clarification.
In particular, a number of the translations that appear in the
present work have been made more accurate because of
information supplied to me by Professor Bien. For this specific
assistance, 1 am very thankful, Other scholars who have at some
stage read and commented on my work include: Professor John B.
Cobb, Jr.. Professor Daniel A. Dombrowski, Professor Ann M.
Pederson, and Professor Barry L. Whitney. In an exercise that
provided endless possibilities for making mistakes, they have saved
me [rom a few.

For the past three years, I have been engaged as a Lecturer in
Religious Studies at Rhodes College, Memphis. Combining study
and teaching is never easy, but I have been given marvcllous help
from both faculty and students. My colleagues in the Department
of Religious Studies have made my first university teaching
position exciting and challenging. Impcccable library assistance
from the Burrow Library at Rhodes College has enabled me to
conduct my research swiftly and efficiently. Similar support has
been received from the libraries housed in the Memphis Theological

Scminary and in the Universities of Memphis and Glasgow.



Preface

This is a study which engages a conversation between literature
and theology by using the narrative fiction of Nikos Kazantzakis and
Whiteheadian process thought. What we discover, throughout this
dialogue, is a similarity in the concept of a process God who requires
the world's assistance to advance into the future. While sustaining
this conversation becomes, at times, difficult--tensions emerge
between the partners because of the different nature of their textual
modes and forms of discourse--such an endeavour allows us 1o see
the literary work of Nikos Kazantzakis as a mythopoesis of process
thought.

Enthralled by the ancient Greek contrast between immutability
(the One) and fluctuation (the Many), Kazantzakis spent much of his
working life giving an order and a frame of meaning to his own
chaotic perceptions of the world. As a mythopoeic writer, he grapples
with the eternally unsolvable connundra of permanence and change
that seem to engage his literary imagination: divine and human
vitality, evil and suffering, religious formation and discipline, the
integration of the sacred and the matcrial universe, and the
mysterious transmutation of inert matter into zestful spirit.

Educated under the French process thinker Henri Bergson at
the turn of the twentieth century, Kazantzakis followed his teacher’s
lead in rejecting substantialist metaphysics for a philosophy of

formation and growth. Later, in a 1927 lyrical essay, known now by



the title The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, Kazantzakis gave his
own poetic embodiment to Bergson'’s idea that a ‘creative impulse’
(the élanvital) activates the mechanism of evolutionary change.!
Underpinned by the concept of flux rather than permanence, the idea
of God was married by Kazantzakis to the thought of an unfolding,
indeterminate world. Exploring this concept with the aid of tools
provided by Bergson, Kazantzakis wrote poems and plays until 1941
when, in the autumn of his literary career, he continued his
exploration in the narrative form of the novel. It is for this latter past
of his writing career, he is best known.

We do not involve all of Kazantzakis's published novels in our
conversation. This kind of comprehensive study is far beyond the
scope of the present work. Instead, after discussing The Saviors of
God, Kazantzakis’s major religious statement, we scrutinize three of
his novels, The Last Temptation, God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi, and
Zorba the Greele, all of which can be interpreted as significant sources
for Kazantzakis's religious vision. We treat these three novels in the
order stated above. While Kazantzakis critics will recognize that this
method yiclds a study which is chronologically incorrect, the aim is to
arrange our chapters not around dates of composition and/or
publicalion but around the standard order and progression of
Christian theological topics: first, God's relationship to a changing
world; next, how Jesus of Nazareth becomes the Christ; then, the

picture of the divine as an evolving Spirit; and finally, the value of



human creativity to God.

In analyzing Kazanizakis's writings, we have used the published
English translations. In the case(s) where certain parts of these
translations appear to be inaccuratc, we amend them to conform
more preciscly to the Greek. We should note that certain translations
used in this study have been made more accurate due to information
supplied by Professor Peter A. Bien, Dartmouth College, USA.

While most interpreters of Kazantzakis's writings acknowledge
and delineate his indebtedness to Bergson, few critics have moved
beyond the customary reading of Kazantzakis's work as a
narrativization of vitalism. Divided into five chapters, our study
advances this customary reading into an original direction by viewing
a lyrical essay and three novels in light of, or in dialogue with,
Whiteheadian process thought. We begin with Alfred North
Whitehead’s Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology and progress
to investigatc the Whitcheadian process theology of John B. Cobb,
Jr., Blair Reynolds, and David Ray Griffin.

Surfacing after the First World War in the philosophical work
of Whitehead and Charles Hartshorne, process thought explores the
idea of flux within permanence by espousing both God’s immutability
(in the divine primordial nature) and God’s mutability (in the divine
consequent nature), and the status of each relative to an unfolding
world.? Striving constantly to surpass earlier stages of their own

development, God and the world appear mutually dependent upon




each other for growth and formation. While the use of Hartshorne’'s
version of process thought may be found at relevant points in the
present study, our method has been to concentrate our efforts on a
comparative analysis of Whiteheadian process thought and
Kazantzakis's narrative fiction. To the best of our knowledge, a
treatise of this breadth has not been attempted before now.

Opening with a recognition that Whitehead and Kazantzakis
have Bergson as a mutual influence, chapter one aligns Process and
Reality with The Saviors of God in an attempt to explore the issue of
how God relates to the world. We show how the authors of both texts
appear to believe that God is actually an integral part of the world’s
formation and novelty, actively engrossed in life and affected by events
in it, sometimes to the point of needing our help to advance forward
in the evolutionary process. Central to our discussion is an analysis
of Whitehead's belief, now axiomatic in modern process theoclogy, that
we can assist the divine when we contribute aesthetic value to God’s
consequent nature. God requires our instantiation of divine initial
aims in order to enhance God’s becoming.® Similar to Whitehead’s
notion of creating the divine by acting upon the divine rceeptivity is
Kazantzakis's own belief that we ‘save God’ (defined in Bergsonian
lerms as the emancipation of the dlanvital from its material
congealments) when we transubstantiate flesh into spirit through
acts of evolutionary striving. By the close of chapter one, then, we

observe two major points of convergence between Kazantzakis’s The
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Saviors of God and Whitehead's Process and Reality. Although writing
at different times and places, both writers picture the divine as in
process, subject to time and change, and as requiring creaturely
support in order to advance forward.

Chapter two develops a theme that becomes apparent towaxrds
the close of chapter one; namely, it explores the tension that appears
to exist in the conversation between narrative fiction and systematic
theology when we consider their difference in textual modes. Since
ours is a study of the relationship between (Kazantzakis's) literature
and (Whiteheadian process) theology, specific attention is given here
to a view of literature as a first-order discourse and to theology, as we
define it, as a second-order language. Making this strategic
distinction between both creative and conceptual forms enables us to
appreciate how Kazantzakis, as a polysemic writer, seems impatient
to the kind of systematic limits and formulated truth required by
proponents of Whiteheadian process metaphysics. By the same
token, this contrast in literary modes permits us to observe how
Whitehead and the Whiteheadians, with their strong penchant for
structured thought, could be described as unrelentingly opposed to
Kazantzakis's plurisignative style.

Recognizing this hostility between the two as conversational
partners leads us to make the claim that (Kazantzakis’s) literature
and (Whitehcadian process) theology exist in a dialogue that might be

termed ‘complementary yet antagonistic’. Although Hteraturc and




theology frequently possess a similar agenda in that both regularly
address issues of religious belief, their dissimilarity in literary forms
often means that advocates in each discipline (de)construct the work
of the other. As writing, literature appears to frustrate the
interiorizing, systematizing, and reference-claiming tendencies of
systematic theology. At the same time it is systematic theology, with
its use of arguments thal proceed step-by-step in an elaborate
nctwork of mutual implication, that often reminds the creative writer
of the need for conceptual coherence and critical plausibility in her
work. As we note towards the close of chapter two, we do not resolve
the tension between (Kazantzakis's) literature and (Whiteheadian
process) theology because this hostility secures for us the makings of
‘a process poetics of faith'. It is this very tension that makes possible
the task of (de)construction, an exercise that cannot but be ‘in
process’ itself. Because this tension is never resolved and ever
present, we refer to and explore it throughout the thesis.

Our stress on the task of {(de)construction is explained in
chapler two with reference to scholars currently engaged in
postmodern readings of the novel, theclogy, and philosophy. What we
learn from these men and women is two-fold. We both acquire a
sense of the open-ended nature of language and we observe the need
for deliberately conflicting strategies of reading. When both lessons
are applied to Kazantzakis's narrative fiction, we find that we have a

basis for our own ‘stereophonic’ or ‘bifocal’ reading of his novels in




chapters three, four, and five. Postmodernists teach us that no one
can or should make universal claims for reading. They insist that no
single hermeneutical strategy finally can or should be used when one
is analyzing fiction. Thus, our method is to interpret Kazantzakis's
The Last Temptation, God’s Pauper, and Zorba the Greek on at least two
levels. First, we read them as self-sustaining texts which invite us to
suspend our disbelief and to navigate their fictional terrain, and,
second, we read them as dramatic narratives capable of provoking
process theological reflections.

After investigating the evolutionary model of God and the world
proposed in both Whiiehead's Process and Reality and Kazantzakis's
The Saviors of God (chapter one), as well as reflecting on the
consequences that appear to follow from this cxchange for a study of
literature and theology (chapter two), we move into a comparative
study of three novels by Kazantzakis and specific process theological
texts. The Last Temptation is paired with John Cobb’s Christina
Pluralistic Age in chapter three. In chapter four, God’s Pauper is read
alongside Blair Reynolds’s Toward a Process Pneumatology. Finally,
chapter five interprets Zorba the Greek in light of David Ray Griffin’s
God and Religion in the Postmodern World: Essays in Postmodern
Theology.

Chapters three, four, and five follow a similar structure to that
seen in chapter one. Each focuscs upon a specific theological theme,

these themes progressing in the standard order that we alluded to



earlier in our introduction. The theme is initially explored in a formal
analysis of the chosen Kazantzakis novel, then considered within
texi(s) of a specific process thinker as we bring the two together in a
sustained conversation. The following paragraphs briefly delineate
the contents of cach chapter within this structure. However, since
the issues involved in the consequential dialogue between literature
and theology have already been discussed in our synopsis of chapter
two, we have omitted a discussion of the closing sections of chapters
three, four, and five which consider certain aspects of this
conversation.

Having examined God’s general agency within a becoming world
in chapter one, we then narrow our field of inquiry in chapter three to
a discussion of God’s specific agency in the person and work of Jesus
of Nazareth. As a philoesopher rather than a theologian, Whitehead
spoke only briefly about Jesus, his remarks being scattered and few.
However, many theologians have attempted to construct a Christology
from a Whiteheadian process perspective. John Cobb’s Christin a
Pluralistic Age stands out as an early example of Whiteheadian
Christological reflection. Accompanying our analysis of this specific
text, we investigate Cobb’s remarks about Jesus’s person made in his
article, “A Whiteheadian Christology”, and we examine Cobb’s view of
Christ as the power of transformation in Process Theology: An
Introductory Expositiorni, a book that Cobb co-authored with David Ray
Griffin.



For Kazantzakis, thc main text we consider is his fictional
biography of Jesus, The Last Temptation. However, we also incorporate
remarks about Christ as an agent of change made by Kazantzakis in
his autobiographical novel, Report to Greco. The standard theological
distinction between Jesus and Christ is assumed by both Kazantzakis
and Cobb and is itself made clear in our chapter where appropriate.

Apart from these authors' texts as cited above, it is neither
feasible nor mandatory to incorporate into the present work other
process Chrisfologies made by contemporaries of Cobb or further
references to Jesus made by Kazantzakis (direct or indirect} in earlier
literawy texts. Such a task is far beyond the limits of the present
work. This selective method is understoad to be incorporated in the
ensuing chapters as well.

In our analysis of The Last Tempiation, we observe that
Kazantzakis's Jesus undergoes a process of messianic formation that
involves four stages. Jesus becomes Christ, the Son of God, through
an arduous struggle to align his own personal desires with the
vocational demands made on his life by God, the divine Cry. By
trying at all points to resist tempting domestic and familial pleasures,
Jesus eventually ascends from carpenter to Christ, emerging as a
person whose self-understanding is co-constituted by his own
immediate past and by thc fullness of his perscenal reception of the
lure to transubstantiate matter into spirit that is the Cry and

presence of God (or élanvital). Throughout this third chapter, we note



how Kazantzakis's view of Jesus is integral to his more generally held
belief that we play a vital part in God’'s own redemption. Jesus
evolves to become the classic expression of one who facilitates
dematerialization (‘saving God’) in a changing world. In his book
Report to Greco, Kazantzakis pictures Christ as a disturbing presence,
stirring us with a restlessness that agitates authentic becoming.

When we establish a conversational exchange between The Last
Temptation (as well as Report to Greco) and Cobb's Christ in a Pluralistic
Age (as well as the other Cobbian texts cited above), we find that
Cobb’s own Whiteheadian view of Jesus is similar to the account of
Jesus proposed by Kazantzakis. For Cobb, as for Kazantzakis, Jesus
of Nazareth becornes divine through the incremental operation of
God’s agency and Jesus's gradual response to God’s providential aim.
The divine Logos shares in the constitution of the human nature of
Jesus who, according to Cobb, is the paradigm of incarnation. In his
saving work, Christ is likened by Cobb to a neutron initiating a chain
reaction of personal and social transformation. Fighting against the
morimain of the past which often holds us in thrall, Christ stirs in us
as a perpetual desire for what is enrichingly novel. Reading The Last
Temptation in light of Cobb’s version of Whiteheadian Christology, we
interpret the former as a mythopoesis of process thought.

After a consideration of God's specific action in the world
through Jesus of Nazareth, we contemplate in chapter four the

concept of divine transcendence-within-immanence: God’s agency as
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evolving Spirit. In the world, God is developed; in God, the world is
enveloped. The divine is All in all. God is a circumambient presence,
a matrix of tenderness within and around a cosmos still in the
making. With these thoughts, we establish another conversational
exchange between Kazantzakis and Whiteheadian process thought.
Here we situate God’s Pauper, with its own version of divine
transcendence-within-immanence, alongside Blair Reynolds’s Toward
a Process Pneumatology, one of the first book-length treaiments of
God as evolving Spirit from a Whiteheadian process perspective.

Central to our analysis of God’s Pauper is an interpretation of
Kazantzakis's Francis as a process nature-mysticist. By this phrase
we mean that as Francis makes his transition from affluent
troubadour to the Poor Man of God, he gradually learns to treat the
many inhabitants of the physical world as incognitos of an evolving
God. Appearing to be both transcendent of and yet itnmanent within
the world of nature, the God of God's Pauper furthermore commands
Francis (as he commands Jesus in The Last Temptation) to forfeit all
material and bodily comforts in order to ascend a spiritual mountain
starting from its base camp of ordinariness (marriage and parenthood}
and progressing to its summit of meaningfulness (poverty. chastity,
and obedience),

Throughout God’s Pauper, Kazanizakis’s Francis becomes the
Poverello by struggling to convert all available matter into spirit, and

by sceking to be faithful to the commands of an evolving Spirit (the
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élanvital) who depends on creaturely assistance in order to advance
forward {dematerialization). Only at the close of his life, when his
struggle to assist God is complete, doecs Kazantzakis's Francis emerge
as ‘objectively immeortal' {(Whitehead) in the hearts and minds of
others who remember and lcarn from his example.* Adjusting Peter A.
Bien's interpretation of God’s Pauper as a ‘post-Christian’ novel, we
interpret it as a post-dogmatic mythopoesis of process thought.

Blair Reynolds's Toward a Process Pneumatology presents a view
of God as an evolving Spirit (at least in the divine consequent nature)
actively secking to persuade the inhabitants of a changing cosmos to
instantiate God’s aims of moral and religious beauty. Independent of
the world in the divine primordial nature, the divine is the fathomless
reservoir of novelty and transformation for all things. Enmeshed in
the world in the consequent nature, God is viewed by Reynolds as
emotionally involved, an all-inclusive environment of sensitivity
within which all actualizations originatc. For Reynolds, the concept
of God’s dipolarity (defined as above) carries with it the idea of divine
transcendence-within-immmanence. This notion may be described by
another concept: process panentheism (the doctrine that the world is
not identical with God nor separate from God but in God, who in the
divine nature transcends it). While Kazantzakis does not refer to
either notion in God’s Pauper, we hold that the portrayal of God
within its pages could be described with the aid of both.

However, when one begins to scrutinize the association of

12



Kazantzakis with Whiteheadian forms of process theology, divergences
regarding their view of God’'s agency will inevitably appear. While
Reynolds follows Whitchead in his portrayal of the divine tender
goading, Kazantzakis narrativizes the Cry’s more radical pushing, At
first sight, this contrast appears as an impasse. However, while the
tension cannol be resolved, we do suggest that this divergence may be
a difference in the matter of emphasis. While process thinkers do
emphasize God's persuasive and tender providence, they also
acknowledge that God’s lure is frequently for the less than gentle
since the struggle to instantiate aesthetic value often involves
discord, intensity, and chaos. A sustained discussion of this tension,
and how it leads into the strategic difference between theology and
literature, closes chapter four.

After the examination of God as an evolving Spirit in chapter
four, our closing chapter addresses the theme of human creativity
relative to both Kazantzakis's Zorba the Greek and David Ray Griffin’s
God and Religion in the Postmodern World. When we situate these two
texts in conversation, we find common to both Kazanizakis and
Griffin is a belief in the universality of creativity; all living things,
including God, embody enexgy. However, neither Kazantzakis nor
Griffin believe that God is the sole possessor of creativity; rather, they
hold that our world has inherent powers of self-creation. Thus, God
is never the total cause of any event in the world. For Kazantzakis,

as [or Griffin, God is pictured as out in front of the evolutionary
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process, the Cry or lure for feeling. Within this process perspective of
God and the creative advance, spiritual formation is neither
impossible nor irrelevant.

In this chapter, we note Griffin’s view of spirituality as the
imitation of a God who perpetually secks an increase in satisfaction
in order to progress. We also record Kazanizakis's own account of
spirituality as the imitation of God’s Cry (€lanvital) through acts of
evolutionary striving. On one level of interpretaiion, Zorba appears to
embody process spirituality (in the Kazantzakian-Griffin sense of the
term) because he successfully copies the struggles of an adventurous
God. In addition, the Boss’s novel about Zorba scems to suggest that
he, too, has siruggled to imitate the creativity of the élanvital.

The Boss's decision to immortalize Zorba in the form of a novel
evokes the process theological belief that our lives may become a part
of the legacy (Whitehead's objective immortality) that we leave for God
and for others to incorporate into their own future lives. According to
Griffin, what we can contribute to God is aesthetic potential, and this
is cherished and preserved in the mind of God. In human terms, what
we may offer to others is the bequest of our lives. Interpreting Zorba's
life in light of Griffin's process ideas, Zorba could be viewed as a man
who contributes both to God (his mining of lignite and women are but
two acts of evolutionary striving that facilitate the dematerialization
of the dlanvital) and to others (his Hfe so affects the Boss that the

Boss objectively immortalizes it in art).
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In the midst of showing how Griffin and Kazantzakis believe
that a process spirituality is both possible and relevant within a
changing world, we return to and further examine some of the
postmodern themes that we discussed in earlier chapters, particularly
chapter two. We delineate how Griffin’s work moves Whiteheadian
process thought into a radically new site by engaging the work of
thinkers who call into question many of the beliefs--a common
rational discourse, universal ethical precepts, an ordered universe,
and the difference between fact and interpretation--that form the
foundation of modernism.

We then consider what Griffin terms the deconstructive or
eliminative postmodernism of a/theologians like Mark C. Taylor.
Gritfin relies upon Bergson and Whitehead to argue against Taylor
whom he believes promotes an anti-worldview that eradicates the
possibility of belief in God. Griffin, instead, favours the radical
amendment of key theological concepts from within modcernity's
world-view, a task he terms constructive or revisionary
postmodcrnism.

A source common to both Kazantzakis and postmodernism (by
whatever name) is Friedrich Nietzsche. Interestingly, Nietzsche's
ideas have contributed to Taylor's deconstructive postmodernism,
and, as we have discussed, Griffin views Taylor as his major
interlocutor. After discussing Taylor and Griffin on the subject of

God, we indicate how their debate applies to Kazantzakis’'s narrative
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fiction. We also demonstrate how the rellance of Griffin's argument
upon Bergson and Whitehead connects it to the work of Kazantzakis.

Although we make brief allusions to Nietzsche’s writings in
earlier parts of our sfudy, one reason we wait until chapter five is
because critics believe that Zorba the Greek, perhaps more than any
other Kazantzakis novel, owes an important debt to Nietzsche,
especially Nietzsche's two books, The Birth of Tragedy and Thus Spake
Zarathustra. For instance, Zorba's characterization is based largely
on Nietzsche's understanding of the Dionysiac mode of life, and the
Boss's characterization is based chiefly on the Apollonian form of
existence.

In our analysis of character in Zorba the Greek, we note that the
tensc but close alllance between the Dionysiac and Apollonian traits
of Zorba and the Boss evokes the relationship between literature and
theology, and we close our [ifth and final chapter with a discussion of
possible points of divergence and convergence between the two in light
of insights from deconstruction theory. We maintain that the
dialogue we have sustaincd between the two disciplines allows us to
interpret Kazantzakis's narrative fiction as a mythopoesis of process
thought. In a succinct conclusion, we consider the value of this
interpretation to Whiteheadian process theologians and Kazantzakis

scholars.
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NOTES FOR THE PREFACE

1. Tt is worth noting that The Saviors of God, although first published in 1927, was
‘written in 1922-23 and given a different ending in 1928. The version now available in both
Greek and English is, in effect, the 2nd edition, incorporating the revised ending. Here
and elsewhere, Saviory is not treated as equivalent to Nikos Kazantzakis’s novels. A
{iction is that which is feigned or imagined, as opposed to thatl which is true; itis an
imaginative, invented creation that does not directly represent reality. Saviors, on the
contrary, is Kazantzakis’s altempt to represent precisely what is true--the nature of being
and becoming. Kazantzakis uses figurative language in Saviors; however, the figurative
language in itself does nat convert this essay info fiction. Clearly, the discrete
(antonomous or self-sufficient) world of Kazantzakis’s novels--his {ictions--should be

separated from his lyrical credo.

2. In Whitcheadian process thought, God is ontologically independeni of the world in the
divine primordial nature only. In the consequent nature of God (the mutable aspect of the
divine), God needs some cosmaos or other if not this one.

3. To ‘instantiate’ means ‘o make real, to concretize, or to offer as an cxample’.

4. Objective immortality is Alfred North Whitehead’s term for the legacy that completed

aclual occasions may, in effect, leave for others. This term receives extensive treatment in

the following chapter.
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1. Process Perspectives:

Kazantzakis, Whitehead, and the God-World Relation

In the temporary living organism these two
streams collide: {a) the ascent toward
composition, toward life, toward immortality; (b)
the descent toward decomposition, toward
matter, toward death. Both streams well up
from the depths of primordial essence. Life
startles us at first; it seems somewhat beyond
the law, somewhat contrary to nature,
somewhat like a transitory counteraction to the
dark eternal fountains; but deeper down we feel
that Life is itself without beginning, an
indestructiblc force of the Universe. Otherwise,
from where did that superhuman strength come
which hurls us from the unborn to the born and
gives us--plants, animals, men--courage for the
strugglc? But both opposing forces are holy. It
is our duty, thcrefore, to grasp that vision which
can embrace and harmonize these two
enormous, timeless, and indestructible forces,
and with this vision to modulate our action.

-- Nikos Kazantzakisl

The passage of time is the journey of the world
towards the gathering of new ideas into actual
fact. This adventurc is upwards and downwards.
Whatever ceases to ascend, fails to preserve
itself and enters upon its inevitable path of
decay. It decays by transmitting its nature o
slighter occasions of actuality, by reason of the
failure of the new forms to fertilize the
perceptive achievements which constitute its
past history. The universe shows us two
aspcets: on the one side it is physically wasting,
on the other side it is spiritually ascending.

~- Alfred North Whitehead2

A. Kazantzakis and Whitehead: Does A Kinship of Thought Exist?
Throughout Nikos Kazantzakis's (1883-1957) narrative fiction
therc is a deep attachment to the ancient tradition of gods and humans

interacting and struggling, as Aeschylus portrays it, in the world of the
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in-between. Also, Kazanizakis responds to nineteenth century notions
of ‘dynamism’ and ‘vitality’ by discerning a vibrant outburst of energy in
the world that seeks to propel all matter forward.® Following the thought
of his philosophical mentor Henri Bergson (1859-1941), Kazantzakis
views this palpitating spirit as disembodied creativity, the so-called élan
vital (Kazanizakis uses the terms ‘God’, ‘Cry’, and ‘creative Breath’ to
describe this processive life-force) which launches itself into matier and
then sets about unmaking itself by striving for dematerialization.* In
Kazantzakis’s view, the élanvifal is a dynamic energy which invites us to
wrestle constantly to ‘transubstantiate’ (ueroumiwe) all matter into
spirit. In this way, life allows us to play our part in the process of
spiritual evolution, and thus to collaborate with God, indeed to ‘save
God' (or assist the dematerialization of élanvital) from the confines of
corporeality.®

Like Kazantzakis, Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947), combines
premodern wisdom about the relatedness of things (Heraclitus and the
later dialogues of Plato) with modern evolutionary theory to picture deity
as the energizing ground from which every dynamic event escalates.® For
Whitehead, God is that non-temporal and vital actuality that gives
unity, direction, and humanity to life by seeking persuasively to lure the
world (and its many inhabitants) forward in the temporal advance.”
Following Whitehead's lead, process theologians now write about “change

in God, Christ becoming divine, and the on-going process of revelation”.®
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In spite of this similar belief in evolutionary striving, very few
scholars working in cither the field of modern Greek literature or process
studies have set oul to compare Kazantzakis's narrative fiction and
Whitehead's process philosophy. While much ink has been spilt in
describing Bergson's influence upon Kazanizakis and in elucidating
Whitehead’s relationship to Bergsonian transformism, only a few articles
and references exist that point up what it is that Whitehead and
Kazantzakis appcar ta share in common.® By placing Kazantzakis, who
was once persecuted for heresy, ‘in dialogue’ with Whitehead, whose
ideas are seen as congenial to Christian faith, this study hopefully opens
up an entirely new avenue for scholars of both.°

At the turn of the present century, particularly in continental
Europe, there surfaced an intellectual trend which soon stirred the
philosophical imagination: ‘Vitalism’. Evolutionary vitalists favour
evanescence, intuition, and the becoming thrust of the universe. Henri
Bergson, a Nobel prize-winning writer, was onc of the first of a cluster of
thinkers in this area. In Creative Evolution, Bergson repudiates
substantialist metaphysics in favour of a relational philosophy:

It is natural to our intellect, whose function is essentially
practical, made to present to us things and states rather
than changes and acts. But things and states are only
views, taken by our mind, of becoming. There are no things,
there are only actions. More particularly, if I consider the
world in which we live, 1 find that the automatic and strictly
determined evolution of this well-knit whole is action which
is unmaking itself, and that the unforeseen forms which life
cuts out in it, forms capable of being themselves prolonged

into unforeseen movements, represent the action that is
making itself.1!
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The centre of Bergson's philosophy is the vital impulse, the élan
vital,12 Conceptually, Bergson places this idea in direct opposition to the
Cartesian bifurcation of mind and body. It is misguided, Bergson
teaches, to concentrate exclusively on the primacy of mind over body or
body over mind. What is needed is a holistic approach to life.!® Using
terms like ‘intuition’, ‘duration’, and ‘creative evolution’, Bergson views
being as an abstraction from becoming:

Like eddies of dust raised by the wind as it passes, the living
turn upon themselves, borne up by the great blast of life.
They are therefore relatively stable, and counterfeit
immobility so well that we trcat each of them as a thing
rather than as a progress, forgetting that the very
permanernce of their form is only the outline of a
movement. 14
‘Reality’ could be described as a tussle between élan and materiality.
While the former surges forever upward towards new expressions of
creativity, the latter pushes downward toward equilibrium and
stagnation.'® As a consequencec, evolution is viewed as the ceaseless
unfolding of the temporal advance (‘the world’) because élanvital is the
agitating impulse which propels matter to cultivate itself.

Our study does not distance itself from the customary reading of
Kazantzakis's narrative fiction as a mythopoesis of Bergsonian
vitalism.!® We acknowledge that both Kazantzakis and Bergson sense in
themselves, in others, and in the world at large, a drive or dynamic for

transformation. In Crealive Evolution, Bergson writes of process and the

changing world:

21




As the smallest grain of dust is bound up with our entire
solar system, drawn along with it in that undivided
movement of descent which is materiality itself, so all
organized beings, from the humblest to the highest, from the
first origins of life to the time in which we are, and in all
places as in all times, do but evidence a single impulsion,
the inverse of the movement of matter, and in itself
indivisible. All the living hold together, and all yield to the
same tremendous push. The animal takes its stand on the
plant, man bestrides animality, and the whole of humanity,
in space and in time, is one immense army galloping beside
and before and behind each of us in an overwhelming charge
able to beat down every resistance and clear the most
formidable obstacles, perhaps even death.17

After Bergson, Kazantzakis uses his Report to Greco to conceive of God
("a great Cry”) as ceaselessly active and enduringly present throughout
the creative advance:

Blowing through heaven and earth, and in our hearts
and the heart of every living thing, is a gigantic breath--a
great Cry--which we call God. Plant life wished to continuc
its motionless sleep next to stagnant waters, but the Cry
leaped up within it and violently shook its roots: “Away, let
go of the earth, walk!” Had the tree been able to think and
judge, it would have cried, “I don’t want to. What are you
urging me to do! You are demanding the impossible!” But
the Cry, without pity, kept shaking its roots and shouting,
“"Away, let go of the earth, walk!”

It shouted in this way for thousands of eons;
and lo! as a result of desire and struggle, life escaped the
motionless tree and was liberated.

Animals appeared--worms--making themselves
at home in water and mud. “"We're just fine here,” they said.
“We have peace and security; we're not budging!”

But the terrible Cry hammered itself pitilessly
into their loins."Leave the mud, stand up, give birth to your
betters!”

“We don't want to! We can’t!”

“You can't, but I can. Stand up!”
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And lo! after thousands of eons, man emerged,
trembling on his still unsolid legs.

The human being is a centaur; his equine hoofs

are planted in the ground, but his body from breast to head

is worked on and tormented by the merciless Cry. He has

been fighting, again for thousands of eons, to draw himself

out of his human scabbard. Man calls in despair, “Where

can I go? I have reached the pinnacle, beyvond is the abyss.”

And the Cry answers, “I am beyond. Stand up!”t8

The guiding principles of Kazantzakis’s religious guest are included

in this quotation from Report to Greco: the relationship of spirit to
matter, the sanctification of matter, its transformation into spirit, and
the indwelling of the latter in all material manifestations of the natural
world. All thesc principles ascribe their origin to central themes in
Bergson's vitalism: God as spiritual reality assumes a material form by
taking on flesh and subjecting Godself to corruption, so that we, God’'s
material counterparts, may be able to assume a divine and spiritual
form.!® In his book Kazantzakis: The Politics of Salvation, James F. Lea
notes this strong connection between Bergson and Kazantzakis:

Life is a flowing, expanding, and ubiquitous stream of

consciousness for Bergson and Kazantzakis, which forever

explores new channels in secking to join with the rhythmic,

oceanic tide of the cosmos.20

While a detailed reading of Bergson is necessary for coming to

terms with Kazantzakis's narrative fiction, many scholars have provided
it.21 Because of this, we believe another comparison of these two writers
would be only mildly interesting at best. Our purpose is to thus advance

into a new direction in Kazantzakis studies. Dcvecloping one process

theologian’s early suggestion that the philosophies that shaped
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Kazantzakis and Whitehead are similar, we have elected to draw out
what these two thinkers had in common.??

In his book God and the World, John Cobb makes a strong case for
harmonizing Kazantzakis’s idea of the ‘great Cry' with his own theory of
the divine ‘call forward’. As a Whiteheadian theologian, Cobb holds that
God may be defined as One who sensitively provides optimuin initial
aims at the base of subjective becoming.?23 Since these initial aims,
vocational lures to novel expressions of aesthetic worth, represent fresh,
relevant possibilities for the emerging entity, Cobb feels that God may be
addressed as the One who lovingly calls us forward.?* At first glance,
Cobb's ‘call forward' seems analogous to Kazantzakis's ‘Cry' issuing from
and forming the ground of our evolutionary-historical trajectory.2%

In The Last Temptation, however, the Cry becomes a blood-
curdling shriek when depicted as a predatory claw digging into Jesus's
scalp.?® How can this image of ‘violent grace’ be reconciled with Cobb’s
Whiteheadian God of persuasive love? Cobb answers by claiming that
Kazantzakis has a legitimate point to make in his Hterary fiction, and
that this may profitably be seen as complementing, supplementing, and
even refining the Whitcheadian process model of God:

There is a valid emphasis in Kazantzakis which is only partly
to be found in Whitehead. Kazantzakis perceives the Cry or
call forward as terrible and territying. Whitehead also knows
that at times the situation is such that the best that is
offered us must appear as oppressive fate. But Kazantzakis
means more than this. He sees how passionately each thing

wishes to continue essentially as it is, whereas the stability,
the happiness, and the securily it enjoys are shattered by the
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Cry.27
For John Cobb, the existential power of Kazantzakis’'s symbols
and metaphors for God lies in the struggle that engages our indifference.
As Cobb notes, Kazantzakis believes that the Cry lures us toward novel
possibilities for authentic becoming, but this involves us in pain and
loss as we reach beyond the tyranny of the given:
- Kazantzakis names that process the Cry, and he expresses
with poetic power the cost in anguish and suffering by which
the creation moves, in response to that Cry, into new
triumphs and joys.28
Recognizing that both our quest for God and our struggle to advance the
divine purpose may cause great distress, Cobb allows Kazantzakis's
portrait of God's need for our assistance to redraw his own Whitcheadian
construal of God as that which issues the ‘call forward’ at the base of
subjective becoming:

The call forward is toward intensified life, heightened

consciousness, expanded freedom, more sensitive love, but

the way lies through the valley of the shadow of dcath.29
Thus, Cobb intlerprets the evolutionary process as an arena in which we
grapple with a hostile environment to become children of God. It is only
by virtue of our creativity, forged in the midst of evil and suffering, that
we contribute to or ‘save’ God.

Drawing on the work of Whitehead and Whiteheadian theologians

like John Cobb, we will develop in this particular part of the thesis the
relation of Kazantzakis’'s theological treatise The Saviors of God: Spiritual

Exercises to Whitehead’s attemipt in Process and Reality: An Essay in
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Cosmology to reinterpret teachings of the Christian tradition in light of
contemporary physical science and evolutionary theory. Our study holds
that a strong case can be made for seeing Kazantzakis and Whitehead as
part of a general movement in the early part of the twentieth century
towards a distrust of classical aspects of the Christian theological
tradition.3° Morc than their shared misgivings, we shall observe how
Kazantzakis and Whitehead advance process qualifications of divine
power, knowledge, action, creativity, impassibility and immutability in
contrast to the classical doctrines of divine omnipotence, omniscience,
and creation exnihilo.

B. Kazantzakis and Whitehead: What Kind Of Alliance?

Since it is intended as a comparative study, our thesis proceeds
from the particular belief that intellectual and spiritual affinities, like
those cited above, may be noted in a comparison of Nikos Kazanizakis's
religious ideas with the Whiteheadian process model of God. While we
believe Kazantzakis and Alfred North Whitehead share a kinship of
thought, we are not attempting to make Kazantzakis over in the image of
contemporary process theology. Furthermore, we do not view process
theology as the kernel trapped inside the husk of Kazanizakis's narrative
fiction. This does not mean, however, that we rule out all talk of any
affiliation belween Kazantzakis and process theology in that Kazantzakis
was, in fact, heavily influenced by Henrl Bergson, a process theologian of
sorts. Thus, something about how Kazantzakis, similar to a number of

process theologians, views life as a temporal advance involving subjective
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becoming, intense spiritual fortitude, and the enveloping presence of the
divine, will emerge little by littlc as our thesis develops. It is not our
task, however, to furnish a case for 'Kazantzakis as process theologian'.
QOur chief aim is to understand both Whitchead (as well as Whiteheadian
process theology) and Kazantzakis as conversation partners.

Moreover, in the midst of our specific attention to ideas found in
Kazantzakis and process theology we will address fundamental questions
about the nature and status of the relationship between narrative fiction
and modern, systematic theology. How do novelists relate to theological
argumentation in the form of their writing? Is reading narrative fiction
very different {rom the act of reading systematic theology? If so, what
ensues from this distinction? And how might theologians begin to say
anything to other writers caught up in the currents of contemporary
critical thinking outside ‘theology’ and its premises?

Many modern critics of very different kinds believe that theology
does not immediately collaborate with the literary project; rather, it
moves al cross purposes.3! The complex reasoning behind this uneasy
relationship of creative writing and theology is the focus of our second
chapter. By emphasizing Kazantzakis's dialogical connection to process
theology, this thesis will set up a ‘conversation picce' which will help to
show how narrative fiction and theology endlessly (dejconstruct one
another, this (dcjeconstructing being an exercise which can only but be
‘in process’ itself.

With an early example of their potential for dialogue given, we
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must now go on to consider Kazantzakis and process theology in more
detail. Over Kazantzakis's narrative fiction broods the interminable
struggle to make sense of divine and human becoming. It is to this
aspect of his work that we now turn.
C. Kazantzakis's Becoming God: Some Initial Remarks

“...When you want to conceive {of] the face of our god, be careful to

avoid what you learned about the God of the Christians”.®? These are

strong words of warning from Nikos Kazantzakis to his Greek Orthodox
friend, Father Papastcphanou. In The Suffering God: Selected Letters to
Galatea and to Papastephanou, Kazanizakis issues this cautionary note
because he wishes to circumvent all traditional talk of divine
omnipotence, omniscience, and omnibenevolence. He avoids ascribing
these classical predicates to God for one reason. Kazantzakis doubts
whether we could recognize process--we shall shortly consider what
Kazantzakis has to say about a universe of process--in God if God were
ontologically perfect:
Our God is not all-good [omnibeneficient], not almighty, not
all-beautiful, not all-wise [omniscient]. If he were, what
value would our collaboration have? If he were, how could
he suffer, struggle, ascend? Avoid romantic theologies...33
In place of ‘romantic theology’, Kazantzakis shares with Papaslephanou
his own process model of God:

My God is all mud, blood, desires, and visions. He is
not pure, chaste [spotless,without fault], almighty,
ommniscient [all-wisc], just, all-kind. He is not [the] light.
By means of struggle and toll he transubstantiates the night

in his innards and turns it into light. Panting, he ascends
the ascent of virtue. He cries out for help. He does not save
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us. We save him. Salvatores Deil34
Not surprisingly, Kazantzakis's severe attack on the classical God of the
Christian tradition brought him few friends. Until his death in 1957 he
was a spiritual rebel, finding little comfort from many clerics and laity in
his native, Greek Orthodox Church.®® Yet his main religious conclusion,
the provocative assertion that we are the ‘saviours of God’, is extremely
attractive to certain eclectic Christian theologians.3%

The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, Kazantzakis's main
religious statement, provides the necessary background to this
conclusion, which is based on a relational view of ourselves and God: a
view which maintains that deity and the world are striving ceaselessly to
surpass earlier stages of their own development. To show this,
Kazantzakis analyzes our growth into a process involving three duties
and then four conceptual steps.

Our first duty is to use our minds to develop a rational, coherent
understanding of the world in which we live.37 Our second duty to foilow
our heart’s depth of feeling is inspired by a profoundly relational vision:

Let us unite, let us hold each other tightly, let us
merge our hearts, let us create--so long as the warmth of
this earth endures, so long as no earthquakes, cataclysms,
icebergs or comets come to destroy us--let us create for
Earth a brain and a heart, let us give a human mcaning to
the superhuman struggle.

This anguish is our second duty.38

Our third duty is to surmount what both the mind and heart have to

offer. Kazantzakis challenges us to appropriate the radically nihilistic
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notion that nothing of any value exists and then to live this truth with
courage and dignity:

Qur body is a ship that sails on deep blue waters.
What is our goal? To be shipwrecked!

Because the Atlantic is a cataract, the new Earth
exists only in the heart of man, and suddenly, in a silent
whirlpool, you will sink into the cataract of death, you and
the whole world's galleon.

Without hope, but with bravery, it is your duly to set
your prow calmly toward the abyss. And to say: “Nothing
exists!”39

By fulfiiling these three duties, we undertake a voyage of sell
discovery that enables us to discover the relational nature of an evolving
God whom we are called upon to save., We ‘save God’ by helping to
liberate the Bergsonian élanuvital from the clutches of matter. This is the
complex process of dematerialization. For Kazantzakis, the genesis of
dematerialization is a single Cry. Indeed, Kazantzakis notes that in the
first of the four conceptual steps that give us an increasingly broad view
of the surrounding world, we hear a Cry for help emanating from deep
within our soul: “Someone within me is in danger, he raises his hands
and shouts: '‘Save me!l’ Someone within me climbs, stumbles, and
shouts: ‘Help me!"40 This appeal, an important part of Kazantzakis's
process-relational vision, is the Cry of the threatened, vulnerable God
within us:

But within me a deathless Cry, superior to me,
continues to shout. For whether I want to or not, { am also,
without doubt, a part of the visible and invisible universe.

We are one. The powers which labor within me, the powers
which goad me on to live, the powers which goad me on to
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die are, without doubt, its own powers also.41

Is Kazantzakis's view of God's Cry congruous with Alfred North
Whitehead's persuasive God? It would seem so. Notice how Kazantzakis
links the terms ‘goad’ and ‘Cry’ in the above quotation from The Saviors
of God. Tor Kazantzakis, God urges us to instantiate dematerjalization
through rigourous spiritual exercise. Insofar as Whitehead's God is "the
goad towards novelty”, it appears that a correlation between both
thinkers is possible.*? [Towever, we must acknowledge one important
differecnce between Kazantzakian and Whiteheadian models of divinity;
namely, Kazantizakis's God docs not act by persuasion.?3 Indeed,
Kazantzakis often characterizes God as a brutal Vagabond and not as a
benevolent Companion (following Whitehead).44 Utilizing Johin Cobb's
work, Daniel A. Dombrowski's Kazantzakis and God suggests that
Kazantzakis's model of God's violent Cry might inform a process view of
a loving God:

The ‘Cry’ of God serves as a call forward to new possibilities,
some of which may in fact strike us as terrifying. For
example, in order to show ‘forgetfulness’ of self we might be
asked to kiss a leper, as was St. Francis. Each of us, at
least some of the time, and perhaps most of the time, wants
to continue essentially as we are, and it is this security that
is shattered by the Cry. But our response to the Cry is for
the sake of some things that are good in us: life in extremts,
heightened consciousness, expanded freedom. . ., and, in
somc cases, more extensive and more sensitive love. As
Cobb emphasizes, however, the way to these often lies
through the valley of the shadow of death. Bergson's God of
love and Kazantzakis's dark divinity do not contradicl one
another; rather, they are mutually reinforcing correlatives.45

The second step requires even more courage and audacity. Here
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Kazantzakis enjoins us to plunge beyond ego in order to discover our
intellectual, social, and historical tradition. This selective investigation
of racial origins is followed by the third step, in which we transcend all
nationalism and provincialism in order to embrace a new spirit of
international understanding and togetherness. Part of our pilgrimage is
envisaged by Kazantzakis as our individual identification with the wider
spirit of humankind, culminating in a relational understanding of our
place in the entire universe. Most importantly, Kazantzakis reiterates
how God’s cry may be heard from the depths of our becoming, luring us
to ascend:

“Lord, who are you? You loom before me like a
Centaur, his hands stretched toward the sky, his feet
transfixed in mud.”

“I am He who eternally ascends.”

"“Why do you ascend? You strain every muscle, you
struggle and fight to emerge from the beast. From the beast,
and from man. Do not leave mel”

“T fight and ascend that [ may not drown. I stretch out
my hands. I clutch at every warm body, I raise my head above
my brains that T may breathe. I drown everywhere and can
nowhere be contained.”

“Lord, why do you trembile?”

“I am afraid! This dark ascent has no ending. My
head is a flame that tries eternally to detach itself, but the
breath of night blows eternally to put me out. My struggle is
endangered every moment. My struggle is endangered in
every body. I walk and stumble in the flesh like a traveler
overtaken by night, and I call out: 'Help mel"46

In Kazantzakis's narrative fiction, ‘God’ often performs as a strong and

rich metaphor for the groans and travails of the emerging cosmos and its
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many inhabitants. Expressed in Bergsonian terms, God is a trope for
the “reality which is making itself in a reality which is unmaking itself”.*7
In his “Introduction” to The Saviors of God, Kimon Friar better helps to
explain Kazantzakis's indebtedness to Bergsonian transformism:
From Bergson he |Kazantzakis] learned that all of nature, ail
of the pluriverse, all of life was the expression of an
evolutionary drive, an élanvital, an inconceivable energy
which ceaselessly renews {tself, a continual creativity, a leap
upward, not toward a fixed, predetermined, final end, but
within a teleology immanent in the life force itself, which
was creating its own perfectability as it evolved eternally.
This creativity toward a perfectabilily never reached but
always postulated, this agonized transmutation of matter
into spirit, is what Kazantzakis meant by God.48
Finally, our courageous journey brings us to a full identification of
ourselves with the entire cosmos’s evolutionary advance. After Henri
Bergson, Kazantzakis postulates a vital, agitating impulse at the heart of

the universe:

A Spirit rushes, storms through matter and fructifies
it, passes beyond the animals, creates man, digs its claws
into his head like a vulture, and shrieks.

It is our turn now. It molds, pummels matter within
us and turns it into spirit, tramples on our brains, mounts
astride our sperm, kicks our bodies behind it, and struggles
to escape. 49

In Kazantzakis’s fourth step of expanding discovery, we identify
ourselves with the ‘vital impulse’ that creatively lures the entire universe
to novel forms of aesthetic worth. In doing this, we perceive ourselves as
part of an endless struggle and realize that our final and supreme duty is
to collaborate with “the rhythm of God’s march” as all reality makes its

painful but tireless evolutionary ascent from matter to forms of life
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increasingly more intelligent.5© This is certainly the closest Kazantzakis
comes te postulating a process God at work in the world:

My God is not Almighty. He struggles, for he is in peril
every moment; he trembles and stumbles in every living
thing, and he cries out. He is defeated incessantly, but rises
again, full of blood and carth, to throw himself into battle
Once more...

My God is not All-holy. He is full of cruelty and
savage justice, and he chooses the best mercilessly...

My God is not All-knowing. His brain is a tangled
skein of light and darkness which he strives to unravel in
the labyrinth of the flesh.

He stumbles and fumbles. He gropes to the right and
turns back; swings to the left and sniffs the air. He
struggles above chaos in anguish. Crawling, straining,
groping for unnumbered centuries, he feels the muddy coils
of his brain being slowly suffused with light...

It is our duty, on hearing his Cry, to run under his
flag, to fight by his side, to be lost or to be saved with him...

Within the province of our ephemeral flesh all of God
is imperiled. He cannot be saved unless we save him with
our own struggles; nor can we be saved unless he is saved.51

For Kazantzakis, the divine is woven into the all the dynamics of
created life: God as circumambient spiritual presence assumes a tangible
form by taking on flesh and subjecting Godself to adulteration, so that
we, GGod’s physical counterparts, may be able to assume a divine and
spiritual form. However, we do not save God via a false ethic of humility
through which we cultivate virtues of concern and mercy; rather, we ‘save
God’ via spiritual exerciscs, actively collaborating with God in the
development of the creative advance. In the world, God is developed; in

God, the world is enveloped:
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The world is our monastery, the true monk he who lives with
men and works with God here, in contact with the soil. God
does not sit on a throne above the clouds. He wrestles here
on earth, along with us. Solitude is no longer the road for
the man who strives, and true prayer, prayer which steers a
course straight for the Lord's house and enters, is noble
action. This, today, is how the true warrior prays.52

Kazantzakis's scandalizing of the traditional order of the Christian
soteriological project, one that links the process of our redemption to the
process of God’s redemption, fosters the belief that we are bound up with
the salvific processes of history and nature.52 We are not passive before
omnipotent deity; rather, we are challenged to surmount limitations,
ascend to the summit of human authenticity, and make an identifiable
contribution to the wider, unfolding purposes of God.®* Basically, the
process view that the world is the arena wherein we collaborate with
God-~-and hence both further the creative advance and contribute to the
richness of God's on-going experience--is a consistently reiterated motif
in Kazantzakis's narrative fiction.

In The Spirituat Odyssey of Nikos Kazantzalkis: A Tallc, Kimon Friar
claims that “modern theologians have recently come to [Kazantzakis’s}
position, unaware . . . that poets have known about it for centuries” 53
While we do not distance ourselves from Friar's remark, we can be more
specific than he is and suggest that Kazanitzakis's sense that we are
‘saviours of God’ is actually very close to Whitehead’s version of process

philosophy which asserts that through our actions we affect the life of

God.®® Responding, as did Kazantzakis, to notions of progress and




evolution prevalent at the end of the nineteenth century, Whitehead and
the theology of Whiteheadian process thought appears to have an affinity
with Kazantzakis's own account in fiction of a becoming God at work in
an unfolding world.

D. Whitehead And The Lure Of Divine Love: Brief Observations

In his book Religion in the Making, Alfred North Whitehead tells of
the importance of the doctrine of God for our time:

To-day there is but one religious dogma in debate: What do
you mean by ‘God'? And in this respect, to-day is like all its
yesterdays. This is the fundamental religious dogma. and all
other dogmas are subsidiary to it.57
Theology fascinated Whitehead, who taught metaphysics and cosmology
at Harvard after a long and distinguished career at Cambridge University
in England. His process vision of God at work in a becoming world has
been enormously appealing to theologians in North America, Europe, and
the Far East.

In terms of Western intellectual history, the conceptual roots of
Whitehead’s process philosophy may be traced to Georg Hegel.®® It was
Hegel who first spoke systematically within philosophy (in the modern
period) of the universe as a rational dialectic, of life as a developmental
process. Central to Hegel's idealism was his affirmation of Absolute
Spirit, Mind, or God as the creative power which permeates the ground,
structure, and depth of an unmistakabhly processive world. There is a
‘crealive urge’ within God, which is gradually unfolding and coming to

self-realization within the processes of history. Also, Hegel believed that
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the law governing the functioning and unfolding of the Absolute Spirit is
dialectical.

Dialectic denotes the movement of being and is a triple passage.
Hegel's own paradigm case of this idea is called the organological dialectic.
In created life it is birth (thesis) and decay {antithesis) which come
together to form life (synthesis}. It must be noted, however, that the
central point to thc notion of dialectic is not the triple passage at all.
This simply expresses the deeper conviction that being is an abstraction
_from becoming.

For Hegel, everything is in motion and contributory to the
continuous flux which is realily. Although obscrvation of the table upon
which one writes might suggest a static, substantial reality, this would
be quite wrong. Everyday experience might suggest categories of
substance, but the allegation that reality is substantial is without
serious foundation. Reality is developmental, processive. And for Hegel,
the notion of dialectic serves to underscore one other key idca, that the
Absolute Spirit initially existed in harmony with itself but had to expose
itself to its opposite (the unfolding universe) to be vital. Ultimately, it is
reconciled in the synthesis of Naturc and Spirit.

Hegel's ‘philosophy of hecoming’ (together with Charles Darwin’s
evolutionary theory) eventually formed the intellectual impetus for a
variety of scholars and philosophies united, for the most part, in the use
of ‘emergence’, ‘process’ and ‘evolution’ as new hermeneutical keys for

unlocking the secret of our organismic cosmos. As a consequence, an
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elaborate portrait of the universe as a vast field of interacting organisms,
at various levels of development or organization, began to emerge in the
carly decades of our present centlury.

In Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology, Whitchead’s major
philosophical text, he affirms the ‘ontological principle’: the belief that,
“apart from things that are actual, there is nothing”.%® From this basic
starting point he builds an entire metaphysical framework for
understanding reality. His overall method takes the form of imaginative
reflectionn on what observation tells us about the nature of reality.®©
Controlled by the requirements of “coherence” and "logical perfection”,
though aware that any kind of ‘exactness’ is ‘fake’, his world-view has
the following tenets.6!

Whitehead maintains that the world of our experience is
characterized by dynamic change and process. From the smailest
particle of energy right through to individual men and women,
development and growth occurs. New finite realities come to be, yet this
is not without some continuity from the past nor without consequences
for the future.®? Our world is in no way a finished item, for that which is
evolving is forever pregnant with possihilities for more complex modes of
existence.®® In The Function of Reason, Whitehead describes our world of
evolutionary striving:

History discloses two main tendencies in the course of
events. One tendency is exemplified in the slow decay of

physical nature. With stealthy inevitableness, there is
degradation of energy. The sources of activity sink downward
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and downward. Their very matter wastes. The other
tendency is exemplified by the yearly renewal of nature in the
Spring, and by the upward course of biological evolution.64

In The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, Nikos Kazantzakis writes in
vivid, metaphorical language of these same two tendencies in life:

All this world that we see, hear, and touch is that
accessible 1o the human senses, a condensation of the two
enormous powers of the Universe permeated with all of God.

One power descends and wants to scatter, to come to a
standstill, to die. The other power ascends and strives for
freedom, for immortality.

Thesc two armies, the dark and the light, the armies of
life and death, collide eternally. The visible signs of this
collision are, for us, plants, animals, men.

The antithetical powers collide eternally; they meet,
fight, conquer and are conquered, become reconciled for a
brief moment, and then begin to battle again throughout the
Universe--from the invisible whirlpool in a drop of water to
the endless cataclysm of stars in the Galaxy.65

Utilizing the evolutionary philosophy of his day, Whitehead's
Process and Reality asserts that the building blocks of our world are not
‘substances’ or ‘static entities’ but real ‘events’ charged with energy:

‘Actunal entities’--also termed ‘actual occasions’--are the final
real things of which the world is made up. There is no going
behind actual entities to find anything more real. Thcy differ
among themselves: God is an actual entity, and so is the
most trivial puff of existence in far-off empty space. But,
though there are gradations of importance, and diversities of
function, yet in the principles which actuality exemplifies all
arc on the same level. The final facts are, all alike, actual
enlities; and these actual entities are drops of experience,
complex and interdependent.66

Whitehead believes that matter is thoroughly relational, viewing entities

as both processive and yet discrete units in the process of evolutionary
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becoming.67 Actual entities are intimately knit together.®8 This is
because each ‘drop of expericnce’ evolves in an intersubjective process he
terms “concrescence”.® Whitehead's theory of concrescence, how actual
entities arise together, constitutes his ontological thought. The ‘coming-
to-be’ of an actual entity is made possible by what Whitehead calls the
“prehension” of, the grasping and responding to, a series of complex
influences.”® Physical prehensions include, principally, the past actual
entity to which the concrescing entity is intimately related and whose
character it genetically and massively inherits.”*

For Whitehead, actual entities conceptually prehend so-called
“eternal objects” and the “basic conceptual aim”.”2? The former indicate
all future possibilities for the emerging cntity.”® The eternal ohjects are
grasped as ‘real’ in what Whitehead terms the “primordial nature of God”
(a term we shall shortly define).”? The basic conceptual aim, on the other
hand, is the impulse felt by the conscrescing entity to work for and move
towards its richest aesthetic fulfillment. For Whitehead, this means
that each emerging entity is co-creative within a delicate fabric of
dynamic relationships.”> As one contemporary physicist suggests,

The dynamism of its relationality is such that matter
displays remarkable developmental drives, so that matter

itself may be said to be constructive and developmental--it
builds.76

The co-creative, concrescing nature of each actual entity means

that Whitehead pictures each unity of experience as dipolar.”? Each

actual entity has a physical and a mental component. With this dipolar
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view, Whitchead's process philosophy seems to imply 'pan-psychism’, the
view that all reality has a psychical character, and so all actual entities
are thus seen to be ireated (at least metaphorically) as subjects able to
‘decide’ about possibilities and ‘respond’ to lures from other influences.

Modern thinkers are hereby sceptical.”8 It may be possible to
affirm that even at the level of atoms and sub-atomic particles there is
some freedom, even or at least in randomness, but it is reasonabile {o
question whether quarks and bozons have a psychical character.
Although certain aspects of reality can be cxplained by using this model,
it is doubtful whether all aspects of reality can.

The picture which Whitehead sketches for us in Process and Reality
is of a universe composed of momentary, yet dynamic, societies of actual
entities. Reality is marked by a series of ‘concrescing events' which
become and then perish. Each perished entity is followed by a successor
whose structure is the same. In a becoming world, then, each actual
entity provides the ground for the next event in the flow of the creative
advance. And all actual entities, despite their perishing nature, ‘live on’
(or “objective immortality”) by forming the immediate past of the next
concrescing event.”®

These metaphysical ideas lead Whitehead to assert that “God is
not to be treated as an exception o all metaphysical principles, invoked

to save their collapse. He is their chief exemplification™.®Y Now one of

Whitehead's key ideas is the “reformed subjeciivist principie”.8! And this
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is the notion through which we gain a clue to the meaning of reality
when we reflect upon ourselves as experiencing, existential subjects.®2
As a ‘self 1 am related to my body. This body which is me functions
through cells with internal and extcrnal relations. Further reflection
indicates that I am dependent and related to the wider society of selves.
I am therefore characterized by social relatedness and temporality. I also
have the ability to express sympathetic, responsive love which seeks to
promote intelligent and purposive activity. The human is not simply a
passionless giver of good things, but one who seeks to respond to needs
by allowing the appreciation of context to influence subsequent action.
As the chief exemplification of all metaphysical principles, then, God
must be conceived as temporally ordered, socially related, and active
through responsive love:®3
God is in the world, or nowhere, creating continually in us
and around us. The creative principle is everywhere, in
animate matter and so-called inanimate matter, in the
ether, water, earth and human hearts. But this creation is a
continuing process, and the ‘process is itself the actuality,’
since no sooner do you arrive than you start a fresh journey.
Insofar as Man partakes of this process, does he partake of
God .84
Compare this comment from The Dialogues of Alfred North Whitehead to a
remark from Kazanizakis's The Saviors of God. Here Kazantzakis records
his own sense that il is a dynamic God who propels evolution up the
precipitous slope of entropy, defeating matter’s drift towards stagnation

and decay:

Every word, every deed, every thought is the heavy
gravestone he is forever trying to lift. And my own body and
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all the visible world, all heaven and earth, are the gravestone
which God is struggling to heave upward.

Trces shout, animals and stars: “We are doomed!”
Every living creaturc flings two huge hands as high as the
heavens to seek help.

With his knees doubled up under his chin, with his
hands spread toward the light, with the soles of his feet
turned toward his back, God huddles in a knot of every cell
of flesh.

When I break a fruit open, this is how every seed is
revealed to me. When I speak to men, this is what T discern
in their thick and muddy brains.

God struggles in every thing, his hands flung upward
toward the light. What light? Beyond and above every
thing!85

In Process and Reality, Whitehead expresses his dissatisfaction
with current understandings of God.®® In his view, traditional pictures of
God as “imperial ruler”, “a personification of moral energy”, and “an
ultimate philosophical principle” serve only to dehumanize the creative
advance and its many inhabitants.®7 In light of this criticism, Whitehead
re-images God in terms commensurate with an evolutionary approach to
our world.88

“When the Western world accepted Christianity,” declares
Whitehead, “"Caesar conquered; and the received text of Western theology
was edited by his lawyers™.?® Whitehead goes on to declare that “the brief
Galilean vision of humility flickered throughout the ages . . .” but the
construal of God “in the image of the Egyptian, Persian, and Roman

imperial rulers was retained. The Church gave unto God the attributes
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which belonged exclusively to Caesar”.®C In other words, classical
Christian theologians applied to deity the metaphor of monarchy. God
as ‘ruling Caesar’ emphasizes divine coercive control over every fine detail
of our evolutionary-historical trajectory. In this construal of God, the
present cosmic order is as it is because God wills it to be so. Against
this, Whitehead believes that if God fully determines our world we
remove all talk about God as a non-temporal actuality that gives unity,
direction, and humanity to life.®!

Whitehead concerns himself as well with the model of God as
“ruthless moralist”.?? This model of God insists that the divine, as
personalized moral force, lays down an unaltcrable ethical code for
universal adherence. In Process and Reality, Whitehead believes that this
way of picturing God denigrates our innate moral creativity and secular
autonomy. Failing to call us into a creative partnership, it dehumanizes
our life vis-a-vis the unquestionable dictates of God the cosmic moralist.
He attacks it scathingly:

The doctrine of an aboriginal, eminently real, transcendent
creator, at whose fiat the world came into being, and whose
imposed will it obeys, is the fallacy which has infused

tragedy into the histories of Christianity and
Mahometanism.983

Finally, Whitehead criticizes traditional attempts to think of God
“in the image of an ultimate philosophical principle”.?4 He attacks those
thinkers who [ashion God according to the Aristotelean metaphysical

presupposition that perfection entails changelessness. For Aristolle, io



be in flux is to be ontologically inferior to that which is static. On this
basis, and largely through the efforts of St. Thomas Aquinas, the model
of God as unmoved mover has acquired a significant place in the history
of Christian thought.®5 The American theologian Langdon Gilkey,
concerned to ground pragmatically all talk of deity, laments the practical
non-significance of this conception that makes God passionless and
immutable:

A changeless and unrelated GGod probably would seem to

most of us not only a compensatory chimera of the

imagination, unexperienced and unknown, but even more a

notion devoid of all real content and value since such a deity

would lack relatedness to the changing world where initially

all reality and value resides .96

Although sympathetic to process thought in many ways, Gilkey is

not a process theologian; nonetheless, he recognizes that the term
‘unmoved mover’ implies (1) that God is unaffected by the temporal
advance and (2) that the world contributes nothing to the life of God.
He finds both views religiously alarming. If the classical Christian
tradition is correct, and love is predicable of the divine, then God's love
must be understood in relational terms as open to being shaped and
rmoved (that is, ‘changed’) by the many joys and sorrows of our creative
advance. Whitehead agrees, sugdesting that we think of God’s
interaction with the world as conditioned at least in some respects by
divine responsiveness to the unforeseen, self-determining, and self-

creative activities of humanity and nature.®? Whitehead's point about

divine mutability is summarized with clarity by Norman Pittenger, one of
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the earliest theological exponents of Whiteheadian process thought, in
his Picturing God:
The old model of God as one who cannot be affected by
human activity, and who in any event is so much seif-
contained that he does not participate in the world's
anguish as in its joys, is of no use.98
Whitehcad's theistic analysis concludes with the claim that “the
Galilean origin of Christianity” opposes all three strands of classical
Churistian theology:
It does not emphasize the ruling Caesar, or the ruthless
moralist, or the unmoved mover. It dwells upon the tender
elements in the world, which slowly and in quietness operate
by love; and it finds purpose in the present immediacy of a
kingdom not of this world. Love neither rules, nor is it
unmoved; also it is a little oblivious as to morals. It does
not look to the future; for it finds its own reward in the
immediate present.29

From this understanding of divine love-in-action, Whitehead builds an

elaborate metaphysical framework to help explain God’s presence as

circumambicnt love for our becoming world.

In Process and Reality, Whitchecad’'s doctrine of God rests on his
notion of a dipolar deity, a concept that we must now attempt to
explain. According to Whitehead, there are two poles to divine becoming.
The mental pole of divine dipolarity is God's “primordial nature”.190 Here
God is the reservoir of possibility for the cosmos, the foundation of
novclty. 10! Also, the primordial nature of God indicates that which is
abstract, immutable, unalterable, and changeless within the life of God.

The divine contains within Godself all that might ever be, since God is

“the unlimited conceptual realization of the absolute wealth of
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potentiality”.192 Furthermore, the character of God's valuation of

possibilities in the primordial envisagement is conceived in terms of the
urge toward the intensity of experience. What this means is that God’s
initial aim is the proliferation ol adventure, zest, beauty, harmony, and

peace in the creative advance.!°2 For Whitehcad, God’s "purpose in the

creative advance is the evocation of intensities”.'94 Kazantzakis agrees.
His God, like Whitehead's, bristles with frenetic energy, evokes fresh
exertion from the world’'s many inhabitants, and rails against life's
tedium:

My God struggles on without certainty. Will he
conquer? Will he be conquered? Nothing in the universe is
certain. He flings himself into uncertainty; he gambles all
his destiny at every moment.

He clings to warm bodies; he has no other bulwark.
He shouts for help; he proclaims a mobilization throughout
the Universe.

It is our duty, on hearing his Cry, to run under his
flag, to fight by his side, to be lost or te be saved with
him.105

It is Whitehead’s contcntion, then, that God’s primordial nature
virtually contains within Godself all that might ever come to fruition
within the creative advance.!%® Moreover, Whitehead holds that God
‘cndows’ each entity with a specific and relevant aim at the basc of its
becoming, and this is combined with God's lovingly persuasive offer of a
particularized and local lure for the fulfllment of God’s aim.!%7 Without

this primordial aspect of God, nothing novel occurs in the processes of

reality:
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Apart from the intervention of God, there could be nothing

new in the world, and no order in the world. The course of

creation would be a dead level of ineffectiveness, with all

balance and intensity progressively excluded by the cross

currents of incompatibility.108

From an observation of our world, we can sce while certain

context-relevant possibilities are in fact actualized, they also eventually
perish and discontinue. The existential component to this may be that
we are all mortal and one day we will die. IFor some of us, awareness of
one's finititude can lead to acutc anxiety at the thought of nothing living
on or being preserved after bodily dcath. Whitehead resolves the problem
of meaninglessness implied by the perpetual perishing of all actualities
by positing the divine “consequent nature” owing to which nothing of
any value to the life of God is ever lost in the perfect divine memory.! 99
Now, Immanuel Kant once tried to insist that “there are no special
duties to God in a universal religion, for God can receive nothing from
us; we cannot act for Him, nor yet upon him”.!10 Yet Whitehead, when
he posits God’s consequent nature, affirms that everything that occurs
within our world affects and, in some cases, actually enriches divine
becoming. The consequent nature of God is the emotional pale of divine
dipolarity or the appreciative aspect of divine becoming:

The conscequent nature of God is his judgment on the
world as it passes inlo the immediacy of his own life. It is
the judgment of a tenderness which loses nothing that can
be saved. It is also the judgment of a wisdom which uses
what in the temporal world is mere wreckage.111

When Kazantzakis affirms how God is imperiled, in need of our

assistance, he seems to be struggling with that which Whitehead here
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affirms: the dependent pole or appreciative aspect of divine becoming is
in need of our contribution. For Whitehead, God is dcpendent on the
world for final completion. Indeed, God’s concrescence relics on our
resolve lo play our part in what Whitehead calls “the creative advance
into novelty":
Neither God, nor the World, reaches static completion. Both
are in the grip of the ultimate metaphysical ground, the
creative advance into novelty. Either of them, God and the
World, is the instrument of novelty for the other,112
Temporal actualizations may contribute to the on-going process of
God’'s own development. God may be enriched by what we accomplish
through acts of evolutionary striving. Possibly Kazantzakis would agree
with Whitehead's theistic perspective. In Kazantzakis’s view, as we have
seen, it is men and women who are able, through spiritual exercises, to
resist life's tedium, to ‘save’ the divine, and to further the world's novel
development:

What is the essence of our God? The struggle for
freedom. In the indestructible darkncss a flaming line
ascends and emblazons the march of the Invisible. What is
our duty? To ascend with this blood-drenched line.

Whatever rushes upward and helps God to ascend is
good. Whatever drags downward and impedes God from
ascending is cvil.

All virtues and evils take on a new value. They are
freed from the moment and from earth, they exist completely
within man, before and after man, eternally.

For the essence of our ethic is not the salvation of
man, who varies within time and space, but the salvation of
God, who within a wide variety of flowing human forms and

adventures is always the same, the indestructible rhythm
which battles for freedom.113
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In Whitehead's view, the consequent nature reveals God’s modus
operandi as the ultimate experiencer, most sympathetic participator, and
the sirongcst spiritual presence within our world.!'4

In Process and Reality, Whitehead writes about the “superjective
nature” of God as well.11% This concept ties in with his earlier two terms

to form an overall scheme:

. . . (1) The ‘primordial nature’ of God is the concrescence of
a unity of conceptual feelings, including among their data alt
eternal objects. The concrescence is directed by the
subjective aim, that the subjective forms of the feelings shall
be such as to constitute the eternal objects into relevant
tures of feeling severally appropriate for all realizable basic
conditions. (ii) The ‘consequent nature’ of God is the
physical prehension by God of the actualities of the evolving
universe. His primordial nature directs such perspectives of
objectification that each novel actuality in the temporal
world contributes such elements as it can to a realization in
God free from inhibitions of intensity by reason of
discordance. {iii} The ‘superjective nature’ of God is the
character of the pragmatic value of his specific satisfaction
qualilying the transcendent creativity in the various
temporal instances.

This is the conception of God, according to which he is
considered as the outcome of creativity, as the foundation of
order, and as the goad towards novelty.116

In other words, human and created life enter into the constitution of
God’s experience as God ‘panentheistically’ embraces the world and its
many creatures, and is affected by them.!*? And what is cherished in the
divine consequent nature can be communicated back--encouraged by
CGod’s superjective nature--to us through our own religious intuitions.

God perfects and ‘throws back’ inte the world what the world has given

to God.!!® In Process and Reality, this perfected actuality is used by God
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to lure the world in novel directions, to accelerate evolutionary
developmennt:

What is done in the world is transformed into a reality in
heaven, and the reality in heaven passes back into the world.
By reason of this reciprocal relation, the love in the world
passes into the love in heaven, and {loods back again into
the world.119

It is this complex concept of God, primordial and consequcnt as well as
superjective, that enables us to grasp Whitehead's point regarding the
bilateral need of God and the world, each reliant on the other for
realization.

In Religlon in the Making, Whitehead writes of God and the world as

intimately knit together:

Every event on {is finer side introduces God into the world.
Through it his ideal vision is given a base in actual fact to
which He provides the ideal consequent, as a [actor saving
the world from the self-destruction of evil. The power by
which God sustains the world is the power of himself as the
ideal. He adds himself to the actual ground from which
every creative act takes its rise. The world lives by its
incarnation of God in itself.120

In The Saviors of God, Kazantzakis also senses God’s ubiguitous presence

in our evolving world:

Even the most humble insect and the most
insignificant idea are the military encampments of God.
Within them, all of God is arranged in fighting position for
crucial battle.

Even in the most meaningless particle of earth and sky
I hear God crying out: “Help me!”

Everything is an egg in which God’'s sperm labors
without rest, ceaselessly. Innumerable forces within and
without it range themselves to defend it.121
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Like Whitehead, Kazanizakis writes of the divine as One who
agitates, stirnulates, and sways us in our restlessness.!2? God calls us
into a creative partnership to make the world; therefore, ‘salvation’ for
God and for us is a movement forward. In keeping with the main themes
in Whitehead's Process and Realily, Kazantzakis insists that ours is the
struggle to embrace the entire circle of human activity to the [ull extent
of our abilities, to optimize the freedom and well-being of all created life.
In The Saviors of God, this struggle is the way we contribute to the
richness of the divine experience. The challenge is to heed God's plea for
help:

With the light of the brain, with the flamne of the
heart, I besiege every cell where God is jailed, seeking, trying,
hammering to open a gate in the fortress of matter, to create
a gap through which God may issue in heroic attack.123

E. The Appreciative Aspect of Divine Becoming

In Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology, Alfred North
Whitehead describes how the consequent nature of God (we refer to this
as 'the appreciative aspect of divine becoming’) acts both by prehending
and being prehended.'?4 The divine positively prehends those deeds
which involve us in enterprise and verve. At the same time, God
negatively prehends the torpor of those who make all of life a spectator
sport, the kind of slothfuiness which contributes very little to the
forward thrust of creation.!2% As can be clearly seen, Whitehead's
concept of divine prehension (positive or negative) entails that we have

the ability to prompt and stimulate the consequent nature of God with
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our actions.!?¢

Whitehead also believes that God needs us to spur the divine
consequent nature.!27 In the third of “four creative phases in which the
universe accomplishes its actuality”, we find that our own endeavours
may become vital to God because they may help to form the dynamic
ground for future possibililities in the divine primordial nature.!??
Whitehead refers to this third dimension of the creative process as "the
phase of perfected actuality”.'2® In Process and Reality, Whitehead’s God
depends on us to instantiate creativity, adventure, and zest so that God
may use our action as the foundation for new initial aims and lures to
futfillment in our changing world.!3°

While our accomplishments may affcct the appreciative aspect of
God's becoming. they can be communicated back--encouraged by the
divine superjective character--to us through our own ‘prehensions’. 13!
Indeed, our cognizance that our struggle to seek higher aesthetic goals
and fresh opportunities for spiritual growth matters to God can serve to
foster our own commitment to a life-stance which makes for human
togetherness and ecological sensitiveness. And so spirituality, at least
for Whitehead, is to be understood as flowing out of a discernment of the
part we play as ‘co-creators’ with God in the creative advance.132

When Nikos Kazantzakis writes in The Saviors of God: Spiritual
Exercises of God's Cry to be saved, of the divine need for our support, he

seems to imply the existence of a dependent ‘pole’ or appreciative aspect
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to the divinc becoming.!33 According to Kazantzakis, we minister to God
whenever we work for the dematerialization of spirit, defeating matter's
inclination towards haphazardness and disteleology.! 34 When we march
in step with “the indestructible rhythm which battles for freedom”
throughout the entire universe, we find that we hclp liberate the divine
from the confines of corporeality.!3® This is Kazantzakis's provocative
religious conclusion:
The Cry within me is a call to arms. It shouts:
“I, the Cry, am the Lord your God! I am not an asylum. I
am not hope and a home. I am not the Father nor the Son
nor the Holy Ghost. I am your General.
“You are not my slave, nor a plaything in my
hands. You are not my friend, you are not my child. You
are my comradc-in-arms!
“Hold courageously the passes which I entrusted
to you; do not betray them. You are in duty bound, and you
may act heroically by remaining at your own battle station.
‘Love danger. What is most difficult? That is
what I want! Which road should you take? The most craggy
ascent! It is the one I also take: follow me!’136
It is the appreciative aspect of divine becoming that requires our
help. It is the dependent pole of God’s dipolar nature that rcquires our
aid (read ‘salvation’). We believe that this idea unites the distinctive
writings of Kazantzakis and Whitehead. While it is correct that they
wrote independently of one another, both seem to value our contributed
satisfaction to the divine life. In The Saviors of God, Kazantzakis writes

of God'’s need for redemption in a changing world:

During those fearful moments when the Cry
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passes through our bodies, we feel a prehuman power driving
us ruthlessly. Behind us a muddy torrent roars, full of
blood, tears, and sweat, filled with the squeals of joy, of lust,
of death.

An erotic wind blows over the Earth, a giddiness
overpowers all living creatures till they unite in the sea. in
caves, in the air, under the ground, transferring from body to
body a great, incomprehensible message.

Only now, as we feel the onslaught behind us,
do we begin dimly to apprchend why the animals fought,
begot, and died; and behind them the plants; and behind
these the huge reserve of inorganic forces.

We are moved by pity, gratitude, and esteem for
our old comrades-in-arms. They toiled, loved, and died to
open aroad for our coming.

We also foil with the same delight, agony, and
exaltation for the sake of Someone Else who with every
courageous deed of ours proceeds one step farther.137

Now compare to Whitehead's Process and Reality:

God and the World stand over against cach other,
expressing the final metaphysical truth that appetitive vision
and physical enjoyment have equal claim to priority in
creation. But no two actualities can be torn apart: each is
all in all. Thus each temporal occasion embodies God, and
is embodied in God. In God’'s nature, permanence is
primordial and flux is derivative from the World: in the
World's nature, flux is primordial and permanence is
derivative from God. Also the World's nature is a primordial
datum for God; and God’s nature is a primordial datum for
the World. Creation achieves the reconciliation of
permanence and flux when it has reached its final term
which is everlastingness--the Apotheosis of the World.138

In these two passages, Kazantzakis and Whitehead seem to
accentuate God's need for us to fortify the divinc experience in each new
moment. Both writers stress the evocative nature of the felt knowledge

of divine receptivity for us. In other words, if we become aware that the
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quality of our 'spiritual exercises’ matters to God, particularly those
valucs and dispositions consistent with the divine nature as energetic
process, then this can serve to foster our own activity. God is ‘active’
through the taking into Godself all that occurs in the evolutionary
advance, being ‘moved’ in the emotional pole of divine becoming by our
creativity, and by ubiquitously seeking to evoke our attachment to life.
Our knowledge of this can help us to appreciale the value of striving for
those values, creativity, passion, spiritual ascension, congruous with
God’'s character.

F. Concluding Remarks

We began this chapter by pointing out a possible unanimity in the
way that Alfred North Whitehead and Nikos Kazantzakis wrote of
‘matter’ being constituted by pulses of energy. From there we went on to
explore further their evolutionary view of God and the world. Common
to Kazantzakis and Whitehead is the concept of divine and human
becoming; together with God we constantly strive to surpass earlier
stages of our own development. This is a perpetual process. The stream
of life inexorably flows onward. In this ocutlook, both Kazantzakis and
Whitehead follow the work of Henri Bergson.

We could easily trace the roots of evolutionary thought further
back than Bergson, to Charles Darwin, Georg Hegel, and perhaps the
ancient wisdom of Heraclitus and the later dialogues of Plato. But it is
unnecessary to do so here, for we already have just established that

Kazantzakis and Whitehead have a shared philosophical influence. In
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the coursc of this first chapter, the shape of this infiluence has emerged
more clearly, and we have seen Kazantzakis and Whitehead united in
their picture of a dynamic God at work in the processes of reality.
However, the relationship that exists between Kazantzakis and
Whitchead is exceedingly more complex than these initial observations
suggest. If we are to understand this affiliation, we must also look at
some of the features of their work that render them very different from
one another. Therefore, the next chapter will be devoted to a comparison
of the literary modes used by Kazantzakis and Whitehead (as well as a
number of Whiteheadian theologians). This will enable us to appreciate
how any specific alliance between Kazantzakis's narrative fictlon and
Whiteheadian process thought, as for literature and theology in general,

is one which is complementary yet antagonistic.
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NOTES FOR CHAPTER ONE
1. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, trans. and with an
introduction by Kimon Friar (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1960) 43-44. For the
original Greek lext of this lyrical essay, see Kazantzakis, Salvatores Dei . Aoxkrukt,
Ao on A" July-Aug. 1927: 599-631. This is the first version, unrevised. Also,
see Kazantzakis, Al:i‘m]nﬂﬁ, Salvatores Dei, 2nd. ed. rcv. (Athens, 1962). In 1908,
Kazanizakis arrived in Paris 1o attend lectures given by Henri Bergson (1859-1941), one of
the founding fathers of evolutionary thought in philosophy. Full details regarding this
peniod of Kazantzakis’s career are in Peler A. Bien, Kazanizakis: Politics of the Spirit
(Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1989) 36-53. More specifically, Kazantzakis’s
sense that the untverse 1s a battle between antagonistic forces connects with Bergson’s own
account of the rclationship between matter and spirit in our becoming world. See Bergson,
Creative Evolution, auth. trans. Arthur Mitchell (New York: Henry Holt and Company,
1911):
[t is true that in the universe itsell lwo opposite movements are to be
distinguished, . . . “descent” and “ascent.” The f{irst only vnwinds a roil
ready prepared. In principle, it might be accomplished almost
instantaneously, like releasing a spring. But the ascending movement,
which corresponds to an inner work of ripening or creating, endures
essenlially, and imposes its rhythm on the first, which is inseparable [tom
il (11)
Later, Bergson asserts:
In reality, life is a movement, materiality is the inverse movement, and each
ol these two movements is simple, the mattcr which forms a world being an
undivided flux, and undivided also the life that runs through it, cutting oul
in it living beings all along its track. Of these two currents the second 1uns

counter to the first, but the first obtains, all the same, something from the
second. (249-50)

2. Alfred North Whitehead, Religion in the Making (New York: Macmillan, 1926) 159-
60. Compare with Henri Bergson, Creative Fvolution:

Life as a whole, from the initial impulsion that thrust it into the world, will
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appear as a wave which rises, and which is opposed by the descending
movement of maiter. (269)

3. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 34.

4. 1bid., 68-69; passim. See also Nikos Kazantzakis, Report fo Greco, trans. Peter A.

Bien (London: Faber and Faber, 1965) 291-92; 416.

5. Nikos Kazantzakis’s idea of divine dependence is indebied to Henri Bergson’s beliet
that disembodied spirit (God) hurls itself into matter and then sets about unmaking itself.
See Bergson, Creative Evolution, 247-48. Kazanizakis's God is not all-powerful; indeed,
the divine does not find il easy to unmake Godsel{ in the processes of reality. On the
contrary, Kazantzakis’s God is doomed to remain forever incarcerated in matter unless we
assist God’s release (the dematerialization of spiril) through acts of spiritual asceticism.
This is why Kazantzakis calls us potential ‘saviours of God’. Sec Kazantzakis, The

Saviors of God, 83-81. We will address and develop this theme throughout this chapter.

6. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology, ed. David Ray
Griffin and Donald W. Sherburne, cor. ed. (1929; New York: The Free Press, 1978) 21,
39, 83, 94-96, 159, 208, 309. We should note that Whitehead spends very little time
discussing either Charles Darwin or biological theory, in contrast to physical theory and

physicists, whom he treats at great length.,

7. Allred North Whilehead, Religion in the Making, 155-56, 159.

8. Robert B. Mellert, What is Process Theology? (New York: Paulist Press, 1975) 19.

Although we often use the terms “Whitehcadian process theology” and/or “Whiteheadian




process thinkers”, we suspect that Alfred North Whitehead saw himself as a metaphysician

and not a theologian.

9. Henri Bergson’s influence on Nikos Kazantzakis is recorded in Peter A. Bien,
Kazanizakis: Politics of the Spirit, 36-53; Andreas K. Poulakidas, “Kazan(zakis and
Bergson: Metaphysic Aestheticians”, Journal of Modern Literature 2.2 (1971-72): 267-83,
and, finally, Maurice Friedman, “The Modern Vitalist: Bergson and Kazanizakis”, 7o Deny
our Nothingness: Contemporary Images of Man (New Y ork: Delacorte Press, 1967) 63-
79. Friedman sces Alexis Zorba, Kazantzakis’s famous literary creation, as a modern day
vitaiist. Alfred North Whitehead’ s connection with Bergson is mentioned in Peter A. Y.
Guater, “Henri Bergson”, fFounders of Constructive Postmodern Philosophy: Pierce,
James, Bergson, Whitehead, and Hartshorne , et. al. David Ray Griffin (Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press, 1993) 133-64. Also, see Charles FHartshorne,
“Bergson’s Acsthelic Creationism Compared to Whitehead’s”, Bergson and Modern
Thought, ed. A. C. Papanicolacu and P. A. Y. Gunter (New York: Harwood Academic
Publishers, 1987) 369-82. Scholarship which mentions Kazantzakis and process theology
is sparse. Bien mentions “process theology” in conncction with Kazantzakis in his
Kazantzalis: Politics of the Spirit, 50. Daniel A. Dombrowski compares Kazantzakis to
American process thinker Charles Hartshorne in Dombrowski, “Kazantzakis’ Dipolar
Theism”, Sephia 24.2 (1985): 4-17. Finally, see John B. Cobb, Jr., God and the World
{Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1576) 52-66.

10. Here it seems appropriate to introduce the name of Charles Hartshorne (1897-). Heis
a leading process philosopher, co-founder of the process metaphysics with Alfred North
Whiichead. Our present study will utilize the ideas of Hartshorne from time to time;

however, the main focus for us is the ‘conversational exchange’ between selected features
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of Nikos Kazantzakis’s narrative fiction and the religious aspects of Whitehead’s process

metaphysics as well as Whiteheadian process theology.

11. Henri Bergson, Creative Ivolution, 248.

12. Ibid., 50-1, 53-5, 85, 87, 98-105, passim.

13. Ibid., 23-29.

£4. Ibid., 128. Itis helplul here, in this explanation of Henri Bergson’s opposition to
Cartesian dualism, to note that matter, for Bergson, 1s not a separalc entity, but the
coagulation of the élanvital. Lifc, he wriltes, is the élanvital “loaded with matter, that is,

with congealed parts of its own substance™ (252).

15. ibid., 369. Note that the vital impulse is thoroughly involved with corporeality.

16. We understand ‘mythopocsis’ as an author’s deliberate re-activation (from the Greek
poiein, meaning to make, to create) of ancient stories inn order to organize and secure an
understanding of human personhood relevant to her own cpoch. By drawing on the mythic
heroes of Odysseus, Jesus of Nazareth, and St. Francis of Assisi (10 name but threc
examplcs) we believe Nikos Kazantzakis shows himself to be a mythopoeic author. The
interpretation of Kazantzakis's lilerary fiction as a *‘mytlhopoesis of Bergsonian vitalism’
owcs a great deal to the innovative research of Peter A. Bien, Nikos Kazantzakis,
Columbia Essays on Modern Writers 62 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972)

26-38. Other scholars do not disagrec with Bien’s hermeneutic. See James F. Lea,
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Kazantzakis: The Politics of Salvation (Tuscaloosa AL: University of Alabama Press,
1979) 20-25; Morton P. Leviut, 7he Cretan (lance: The World and Art of Nikos

Kazantzakis (Columbus OH: Ohio State University Press, 1980) 88-109.

17. Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution, 270-71.

18. Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Grece, 291-92. Here “Cry” is Peter A. Bien’s English
rendering of ®p oy, K poan is used in the New Testament in Mat. 25:6, Acts 23:9,
Rev. 14:18, 21:4, and Hebrews S:7. The meaning seems to be “an articulate or inarticulate
loud cry’. In a Greek-Greek dictionary, K muyﬁ can mean: outery, shout, call, bawl,
scream, vell, and yelp (in notification, tumult, or griel). Itis closely associated with
wpéle: ‘to croak’ (as a raven) or scream, i.e. to call aloud (to shriek, to exclaim, or to
intreat). For Kazantzakis, ® p oty is much more than just a loud noise. It's a declaralion.
On such grounds, perhaps ‘outcry’ seems an acceplable term {or Kazantzakis’s usage of

K pewnyt). In e-mail to the author (26 March 1996), Bien agrees.

19. Nikos Kazantzakis’s religious convictions sharc a kinship of thought with Greek
Crihodox beliefs regarding incarnation and theophany, the spirit made flesh. Sce
Demctrios J. Constantelos, “Wrestling With God”, Greek Accent Nov.-Dec. 1988: 23-43.
20. James F. Lea, Kazantzakis: The Politics of Salvation, 25.

21. Secnote 9.

22. John B. Cobb k., God and the World, 56. Cobb is one of America’s leading
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proponents of Whiteheadian process theology. He is the co-founder of the Center for
Process Sludics in Claremont CA, USA, and served as its director until he retired in 1991,
Now Cobb is co-director of the Center with David Ray Griffin, Marjoric Hewitt Suchocki,

and Mary Elizabeth Mullino Moore.

23. The twin concepts of ‘initial aims’ (often referrcd 1o as “basic conceptual aim’) and
‘subjective becoming’ explain how Alfred North Whitehead envisages one of God’s
functions to be that of providentially affecting each emerging rcality (atoms, plants,
animals, men and women) at the foundational phase of their development. How both

notions {itinto Whitehead’ s process philosophy will become clear later in this chapter.

24, There is a debate in process thought about whether Alfred North Whitehead’s
metaphysics is better defined as theistic or humanistic. Donald W. Sherbume is the leader
of the ‘Whitchead without God” humanism. Scc Sherburne, “Whitehead Without God™,
Process Philosophy and Christian Thought, ed. Delwin Brown, Ralph E. James, Jr. and
Gene Reeves (New York: Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1971) 305-28. Also see Sherburne,
“Decentering Whitehead”, Process Studies 15.2 (1986): 83-94. For a theistic response to
Sherburne’s position, see John B. Cobb, Jr., “Sherburne on Providence”, Process Studies
23.1 (1994): 25-29. In addition, see Thomas E. Hosinski, Siubborn Fact and Creative
Advance: An Introduction to the Metaphysics of Alfred North Whitehead (Lanham MD:
Rowinan and Littlefield Publishers, 1993) 207-24. Although we must recognize this on-

going debate, it does not destroy our thesis.

25. John B. Cobb, Ir., God and the World, 56.

26. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Last Temptation, (rans. Peter A. Bien (London: Faber and
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Faber, 1961) 31.

27. John B. Cobb, Jr., God and the World, 56. 1In Process and Reality, Alfred North

Whitchead notes that the divine offer of initial aims may appear more like the Cry:
... the initial stage of the aim is rooted in the nature of God, and its
completion depends on the self-causation and of the subject-superject. This
function of God is analogous to the remorseless working of things in Greek
and Buddhist thought. The initial aim is the best {or that impasse. But if
the best be bad, then the ruthlessness of God can be personificd as Az, the
goddess of mischief. The chalf is burnt. (244)

28. John B. Cobb, Jr., God and the World, 56.

29. Ibid., 56. Although Nikos Kazantzakis rcfers to God's Cry as a struggle against our
conscrvatism, slothfulness, and stagnation, Alfred North Whitehead does not say that God
struggles. Indeed, there are no clear quotes from Whitehead which refer to the divine lure
as a struggle. Does this disparity destroy our thesis that a correlation exists between
Kazantzakis and Whiichcad? We do not think so. In fact, we believe that Whitehead’s
process thought could be better understood with a God who struggles. Modifying
Whilehead’ s view of persuasion in light of an informed reading of Kazantzakis, we suggest
the following. First, we follow Whitehead in holding to the doctrine of the partial self-
determinatton of every actuality in the creative advance. In our subjective concrescence, we
finally create ourselves cut of the material presented to us in each new moment of
becoming. In each phase of our formation, the divine lure 1s an important possibility
among many other possibilities which vie for our attention as we orient ourselves towards
the [uture. Moreover, God docs not compel us o instantiate what God urges us to become;
rather, God’s role is to offer us a vocational aim for our lives and a persuasive lure for the
fulfillment of this aim. We can freely choose to appropriate this divine goal but there is

nothing written into creation that obliges us to act in this way. Indeed, Whitehead would
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say that our subjective aim can be other than the divine initial aim. For a full account of
Whitehead’s theory of how God persuades us, see his Process and Reality, 343-51.
Second, we accept this Whiteheadian view of God as the goad towards novelty, that the
divine lovingly lures our evolving world forward, but, third, we recognize with
Kazantzakis that God regularly must wrestie with our established habits, our traditional
customs, our ethical conservatism, and even our slothfulness, in order to call us beyond ihe
tyranny of the given. God does not coerce us to fashion our lives after what God desires;
rather, God takes a risk with a partially free creation and struggles to call it (and its many
inhabitants) forward to new heights of aesthetic enjoyment. So, we would modify
Whitehead’s theory of persuasion to include the Kazantzakian idea (which in some measure
we believe Whitehead’s theory implies) that God wresiles with God’s partially autonomous
world by urging it to evolve onward, even though there is no guarantee that we (as
inhabitants of this creation) will respond successfully 1o God’s persuasive aim and Jure.
John . Cobb, Jr. is important here for he is rarc among process theologians in trying to

show a similar correlation of Whitehecad with Kazantzakis.

30. Weidentify ‘classical theism’ with the doctrine of God commonly associated with the
Platonic-Aristotelean~Avgustinian tradilion, and where the picture of divine immutability is
prevalent, As our thesis unfolds, we shall observe how both Nikos Kazantzakis and
Alfred North Whitehead/Whiteheadian process theologians take exception to the idea that

nothing in the world affects God.

31. For example, see Robert Detweiler, Breaking the Fall: Religious Readings of
Contemporary Fiction (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1989). Also see Robert Alter and
Frank Kermode, eds., The Literary Guide 1o the Bible (London: Collins, 1987). Finally,

sec T. S. Eliot, Selected Essays, 3rd ed. (1935; London: Faber and Faber, 1951).
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32. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Suffering God: Selected Letters to Galatea and 1o
Papasiephanou, trans. Philip Ramp and Katerina Anghelaki-Rooke, and with an
introduction by Katerina Anghelaki-Rooke (New Rochelle NY: Caratzas Brothers, 1979)
35, For the Greek text, see Kazantzakis, & Ko ovthérng piheine Bed, ed. Kyriakos
Mitsotakis (Athens: Minoas, 1972) 85. The English translation has been altered to make it

conform more accurately to the Greek.

33. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Suffering God, 35. Also, see Kazantzakis, 0

K e avtldxng haiwo 8ed, 85. The English transtation has been altered to make it

conform morc accurately to the Greek.

34. Nikos Karantzakis, The Suffering God, 38. Also, see Kazantzakis, O

Ko ovt{émene pitetyie a0, 97. The English transtation has been altered to make it

conlorm more accurately to the Greek.

35. For information regarding Nikos Kazantzakis’s confrontations with various members
of the Greek Orthodox Church, see Michael Antonakes, “Christ, Kazantzakis, and
Controversy in Greece”, Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 6 (1990): 331-43.

36. When Nikos Kazanizakis writes of God, he appears to narrativize Heari Bergson’s
concept of the élanvital. Furthermore, God is “saved” whenever and wherever
dematerialization {the release of spirit from matter) occurs. For Kazantzakis, our
contribution to the process of dematerialization is of incalculable value; therefore, one aim

of our thesis is (o show that ‘saving God’ amounis to our being able to contribute to the on-
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going process of God’s own development. We can affect God because what happens in
the world matters to God. This interpretation of Kazantzakis dovetails with the

Whiteheadian process idea of divine mutability.

37. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 49-50.

38. Ibid., 55.

39. Ibid., 59. (tis well known that Nikos Kazantzakis was deeply influenced by
Friedrich Nietzsche’s celebration of Dionysus, the mythical Greek god ol ascending life,
adventure, and ecstatic motion. Sce Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, 317-39. [xalting
struggle as the real ‘joy’ of lite, Kazantzakis utilizes Nietzsche’s voluntarism in order to
throw burning coals into the courtyard of every peaceful home, to stir up spiritual tension,
and (o provoke men and women (o achieve their true potential in the face of a frustratingly
purposeless life (‘the abyss’). However, Kazantzakis modifies Nietzsche’s nihilism,
teaching that it is only by living ‘betwixi and between’--by accepting not only the “No’ of
our lives but also the “Yes’ --that we are able to enhance our becoming. For a discussion of
Kazantzakis’s Nietzscheanism, see Peter A. Bien, Kazanizakis: Politics of the Spirit, 24-
36. For {urther insistence on the direct influence of Nielzsche’s philosophy on
Kazantzakis’s world and arl, scc Charles L. Glicksberg, “Kazantzakis: Dionysian
Nihilism”, The Literature of Nihilism (Lewisburg PA: Bucknell University Press, 1975)
275-99. Finally, see Andreas K. Poulakidas, “Kazantzakis’ Zorba the Greek and
Nietzsche’s Thus Spake Zarathustra”, Philological Quarterly49 (1970): 234-44. Nihilisin

is just one ingredient in Kazantzakis’s complex philosophy of life.

40). Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 65.
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41. Ibid., 68-69.

42. Alfred North Whitchead, Process and Reality, 88.

A3, The vast majority of process theologians follow the Whitcheadian-Hartshornean beliel
that God’s power is solely persuasive. For a briel history of this theme and a bibliography
of rclevant writings, see Barry L. Whitney, “God as Persuasive”, Evil and the Process

God, Toronto Studies in Theology 19 (Toronto: Edwin Mellen Press, 1985) 88-114.

44, Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 112-13. For Alfred North Whitehead’s view
of God as Companton, see his Religion in the Making, 16-17. God’s tenderness 1s
affirmed in Whitehead, Process and Reality, 105, 346. This contrast in the way that
Kazantzakis and Whitehead picture God is discussed at length, and a rapprochement
between them is suggested, in Darren J. N. Middleton, “Vagabond or Companion?:
Kazantzakis and Whitehead on God”, God’s Stritggler: Religion in the Writings of Nikos
Kazantzakis, ed. Darren J. N. Middleton and Peter A, Bien (Macon GA: Mercer Universily

Press, 1996) 189-211.

45. Danicl A. Dombrowski, Kazantzakis and God, unpublished book (1996) 45-46.
Dombrowski’s typescript is currently under review with State University ol New York
Press. We wanl to thank Professor Dombrowski for making this text available to us in this

present study.

46. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 80-81.
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47. Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution, 248.

48. Kimon Friar, introduction, The Saviors of God, by Nikos Kazantzakis, trans. Kimon

Friar (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1960) 37.

49. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 84. Compare with Henri Bergson, Creaiive
Evolution:
Ata certain moment, in certain points of space, a visible current has taken
rise; this current of life, traversing the bodies it has organized one after
another, passing from generation o generation, has become divided
amongst species and distributed amongst individuals without losing
anything of its force, rather intensifying in proportion to its advance. (26)

50. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 100.

51. Ibid., 104-05. Noiice the savage nature of Nikos Kazantzakis's God. By contrast,
the images of God in Whileheadian process thought are not as bloody as those suggested

by Kazantzakis.

52. Nikos Kazanizakis, Report to Greco, 305-06.

53. Although we use the word ‘scandal’ to describe Nikos Kazantzakis’s inversion of the
traditional Christian account of rcdemption, and some conservative evangelical Christians

have found Kazantzakis’s ideas ‘scandalous’, we do realize that in the history of Christian
mysticism it Is common 1o hear that God is changed by the loving embrace with those who

seek union with God, as 1n. St. John of the Cross or Teresa of Avila.

54. Nikos Kazantzakis, Report te Greco:

When I say the Invisible, I do not mean any priestly version of God, or
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metaphysical consciousness, or absolutely perfect being, but rather the
mysterious force which uses men--and used animals, plants, and minerals
before vs-~-as its carriers and beasts or burden, and which hastens along as
though it had a purpose and were following a specific road. (402)
Compare with Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution:.
There is no doubt that life as a whole is an evolution, that is, an unceasing
transformation. But life can progress only by means of the living, which
are ils deposilaries. Innumerable living beings, almost alike, have to repeat
each other in space and in time for the novelty they are working out to grow
and mature. (230-3 1)
God thus defined, has nothing of the already made; He 1s unceasing life,
action, freedom. Creation, so conceived, is not a mystery; we experience it
in ourselves when we act freely. (248)
Now ig an appropriate time to comment on Kazantzakis’s use of the so-called ‘ring
structure’ in the composition of his creative writing. This is because it is directly related to
the way in which Kazantzakis looks at the world through Bergsonian spectacles.
According to Peter A. Bien, Kuzanlzakis “concentrates poetic elements at the beginning and
end of his novels so that they frame a middle devoted to realistic clements” (Bien, Nikos
Kazantzakis--Novelist [London: Duckworth, 1989] 10). More specifically, the beginiing
and end of The Saviors of God contains what ene might call “metaphysical’ or “spiritual’
clements, such as the affirmation of nihilism in the early chapters as well as the emphasis
on negation, apophasis, and silence in the final section. In contrast to this, the central
portion of Kazantzakis’s lyrical essay is “filled with recipes for realistic action in the ‘world

mm

of things’” (10). This narrative structure is in accord with Kazantzakis’s view of life as a
“luminous interval” between two dark voids (Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 43), with
our cxistence viewed “as a period of evolutionary striving bounded before and after by pure
spirituality (‘nothingness’)” (Bien, Nikos Kazanizakis--Novelist, 10). We shall return to

the ‘ring structure’ motif in chapter three of our study.

55. Kimon Friar, The Spiritual OQdyssey of Nikos Kazantzakis: A Talk, ed. and with an

70




introduction by Theofunis Stavrou (St. Paul MN: The North Central Publishing Company,
1979) 26.

56. See Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, trans. Carl Wildman (Loondon: Faber and
Faber, 1961) 59. Here Uncle Anagnosti, a proud Cretan peasant, echoes Kazantzakis’s
belief that we alfcct the becoming of Gad when he tells Zorba, “Hey, fricnd, don’ t chew
out God...The poor fellow [God], he oo depends on us”. For the Greek text, see
Kazantzakis, Blog ®ca madureio: touw AhgEn Zoppaid, Sth ed. (Athens, 1959) 82. The
English translation has been altered to make it conform more preciscly to the Greek. Alfred
North Whitehead’s God relics on the world as well. See Process and Reality, 31, 345,
347. Here Whitehead talks of how the ‘consequent nature’ of God (the mutablc aspect of
the divine) results from God’s physical prehensions of the actual world. Without the
consequent nature, Whitehead's God is incomplete. Indeed, his God requires the world

for God’s final realization. Therefore, Whitehead’s God needs us.

57. Alfred North Whitehead, Religion in the Making, 67-68.

58. Alf{red North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 11, 113, 166, 167, 210. Whitehead’s

similarity to Georg Hegel is clcar,

59. Ibid., 40. Also, sce 19, 24, 32, 41, 43, 46, 244, 256 for more extended definitions.
Henri Bergson concurs with Alfred North Whitehead’ s emphasis on actuality and

becoming. For Bergson, Creative kvolution, . . . becoming exists: it is a fact” (316).

60. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 3-17. See also Thomas E. Hosinski,
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Stubborn Fact and Creative Advance, 1-18.

61. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 6, Notice how Whitehead, in spite of

similarities to Georg Hegel, anticipates the deconstructive postmodern observation that final

meaning is impossible because human language seems to evade all claims to reference:
Philosophers can never hope finally to formulate these metaphysical [irst
principlcs. Weakness of insight and deficiencies of language stand in the
way inexorably. Words and phrases must be stretched towards a generality
foreign to their ordinary usage; and however such elements of language be
stabilized as technicalitics, they remain metaphors mutely appealing for an
imaginative leap. (4)

62. Alfred North Whitehead’s own emphasis on the primacy of ‘becoming’ over ‘being’ is

recorded in Process and Reality, xiii-xiv, 23, passim.

63. This is an important idea in Bergsonian transformism as well. See Creative Lvolution:
Now, life is an evolution. We concentrate a period of this cvolution in a
stable view which we call a form, and, when the change has become
considerable enough to overcome the fortunate inertia of our perception, we
say that the body has changed its form. But in reality the body is changing
form at every moment; or rather, there is no form, since form 1s immobile
and the reality is movement. What is real is the continual change of form:
Jorm is only a snapshot view of transition. (302)

64. Alfred North Whitehead, The Function of Reason (1926; Boston: Beacon Press Lid.,

1958) i.

65. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 119-20. Also, Henri Bergson speaks of

these antagonistic tendencies in Creative Evolution, 245.

66. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 18. Also, see Thomas E. Hosinski,

Stubborn IFact and Creative Advance, 33-45.
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67. 1n Process and Reality, Alfred North Whitchead refers 1o a group of actual entities as a
“society” (89). Any ‘society’ that yields a ‘thing’ which persists is an “enduring object”
(34). Both ‘socicty’ and ‘enduring object’ are Whiteheadian terms which accentuate the

relationalily of our emerging world.

6%. Alired North Whitehead's theory concerning the relativity of actual entilies 1s recorded
in his Process and Reality, 22, 50, 148. This theory opposes all mechanistic ways of

understanding our world.

69. Ibid., 7; For cxample, “the process, or concrescence, of any one actual entity involves
the other actual entities among its components. In this way the obvious solidarity of the
world receives its explanation” (7). For a detailed account of Alfred North Whitehead’s
theory of concrescence, see Thomas E. Hosinski, Stubborn Fact and Creative Advance,

46-127.

70. Alfred North Whitchead, Process and Reality, 22-26. Here each actual entily is “a
concrescence of prehensions, which have originated in its process of becoming” (23).
Furthermore:
“. .. every prehension consists of three factors: (a) the ‘subject” which is
prehending, namcly, the actual entity in which that prehension is a concrete
element; (b) the *datum’ which is prehended; (¢) the ‘subjective form’ which
is how that subject prehends that datum”. (23)
Notice here that prehensions are both physical and conceptual. ‘T'his means that each actual

entity is dipolar (a term we shall soon defing).

71. Physical prehension involves ‘perception in the mode of causal efficacy’. See Alfred

North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 81, 129. How we inherit from our immediate
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physical past is also discussed in Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas (New York: Macmillan,
1933) 186-89. For Whilehead, we are always receiving something from our immediate
past. Comparc with Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution:

Evolution implies a real persistence of the past in the present, a duration
which is, as it were, a hyphen, a connecting link. (22)

72. For eternal objects, see Al{rcd North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 22, 23, 40), 44,
164; basic conceptual aim, 105, 108, 224, 244, 283.

73. 1bid., 148-149. Alfred North Whitehead classifies ‘eternal objects’ as “the pure
potentials of the universe; and the actual entities differ from each other in their realization of
potentials”. (149)

74. Ibid., 343-51.

75. 1bid., 47.

76. H. K. Schilling, The New Consciousness in Science and Religion (L.ondon: SCM
Press, 1973) 26.

77. Allred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 45, 107-08, 239-40, 244-45 247-49,
277.

78. David A. Puilin 1s Britain’s main exponent of process theology. He criticizes the idea
of panpsychism. See Pailin, God and the Processes of Reality: Foundations for a Credible
Theism (I.ondon: Routledge, 1989) 54. To be fair, there are some Amcrican process

theologians, like David Ray Griffin, who accept Pailin’s criticism and prefer to speak either
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of ‘pancxperientialism’, ‘pancnergism’, or ‘postmodern animism’ rather than
‘panpsychism’. See Griffin, God and Religion in the Postmoderr World: Essays in
Postmodern Theology (Albany NY: State Universily of New York Press, 1989) 5, 23, 24.
In ‘postmodern animism’, for instance, Gril{in maintains that:
the world is composed exclusively of momentary units of partially sclf-
crealive perceptual experiences. Each unit of experience 1s partiatly
spontaneous, or self-creative, and then exerts causal influence upon

subsequent units. (35)

79. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 29, 60, 82, 223.

80. Ibid., 343.

K1. Ibid., 79-80, 157, 160, 166-67, 189, 196-97. Also, see Thomas E. Hosinski,
Stubborn I'act and Creative Advance, 36-45:

The reformed subjectivist principle is the formal and generalized
statement of one of Whitchcad’ s fundamental methodological principles: that
human experience (in its totality) is the only source of data and evidence for
philosophical reflection, and that what is found in the metaphysical
interrogation of human experience may be used legitimately to consirue the
structure of reality. (42)

82. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 119. Hcenri Bergson’s philosophical
method has much in common with Whitehead’ s ‘reformed subjectivist principle’. See

Creative Evolution, 1-23,

83. In Alfred North Whitehead’s process metaphysics, God is temporally ordered in the
divine consequent nature only. Temporality is not part of God’s primordial nature. Sce

Process and Reality, 343-51.

84. Alfred North Whitehead, The Dialogues of Alfred North Whitehead, rec. Lucien Price
(London: Frederick Miller, 1954) 297.
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85. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 91. Process (heologians would agree with
Kazantzakis’s sense that God is an upward lure or drive towards complexification. For
instance, David A. Pailin belicves that the evolutionary pull towards complexity of
organisms and experience is the clue to the nature and development of the creative advance,
and not the Second Law of Thermodynamics. See God and the Processes of Reality. Here
Pailin reflects on the work of Alfred North Whitehead and John B. Cobb, Jr. (especially
Cobb’s idea of the ‘call forward’, a notion that we examined earlier in this chapter):
What Whitehead and Cobb describe as the creative activity of God may be
expressed in more scientific terms as that tendency in natural processes
which brings it about that there appear areas of intensification and
complexification of forces as localized alternatives to the general tendency of
the Second Law of Thermodynamics. (141)
Henn Bergson agrees. In his Creative Evolution, he mainlains that “all our analyses show
us, In life, an effort 1o re-mount the incline that matter descends™ (245). Furthermore, he
holds that:
The truth is that life is possible whenever energy descends the incline
indicated by Carnot’s faw and where a cause of inverse direction can retard

the descent--that 1s to say, in all the worlds suspended from the stars. (256)

86. Allred Noith Whitehead, Praocess and Reality, 342.

87. Ibid., 342-43.

88. Ibid., 31-36; 342-51.

89. Ibid., 342.

30. Ibid., 342,
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91. Alfred North Whitehead enables other scholars, tco, to challenge the use of the
monarch metaphor in Christian theology. See, for cxample, Daniel Day Williams, “Deity,
Monarchy and Metaphysics”, Essays in Process Theology , ed. Perry LeFevre (Chicago:
Exploration Press, 1985) 51-71. In his book Toward a Process Preumaiology
(Selinsgrove PA: Susquehanna University Press, 1990), Blair Reynolds has claimed that
the Louis-XIV-ol-the-Heavens construal of God is religiously unsatis{ying: “The monarch
melaphor carries too many ugly connolations of God as ruthless moralist and ruling
Caesar, and therefore does not square with a God of love” (31). As an alternative,
Reynolds asserts the theistic relevance of the metaphor of the universe as God’s body, for
“it does greater justice to God’s radical sensitivity (o all things” (32). Among those who
echo Whitehead’ s criticism of the use of the monarch metaphor in theology are non-
Whitcheadian thinkers such as Sallie McFague. In her book Models of God: Theology for
an Lcological, Nuclear Age (London: SCM Press, 1987), McFague sees only danger in
the use of “triumphant, royal metaphors” in Christian theology (65). In her view, the
monarchical model “implies the wrong kind of divine activity in relation to the world, a

kind that encourages passivity on the part of human beings” (69).

92. Allred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 342.

93. Ibid., 342.

4. Ibid., 343.

G5. Ibid., 343, Henri Bergson criticizes this model of God as well. See Creative

Evolution, 248.

77




96. Langdon Gilkey, “God”, Christian Theology: An Introduction to its Traditions and

Tasks, ¢d. Peter C. Hodgson and Robert H. King (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982) 79.

97. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 343.

98. Norman Pittenger, Picturing God (L.ondon: SCM Press, 1982) 9.

99, Alired North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 343. Compare John B. Cobb, Jr. and

David Ray Griffin, Process Theology: An Introductory Exposition (Philadelphia:

Westminster Press, 1976):
The notion of God as Cosmic Moralist has suggested that God is primarily
intcresicd in order. The notion of God as unchangeable Absoluie has
suggested God’s establishment of an unchangcable order for the world.
And the notion of God as Controlling Power has suggested that the present
order exisls because God wills its existence. In that case, 1o be obedient to
God is to preserve the status quo, Process theology denies the existence of
this God. (9)

In his book Process Preumatology, Blair Reynolds agrees:
Process theology views with disdain Lhe static, abstract God of classical
theism, alternatively termed the Ruthless Moralist, the Unmoved Maover, the
Ruling Caesar, or the philosopher’s God. In its place, stands the
Whiteheadian God as ‘tender poet’. (70)

100. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 31.

101. Ihid., 46.

102. Tbid., 343. Commilled to the ‘ontological principle’, Alfred North Whitehead cannot
say that ‘potentiality’ appears ‘out of the blue’ ; rather, Whitehead thinks of the primordial
nature of God as the sole reason for why eternal objects or potentialities exist, and why

they are introduced to the emerging entity at each new moment of the entity’s becoming.
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For Whitchead, God is the non-temporal rescrvoir of potentiality for the processes of

reality (7, 40, 46).

103. Ibid., 88, 105, 346.

104. Ibid., 105.

105. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors ef God, 104-05.

106. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 31-32, 40, 46, 87-88, 164, 257, 344.

107. 1bid., 244.

108, Ibid., 247.

109. Ibid., 340-41. Also, see Thomas E. Ilosinski, Stuebborn Fact and Creative
Advance, 181-206.

110. Immanuel Kant, Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, trans. Theodore Greene

and H. H. Hudson (New York: State University of New York Press, 1960) 142,

111. Alfred North Whitehecad, Process and Reality, 346.

112. Ibid., 349. On the complex relationship between God and creativity in Whiteheadian
process metaphysics, see Thomas E. Hosinski, Stubborn Fact and Creative Advance, 207-

24. Also see Robert C. Neville, Creativity and God: A Challenge to Process Theology
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(New York: Seabury Press, 1980). While the debate regarding the ultimacy of God and
the status of creativity is still ‘in process’, a full discussion of this issue 1s beyond the

scope of our present study.

113. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 108-09,

114. Altred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 350-51. See also Marjoric Hewitt
Suchocki, God-Christ-Church: A Practical Guide 10 Process Theology (New York:
Crossroads, 1986) 39. Whitehead’s dipolar God seeks intensities of human flourishing
within the context of world-loyaity and ecological sustainability, and lovingly ensures that

all expressions of creative value are remembered (n God’s everlasting memaory.
p 2

115. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 88.

116. Ibid., 87-88.

117. Panentheism is the theological doctrine which affirms that all created life is included
within the life of God. Alfred North Whitehead does not use this term in Process and
Reality. In fact, ‘panentheism’ is a theological term which owes a great deal to the insights
of Charles Hartshorne. For Hartshorne, all of the creative advance is in God, but God is
more than this world (ontologically, valuatively). We are the actualized aspects of God’s
infinite possibilities. See The Divine Relativity (New Haven CT: Yale University Press,
1948) 90. In The Living God: A Christian Theology Based on the Thought of A. N.
Whitehead (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1967), author and Brilish process theologian
Peter Hamilton clarifics the difference between Whitehead and Hartshorne regarding the

subject of panentheism:
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.. . Whitehead is not stricily a “panentheist”; his complete insistence on

freedom means that although we are influenced and indeed surrounded by
God, each of us remains a separate subject. God includes us in his
consequent nature by prehending us as objects: we are not included as
subjects. “Panenthelsm”--in Hartshorne’s sense that God “literally
contains” us--would upset Whitchead’s superb balance and interrelation
between God and the world, and between the transcendence and immanence
of cach in relation to the other. (165)

"This caveat is important for us to remember. It does not mean that we cannot describe

Whitehcad’s God as One who ‘panentheistically embraces the world’ --Whitehead’ s God

clearly envelops the world in a way implied by panentheism--only that we must remind

ourselves that Whitehead is not “strictly” a “panentheist”.

118. With regard to Alfred North Whitehead's notion of the three-fold characler of God, 1t
is the divine superjective nature which takes per{ected actuality and uses it as the basis for
the world’s future direction. See Whitehead, Process and Reality, 87-88. For a helplul
cxplanation of how Whitehead understood the superjective nature of God, see Marjorie
Hewitt Suchocki, God-Christ-Church, 215.

119. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 351.

120. Alfred North Whitehead, Religion in the Making, 155-56.

121. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 120.

122. In Process and Reality, Alfred North Whitehead’s God is the “goad towards novelty”

(8R). Likewise, in The Saviors of God, Nikos Kazantzakis’s God is a power which

“goads” men and women (68).
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123. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviers of God, 120.

124. Alfred North Whitehcad, Process and Reality, 350-51.

125. 1bid., 23-24, 26, 41-42, 44, 83, 101, 106, 220-21, passim. For Alfred North
Whitehead, both ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ prehensions are important for the concrescence

of actual entities. This includes God.

126. 1bid., 348.

127. Tbid., 350.

128. 1bid., 350.

129. Ibid., 350.

130. Ibid., 351.

131. Ibid., 351. Compare with Marjorie Hewitt Suchocki, 7he I'nd of Evil: Process

Eschatology in Historical Context (Albany NY: Staie University of New York Press,

1988):
God, as well as the world, is intcrnally affected by that which is other; God
as well as the world, has an effect on the on-going reality of temporal
existence . . . God cverlastingly receives the world into the divine nature,
transforming and unifying the world within the richness of the primordial
vision. Consequenti upon this process, God offers back to the world
possibilities for its own translormation. (154)

132. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 349.
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133.

134.

135,

136,

137.

138.

Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 63.

Ibid., 123-24.

Ibid., 109.

[bid., 67-68.

Ibid., 83-84; emphasis added.

Alfred North Whitchead, Process and Reality, 348; emphasis added.
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2. Rubbing Texts Together:
Some Issues to Consider When Reading Kazantzakis and Whitehead?
A. Textual Problems: A Comparison of Literary Forms

By placing the texts of Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosrology
and The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises alongside one another, we have
demonstrated in our first chapter that Alfred North Whitehead’s process
philosophy and Nikos Kazantzakis's mythopoesis of Bergsonian vitalism
coalesce in at least three ways. First, Whitehead and Kazantzakis share
a sense of how the world we live in evolves and surpasses earlier stages of
its own formation. Second, they hold a bilateral view that God is “in
process’, subject to titme and development, containing within the divine
life all that might ever ‘come-to-be’ within our world. Third, Kazantzakis
and Whitehead profess a mutual belief that God needs our assistance to
enhance divine becoming (in God’s consequent nature). This is the idea
of 'saving’ God through spiritual exercises.

In our opening chapter on Kazantzakis's and Whitehead's process
religious belicfs we have been rubbing the texts of both writers together
to behold what sparks will fly. As we continue to practice this technique
for reading, we discover that in spite of the intellectual affinities that we
note in our first chapter, some difficulties remain. Indeed, one tension
may be seen when we compare textual forms.? For while Whitehead's
process philosophy (and Whiteheadian process theology) is arguably
committed to argumentation and structured thought, leaving little room

for plurality and ambiguity, Kazantzakis’'s dithyrambic narrative, free
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from the constraints of theological systematization, adopts a literary
‘mode’ which is differently structured and juxtaposes opposite viewpoints
at the same time. At least one Kazantzakis critic, Frederic Will, seems
to agree with this observation.

Will proclaims that Kazantzakis's The Saviors of God is not
“disciplined conceptualizing” (of the kind we notice in Whilehead's
Process and Reality) but “sequential thought generated by intuition,
perceptions which gather up and direct masses of mastered experience”.®
The abiding value of Kazantzakis’s work, at least for Will, is therefore
not so much to be found in what Kazantzakis consciously articulates
but in what he ‘allows’ us to say in making the connections between
logic and reason, on the one hand, and emotion and feeling, on the
other. Paradox and irony, so much a part of human experience, are
allowed to exist as a reality in Kazantzakis's art while they are invariably
denied in the rational, generalizing approach of Whiteheadian process
theology.*

Bernard Meland is rare among process theologians in addressing
the question of how literature and theology relate to one another:

The poet and the metaphysician often trespass upon one
another’s ground. The metaphysician sets out to gather in
the meaning of this vast exterior and he returns from his
quest for meaning with the words of the poet upon his lips.
The language of lesser men simply would not carry meaning
so suffused with vastness and talk of stars. The poet, too,
when he gets over being absorbed in words and attends to
the meaning of words, soon finds himself travelling in a
country unfamiliar to common minds. Whether he looks at

stars or observes events about him he will be carried, in his
sensitive reflections, to think upon what is going on most
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hiddcnly in these thousand places that contain or
circumscribe the human mind.5

Here Meland seems to suggést that any alliance between theology and
literature is eariching, perhaps, but potentially inimical. While the poet
may consummate the theologian’s endeavours by reminding her that she
is engaged in a narrative exercise, the theologian may facilitate the
creative writer in stressing the importance of ‘conceptual plausibility’ in
his work. Meland's term ‘trespass’ connotes encroachment, invasion,
violence, and even sinfulness. T. R. Wright suggests why transgression
occurs when these two disciplines meet:
Much theology, for example, tends towards unity and
coherence, a systematic exploration of the content of faith
which attempts to impose limits on the meaning of words,
while literature, as Ezra Pound insisted, is often dangerous,
subversive and chaotic, an anarchic celebration of the
creative possibilities of language.®
What Wright appears to assert is that literature, as writing, perpetually
tends to deconstruct the essentializing, systematizing and reference-
claiming tendencies of a great deal of contemporary theology. On this
argument, literature can be said to be self-contained (discrete). Tnlike
much theology, that is, fiction enjoys its own world.”

Reading Henri Bergson (and Whitehead) might ilumine our grasp
of Kazantzakis's novels but, from a certain perspective of reading, we can
peruse, say, Kazantzakis’'s Zorba The Greek discretely. Conflicting
strategies of reading such as these do not necessarily invalidate any one

approach 1o reading because no critic can or should make absolute and

universal claims for reading. In fact, our foremost desire might be for
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what Giles B. Gunn calls “a principled eclecticism in all questions of
theory and method”, a complex of reading strategies that frustrate any
attempt to ‘totalize’ an interpretation.® It is for this reason that, from
time to time in our study, we shall adopt deliberately conflicting
strategies for reading Kazantzakis's writings. For example, The Saviors of
God will appear (o be (at least) ‘two texts’ throughout this thesis; Saviors
can and will be rcad both discretely and theologically. This ‘bifocal
reading’ means that we shall have to learn how to live with the
incongruity that Kazantzakis both is and is not a ‘theologian’.
B. Literature and Theology: Antagonistic Yet Complementary®

By now it should be clear that we are using a very specific model of
‘theology’ in this study. With the help of Sallie McFague, in fact, we
propose that ‘theology’ be defined as a form of “second-level language,
language which orders, arranges, explicates, makes precise the first-order
revelatory, metaphorical language”. ! In this view, ‘theclogy’ is
understood predominantly to be a descriptive discipline, the ordered
reflection on and articulation of religious experience. Seen in this way,
‘theology’ often appears inescapably reductive, seeking to abstract,
generalize, and diminish parabolic language to its so-called ‘essence’.
While ‘theology’ requires continual stimulation by the poetic or religious
experience, it frequently offends literature because fictive devices are
themselves irreducible and seem impatient to conclusive analysis. In his

book Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy, Max
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Black tells us what we can and cannot do with figurative devices. In this
way, Black underscores our point.about the irreducibility of metaphors:
We can comment upon metaphor, but the metaphor itself
nelther needs nor invites explanation and paraphrase.
Metaphorical thought is a distinctive mode of achieving
insight, not to be construed as an ornamental substitute for
plain thought.11
Metaphors appear endlessly productive of further tropes, and so
‘meaning’ appears forever deferred.!2 Never revealed in a ‘final’ or ‘once-
and-for-all’ way, ‘meaning’ seems interminably postponed: literature as
an claborate striptease.13
It is this ‘inflnite complexity’ of fiction and poetry, moreover,
which serves to emancipate us ceaselessly to ‘play’ with texts; Christian
theological writers, seemingly obliged to a propositiona'lly-mfiented
tradition, appear to operate on a much more restricted budget of
meaning.'4 Labouring within the confined and determined rules of
systematic thought, many Christian theological writings often become
exercises in reduction: ardent attempts to avoid limitless theological
opinion and, instead, to find unshakeable truth about God. Indeed,
Christian writers talk of God's indubitable self-revelation in Jesus of
Nazareth as the foundation and structure of Christian theology, the
essential reason for professing an advantage in ascertaining truth about
the way things are.!® While this Christian theological ‘foundationalism’

seductively promises indubitability and immunity from all possibie

objections, it arguably cannot make good on its pledge because it never




seems foundational enough.'® In contrast to this, writers of narrative
fiction and poetry seem to promote a hermeneutic of openness, not of
reduction, because they ‘play’ on the tendency of fictive devices to yield
multiple meanings and limitless interpretations. Robert Detweiler sees
this last point as forming the basis of a presiding assumption in currcnt
literary criticism:
What has been understood as the substance of parabic and a
trait of metaphor has been expanded into a critical principle.
All discourse, it is said, resists (like the parable) conclusive
analysis, frustrates closure, opens up (like metaphor) to
multiple readings, so that interpretation becomes less of an
effort to provide a text's ‘proper’ meaning and more an
attempt to disclose its many possibilities of signification.17
Detweiler is here alluding to the value of insights from postimodern
theory for the study of literature and theology. And Detweiler is one of
many critics who believe that ‘deconstructive postmodernism’ represenis
the most serious challenge to traditional ways of reading these various
texts, and the most powerful censure of all established approaches to
thinking theologically today.!® It follows the work of Friedrich Nietzsche,
who himself suspected that all traditional Western categories for "‘God’
have led io metaphysical idols, in Nietzsche's declaration that ‘God is
dead’ and in its efforts to demonstrate that no text can be totalized
without a supplement of signification.!®
Deconstructive postmodernists assert that there is no unmediated

knowledge. Indeed, they believe that all discourse, including theological

discourse, is already interpretation and that there is no distinctive,
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extralinguistic location, no Archimedean point, no transcendental
signified, from which one can judge conflicting interpretations. Kevin
Hart states:
Deconstruction provides a critique not of theology as such
but of the metaphysical element within theology and, for
that matter, within any discourse. If we take 'God is dead’
to be a statement about the impossibility of locating a
transcendent point which we can serve as a ground for
discourse, then deconstruction is indeed a discourse on
God's death.20
In fact, all that is thought to remain after '‘God’s death’ is the unending
play of signification. And it is believed that no escape from the maze of
textual analysis and interpretation exists. In the words of Janet Martin
Soskice:
Man only deceives himself when he regards his own
linguistic constructs as embodying some trans-
anthropological truth. Escape to a purer, strictly
representational language is not even possible; at most, one
can revel in the fact that man, like the spider, spins out of
himself the world which he inhabits.21
Deconstructionists often claim that literature, as writing, is less
prone than structured theology to making decisive remarks about the
‘highest ground’, the ‘singular perspective’ (‘{God').2? Pregnant with
polysemy, literature strongly resists totalization, and it repudiates a
terminology of presence. In other words, creative writing is hostile to
‘logocentrism’ where ‘logocentrism’ is seen as the practice of deciding
questions of ‘meaning’ or ‘being’ with recourse to ‘origin’ or ‘*final

ground’. Narralive fiction positively encourages the unceasing play of

signification. For literary tropes, as we have suggested, appear endlessly
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productive of further tropes. Also, the novel sustains its characters
through competing and conflicting voices which occur within the text's
discrete world, and this trait entails that fictional characters--like Nikos
Kazantzakis's St. Francis--often appear impatient to systematic
clarification. Literary texts and fictional characters seem to inspire an
endlessly recessive series of conversations. David Jasper writes:
We discover, therefore, in the text itself a perpetual denial
beth of meaning and also the pronouncement of conclusions
which rest ultimately upon some extralinguistic concept of
signifier. Rather we come to recognize writing as a never-
ending displacement and deferral, escaping the delusions of
a stable and self-deceiving tradition. There are no answers,
only exireme scepticism, and a continual evasion of the self-
enclosed systematizing of texts by which we long to find
meaning--the answer to our problem, the final solution.23
In contrast to the apparent open-endedness of literary texts, (most}
modern theologies, including Whiteheadian process theology, seem to
manifest an implicit desire for totalily, a loquacious lexicon of presence,
and '‘God’ functions as a transcendental signified. For example, some
critics point out that uniquely process theological terms like ‘creativity’,
‘initial aim’ and ‘primordial nature’ often serve for process theists as
logocentric notions denoting a pure signified, a translinguistic reality
that depends on nothing for its significance and yet grounds everything
else it relates to in a system of language.?* Not surprisingly, it is the
discovery of the logocentric error in modern theology that forces thinkers
like Carl A. Raschke to go so far as to suggest that ‘theology'--in the way

we've been defining the word--is merely a certain type of writing in which

the signifying element of language has been erroncously and dangerously
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elevated to a position in favour of the signified.?

This excursus into the field of postmodern theory has enormous
results for the way we read fiction and the way we think theologically.?¢
For how we read Kazantzakis's fiction is now to be seen as perhaps very
different to the act, say, of reading John Cobb’s Whiteheadian process
Christology. With respect to the latter it seems that we are expected to
appropriate as much as possible of the argumentation that is Cobb's
chosen form of address, argumentation which has been expressed in a
dircct way. In fact, process theological terms like ‘concrescence’,
‘dipolarity’, and ‘becoming’ are effective only when they are seized and
comunandeered (‘appropriated’) into so-called precise definitions and first
principles. When we immerse ourselves in Kazantzakis's literary fiction,
however, we learn that the power of his stories lies in their refusal to be
abducted or captured in reductive propositions and formulaic
pronouncements.

Kazantzakis’s fictional characters always seem ‘other’ to us. With
this term ‘other’, we mean that Kazantzakis's protagonists often appear
{o frustrate any desire to describe, analyze, and evaluate their words and
deeds. Zorba, Papa-Fotis, and Brother Leo may have traits that are
illustrative of ourselves, of course, but these fictional characters (like
King Lear and Stephen Dedalus) are almost always ‘other’, defying any
conclusive appraisal on our part. Accordingly, David Patterson insists
that literature is not an object to be grabbed and owned; rather, it is an

experience where we abdicate any sense of rulership over the text:
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[Literature is] . . . a process, forever in flux, dancing the
dance of the Hindu god Shiva, creating and destroying with
every step. Its epic heroes can shape nations; its human
characters can change lives. In the light of this idea, it is
easy to see why the effort to pin truth down to the letter or
to fix it in a formula is so tempting. If literature’s relation
to the truth is transformational, then 1 can ncver be surc of
the ground beneath my feet; instead of rooting myself in firm
ground, 1 must dance along the shifting edges of an abyss.
Presence is always in question, and the certainty of the
senses must be exchanged for the passion of faith, for the
imagination of poetry.27

In this passage, ‘dancing’ is Patterson's basic metaphor for literature's
tendency to twist and swirl meaning beyond the clulches of any one
reader. Possibly Kazantzakis would agree with Patterson's perspective.
Indeed, dancing is an instructive symbol for the creative process in
Kazantzakis’'s Zorba The Greek. From a certain perspective of reading,
the Zorbatic gambol appears to reflect Kazantzakis's own sense that
‘meaning’ or ‘truth’ is in process, unfinished, and multifold:

“Boss,” he shouted, “I have a lot to tell you, 1 never
loved a person as much as you, I have a lot to tell you, but
my tongue can't manage it. So I'll dance it! Stand aside so |
don't step on you! Ready! Hop! Hop!”

He madce a jurop, his feet and hands turned into
wings. Standing straight, he charged above the earth, and
as [ watched him in this way against the background of sky
and sea, he seemed to me like an aged, archangelic rebel.
Because this dance of Zorba's was all provocation,
obstinacy, and rebellion. You'd think he was shouting:
“What can you do to me, Almighty? You can’t do anything
to me; only kill me. Kill me; I don't give a damn; I've let off
my steaimn; I've said what I wanted to say; I've managed to
dance, and I don't need you anymore!”

I was watching Zorba dance and sensing for the first
time humanity’s demonic rebelliousness, to conquer weight
and matter, the ancestral curse. I was admiring his
endurance, nimbleness, pride. Down on the sand, Zorba's
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impulsive and at the same time adroit stamping was
engraving humanity's satanic history.28&

Given what we have said here about the often uneasy alliance
between literature and theology in general, it is obvious that an attitude
exists, prevalent in both fields, that the two disciplines are mutually
exclusive. Writers in both fields seem hostile to one another because
they frequently try to occupy the same ground with different agendas and
different personae.?® Theologians readily acknowledge the religious
content of much creative writing, but where clashes have occurred with
literary critics, then the former often retreat into an arcane defensiveness
which accuses their critics of misreading the Christian tradition. By the
same token, literary theorists happily acknowledge the importance of
religious discourse in fictional narrative, but have been eager to
deconstruct theological language by challenging the theologian's
tendency to systematize her thought.

This apparent hostility need not be present. It may prove far more
fruitful to speak of the fundamental difference between the creative
writer and the theologian as existing in a difference of emphases. The
modes of discourse and reception are different in both cases. For both
the novelist and the theologian ‘tell a story', but seem to be tuned into
‘experience’ differently, and so invariably write different kinds of
narratives, though these are never far apart from one another.3° This
difference of emnphases would appear to entail that any so-called

‘partnership’ between the novelist and the theologian, whose joint task it
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seems is to disorient and orient one another, is sustained ‘in process’ at
all times.

In her book Metaphor and Religious Language, Janet Martin Soskice
rails against any attempt systematically to extrapolate the so-called
‘message’ of a literary text. In her view, the fiction writer is not merely a
shrewd illustrator of religious dogma. Novels are not artfully-conitrived,
theological tracts. Indeed, any proposal “that the value of a text consists
wholly in the set of moral or spiritual dicta which may be extracted from
it” is likely to result in a serious underestimation of a novel's fictive
power, and Soskice maintains that such an approach is “the crudest
form of theological empiricism”. ! Michae] Goldberg agrees:

Any attempt at theological abstraction must take seriously
the fact that it is a narrative from which the abstracting is
done. Such abstraction must not treat the narrative as a
shell which may be discarded once the ‘theological pearl’ has
heen extracted.32

By implication, process theology may not with impunity be spoken
of as the kernel trapped inside the husk of Kazantzakis’s fiction. And
Kazantzakis may not be read as providing an emotional overcoat for the
structured activities of Alfred North Whitehead. Support for this point
may be found in the work of Gabriel Vahanian. He, too, resists the urge
to use literature to ‘illustrate’ theological concepts. In The Death of God:
The Culture of OQur Post-Christian Era, Vahanian is swift to condemn those
who would distort thc novelists and dramatists they read in the direction

of their own theological prejudices:

Sartre did not write No Exit so that a Christian would use it
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as a homiletic pretext for all kinds of easy and cheap
considerations about the situation of man without God.
Our approach is diametrically opposed to this kind of
abusive and pro domo interpretation to which literature is
fallacicusly subjected by those whose concern is merely a
utilitarian apology of an ctiolated Christianity.33
So, what are current scholars saying about the many-sided
relationship between narrative fiction and Christian theology? It is very
difficult to evaluate correctly the present state of the debate, but some
kind of stalemate seems to have been reached. Despite the fact that
writers in both disciplines sometimes appear to craft texts which are
mutually offensive to each other, some novelists and some theologians
are engaging in essentially the same conversational task.®4 This involves
contradicting, correcting, and reminding one another of the kind of text
they are both writing. And this discussion, as we have suggested already,
is one that seems forever 'in process’ itself. Literature and theology are
conversational partners. They do not always agree in what they say, of
course, but there's seemingly nothing that prevents either one from
talking to the other. Burton F. Porier puts it this way:
. . . the artist and the philosopher are not in opposition;
rather, they are mutually compatible. Thus, Plato can award
the Muses a place in disciplining the character of the youth;
Schopenhauer can f{ind liberation from the unceasing desires
of Will in aesthetic contemplation; and Whitehead can
maintain that individuality and personal development may be
deepened through habits of aesthetic apprehension.35
With this general excursus on the enriching but uneasy alliance between

literature and theology, we must now proceed to consider in more detail

its particular application to statements about Kazantzakis's narrative
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fiction and Whiteheadian process theclogy.
C. How Kazantzakis and Whitehead Trespass Upon One Another’s
Ground.

It is not exact origins that the poet and metaphysician seek

but a way of apprehending the large-scale idea of creation as

a continual event in the life-process that contains us. Both

poet and metaphysician, in fact, have sought to understand

the life-process as a continuous, creative event: the one has

given us penetrating glimpses of its meaning; the other,

comprehensive envisagement of its working.36

Bernard Meland’s remarks may here be seen to apply to the specific
alliance between Nikos Kazantzakis and Alfred North Whitehead for it is
a shared emphasis on ‘emergent evolutiony’ that seems, at least in part,
to constitute their irespassing upon common ground.?” Having placed
Kazantzakis and process theology in conversation, howcver, we find in
their dialogue that they disagree as much as they agree: Kazantzakis and
Whiteheadian process theology appear to instantiate Meland’s idea that
poets (Kazantzakis) and metaphysicians (Whilehead and Whiteheadian
process theology) often “trespass upon one another’s ground”.3®
When Kazantzakis speaks of our ‘saving God’, he is not offering a

soteriological tract for theologians to ponder over, but he is providing a
Iyrical narrative; soteriological questions may emerge from our reading of
Kazantzakis’s creative writing, particularly the essay in which he makes
his assertion about redeeming the divine, but his work is primarily to be
judged on its own terms. In short, The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises

is self-sustaining because it uses a ‘first order language’. By contrast,

‘theology’ (in the way we've been defining the word) is a ‘second order
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language’. The process thinker would therefore be guilty of trespassing
upon Kazantzakis’s ground if she tried unwittingly to make The Saviors of
God over in her own image. In his article “Literature and Religion”, J.
Hillis Miller agrees and indicates how tempting--although dangerous--it
is for us to commit literary eisegesis by reading our own theological ideas
into lyrical credos and works of fiction:
There i8 an intrinsic particularity in the world view of each
age or individual, a particularity which may not with
impunity be blurred by transhistorical schemes of
interpretation . . . Only the wisest and best of men can avoid
distorting the writers he studies in the direction of his own
beliefs, and this tendency is all the more powerful the more
firmly he holds those beliefs.39
How is our reading of Kazantzakis’s novels likely to be affected by
this contrast between ‘first’ and *second order’ language? We suggest
that Kazantzakis's narrative fiction works, if it works at all, not merely
because we are able to detect a kinship of thought with certain aspects of
the model of God proposed in Whitehead and others, but because we
read it, we enter the discrete world that Kazantzakis creates, and
because we implicitly believe what we are shown by Kazantzakis in his
novels. Thus, we suspend our disbelief in order to navigate the fictional
terrain that Kazantzakis maps oul for us as readers. In process
theology, though, and as we have suggested already, we do not suspend
our disbelief; on the contrary, when we read John Cobb or Blair Reynolds
we very often address issues of belief by assessing their doctrinal

credibility and credal ‘appropriateness’ 1o the wider, Christian tradition

of which they claim to be a part. Kazantzakis's association with process
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theology, like literature'’s alliance with theology in general, would
therefore seem to be dialogical and uneasy. When examined together,
Kazantzakis and process theology may represent competing and
conflicting voices or, to use Meland’s trope once again, they appear to
trespass upon one another's ground.

Process theological reflections may be provoked by Kazantzakis's
writing, and earlicr sections of our work indicate what these might be,
but his fictional characters will not finally inhabit them. Consider
Kazanizakis's use of irony in The Last Temptation. Here Kazantzakis
inverts the traditional Christian portrait of Judas Iscariot's function in
Jesus's ministry. FFor Kazantzakis, Judas is not a traitor to Jesus. On
the contrary, Kazantzalds portrays Judas as a neccssary agent of God's
passion. The point of this observation is that Christian ‘theology’, tied
as it often is to the investigation and delineation of the normative
aspects of the Christian tradition, is not free to make this sort of ironic
claim for Judas. When one turns to a poetics though, as Kazantzakis
does, one invariably is free (from assumed theological notions) both to
invert the traditional theological project and to sustain such an
inversion throughout one's narrative.

Kazantzakis's characterization of Judas Iscariot is deeply ironic.
And irony, as we earlier intimated, forever defies the raticnal, systematic
clarification often demanded by the theologian. Irony frustrates closure,
shuns conclusive analysis, and appears ceaselessly hostile to the heresy

of paraphrase or reduction. Irony opens up the possibility of multiple




readings, playful detachments, a labyrinth of textual interpretations
from which there is no escape. And irony demonstrates how fiction often
operates on levels that ultimately extend beyond the printed page. In
contrast to this, ‘theology’ (on the model we've been using in this study)
very often appears inescapably reductive. However, without ‘theology's’
disciplined ordering of experience, fiction has no guard against the
dangers of practicing a ludic randomness by which it is impossible for us
to live. It is this difference in textual emphasis that accounts for the
antagonistic, but potentially enriching relationship between
(Kazantzakis's) literature and (process} theology.
The creative writing of Nikos Kazantzakis is insightful and poetic.
It is not so philosophically precise as is the Whiteheadian process
theology with which he shares ideas (narrative fiction, though, has its
own kind of ‘precision’). Yet this is far from being a drawback to his
work. Omn the contrary, it is an advantage since, as David Jasper rightly
points out, ‘theology’ often contains some dangerous tendencies:
Too often it tends to prefer the false security of fixed and
definite phrases and formulations, and then it either slips
away from the mysterious language of living faith, or else it
traps faith into dependence on platitudes and
generalizations which, in their very fixity, become hopelessly
vague and abstract. Theology needs to be reminded in its
quest for the normative, that in faith there is a mystery and
a ‘sccret’ which is inexhaustible and irreducible--a secrecy
which is to be perpetually reinterpreted and which keeps
theology and its definitions continually trembling on the
edge of ambiguity and paradox.40

Possibly Kazantzakis would agree with Jasper’s comments. Kazantzakis

sees the movement of the élan vital as so complex and so bewildering to
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the finite mind that it cannot be adequately described. He refuses to fall
into the trap of ‘verbal immobility’ in which the word, by trying to define
mobility, immobilizes it.#! Creative writing, Kazantzakis's fiction being a
good example, is therefore an important corrective to the logocentrism at
the heart of much modern theology
D. Concluding Remarks

We have shown in our second chapter the nature and status of the
antagonistic, yet potentially complementary alliance that exists between
Nikos Kazauntzakis and various Whiteheadian process theologians. The
theme of conversational exchange between them has been justified. And
following Bernard Meland, we have been careful to note that when poets
and metaphysicians encounter each other they invariably trespass, not
only upon common--but upon one another’'s-- ground. The points we
have made here, though, come together and are made explicit in
subsequent chapters. In particular, we are now to attempt a comparative
study of Kazantzakis's The Last Temptation and John Cobb's:

Whiteheadian process Christology.
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theology perpetually provoke onc another into coping with cach other’s infamy. In some
respects, this is a necessary but impossible exercise that can be sustained only ‘in

process’.
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35. Burton . Porter, Philosophy: A Literary and Conceptual Approach (New York:

Harcourl Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1974) 6; emphasis added.

36. Rernard Meland, Seeds of Redemption, 156.

37. Here scems an appropriate point to remind ourselves how Alfred North Whitehead
and Nikos Kazantzakis trespass upon common ground. Whiteheadian process theology
views God as the circumambient reality whose sympathetic participation in the world acts
as a general, directive urge towards ever-novcl processes of reality. In her God-Christ-
Church: A Practical Guide to Process Theology (New York: Crossroads, 1986), Marjorie
Hewitt Suchocki writes of how we can collaborate with (he divine to make and unmake
our world in each ncw moment:
God’s redemptive aclivity conjoins with our own responsively creative activity; it
does not obliterate our activity. We become co-workers, and the future follows
upon the choices of our responsive activity. God invites us into a future that we
must create in our response to God, in our awareness of divine wisdom, we
replace {car with trusi, and move into the contingencies of time. And God wailts.
(78)
In Report to Greco, trans. Peter A. Bien (London: Faber and Faber, 1965), Nikos
Kazanizakis articulates his own procvess view of our creative role in God’s development:
The forces released within us in the forward propulsion we develop in order to
jump are a threefold unity: personal, panhuman, and prehuman. At the instant
when man contracts like a spring in order to undertake the leap, inside us the life
of the entire planet likewise contracts and develops its propulsion. This is when
we clearly see that simplest of truths which we so often forget in comfortable,
barren moments of casc: that man is not immortal, but rather serves Something or
Someone that is immortal. (217) '
The God pictured and discussed here by Kazantzakis is struggling to burst the bonds of
matter and requires our heroic assistance o accomplish this task. In other words, divine

becoming is inextricably linked to our own subjective concrescence. Our duty, according

to Kazantzakis, involves collaborating with God so that the divine may break {ree of ail
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that confines Godself. See Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God: Spiritual Fxercises,
trans. and with an introduction by Kimon Friar (New Y ork: Simon and Schuster, 1960)
92-95. The model of God favoured by Whiteheadians shares a kinship of thought with
Kazantzakis at this point. Here, too, God is thought to be alfected by the world and by
humans, secking intensity. In The Lure of God: A Biblical Background for Process
Theismn (Philadelphia, Fortress Press, 1978), Lewis S. Ford promotes the Whiteheadian
view that God calls the world forward with a message of truth, beauty, and goodness:
Gaod 1s not the cosmic watchmaker, but the husbandman in the vineyard of the
world, fostering and nurturing its continuous growth throughout the ages; He is
the companion and friend who inspires us to achieve the very best that 1s within
us. (21)
Ford compares the world to a vineyard; Kazantzakis, as we saw 1n chapter one, likens it to
a monastery. In both thinkers, God and humankind unite to develop the creative advance
and contribute to the richness of the divine expericnce, While there 1s no precise unanimity
belween religious ideas found in Kazantzakis’s literary writings and the systematic
docinne of God in Alfred North Whitehead’s process philosophy, they both seem to share
a theological mood. Whitehead and Kazantzakis seem most comfortable with a way of
picturing God that emphasizes being as an abstraction of becoming, that avoids the
reduction of all individual existence to contingent existence, that advocates universal
crealivity as characteristic of becoming, and that takes seriously the stochastic,
indeterminate nature of the evolutionary processes. Although there are substantive

differences, and later chapters will unearth what these are, in the above respects the two

ways of discussing God seem to possess rich potential for further dialoguc.

38. Bernard Meland, Seeds of Redemption, 155.

39. J. Hillis Miller, “Liferature and Religion”, 33.
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40. David Jasper, The Study of Literature and Religion, 31-32.

41. See Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 94. Kazanizakis's emphasis on silence
and the deficiencies of theological language links him to the Eastern Christian tradition of
apophatic or negative theology. For one account of the relationship between Kazantzakis
and apophatic theology, see Darren J. N. Middleton, “Apophatic Boldness: Kazantzakis’s
Use of Silence to Emphasize Theological Mystery in The Saviors of God, 10 be publ.
Midwest Quarterly (1998).
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3. Jesus-Becoming-Christ:

Kazantzakis and Cobb Compared
A. Introductory Remarks

Thus far in this thesis we have been considering the witness of
Nikos Kazantzakis's narrative fiction and Alfred North Whitehead's
process philosophy to the meaning of God’s progressive agency within
our on-going world. Both writers claim that God is in fact part of the
processcs of transition and novelty, that God is energetically in the
world, and that God is affected by occurrences in the unfolding cosmos.
While the form of their writing is different, Kazantzakis and Whitehead
nonetheless seem in accord with each other regarding their beliefs that
God is in process, is in our changing world, and cannot be isolated from
it.

For Whitehead and Kazantzakis, Jesus {(as the) Christ is essential
to each’s understanding of his process God.! While Kazantzakis's views
about God’s incremental self-revelation in Jesus can be found in several
of his literary texts, they culminate in his fictional biography of Jesus,
The Last Temptation, and this account of Jesus’s spiritual evolution is
reflected in John Cobb's Whiteheadian process Christology, most
specifically in his book Christ in a Pluralistic Age. 1t is to Cobb (as
Whiteheadian thcologian) and Kazantzakis that we now turn.

Throughout this third chapter, we shall notice how Kazantzakis's

understanding of Jesus is integral to his more generally held belief that
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we play a vital part in God’s own redemption. Indeed, his Jesus evolves
through four life-stages to become the classic cxpression of one who
facilitates dematerialization in a changing world. Accompanying our
formal analysis of The Last Temptation, we examine Cobb's Whiteheadian
account of Jesus as the co-constitution of persuasive divine agency and
human prehension in order to demonstrate that a comparison between
Kazantzakis and Cobb is instructive. For both thinkers, Jesus of
Nazareth ‘becomes Christ’ through the incremental operation of God's
agency and Jesus's gradual response to God’s providence.

Having identified this correlation between Cobb and Kazantzakis,
a penultimate section in this chapter makes a distinction between them
both in the form of their writing. As we situaie Kazantzakis and Cobb in
‘conversation’ with one another regarding their understanding of Jesus,
we find further evidence for the ‘complementary yet antagonistic’ alliance
between Kazantzakis's narrative fiction and Whiteheadian versions of
process theology.
B. The Last Temptation: Jesus's Early Spiritual Formation

Nikos Kazantzakis hegins his fictional biography of Jesus of
Nazareth with a personal confession:

My principal anguish and the source of all my joys
and sorrows from my youth onward has been the incessant,
merciless battle between the spirit and the flesh.2

We have noted already that it is from Henrl Bergson that Kazantzakis

developed his ‘process’ belief that ‘reality’ is a ceaseless tussle belween

the constraints imposed by matter and the animating drive of spirit.®
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This perpetual warfare between the élan vital and the flesh is declared at
every level of becoming, and especially our own.

In The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis views our spiritual formation
as a metaphysical campaign; each of us is a bloody arena in which spirit
strives for liberation from the confines of matter.? God (or Bergson's élan
vital) screams for frcedom at the base of our becoming. In The Saviors of
God: Spirtiual Exercises, the divine cries out to be ‘saved’ (‘salvation’ may
be defined as the dematerialization of spirit), and we especially (God's
material counterparts) can assist the divine along the rocky road to
redemption.®

Central to Kazantzakis's process beliefs is his view that “every man
partakes of the divine nature”, for he is the battleground where spirit and
flesh converge and vie for control of personality.® By accentuating this
sense of universal religious struggle and passion, Kazantzakis clearly
intends for us to avoid treating The Last Temptation as just another
modern renarration of the Gospel story.” Rather, Kazantzakis believes
that The Last Temptation depicts the ubiquitous confrontation between
matter and spirit rather than their complementarity. Jesus of Nazareth
is Kazantzakis's model of this struggle between the persuasive lure of the
élanvitatl and the forceful demands of corporeality:

Struggle between the flesh and the spirit, rebellion
and resistance, reconciliation and submission, and finally--
the supreme purpose of the struggle--union with God: this

was the ascent taken by Christ, the ascent which he invites
us to take as well, following in his bloody tracks.
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This is the Supreme Duty of the man who struggles--
to set out for the lofty peak which Christ, the first born son
of salvation, attained.8

Evolving through four stages of spiritual formation, Kazantzakis's
Jesus first enters life’s metaphysical fray while still a carpenter.® With
each subsequent transition in vocational understanding, Jesus struggles
with temptations to happiness, begins to see the processes of reality as
charged with God’s presence (‘panentheism’) and, at the novel's end,
Jesus finally effects ‘union with God' by learning how to emancipate
spirit from matter. Writing about the fourth and final phase of Jesus'’s
messianic evolution in his Nikos Kazanitzakis--Novelist, Peter A. Bien
explains Kazantzakis’s ‘union with God’ motif in Bergsonian terms. This
reminds us once again of the process themes in Kazantzakis’s narrative
fiction:

Kazantzakls speaks of ‘union with God’ because
Jesus, at the end [of the novel], unites with the spiritual
force that directs the entire process just completed--with the
force that, universally and eternally, employs matter as a
mechanism to ensure matter's dissolution. Seen in this
way, Jesus does what ordinary men do not. He deliberately
co-operates with this universal process (‘God’') rather than
trying to resist it or pretending that it does not exist. By
accepting his vocation as the Messiah, he imitates the
evolutionary journey towards dematerialization that is
eternally demanded by the creative force in control of the
universe. . .10

In addition to the Bergsonian process basis of this fourth rubric,
The Last Temptatiort’s overall narrative form recalls Kazantzakis's

Bergsonian picture of the world. In keeping with the ‘ring structure’ he

uses in The Saviors of God, Kazantzakis consolidates poelic facets at the
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beginning and the end of The Last Temptation. This takes the pattern of
two dream sequences which encircle the main narrative concerning
Jesus’s spiritual becoming. This particular narrative strategy reflects
Kazantzakis's Bergsonian vision of life as ‘becoming’ surrounded by
dreamlike 'nothingness'.!1

In The Last Temnptation’s first dream sequence, dwarfs, devils, and
‘the Redbeard’ pursue an unsettled Jesus of Nazareth in his sleep. Inside
Jesus, the soldiers of discontent are marching from his heart to his head
and declaring war on any happiness he feels with his current life as a
carpenter. He is upset as skirmishes break out between dynamic and
competing forces inside him. For instance, Kazantzakis’'s Jesus blames
himself for his father's immobility, feels culpable for Mary Magdalene's
waywardness, and is burdened with Israel's sin and wrong-doing.!? This
opening scenario clearly marks the genesis of the first stage in Jesus's
vocational understanding and spiritual evolution respectively. As 'Son of
the Carpenter’, Jesus finds that his own soul is a coliseum for a ruthless
fight between happiness and meaningfulness.!3 In different terms,
Kazantzakis's Jesus feels torn between the persuasive lure of middle-
class existence and the demands of life marked by spiritual teleology.

In these early stages of The Last Ternptation, Kazantzakis uses the
metaphor of the ‘bird of prey’ to connote the power and verve of God's
‘Cry’ to avoid the beguiling allure of domestic bliss.!* As a figurative

device of divine agency, this ‘bird of prey’ stands in ironic opposition to
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the traditional Christian image of the dove of peace.!® Where traditional
theologians and pastors seem content to use the metaphor of the dove of
peace to speak of God’s providence, Kazantzakis declares this to be
untrue to his own experience of divine agency. An entry in Kazantzakis's
Report to Greco confirms this point for us:

My youth had been nothing but anxieties,
nightmares, and questionings; my maturity nothing but
lame answers. 1 looked toward the stars, toward men,
toward ideas--what chaos! And what agony to hunt out
God, the blue bird with red talons, in their midst!16

As mentioned in our first two chapters, Kazantzakis views God as
that Spiritual Presence which functions as the inexhaustible ground and
depth of the processes of reality. God is the vital impetus for individual
and social transformation. Although many Christian theologians and
artists since St. Augustine have recognized and affirmed a similar model

of God, we should notice the difference in imagery at this point.1” Listen

to the ‘voice’ of Kazantzakis's ‘spiritual grandfather' in Report to Greco:

“They paint the Holy Spirit descending upon the
Apostles’ heads in the form of a dove. For shame! Haven't
they ever felt the Holy Spirit burning them? Where did they
find that innocent, edible bird? How can they present that
to us as spirit? No, the Holy Spirit is not a dove, it is a fire,
a man eating fire which clamps its talons into the very crown
of saints, martyrs, and great strugglers, reducing them to
ashes. Abject souls are the ones who take the Holy Spirit for
a dove which they imagine they can kill and eat.”18

In The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis's Jesus constantly feels the torment
of this seemingly pitiless vulture as God (the élanvital} seeks to liberate

Godself from the confines of Jesus's own material happiness.!®
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In an early passage from The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis's Jesus
(the ironic ‘cross-maker’) is provoked by the Spirit of God to forsake his
carpentry for the wastelands of the desert. Here God's Spirit wrestles
with Jesus like a merciless kestrel picking remorselessly at a discarded
carcass:

But while the youth leaned on the cross, his eyes
shut, thinking nothing and hearing nothing except the
beating of his own heart, suddenly he jolted with pain. Once
more he felt the invisible vulture claw deeply into his scalp.
“He's come again, he's come again . . . ,” he murmured, and
he began to tremble. He felt the claws borc far down, crack
open his skull, touch his brain. He clenched his teeth so
that he would not cry cut: he did not want his mother to
become frightened again and start screaming. Clasping his
head between his palms, he held it tightly, as though he
feared it would run away. "He’'s come again, he's come
again . ..,” he murmured, trembling.20

If vultures and kestrels suggest God's energizing spirit and the
animating thrust of the élanvital, where are the metaphors for the trap of
middle-class existence, settled happiness, and the devilish conventional?
Temptation to live habitually is enacted largely by female characters in
Kazantzakis's narrative fiction. In The Last Temptation, it is Mary the
mother of Jesus who initially prevents Jesus from hearing God's Cry
stirring deep within his own soul. She attempts to halt the process of
Jesus’s spiritual evolution, his becoming God. Indeed, Mary repeatedly
tries to dissuade her son from taking the “evil road” away from the “ways
of men”: marriage, property, children.?! Mary is acutely distressed by

Jesus's apparent inability to find happiness, feels saddened by Jesus's

collaboration with the Romans in agreeing to make crosses for
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condemned Jewish nationalists, and is scared by Jesus's vivid and
tormenting nightmares.?* When Jesus's uncle (Rabbi} Simeon suggests
that Jesus might be divinely favoured, Mary not surprisingly recoils in
horror and defies God to leave her son alone, to let Jesus be ‘happy'

“Hail, Mary,” he said. “God is all-powerful; his designs
are inscrutable . . . Your son might be . . .”

But the unfortunate mother uttered a cry:

“Have pity on me, Father! A prophet? No, no! And if
God has it so written, let him rub it out! I want my son a
man like everyone else, nothing more, nothing less. Like
everyone else . . . Let him build troughs, cradles, ploughs
and household utensils as his father used to do, and not, as
just now, crosses to crucify human beings. Let him marry a
nice young girl from a respectable home--with a dowry; let
him be a liberal provider, have children . . . , and then we'll
all go out together every Saturday to the promenade--

grandma, children and grandchildren--so that everyone can
admire us.”

The rabbi leaned heavily on his crosier and got up.
“Mary,” he said severely, "if God listened to mothers
we would all rot away in a bog of security and easy living.
When you are alone, think over everything we have said.”23
Rabbi Simeon sees familial gratification as Mephistopheles’s ruse
and chastises Mary's maternal instincts. Through the voice of Rabbi
Simeon, then, Kazantzakis is able to assert his opinion that the ‘devil's
snare’ 18 the comfort of marriage, the security in ‘settling down’, and the
pleasures of parenthood; in short, the joys of so-called ‘normat life’.24 In
Kazantzakis's view, Jesus must listen attentively to God's Cry if he is to

evolve spiritually. Jesus must shut out all other cries and claims on his

life. To do this he must surmount obstacles placed in his way by the
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women he meets.?5

Adele Bloch and Richard W. Chilson are Kazantzakis scholars who
have written about the nature and function of women vis-a-vis male
spiritual evolution in Kazantzakis's narrative fiction.2% In particular,
Bloch asserts that Jesus's struggle in The Last Temptation is a private one
between a godly Father (Spirit) and an all-encompassing feminine
principle, Mother (Matter). We, too, have mentioned this religious
struggle. According to Bloch’s literary analysis, though, Kazantzakis's
fictional women “can grasp neither the Messiah's abstract idealism, nor
his dedication to soul and God”.#7 In addition, his female characters “are
unable to recognize the divine spark in one closely related to them™ 28 It
therefore follows that ‘the Kazantzakian Man', including Jesus, "must
escape from the maternal grip if he is to forge ahead on the evolutionary
path”.2?

In The Last Temptalion, Kazantzakis's Jesus spiritually disengages
himself from all the women in his life, including his mother. Women
tempt Jesus with the promise of domestic tranquility, but Kazantzakis’s
Jesus doggedly resists for only so will his messianic formation ripen and
unfold.?° In his article “The Christ of Nikos Kazantzakis”, Chilson
situates Kazantzakis's female characters firmly within Kazantzakis's
Bergsonian view of the world:

They are a real source of temptation, almost symbols of the
great temptation, the symbol of bodily embrace and wifely

companionship in God’s law, against the harsh way of God
alone and the symbol of the Cross. The final temptation of
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Jesus is to forsake his life of struggle for the life of

domesticity. This is the greatest and most enticing threat to

the great Cry of the Invisible.3!
Jesus eventually severs his link with the maternal home and leaves Mary
for the desert and new metaphysical battles. Chilson locates the reason
for this in God’'s dramatic need for redemption:

God’s salvation does not advance through home-making but

through setting out from the home, leaving it behind, and

facing the unknown and the uncertain.32

For our present interest, the point to be made is that spiritual
evolution is the dominant characteristic of Jesus’s life in Kazantzakis's
The Last Temptation. In order io show what effect such an cvolution has
on Jesus's life, it will be useful to isolate a very small but important
episode which occurs as Jesus makes the transition from “Son of the
Carpenter’ to ‘Son of Man’. This is the moment when Jesus halts his
wilderness pilgrimage to readjust the position of a butterfly on a tree.®3
C. Kazantzakis on Transubstantiation as Spiritual Process
In Nikos Kazantzakis's narrative fiction, butterflies are metaphors

of the ‘transubstantiation’ (petousiweg) of flesh into spirit.®4 They
connote the encrgizing and frenetic agency of the élan vilal as it catapults
itself into matter, becomes intermingled with corporeality, and then sets
about unmaking itself. In Kazantzakis’s Report to Greco, the unfolding
career of the caterpillar-butterfly is a fundamental clue to the widespread
creative advance, and a vibrant witness to our place in the evolutionary

processes of reality:

It s impossible to express the joy I experienced when I first
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saw a grub engraved on one tray of the delicate golden
branches discovered in the tombs of Mycenae and a butterfly
on the other--symbols doubtlessly taken from Crete. For me,
the grub’s yearning to become a butterfly always stood as its-
-and man’s--mnost imperative and at the same time most
legitimate duty. God makes us grubs, and we, by our own
efforts, must become butterflies.35
In The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis has Jesus readjust a butterily on a
tree and refer to her as “my sister”, a remark which captures both the
potency and immediacy of the élanvital as it cries within Jesus for
emancipation.3®

In his article “Kazantzakis and the Meaning of Suffering”, Tom
Doulis extends Kazantzakis’s butterfly metaphor to render Kazantzakis’s
Jesus as “God in the cocoon of man”.37 By developing this metaphor of
Jesus's spiritual becoming, 1Doulis comes also to see The Last Temptation
as depicting the time it takes for Jesus to emerge from his chrysalis and
eventually fly in union with God.®8 This maturation process inevitably
takes time because at least four stages are involved in Jesus's becoming
Christ. Doulis’s article concentrates on the first and second of these
four phases,

In focusing on Jesus's transition from ‘Son of the Carpenter’ to
‘Son of Man’, Doulis draws our attention to two Monarch butterflies who
sel down on Jesus's blood-soaked bandanna (a recent spoil from the
Romans for helping to crucify a Zealot insurrectionist) as Jesus wanders

through the desert. This is how the narrator of The Last Temptaiion

describes the incident:
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They (the Monarch butterflies] danced gleefully, frolicking in
the sun, and at the very last alighted on the man’s
ensanguined kerchief with their proboscises over the red
spots, as though they wished to suck up the blood. Feeling
their caress on the top of his head, he recalled God's talons
and it seemed to him that these and the butterfly-wings
brought him exactly the same message. Ah, if only God
could always descend to man not as a thunderbolt or a
clawing vulture, but as a butterfly!39
This passage from The Last Temptation joins together both of
Kazantzakis's preferred metaphors of divine agency--butterflies and
vultures--and appears to suggest that the “message” which they bring to
Jesus is that God wants him to transform matter into spirit, shedding
the chrysalis of human convention in order to make the flight towards
unity in God. Tom Doulis agrees with this reading. In the following
quotation, Doulis connects the metaphors of butterflies and vultures
together as well, showing how they fit into Kazantzakis's sense that

Jesus becomes Christ:

The butterflics are of course winged, but so is the golden
eagle, the traditional Byzantine {and therefore Russian and
modern Greek) symbol of God and Monarch; thorn-claws
refer to the sensation Jesus feels when He sees an object of
temptation, or when he weakens in His discipline (He is still
in the cocoon-stage of His life), and they also foreshadow the
thorns He will wear in His Passion, when He will have
broken the cocoon.40

While we might in general say that Kazantzakis links butterflies
and thorn-claws in The Last Temptation in order to give palpable form to
his own recondite belief in spiritual becoming, Andreas K. Poulakidas
specifically remarks how Kazantzakis imbues poetic significance into the

Christian theological idea of ‘transubstantiation’. In “Kazantzakis and

123




Bergson: Metaphysic Aestheticians”, Poulakidas reveals that while the
“explosive” Greek expression (petovoiwmg, wetousodvn) which Kazantzakis
often uses is “usually translated as transmutation or to transmute”, it is
correctly rendered by “transubstantiation or to transubstantiate, to
change from one substance into another”,*! This is an important link for
it opens up the possibility of connecting Eucharist to Christology
through the idea of process.

As in traditional Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox doctrine,
‘transubstantiation’ refers to the dynamic process whereby bread and
wine become, through God’s progressive agency, the body and blood of
Jesus Christ at the Sacrament of the Eucharist. As Alister E. McGrath
points out, in his Christian Theology: An Introduction, and as Kazantzakis
would have known, the origins of 'transubstantiation’ stretch back to
carly Greek philosophy:

This doctrine, formally defined by the Fourth Lateran
Council (1215), rests upon Aristotelean foundations--
specifically, on Aristotle’'s distinction between “substance”
and “accident.” The substance of something is its essential
nature, whereas its accidents are its outward appearances
(for example, its color, shape, smell, and so forth). The
theory of transubstantiation affirms that the accidents of
the bread and wine (their outward appearance, taste, smell,
and so forth) remain unchanged at the moment of
consecration, while their substance changes from that of
bread and wine to that of the body and blood of Jesus
Christ.42

Poulakidas belleves that Kazantzakis had this ecclesiastical use of

‘transubstantiation’ in mind whenever he wrote of our duty to convert

flesh into spirit.4® However, what appears useful for our own discussion
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of Kazantzakis and process theology is that while Kazantzakis knew that
metousiosis was a popular term in various forms of Christian doctrine, in
his own writings it reflects his account of Bergsonian transformism.
In Kazanizalkis: Politics of the Spirit, Peter A. Bien situates the idea

(and task) of ‘transubstantiation’ in Kazantzakis’'s Bergsonian process
way of picturing God in the world:

His [Kazantzakis's] god can evolve only through matter; thus

we, the visible signs of the élanvital’s struggle upward

through matter toward dematerialization, can and must help

god in his progress. The only way we can do this is by

avoiding the stagnation that strengthens Bergson's

descending force. Hence we must act energetically to

increase the world’s motion or, in the Kazantzakian cliché,

to transubstantiate flesh into spirit, flesh being in Bergson's

system characterized by inertia, spirit by freedom.44
For Kazantzakis, metousiosis hints at God's enveloping presence, and the
mysterious way in which the divine stirs us in our restlessness to evolve
into what we have the potential to become.*® Metousiosis is the fulecrum
between actual human existence and the ideal towards which we often
feel ourselves being lured. 1t suggests God’s panentheistic agency at work
in our world, agitating us with a broad range of aesthetic values and
willing that we instantiate one of them, namely, the drive to surmount
ourselves 48

In his systematic study of ‘transubstantiation’ in Kazantzakis’s

writings, the process philosopher Daniel A. Dombrowski builds on Tom
Doulis’s reading of The Last Temptation in two ways. First, Dombrowski

takes the butterfly metaphor we have been discussing and situates it in a

trinity of Kazantzakian metaphors of the lesson and worth of spiritual
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metousiosis:

Human transformation of mundane existence into a glorious
reign, into God, follows from the caterpillar who becomes a
butterfly, from the fish who leaps into the air, from the
sillkworm who turns dust into silk.47

Dombrowski’s remark is confirmed by an entry in Kazantzakis's Report to

Greco:

There is this as well: [ was always bewitched by three
of God's creatures--the worm that becomes a butterfly, the
flying fish that leaps out of the water in an effort to
transcend its nature, and the silkworm that turns its
entrails into silk. I always felt a mystical unity with them,
for T always imagined them as symbols symbolizing the route
of my soul.48

Second, Dombrowski notes how Kazantzakis views the mechanisim

of melousiosis at work “throughout the whole evolutionary process”.*® I1e

delineates Kazantzakis’'s own concrete examples of transubstantiating

process: communion tropes, eating and drinking, evolution, history, and

change in one’s personal life.®© In The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises,

metousiosis is that mystical process of change which touches everyone

and everything in the creative advance:

But we set out from an almighty chaos, from a thick
abyss of light and darkness tangled. And we struggle--
plants, animals, men, ideas--in this momentary passage of
individual life, to put in order the Chaos within us, to
cleanse the abyss, to work upon as much darkness as we can
within our bodies and to transmute it into light.51

In Report to Greco, Kazantzakis makes it clear that transubstantiation is

wrought by God’s all-pervasive agency:

I know of no animal more disgusting than the mouse,
no bird more disgusting than the bai, no edifice of flesh,
hair, and bones more disgusting than the human body. But
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think how all this manure is transubstantiated and deified
when God is embedded in it--the seed which develops into
wings.52
Aside from these two ways of building on Tom Doulis’s own work,
Dombrowski's study is vital for our purposes because he appears to have
process theology in mind when he proceeds to describe Kazantzakis's
concept of God as transubstantiating process:
Gaod is the alpha of Kazantzakis’s universe because, as far as
we can tell, the material world has always been involved in
the process whereby the divine breath has allowed earth to
blossom into spirit.53
Compare Dombrowski's gloss regarding God's all-encompassing agency in
our changing world to the ‘panentheism’ of Kazantzakis’s The Saviors of
God:
All this world that we see, hear, and touch is that
accessible to the human senses, a condensation of the two

enormous powers of the Universe permeated with all of
God.54

“Within Christianity”, Dombrowski continues,”this eternal process
of transubstantiation is focused on Christ”.%® Kazantzakis fully agrees.
In fact, he believes that his fictional Jesus of Nazareth is spiritually vital
for us because Jesus “continually transubstantiated flesh into spirit, and
ascended” to God.5® In The Last Temptation, Jesus co-operates with the
universal process by transubstantiating familial concerns into self-
sacrifice and despair into glimmerings of hope. He evolves through four
stages of spiritual becoming and ‘saves’ God by responding, in each new
phase of his messianic formation, to the divine Cry fto help Hberate the

élan vital from the restrictions imposed on it by matter.
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“By partaking in the process of metousiosis {creative evolution)”,
writes Andreas K. Poulakidas, “one grows in the spirit of God”.5” In the
Kazantzakian cliché, we ‘save’ God whencver and wherever we preoccupy
ourselves with those creative actions which foster spiritual change and
development.5® In “Kazantzakis and the Process of Transubstantiation”,
Dombrowski helps us understand in process terms what it is of God that
needs to be saved and can be saved by us:

By engaging in these processes of transubstantiation

(metousionontas) we save, at the very least, the issue of God if

not God itself in the sense that, and to the extent that, the

dependent pole of the divine nature is in need of salvalion.59
Once again, Dombrowski has process theology in mind when he links
Kazantzakis’'s emphasis on the many ways to transubstantiate flesh into
spirit--eucharist, eating and drinking, personal development--with the
process theological notion that we can affect and influence God in the
appreciative aspect of the divine dipolarity.

Alifred North Whitehead'’s concept of the dependent pole of God’s
becoming was addressed in chapter one when we spoke of how temporal
actualizations may contribute to the richness of God’s on-going life. In
Whitehead's process philosophy, the divine needs us to stimulate God's
consequent nature in order that God might use what we accomplish as a
basis for the world’s future direction.®® What appears to be ‘saved’ by our
creative acts of transubstantiation is therefore the conscquent nature of

God. Relating this notion of ‘saving’ God's dependent pole to Jesus, a

Whiteheadian process theologian influenced by Kazantzakian categories
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might say something along the following lincs. Possibly she would
describe the totality of Jesus’s ministry, his life-long struggle to effect
metousiosis, as a filial response to God’s initial aim. And if, as the
Christian New Testament affirms (and The Last Temptation indicates),
Jesus completely opened himself up to the divine lure or Cry, she might
also suggest that there was nothing of Jesus’s life that God needed to
disown, so God made only positive prehensions of Jesus’s numerous acts
of creative transubstantiation in the world. This is cquivalent to saying
that Jesus contributes to or 'saves’ the appreciative aspect of divine
becoming, and cven that God is able to ‘use Jesus' to bring about change
in our (on-going) world as we prehend the effect that Jesus's ministry
has on God's consequent nature.
D. ‘Son of Man’: Jesus, Becoming, and the Body-Soul Dialectic

In The Last Temptation Jesus's sense of calling, together with his
awareness that he must evolve if his messianic vocation is to be fulfilled,
is immature and unformed in his ‘Son of the Carpenter’ stage. Cracks
have appeared in Jesus’s chrysalis; Jesus has left home for the desert,
spurning his mother and Magdalene, but there is still little sign of God’s
butterfly. To remain ‘Son of the Carpenter’ is not to be that to which the
divine Cry lures Jesus, so this first stage in Jesus's spiritual growth is
eventually replaced by a second, the 'Son of Man' phase.

Although the ‘Son of Man' is a complex term in the Hebrew Bible,

Nikos Kazantzakis seems to have accepted Daniel's specific vision of the

‘Son of Man’ as an eschatological figure with corporate significance.®! In
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Daniel, the author encourages people to believe that God protects those
who suffer, like Daniel in the lion's den, and yet remain loyal to God'’s
law. History is providentially ordered; God is working out a preconceived
plan that will be Israel's vindication and the validation of suffering.%?

In The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis has Daniel's vision read out
loud to Joachim, the ailing abbot of the monastery which Jesus visits.63
It transpires that Joachim has grown tired of advancing imperialism and
delayed apocalyptic promises from God, and so he rails against God to
usher in a new period of history by sending forth his ‘Son of Man’, In his
Tempted by Happtness: Kazantzakis’ Post-Christian Christ, Peter A. Bien
believes that this particular incident constitutes the “watershed” between
Jesus's former, ‘Son of the Carpenter’ phase, and his new actuality as
the ‘Son of Man'.°* We do not disagree with Bien's estimation. Lured by
the butterflies and thorn-claws we alluded to earlier, Kazantzakis’s Jesus
enters the monastery, reflects on Daniel's vision, and through the agency
of God evolves into the newest phase of his spiritual becoming.

Any clouds of vocational unknowing in Jesus's life are lifted during
the time he spends at the monastery. Purified by God, Jesus declares his
readiness to preach his Renanian gospel of love.®® Writing his biography
of Jesus in the nineteenth century, Ernest Renan thought of Jesus as a
gentle, Galilean prophet who wandered over the rolling hills of Palestine,
and who moved from town to town preaching and enacting his gospel of

unconditional charity. Kazantzakis's "Son of Man’ phase makes full usc
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of Renan's ‘aesthetic Jesus’' as Kazantzakis's Jesus makes peace and love
the pivotal aspect of his own message. In The Last Termnptation, Jesus’s
preaching about love frustrates Judas who, depicting Jesus’s darker,
demonic side, would rather see Jesus become a Davidic messiah.®® Also
disillusioned is Mary, Jesus's mother, whom Kazantzakis reintroduces at
this point in his novel in order to tempt Jesus once again. Here is Mary
in conversation with Salome, wife of the mean-spirited and thrifty
Zebedee, a dialogue crucial to our grasp of The Last Temptation:

“Congratulations, Mary,” said old Salome, her aged
face gleaming. “Tortunate mother! God blew into your
womb and you don’t even realize it!”

The woman loved by God heard and shook her head,
unconsoled. "I don't want my son to be a saint,” she
murmured. ‘I want him to be a man like all the rest. 1 want
him to marry and give me grandchildren. That is God's
way. 67

As we noted earlier, this is the voice of womankind as ‘temptress’;
Mary's desire is for her son to resist the dynamic thrust of the élanvital,
and the Cry of God in his life. Jesus withstands this enticement and
goes on to pass the first test of his evolving messiahship: Jesus averts
possible mob violence, saves Mary Magdalene's life, and issues a homily
on universal sin as well as the pressing need for merciful love.®® Jesus's
mother, depicting a strong tendency working in the opposite direction to
dematerialization, implores the crowds not to listen to her son. In fact,

she accuses Jesus of being an extreme religious fanatic in need of serious

medical attention.®® When Mary begs Jesus to return home to Nazareih,
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to assume his carpentry once more, Jesus ignores her, and he appears
indifferent to her sorrow.

Is Jesus's insouciance sinful? Not according to Kazantzakis. If we
roam around Kazantzakis's fictional terrain for long enough, we discover
that “the greatest sin of all is the sin of satisfaction”.”® Since Mary the
mother of Jesus wants to arrest the dematerialization process (‘the
transubstantiation of flesh into spirit’) with the manacles of domestic
happiness (‘satisfaction’), Kazantzakis believes that Jesus must eschew
Mary's ‘sinful’ vision of familial tranquility and forbearance. This
devastates Mary and yet, in a rare instance of a woman assisting the élan
vital's progress in Kazantzakis's narrative fiction, Salome remonstrates
with Mary for her theological shortsightedness:

“While he spoke, didn't you see blue wings, thousands
of blue wings behind him”? [swear to you, Mary, there were
whole armies of angels.”

But Mary shook her head in despair. I didn't see
anything,” she murmured, “I didn't see anything. . .,
anything.” Then, after a pause: “What good arc angels to me,
Salome, ma’am? I want children and grandchildren to be
following him, children and grandchildren, not angels!"71

As ‘Son of Man', Jesus leaves behind all thoughts of progeny, a
lucrative career, and provincial comforts, transubstantiating domestic
bliss into concern for the spiritual destiny of others. Since he is armed
with his message of unconditional love, Jesus’s revolt against his mother
may be seen as evidence that he is clambering up the metaphysical

mountain of authentic human development, away from the base-camp of

conventional happiness, and toward the sumunit of spiritual

132




meaningfulness. In Tempted by Happiness: Kazantzakis' Post-Christian
Christ, Peter A. Bien describes this phase of Jesus's maturation by using
a similar climbing trope:
As Son of Man, he has ascended from ordinariness to
vocation: instead of toiling for himself, he is toiling for the
salvation of everyone. . . Seeing humankind as a single
entity invited to participate in the everlasting kingdom, he
exhorts his fellows to be righteous and to come into unity.72
The Last Temptation is a mythopoesis of process thought, for the
governing structure of Kazantzakis's novel, the four stages of Jesus's
messianic evolution, suggests that Jesus becomes Christ by prehending
the incremental agency of God's lure or Cry at work in his life. In The
Living God and the Modern World: A Christian Theology Based on The
thought of A. N. Whitehead, Peter Hamilton offers a similar process view
of Jesus. Like Kazantzakis, Hamilton writes of how Jesus becomes
Christ through a dynamic combination of divine agency and Jesus’s own
spiritual exercises {prayer and self-commitment):
In Whitehead's terms, prayer is a way of prehending God, a
way that takes account of all other prehensions of everything
in one's environment, including all carlier prehensions of
God. In an interdependent universe all prehensions are
interdependent: one’s knowledge of anyone, for example
one's wife, is affected by one’s whole outlook and
environment: so was Jesus’s knowledge of God, which came
to him as part of his total environment. It was a big part,
for it seems clear from the gospels that Jesus gave top
priority both to prehending God through all available means
and to obeying these prehensions. Jesus thus kept his own
“subjective aim” in alignment with God's aim and purpose:
“thy will, not mine, be done”.73
For Hamilton and Kazantzakis, Jesus's messianic self-understanding is

not given to Jesus by God through some unigue means of grace at the
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beginning of his life. For both thinkers, Jesus evolves into the ‘Son of
God’ by virtue of his filial response to the divine lure or Cry forward.”?
With his message of seclfless love for others, Kazantzakis's Jesus
thus evolves from "Son of the Carpenter’ to ‘Son of Man'. Accompanying
this change in messianic designation is a development in the way crowds
see and interpret Jesus's vocational formation. Consider how Philip and
“simple Nathanael” respond to one of Jesus's short homilies of universal
CONCErN:
“I like him," said the gangling cobbler [Nathanael].
“His words are as swect as honey. Would you believe it:
listening to him, I actually licked my chops!”
The shepherd was of a different opinion. “T don’t like
him. He says one thing and does another; he shouts ‘Love!

Love! and builds crosses and crucifiest”

“T'hat’s all over and done with, T tell you, Philip. He
had to pass that stage, the stage of crosses. Now’s he passed
it and taken God’s road.”75

In contrast to Nathanael's enthusiastic reaction to Jesus, Judas Iscariot
is not at all sure how to either designate Jesus or to ‘read’ some of his
statements about compassion for one's enemies:

‘T don’t know what to call you--son of Mary? son of
Carpenter? son of David? As you can see, I still don't know
who you are--but neither do you. We both must discover the
answer, we both must find relief! No, this uncertainty
cannot last. Don’t look at the others--they follow you like
bleating sheep: don't look at the women, who do nothing but
admire you and spill tears. After all, they're women: they
have hearts and no minds, and we've no use for them. It's
we two who must find out who you are and whether this
flame that burns you is the God of Israel or the devil. We
must! We must!76

Notice here that Judas’s theological struggles are prompted not by
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his own faithlessness, but by the fact that Jesus appears ceaselessly to
change his religious views. On some occasions, Judas thinks Jesus
speaks well, while at other times he vehemently disagrees with him. One
such confrontation takes place just outside Nazareth and is crucial to
our grasp of Kazantzakis's treatment of the classical split between the
body and the soul:

The redbeaud gave a start. Grasping Jesus’ shoulder,
he shouted with fiery breath: “You want to free Israel from
the Romans?”

* ... to free the soul from sin.”

Judas snatched his hand away from Jesus' shoulder
in a frenzy and banged his fist against the trunk of the olive
tree. “This where our ways part,” he growled, facing Jesus
and locking at him with hatred. “First the body must be
freed from the Romans, and later, the soul from sin. This is
the road. Can you take it? A house isn’'t built from the roof
down, it’s built from the foundation up.”

"The foundation is the soul, Judas.”

“The foundatjon is the body--that's where you've got
to begin. Watch out, son of Mary."77

Judas is accurate, as Jesus will soon discover. In the context of
our thesis, we can say that Jesus wishes to be set free from his physical
self (matter), but emancipation (dematerialization) eludes him. His body
frequently declares war (temptation) on his soul (élanvital), each striving
for mastcry over the other, and so The Last Temptation demonstrates how
Jesus learned to take account of this struggle by transubstantiating his
bodily pleasures into spiritual exercises. We sense this frightening, often

unpredictable battle between the draw of physical concerns and the
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demands of religious discipline when Kazantzakis suggests that Jesus
might have been tempted to live a more conventional family life and
forget his ministry altogether. A discussion of this ‘last temptation’
comes later in this chapter. For now, we can say that in this revealing
dialogue hetween Judas and Jesus, Kazantzakis offers us another reason
for describing his work as a mythopoesis of process thought.
E. '‘Son of David': Evolution, Regression, and Advance
In The Last Temptation, Jesus’s encounter with John the Baptist
signals the birth-pangs of a new development in Jesus's messianic
understanding. This is because John's nationalistic message, that the
Messiah must brandish an ‘axe’ to remove the rancid fruit of Israel,
appears both to contradict and force a change in Jesus’s earlier belief in
the powcr of unconditional love to effect personal as well as social
transformation. Screaming for the destruction of J erusalem, and with it
the purification of a nation presently in decline, John preaches that God
calls the Saviour to employ violent and fierce means to usher in the Day
of Reckoning:
“Isn't love enough?” he [Jesus] asked.
“No,” answered the Baptist angrily. “The trce is
rotten. God called to me and gave me the axe, which I then
placed at the roots of the tree. I did my duty. Now you do

yours: take the axe and strike!”

“If T were a fire, I would burn; if I were a wood-cutter,
I would strike. But I am a heart, and [ love."78

Opting to take one of two roads, the road which ascends, Jesus travels to

the desert, speaks with God and the Devil, and allows his messiahship to
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evolve into what God wants Jesus to become.”®
In the desert, Jesus is beguiled by taloned birds, the image of his

mother, and crunching footsteps in the baked sand, these all serving as
metaphors of the Devil's temptations. In one scene, Jesus watches
helplessly as crows descend on the carcass of a sacrificial {scape) goat
sent out in the wilderness by priests to atone for Israel's sins.20 Seeing
the fate of the goat as figurative of his own destiny, he calls the carcass
“Brother” and immediately proceeds to cover the dead animal with sand,
thereby preventing the crows from continuing their tasty feed.8! The
angry birds divert their attention away from the goat's carcass and
towards Jesus. For the crows, Jesus becomes the surrogate goat,
something new to stalk and feed on. This scene is clearly a metaphor for
God’s brutish and remorseless assault on Jesus's soul, a pursuit which
we know has been unfolding throughout Jesus’s life, and Nikos
Kazantzakis uses it as a hinge upon which the ‘Son of Man'’ is brought
to new cognizance of his unfolding messiahship:

“I am unable, why do vou [(God] choose me [Jesus]? [ cannot

endure!” And as he cried out, he saw a black mass on the

sand before him: the goat, disembowelled, its legs in the air.

He remembered how he had leaned over and seen his own

face in the leaden eyes. “I am the goat,” he murmured, “God

placed him along the path to show me who [ am and where I

am heading . . ."82

Other metaphors ebb and flow as Jesus is tempted three times by

the devil. In each instance, the primary images, serpent, lion, and

consuming fire, together with the secondary images, rabbit, partridge,
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and goat's carcass, indicate the lonely, oppressive fight within Jesus as
he wonders what sort of messiah God wants him to beccome for others.
In one scene, a sexrpent (connoting a counter-tendency to the complex
process of dematerialization} seductively accosts Jesus with the promise
of ‘happiness’ or, better put, relief from physical loneliness through
marriage to Magdalene and subsequent parenthood.8? Jesus resists and
almost immediately Kazantzakis has Jesus imagine a partridge as it
saunters into the wide-open mouth of the serpent.84 In the context of
our thesis, this image requires further explanation.

Earlier in the novel, when Jesus first visits Magdalene on his way
{o the desert, the narrator of The Last Temptation draws our attention to
a caged partridge bird in Magdalene’s courtyard, struggling to break free
from its gilded confines.®® In this earlier scene, the partridge appears o
signify the imprisoned spirit, the élanvital trapped inside the jail of
corporeality. In the desert, the serpent seems to suggest the devil's bait
of ‘normality’ with which Jesus has had ceaselessly to wrestle, and the
partridge indicates the élanvital as it struggles to liberate itsclf from the
charm of bodily comforts. Both ‘readings’ receive support when the
partridge in this wilderness temptation is gorged by the serpent as Jesus
watches “trembling like the partridge” and as Jesus concludes, “the
partridge is man’s soul”.#% Once again, it is this emphasis on the body-
soul dialectic, the progressive tussle between matter and élanvital, and

the duty to transubstantiate private struggle into public ministry which
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provides us with the chance to reiterate our thesis: Kazantzakis’s The
Last Temptalion is a mythopoesis of process thought.
In The Last Temptation, the many ways in which the devil tries to
snare Jesus are used by Kazantzakis to emphasize the on-going struggle
that Jesus has to become Christ. The temptations ‘to be happy’ depict
an important feature of the process of discerning the divine Cry. In his
The Living God and the Modern World: A Christian Theology Based on The
thought of A. N. Whitehead, Peter Hamilton shares Kazantzakis's idea:
The temptations of Jesus may illustrate a part of this
process of learning God's will. Behind the pictorial language
of miracle and of interrogation by the devil there may well lie
a series of real decisions, perhaps arrived at gradually and
after much thought and prayer--decisions to avoid using his
undoubted popularity and powers of hcaling for the
advancement of either himself or his teaching.87
Emerging from the terror of the temptations, Jesus's messianic
understanding evolves for a third time. Lured by Goed’s incremental
agency, Jesus rejects his former stage, "Son of Man', with its ideal of
brotherly love and universal forgiveness, and, instead, cultivates
revolutionary antagonism as ‘Son of David':
Now begins my own duty: to chop down the rotted tree....]
believed I was the bridegroom and that I held a flowering
almond-branch in my hand, but all the while I was a wood-
chopper.88

For most of Jesus's disciples, another change of heart is bewildering:

The companions grew numb. This voice was severe. It
no longcr frolicked and laughed; it was calling them to arms.
In order 1o enter the kingdom of heaven, then, would they
have to go by way of death? Was there no other road?89

In The Last Temptation, nearly all of Jesus's followers fail to
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comprehend the complexity of his spiritual evolution, have little or no
knowledge of his interior world, and seem powerless to intuit Jesus's
psychological anguish. They constantly bicker among themsplves, appear
spiritually facile, and vie for leadership positions in the new earthly
kingdom which they mistakenly believe Jesus intends to instantiate.°
Between Jesus and Judas, however, the connection is exceedingly
close.®!

As the narrator of The Last Temptation says, “a terrible secret
joined the two of them [Jesus and Judas] and separated them from the
rest”.92 On numerous occasions Jesus and Judas converse late into the
night, seem intuitively to know what the other is feeling and thinking,
and see themselves as inextricably bound up with the destiny of the
other. As Richard W. Chilson indicates, “the savior-martyr never stands
alone but always with a savior-hero”.?2 One explanation for this close
friendship makes use of the spiritual-material dialectic which we alluded
to earlier. Ilere Judas depicts the fleshly driven antithesis to Jesus's
spirit-filled, élan-urged existence. This concrescing, {requently volatile,
alliance between matter, marked here by Judas, and spirit, signified by
Jesus, is thercefore another reason to reiterate our thesis: Kazantzakis's
narrative fiction is a mythopoesis of process thought.

Kazantzakis's Jesus needs Judas to remind and agitate him
continually with thoughts of this world of imperial aggression and

political resistance, the captivating lure of materiality. By the same
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token, Judas requires Jesus to preach ceaselessly a spiritual will-to-
power which, although worked out in our earth-bound lives, is not
confined by temporal existence. Richard W. Chilson seems to agree:
The spiritual, represented by Jesus, is the higher level
wherein salvation rests, but it must work and struggle
through the material order and this involves crucifixion of
the spirit. The whole relationship of Jesus to Judas is on
this level of allegory.94
Besides Judas, most of those who hear Jesus’s new message of
divine fire and war find it religiously unsatisfying. The frequent and
dramatic shifts in Jesus's messianic consciousness seem to yield only
confusion in the minds of those Jewish peasants who listen to Jesus and
chart his serpentine progress. In Capernaum, Zebedee (father to two of
Jesus's disciples in Kazantzakis’s novel) entertains Jesus in his home
but confesses that he does not know what to make of him:
“So speak, son of Mary. Bring God again into my house!
Excuse me if I call you son of Mary, but I still don't know
what to call you. Some call you the son of the Carpenter,
others the son of David, son of God, son of man. Everyone
is confused. Obviously the world has not yet made up its
mind.”95
With great fervour, Kazantzakis has Jesus 'bring God’ to Zebedee and the
others by preaching that “love comes after the flames”, meaning that one
cannot love what is unjust, and that God’s impending Conflagration will

be responsible for purifying the base metal of humankind into something

infinitely valuable.96

In Kazantzakis's narrative fiction, fire and flames are symbols of

process in our changing world. They signify dynamism, animation, and
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zest in both human and divine becoming. In The Last Temptation, Jesus
asserts that men and women have a divine ember within them. Indeed,
“God is a conflagration...and each soul a spark”.®? In Report to Greco,
Kazantzakis describes divine agency as “an insatiable flame”, and our
struggle to spiritualize our being in the midst of evolutionary change as
being “like a conflagration”.®® In The Saviors of God, Kazantzakis takes
‘fire’ to indicate the processes of reality:

The soul is a flaming tongue that licks and struggles to set

the black bulk of the world on fire. One day the entire

Universe will become a single conflagration. Fire is the first

and final mask of my God. We dance and weep between two

enormous pyres.99

God’s holocaust begins in Jerusalem, but it does not appear as
Jesus expects it, and he confesses this to Judas.!°® More important, the
next stage in Jesus’s spiritual evolution is felt as Jesus shares his new
vision of the messiah as Suffering Servant.)?! Kazantzakis has Jesus
discern this new direction during one of many visits to Golgotha. Here
the Hebrew prophet Isaiah presents Jesus with a goat skin--the very
goat, in fact, which Jesus had previously buried in the desert--upon
whose hide is written the full text of Isaiah 53.
Isaiah's prophecy thus becomes the new hinge which Kazantzakis

uses to bring his Jesus to full awareness of his messianic character.
With this prescience, Jesus shrugs off the last vestiges of his chrysalis

and God's butterfly prepares to take flight:

For the world to be saved, I, of my own will, must die. At
first, I didn’t understand it myself. God sent me signs in
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vain: sometimes visions in the air, sometimes dreams in my

sleep; or the goat's carcass in the desert with all the sins of

the people around its neck. And since the day I quit my

mother's house, a shadow has followed behind me like a dog

or at times has run in front of me to show me the road.

What road? The Cross!®102

Before Jesus can fully embrace Isaiah’s prophecy, and evolve into
his final phasc of spiritual becoming as 'Son of God’, Jesus must fail in
his capacity as the ‘Son of David’. This happens when Jesus storms the
Jerusalem temple only to delay militant resistance, anguishing over his
function as a servant-martyr rather than as a political revolutionary.!°?
The ‘flame’ of armed insurrection fades and Jesus, together with his
embarrassed disciples, dejectedly retreats from Jerusalem to nearby
Bethany.104
In his Tempted by Happiness: Kazantzakis’ Post-Christian Christ,

Peter A. Bien writes that this third phase of Jesus’s messianic becoming
scems “strangely regressive, a retreat rather than an advance”. 19% We
agree with Bien’s observation. Indeed, we must remind ourselves that up
until this point in Jesus’s spiritual evelution, Jesus has made a
concerted effort to promulgate disinterested love, universal fellowship,
humility, and self-renunciation. These 'virtues' are the defining traits of
Jesus’s ‘Son of Man' phase. As "Son of David’, though, Jesus replaces
these qualities with political messianism grounded in patriotic ardour.
As a consequence, Jesus's messianic conscicusness oscillates wildly from

‘gentle Jesus, meek and mild’ to ‘Jesus the militant, eschatological

warrior. In short, Jesus's messianic concerns narrow as he shuns
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universal redemption in favour of Jewish liberation. But Jesus’s
‘political theology’ is not a tremendous success. He is unable to declare
war on advancing Roman imperialism. Given this particular failure, why
would Kazantzakis--who seems so interested in the forward development
of Jesus’s personality--want his Jesus apparently to backslide in this
way? Indeed, why would Kazantzakis reserve a place for talk of
regression in his mythopoesis of process thoughi? Peter A. Bien suggests
it is because Kazantzakis wishes to make two very important points
about “the complexity of spiritual evolution”.196

First, Bien believes that Kazantzakis wishes to make the political
point, “the best way to succeed 1s to fail”.!%7 To understand this aspect
of Kazantzakis's philosophy, we must note that during his travels
around Russia shortly after the Bolshevik revolution, he was eager to see
Lenin as a ‘Christic’ figure. ! %8 Degpite this initial admiration of Lenin,
Kazantzakis soon became convinced that Russia’s economic prosperity
had been acquired at the cost of her spiritual bankruptcy.1°® He believed
that in order to sustain the new Russia, the Bolsheviks spent most of
their time preserving fiscal equilibrium at the expense of spiritual
development.!!® We must then ask how this episode from Russian
political history applies to Kazantzakis's Jesus, the “quintessential
model of spiritual evolution” in The Last Temptation?' 1!

As the ‘Son of Man', Jesus rejects hatred and violence in order to

preach a message of universal love which becomes like the seed falling on
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stoney ground, unable to bear any fruit. Hardly anyone appropriates
Jesus's ideas when he addresses them,; rather, the crowds upbraid Jesus
and accuse him of religious fanaticism. In bis "Son of Man’ phase,
Kazantzakis's Jesus fails to inspire his fellow Jews to love all people
evcerywhere, including one’s enemies. However, Bien believes that this
particular failure averts a far more vital loss.!}2 If Jesus's message had
taken root among the Jews, if selfless love had been shown to be all that
was required to transform the world, Jesus may have become ‘satisfied’
and self-righteously convinced that his mission had been accomplished.
And as we recall, ‘satisfaction’ is the worst kind of sin in Kazantzakis’s
fictional world.!!3
For spiritual progress to continue, Kazantzakis has Jesus fail in

his ‘Son of Man’ phase, radically re-group himsell, and finally endorse
what previously he could only resist: revolutionary messianism.!1% For
Bien, this explains Jesus's second and third phase of becoming in The
Last Temptation:

This political point provides one way for us to understand

why Kazantzakis turns Jesus into the Son of David and why

this change, though seemingly regressive, is actually a step

forward in Jesus’ spiritual journey.115
For Jesus’s vocational understanding to evolve in his ‘Son of David'
phase, hc must actively collude with the ‘demonic’ signified by Judas
Iscariot in The Last Temptation. This brings Bien to his second point

regarding the complexity of Jesus’s spiritual evolution.

According to Bien, Kazantzakis has Jesus fail as ‘Son of David’ for
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psychological reasons as wcll as political ones. Throughout The Last
Temptation, Jesus seems to be adventuring towards an integration of his
own soul, harmonizing psychic contrasts, but this can only be reached
as Jesus wrestles with his darker side (Judas), transmuting evil into
service of the good.116¢ What this aspect of Jesus's characterization
indicates is that Kazanizakis believes that a healthy, balanced life is
found wherever and whenever someone has learned to countenance the
opposites in his or her character. In the context of our thesis,
Kazanizakis's belief about harmonizing contrasts finds support in
pastoral theology undertaken from a Whiteheadian process perspective,
Indeed, Gordon E. Jackson’s Pastoral Care and Process Theology uses
Whiteheadian analysis to write of how we acquire 'personality’ as we
learn to navigate the “maze of feelings” which vie for attention in each
new moment of subjective concrescence.! 17

This idea of reconciling opposites is a vital theme in Kazantzakis's
narrative fiction, and we see this in the relationship between Jesus and
Judas. In terms of Jesus's spiritual becoming, Judas is a dominant lure
for feeling. Convinced by the Davidic model of messiahship, Judas
beckons Jesus to instantiate physical rebelion. The divine Cry, however,
has a different aim and lure for Jesus's life: dematerialization of the élan
vital through self-sacrifice. Adventuring to harmonize these dynamic and
competing impulses, Jesus has to learn how to love Judas because in
doing so he learns how to accept his own evil: the swirling mass of

bitterness, pride, and violence within Jesus's own soul. To evolve into
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his fourth and final stage of messianic formation, Jesus must learn to

appropriate his own demonic aspects.! 3

F. Jesus, Divine Agency, and the Unmaking of the Creative Process

The commencement of Jesus's fourth stage of spiritual evolution is
a renouncement of his third phase, ‘Son of David’. At the turning point
between talk and physical rebellion, Jesus disowns his militant political
theology, escapes into hiding, and then subsequently broadens his public
ministry to embrace all humankind.}!® As ‘Son of God', Jesus develops a
challenging attitude to the Temple, to the restoration of Israel, as well as
to the worthiness of sinners, and he looks for an eschatological miracie.
Jesus provokes a hostile response from the Jews, so he deliberately
surrenders himsclf in an act of apocalyptic self-immolation to bring
about God's Kingdom.!2? Thus, Nikos Kazantzakis has Jesus
consciously try to fulfill Isaiah’'s eschatological expectation that the
Messiah would suffer and die to redeem humankind.

In commeon with the treatment of Judas in more recent fiction, like
Morley Callaghan’s A Time for Judas and Taylor Caldwell's I, Judas,
Kazantzakis views Judas as a vital agent in the salvation process.!?1 In
Kazantzakian terms, Jesus and Judas are ‘co-saviours of God’, dynamic
men who hear the divine Cry to consciously assign their incalculable
energies to the evolutionary advance. While Judas is at first reluctant to
collude in Jesus’s death, Jesus persuadces Judas to discern the Cry of his

time and to see that his ‘disloyalty’ is providentially willed.122 Without
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Judas’s betrayal, the transubstantiation of Jesus's flesh into spirit, the
main theme of The Last Temptation and the signal of ‘God's redemption’
(the freeing of élanvital from the confines of matter), will not come to
pass., Without Judas’s help, the élanvital at work in Jesus’s life will not
become disembodied.

Unable to disavow the body by himself, Jesus needs Judas’s
treachery to help him put an end to material ‘happiness’. Indeed,
Judas's duplicity enables Jesus to throw off the fetters of physical
stagnation, to be in phase with the divine current which leads the way,
and to ascend towards God. Expressed in Bergsonian terms, Jesus and
Judas unite to assist the dematerialization of élanvital.'22 In the context
of our thesis, their creative actions have unfathomable value for the
appreciative aspect of divine becoming.

From what we have said thus far about transubstantiation, the
creative process, the flesh-spirit dialectic, and God's progressive agency,
it would seem that The Last Temptation and The Saviors of God: Spiritual
Exercises have close ties as mythopoetic accounts of process thought.
Common to both texts is a sense of God's incremental presence in our
evolving world, and the belief that we can aid God’s becoming. In short,
Kazantzakis presents his Jesus as the paradigm of the individual who
‘saves’ God through a series of spiritual exercises. Aside from shared
content, The Last Temptation and The Saviors of God possess a similar
form. In each, the central portion of the text is bounded on either side

by poetic elements. Regarding The Last Temptation, ‘poetic elements’ may
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be seen in the two ‘dream sequences’ which serve to encircle the
unfolding tale of Jesus’s spiritual maturation.

In the closing pages of The Last Temptaiion, Kazantzakis's Jesus
faints and ‘finds himself in a dream which begins as a negro lad helps
Jesus down from the cross.'?4 In a scene reminiscent of The Binding ol
Isaac, where God’s angel informs Abraham that God no longer requires
him to ‘prove’ his faith by sacrificing his only son, the negro lad shares
with Jesus the news that God does not require Jesus's death on the
cross. Ironically, the young boy convinces Jesus that his crucifixion has
been lived in a dream and that ‘real pleasure’ awaits him:

. . . “Beloved, the earth is good--you'll see. Wine, laughter,
the lips of a woman, the gambols of your first son on your

knees--all are good. . . . We angels (would you believe it?)
often lean over, up there in heaven, look at the earth--and
sigh."125

As the dream unfolds, Jesus eventually agrees to marry Magdalenc. More
important, Jesus becomes aware that God’s will is not to shun the earth
and its rich beauty; rather, the “whole secret” is to find unity between
earth and the human heart, suggested in this dream sequence by the
ordinance of marriage,!2¢

Throughout Jesus’s dream, Kazantzakis accentuates the lurc of
carnal satisfaction, the ‘last temptation’ of the novel's title, through his
use of ancient fertility symbols. Consider how the negro boy liberates a
tethered and frustrated bull just before Jesus’s marriage to Magdalene.

Upon being set free, the bull copulates with heifers in a meadow.'27 Here
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the bull signifies the newly liberated Jesus who, now that he realises he
was crucified only in a dream, is stimilarly free to procreate with
Magdalene. Indeed, after sex with his new bride, Jesus reclines
underneath a lemon iree and hears the bull "bellowlng in the distance,
rested now and satiated”.1?8
Overcome with the joys of the flesh, and in a reversal of the beliefs

he held prior to his crucifixion, Jesus asserts that the world (maiter) is a
“daughtler of God, a graceful sister of the soul”.!2® Furthermore, Jesus
apparently succumbs to his ‘last temptation’ when he makes the
following confession to Magdalene:

I went astray because I sought a route outside of the flesh; 1

wanted to go by way of the clouds, great thoughts, and

death. Woman, precious fellow-worker of God: forgive me. I

bow and worship you, Mother of God.130
[n ironic mockery, Kazantzakis has Jesus propose “Paraclete, the
Comforter”, the Christian New Testament term for ‘God's Spjrlt', as a
suitable name for the child he will have with Magdalene.!31

After Magdalene unexpectedly dies, Jesus’s happiness continues

with his new wife and more children. After announcing that the Saviour
comes "gradually--from embrace to embrace, son to son”, Jesus confesses
that he has no further need for any miracles of God.'32 Rather, “a tiny
house is big enough for me, and a mouthful of bread, and the simple
words of a woman!”133 Finally, as if to underscore his newest vocational

outlook and, by implication. his latest acquiescence to the devil's ‘last

temptation’, Jesus declares an end to all previous metaphysical
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perplexity:

Jesus’ face shone. "I've finished wrestling with God,”
he said. “We have become friends. I won't build crosses any
more. I'll build troughs, cradles, bedsteads. I'll send a
message to have my tools brought from Nazareth; I'll have
my embitiered mother come too, so that she can bring up
her grandchildren and feel some sweetness on her lips at
last, poor thing."134

Jesus’'s domestic composure, made clear for us in some of the
statements cited above, steadily deteriorates with three vital incidents in
Jesus's imagined life as an old man: (1) Lazarus’s sister, Mary, appears
scared by nightmares that her married life with Jesus is nothing but a lie
crcated by the devil, (2) Simon of Cyrene visits Jesus to inform him that
Pilate was crucified on Golgotha, and (3) Jesus's provocative exchange
with the Apostle Paul.!3% Each of these three episodes frightens and
intimidates Jesus, especially his uncomfortable encounter with the
Apostle Paul. As a result, Jesus spins out the rest of his soliloquizing
life in a restless, agitated mood.

Only Judas, appearing once more as Jesus’'s demonic side, seems
able and willing to remind Jesus of his original role as saviour-martyr.
After revealing the Satanic origin of the negro lad, Judas castigates Jesus
for succumbing to the devil's ‘last temptation’ to be ‘happy’:

“Where is the cross which was supposed to be our
springboard to heaven? As he faced the cross this fake
Messiah went dizzy and fainted. Then the ladies got hold of
him and installed him to manufacture children for them. He
says he fought, fought courageously. Yes, he swaggers about
like the cock of the roost. But your post, deserter, was on
the cross, and you know it.”136

With such trenchant remarks, Judas insinuates that heroic life on earth
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involves transubstantiating fleshly concerns into spiritual discipline.
However, Judas sees the ‘homespun Jesus' of the ‘last temptation’ dream
sequence as little more than a decorated foot-soldier in the Great Army
of the Mediocre.

Struggling to escape the allure of his ‘last temptation’ and with
Judas's remarks still ringing in his ears, Kazantzakis's Jesus wishes
himself back onto the cross and the dream sequence ends. In The Cretan
Glance: The World and Art of Nikos Kazantzalkis, Morton P. Levitt links
this dream at the end of Kazantzakis’'s novel with the dream which opens
The Last Temptation. He connects Jesus's death with the butterfly trope
we used earlier in this chapter, and he asserts, as we have done, that The
Last Temptation and The Saviors of God are two texts with close ties:

. . . he [Jesus] struggles to awake from his last temptation--
as earlier he had fought out of his dream of Redbeard and
the dwarfs--and aided by Judas, he awakes and dies on the
cross, affirming the life he has chosen to lead and denying
the one he might have enjoyed. He truly lives and dies with
his visions. In the silcnce at the edge of the precipice,
confronting himself across the abyss of human desires and
forgetfulness, he has at last sprouted wings, his life a
dramatization of all men'’s struggles, a living metaphor that
grows from the rhetorical imagery of The Saviors of God.137

Our thesis throughout this chapter is that The Last Ternptation is a
mythopoesis of process thought. In other words, Kazantzakis's fictional
biography of Jesus parabolizes how disembodied spirit (élanvital), the
mechanism of evelutionary change in our processive world, constantly

launches itself into matter, how the élan vilal energizes corporeality,

transmuting fiesh into spirlt (the process of dematerialization), and how
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the élan vital begins the creative process anew once it has unmade itself.
Jesus exemplifies this cyclical process of dematerialization. Through the
incremental agency of God, energetically present throughout all four
stages of Jesus's messianic formation, Jesus is lured to act in ways that
spiritualize his own being. Kazanitzakis's Jesus therefore becomes Christ
through a co-constitution of God's agency and his own heroic struggle.
In The Last Temptation, Jesus reflects Kazantzakis’s understanding
of the complexity of spiritual evolution. From the last page of this novel,
it is clear that Kazantzakis intends us to grasp how Jesus's stage-by-
stage advance is a creative evolution towards dematerialization:
No, no, he was not a coward, a deserter, a traitor. No, he
was nailed to the cross. He had stood his ground
honourably to the very end; he had kept his word. The
moment he cried ELI ELI and fainted, Temptation had
captured him for a split-second and led him astray. The
joys, manriages and children were lies; the decrepit degraded
old men who shouted coward, deserter, traitor at him were
lies. All--all were illusions sent by the Devil. His disciples
were alive and thriving. They had gone over sea and land
and were proclaiming the Good News. Everything had
turned out as it should, glory be to God!
He uttered a triumphant cry: IT IS ACCOMPLISHED!

And it was as though he had saild: Everything has
hegun.138

For Kazantzakis, the “everything” which has *begun” is the process of
dematcrialization, the ceaseless making and unmaking of the élanvital.
In his four stages of messianic formation, Jesus evolves and becomes
Razantzakis’s parable of this process of dematerialization, and with The

Last Temptation’s final statement--“Everything has begun”--it is clear
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that the élan vital itself does not ‘die’ with Jesus's death; rather, Jesus's
crucifixion signals the liberty of élarn to begin the creative process
anew, 3¢

The Saviors of God is the basis for The Last Temptation's process
view of an evolving God and the changing world:

All the concentrated agony of the Universe bursts out
in every living thing. God is imperiled in the sweet ecstasy
and hitterness of flesh.

But he shakes himself {ree, he leaps out of brains and
loins, then clings to new brains and new loins until the
struggle for liberation again breaks cut from the
beginning.140

A similar, process understanding of God, where God advances along with
the forward thrust of the cosmos. is developed in John Cobb's
Whiteheadian process Christology. In the next section, we compare and
contrast Kazantzakis and Cobb. Despite clear differences in the form of
their writing, and these will become apparent as we progress, we believe
substantive concerns unites far more than it divides these two thinkers.
G. Cobb on God, Christ, and the Process of Creative Transformation
It is clear from Part I of his Christ in a Pluralistic Age that John
Cobb’s process understanding of Christ as ‘creative transformation’ owes
an important debt of influence to Alfred North Whitehead’s distinction in
Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology belween the primordial and
consequent natures of God.!*! Indeed, Cobb identifies his view of the

Logos with Whitehead’s notion of the divine primordial nature; namely,

God as the creative source of novelty, order, possibility, and harmony in
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our evolutionary advance.1? And like Whitehead, Cobb thinks of the
divine Logos as both transcendent and immanent prescnce, a particular
providence at work in our emerging world:
The Logos in its transcendence is timelcss and infinite, but
in its incarnation or immanence it is always a specific force
for just that creative transformation which is possible and
optimal in each situation.143
In Christ in a Pluralistic Age, Cobb holds that the divine Logos
provides each actual entity within the creative process with both a
foundational aim and a lure for the fulfillment of this specific goai:

The Logos is immanent in all things as the initial
phase of their subjective aim, that is, as their fundamental
impulse toward actualization.!44

According to Cobh, God's providential ‘aim and lure' is contextually
shaped because there is a gradation of immanence of the Logos within
the temporal advance. In so-called ‘inanimate objects’ like tables and
chairs, Cobb believes that the Logos is immanent in the re-enactment of
the object’s immediate past, ensuring the continuance of the enduring
object.14° In living persons, though, Cobb holds that God’s “initial aim
is at a rclevant novelty rather than at reenactment”.14€ In common with
Nikos Kazantzakis, who throughout his writings refers to the ubiquitous
and progressive agency of the divine Cry or “creative Breath”, John Cobb
holds that the Logos permeates all aspects of our dynamic and relational
world, even its ‘lifeless’ features.147 And like Kazantzakis, Cobb concerns

himself with the functioning of the Logos in subjcctive life, for, Cobb

states, “it is in Hving things that the proper work of the Logos is
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significantly manifest”.148

John Cobb’s view in Christ in a Pluralistic Age is that the Logos
incarnates itself whenever and wherever we try to instantiate creative
novelty in our expericnce. As we have observed, Kazantzakis often uses
the word metousiosis for this type of ‘novelty’ or ‘creative transformatiorn’.
Although Cobb claims novelty aims for the “maximum incorporation of
elements from the past in a new synthesis”, he concedes that it often
struggles for actualization because of our anxiety and provinciality.'4®
Nonetheless, one finds that the principle of creative transformation
(‘Logos') is made manifcst as ‘Christ’ wherever and whenever novelty is
instantiated in the temporal process.15° For Cobb, this is the subjective
meaning of the Logos as it refers to us and as it manifests itself in
critical and creative reasoning, disinterested love, the free play of the
imagination, and intellectual curiosity.!®} In Christ in a Pluralistic Age,
‘Christ’ signifies “the immanence or incarnation of the Logos in the
world of living things and especially of human beings”.132

In the context of our thesis, we believe we can say that Cobb’s
process view of Christ, developed in Christ in a Pluralistic Age aund in other
theological writings, and Kazantzakis's account of God's dynamic agency
in Jesus, expressed in a number of literary works but culminating in The
Last Tempiation, draw together. Indeed, Cobb’'s Whiteheadian idea of how
the incarnate Logos demands “that we give up what we ourselves love,

our security in our own achicvements” compares with Kazantzakis’s

156




claim in Report to Greco (and implied throughout The Last Temptation)
that the “creative Breath” toils against our desire to be ‘happy’ and
‘settled’, luring us to transubstantiate flesh into spirit.}5? In Report to
Greco, Kazantzakis tells us that “the Cry of the Invisible” advances by
declaring war on all our established customs and revered wisdom.!* And
in The Last Temptation, God’s Cry appears to Jesus as vicious thorn-
claws, beckoning Jesus to transform himself from a simple carpenter into
the Son of God. By the same token, Cobb asserts that ‘Christ’ names
the incarnate Logos as it seeks “to introduce tension between what has
been and what might be” in our emerging world.155

In their many and varied texts, Cobb and Kazantzakis use the
term ‘God’ to signity that Spiritual Presence which seeks the dynamic
transmutation of the entire pluriverse. In Cobb’s process thought, God
strives to call the world forward to novel expressions of aesthetic worth.
Similarly, Kazantzakis’s Report to Greco characterizes God as One who
*advances along with us, He too, scarching and being exposed to danger;
Ie too is given over to the struggle”.1 38

As previously mentioned, Cobb mainiains in his Christin a
Pluralistic Age that the Logos incarnate (‘Christ’) is present in the world
as the provider of initial aims for actual entities. At the human level,
our concrescence entails differing degrees of openness to a myriad of
influences which function as data for our creative synthesis. Where

novelty occurs in the creative synthesis of past influences and future
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possibilities, it is then that it is appropriaie to say that we are creatively
transformed. Here Cobb believes that Christ is discernible as the
principle of creative transformation incarnate. For Cobb, we are most
open 1o the presence of the Logos when we first feel ourselves confronted
by an initial aim as coming from beyond ourselves, and when we then
name the initial aim, ‘Christ’ (Whilehead thought it sufficient to call it
‘God').157
Kazantzakis's own reflections on the value of Christ {or our
changing world are close to Cobb’s process view of ‘Christ’ as creative
transformation. In Report to Greco, Kazantzakis describes Christ as an
agent of personal and social change, an important fulcrum between
facticity and possibility in human existence:
... I knew that here on earth, for the full span of our lives,
Christ was not the harbor where one casts anchor, but the
harbor from which one departs, gains the offing, encounters
a wild, tempestuous sea, and then struggles for a lifetime to
anchor in God. Christ is not the end, He is the beginning.
He is not the “Welcome!” He is the “Bon voyage!” He does
not sit back restfully in soft clouds, but is battered by the
waves just as we are, His eyes fixed aloft on the North Star,
His hands firmly on the helm. That was why I liked Him;
that was why [ would follow him.158
In Report to Greco, Kazantzakis characterizes Christ as the “great Striver”
whose own becoming disrupts our conservative impulses, and who incites
us to transmute flesh into spirit.159 As we have noted, Jesus's spiritual
evolution (into the Christ), how he strives to overcome his own bodily

desires and the provinciality of others, is parabolized in all four stages of

The Last Temptation.




In common with Kazantzakis's view of Christ's dynamic and
disturbing presence in our changing world, Cobb believes that Christ as
the incarnate principle of creative transformation challenges our social
structures, hierarchical patterns, established rules of conduct, and
revered moral maxims. In Christin a Pluralistic Age, Cobb's Christ
relativizes our experience of the world, confronting us with a remindcer of
what has been and a suggestion for what can be if we assign our energies
to an open future:

To name the Logos "Christ” is to express and to elicit
trust. It is to promise that the unknown into which we are
called is life rather than death. In short, it is to call for and
make possible radical conversion from bondage to the past lo
openness to the future. This is to say that to name the
Logos “Christ” is to recognize that the cosmic Logos is love.
This is not an easy recognition. We experience the Logos as
demanding of us that we give up what we ourselves love, our
security in our own achievements. It forces us to recognize
that in fact these are not our own achievements at all but
achievements of the Logos in which we have actively
participated. We want to rest in them and stabilize them.
The Logos makes us restless and condemns our desire for
stabhility. In short we experience the Logos as judgment.

But when we name it Christ we recognize that the judgment
is for our sake, that what it condemns in us is that in us
which would destroy us, that which it demands of us is what
it gives us.180

IFor Cobb, the Logos incarnate as Christ confronts us as
judgment’ because sloth is the very enemy of creativily and curiosity.
Thus, what the Logos condemns in our experience is the quality which
would destroy the meaningfulness of life. In The Last Temptation, the
élan vital or God functions in ways similar to Cobb's grasp of the Logos

incarnate. Indeed, the élan vital denounces Jesus’s initial desire for
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marriage and progeny precisely because both, when seen as chances to
‘settle down’, threaten to destroy Jesus's chances of becoming the Son of
God.
H. Jesus as the Incarnate Christ: Cobb’s Whiteheadian Christology

In Part II of Christ in a Pluralistic Age, John Cobb makes it clear
that he considers his view of Christ as creative transformation to be
integrally bound up with the historical Jesus of Nazareth. This is
because ‘Christ’ names not only creative transformation but also “the
singular figure of a Nazarene carpentex”.'®1 To grasp how Cobb arrives at
this statement, we must examine his “A Whiteheadian Christology”, an
article written in the early 1970s which is assumed in his 1975 Christin
a Pluralistic Age. In this early article, Cobb uses Whiteheadian process
categorics to show how it 1s possible to speak of one actual entity being
present in another without either of them becoming any the less
independent.182

In “A Whiteheadian Christology”, Cobb invites us to consider two
occasions of human experience, A and B. In its concrescence by B, A is
said to be present in a significant manner. Yet B is still an independent
entity. No aspect of B is displaced by the presence of A, yet the presence
of A is a real and genuine feature of B's becoming. In B’s concrescence,
then, A is prehended and incorporated by a creative synthesis into B. As
a consequence, A is genuinely and effectively present within the actual
occasion, B. This means that in B's concrescence there is the inclusion

of A as prehended datum. For Cobb, what is important in his theoretical
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discussion is this notion of ‘prehension’, for “the mode of presence of one
occasion in another is as prehended datum”.*®3 Cobb also insists in this
essay that we should conceive of the ontological status of God likc that
of actual occasions. Cobb's conclusion is therefore that “God is also a
prchended datum, and he is therefore present in actual occasions in the
way in which data generally are present”.184 The important idea here is
that the divine is to be thought of as present in all actual occasions in
our emerging world.

In “A Whiteheadian Christology”, Cobb says that if we grant this
sense of God’s ubiquitous presence in the creative process, then our next
task is to find a way to affirm the distinctive divine presence in the life of
the historical Jesus. For Cobb, such distinctiveness rests on the idea
that in the creative process not all actual occasions prehend the divine
in the same way. Indeed, Cobb thinks that within our world it is
generally the case that “prehensions by one actual occasion of others are
highly differentiated”.165 The same is true when referring to God as
prchended datum. With regard to subjective becoming, the process God
is thought to provide context-dependent initial aims for our individual
advancement. For Cobb, though, our prehension of God’'s aim for our
lives differs since our awareness of such aims, coupled with our
willingness to actualizc them, is subject to a multitude of factors.196

In Cobb’s view, it is possible that in the act of concrescence B may

prehend A in such a way that the fact that A is being prehended becomes
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of decisive significance for B. Religiously speaking, Cobb claims that
this is true of the Eighth-Century Hebrew Prophets. According to Cobb,
prophets like Isaiah prehended the initial aim to preach the demands of
justice as issuing from God, and this had a decisive effect upon them.!67
Unlike the prophets who experienced the divine as Other, Cobb declares
in Christ in a Pluralistic Age that Jesus's unique structure of existence
center on his T, the organizing centre of his life, as being co-constituted
by inheritance from its personal past, and by fullness of the "subjective
reception of the lure to self-actualization that is the call and presence of
the Logos”.168

Writing in Process Theology: An Introductory Exposition, Cobb
insists that there is no tension between the two elements in Jesus’s co-
constitution, for "whereas Christ is incarnatc in cveryonc, Jesus is the
Christ because the incarnation Is constitutive of his very selfthood”. 169
In Christin a Pluralistic Age, Cobb maintains that Jesus's humanity is
not displaced by the Logos in this structure of existence. On the
contrary, the Logos shares in the constitution of the human ‘T of Jesus
who, in his personhood, is the “paradigm of incarnation”.17°

In The Last Temptation, it is clear to us that a strikingly similar
‘co-constitution’ marks the ‘personality’ of Nikos Kazantzakis’'s Jesus.
We say this because Jesus ceaselessly wrestles with God's Cry, because
he prehends the divine in all the many features of the creative process,

and because he is frequently seized by God and taken on to new stages of
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spiritual becoming. The character of Jesus in The Last Temptation
remains vital and alive as a character and yel also bears a perceptible
Christological quality. In his self-understanding, Jesus appears to be
dynamically co-constituted by his own immediate past and by the
fullness of his personal reception of the lure to transubstantiate matter
into spirit that is the Cry and presence of God (or élan vital).

In Part II of Christ in a Pluralistic Age, Cobb maintains that the
quality of Jesus’s structure of existence can be grasped when we examine
Jesus’s words and ministry. Although Jesus inherits many traditions
and sources from within Judaism, Cobb dcclarcs that Jesus creatively
transforms Jewish theological thought because his message concerning
the Kingdom of God places a question mark over ancient Jewish wisdom
and practice, calling for a renewed moral emphasis on love and justice
within inter-personal relations.!”! Cobb is sure that Jesus's message
does not negate or supersede Jewish tradition(s); rather, Cobb belicves
that Jesus sensitively took elements from it (them) and called people out
from what he perceived as a meaningless religiosity and into a life of
hope based on the message of unconditional concern grounded in
forgiveness and expressed in the pursuit of justice. In Cobb'’s view, it
was not so much what Jesus inherited by way of Jewish theological
ideas, but how Jesus arranged them and made use of them to creatively
transform Lhe Judaism(s) of his day.172

Accompanying this emphasis on Jesus’s dynamic message, Cobb

grounds Jesus'’s importance in his vital ability to effect “the advancement
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of creative transformation in others”.}72 Like a dynamic neutron which

starts a chain reaction of transformation, Jesus's words and ministry
effect transvaluation of value. In Christ in a Pluralistic Age, Cobb insists
that Jesus challenges our stabilities, introducing a spirit of restlessness
and creativity into our conventional world. Kazantzakis agrees. In a
March 19, 1915 notebook entry, Kazantzakis shares his own sense of
being creatively transformed after he hears the twelve Gospels of Holy
Thursday:

Great emotion in church. The Crucified seemed to me
more mine, more myself. I felt the “suffering God” deeply
within me and said: May Resurrection come with
perseverance, love, and effort. Joy, victory over passion,
dematerialization, freedom. Simplicity and serenity,
composed of the essence of all the passions, which have been
subordinated to the divine Eye. Spirit like light and like the
clear water of the fountain.174

In Process Theology: An Introductory Exposition, Cobb announces
that the sayings of Jesus gquestion our virtue; indeed, "by reversing our
self-evaluation he [Jesus] opens us up to creative transformation”.17% In
a simlilar way, Kazantzakis intimates in Report to Greco that Christ's
power resides in Christ’s ability to inspire and creatively agitate devotees:

What attracted me and gave me courage above
everything else was how--with what striving and deering-do,
what frantic hope--the person who found himself in Christ
set out to reach God and merge with Him, so that the two
might become indissolubly one. There is no other way to
reach God but this, Following Christ's bloody tracks, we
musl fight to transubstantiate the man inside us into spirit,
so that we may merde with God.176

FFurthermore, Cobb suggests that if the message and work of Jesus is so

powerful in opening believers up to creative transfermation, then the
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term ‘Chyist’ is appropriately associated with Jesus.!77 Indeed, Cobb
believes that when the words of Jesus are heard with an open mind, they
function to destroy our complacency and call us forward to actualize new
possibilities. When this occurs, Jesus can be seen as the Christ, as
creative transformation or, to use Kazantzakis's words in Report to Greco,
Christ becomes “the harbor from which one departs”.17¢ Lastly, Cobb
believes that whenever we creatively respond in faith to the words and
ministry of Jesus, it is then that a deepening of the incarnation occurs
or, as Kazantzakis puts it, “a Messiah is always advancing [moving
forward, making progress]..."17®
1. Christ and the Process of Salvation
In Christ in a Pluralistic Age, John Cobb holds that the process of

salvation is directly related to a creative social energy which God in
Christ has let loose within the processes of history. As Christ incarnatc,
Jesus is the locus of this novel force. Furthermore, Cobb believes that
Jesus’s redeeming power is his ability to draw us into the vigour of this
dynamic energy set in motion by God, the Logos:

The real past event of the crucifixion and resurrection of

Jesus, involving his total being, has objectively established a

sphere of effectiveness or a field of force into which people

can enter. To enter the field is to have the cfficacy of the

salvation event become causally determinative of increasing

aspects of one's total life.180

In The Last Temptation, Nikos Kazantzakis makcs it clear that he

sees Jesus as the Christ for reasons similar to those advanced by Cobb.

Indeed, Kazantzakis notes that in Jesus's struggle to effect ‘union with
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God', to respond to the lure to self-surmount that is the call and
presence of the divine Cry, Jesus evolves through four arduous stages of
materiality to the apex-point of dematerialization. With Jesus’s death,
Kazantzakis says, the élanvital is unleashed from the flesh, set free to
energize the world anew, and an inspiring model of transubstantiation is
placed in front of us:

In order to mount to the Cross, the summit of
sacrifice, and to God, the summit of immateriality, Christ
passed through all the stages which the man who struggles
passes through. That is why his suffering is so familiar to
us; that is why we share it, and why his final victory seems
to us so much our own futurc victory. That part of Christ's
nature which was profoundly human helps us to understand
him and love him and to pursue his Passion as though it
were our own. 181

In Part II of Christ in a Pluralistic Age, Cobb tells us that he finds
Christ in the mechanism of creative transformation (Kazantzakis would
call this ‘transubsiantiation’), a process which has the Logos (the divine
Cry) for its genesis. Christ is particularly focused in Jesus’s ministry
and, according to Cobb, Christ is made real in each new moment by the
Christian community that positively prehends the lure toward relevant
novelty. 32 Now, Cobb concedes thatl our world is one where few of us are
persuaded by this lure fo transform ourselves. He believes that we often
miss out on the process of salvation by deciding negatively to prehend
Christ's transforming presence. Negative prehension occurs when we
retreat into cherished customs, comfortable social arrangements, and

emotionally withdraw from our world.182 That is to say, in our bid for

self-assurance we often become indifferent to our fellow men and women.

166




This leads to a settled stability, shying away from risk, vulnerability,
weakness, and anguish. Paradoxically, this situation yields only guilt
and anxiety, for such indifference is inauthentically human. According
to Cobb, only God in Christ saves us and gives us hope by confronting us
in each concrescing moment with the persuasive influence of the divine
transforming power:

The Logos [which is incarnate as Christ in Cobb's

Christology] brings novel possibility that reopens the future

at every moment. It calls for the expansion of horizons of

concern and interest. By continually incarnating itself, the

Logos constitutes a process that favors growth and historical

advance, 184

For Cobb, Jesus as the Christ is therefore contemporaneous as the

struggling (and sometimes effective} presence of creative transformation
in our changing world. 8% Similarly, in The Last Temptation Kazantzakis
ties the complex process of salvation to Jesus as the Christ, and he
statcs his belief in the continuous and creative agency of Jesus when he
affirms how “we have a model in front of us now, a model who blazes our
trail and gives us strength”.18€ In short, Jesus as the Christ compels
both Cobb and Kazantzakis because Jesus is the exemplification of
creative transformation/transubstantiation in our world, one whose
‘personality’ is co-conslituted by his immediate past and by the fullness
of his personal response to God’s lure or Cry forward.
J. Cobb and Kazantzakis: Complementary Yet Antagonistic

Thus far in this third chapter we have been considering how Nikos

Kazantzakis's account in fiction of Jesus of Nazareth and John Cobb's
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Whiteheadian process Christological discourse appear to draw together.
Indeed, both thinkers seem to be in broad agrecment in five main arcas
of thought. First, Kazantzakis and Cobb jointly emphasize the dynamic
character of reality. Second, they hold that movement and novelty are
intimately a part of human as well as divine experience. Third, they
helieve that God's lure or Cry forward is the dynamic mechanism which
drives the evolutionary advance inte an open future. Fourth, they seem
united in their portrayal of how Jesus of Nazareth becomnes the decisive
instance of God's creative presence in our on-going world. They both
believe that Jesus's 'T', the organizing centre of his own experience, is
gradually co-constituted both by Jesus’s own immediate past and by the
fullness of his subjective reception to the call or Cry of God. Fifth, they
hold that Jesus's public ministry of ‘creative transformation' {Cobb) or
metousiosis (Kazantzakis) is a catalyst for continuous change. VYFor both
thinkers, Jesus's words and deeds are not merely an event of the past but
also a perpetual inspiration for metanoia in the present and foreseeable
future. Using a phrase that we first introduced in our second chapter.
we believe we can say that because of their five points of convergence,
Kazantzakis's The Last Temptation and John Cobb's Whiteheadian
process Christology ‘trespass’ upon common ground.

IHaving noted the nature of their agreement, we are compelled to
recognize that Cobb and Kazantzakis also appear to ‘trespass’ upon one
another’s ground. While they try to occupy the same location (they both

write about Jesus's becorndng Christ), they execute this task with very
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different agendas and personae. Indeed, we cannot ignore the contrast in
the form of their writing. While Kazantzakis wrote The Last Ternptation
in fictional narrative, Cobb's Whiteheadian process Christology is
expressed through the mode of argumentation. This difference in textual
emphasis has some bearing on the way we place Cobb and Kazantzakis
in dialogue with another.

When he characterizes Jesus'’s spiritual evolution as passing
through four stages, Kazantzakis is not offering a Christological tract for
theologians to contemplate; rather, Kazantzakis is furnishing a dramatic
narrative. Christological questions may emerge from our reading of The
Last Temptation, but Kazantzakis's fictional account of Jesus is primarily
to be judged discretely, on its own terms.'87 The Last Temptation is self-
sustaining because it uses a ‘first-order language’; indeed, it has a
concrete, poetic, and imagistic character. By contrast, Cobb's Christina
Pluralistic Age is an example of ‘second-order language’; indeed, it is an
attempt to provide a coherent, rational, and systematic account of the
implications of Christian religious experience. This textual difference
entails that the process theologian would be guilty of trespassing upon
Kazantzakis's ground if she tried to make The Last Temptation over in her
image.

Kazantzakis’'s The Last Temptation should not be seen strictly as a
Christological text. It neither serves as a vehicle for Christological
reflection, nor depends for its energy upon its connection to such. When

we read it, we imaginatively enter the discrete world that Kazantzakis
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creates, and we implicitly believe what we are shown by Kazantzakis in
his novel. Thus, we suspend our disbelief in order to negotiate the
fictional terrain that Kazantzakis maps out for us as readers. In Cobb's
process Christology, as we've suggested with process theology in general,
we rarely suspend our disbelief: on the contrary, when we read Christin a
Pluralistic Age we find that we often address issues of belief by assessing
their doctrinal credibility and their credal ‘appropriateness’ to the
Christian tradition. The Last Temptatior’s association with Christina
Pluralistic Age, like literature’s alllance with theology in general, would
therefore seem to be dialogical and uneasy. When examined together,
Kazantzakis and Cobb represent competing and conflicting voices or, to
use Meland's trape once again, they seem to trespass upon one another's
ground.

The proposal in the previous paragraph that Kazantzakis and Cobb
trespass upon one another’s ground does not necessarily invalidate our
earlier stated conviction that both thinkers trespass upon common
ground. While reading Christ in a Pluralistic Age can and does illumine
The Last Temptation, we can and do read The Last Ternptation discretely.
These apparently conflicting strategies of reading do not negate one
another, though, because reading often requires that (1) we use not one
but a complex of strategies of interpretation and, (2) that nobody can or
should make absolute and universal claims for reading because such a
position is not sustained by the form of the text itself. Critics who

appear to profess and depend on an ultimate interpretation will, once
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that interpretation is taken to its logical end. often deconstruct and
undercut themselves. This is deconstruction’s key insight. Thus, we
freely adopt deliberately conflicting strategies of reading vis-a-vis
Kazantzakis's novels. The Last Termnptation is, in one important sense,
‘two texts’. We read it bifocally, we have a stereophonic experience. As
we read it in this ‘bifocal’ way, so we learn to live with the paradoxical
tension that Kazantzakis is and is not a process theologian.

It should now be apparent that our sense of the complementary yet
antagonistic relationship between Kazantzakis and Cobb rests on the
specific model of ‘theology’ which we first introduced in chapter two of
our thesis. Utilizing the work of scholars as diverse as Sallie McFague,
Michael Goldberg, David Jasper, T. R. Wright, and Gabriel Vahanian, we
have suggested that ‘theology’ can be seen as a type of ‘second-order’,
disciplined reflection on ‘first-order’ religious experience. This theory of
the naturc and task of theology has strong links with Anschin's model of
theology as ‘faith seeking understanding’. In this view, ‘understanding’
involves critical reflection on abstract concepts; therefore, faith sceks
conceptual clarity and logical exactitude, which it is theology's task to
furnish. John Cobb is a good example of this kind of theologian. As we
have seen in our exposition of his work, Cobb’s process Christology
concerns itself (following Alfred North Whitehead’s own philosophical
procedure} with a disciplined search for conceptual coherence within an
undisturbed sense of temporal progression.

Accompanying his concern for logical exactitude, Cobb also
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believes that theological understanding must be germane to the biblical
and apostolic witness, and be purposeful to the human condition as it is
lived and experienced today. Through his argument to affirm Jesus as
the Christ and as the incarnate principle of creative transformation at
work in our on-going world, Cobb believes that his own refleclions meet
these criteria and views his process Christological understanding as
critically plausible, appropriate to the biblical tradition, and existentially
satisfactory. The assumptions of Cobb’s position, though, have not gone
unchallenged. Indeed. in his article "Transfiguration: Poetic Metaphor
and Theological Reflection”, Frank Burch Brown states that there are
textual problems with how modern process theologians, Cobb included,
approach complex matters of faith.!88

Writing about the literary form of scripture, Brown points out that
the biblical witness is “not conceptual in essence” and that our own lived
experience very often cannot be expressed through so-called “clear and
distinct ideas”; therefore, “conceptual discourse”, traditionally thought
to furnish us with the most reasonable cognizance of faith, hardly ever
provides us with the ‘complete picture’ of reality which process thinkers
often suppose it does.'8? Indeed, Brown holds that the metaphoric base
of sceriptural language is often undercut by those process theologians
who use conceptual language to ‘extrapolate’ or 'abstract’ the so-called
‘essence’ of the biblical witness.19¢

The literary mode of narrative fiction may similarly be contrasted
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with this understanding of theology as propositional discourse in that
creative writers often see (in ways that theologians sometimes struggle to
do) that language and meaning are plurisignative. As T. R. Wright
indicates in Theology and Literature, narrative fiction is self-referential,
unlike theology, and through its numerous figurative devices, literature
resists totalization and celebrates ambiguity, paradox, and incongruity:
In literature, meaning is never fixed; any ‘complete’
interpretation would render the literary ‘work’ redundant
(both the artefact and the imaginative processes involved in
its production, its writing and its reading). Interpretation of
literature is always a temporary illumination, never,
fortunately, a ‘final solution’. There will always, therefore,
be a tension between conceptual and creative discourse.
Systematic theology will continue the necessary attempt to
impose clarity and consistency upon language while
literature will no doubt maintain its equally necessary task,
to explore, to complicate and to enrich the apparent security
of theological concepts.191
In the above passage, Wright describes how literature perpetually tends
to frustrate the interiorizing, systematizing, and reference-claiming
tendencies of theological understanding. We can see what Wright means
when we contrast the conceptual language of John Cobb’s Whitcheadian
process Christology with the metaphoric discourse favoured by Nikos
Kazantzakis in The Last Temptation.
Throughout Christ in a Pluralistic Age, with its chosen form of
propositional discourse rather than story, Cobb's concern is always for
adequate conceptualization and the task of theology, as he would see it,

is the search for critically plausible and existentially fruitful concepts.

While Kazantzakis's poctic discoursc has the capacity to give risc to
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conceptual thought, it generally defles any kind of clear-cut analysis.
This is because the figurative devices he uses in The Last Temnptation, like
butterflies for God's agency as well as a caged partridge for an imprisoned
élanvital, possess a certain ‘tension’ which results from the ‘is and is

not' quality of the trope itself. This ‘tension’ between metaphorical
affirmation and negation, which creates ‘space’ for the reader, liberates
the interpretive imagination to ‘play’ with the text under scruiiny. This
‘tension’ entails that poetic discourse may not be constrained by rigorous
and systematic argument without being evacuated of all its fictionality.

It is worth noting that Kazantzakis never formally approached the
relationship between literature and theology in any of his publications.
Despite this, one of Kazantzakis's early philosophical articles has been
translated from Greek into English and is, upon close analysis. relevant
to our current discussion.!9? In this 1926 document, which appears in
Peter A. Bien’s Kazanizakis: Politics of the Spirit and which we propose to
quote at length, Kazantzakis contrasts what he refers to as “fiction”
with “hypothesis” {we wonder if ‘argumentation’ is synonymous with
“hypothesis™?) and he suggests that thosc (arc theologians included
here?) who conceptualize “Mystery” in the form of dogmatic or formulaic
pronouncement are misgtrided:

I divide people who want to solve philosophical
problems not into meaterialists, idealists, positivists, etc., but
into two large categories:

1) Those who accept the words matter, spirit, God, life

soul, ions, electrons, etc. as a satisfactory answer. I place
matcrialists, idcalists, positivists, etc. in this category.
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2} Those who find these words unsatisfactory . . ..
They are aware of (no, not simply aware of: they experience)
the terrifying dark forces behind this bulkhead of words.
This second category is divided into three classes:

a) All those who tremble and do not dare to step
beyond these words. . . .

b) All those who advance with certainty beyond these
words. They have discovered Mystery's eternal, real form,
and have outlined its substance, activity, and relation to
humanity in irrefutable dogmas.

c) All those who . . . advance beyond the words and
give a conscientiously transitory form to the unknown forces,
but a form that helps us advance.

In this second category, the f{irsl group sirike me as
more “thunderstruck” than is proper, the second as more
naive than is proper. It is to the third--call them what you
will--that I belong.

But in order for this third class to be adequately
defined, we must . . . distinguish the following two notions:
hypothesis and fiction. A hypothesis claims to discover the
Truth (with a capital T); it wants to conform to Reality (with
a capital R) as faithfully as possible. A fiction makes no
such naive claim; it is a useful means commensurate, in a
Jruitful way, with mankind’s need to integrate the fragmented
details of its observations and theories. A fiction helps us
(1) to advance, (2) to avold self-deception. . . .

In other words, a hypothesis discovers, a fiction invents.
The means used by people in the third class of the
second category in order to advance beyond the words
“matter.” “spirit,” etc. are not “hypotheses”--they are
“fictions”.193
We must remember that Kazantzakis's remarks in this 1926
‘subjectivist manifesto’ are an example of his political way of looking at

the world. They do not reflect his understanding of the relationship

between the disciplines of theology and literature, Despite this, we
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believe that his comments indirectly issue a challenge to received notions
of the nature and task of theology. We say this because Kazantzakis
appears to heed Friedrich Nietzsche's call to surmount epistemological
realism. Like Nietzsche, he both attacks the dogmatic thinker's
essentializing fctish for accounts of the highest ground (‘'Truth with a
captial T' and ‘Reality with a capital R') and locates truth's origin in the
power of metaphor.'94 In this way, Kazantzakis anticipates insights from
deconstructive postmodernism (which we discussed in chapter two) and
its rejection of what Carl A. Rashcke, in his article "The Deconstruction
of God", calls the “spurious metaphysics of self-reference” in constructive
theology (logocentrism'). 98

For our purposes, logocentrism is best understood as describing
those metaphysical and rational forms of thought which base themselves
on a pre-linguistic, Archimedean point-of-reference, the ‘transcendental
signified’, which is belleved to be somehow exempt from the paradoxes
and ambiguities which are characteristic of the discourse which it itself
grounds. 98 Two contemporary logocentric theologians, religious thinkers
who use foundational concepts to anchor all meaning in their system(s)
of thought, are (1} Karl Barth and his idea of God’s gracious self-
revelation in Jesus Christ and, (2) Paul Tillich and his notion of God as
Being-itself. In addition, John Cobkb's ‘becoming God' functions in some
respects as a pure signified; in other words, his ‘God’ is an ontologically

independent reality which depends on nothing else for its significance
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and meaning. Furthermore, Cobb’s ‘Logos as the principle of creative
transformation’ operates as the unassailable infrastructure in his
process Christology.

Against logocentrism, Kazantzakis's fictional presentation of Jesus
stands in judgment on Cobb’s desire to find unity, rational coherence,
and metaphysical ‘presence’ in all thought and experience. Unlike Cobb,
Kazantzakis does not concern himself with metaphysically extrapolating
notions of divinity to arrive at ultimate truth about reality. In his
narrative fiction, Kazantzakis does not yearn for a linguistic anchor, the
sign which gives final meaning to all others. Rather, Kazantzakis works
with a multitude of open-ended figurative devices to recreate the story of
Jesus anew for our time. The Last Temptation, to use Kazanizakis's
terms, is fiction which invents. By contlrast, Cobb's Christ in a Pluralistic
Age is a hypothesis which claims to discover Truth. Therein lies an
important contrast between Kazantzakis and Cobb.

There is one vital consequence which appears to follow from our
discussion of the textual contrasts between Cobb and Kazantzakis: we
can say that the creative tension between propositional discourse and
metaphoric discourse helps to explain {at least in part) why there is a
glacial divide between the disciplines of theology and literature. Indeed,
the adopted form of writing in each specialty stands in judgment of its
immediate opposite, and this often entails that a strain is placed on any
relationship between the theologian and the fiction writer. For examnple,

the infinite complexity of Kazantzakis's metaphors of God's presence
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invariably deconstruct Cobb's process Christology which, at least in its
prbposiﬁonal form, is an exercise in reduction. By the same token,
Cobb's process Christology, at least in its disciplined ordering of
experience, highlights the danger in The Last Ternptation’s endless play of
signification.

The difficulties that this difference in textual form throws up may
mean that theology and fiction nonetheless require one another. While
it seems correct to remark that in the form of their writing theology and
literature deconstruct and disorient one another. it appears egually
correct to claim that they reconstruct and orient one another. Indeed,
theology often serves as the presence behind the writing of literature. We
see this to be so when we consider the Bergsonian process theology of so
many of Kazantzakis’'s novels. Similarly, literature often provides the
grounds for theological possibilities. We observe this to be the case
when we consider how eager John Cobb is to draw from the insights of
artists and fiction writers alike, including Kazantzakis.!®7 Suffice to say,
the task of literature and theology, to deconstruct and reconstruct, to
orient and disorient one another, is a task which perhaps can be
sustained only in process.

K. Concluding Remarks

With regard to Nikos Kazantzakis and John Cobb, this chapter
has outlined the commeon centrality of Jesus as the Christ in each
writer's understanding of a praocess God and the concrescing world. Both

write of Jesus becoming Christ through his filial prehension of God's
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incremental agency. Thus, we maintain that reading Cobb’s
Whitcheadian process Christology can and does illumine our reading of
Kazantzakis's The Last Temptation. Bringing both writers together
enables us to note points of convergence in their work. At the same
time, we believe that reading Kazantzakis can lead us to become more
pexceptive regarding certain features of Cobb's own work. Indeed, we
have shown that one point of divergence between Kazantzakis and Cobb
is in the form of their writing. In chapter four, we will observe further
points of convergence and divergence when we situate Nikos
Kazantzakis's God'’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi 'in conversation’ with

Blair Reynolds’s Toward a Process Pneumatology .
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NOTES FOR CHAPTER THREE

1. Although Alfred North Whitehead never developed a sysiematic Christology in his
numerous books on process philosophy, the so-called “brief Galilean vision of humility” is
central to his thought regarding the process God. See Whitehead, Process and Reality: An
Essay in Cosmelogy, ed. David Ray Griftin and Donald W. Sherburne, cor. ed, (1929,
New York: The Free Press, 1978) 342. Having noted this, the Christological implications
of Whitehead’s process philosophy have been explored by theologians like John 3. Cobb,
Jr. In this chapter, we examine Cobb’s Whiteheadian Christology. To obtain an idea of
how Cobb grasps the person and work of Christ [tom Whilchead’s process perspeclive,
we examine three major Cobbian texts. Our main focus is his Christ in a Pluralistic Age
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1975). We also cover his article “A Whiteheadian
Chiristology”, Process Philosophy and Christian Thought, ed. Delwin Brown, Ralph E.
James, Jr., and Gene Reeves (New Y ork: Bobbs-Merrifl Company, 1971) 382-98. In
addition, we examine Cobb’s Christology in the 1976 book he co-authored with David Ray
Griffin. See Cobb and Griffin, Process Theology: An Introductory Exposition
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1976) 95-110. With regard to Nikos Kazantzakis, his
thoughts about Christ may be located in at least four major texts. In 1928, Kazantzakis
wrole Hristds (Christ), currently untranslated into English. See Kazantzakis, B€wtpo B’
(Athens: Difros, 1956). For more information about this drama, see Peter A. Bien,
Kazantzakis: Politics of the Spirit (Princetion NI Princeton Universily Press, 1989} viii,
xviii, 128, 174, 186. In addition, scc Pcter A. Bicn, “Kazantzakis’s Long Apprenticeship
to Christian Themes”, God’s Struggler: Religion in the Writings of Nikos Kazantzakis, ed.
Darren J. N. Middleton and Peter A. Bien (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1996)

113-132. In 1954, Kazantzakis published his fictional transfiguration of Jesus, O Hristds
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ksanastavronetai (In England: Christ Recrucified). For the Greek text, see & ¥ protog
‘gc:vmmotupcﬁwrm, 2nd ed. (Athens: Difros, 1955). For the English translation, see
Christ Recrucified, trans. Jonathan Griffin (LLondon: Faber and Faber, 1962). In 1955,
Kazantzakis published his fictional biography of Jesus, O teleftaios pirasmdés (In England:
The Last Temptation). Again, for the Greek text, see O wAgvTeior TepoaLoc (Athens:
Difros, 1955). For the English translation, see The Last Temptation, trans. Peter A. Bien
(London: Faber and Faber, 1961). Finally, thoughts about Christ appear scattered
throughout his 1961 (composed between 1955 and 1956) autobiographical novel, Anaford
ston Gréko (In England: Report 1o Greco). For the Greek text, sec Avoubop e otow
[kpéro (Athens: Eleni N. Kazantzaki Publications, 1964). For the English translation,
see Report to Greco, trans. Peter A. Bien (London: Faber and Faber, 1965). In this third
chapter of our study, we concentrate on 7he Last Temptation and Report to Greco. Our
reasoning for this reading strategy is as follows. Report to Greco 1s Kazantzakis's
retrospective survey of the many influences which shaped his literary carecr and personal
life. Christis an important influence throughout this text. With regard to The Last
Temptation, we have two reasons for selecting this novel. First, we join literary critics like
‘Theodore Ziotkowski and Georg Langenhorst in making a high estimation of the literary
quality of this [ictional biography of Jesus. See Theodore Ziolkowski, Fictional
Transfigurations of Jesus (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1972) 16-17. For
Georg Langenhorst, see his “The Rediscovery of Jesus as a Literary Figure”, Titerature
and Theology 9.1 (1995). 85-98. Our sccond reason for selecting The Last Temptation
concerns its Bergsonian (and therefore ‘process’) basis. Indeed, Peter A. Bien sees
Bergsonian themes tn Kazantzakis’s The Last Templation. See Bien, Kazantzakis: The
Politics of the Spirit, 50. Similar thoughts appear in Bien, Nikos Kazantzakis--Novelist

(London: Duckworth, 1989) 72-73. Also, see Bien, Tempted by Happiness: Kazantzakis’
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Post-Christian Christ (Wallingford PA: Pendle Hill Publications, 1984) 16-20. In addition
to Bien, Jerry H. Gill notes the Bergsoman basis of The Last Tempiation. See Gill,
“Conflict and Resolution: Some Kazantzakian Themes”, Encounter 35 (1974): 219.
Finally, scc Richard W. Chilson, “The Christ of Nikos Kazantzakis”, Thought 47 (1972):
69-89.

2. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Last Temptation, 7.

3. Nikos Kazantzakis’s view of life as a “luminous interval”, with a “dark abyss” on either
side, and in which spirit and matier war for mastery over cach other, is recorded in
Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God: Spiritual Fxercises, trans. and with an introduction by
Kimon Friar (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1960) 43-44. Henri Bergson’s process
philosophy is the intellectual parent of this way of picturing the world. The disembodied
“vital impulse’ propels itself into matter, agitates the creative advance, and stimulates it
according (o its dynamic lendencies. See Bergson, Creative Evolution, auth. trans. Arthur

Mitchell (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1911) 11, 249-30.

4. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Last Temptation, 7-10.

5. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Saviors of God, 115-18. For a description of the idea of

‘dematcerialization’, scc chapter onc of this study.

6. Nikos Kazantzakis, The Last Temptation, 7.

7. Ibid,, 7.
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8. Ibid,, 8.

9. See Peter A. Bien, Tempied by Happiness, 5. Nikos Kazantzakis’s own notebooks,
lent to Professor Bien by Kazantzakis’s sccond wife, confirm that Kazantzakis envisaged
Jesus’s spiritual formation passing through four distinct phases: “Son of the Carpenter”,
“Son of Man (meck)”, “Son of David (fierce)”, and “Son of God”. Kazantzakis’s Jesus
oscillates wildly belween four ways of viewing his own Messianic work. Bien tells us that
this is not the only scheme Kazantzakis worked with at the time of writing his fictional
biography of Jesus. Indeed, his notebooks reveal that Kazantzakis originally intended to
call his novel, “Jesus Has Been Cured”. For Bien, this suggests that Kazanizakis initially
wished to craft a narrative that would satirize (then) popular psychological views of
personhood (5). In this second scheme, Kazantzakis’s Jesus moves through three
Freudian-Jungian stages: “Individual unconscious (Freud)”, “Collective unconsciousness
(Jung)”, and, finally, “Universal unconsciousness (Christ)”. These (and other)
classifications are diagrammatically represented by Bien (7). Since the above categories
signify the governing structures with which Kazantzakis works in the construction of The
Last Temptativn, we will ol necessily meorporate them 1n our own study of how
Kazantzakis’s Jesus scales the metaphysical mountain from its base camp (ordinariness,
convention, happiness) (o its summit (meaningfulness or ‘authentic’ existence) and how

Jesus liberates spirit from the confines of matter.
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with perspectivism.
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4. Transcendence-within-Immanence:

Kazantzakis and Reynolds on God as Evolving Spirit
A. From The Last Temptation to God’s Pauper: St Francis of Assisi
In the previous chapter, our reading of Nikos Kazantzakis's The
Last Temptation as a mythopoesis of process thought rests on two key
ideas. Tirst, Kazantzakis’'s Jesus heeds the Cry of an evolving God
anxious to surpass earlier stages of divine concrescence. Second, Jesus
labours to ‘save God' through his own spiritual entropy: indeed, he
accelerates the dematerialization of the élanvital (‘God's salvation’) by
negating domestic happiness and affirming religious discipline. In
addition to this view of The Last Temptation as an account in fiction of a
process God incarnate in our changing world, we were able in chapter
three to collate The Last Temptation with John Cobb’s Christina
Pluralistic Age, as well as show some immportant points of agreement and
disagreement between these two thinkers and their respective writings.
Shortly after completing The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis wrote to
Boérjc Knos from Villa Manolita in Antibes. In this message, dated
September 9, 1952 and recorded for us in Ntkos Kazantzakis: A Biography
Based on his Letters, Kazantzakis reflects on a visit to Italy and outlines
his urge to craft another mythopoesis of religious struggle and spiritual
evolution:
...I've finally returned to my green hermitage and I'm
sitting again before the desk of my martyrdom and joy,
holding the pen and writing. I saw very beautiful things

once again in Italy, was very pleased, thought a lot and
reexperienced in Assisi the great martyr and hero whom I
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love so much, Saint Francis. And now 1 have been overcome
by the desire to write a book about him. Will I write it? I
still don't know yet; I'm waiting for a sign, and then I'll begin
it. As you know, the stable leitmotif of my life and work is
always the struggle inside us between the human and God,
matter and spirit...1
Just over three months later, this time writing from Aniibes to his friend
Pandelis Prevelakis, Kazantzakis reveals the naturc of his newest litcrary
project: “...I'm writing Saint Francis now, and I think it will be good. The
struggle between man and God, that's what interests me....”?

This notion of divine-human tussle seems to form the connective
tissue holding The Last Temptation and God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi
together as fictional narratives capable of provoking process theological
reflectiont. Jesus and St. Francis are major models of spiritual becoming;
indeed, Kazantzakis views them as sanctified heroes energized by the
desire to redeem God through the incremental conversion of flesh into
spirit. In our analysis of The Last Temptation, we made a note of how
Jesus’s spirituality ripens through acts of creative metousiosis. In
Bergsonian terms, Kazantzakis’'s Jesus helps to ‘unmake’ the élan vital by
practicing ‘spiritual exercises’ that enable him to transcend all the
wonders of the material world. In God’s Pauper, Kazantzakis describes
the Poverello’s religious formation in similar terms:

Saint Francis is the model of the dutiful man, the man who
by means of ceaseless, supremely cruel struggle succeeds in
fulfilling our highest obligation, something higher even than
morality or truth or beauty: the obligation to
transubstantiate the matter which God entrusted to us, and

turn it into spirit.3

In this chapter, we turn from The Last Temptation and Christin a
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Pluralistic Age to compare Kazantzakis’s God's Pauper and Blair
Reynolds's Toward a Process Pneumatology to find further support for our
‘process reading’ of Kazanlzakis's literary writings.? Although we intend
to incorporate other process thinkers at various points in this chapter, it
is Reynolds who seems best fo articulate a view of God as evolving Spirit
in Whiteheadian process theology. What we find when we establish this
mutual confrontation between Kazantzakis and Reynolds is that while
they adopt different modes of discourse, Kazantzakis (fictional narrative)
and Reynolds {theological argumentation) nonetheless further a message
of God’s transcendence-within-immanence. Both thinkers communicate
the view that although God is ontologically independent of our changing
cosmos, God includes the creative advance as a componernt in the divine
reality.® While this chapter concludes with the concession that neither
Kazanizakis's Jesus nor his St. Francis finally will inhabit the process
theological reflections which are arguably provoked and stimulated by
Kazanlzakis’'s narrative fiction, we hold that Kazantzakis's creative
writing is a [ecund source for the engagement of Whiteheadian process
theology.
B. Leo and Francis: Models of Spiritual Becoming in God’s Pauper
The starting point for God's Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi is Brother
Leo, the narrator who focuses the novel. Initially, Brother Lec presents
himself as a beggar roaming Northern Italy in search of God. Before
long, several villagers advise him to travel to Assisi and introduce himself

to Francis Bernadone, the only son of Pietro and Lady Pica. They make

209



this suggestion because it turns out that the villagers admire Francis’s
spiritual sensitivity and suppose Francis will find Leo’s metaphysical
explorations to be helpful in his own search for God.® Leo, however, feels
disappointed when he meets Francis for the first time.

At this early stage in Francis's religious maturation Nikos
Kazantzakis characterizes him, not as the paragon of spiritual struggle,
but as the reigning monarch of a barren world of acsthetic immediacy. It
is true that Kazantzakis's early Francis is interested in ‘spirituad issues’,
but first and foremost he is a conspicuous consumer who thrives on the
finer things in life: vintage wine, sumptuous feasts, elegant silk
raiments, and opulent living quarters. Even in this initial phase of
God’s Pauper, we observe the ‘stable leitmotif of Kazantzakis's art: the
theme of dialectical tussle between concerns of the flesh and issues of
the spirit. It is clear that the rest of the novel will be given over to an
account of how Francis and Leo together assist the dematerialization of
the élanvital. God’s Pauper is a mythopoesis of process thought from the
onset.,

Leo eventually impugns Francis for not overcoming the material
luxuriance which seems to regulate Francis's spiritless life. Consider the
uncomfortable scene near the beginning of the novel where Leo listens as
Francis the troubadour serenades Clara, Count Scifi's daughter, with a
ballad about a white dove being pursued by an insatiable hawk. Upon
hearing Francis's romantic melody, Leo’s first inclination is to arraign

Francis on charges of languishing in mediocrity and conventionality:
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He [Francis] was dressed in silk, with a long red plume in his

velvet cap and a carnation in his ear. This man isn't

searching for God, 1 said to myself; his soul is wallowing in

flesh.7
In this respect, Francis mirrors the approach to life of other Assisi
townsfolk. Leo narrates that they, too, “had found the God they were
seeking, found I1im on earth, just as they wanted Him: their own size,
complete with children, wives and all the best things in life”.® We will
recall that this domestication of God is an issue which Jesus confronts
in Kazantzakis's The Last Temptation; indeed, it forms an important part
of Jesus's dream on the cross. In contrast to Francis and other villagers,
Leo “roamed the streets of Assisi bare-footed, hungry, shivering, and beat
on the doors of heaven, cursing one moment and lustily repeating the
Kyrie eleison the next in order to keep warm”,®

In Niicos Kazantzakis--Novelist, Peter A. Bien refers to this early part

of the novel as the "Prelude” to Francis’'s “Vocation” of ‘poverty, chastity,
and obedience'.1° A crucial point about Francis's ‘personality’ must be
made here. At this lower echelon of development, Irancis is self-divided
because one half of him finds delight in sensual joys and basic pleasures,
while the other half rejécts such concerns as religiously irrelevant and
spiritually unsatisfying. In keeping with his characterization of Jesus in
The Last Temptation, Kazantzakis portrays his St. Francis as one who
feels desperately unsure of himself. Before long, though, Francis is

overcome by sudden strange insights--he is the white dove being pursued

by the voracious hawk--and these intuitions are used by Kazantzakis as

211




the fulcrum to bring his protagonist to a new cognizance of his innate
evolutionary appetite.t!

It is worth noting that IFrancis’s model of God starts to change at
the same time as he is shaken by sudden glimpses of what his life could
be. Significantly, this evolution in theological understanding parallels
the changing views of God in certain stages of Jesus's life in The Last
Temptation. Initially, Francis compares God to “a glass of cool water”.12
In keeping with Kazantzakis’s often violent descriptions of God in The
Last Temptation, however, Francis eventually comes to sense God as a
fiery presence which threatens to engulf and cremate his former life.!3
And like Kazantzakis’s Jesus, Francis hears God through dreams and
nightmares. Before we outline the nature of the dream which functions
as Francis's own call to vocation, we must reintroduce Leo. His spiritual
search for God has an important bearing on our grasp of Kazantzakis's
perceived tussle between matter and spirit.

Brother Leo’s active search for God paradoxically holds laziness as
its motivating force.!* Here laziness, at least in a conventional sense, is
contrasted with industriousness. Indeed, Leo sees the latter as involving
courtship, marriage, pursuit of a career, and parenthood (‘settling down’)
respectively. According to Leo, industriousness is to be avoided because
he believes it potentially squeezes all theological reference out of any
understanding of our world. In short, Leo feels that the ‘normal’ and

industrious man cannot find time for God:
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“The labourer who lives from hand to mouth returns home
each night exhausted and famished. He assaults his dinner,
gobbles up his food lickety-spit, then quarrels with his wife,
beats his children without rhyme or reason simply because
he’s tired and irritated, and afterwards clenches his fisis and
sleeps. Waking up for a moment he finds his wife at his
side, couples with her, clenches his fist once more, and
plunges back into sleep . . . ."15

By contrast, Leo maintains that the lazy man, "who is without work,

children and wife thinks about God, at first just out of curiosity, but
later with anguish”.1® What Leo declares is that unless a man avoids
family and work, his notion of God is bound to be defined in terms of
certain material symbols. Although middle-class industriousness comes
disguised as God’s advocate, Leo nonetheless interprets the sense of well-
being and satisfaction that it often produces as a dangerous adversary of
authentic spirituality. Like Jesus in The Last Temptation, Leo interprets
domestic bliss and material comfort as Lucifer’s bait. The novel premise
of Leo's theology, then, is that indolence leads ineluctably to holiness.

Leo's intense spiritual activism, which issues from his disdain for
the world, is parabolized by Kazantzakis in a scene when Leo narrates
his brief encounter with an unshaven, devout hermit:

“I bowed down, prostrated myself before him and satd:
‘Holy ascetic, I have set cut to find God. Show me the road.

“There isn't any road,” he answered me, beating his
staff to the ground.

*“What is there, then?' 1 asked, seized with terror.
“There is the abyss. Jump!

“Abyss? I screamed. ‘Is that the way?’
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“Yes, the abyss. All roads lead to the earth; the abyss
leads to God. Jump!

“I can't, Father.’

“Then get married and forget your troubles...””17
This parable of the Hermit and Leo reflects Kazantzakis's general theme
of what one might call ‘the will to spiritual evolution'.}® Here Leo is left
in no doubt that he must transcend his own comfort-loving disposition,
as did Jesus in The Last Temptation, if he is to advance towards a process
God who constantly evolves. This entails Leo’s heroic acceptance of the
savageness of life, the nihil.

Leo'’s hasic task is to energize his spiritual becoming without any
fear of punishment or hope for reward in the next life. As might be
expected, Leo believes that this task is by no means an easy assignment
since the natural reaction when looking into the abyss is to turn tail and
find respite elsewhere.1? In one sense, this aspect of Leo's attitude to life
should not surprise us. Kazantzakis himself believed that the task of
self-overcoming is something for which we can strive, yet we must resign
oursclves to the fact that it is ultimately unfeasible. A comment from
Kazantzakis's second wife, Elcni, confirms that through God’s Pauper,
her husband wished to “proclaim an ideal much higher than we can
reach, in order to awaken in this way the secret powers and the psychic
intensity that seeks out, and sometimes accomplishes, the impossible”.2?

Despite the insuperable nature of this spiritual ideal, Kazantzakis

characterizes both Francis and Leo as titanic men who appear heroically

214

i




to thirst after it. They are models of spiritual becoming in a changing
world. Indeed, the first cracks in Francis's own spiritual chrysalls begin
to appear when Irancis starts to hear the divine Cry bellowing within his
under-developed soul. This untamed shriek pushes Francis close to the
edge of his own abyss and instructs him to abandon lasciviousness:
“Francis, Francis, is this why you were born--to sing, make merry, and
entice the girls?"?1 Clearly, Francis is here undergoing changes similar to
those cxperienced by Jesus in The Last Temptation. Whereas Jesus
becomes Christ through his significant prehension of God’s prevenient
Cry, Francis becomes saintly through his free response to God’s initial
aim for him to be poor, chaste, and obedient.
C. Peter A. Bien's Post-Christian Reading of God’s Pauper

In Nikos Kazantzakis--Novelist, Peter Bien offers his “post-Christian
interpretation” of St. Francis's ‘call’.?? Here ‘post-Christian’ means that
Nikos Kazantzakis uses Francis to negate the classical Christiaﬁ belief in
a transcendent, ontologically independent God. At first sight, Bien's
account of God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi{ seems plausible, for Francis
frequently appcears to deny any supranatural origin for the voice which
screams inside him.?® In one scene, Francis cven equates God's will with
his own will.>* However, the issue is whether or not Francis’s apparent
theological immanentalism rules out all sense of transcendence in God’s

Pauper? In using idcas from both Charles Hartshorne and Alfred North

Whitehead, co-founders of the process metaphysics, we find that it does
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not.

It appears to us that God’s Pauper reflects the process idea that the
divine panentheistically conbraces the creative advance. Panentheism is a
term used by the process philosopher Charles Hartshorne.?® According to
Hartshorne, God is {otally aware of all cvents in our world's rhythmic
process of becoming. This is because the divine is “the place of all
things, and all things are, in the most utterly literal sense ‘in' him”.28
Against the classical theist (who, it is thought, cannot explain the
divine-world relation without postulaling a God unaffected by temporal
becoming) and the classical pantheist (who sees ‘God’ as nature without
remainder), the panentheist believes that all the world's inhabitants
develop and emerge within the fleld of God’s all-encompassing activity.?”
God and the world constitute a single all-inclusive reality, a mutual
circle of interdependence. For the process panentheist, God is pictured
as transcendent-yet-immanent presence. In God’s Pauper, Leo attempts
to convince the young Francis that this kind of process God has ‘spoken’
to Francis and issued a call forward:

“Brother Francis,” [ sald, “"every man, even the most

atheistic, has God within him deep down in his heart,

wrapped in layers of flesh and fat. It was God inside you

who pushed aside the flesh and fat and called to you".28
An evolving God resides within Francis, as Leo remarks, but the divine
clearly agitates Francis’s soul as if from without.

As we have observed, Alfred North Whitehead is not strictly a

panentheist.?¥ However, we do believe that his process philosophy
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reflects the dominant feature of panentheism: the message of divine
transcendence-within-immanence.*® Writing in his Stubborn Fact and
Creative Advance: An Iniroduction to the Metaphysics of Alfred Narth
Whiiehead, Thomas E. Hosinski agrees:

In Whitehead's philosophy, both the primordial and the
consequent natures of God are transcendent and immanent.
The primordial nature is transcendent in a classical sense: it
is eternal, infinite, and absolutely unconditioned. But it is
also immanent in the sensc that this ultimate ground of
possibility, order and value is present in every temporal
occasion. The consequent nature is transcendent in several
ways. Itis ‘everlasting,” unlike every temporal occasion. It is
perfect in its prehension of every actual occasion. And it is
God's ‘private’ harmonization and transformation of the
conflicting and mutually obstructive actualitics of the
temporal world. But the doctrine of God’s ‘superjective
nature,” affirmed on the basis of religious experience, shows
that the consequent nature (or God as a total actual entity)
is also immanent in the world, the flooding of God's
redemptive love into the world.31

In God’s Pauper, Francis insists on both the transcendence and
immanence of the divine; indeed, Francis's process God constitutes the
surroundings of evolving reality, the cosmic matrix out of which life
emerges and returns:

As soon as he [Francis] had found himself alone he fell
on his face and began to kiss the soil and call upon God. “I
know Thou art everywhere,” he called to I1im. “Under
whatever stone 1 lift, I shall find Thee; in whatever well I
look, I shall see Thy face; on the back of every larva I gaze
upon, at the spot where it is preparing to put forth its wings,
I shall find Thy name engraved. Thou art therefore also in
this cave and in the mouthful of earth which my lips are
pressing against at this moment. Thou seest me and hearest
me and takest pity on me”.32

While Peter A. Bien maintains that Kazantzakis’s Francis denies

the transcendence of God in order to affirm the immanence of the divine,
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we wish to propose an alternative reading of God'’s Pauper; namely, we
hold that Kazantzakis saturates God’s Pauper with his own account of
divine transcendence-within-immanence. Besides the examples cited
above, we can perhaps highlight others. Consider how Francis views a
yellow daisy as an agent of God.®® Also, notice how Francis discerns
God’s face “behind waler, behind bread, behind evesy kiss; it is behind
thirst, hunger, chastity. O Lord, how can I escape Thee?"?% Even
Bernard, Francis’s close friend, insists that “night is the most beloved of
God’s messengers”,*5 Furthermore, the divine frequently appears as “a
male bird” who *“sings to ease your labours”.?® In one scene, Francis
declares to Brother Leo that “God is inside the bird’s threat and is
singing...”37 Finally, the transcendence-within-immanence of God’s
Pauper may be seen in Francis’s belief that “the entire world is God's
field”.38

According to the contributors to a recent anthology of critical
essays devoted to Charles Hartshorne’s concept of God, Hartshorne is a
process philosopher whose account of the divine as transcendent and
immanent has religious ramifications congenial to Christian faith.®®
Although these various essayists note that Hartshorne does not agree
with the classical or Scholastic conception of God as Unmoved Mover,
they do value the way that Hartshorne has tried to engage and refine the
work of classical theologians in order to offer a new basis for a Christian

concept of God: neoclassical theism.*® Considering that so much of
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Hartshorne's work is an attempt to creatively transform classical theism,
we believe that the term ‘post-Christian,’ if it were to be applied to
Hartshorne’s thoughts about God, would be an inappropriate summary
of the central aimx and overall content of his philosophical writings.
Analogously, it appears to us that Peter A. Bien’s ‘post-Christian’ label
may equally prove to fall far short of capturing what he wishes to say
about the theological implications of Kazantzakis's narrative fiction.

When Peter A. Bien declares that the naturce of St. Francis's
vocational lure is ‘post-Christian’, Bien wants us to appreciate how
Kazantzakis's own religious thought supersedes centuries of classical
Churistian theological doctrine and preacherly discourse. While we agree
with Bien that Kazantzakis does surmount classical theism, we do not
think that this automatically enables us to speak of Kazantzakis’s 'post-
Christian’ status.?! Consider how Hartshorne overcomes the aims and
ideas of Scholastic theology without ever leaving behind the Christian
faith which inspires him to do this. Indeed, we think that Hartshorne's
work is ‘post-dogmatic’, rather than ‘post-Christiant’, in that he believes
the classical dogma of God no longer serves Christian faith well. When
‘post-Christian’ is applied to Kazanizakis's work, il implies that he has
left behind the Christian faith with which, in his novels, he ceaselessly
struggles and whicli he seeks to articulate. We think that the term
‘post-dogmatic’ (applied to Kazantzakis in the same way we apply it here
to Hartshorne) does not succumb to this perceived weakness.

D. Francis's Dream, the Canary, and Objective Immortality
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In chapter one of our study, wc outlined Alfred North Whitehead's
ideca that a process God offers a highly specific vocational aiin and lure
forward at the base of subjective becoming.*? Also, we utilized the work
of John Cobb to refer to God’s ‘aim and Jure’ as a dramatic call into the
future.*3 Along with Cobb, we made a note of the convergence between
Kazantzakis’s understanding of the divine Cry and the ‘call forward’
issued by Whitehead's God.** In Kazantzakis's God’s Pauper: St. Francis
of Assisi, God's Cry or call forward appears to Francis in the form of a
dream.*5

This dream contains God’s ‘initial aim’ for Francis to forsake his
prodigal lifestyle and transubstantiate his flesh into spirit, to free the
élanvital caged up inside his body. How can we be so sure that Francis's
dream truly originates with God? Tom Doulis answers this question in
his article “Kazantzakis and the Meaning of Suffering™:

...there is only one way in which the Kazantzakian man can
be certain that his dream, which he fully believes comes from
either God or the Devil, is meant for his own good. Ifit is
pleasant, if it at all corresponds to his basest and least
admirable nature, then he can be sure it comes from the
Tempter. If, on the other hand, it conflicts with what his
baser nature, his comfort-loving flesh, tells him is good,
then it most certainly comes as a dictate from God.46
Francis confirms this much later: “Man stands within the bounds of
moderation: God stands outside them”, and so the point of life is to
choose where to place oneself.47

In God’s Pauper, Francis's dream equips him with a hitherto

unknown sense of leading and divine guidance. It also affords him the
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opportunity to apprehend the depthlessness of middle-class luxuriance;
indeed, Francis’s dream agitates that part of him which is ‘creature-
loving flesh." Further, it attempts to lure him to advance beyond his
base nature, what one might call the ‘tyranny of the given'. In this
sense, Francis's dream is ‘a night-bird of God'.48

This image of dreams as the ‘night-birds of God’ reminds us of
Kazantzakis’'s preference for bird imagery in The Last Temptation. We will
recall how tenacious eagles ceaselessly dig their claws into Jesus’s head
throughout his spiritual evolution. And we will remember how the caged
partridge in Magdalene’s courtyard hints at the soul's imprisonment
inside the body. In the early part of God’s Pauper, Francis stirs from his
drcamful sleep, during which the night bird of God issucs its vocational
lure, and he hears a caged canary singing.*®

Following one of Lady Pica’'s stories about a religious awakening in
her own life, the narrator of God’s Pauper draws cur attention to the
canary’s melody once more.?% Another dream, in which San Damiano,
patron saint of Assisi, appears to Francis and enlists him to help save
the chapel outside Assisi which bears his name, follows posthaste.5!
Subsequently, the narrator of God's Pauper reintroduces the mellifluous
canary for a third and final time. Francis then hints at the canary’s
figurative importance when he suggests that it signifies the plight of the
human soul as it struggles to escape its animalistic scabbard:

The canary began to sing again. The sun had struck
it, and its throat and tiny breast had filled with song.
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Francis gazed at it for a long time, not speaking, his mouth
hanging half opened, his eyes dimmed with tears.

“The canary is like man'’s soul,” he whispered finally.
“It sees bars round it, but instead of despairing, it sings. It
sings, and wait and see, Brother Leo: one day its song shall
break the bars."52

Kazantzakis’s choice of a canary to reflect the spiritual evolution
of the human soul is not inconsequential. On the contrary, Kazantzakis
probably had the following childhood experience in mind. It is recorded

for us in Kazantzakis's Report to Greco:

I must have been four years old. On New Year's Day my
father gave me a canary and a revolving globe as a handsel,
“a good hand,” as we say in Crete. Closing the doors and
windows of my room, I used to open the cage and let the
canary go free. It had developed the habit of sitting at the
very top of the globe and singing for hours, while 1 held my
breath and listened.

This extremely simple event, I believe, influenced my
life more than all the books and all the people 1 came to
know afterwards. Wandering insatiably over the earth for
years, greeting and taking leave of everything, 1 felt that my
head was the globe and that a canary sat perched on the top
of my mind, singing.53

Much later in his life, aftcr the canary’s death, Kazantzakis made a point
to immortalize the bird’s significance by never forgetting its formative

power on his life:

The canary, the magic bird my father gave me as a New
Year’s present when I was a child, had become a carcass
years before; no, not “become a carcass”--1 blush that this
expression escaped me--had “passed away” I meant to say,
passed away like a human. Or better still, had “rendered its
song up to God.” We buried it in our little courtyard-garden.
My sister cried, but I was calm because I knew that as long
as I remained alive, I would never allow it to perish. “I won't
let you perish,” I whispered as I covered it over with earth.
“We shall live and travel together” 54
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In chapter one of our study, we saw how Alfred North Whitehead
spoke of actual entities being ‘alive’ in their process of concrescence and
then ‘perishing’ into the past once this creative becoming has ended.55
For Whitehead, though, the ‘being’ of a past actual entity can become
‘objectively immortal’ in that while the actual entitly is no longer ‘alive’
in concrescence, it may still ‘live on’ to influence the directionality of
other aclual entities. In the quoted passages from Report to Greco, the
canary, although drained of its subjective immediacy, leaves itself as an
objective legacy for Kazantzakis's future. With the aid of Whitehead's
sense of how the past can influence the future, perhaps we can see the
narrative about the canary in God'’s Pauper as a record of the bird’s
‘objective immnortality’ in Kazantzakis's literary imagination.

E. San Damiano and the Initial Phase of Francis’s Spiritual Evolution

In commeon with Jesus'’s difficult passage through many levels of
messianic formation in The Last Temptation, Nikos Kazantzakis’'s St.
Francis also evolves through several arduous stages of spiritual becoming
in response to the divine Cry. Consider the earlier phase of Francis’s
spiritual rebirth. This occurs on the twenty-fourth of September, a day
after the feast of San Damiano. This is not without significance, for San
Dammiano had earlier appeared to Francis in a dream. Francis views this
dream as a specific request to refortify the ailing chapel outside Assisi
which bears San Damiano's name.3%

San Damiano’s overlooked, run-down chapel mirrors Francis’s
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equally neglected soul:

...san Damiano is exposed to the rain, he is falling in
ruins, stumbling in the darkness; he cannot wait. But our
souls, Brother Leo: do you think they can wait? They too are
exposed to the rain; they too are falling in ruins, stumbling
in the darkness. Forward, comrade! In God’s namel”57

Reconstruction is Kazantzakis's chosen symbol for how Francis
must lay the foundations for a new sclf after the deconstruction of his
former life. At the same time as he repairs and fortifies the run-down
chapel, Francis assembles the newly created parts of his freshly emerging
personhood. Here Leo’s narration underscores the importance of this
reconstruction symbol:

That evening I understood for the first time that all things
are one and that even the humblest everyday deed is part of
a man's destiny. Francis too was deeply roused; he too felt
that there is no such thing as a small deed or a large deed,
and that to chink a crumbling wall with a single pebble is
the same as reinforcing the entire earth to keep it from
falling, the same as reinforcing your soul to keep that too
from falling.58
In the midst of this complex spiritual reconstruction, reminders of
Francis’s former life appear to obstruct him. Consorts, parents, business
partners, and the Assisi townsfolk are all shown to conspire against
Francis and his developing sense of vocation. Francis’s former girlfriend,
Clara, is a good example of one who seeks to curtail Francis's upward
climb towards spiritual maturation, his transubstantiation of flesh into
spirit. Like several Kazantzakian women, Clara serves only to inveigle

FFrancis into entering the devil's snare of domestic ordinariness.®¥ Drunk

with potent dreams of Quixotic spiritual adventure, Francis is
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cmotionally vexed when one day he lterally bumps into Clara at San
Damiano’s chapel. Afraid that she will emasculate him, Francis greets
her with insouciance. This apathy compares with Jesus’s initial
treatment of Magdalene in The Last Temptation.®©

What are we to make of Francis's extreme reluctance to romance
Clara? How does it fit into our view of God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi
as a mythopoesis of process thought? Perhaps Kazantzakis uses this
episode to present two important ideas regarding Francis's spiritual
evolution from opulent troubadour into the ‘poor man of God’'. First,
Francis's former flame threatens to compete with God, the all-consuming
Conflagration.®! Second, Francis uses emotional nonchalance to douse
the hope of ever marrying Clara, and so keep God's holy fire burning
within him. Like Kazantzakis's Jesus, Francis must transfigure the
fleshly appeal of womankind in order to assist the dematerialization of
the élanuvital %2

Clara and Magdalene are not alone in being spiritual casualties in
KRazantzakis's literary fiction. There are at least three other incidents in
which women senselessly suffer in order to pave the way for male heroes.
First, our next chapter will note Sourmelina’'s pointless decapitation at
the hands of a blood-thirsty and rapricious (male) mob in Zorba The
Greek. Second, the widow Katerina is savagely tortured and slain by the
crazed Agha in Christ Recrucified. And third, Captain Michales is ‘forced’

to bayonet Eminé, in Freedom and Death, so that he may take his mind
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off her sexuality and wage war for Crete's liberation.

These examples indicate that Kazantzakis favours Herculean men
who refuse to allow femininity to stand in the way of spiritual evolution.
These men appear robust, assertive, boisterous, and Dionysiac. Andreas
K. Poulakidas agrees. Indeed, Poulakidas believes that Kazantzakis's
male protagonists possess a “ITomeric, Faustian, Quixotic mentality”
which helps to spiritualize rather than domesticate their being.3 By
contrast, Kazantzakis's women are placid, fragile, helpless, and
Apollonian.84

According to Poulakidas, “Kazantzakis's men are hard on women if
their manliness is threatened”.®® If Poulakidas is correct, perhaps we can
see why Francis spurns Clara in God’s Pauper. When she begs Francis to
serenade and court her, it is clear that she imperils his godly mission to
assist the dematerialization of the élanvital. And when she invites him
to join her in a picnic, and forget his labouring, she jeopardizes his
brawny attempt to reconsiruct both San Damiano and himself; in other
words, Clara endangers Francis's God-given, Spirit-driven vocational
ascent towards meaningfulness. Her perfumed sentimentality threatens
to engulf his plans to transubstantiate his own flesh into spirit. It is no
coincidence that Kazantzakis has Francis use soteriological language to
describe his sense of relief when Clara initially agrees to leave him alonc:
“We're saved...” murmured Francis, and he breathed in deeply, as though

he had just escaped an immense danger”.?® In common with Jesus's
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initial rejection of Magadelene in The Last Temptation, Francis resists
Clara’s marital advances. With mocking irony, Leo refers to this initial
phase of Francis’s spiritual maturation as “a period of betrothal, the

betrothal of our souls to God”.87

Betrothal implics happiness, and it comes as no surprise that this
is Leo's preferred metaphor. At this stage of his own spiritual evolution,
Leo helps to fortify the chapel's structure in a mood of bridegroom gaiety
and tenderness. Upset by this, Francis, now the troubled searcher, asks
Leo why he is so ecstatically content? To answer this, Kazantzakis has
Leo use Kazantzakis's favourite metaphor of the transubstantiation of
flesh into spirit in Leo's reply, namely, the caterpillar-butterfly:

“Me? I belleve I'mn a caterpillar buried deep down under
the ground. The entire earth is above me, crushing me, and [
begin to bore through the soil, making a passage to the
surface so that I can penetrate the crust and issue into the
light. It's hard work boring through the entire earth, but I'm
able to be patient because I have a strong premonition that
as soon as I do issue into light I shall become a butterfly”.68

Francis approves of Leo’s image: "That’s it! That’s it!” he confesses to
Leo, “We are two caterpillars and we want to become buliterflies. So...to
work! Mix cement, bring stones, hand me the trowell”.®¥ Since the image
of the caterpillar-butterfly reflects Jesus’s spiritual becoming in The Last
Temptation, it seems we can say that both the Jesus and the St. Francis
of Kazantzakis exemplify the unfolding maturation of the soul as it
responds to the lure forward of a process God.

Such happiness is inevitably short-lived. With San Damiano near

completion, Sior Bernadone, who, in his fortune and fame, signifies the
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downward pull of matter, returns from an extended business trip and
discovers that his own company has becn allowed to deteriorate through
wilful negligence on Francis's part. Understandably furious with this
state of affairs, Sior Bernadone confronts his recalcitrant son. Energized
by a process God who depends on Francis's transubstantiation of matter
into spirit, Francis evades his father's interrogation and continues to
strengthen San Damiano as well as himself. Francis’s attitude appears
iniquitous, but we will recall from Kazantzakis’s The Saviors of God:
Spiritual Exercises how “satisfaction”, not indifference, qualifies as
humankind's greatest sin.”° Thus, to avoid his own stagnation, viewed
here in terms of prosperity and prestige, as well as to facilitate the
dematerialization of the élanvital, Francis must bring about not only the
cessation of all romantic concerns (Clara) but a breach from all familial
connections as well. Like Jesus in The Last Temptation, Francis assists
the concrescence of an evolving God through behaviour that seems
conventionally sinful.

Francis's spiritual bullheadedness manifests itself in several ways.
His nonchalance toward his father parallels his dispassionate approach
toward Clara. In his mind, Francis disallows them from having any
influence over his spiritual becoming. This demeanor is what motivates
Francis heartlessly to ridicule his father's profit-based, mercantile
livelihood:

“You are Sior Bernadone, the one who has the big

shop on the square in Assisi and who stores up gold in his
coffers and strips the people around him naked instead of
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clothing them”.71
Sior Bernadone is emotionally overwhelmed by his son’s insouciance and
momentarily takes leave of him. By contrast, Francis completes his work
on the chapel roof as if nothing of any consequence had occurred. This
scene between Francis and his father summarizes many process themes
in Kazantzakis’s literary fiction: the matter-spirit dialectic, religious
formation, transubstantiation, the development of a process God as well
as how this God relies on our evolution, and the unmaking of the éian
vital,

According to the narrator of God’s Pauper, it is not enough for
Francis to denounce his family and former lover. Indeed, Francis must
forswear both his public persona and his own private fears as well. With
regard to his societal reputation, God instructs Francis to dance in the
streets of Assisi.”2? Concerned for how he will be received by the Assisi
townsfolk, Francis begs God not to tarnish his civic image in this way,
but to have him play the jester in another town. Ilowever, the evolving
God ol God'’s Pauper insists thal Francis will spiritually regress unless he
cschews his former persona in his hometown, and so Francis gallops into
Assisi and performs his Dionysiac pirouette to howls of derision.”3

With echoes of Friedrich Nietzsche’s 'madman’, Francis cavorts
with the villagers and announces his own “new madness” regarding the
redemptive power of selfless love.”* Francis’s message is met both with

trenchant abuse and peals of laughter. By the end of this specific scene,
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Francis has become Assisi's social pariah; indeed, this is Francis’'s
religious requirement if spiritually he is to ripen. Interpreting Francis’s
dancing in light of an informed reading of Alfred North Whitehead’s
process philosophy, we can say that Francis becomes saintly because his
subjective aim here learns to merge with God’s initial aim.

Before long, Francis's family are awakened to his ‘religious lunacy’
and the reintroduction of Sior Bernadone frustrates Francis's pious
advance.”® The Bishop of Assisi intercedes, however, and offers his home
as the location of a consultation between father and son. Using
language that makes no sense unless the fate of the élanvital is implied,
Francis interprcts this confrontation as “the beginning of the ascent”,
and Kazantzakis subsequently has Francis symbolically present his
father with the fine silks on his back. Clearly, Francis’s nakedness is
another attempt to transubstantiate flesh into spirif. Tt signifies both a
sense of closure on his former existence, and his commitment to
spiritual excess as the pattern for his days ahead.”®

Symbolizing the downward pull of matter in the shape of religious
conformism, the Bishop of Assisi attempts to regulate Francis’s spiritual
immoderation by advising him to cultivate an attitude of Aristotelean
temperance. Driven by the need to ‘save’ a process God, Francis knows
that any ‘ethical mean’ is impossible: the ascent to God, and with it the
creative unmaking of the élanvital, needs a litany of Herculean intensity
and extreme vigour:

The bishop escorted Francis a short distance out into
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the courtyard. Bending over, he said to him in a hushed
voice, “Careful, Francis. You're overdoing it.”

“That’'s how one finds God, Bishop,” Francis answered.

The bishop shook his head. “Even virtue needs
moderation; otherwise it can become arrogance.”

“Man stands within the bounds of moderation; God
stands outside them. I am heading for God, Bishop,” said
Francis, and he proceeded hastily towards the street door.
He had no time to lose.77
Having managed to violate his public persona, Francis must now
overcome his own private fears. It is no coincidence that Francis is made
to feel a social outcast after his gambol in Assisi’s marketplace; Francis,
it turns out, dislikes lepers, and so God arranges for him to embrace one
physically.?”® Why does a process God require this extreme action from
Francis? Omne answer involves making use of an observation that John
Cobb makes in God and the World. For Cobb, Kazantzakis's writings tell
of bow each thing in life "wishes to continue essentially as it is, whereas
the stability, the happiness, and the security it enjoys are shattered by
the Cry”.”9 In God’s Pauper, the narrator seems to suggest that Francis’s
felicity and equilibrium must be destroyed if a process God is to evolve
into an indeterminate future. So it is that in God’s Pauper, the Cry of a
concrescing God makes demands on Francis that seem, at least at first
sight, to be too difficult and spiritually demanding but, on reflection,
serve to ensure Francis's and God’s own development.

Significantly, this episode with the leper marks the close of what

Peter A. Bien calls the “private phase” of Francis's vocation. In short,
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the kiss that Francis gives to the leper symbolically adds the finishing
touch to Francis’s construction work on his inncr sclf. Bien expresses it
well:
Having frced himself. . . from the parents, girlfriend,
acquaintances, business pursuits, and image of his former
self, the reborn Francis proceeds from village to village
preaching universal love as the central message of his new
vision. But love is still just an idea for him, not an
experience; thus the culminating episode in the private
phase becomes the one in which he acts upon this idea by
forcing himself to embrace the leper.80
F. Portiuncula and the Dematerialization of the Elan Vital
In his Creative Evolution, Henri Bergson teaches that the cyclical
mechanism of evolution begins with the élanvital, the energetic impulse
which grounds the creative processes of reality and its desire to become
vibrantly alive through active collusion with corporeality (the solidified
aspects of the élanwvital). Once the vital impulse energizes life, it battles
to prevent its own sedimentation in matter. Throughout the process of
becoming, the élanvital craves to be [ree from physical coagulation. To
release itself from matter, the élanvital must unite with corporeality in
order to dispossess itself of its congealments and so return to itself, this
being the complex process of dematerialization.®1
In Bergson's understanding of the evolutionary process, it is very
clear that the principal eneniy of the élanvital is anything in life that is
motionless or phlegmatic. Expressed another way, the élanvital’s major

benefactor is anything in life that is animated or robust. For Bergson,

life's forward directionality depends upon creative action consistent with
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the unmaking or dematerialization of the ¢lanvital. Following Bergson,
Nikos Kazantzakis believes that the telos of our existence is to convert
flesh into spirit. God, élan, or ‘the great Cry' is ‘saved’ whenever and
wherever men and women exercise spiritual metousiosis. This emphasis
on creative transubstantiation is the basic message of Kazantzakis's The
Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises. And it is this testimmony, inspired by
Bergson as well as converging with aspects of Alfred North Whitehead’s
philosophy, that enables us to view God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi
{like The Last Temptatlion and Zorba The (Greek) as a process parable of an
evolving God at work in the world.®2

Kazantzakis's main characters are usually ordinary individuals
who become sanctified heroes through their struggle to eschew material
comfort. Turning aside from the lures of domestic bliss or conventional
happiness, Kazantzakis’s protagonists often strive to animate life so that
they may help set free the vital energy which fructifies and uses them to
advance the world’s development. To varying degrees, Leo and Francis
are driven by a deep need to accelerate their own religious development. .
And in different ways, they yearn to save a process God who depends on
their evolution for God’'s own concrescence. Writing about God’s Pauper
in his Nikos Kazantzakis--Novelist, Peter A. Bien insists that nowhere does
the struggle to cvolve, to transubstantiate flesh into spirit, to ‘save God’,
appear more evident than at the beginning of what he calls the “public
phase” of St. Francis's vocation.®3

We concur with Bien, Consider the scenc where Francis, on his
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way back to Assisi after months of preaching in distant villages, is forced
to mect with Clara once more.?4 Here Clara confesses thart she has not
stopped thinking about her ex-lover and Francis, momentarily bewildered
by her comeliness, admits likewise. Immediately, Francis upbraids
himself for this ‘error’, and resolutely denles his entertaining the thought
of her in his mind. As a result, Clara suddenly becomes bitter and
hostile toward Francis’'s Ilerculean approach to life:
“Accursed is he who acts contrary to the will of God,”
she said in a fierce voice. “Accursed is he who preaches that
we should not marry, should not have children and build a
home; who preaches that men should not be real men, loving
war, wine, women, glory; that women should not be real
women, loving love, fine clothes, all the comforts of life. . . .
Forgive me for telling you this, my poor Francis, but that is
what it means to be a true human being.”85
Clara then throws a red rose, a symbol for the attractiveness of the
material world, at Francis's feet. He initially refuses to acknowledge her
flower and, when Leo finally attempts to retrieve it, Francis instructs his
follower to leave it by the side of the road. Clearly, Francis wishes to
makc it obvious to Leo (and to Clara) that he is interested only in how
man overcomes himself, the transubstantiation of matter into spirit, the
dematerialization of the élanvital, the clawing ascent to God:
“To Assisil” he said, and he began to run. “Take the
ram’s bell, ring it! Good God, to marry, have children, build
a home--1 spit on them alll”
“Alas the day. Brother Francis, but I believe--forgive
me, Lord, for thinking so--1 believe the girl was right. A true
human being---"

“A true human being is someone who has surpassed
what is human--that’s what I say! | implore you, Brother
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Leo, be quiet!”86
Later, after intense spiritual reflection had “eaten away his flesh”
and left only “pure soul”, Francis offers his own process model of God as
the basic source of unrest in the universe:
“People have enumerated many terms of praise for the
Lord up to now,” he sald. “But I shall enumerate still more.
Listen to what I shall call Him: the Bottomless Abyss, the
Insatiable, the Merciless, the Indefatigable, the Unsatisfied,
He who has never once said to poor, unfortunate mankind:
‘Enough!87
Francis's belief that God s caught up in a ceaseless quest for ever new
instances of human flourishing compares favourably with the view of
providence suggested by David A. Pailin, the British process theologian,
in his God and the Processes of Reality: Foundations for a Credible Theism.
For Pailin, God’s agency is "an overall influence which stirs people with a
general dissatisfaction at what has already been achieved and, as its
obverse, a perpetual desire for what is enrichingly novel”.88
KRazantzakis ushers in the “public phase” of Francis's vocation as
Francis broadens his missiological purpose after several days of prayerful
reflection.®® The blossoming almond tree at the church of Santa Maria
degli Angeli--the Portiuncula, is especially symbolic in this newest phase
of Francis's spiritual becoming.?? The tree's meaning may be traced to
poetic lines that Kazantzakis first heard during his travels through the
Aegean: *Sister Almond Tree, speak to me of God.” And the almond tree

blossomed”.?! Once again, Kazantzakis pictures the divine as All in all.

God's reality contains and permeates the entire cosmos, so that
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every aspect of the universe (almond trees included) abides in God. With
regard to “Sweet sister almond tree”, the process religious vision "behind’
these words is ‘panentheistic’, though Kazantzakis never used the term.
Clearly, Kazantzakis’s Francis believes in God's ebullient eruption within
and through creation. To Kazantzakis, God’s circumambient presence
sacralizes the processes of reality. The language of God’s Pauper is that
of transcendence-within-immanence, though Kazantzakis's novel does
not mention the phrase.

In addition to its being a symbol of God’s panenthelstic presence,
the flourishing almond tree reflects the flowering of Francis's ministry.
Possibly the almond tree’s burgeoning radiance anticipates the ripening
of Francis’s ideals in the hearts and minds of others. This interpretation
seems accurate when we consider that Francis eventually recruits some
converts to meet under the tree's majestic branches.®? While these new
‘brothers’ initially seem to share Francis’s vision of religious inclusivity
and social engagement, all sense of fraternal bliss falls apart when
Francis travels to the Eternal City in order to secure Papal support for
his new order.?? Indeed, Brother Elias capitalizes on Francis's absence
and begins to criticize Francis’s political and theological views as
unacceptably picayune and modest.94

In Elias’s opinion, Francis deprecates the body, misconstrues the
role of corporeality in religious struggle, and is afraid truly to revise his

missionary task to include physical rebellion against the perpetrators of
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societal injustice. In Francis’s absence, Elias offers himself as Francis’s
helr apparent, and so seeks to galvanize, organize, and institutionalize
the fraternity so that the friars may reach their original goal of personal
and social transformation. At once, Father Silvester travels to Rome in
order to inform Francis of the developing schism at Portiuncula:
“Elias wants to alter your Rule, Brother Francis. It
seems too strict to him, too inhuman. He says absolute
Poverty is oppressive, and that human nature is incapable of
reaching perfect Love, or perfect Chastity either. He comes
and goes, talks with the brothers both openly and in secret,
and spends his nights writing the new Rule, with Antonio as
his scribe. He has formidable goals in mind. He says he
wants to build churches, monasteries, universities, to send
missionaries far and wide to conquer the world”.95
This battle between Francis and Elias is more than a disagreement
over competing theologies of mission. More than a clash of interests, it
scems to be at the very heart of God’s Pauper. When we burrow beneath
the surface of this novel, we find that the hostility between Francis and
Elias mirrors the cosmic friction between the upward lure of spirit and
the downward push of matter. Energized by a desire to ‘solidify’ the
gpirit (élan) of the fraternily by erecting retreat camps and centres of
academic excellence that will bear the name of the Order, Brother Elias
threatens to frustrate the dematerialization of the élanvital.®¢ By
contrast, Francis’'s desire to practice ‘absolute poverty’' is his attempt to
‘save God’ (contribute to the fluid concrescence of the élanvital) by
converting all his flesh into spirit.

Having ‘fatled’ to win over the fraternity in Assisi, Francis and Leo

depart for Egypt in an attempt both to convert the infidels, particularly
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Sultan Melek-el-Kamil, and to admonish the crusaders.®? However, Leo
later narrates that “the Sultan had not become a Christian, and Francis'
tearful words to the crusaders had been equally ineffective”.93 Why does
Francis’s mission languish in this way? One answer to our guestion
makes use of the theory that Kazantzakis frequently has his heroes
flounder in an early stage of their vocation so that they may succeed at
some later (‘higher’) point in their spiritual development. We do observe
this paradoxical state-of-affairs in The Last Temptation. Here Jesus ‘fails’
in his revolutionary, ‘Son of David' phase yet ‘succeeds’ in his later ‘Son
of God’ stage. In God’s Pauper, Kazantzakis intends for us similarly to
understand Francis’s double vocational failure (Assisi and Egypt) as a
glorious success.

Brother Elias’s religious militancy seals Francis's political fate for
it demonstrates how unsuspecting and unsuitable Francis is for public
life. FHowever, this firsi failure is not at all disastrous since it enables
Francis to look elsewhere to advance his message of selfless love. While
his subsequent defeat at the hands of the infidels and the Christians
seems only to provide further evidence that Francis lacks political
shrewdness, it nevertheless yields the opportunity for Francis to regroup
himself on another, higher level of spiritual becoming.

In Nikos Kazantzakis--Novelist, Peter A. Bien suggests that this
public phase of Francis’'s vocational maturation reflects Kazantzakis’s
belief that, “if the religious life is to remain truly spiritual it must never

remain contented with a previous victory but instead must continuocusly
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expose itself to the possibility of defeat”.9® With regard to God’s Pauper,
“previous victory” refers to the reconstruction of San Damiano, the so-
called ‘betrothal period of Francis's vocation. For Kazantzakis, I'rancis
must not luxuriate in his construction work (San Damiano or his own
self); rather, Francis must continuously propel himself to greater heights
of spiritual consummation. Similarly, Francis must not delight in the
persuasive power of selfless love; rather, Francis must expose this ‘new
madness’ to the danger of resistance and rejection from others.

Francis’'s double failure, schism within the Portiuncula fraternity
and ridicule in Egypt, serves to prove that stagnation has not crept into
Francis’s spirituality and caused him to falter in his mission of ascent
towards God. While Francis's disagreement with Elias is protracted and
bitter, it nonetheless indicates the extent to which Francis is ready to
remain unbrokenly true to his own calling. By the same token, Francis’'s
incffective mission to Egypt authenticates IFrancis’'s steadfastness in the
face of peril. In the context of our thesis, it appears that Kazantzakis
intends for us to view Francis's 'unsuccessful’ actions as assisting the
unfolding purposes of an evolving God. In Bergsonian process terms,
Francis's ‘failure’ is really a ‘success’ because avoiding the cardinal sin of
‘satisfaction’ helps to accelerate the dynamic movement of the élanvital
towards dematerialization.

In our reading of Kazantzakis's narrative fiction as a mythopoesis
of process thought, we have thus far shown that the evolving conflict

between corporeality and the élan vital is central 1o the process view of
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the world in Kazantzakis's The Saviors of God. Moreover, we have noted
when and where and how this eternal struggle is parabelized in The Last
Temptation. God’s Pauper follows The Last Temptation in its exploration
of this battle since Francis, like Jesus in the desert and at Calvary, faces
criticements which endanger the transubstantiation of matter into spirit.
When Francis returns from Egypt and ascends a snow-capped mountain
to await instructions from God, Lucifer tempts Francis, like the Jesus of
The Last Temptation before him, with the lure of marriage and parenthood
(two recurrent signs of ‘bodily inertia’ in The Last Temptation). However,
Kazantzakis has Francis resist Satan’s bait through the construction of
seven snow statues. These statues signify the emotional attraction of
progeny:

Francis gazed at them [the snow statues] and was
suddenly overcome with laughter. “Look, Sior Francis, son
of Bernadone,” he cried, "that is your wife, those your
children, and behind them are your two servants. The whole
family had gone out for a stroll, and you--husband, father,
master--are walking in the lead”.100

The Apollonian charm of domesticity threatens to incarcerate Francis's
riotous, Dionysiac spirit inside its civilized snares, and so Francis looks
to the sun to thaw his creations and symbolically set him free:

But suddenly his laughter gave way to ferocity. He
lifted his hand towards heaven. At the instant he did so the
sun appeared, the mountain began to gleam; below, far in
the distance, Assisi hovered welghtlessly in the air,
uncertainly, as though composed of fancy and morning frost.

“Loxd, Lord,” Francis cried in a heart-rending voice,

“‘command the sun to beat down upon my family and melt
them! I want to escape!”101
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For Kazantzakis, it is Francis's spirit of defiance in the face of
possible physical gratification that ensures the dematerialization of the
dlanvital. Tn Whiteheadian tcrms, Francis constantly finds that he is
faced with a God-given initial aim for enriching his experience and
disturbed by the divinc lure to instantiate this optimum possibility. An
evolving God impresses Godself upon I'rancis with a ferment for
flourishing. By making God’s aim his own subjective aim, chiefly
through spiritual exercises, Francis finds that his transubstantiation of
flesh into spirit contributes to a process God's continued
concrescence. 102
G. Francis's Death: Eschatology in a Process Perspective

Process theologians recognize two approaches to the subject of
eschatology. Like Marjorie [Hewitt Suchocki and David Ray Griffin, some
thinkers subscribe to the notion of ‘subjective immortality’.1°3 This is a
belief in a post-historical, non-temporal redemption and apotheosis of
completed actuality in God. The doctrine of ‘subjcctive immortality’
teaches the notion of continued conscious existence after bodily death.
Other process theologians, like Schubert M. Ogden and David A. Pailin,
favour the idea of ‘objective immortality’.1%% Proponents of this view do
not foresee our survival as conscious subjects; however, they believe that
God prehends all that we do and feel in the divine everlasting life.1%5 All
the many ingredients of a person's life have relevance because they are

cherished in God's eternal reality. Basically, there will be a time when
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no one recollects the life and art of Nikos Kazantzakis but the idea of
objective immortality teaches that God will still recall him. IIis feelings,
decisions, and actions live on perpetually in God's consequent nature.
In one of his recorded conversations with Lucien Price, Alfred
North Whitehead appears to favour this view that we ‘live on’ or become
‘objectively immortal’ by contributing to the world's creative advance:
Insofar as Man partakes of this [evolutionary] process, does
he partake of the divine, of God, and that participation is his
immortality, reducing the question of whether his individuality
survives the death of the body to the estate gf an irrelevancy .106
In The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, Kazantzakis seems to converge
with this aspect of Whitehead's philosophy when Kazantzakis offers his
own belief that we become ‘immortal’ through evolutionary striving:

Our profound human duty is not to interpret or to
cast light on the rhythm of God's march, but to adjust, as
much as we can, the rhythm of our small and fleeting life to
his.

Only thus may we mortals succeed in achieving
something immortal, because then we collaborate with One
who is Deathless.

Only thus may we conquer mortal sin, the
concentration on details, the narrowness of our brains; only
thus may we transubstantiate into freedom the slavery of
earthen matter given us to mold.107

In Process and Realify: An Essay in Cosmology, Whitehead holds
that an actual entity may become objectively immortal in a new process
of concrescence which succeeds it. Indeed, at the heart of his process

philosophy is his belief that the concrescence of any one actual entity

depends on all those past actualities that ‘live on’ to shape the outcome
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of the current entity’s future:

All relatedness has its foundation in the relatedness of
actualitics; and such relatedness is wholly concerned with
the appropriation of the dead hy the living--that is to say,
with ‘objective immortality’ whereby what is divested of its
own living immediacy becomes a real component in other
living immediacies of becoming. This is the doctrine that the
creative advance of the world is the becoming, the perishing,
and the objective immortalities of those things which jointly
constitute stubborr fact.108

In The Saviors of God, Kazantzakis holds that the decisions we make now
will ‘live on’ to shape the future directionality of others. Like Whitehead,
Kazantzakis believes that our actions may become objectively immortal
in the lives of others:

You have a great responsibility. You do not govern
now only your own small, insignificant existence. You are a
throw of the dice on which, for a moment, the entire fate of
your race is gambled.

Everything you do reverberates throughout a thousand
destinies. As you walk, you cut open and create that river
bed into which the stream of descendants shall enter and
flow.

When you shake with fear, your terror branches ount
into the innumerable generations, and you degrade
innumerable souls before and behind you. When you rise to
a valorous deed, all of your race rises with you and turns

valorous.

“I am not alone! I am not alone!” Let this vision
inflame you at every moment,109

At the heart of Kazantzakis's own process way of looking at the world is
his belief that there is something energetically alive in each new moment
of concrescence, something ceaselessly unfolding in relation to what has

been and to what might be.
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Eschatology is a pertinent lopic towards the close of God’s Pauper:
St. Francis of Assisi; indeed, Peter A. Bien suggests that when Francis
leaves Assisi to regroup himself on Monte Alvernia in Tuscany, Francis
launches himself into the “eschatological phase” of his spiritual
becoming.!1¢ Here we must note that in a Kazantzakian context, the
idea of eschatology does not entail any belief in our continued conscious
existence after bodily death. This ‘subjective immortality’ may be a vital
part of the Christian tradition; however, Kazantzakis did not favour
Christian otherworldliness. Indeed, he found it morally repugnant.!!!
For Kazantzakis, eschatology entails our potential to animate the lives
of others in the world. Eschatology involves our ability to become
‘objectively immortal’ in the ‘here-and-now’ of the on-going processes of
reality.

In God’s Pauper, Francis's eschatological potency can be seen while
he s still alive; indeed, it manifests itself in Francis’s bold attempt to stay
unbrokenly true to his vows and become a spiritual paradigm for others.
Consider how his stigmata enable him to inspire numerous pilgrims to
keep alight the human torch of love and order in the pain and chaos of a
changing world.! 12 Recall how he helps to establish good will between
Assist’s troublesome Mayor and Its intransigent Bishop.!!® With regard
to both incidents, one might say that Francis’s decisions and actions
shape the concrescence of others. Francis contributes to their process of

becoming. He exemplifies spiritual evolution because he steadfastly
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negates mediocrity, he resists bodily inertia, he craves self-improvement,
and he struggles to actualize God’s initial aim and lure forward.
Irancis’s eschatological power, then, may be viewed from a process
perspective.

Francis labours until his death to transubstantiate all of his flesh
into spirit. Through filial adherence to his vows, Francis assists the
dematerialization of the dlanvital. He *saves’ his Bergsonian God by
acting as though he were immortal, by striving for aesthetic flourishing
instead of settling for familial satisfaction, and by constantly forging
ahead in response to the divine Cry. There is no belief in a traditional
afterlife in God’s Pauper; however, Francis does not die only to become
totally extinct. Viewing Francis’s death in light of an informed reading
of Whiteheadian process philosophy, we can speak of how Francis lives
on in the lives of those who are inspired by him. He becomes objectively
immortal. Furthermore, we can say that Francis lives on in the mind of
his process God. So far from utterly perishing when he dies, Francis
affects God and thal effect is eternal.

H. Divine-World Reciprocity: Reynokis and Kazantzakis on God

In Franciscan Spirituality: Following St. Francis Today, Brother
Ramon SSF holds that process theology provides us with a theological
term with which to understand Francis's quest for the sacred within
nature:

He [Francis] actually entered into creation and

discovered God in a mystical relation of love. This was not
pantheism, in which the being of God resides in the natural
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order so that nature becomes God. We have learned a new
word for an old experience--it is not the word pantheism, but
panentheism. The being of God is not exhausted by creation,
but rather dwells deep at the heart of things created,
manifests his being and glory through them, so that they
radiate and reflect something of his mysterious,
transcendent, and unutterable giory.114
What Brother Ramon says of the historical Francis, that at the heart of
his spirituality is a sense of God’s panentheistic presence, we also affirm
of Nikos Kazantzakis’s literary Francis. In God’s Pauper: St. Francis of
Assisi, Kazantzakis portrays the world as an evolutionary process ‘called’
into becoming by the divine Cry, enticed to the level of energetic
responsiveness by the evocative Iure of a love that refuses to watch the
world stagnaie. God is at the centre of the creative advance from its
genesis, yct cver ahead, and moving on before. God's Cry is both
transcendent and immanent to Kazantzakis's Francis; indeed, God’s
Pauper shows how an emergent Deity broods over Francis, and yet is also
found throughout creation. In God’s Pauper, all things in nature are the
incognitos of Francis's panentheistic and processive God. Support for
our ‘process reading’ of God’s Pauper (as well as The Last Temptation) is
found in Daniel A. Dombrowski's article “Kazantzakis and the New
Middle Ages™:
Kazantzakis's Jesus and 3i. Francis are panentheists ({hose
who believe that all is in God, a God who partially
transcends the natural world) rather than pantheists (those
who believe that the natural world is God without
remainder).115

In common with God’s Pauper, Whitcheadian process theology

supports an evolutionary view of reality, everything is ‘in the becoming’,
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together with a belief that God's circumambient presence envelops and
lovingly seeks to lure our on-going world to surpass earlier stages of its
own development. For Kazantzakis, as for Whitchcadians, the world
makes a difference to God’s becoming. In his book Process and Reality:
An Essay in Cosmology, Alfred North Whitehead offers his own view of
divine-world interdependence:

It is as frue to say that the World is immanent in God,
as that God is immanent in the World.

It is as true to say that God transcends the World, as
that the World transcends God.

It is as true to say that God creates the World, as that
the World creates God.116

The important idea at the heart of these Whiteheadian antitheses
is reciprocity between God and the world; indeed, Whitehead holds that
God and the evolutionary process rely on each other for the realization of
potential. In The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, Kazantzakis
emphasizes his own sense of a coinherence of the Cry with the World:

Within the province of our ephemeral flesh all of God
is imperiled. He cannot be saved unless we save him with
our own struggles: nor can we be saved unless he is
saved.117

The process religious vision of The Saviors of God underlies God’s Pauper.
A similar account of God and the world working together to overcome
earlier levels of their own concrescence is in the work of Blair Reynolds,
a Whiteheadian process theologian whose main work is Toward a Process

Prnieumaiology.

While we observe the inklings of this view of divine transcendence-
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within-immanence in Whitehead’s process philosophy, Reynolds seems
to best develop this concept in process theology. Therefore, it is
nccessary to view Reynolds's process theology alongside of Kazantzakis's
writings, culminating in his God’s Pauper. We view first hand the
correlation between the two writers on this subject of divine-human co-
creativity. Reynolds states:
...God is no mere element in an abstract scheme, but a
concrete presence in the dynamism of life and growth. The
mutual immanence between God and the world means that
we are no longer forced to choose between the dignity of the
human spirit and the Holy Spirit. All creatures are
responsible co-creators of the universe. In other words, we,
as constituents of a dynamic, relativistic universe, are part
of the vast drama of creative advance that involves ourselves
and much more.118
While this process account of divine-world ‘co-creatorship’ is expressed
indirectly in God’s Pauper, it is stated more directly in Kazantzakis's
Report to Greco:
Every living thing is a workshop where God, in hiding,
processes and transubstaniiates clay. This is why trees
flower and fruit, why animals multiply, why the monkey
managed to exceed its destiny and stand upright on its two
feet. Now, for the first time since the world was made, man
has been enabled to enter God’s workshop and labor with Him.
The more flesh he transubstantiates into love, valor, and
freedom, the more truly he becomes Son of God, 119

In God’s Pauper, Francis and his process God work together in order to
turn flesh into spirit.12° They accomplish this event of dematerialization
by wrestling with what Whitehead refers to as the “stubborn fact[s]” of
the evolutionary thrust, by unfastening the chains of the past

(satisfaction), and by nurturing each other's concrescence. 121
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This accent on the mutual reciprocity between God and the world
has not always been a vital feature of Christian theology. Indeed, some
theologians of the Christian tradition strongly resist the idea that God
requires us for God's development.122? But as we noted in chapter one of
our study, this clagsical model of God was criticized by Whitehead. In
Process and Reality, he proclaimed that thinking of God as an Unmoved
Mover did not serve Christian faith well. In his book Toward a Process
Prnieurmnatology, Reynolds declares his own sense of dissatisfaction with
the conception of God in classical forms of Christianity:

Since God, in classical theism, is a self-contained,
immutable being that could neither be increased nor
diminished by what we do, it follows that God must be
wholly indifferent to our sufferings and actions. Completely
unaffected by the world, the supreme cause but never effect,
God is, as Camus has charged, the eternal bystander whose
back is turned on the world. It is then impossible to speak
of the paraclete; for this unmoved deity can give neither
comfort, consolation, nor love.123

In opposition to a monarchical model of God-world asymmetrical
dualism, where God is conceptualized as the Unmoved Mover, Ruthless
Moralist, or Ultimate Philosophical Principle, Reynolds professes belief in
a process God whose Spirit seeks both to persuade and cherish us:
The main contribution of process theology to pneumatology
is to stress this fact that the Spirit is God as supremely
sensitive. The Spirit cxercises its power lovingly, so that its
influence is never undue but persuasive rather than all-
determining and coercive. God is not aloof, an unmoved
dictator, but He is supremely and emphatically aware of our
sufferings. 124

In God’s Pauper, Francis gives poetic expression to this notion that God

genuinely cares for the world with infinite patience, mercy, and empathy:
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“Until now I [Francis] wept, beat my breast, and cried out my
sins to God. But now I understand: God holds a sponge. H I
were asked to paint God's loving-kindness, T would depict
Him with a sponge in His hand....All sins will be erascd,
Brother Leo: all sinners will be saved--even Satan himself,
Brother Leo; for hell is nothing more than the antechamber
of heaven.”

“But then--" I began.

But Francis held out his hand and covered my mouth.

*Quiet!” he said. “Do not diminish the grandeur of
God.”125

Utilizing Whiteheadian terminology, Reynolds’s own doctrine of
divine circumambient presence rests on an understanding of the divine
primordial nature as “"God's primal urge for self-consciousness that is
fulfilled only through the reality of creation”. 126 Reynolds also holds
that in the consequent nature, God is “an all-encompassing mafrix of
sensitivily pervading throughout all things”.!27 With Whitehead as his
main source of intellectual support, Reynolds never tires of proclaiming
his process theme of divine-world alliance:

The Christian affirmation of God as love includes the notion
of a mutual reciprocity between God and the world. This
reciprocity is a central tenet in the metaphysics of process
theology. . . God is a matrix of sensitivity, a fellow-sufferer
who empathetically participates in all human suffering.128
In God’s Pauper, Francis shares this process belief that the world and
God are inextricably bound together. Notice how Francis expresses this
conviction at the same timme as emphasizing divine sensitivity and God’s

transcendence-~within-immanence:

“How great God’s kindness is, Brother Leo,” he often
said to me. “"What miraculous things surrcund us! When
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the sun rises in the morning and brings the day, have you
noticed how happily the birds sing, and how our hearts leap
within our breasts, and how merrily the stones and waters
laugh? And when night falls, how benevolently our sister
Fire always comes. Somelimes she climbs up to our lamp
and lights our room; sometimes she sits in the fireplace and
cooks our food and kceps us warm in winter. And water:
what a miracle that is too, Brother Leo! How it flows and
gurgles, how it forms streams, rivers and then empties into
the ocean--singing! How it washes, rinses, cleanses
everything! And when we are thirsty, how refreshing it is as
it descends within us and waters our bowels! How well
bound together are man’s body and the world, man’s soul
and God!”129

T"or Reynolds, the concept of God’s dipolarity (defined as above)
carries with it the idea of divine transcendence-within-immanence. in
God’s primordial nature, the divine is ontologically independent of the
creative advance as the benevolent provider of optimum initial aims. In
God's consequent nature, the divine is the surrounding environment of
tenderness within which all actualizations originate. In Reynolds’s view,
God is both transcendent and immanent as dynamic-responsive love:

Creativity and sensitivity are inseparable in God. God’s
creative activity in the world is based upon empathic
responsiveness {(agape at its best), and this responsiveness is
always in light of an intended creative influence to lure the
world to higher forms of realization.130
For Reynolds, God is in everything and everything is in the divine life.13!
Reynolds’s process theology is unashamedly panentheistic; however, the
question that now arises is whether or not the deity that Francis seeks
to worship and serve in God'’s Pauper is equally dynamic and, in one

sense, consequent to, hence contingent upon, the world? To answer this

question, one that is so central to our thesis, we offer three observations
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regarding Whiteheadian process theology and Kazantzakis's work.
First, Reynolds's Whiteheadian notion that everything (including
God) is 'in the becoming’ is analogous to Kazantzakis's general picture of
“the Cry” or “creative Breath” who storms through matter, fructifies it,
and seeks to urge it ever onward to fresh expressions of itself.13% Report
o Greco is Bergson baptized, evolution sacralized:
It would seem that a great explosive élan cxists in life's every
molecule, as though each such molecule had compressed
into it the impetus of life in its entirety, ready to explode at
every collision. Life liberates its inner yearnings in this way,
and advarnces.133
This process way of picturing God and the world in energetic terms
appears throughout Kazantzakis's writings. Consider his fondness for
fire as a symbol of change. In The Saviors of Gad, Kazantzakis declares
that, "Fire is the first and final mask of my God. We dance between two
enormous pyres”.!24 And in God's Pauper, we find that Leo shrinks back
when the ‘purified’ Francis touches him on the head as if to anoint him.
Subsequently, Leo compares God’s savage presence, as it is mediated by
Francis, to an all-consuming inferno.!3% Further on, Francis becomes
frustrated with Leo’s inability to discern that “the soul of man is a divine
spark”.)36 Finally, in Report to Greco, Kazantzakis reveals a process God
who frequently descends upon humanity like “clumps of fire”.137 What
this fire symbolism seems to indicate is that Kazantzakis views both God

and the world as ever-changing, like the flickering and intermittent

flame.}38
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Second, the process idea of relational development dominates
Kazantzakis's narrative fiction. In Report to Greco, Kazantzakis pictures
God as “the Moving Monad, the shifting summit”.!3° This ‘Moving
Monad'’ is a central aspect of the way that Francis views the divine in
God’s Pauper. It is implicit in his belief that one comprehends God by
intuiting divinity in all aspects of the creative advance, discovering the
dlanvital in “life’s every molecule”.140 Here Leo narrates how Francis goes
to an abandoned cave in order to reflect on God’s dynamic and relational
presence within the world:

As soon as he had found himself alone he fell on his
face and began to kiss the soil and call upon God. “I know
Thou art everywhere,” he called to Him. “Under whatever
stone I lift, 1 shall find Thee; in whatever well 1 look, 1 shall
see Thy face; on the back of every larva 1 gaze upon, at the
spot where it is prcparing to put forth its wings, 1 shall find
Thy name engraved. Thou art therefore also in this cave and
in the mouthful of earth which my lips are pressing against
at this moment. Thou seest me and hearest me and takest
pity on me”. 141
For Kazantzakis’s St. Francis, nature is God's theatre. The universe is
God’'s wealth. Divine love extends throughout all of the world and is not
just restricted to human history, but includes the natural environment
as well. God is All in all. In keeping with Kazantzakis's view of God as
the ‘Moving Monad’, André Cloots and Jan Van der Veken, in their essay
“Can the God of Process Thought be ‘Redeemed'?”, make the claim that
“Whitehead’s metaphysics is really a pluralism of interrelated monads,

with God as the Supreme Monad".142

As God’s Pauper unfolds, we notice how Francis’'s assimilation to
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God involves his becoming insensible to any form of humanity-nature
bifurcationalistn. Indeed, Francis preaches that God is objectified in the
interconnectedness of reality. All the many inhabitants of the natural
world are inextricably bound together and continually participate within
the on-going life of God, as the image of the ‘Moving Monad’ suggests. In
the following passage, Leo views seasonal changes as indicative of a
spiritual nexus hetween God and creation:

How many times in my life had I seen the arrival of
spring! This, however, was the first time I realized its true
meaning. This year, for the very first time, I knew (Francis
had taught me} that all things are one, that the tree and the
soul of man--all things--follow the same law of God. The
soul has its springtime like the tree, and unfolds. . . .143

Third, Kazantzakis's Francis appears to approximate the process
notion that God lures us on to novel expressions of aesthetic worth or,
put in Kazantzakian parlance, that God issues a Cry from within us to
help emancipate the divine {rom the oppressiveness of corporeality. Like
Jesus in The Last Temptation, Francis moves through successive stages of
spiritual evolution. It is a vision of a God in process, appearing as ‘the
Cxy' or ‘creative Breath’, who strives to inspire both Jesus and Francis to
surpass earlier developments of their own becoming. Here Francis takes
us to the heart of Kazantzakis’s model of God:

“Not enough!’ That's what He screamed at me. If you
ask me, Brother Leo, what God commands without respite, I
can tell you, for I learned it these past three days and nights
in the cave. Listen! ‘Not enough! Not enough!’ That's what
He shouts each day, each hour to poor, miscrable man. ‘Not
enough! Not enough?'. . . T can't go further!” whines man.

‘You can!’ the Lord replies. ‘I shall break in two! man
whines again. ‘Break!' the Lord replies.”144
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Francis seems to suggest that God works as the ground of the disconfent
we sense as, evaluating our previous achievements, we become cognizant
of novel possibilities and strive to actualize them.

Compare Francis’s model of God as the basic source of unrest with
Reynolds’s Whiteheadian construal of the divine magnetism which seeks
to liberate us from oppressive self-satisfaction. In Toward a Process
Pneumnatology, Reynolds pictures God as “the supreme organ of novelty”
who “opens up the future by luring us beyond the tyranny of the given”.14%
He proclaims that God (as transcendence-within-immanence) constantly
agitates us to prevent hackneyed monotony and to direct the upward
movement toward higher degrees of aesthetic harmony:

Whitehead argues that those species that self-transcend
through actively modifying the environment spearhead the
upward trend [we believe that Irancis accomplishes this self-
overcoming in God’s Pauper]. This modification of the
environment is directed by the aesthetic quest for enriched
experience. This means that creative transformation
constitutes our very existence. When creativity ceases, the
organism dies. Thus, the Spirit continually functions to
challenge the status quo, to jar us out of our complacency.
In a sense, this is divine chastisement. But it is essentially
God’s agape, because it condemns in the world that which
would destroy us. This is God’s transcendence in the
context of immanence. God as the principle of relevance of
all genuine novelty transcends any given epoch. Yet God is
also immanent or incarnate to the extent that relevant
potentiality is actualized, thereby deepening the
incarnation.146

In conclusion to this third point, André Cloots's and Jan Van der
Veken's description of God in Whitehead’s process philosophy appears to

parallel Kazantzakis's (and Reynolds's) ever-changing, ever-ascending
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notion of deity:
The religious notion of God...is fundamentally linked to
upward movement, to refreshment and beauly, to harmony,
adventure, and peace.147
In his many writings, then, Kazantzakis evokes this upward movement
together with the nature of God’s luring power in those scenes where our
attention is drawn to the dynamic presence of thorn-claws, intense fire,
buttcrflies, silkworms, and flying-fish. In the context of our thesis, we
interpret these iropes as suggestive of the power of human potential,
grounded in a process God, to transubstantiate all flesh into spirit. In
Kazantzakis's view, metousiosis helps effect the ‘redemption’ of God (élan
vital) in our time; indeed, to strive for forms of life increasingly more
purposive is to co-create the world with deity. This idea of co-creatorship
is echoed in Reynolds's own process pneumatology:
God and the world are inseparably bound together, so that
there is a genuine reciprocity between the two. . . neither
God nor the world is self-sufficient. Without Cod there
would be no world, and without a world there would be no

God. God inherits from the world, and the world inherits
from God.148

At this juncture, any connection between Kazantzakis’s process
God and the Whiteheadian model of deity developed by Reynolds appears
to suffer breakdown.!4® This is because Reynolds, following Whilehead,
promotes a view of God as One who gives unity and humanity to life; in
contrast, Kazanizakis pictures his God in stark, threatening terms.
Reynolds images God as One who tenderly cares for the world; however,

Kazantzakis's deity is immitigably cruel and pitiless to the human and

256




temporal condition.
I. Kazantzakis and Reynolds on Divine Agency: Some Differences
God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi is one of many texts in which
Nikos Kazantzakis, at times, implies that God seeks to tear us to pieces.
Francis is portrayed, like Jesus in Kazantzakis's The Last Temptation, as
someone who confronts life with heroic pessimism, who gives voice to the
Cry hellowing within him, and who consequently saves God through his
own spiritual entropy. But whereas the process God of Alfred North
Whitehead, and thus of Blair Reynolds, tendcrly cares for humankind,
Kazantzakis’s in God’s Pauper exercises power arbitrarily and mercilessly.
We see this with particular clarity when Brother Leo struggles to
comprehend the Christic significance of Francis’s encounter with the

leper:

God is severe, I reflected, exceedingly scvere; He has no pity
for mankind. What was it that Francis had just finished
telling me: that God's will was supposed to be our own
deepest, unknown will? No, nol God asks us what we don't
want and then says, “Thatl’s what I want!” He asks us what
we hate and then says, "That’s what I Jove. Do what
displeases you, because that is what pleases me!” And you
see, here was poor Francis carrying the leper in his arms,
having first kissed him on the mouth!150

Consequently, Leo calls the goodness of God into question by accusing
the divine of sinister tactics and of “playing games with us”.'®1 Further
on in the novel, this becomes even more of a problem for Sior Bernadone,
Irancis’s father:

“Have you not pity for your mother?” Bernadone asked
again. “She weeps all day and all night. Come home; let her
see you.”
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“I must first ask God," Francis managed to answer.

“A God who can prevent you from. seeing your mother:
what kind of God is that?” said Bernadone, looking at his
son imploringly.152

Francis is unable to respond. Yet Brother Leo, feeling a deep sense of
theological disquiet at this point, takes us to the heart of Kazantzakis's
idea of violent grace:

Truly, what kind of God was that? I asked myself,
remembering my poor, unfortunate mother, long since dead.
What kind of God was capable of separating son from
mother?

I gazed at Francis, who was in front of me striding
hurriedly up the hill. . . . I sensed that inside his feeble,
half-dead body there was hidden a merciless and inhuman
force which did not concern itself with mother and father,
which perhaps even rejoiced at abandoning them. What
kind of God was that--really! I did not understand!153

This is not the only place where Leo laments that God appears as
the invulnerable despot in Francis’s life. Later, complaining that
Francis’s God expects too much of us, he wonders why God behaves “so
inhumanly towards us” if God wants to work with us in a creative
partnership.!54 Francis attempts to assuage Leo's doubts by suggesting
that God loves us but must sometimes appear cruel in order to sustain
the divine governance of the world.!®® Leo demurs, yet Francis resolutely
preaches that God may “descend on us in any guise that pleases Ilim--as
hunger, or as a fine wind, or as the plague!”! 5 These defiant words,

however, seem curiously unsatisfactory when we discovcr that

Kazantzakis's Francis concludes his life gravely handicapped. We feel in
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the final chapters that Francis exemplifies heroic futllity as we see the
extent to which his life has been torn to shreds for the sake of furthering
the ilmpersonal process of dematerialization--the basis of divinc
salvation.157

In our analysis of Kazantzakis’'s narrative fiction, we have noted
how Kazantzakis's madel of God disturbs and intimidate us in order that
we may realize authentic becoming. If this is how Kazantzakis’s deity
works in the world, through testiness and irritability, the models offered
by Kazantzakis and by Whiteheadian process theologians would seem to
be at variance with one another. The main difficulty presenied to the
religious sensibilities of process thinkers by Kazantzakis's model is its
apparent valuational non-significance. According to Blair Reynolds:

The world has learned much since the days of the
absolute monarchs. Through the centuries there has been
gainced a hard-won intuition that there is another, better
concept of ruling power in which the personal dignity of the
governed is protected and in which rulers interact with the
governed, limited by the intrinsic rights of the latter.
Humankind has had enough of despotic rulers in history not
to warrant a supreme despot in the Spirit. 158

Against this model of God as ‘conquering Caesar’, Reynolds offers a view
of God's humaneness. ! % Reynolds seems to represent many process
theologians who find a maodel of God that does not contribute to human
flourishing problematic.18° Those process theologians whose concern is
to ground theistic models pragmatically may conclude that Kazantzakis's

way of picturing deity is non-significant practically since it does not

immediately appear to promote human flourishing.
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Process theologians hold that if one adopts impersonal images for
God--images like conflagration and claws--onc imples that God is aloof
from, and ostensibly indifferent to, the creative advance. We know that
Whiteheadians, contrariwise, view God's agency as the graceful provision
of optimum vocational lures for subjective becoming. They do not seem
to support ways of imaging God as malicious, or as indifferent to the
creative advance, but instead favour ways of discerning the divine-world
and human-world alliances as reciprocal, inclusive, tender, and mutnally
liberating.

We seem to have reached an impasse with Kazantzakis's view of
the divine and Whiteheadian process thought with regard to God's
humaneness. Yet we believe that an underlying complementarity does
exist. To show this alliance, we recall a book we first introduced in
chapter one of our study: John Cobb's God and the World. In an early
part of our thesis, we noted how Cobb’s own Whiteheadian notion of the
divine “call forward” seems analogous to Kazantzakis's idea of the "Cry”
issuing from, and forming the ground of, our evolutionary-historical
trajcctory. For Cobb, process accounts of God have much to gain from
an informed reading of Kazantzakis's narrative fiction:

There is a valid emphasis in Kazantzakis which is only paxtly
to be found in Whitehead. Kazantzakis perceives the Cry or
call forward as terrible and terrifying. Whitehead also knows
that at times the situation is such that thc best that is
offered us must appear as oppressive fate. But Kazantzakis
means more than this. He sees how passionately each thing

wishes to continue essentially as it is, whereas the stability,

the happiness, and the security it enjoys are shattered by the
Cry.161
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We concur with John Cobb. For us, the power of Kazantzakis's
symbols for God lies in the struggle that engages human indifference.
Throughout his writings, Kazantzakis says that the Cry lures us towards
fresh possibilities for authentic becoming, but that this involves us in
pain and loss as we reach beyond the comfort of the given, He believes
we can take heart, however, because to assume our place in the creative
advance on such an uneasy footing is an enormous act of courage--an
heroic ordeal befitting true saviours of God. In his article “"Anthropodicy
and the Return of God”, Frederick Sontag, an American theologian
sympathetic to process thought, expresses Kazantzakis's view of God in
the following terms:

Kazantzakis portrays God as needing human help if he is to
be saved. The search for God and the struggle to help God
involve sheer agony for people, not the bliss some comforting
preachers offer us each Sunday. To struggle for God is also
to struggle with God, and it can be a bloody battle.
Kazantzakis thinks that, if we have too much hope, this
dulls one’s desire to engage in battle, becausc as long as we
hold on to religious hope we avoid the struggle to help
others.162

For Kazantzakis, there exists an unending interaction between
God and the world--between the divine and the creative advance--since
each needs the other for its own redemption. His process God saves the
world by fructifying matter with the divine Cry; indeed, God inspires men
and women to fulfill themselves by luring them into a future rich with

aesthetic possibilities. And humans liberate God wherever and whenever

they respond to God’s Cry with ethical and religious beauty.
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Within his narrative fiction, Kazantzakis appears to say that the
effectiveness of God’s agency in the world is not assured unless men and
women experience some degree of psychic turmoil, deep uncértainty, and
disteleology as they (and God) seek to struggle against the tyranny of the
given. The creative advance is hostile to novclty. God. acting as the Cry
forward, must often wrestle with the worst in the world (stagnant matter)
in order to bring forth the best in it. Using vivid language, Kazantzakis
describes the agitating impulses of God stirring nature, together with the
feclings of creatures, as life uncoils and moves ahead of itself. Following
Whitehead, Reynolds believes in a process God who presses in upon the
creative advance and its many inhabitants, and who yearns for both to
surpass earlier stages of their own concrescence, In our view, the process
God of God’s Pauper is compatible with Reynolds’s Whiteheadian view of
God (Spirit) who, in the divine consequent nature, is enriched by
expressions of spiritual engagement and praxis within the world. 163
J. (Kazantzakis’s) Literature and (Process) Theology: A Dipolar View

In this penultimate section of chapter four, we use the preceding
‘exchange’ between Nikos Kazantzakis’'s God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi
and Blair Reynolds's Toward a Process Pneumatology to throw light on
the nature of the relationship between literature and theology in general.
In keeping with the approach used in earlier chapters, we recognize that
literature, as writing, may be seen to continually {rustrate the reference-
claiming tendencies manifest in systematic theology, and we acknowledge

that Whiteheadian process theology is one key example of this way of
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thinking theologically. At the same time, we are careful to concede that
without ‘theology'-~in the way we've been using this word throughout our
study--and its systematic ordering of experience, literature is in danger of
assuming a ‘ludic randomness’ by which it is impossible for us to live,
Thus, the central point here is that theological and literary discourse
may be seen to interact, producing an understanding that we might
designate as dipolar; in short, metaphysical and poetic language are
complementary yet antagonistic modes of discourse.

Our thesis has evolved thus far by asserting how Kazantzakis’s
deep-rooted conviction about the intellectual and spiritual efficacy of
Bergsonian transformism is expressed throughout his many writings,
especially his narrative fiction. This specific approach is not without
support from other Kazantzakis scholars. As we have indicated, Peter A.
Bien's work concentrates on Kazantzakis's “mythopoesis of Bergsonian
doctrine”.164 Also, Andreas K. Poulakidas links Bergson and Kazantzakis
together as “metaphysic acstheticians”.'®® Finally, James F. Lea notes
how Kazantzakis's “salvationist” approach to life utilizes many aspects
of Bergsonian transformism.*®®

These specific observations about Kazantzakis’s work are part of
the more general conviction that critics may be justified in their inquiry
into how authorial beliefs help shape the literary style and output of a
creative writer. '87 In Religion and Modern Literature: Essays in Theory and

Criticism, G. B. Tennyson and Edward E. Erickson show themselves to be
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important custodians of this approach to fiction:
... Just as we know from the experience of Paradise Lost or
The Divine Comedy that these are works of supreme aesthetic
achievement, so we also know from the experience of these
works that the beliefs that are expressed in them and that
lie behind them are not irrelevant to them. What is more,
we experience the same awareness in many modern novels
that are far less obviously religious than works of earlier
ages. We may not know exactly what degree the beliefs
impinge upon the works, but we know they impinge. If' we
want 1o see these works steadily and whole we know that
one of our tasks as reader-critics is to determine just what

the relationship of those beliefs to the finished work of art
is.168

Tennyson and Erickson'’s approach to fiction may possess a kernel
of appropriateness; however, we must be aware of one important caveat
to their method of reading literary texts. Kazantzakis’s use of Henrl
Bergson’s process philosophy is clearly a matter of ardent interest for
Kazantzakis critics, and our thesis acknowledges this point, but our
responsibility as reader-critics of Kazantzakis's art is not the apparently
straightforward one of treating his writings as illustrated religious or
metaphysical tracts, and then proceeding to extrapolate the ‘essence’ of
the ‘message’ which we believe Kazantzakis wishes to preach to us.
Tennyson and Erickson come dangerously close to suggesting that this
‘method of extrapolation’ is the most satisfying way to approach
literature, yet it seems important to assert (in one important sense) that
God'’s Pauper is not narrativized Bergsonian process theology.

On one level, the value of God's Pauper ought not to be assessed by
criteria taken from either Bergson’s or Alfred North Whitehead's process

metaphysics. It ought not to be judged by the yardstick of ‘conceptual
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coherence’ since Kazantzakis's work is grounded in the imaginativc usc
of literary forms, and these appear to resist the gravitational lure of
formulated truth or logical exactness. In short, any concern for credal
affirmation and theological dogmatics is beyond Kazantzakis’s scope as a
novelist; indeed, his so-called ‘duty’ as a creative writer does not appear
to be that of discovering ways to comprehensively delineate faith, to
expound a religious thesis, or to promulgate a special kind of
metaphysics.

In a brief article, “Some Theological Mistakes and Their Effects on
Modern Literature,” the process philosopher Charles Hartshorne appears
to align himself with the specific practice of reading that we have just
disputed.189 After asserting that “poets and fiction writers...often express
or imply philosophical beliefs”, he traces the concept of determinism as
an implied metaphysic in the literary fiction of Thomas Love Peacock,
Robinson Jeffers, Williaim Wordsworth, Robert Frost, Thomas Hardy,
Wallace Stevens, and a number of others.!?? His reason for approaching
literature in this way is so that he can highlight the logical pitfalls in a
deterministic way of looking at the world. But cur approach so far has
been to question the idea that creative writing promulgates an implied
metaphysic, or a controlling logic. And we have been suggesting that to
isolate ‘'literary examples’ of conceptual understanding. as Hartshorne
does in this article, is to treat the literary fiction under investigation as
a special kind of narrativized dogma or preachment. To assume that

literary fiction is basically tractarian is arguably to evacuate creative
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writing of all its fictive power. Under such terms, we view Hartshorne's
approach to literature as critically unhelipful.

In his many writings, Alfred North Whitehead initially does not
appear to fare any better than Hartshorne. In Modes of Thought, he puts
forward an astonishing claim that part of the philosopher’s task is to
précis the imaginative vision of creative writers. For example, this is how
Whitehead feels the philosopher should treat Milton's verse:

Philosophy is the endeavour to find a conventional
phraseology for the vivid suggestiveness of the poet. It is the
endeavour to reduce Milton’s ‘Lycidas’ to prose, and thereby

to produce a verbal symbolism manageable for use in other
connections of thought.171

The issue here is whether or not ‘reduction’ is possible without loss of
aesthetic quality. In Speaking in Parables: A Study in Metaphor and
Theology, Sallic McFague depicts ‘theology’ as a secondary activity, a form
of critical reflection that arises from the parabolic base of the biblical
witness. As a consequence, McFague would issue an emphatic ‘'no’ as

part of her answer to the question we pose above:

One does not move casily from poetic forms to discursive
discourse, for metaphor is not finally translatable or
paraphraseable. No literary critic would attempt to translate
or paraphrase the ‘content’ of a Shakespearian sonnet: it
could not be done and it would be a travesty if attempted.
The critic who does not attempt to kcep his or her method
and language close to the sonnet, who does not attempt to
bring others to the experience of the poem, may write an
interesting book or article, but it will not have much to do
with the sonnet. He or she may turn out to be an
acsthetician or a philosopher, but this is to move into
another mode entirely--that of discursive language.172

McFague connects her general belief in the irreducibility of literary

266




discourse with her specific suggestion that we may not paraphrase, say,
the Lukan parable of the Prodigal Son (Lk. 15:11-32) without losing the
meaning inherent within the form used by Luke.'72 She concedes that we
could ‘extrapolate’ a theological assertion ‘out’ of this parable, that
God's love is unconditionally gracious, but McFague insists that such a
procedure has too many shortcomings:

[paraphrase would] miss what the parable can do for our
insight into such love. For what counts here is not
extricating an abstract concept but precisely the opposite,
dclving into details of the story itself, letting the metaphor
do its job of revealing the new setting for ordinary life. It is
the play of the radical images that does the job.174

Significantly, Kazantzakis offers his own version of this parable, a
provocative piece of intertextuality which appears in Report to Greco, in
which he emends the parable’s familiar ending to include the possibility
of further rebellion by the father’s other son:

The prodigal returns tired and defeated to the tranquil
paternal home. That night when he lies down on the soft
bed to go to sleep, the door opens quietly and his youngest
brother enters. “I want to go away.” he says. "My father's
house has grown too confining.” The brother who just
returned in defeat is delighted to hear this. He embraces his
brother and begins to advise him what to do and which
direction to take, urging him to show himself braver and
prouder than he did, and nevermore deign to return to the
paternal “stable” (that is what he calls his father's house).
He accompanies his brother to the door and shakes his
hand, reflecting, perhaps he will turn out stronger than I
did, and will not return.178

If we so wished, we could ‘extrapolate’ a ‘doctrine’ of Bergsonian process
philosophy in Kazantzakis's renarration of Luke's parable. Indeed, we

could interpret the younger brother's desire to leave the homestead as his
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hope to spiritualize his hitherto satiated being, as the transmutation of
his ‘average’ soul into a noble and courageous spirit, or as an expression
of heroic pessimism which facilitates the élanviinl’'s dematerialization.
But like any ‘paraphrase’ of the original Gospel parable, any ‘explication’
of Kazantzakis’s own rendition, including the possibilities we offer here,
is always likely to prove less interesting than the story itself. And this,
McFague teaches us, is because literary discourse is “...shot through
with open-endedness, with pregnant silences, with cracks opening up
into mystery. But it ['the trope’] remains profoundly impenetrable”.!76

In light of McFague’s remarks regarding the poet’s unphilosophical
tools of symbol, word-play, and irony, which she maintains are not
susceptible to systematic extrapolation without being cheated out of
their fictive power, we suggest that Whitehead overlooks how fictive
devices often crack when placed under the strain of reduction. He [ails
to value how metaphor always works as/not. He does not recognizc that
similes and parables are finally irreduceable.

In spite of the remarks made above, some critics continue to hold
that the task of reading involves isolating a text's implied metaphysic
and expressing this in discursive language. In Literature and Religion,
Giles Gunn speaks of how each reader-critic must immerse him or
herself into the fictional world of the creative writer in order to locate the
‘content’ of their work. Here is Gunn’s thesis in full:

Every work of iimmaginative literature is based upon some

deeply felt, if not tully or even partially conscious,
assumption about what can, or just possibly does,
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constitute the ground of experience itself. This primal
intuition then becomes the organizing principle for the
hypothetical structure which the work turns out to be. And
because this intuition or assumption thus undergirds and
conditions all that transpires within the world of the work,
it in turn becomes the interpretive key which will unlock the
work’s special logic, its peculiar causality, and thus lay bare
the axis upon which the world of the work turns. Call it
what you will--the informing or presiding assumption, the
shaping cause, the concrete universal, the embodied vision,
or the mectaphysic--every meaningfully coherent work of
literature has such an executive principle and it functions
analogously to the notion of ultimacy in religious
experience. 177
What is the ‘organizing principle’ at work in Kazantzakis’s fiction? It
could be his deep interest in how men and women strive to assist the
transubstantiation of matter into spirit, pushing the élanvital further
along the evolutionary-historical trajectory, and how, in so doing, they
come to redeem God. As we have suggested throughout our study, this
seems to be the ‘presiding assumption’ of Kazantzakis’s work. Moreover,
it is this ‘shaping cause’ which may be set forward in an exchange with
the picture of God in Whiteheadian process theology. Regarding their
process view of God, Whitehead and Kazantzakis seem to converge.
However, Gunn’s talk of ‘thc concrete universal' and of the *special logic’
of the novel implies that the creative writer seeks to offer his reader some
kind of formulated truth. Is this true ol Kazantzakis’s narrative fiction?
Does Kazantzakis oifer his readers an implied ‘metaphysic’, or is it more
appropriate to say, with Nathan A. Scott, that “what the [creative] writer

generally has is not a system of belief but rather an {magination of what

is radically significant”?!”® Our answer to this specific question takes us
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deeper into the relationship between literature and theology in general.

In opposition to Gunn, we hold that Kazantzakis's novels do not
display a unique logic, an implied metaphysic, and are not tractarian in
quality. Clearly, Kazantzakis struggles to do battle with the critical
questions concerning God and salvation, and this is an aspect of his art
that we have tried faithfully to record. Yet Kazantzakis is principally a
novelist who makes use of a profoundly ‘untheological' arsenal in his
literary campaign: metaphor, allegory, word-play, irony, and so on.
While it is true to say that Kazantzakis wrestles with the notoriously
intractable topic of ‘God’ in his work, he explores this ‘character’
throughout his fiction in ways that ostensibly circumvent narrow
theological categories.

Consider the image of thorn-claws as suggestive of God's engaging
Spirit or the metaphor of the caterpillar-that-becomes-the-butterfly as
suggestive of human possibility. Both recur throughout Kazantzakis's
writings; howcever, it seems safe to assume that he does not decide to use
these devices by first assessing whether or not they comply with classical
Christian theological creeds. On the contrary, Kazantzakis is primarily
concerned with the art of crafting fiction, not offering preachment, and
so he is therefore unconcerned with the exactness of doctrine that we
find in both Whitehead’s cosmology and in Blair Reynolds's process
pneumatology. Kimon Friar offers a gloss on how Kazantzakis’s
literature invariably counter-reads any philosophical or theological

search for conceptual cohercnce (Gunn’s “special logic”):
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No religious dogma, no political ideology may claim
Nikos Kazantzakis. His works will always be a heresy to any
political or religious faith which exists today or which may
be formulated in the future, for in the heart of his Spiritual
Exercises lies a bomb timed to explode all the visions which
are betrayed into the petrifaction of ritual, constitution, or
dogma. His works are not solid land where a pilgrim might
stake his claim, but the ephemeral stopping stations of a
moment where the traveler might catch his breath before he
abandons them also, and again strives upward on the steep
ascent, leaving behind him the bloody trail of his endeavor.
The fate of all heresies is to solidify, in the petrifaction of
time, into stable and comforting orthodoxies. It would be
the deepest happiness of Nikos Kazantzakis to know that
those whom his works have helped to mount a step higher in
the evolutionary growth of the spirit have smashed the
Tablets of his Law, denied him, betrayed him, and struggled
to surpass him, to mount higher on their own naked
wmgs_ 179

With Giles Gunn in mind, we readily concede that Kazantzakis's
philosophical beliefs obviously concern us as reader-critics; however, this
does not entitle us to conclude that God’s Pauper is nairativized process
pneumatology. While Kazantzakis's Francis resolutely holds that nature
is God’s theatre, God’s Pauper is not a special kind of Bergsonian tract.
On the contrary, God’s Pauper is a dramatic narrative. Pneumatological
questions may indeed emerge from an informed reading of God’s Pauper,
and we have sought to pose these in their turn, but Kazantzakis’'s novel
about the Poor Man of God neither serves as a vehicle for pneumatology,
nor depends for its energy upon its connection to such. The point made
here is one which finds support in Charles I. Glicksberg’s early work. In
Literature and Religion: A Study in Conflict, he offers his belief in the self-
sustaining nature of narrative fiction:

It does not matter what philosophy or religion the author
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espouses. What counts is what he does with his material.
Ideals, doctrines, and beliefs are only the by-products of
literature. What makes a work of fiction live is the degree to
which its material is integrated and coherent--the degree,
that is, to which its view of the world is presented in
aesthetically satisfying terms.180
To insist that God’s Pauper (or The Last Templation} complies with
categories derived from Christian theology is to ask of Kazantzakis, in
his capacity as creative writer, for more than he can legitimately give us.
Traditional credal language is nowhere paralleled in God'’s Pauper; rather,
Kazantzakis occupies himself with the pressing business of exploring
characters, shifting voices, changing tones, weaving plots, and crafting
images--integrating all thesc disparate parts as a whole in a bid to create
a lasting effect. As a result, God’s Pauper secures its cardinal ‘puissance’
from the notion that it is a dramatic narrative in which the aesthetic
value of Kazantzakis's language is more significant than the Bergsonian
transformism that it might be tempting to think he sets out to versify.
With what we have said, both here and in earlier chapters, about
the sclf-sustaining world of literary fiction as well as the proiaositionally
orientated discipline of theology, we have outlined something of the
nature of the general conflict between literature and theology. Now we
are in a position to focus on possible ways in which the two disciplines
might be held together in a kind of creative dipolarity. To do this, we
need to undertake a [urther examination of the nature of Whitchecad's

system of thought.

In his article, “Poetry and the Possibility of Theology: Whitehead's
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Views Reconsidered”, Frank Burch Brown claims that while Whitehead's
primary interest is speculative philosophy, his particular “observations
on the indeterminacy of meaning in discourse anticipate ccrtain claims
of the current ‘deconstructionists’ (whose anti-metaphysical bent he
would obviously reject)”.!8] Brown seems accurate in this observation.
In Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology, Whitehead searches for
foundational truths and yet he makes numerous references to doctrinal
inexactness.18% And in The Dialogues of Alfred North Whitehead, Lucien

Price records how Whitehead repudiates dogmatic finality and lays barc
the uncertainty principle:

“"Words,” said Whitehead, “do not express our deepest
intuitions. In the very act of being verbalized they escape us.
The trouble is that we are in the habit of thinking of words
as fixed things with specific meanings. Actually the
meanings of language are in violent fluctuation and a large
part of what we try to express in words les outside the range
of language”.183

Kazantzakis and Whitehead converge on this point since Brother Leo,
Kazantzakis's narrator in God’s Pauper, acknowledges his own sense of
dis-ease with the way that words lend themselves to multiple meanings

and a lack of closure:

Yes, may God forgive me, but the letters of the alphabet
frighten me terribly. They are sly, shameless demons--and
dangerous! You open the inkwell, release them; they run
off--and how will you ever get control of them again! They
come to life, join, separate, ignore your commands, arrange
themselves as they like on paper--black, with tails and
horns. You scream at them and implore them in vain: they
do as they please. Prancing, pairing up shamelessly before
you, they deceitfully expose what you did not wish to reveal,
and they refuse to give voice to what is struggling, decp
within your bowels, to come forth and speak to mankind.!84
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As a philosopher, Whitehead clearly appreciates the conceptual
rigours of metaphysical discourse, yet he warns other thinkers against
assuming that logical exactitude is anything realizable. “The curse of
philosophy,” he writes to Lucien Price, “has been the supposition that
language is an exact medium”.'2% According to Whitehead, there is no
such ‘exactness’

Words and phrases must be stretched towards a generality
foreign to their ordinary usage; and however such elements
of language he stabilized as technicalities, they remain
metaphors mutely appealing for an imaginative leap.186

Whitehead’s systematic work as a philosopher is thus shaped by
poetry’s practice of deliberately eschewing abstractness, by its refusal to
embrace conclusive analysis, and by poetry's lack of closure. In his book
Modes of Thoughi, Whitehead writes of discursive and poetic discourse in
dipolar terms:

Philosophy is akin to poetry, and both of them seek to
express that ultimate good sense which we term civilization.
In each case there is reference to form beyond direct
meanings of words. Poetry allies itselfl to metre, philosophy
to mathematic pattern.187
In spite of his interest in the propositionally orientated traditions of
metaphysics and cosmology, Whitehead holds literary fiction in high
regard for the way in which creative writers use elaborate language to

make sense of their felt experiences of life in process.188

While they often appcar antagonistic to one another, literary and
philosophical discourse may complement one another as well. Taken

together, poetic metaphor and discursive language work in a creative
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dipolarity in Whitehead’s philosophy. Clearly, Whitehead believes that
metaphysicians can learn a great deal from how the poet is able to
imaginatively represent the many opaque, imprecise, yet illuminatory
insights which first enter our minds in a jumbled, confused, and
unsystematic fashion. By the same token, Whitehead holds that the
metaphysician is of equal value to the poet. Driven by the concern for
rational plausibility and logical rigour, metaphysicians remind poets that
‘understanding’ inevitably occurs as and when we make the attempt to
marshall our thoughts, order our insights, and systematically reflect on
our experience. Frank Burch Brown describes the dipolar alliance
between literature and metaphysics in the following terms:

. . such understanding as we do possess appears to emerge
from a process that is fundamentally dipolar. At one pole we
find the kind of experientially rich understanding embodied
in poetic, artistic language and arising from the awareness
generated by our whole selves and minds acting as a unity.
Then, at the opposite pole, we find the understanding derived
from critical, logical reflection. While Whitehead considers
the latter a higher--and definitely clearer--form of knowledge,
he nonetheless never leads us to helieve that at any given
time we can expect an exact fit between these two modes of
discourse and understanding. It thus becomes obvious that,
just as a viable theology needs metaphysics for its

reasonable expression, so both metaphysics and theology
continually require what Whitehead calls the “evidence of

poetry”. 189

Applied to Nikos RKazantzakis's God’s Pauper and Blair Rcynolds'’s
Toward a Process Pneumatology, this dipolar approach to the relationship
between literature and theology may be stated in the following way. Both
Kazantzakis and Reynolds are engaged in a narrative exercise. However,

Reynolds's book on process pneumatology uses conceptual discourse and
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is committed to notions of systematic thought. In contrast to Reynolds’s
use of ‘argumentation’ as his form of address, Kazantzakis's novel adopts
a diffcrent textual mode; indeed, its use of poetic metaphor rather than
discursive language means that God’s Pauper is much less structured
than Reynolds's text, that it juxtaposes opposite vicwpoints, and that it
supports a hermeneutic of openness rather than reduction.

Although discursive and poetic modes of discourse are dissimilar,
the difficulties that this difference yields may mean that they nced one
another. Despite the fact that Kazantzakis and Reynolds appear to craft
very different texts, when viewed together they appear to be engaged in
essentially the same (dejconstructive task: contradicting one another,
correcting one another, and reminding one another of the kind of text
they are both writing. While Kazantzakis's literary mode can serve to
release one from the constraints of rational systematization, Reynolds's
conceptual mode reminds one of the importance of ‘coherence’ in
narrative style.

K. Concluding Remarks

Throughout this chapter we have outlined the message of divine
transcendence-within-immanence as it appears within the work of two
similar yet different writers: Nikos Kazantzakis and Blair Reynolds. By
bringing God’s Pauper: St. Francis of Assisi and Toward a Process
Pneumadtology together, we have provided more support for our thesis that
Kazantzakis’s narrative fiction can be viewed as a mythopocsis of process

thought. However, the necessity of reading requires not one but a
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complex of strategies. Thus, we have been careful to make a strategic
distinction between Kazantzakis and Reynolds in the form of their
writing. Although Kazantzakis shares common assumptiéns with
Reynolds’s Whiteheadian process theology, the differcnce in textual
emphasis means that Kazanizakis is to Reynolds what literature is to
theology: complementary yet antagonistic.

In our next chapter we examine Kazantzakis's Zorba The Greelc and
aspects of David Ray Griffin's Whiteheadian postmodern theology. Here
we read the character of Zorba as a symbol of evolutionary striving, not
static repose, and we focus on how Griffin’s own theology rests on a
Bergsonian-Whiteheadilan view of universal creativity. In our exposition
of Zorba The Greele, Friedrich Nietzsche's distinction between Apollonian
and Dionysiac modes of existence will seem to be helpful on two counts.
First, it will become clear that Apollo is to Dionysus what the Boss is to
Zorba. Second, the difficult symbiosis between Apollo and Dionysus
{which Nietzsche believes is sustained indefinitely) may be considered a
trope for the tension that exists between systematic theology and literary
fiction. Just as Nietzsche insists that ‘tragedy’ fuses two dissimilar
modes of life together as vital and necessary concomitants, so we
maintain that literature and theology come together in a similar

fraternal union for they seem largely (dejconstructive of one another.
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5. Imitating a Process God:
Kazantzakis and Griffin on Spirituality
A. Introductory Remarks

Throughout our study we have been suggesting that there exists a
nexus of the process idea of God in the work of Alfred North Whitehead
(as well as Whiteheadian theologians like John Cobb and Blair Reynolds)
and the narrative fiction of Nikos Kazantzakis.! When viewed together,
they support a construal of God as the vital Cry or Lure towards which
the evolutionary thrust is directed, they write of how Jesus df Nazareth
experiences God's progressive agency, and they model God as a supremely
mutable Spirit who is able to be both radically immanent and sufficiently
transcendent of the world. In stating these points of convergence
between Kazantzakis and Whitecheadian process thinkers, we have also
noted possible areas of divergence between them.

One specific tension may be seen when we compare Kazantzakis's
textual emphasis (poetic metaphor) with the form of address used by
both Whitehead and Whiteheadian theologians (discursive discourse).
Conceptual language often appears to be deeply reductive because every
assertion must lead to every other, in an allegedly impenetrable scheme
of mutual implication. As we have seen, Whiteheadian process theology
appears anchored to this discourse. By contrast, poetic forms seem to be
endlessly productive of further poetic forms. Literary tropes often open
up to multiple readings and limitless interpretations. Kazantzakis's

novels are seemingly reliant on metaphoric discourse, and when they aze
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placed ‘in conversation’ with discursive texts by Cobb and Reynolds, they
often appear to counter-read the allegedly comprehensive explanation of
reality offered by Cobb and Reynolds. By the same token, the disciplined
and schematic process theology of Cobb and Reynolds seems to counter-
read the opaque and playful qualities of Kazantzakis’s literary discourse.

Our sense that Kazantzakis’s narrative fiction and Whiteheadian
process theology often appear to (dis)orient one another, an observation
made in all our chapters thus far, is pertinent to the wider problem of
the relationship between literature and theology. It helps us to realize
that while literature and thcology usc different modes of discourse, the
complications that this difference yields may entail that they need each
othcer for a (de)constructive task (contradicting, correcting, and revising
one another) that can only but be ‘in process’ itself.

In this chapter, we propose to place Kazantzakis's Zorba The Greek
‘in conversation’ with the so-called ‘revisionary postmodernism’ of David
Ray Griffin, culminating in his book God and Religion in the Postmodern
World: Essays in Postinodern Theology.? Grillin's work represents a new
and recent development within Whiteheadian process theclogy. Indeed,
his SUNY series in Constructive Postmodern Thought is a multi-volume
response to the current notion that our era (‘the postmodern age’) stands
at a crossroads, moving into a radically new site that calls into question
marny of the assumptions--the belief in a common rational discourse, the
belief in universal ethical precepts, the belief in an ordered universe, and

the belief in the difference between fact and interpretation--that formed
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the foundation of modernism.

With the loss of the absolute--the ‘death of God'--academicians
have recently had to formulaie an answer to the question of how to
understand a world which has become relativized.? In opposition to the
“deconstructive or eliminative postmodernism” of Mark C. Taylor and other
theologians whom he believes promote an “anti-worldview” that
cradicates the possibility of belief in God, David Ray Griffin favours the
radical amendment of key theological concepts from within modernity’s
world-view, a task he terms “constructive or revisionary postmodernism”.4
For our purposes, it is important to note that Griffin makes full use of
both Henri Bergson and Whitehead, two process thinkers whom he
regards as ‘founders of constructive postmodern philosophy’.® Clearly,
Griffin’s employment of Bergson and Whitehead connects him with
Kazantzakis.

When we place Griffin and Kazantzakis ‘in conversation’ with one
another, we find that they both maintain a belief in the universality of
creativity; all living things, including God, embody cnergy.® However,
neither Kazantzakis nor Griffin believes that God is the sole possessor of
creativity; rather, each believes that our world possesses inherent powers
of self-creation. It has vital potential to fashion itself. And so, God is
never the total cause of any event. For Kazantzakis, as for Griffin, God
is portrayed as out in front of the evolutionary process, the Cry or lure

for feeling. God coaxes us forward. Within this process account of God
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and the creative advance, spiritual formation is neither impossible nor
irrelevant. On the contrary, a process-spirituality of creativity nurtures
a desire to imitate a God who ceaselessly secks an increase in
satisfaction in order to spiritually ascend. From a certain perspective of
reading, Kazantzakis's Zorba practices this process spirituality of
creativity. He imitates an adventurous God.

Before we show these and other points of convergence between
Kazantzakis's Zorba The Greek and Griffin’s constructive-revisionary
postmodernism, we must trace a source common to both Kazantzakis
and postmodernism (by whatever name). This source is Friedrich
Nietzsche. Although we have made brief remarks about Nietzsche's
writings thus far in our study, we have waited until now to delineate
certain aspects of his philosophy.? Nietzsche is not indispensable to our
study; nonetheless, it scems only appropriatce to incorporate him into our
analysis of Zorba The Greek. This is because several critics maintain that
Kazantzakis’'s picaresque tale of a Macedonian santuri player is one
which owes a debt to Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy and Thus Spalke
Zarathustra.® Therefore, early sections of this fifth chapter will outline
Nietzschean themes immediately relevant to our analysis of Zorba The
Greek. In addition, Nietzsche's work gives birth to Mark C. Taylor's
deconstructive postmodernism, an ideology which Griffin considers
antagonistic to his own process account of God.® After discussing Taylor

and Griffin on the subject of God, we close with a discussion of possible
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points of divergence between (Kazantzakis’s) literature and (Griffin's)
theology in light of insights from deconsiruction theory.
B. The Birth of Tragedy and Zorba the Greek

In his The Birth of Tragedy, Friedrich Nietzsche suggests that Attic
tragedy fuses the Apollonian and Dionysiac modes of life together as vital
and necessary concomitants. !© While the Dionysiac spirit is a frenzied,
formless, and orgiastic chaos which occurs at the base of all natural and
creaturely becoming, the Apollonian spirit embodies measured sublimity,
calm enjoyment, and ordered discipline. Tragedy is the “fraternal union
between the two deities [Apollo and Dionysos]”.}! Thus, “to understand
tragic myth we must see it as Dionysiac wisdom made concrete through
Apollonian artifice”.!? In his Report to Greco, Nikos Kazantzakis's gloss
on this aspect of Nietzsche’s thought is illustrative of his own Dionysiac
faith:

Apollo and Dionysus were the sacred pair who gave birth to
tragedy. Apollo dreams of the world’s harmony and beauty,
beholding it in serene forms. Entrenched in his
individuation, motionless, he stands tranquil and sure
amidst the turbulent sea of phenomena and enjoys the
billows presented in his dream. His look is full of light; even
when sorrow or indignation overcome him, they do not
shatter the divine equilibrium.

Dionysus shatters individuation, fings himself into
the sea of phenomena and follows its terrible, kaleidoscaopic
waves. Men and women become brothers, death itself is seen
as one of life's masks, the multiform stalking-blind of
lusion rips in two, and we find ourselves in breast-to-breast
contact with truth. What truth? The truth that we are all
one, that all of us together create God, that God is not
man’s ancestor but his descendent.13
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Zorba the Greek converts this Apollonian-Dionysiac duality into a
parable. While the narrator, the pen-pushing Boss, embodies peaceful
serenity, Zorba, the untamable Maccdonian, incarnates confident
vitality:

I hung the lamp up again in its place, watching Zorba
work. He was giving all of himself to the job, he had nothing
€lse in his mind, he was becoming one with the earth, with
the pickaxe, with the coal. It was as though the hammer
and nalls had become his body and he was wrestling with
the wood, wrestling with the ceiling of the gallery, which was
bulging, wrestling with the entire mountain, in order to take
the coal from it and leave. Zorba felt the material with
sureness, and struck without error where it was the weakest
and could be conquered. And as I was watching him now
smudged in this way, coal all over, with only the whites of
his eyes gleaming, I kept saying that he had been
camotuflaged into coal, had turned into coal, so that he
could approach his enemy more easily and set foot in his
citadel.

‘Bravo, Zorba!’ T shouted involuntarily.

But he did not even turn. How could he have sat
down now to engage in conversation with an “unsunburned
piece of meat” who held in his hand a tiny pencil instead of
a pickaxe?14

Evoking Dionysiac wisdom, Zorba's energy appears staggeringly frenetic;
from the book’s beginning to end, Zorba repeatedly launches himself into
new ordeals and tasks. By mining both lignite and women, Zorba frolics
with his environment in order to transubstantiate life’s cruel experiences
into frenzied dances.!® Devoid of all concern for emotional restraint,
Zorba evolves with the creative advance. Very strong and self-reliant, he

welcomes the savageness of life. Zorba even cuts off one of his fingers

because it obstructs the full expression of his pottery skills.16
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Alarmed by Zorba's creativity, the Boss is initially incapable of
making any strides towards self-actualization. It is clear that he would

rather read a book about love than actually fall in love.l7 Indeed, he tries

to avoid all contact with the young widow Sourmelina.!® Consumed by a
desire to complete his manuscript detailing the life of the Buddha, the
Boss disengages himself from ordinary life and refuses to imitate Zorba's
spontaneity by dancing alongside him.!® Thus, all the latent Dionysiac
chaos swirling within the Boss is tempered by his Apollonian qualitics. It
is only after Zorba abandons the collapsed Cretan quarry and travels to
Europe that the Boss is ‘qualificd’ to mine Zorba’'s fathomless depths in
order to craft the novel which will bear Zorba's name.

It is clear that Kazantzakis intends for us to see Zorba and the
Boss as reflective of different models of spirituality within a processive
and changing world.?? At the book’s beginning, the Boss's spirituality is
restrained and reasoned. His flirtation with Buddhistic resignation is
presented by Kazantzakis as a flight from life into the realm of ideal and
therefore of ilusion. In stark contrast to the Boss's esoteric detachment
from everyday existence, Zorba's spiritual urge is creative and dynamic,
even when it results in impulsive and untamed behaviour. By the book’s
end, we lecarn that Zorba's spirituality of creativity emancipates the Boss
to parallel Zorba's aflirmation of life. Thus, the Boss transubstantiales
Zorba’s Dionysiac vitality and fruitfulness into Apolionian artifice. This

‘Apollonian artifice’ is the Boss’s fictional account of Zorba's life, a text
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which the Boss disciplines himself to author in order to secure Zorba's
‘objective immortality’ (Alfred North Whitehead) in thc imagination of
others.2!

At the end of Zorba the Greek, then, both Zorba and the Boss are
spiritually creative. They jointly transubstantiatc matter into spirit in
order to save a process God imperiled in a changing world. While their
actions are diffcrent, Zorba dancing before the Boss in a frenzied fashion
and the Boss completing his literary presentation of Zorba's fortunes and
misfortunes, both characters accelerate the dematerialization of the élan
vital through acts of mefousiosis. In process theological terms, Zorba and
the Boss contribute to the richness of God's on-going experience in the
appreciative aspect of God’s becoming. In this quotation from his Nikos
Kazantzakis--Novelist, Peter A. Bien comments on the process spirituality
at the close of Kazantzakis's Zorba The Greek:

Life itself (Zorbas), instead of preventing us from attaining
spirituality, 1s our path to that goal. God does not save us
from the miseries of the flesh; on the contrary, we--through
our exercises (oioenmxt) in life, exercises that allow us to
evolve towards the spirit--save God. In this case, the Boss,
by evolving (always with Zorbas' help, life’s help,
materiality's help) to the point where he can
transubstantiate Zorbas' materiality, has enabled '‘God’ {the
élanvital) to accomplish His/Its design for life.22

In Report to Greco, Kazantzakis points out that Nietzsche opposes
the ‘official view' of Greece as a "balanced, carefree land that confronted
life and death with a simplehearted, smiling serenity”.23 This belief that

Apollo's restrained approach to life signifies the greatness of the Greeks

is a destructive fantasy which Nietzsche, writing in The Birth of Tragedy,
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associates with Socrates, the so-called “theoretical man”.24 Inspired by
Apollo, Socrates creates “the illusion that thought, guided by thc thread
of causation, might plummet the farthest abysses of being and even
correct it”. %% Here Nietzsche's complaint is that Socratic rationalism
{‘theoretical optimism’') perverts the tragic spirit by replacing vibrant
myths and veracious intuition with empty logical schematisms and an
exaggerated sense of conceptual finality.2® Writing in Report to Greco,
Kazantzakis follows Nietzsche's criticism of Socrates:
It [Greek tragedy} was murdered by logical analysis.
Socrates, with his dialectics, killed the Apollonian sobriety
and Dionysiac intoxication. In the hands of Euripides,
tragedy degenerated into a human rather than a divine
passion, a sophistical sermon to propagandize new ideas. It
lost its tragic essence and perished.2?

For Nietzsche, the Apollonian-inspired theoretical spirit is far too
eager to assume that any idea or expcericnce which is not susceptible to
conclusive analysis lacks meaning or signiticance. As the chief priest of
intclicetual open-endedness, Dionysus exorcises the spectre of fixed and
canonic truths by hinting at a realm of wisdom from which the logician
is excluded.?® Dionysiac wisdom, as Nietzsche playfully remarks in The
Birth of Tragedy, stands in stark contrast to the theoretical optimism of
the dialectician because the latter practices a logic which often “curls
about itself and bites its own tail”.2®

This Apollonian-Dionysiac interplay is relevant to our analysis of

the relationship between (Kazantzakis's) literature and (Whiteheadian

forms of process) theology. Thus far in our thesis, we have found that
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the major difference between these two disciplines is textual. The mode
of writing favoured by Kazantzakis is very different from the form of
address favoured by Whiteheadian process theologians like John Cobb.
In light of an informed reading of Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy, it
might be suggested that the systematic theologlan is to the creative
writer as the theoretical optimist is to the Dionysiac tragic spirit.

Like the Apollonian-inspired theoretical optimist, the systematic
theologian arguably craves final or conclusive analysis, appears
dissatisfied with diversity and plurisignification, and seems te prefer the
apparent security of fixed and canonic (ruths about divine and creaturely
existence. In contrast, the creative writer recalls the Dionysiac tragic
spirit, for neither seems perturbed by paradox, polysemy, or a lack of
epistemological closure. At one juncture in The Birth of Tragedy,
Nietzsche wonders if “art must be seen as the necessary complement of
rational discourse?”3% Toward the end of this chapter, we wonder if a
study of the relationship between (Kazantzakis's) literature and (forms of
Whiteheadian process) theology can evoke a comparable idea, namely,
that narrative fiction can serve to complement (perhaps even correct) the
essentializing tendencies of much systematic theology.

Evidence of Zorba's Dionysiac wisdom and the Boss’s theoretical
optimism is found throughout Zorba the Greek. When Zorba and the
Boss first meet in a Piraeus café on their way to Crete, and a degree of
philosophical openness is established between them, it becomes obvious

that the mild-mannered, Apollonian Boss is looking for release from his
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studiousness, his search for salvation hinted at by his use of Dante.31
On thie other hand, the Dionysiac Zorba comes across as both fiery and
reckless, craving new escapades to transform into song and dance with
his own constant friend, namely, the santuri.®? Kazantzakis intends for
us to understand that Zorba's attachment to and playing of the santuri
is most unlike the Boss's scholarly endeavours. When the Boss reads or
writes, he does so with a calm detachment and a measurced concern for
structured thought. In contrast to this harmonious approach toward
life, Zorba does not simply play his santuri; rather, he launches into it,
attacks it with fervour, with excitement, and with unbridled lust.
Initially, the Boss does not grasp Zorba's enthusiasm:

“...Ever since 1 [Zorba] learned the santuri, 1 became another

person. When I'm depressed or when I'm pressured by

poverty, I play the santuri and feel relieved. When I play,

people talk to me and I don't hear; and if I do hear, I cannot

speak. I want to, I want to, but I can’t!”

“But why, Zorba?”
“Eh, love!”33

The Boss eventually becomes a convert to Zorbatic vigour. He gradually
accepts that unless he allows himself to learn from Zorba, the simplce
workman with a philosophy chiseled out of raw experience, all that he
will be left with is a Weltanschauung stenosis, a narrowing of his world-
view:

“...The santuri wants you to think of nothing but santuri--
understand?”

[ understood that this Zorba was the person I had
been searching for and not finding for such a long time; an
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alive heart, a warm throat, a great rough soul whose
umbilical cord had not been cut from its mother, Earth.

The meaning of art, love of beauty, purity, passion was
clarified for me by this workman by means of the most
simple and humane words.34

During the course of their friendship, the imprudent Zorba teaches
the Boss by lampooning the latter’s efforts to intellectualize life and its
many mysteries:

“...Ah, one day 1 was passing through a little village. And an
elderly man ninety years old was planting an almond tree.
‘Hey, grandpa,’ I says to him, ‘you're planting an almond?’
And he, leaning over as he was, turned and says to me: ‘My
son, I act as though I were immortal!’ ‘And I,’ I answered
him, ‘T act as though I were going to die every minute.’
Which of us iwo was right, boss?”

Hc looked at me in triumph:

“Answer me that one if you dare!”

I kept silent. The two routes are equally ascending
and brave, and both can lead to the summit. To act as
though death does not exist and to act having death in mind
at every moment are one and the same, perhaps. But I did
not know that then, when Zorba asked me.

"S0?" Zorba asked tauntingly. “Don't take it to heart,
boss, you can't get to the bottom of it. Common kids,
change the subject!”35

Here Zorba playfully derides the way in which the Boss, like Nietzsche's
theoretical optimist, seeks to schematize life's existentialaporias into
tidy, logical groupings. In contrast to the Boss’s lust for formulated
truth, Zorba demands a truth that is creative and serves life. Wisdom
cannot be enclosed in a secure, unchanging system, but is a process, and

thus involves ceaseless struggle. In short, Zorba lives paradoxes and

coagulates contradictions. He is both in control and out of control, an
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impossible figure but necessary in his impossibility:

The universe for Zorba, as also for the first humans,
was dreamstuff turned solid: the stars touched him, the
seawaves broke inside his brain; he experienced soil, water,
animals, God without the distorting intervention of
rationality.36

Zorba’s spirituality of creativity, expressed though numerous acts
of Dionysiac passion and dithyrambic intensity, recalls Kazantzakis's
religious vision that a process God depends on us to exert our inventive
energies to the fullest in order to help liberate an imperiled divine from
the confines of matter. To Kazantzakis, Zorba's titanic approach to life
facilitates the dematerialization process. This is because Zorba never
allows tragedy and suffering to disappoint him; on the contrary, Zorba
welcomes the savageness ol life with real vitality and strong power. In
the face of failure Zorba remains undaunted, transforming suffering so
as to affirm existence. In short, Zorba's pracess spiritualily of creativity
is based on the imitation of a God of adventure and creative movement.
Zorba copies the energy of an evolving God. Kazantzakis gives poetic
expression to this process religious vision in Report to Greco:

I remembered something Zorba once said: “I always act
as though I were immortal,” This is God's method, but we
mortals should follow it too, not from megalomania and
impudence, but from the soul's invincible yearning for what
is above. The attempt to imitate God is our only means to
surpass human boundaries, be it only for an instant
(remember the flying fish).37

From a Whiteheadian process theological perspective, our tendency to

imitate a dynamic God invariably leads to the idea of divine-human co-

creativity, a concept favoured by David Ray Griffin in Spirituality and
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Society:
Although different constructive postmodernists describe it
[spirituality] with different nuances, most of them affirm a
vision that can be called naturalistic panentheism, according
to which the world is present in deity and deity is present in
the world. The shape of the world in this view results
neither from the unilateral activity of deity nor from that of
the creatures but from their cocreativity.38

Through dangerous leaps and bounds, Zorba's dancing is Kazantzakis's

preferred symbol of divine-human movement, co-operation, and

transformation. In short, Zorba's Dionysiac gambol contributes to a

transubstantiating process leading to dematerialization and the

salvation of God.

To Kazantzakis, transubstantiation is a complex process rcliant on
spiritual exercises willed by an evolving and processive God. Since Zorba
converts life’s brutish features into dance and song, Zorba can be spoken
of as one who turns matter into spirit, who affects God's concrescence,
who facilitates the process of dematerialization, and who subsequently
liberates the élanvital from its material congealments. Furthermore, it is
Zorba’s tendency to wrestle with life's barbarism that inclines us to treat
him as an example of a “strong pessimist”, a phrase used by Nietzsche in
The Birth of Tragedy to denote a person with "a penchant of the mind for
what is hard, terrible, evil, dubious in existence, arising from a plethora
of health, plenitude of being”.2° The strong pessimist is a tragic spirit
who, while refusing all metaphysical palliatives, is nonetheless able to

confront the paradoxes and inequalities of life with adnmiirable fortitude.

Attempting to navigate both the abysses and heights of life, the strong
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pessimist collaborates with the evolutionary thrust of the world. He or
she transubstantiates weakness into strength, restraint into excess, and
flesh into spirit. These are qualities of the titanic spirit, attributes of a
saviour of a process God; to Kazantzakis, Zorba tabernacles each and
every one of them. Ilence, Peter A. Bien refers to Zorba The Greek as “a
parable of Dionysiac knowledge, Dionysiac wisdom made concrete
through Apollonian artifice”.49

Strong pessimism is an aspect of Zorba's character that the Boss,
Kazanlzakis's chief symbol of level-headedncess, struggles to accept. For
instance, consider how the Boss hires Zorba and immediately announces
a plan for their continued happiness and well-being. This involves Zorba
mining the Cretan counfryside during the day and playing the santuri by
night. Here Zorba vehemently protests the Boss’s contrived, Apollonian
desire for order and harmony:

‘It 'm in a good mood, do you hear? If 'm in a good
mood. I'll work for you all you want--your slave! But the
santuri is something else. It's a wild beast, it needs freedom.
If I'm in a good mood, I'll play, I'll even sing. And I'll dance
the zeibekiko, the hasapiko, the pendozali. But--ne
argument!--1 need to be in a good mood. That's clearly my
business! If you force me, you've lost me. I'm a man in
these things, you better know.”

“A man? What do you mean?”

“That's it--free."41

Clearly, the Boss suffers from a form of weak pessimism. His academic

interest in the life of the asocial Buddha, his sense that the world is

mecaningless, his morbid fear of death, and his inability to apply his own
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learning to some of Zorba's more far-reaching statements and questions,
are all factors which appear to illustrate his despair of life. Powerless to
convert or transubstantiate his reasoned thought into fervent action, the
Boss initially appears to be consumed by what Paul Tillich, writing in
The Courage to Be, refers to as ‘the anxiety of non-being’.*? By contrast,
Zorba displays what Tillich refers to as ‘the courage to be’.?? Expressed
in Whiteheadian terms, Zorba is a symbol of process (becoming) while
the Boss, in contrast, signifies static repose (being).

Zorba teaches that the character of a person, what Whiteheadian
process thinkers call one's ‘subjective concrescence’, is constructed out
of many choices, namely, by an expression of the will as it responds to or
prehends a series of possibilities. For David Ray Griffin, writing in his
book God and Religion in the Postrmodern World, “the Divine One” offers us
the possibility to instantiate “moral and religious beauty”.#4 This is
God’s optimum aim for us: the evocation of intensities of experience.
Insofar as Zorba seeks to exert his own creative energies to the best of
his ability by tackling his life--the mining project, Madame Hortense,
and Lola--with headstrong integrity, perhaps we can say that Zorba
faithfully responds to God's aim and lure forward (as defined above). By
contrast, the Boss disengages himself from God's aim and lure to seek
adventure. The Boss distances himself from others and appears to
resemble Thoreau, Spinoza, or the religious ascetics like Saint Jerome or

the Buddha, with the last being the subject of the Boss’s scholarly
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monograph. Having demonstrated how Nietzsche's The Birth of Tragedy
applies to Kazantzakis's initial characterization of Zorba and the Boss,
we are now ready to make more explicit ‘process’ connections between
Kazantzakis and Nietzsche
C. Truth and Becoming: Nietzsche and Kazantzakis Compared
In Thus Spake Zarathustra, Friedrich Nietzsche declares that the
collapse of the entire edifice of Platonic-Christianity is imminent because
the values inherent within its conception of life have a false foundation;
namely, its understanding of becoming as an abstraction from being is
misguided.*® To Nietzsche, ‘reality’ ought to be pictured in fluid, dynamic
ways, and the assumption that ‘truth’ is absolute, static, and certain
1needs to be replaced by a notion of truth more in accordance with a
processive way of looking at the world. In short, a “flashing question
mark” ought to be placed beside allegedly fixed and stable accounts of
our evolving cosmos.%® In the following quotation from his Thus Spake
Zarathustra, Nietzsche gives poetic expression to the process idea that
‘reality’ changes and develops :
When water is planked over so that it can be walked upon,
when gangway and railings span the stream; truly, he is not
believed who says: ‘Everything is in flux.’
On the contrary, even simpletons contradict him.
‘What?' say the simpletons, 'everything in flux? But there
are planks and railings over the stream!
‘Over the stream everything is firmly fixed, all the
values of things, the bridges, concepts, all *Good” and “Evil”™:
all are firmly fixed!’

But when hard winter comes, the animal tamer of
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streams, then even the cleverest learn mistrust; and truly,
not only the simpletons say then: ‘Is not everything meant
to--stand still?’

‘Fundamentally, everything stands still’--that is a
proper winter doctrine, a fine thing for unfruitful seasons, a
fine consolation for hibernators and stay-at-homes.

‘Fundamentally, everything stands still'--the thawing
wind, however, preaches to the contrary!

The thawing wind, an ox that is no ploughing ox--a
raging ox, a destroyer that breaks ice with its angry hormns!
ice, however--breaks gangways!

O my brothers, is everything not now in flux? Have
not all railings and gangways fallen into the water and come
to nothing? Who can still cling to ‘good’ and ‘evil'? 47

Why does Nietzsche give poetic expression to a ‘process’ account of
‘reality’? One possible answer lies in Nietzsche's regard for the attack on
substantialist metaphysics made by evolutionary scientists and thinkers
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.*® In the context of our own
thesis, Nietzsche’s predilection for becoming over being foreshadows the
work of process thinker Henri Bergson, an important influence on Nikos
Kazantzakis's process poesis, and his vision of spiritual energy dispersed
throughout the pluriverse.*® In addition, Nietzsche anticipates a striking
aspect of Alfred North Whitehead’s process philosophy, namely, the belief
that all actualities in the evolutionary advance exhibit creativity.5¢

A concern for a view of truth that is itself dynamic, containing the
same ingredients as exisience, namely, change, contradiction, and error,

and that resists epistemological conclusiveness and dogmatic finality is

still another reason why Nietzsche favours a ‘process’ way of viewing the
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world. In his book The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche provides the inklings
of such a view of truth with his provocative claim that “both art and life
depend wholly on the laws of optics, on perspective and illusion; both, to
be blunt, depend on the necessity of error”.®! In her book Nietzsche:
Disciple of Dionysus, Rose Pfeffer comments on Nietzsche's account of
truth in the following terms:
Truth is not static and lifeless, merely there for us to
discover; it is changing and dynamic and must ever be
created anew by man. It has no closed boundaries and
deflnite solutions, but leads in its limitless, unending course
to invention and experimentation.52
Without a doubt, Nietzsche unknowingly bequeathed this perspectivism
to Kazantzakis. Writing in Report to Greco, Kazantzakis gives expression
to this aspect of Nietzsche’s philosophy:
The world is my own creation...Reality, I said to myself, does
not exist independent of man, completed and ready; it comes
about with man’s collaboration, and is proportionate to
man’s worth.53
In Zorba the Greek, Zorba’'s perspectivism reflects the Nietzschean
view of truth as processive and in flux. Embracing the world of change

and opposition, Zorba resembles the spider who spins out of himself the

world which he inhabits:

“No I don’t believe in anything--how many times do 1
have to tell you? 1 don’t belleve in anything or in anyone,
only in Zorba. Not becausc Zorba is better than the others--
not at all; no, not at all! He, too, is a beast. But 1 believe
in Zorba because he'’s the only one I have in my power, the
only one I know. All the others are ghosts. 1 see with his
eyes, [ hear with his ears, I digest with his innards. All the
others are ghosts, I tell you. When I die, everything dies.
The whole Zorbaworld sinks to the bottom!”54
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Nietzsche supplements his conviction that truth is developmental
with his belief that the highest form of knowledge is a wisdom attainable
through a mixture of Dionysiac intuition, dithyrambic madness, and
instinctual urges.?5 In the following quotation, the Boss responds to
Zorba's confession that he has spent the Boss's money in frenzied,
orgiastic living with Lola in Candia. The Boss’s remarks help us
understand his increasing awarcness of Zorba's ability to philosophize
with a hammer:

When I had read Zorba's letter, I remained undecided
for some time. I didn't know whether to be angry, to laugh,
or to admire this primitive person who, surpassing life’s
crust--logic, morality, honesty--reached the essence. He
lacked all the small virtues, those that are so useful, and
retained only a single uncomfortable, inconvenient,
dangerous virtue that was pushing him irresistibly toward
the furthermost border, the abyss.56

For Kazantzakis, as for Nietzsche, dancing and laughter are the

basic symbols of life and truth in process. In light of Thus Spake
Zarathustra, perhaps we can say that Zorba is the “Higher Man” who
wears “laughter’s crown” and who is able “to dance beyond” himself.®”
Here the Boss describes Zorba's ludic creativity and ageless élan:

He threw himself into the dance, clapped his hands,
jumped, turned in mid-air, landed on bended knees and
reversed the leap in sitting position, lightly, like a rubber
band. Then he suddenly sprung up again high in the air, as
though resolutely determined to conquer great laws, sprout
wings, and depart. You felt the soul inside this worm-eater,
dried-out body struggling to sweep away the flesh and dart
with it into the darkness like a shooting star.58

Zorba's “wild, desperate [or: hopeless] dance” appears to indicate two

important facets of his Dionysiac personality.5®
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First, dancing expresses Zorba's desire to transcend his own limits
and seek freedom, if only for a fleeting moment. Indeed, Zorba's leaps
and bounds recall that other image so much favoured by Kazantzakis,
namely, the flying fish that momentarily soars out of the sca.®% Both
Zorba and the flying fish seek to propel themselves above their natural
habitat, earth and water, even though the act of doing so is tantalizingly
cphemeral. Here Kazantzakis arguably intends for us to understand that
it is through dancing that Zorba acts as though he were immortal.®! In
the context of our thesis, Zorba saves a process God by converting food
and wine into song and dance. \

Second, Zorba's gambol suggests that primordial passions and
instinctual truths are often incapable of being conceptualized or turned
into formulated truth. In defiance of logical schemes and closed systems
of meaning, Zorba loses himself in drunken abandon:

"What took hold of you to make you start dancing?”

“What did you expect me to do, boss? I was choking

from my great joy: I had to let off steam. And how can a

With his titanically striving will, Zorba creatively actualizes his potential
through both music and dance, twin ingredients of dithyrambic madness,
and, in so doing, he symbolizes both the Dionysiac heart of an evolving
cosmos and Nietzsche's theory of truth, a truth reliant upon unending
play as well as ceaseless improvisation, and characterized by an absence
of closed boundaries and definite solutions.

Nietzsche’s view of truth as being ‘in process’ anticipates claims
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regarding the deferral of meaning made by Robert Detweiler and Mark C.
Taylor, two representatives of ‘deconstructive postmodernism’. In his
Breaking the Fall: Religious Readings of Contemporary Fiction, Detweiler
describes the necessary but impossible task of textual interpretation:
It is impossible for us ever to express our reality perfectly
because that reality is partly our creation and takes shape
only as we struggle to express it. What we call
interpretation, giving signification, making meaning, are as
much invention as discoveries and organizations of reality,
and they are bound to remain partial and insufficient
because reality, thus understood, is always in process,
unfinished, multifold and changing.63
In his book Erring: A Postmodern A/theology, Taylor asserts (after Jacques
Derrida) that ‘'meaning’ must ever be realized afresh in a limitless process
of invention and experimentation:

One consequence of this unending play of signification
is that there seems to be no exit from the labyrinth of
interpretation...In other words, there is no “Archimedean
point” to provide access to a nonfigural world that can
function as the critical norm with which to judge conflicting
interpretations. Experience is never raw; it is always cooked
in a figurational code.64

In short, Taylor believes that there is no pure, strictly representational
language. There is no proper or literal meaning. To Taylor, language is
built on a system of signs and these “are always slipping and sliding;
their boundaries cannot be set or their margins fixed”.®® Because of this
endless game of signification, Taylor opposes conclusive certainty as well
as finality of thought and, instead, believes that language and the

process of truth show the same traits as life appears to express, namely,

erring, creative play, plurisignification, and inconclusiveness:
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The unending play of surfaces discloses the
ineradicable duplicity of knowledge, shiftiness of truth, and
undecidability of value. Since there is no transcendental
signified to anchor the activity of signification, freely floating
signs cannot be tied down to any single meaning... Inasmuch
as signs are always signs of signs, interpretations are
inevitably interpretations of interpretations.66

The deconstructive postinodernism favoured by both Detweiler and
Taylor converges with some of the ideas previously discussed in relation
both to Nietzsche and Kazantzakis. Indeed, Nietzsche and Zorba share a
belief that life evolves (the unlimited play of signification}, that truth can
be unlocked through error and experimentation (‘'meaning’ can never be
settled with dogmatic completeness), and that a philosophical ‘realist’
way of looking at the world (the metaphysics of presence) is outmoded.

This discussion of deconstructive postmodernism is relevant to our
discussion of (Kazanlzakis’'s) literature and {(Whiteheadian accounts of
process) theology. Indeed, we interpret Zorba's ability to coagulate
contradictions as anticipating the postmodern sense of the aporetic
(paradox). This is because Zorba's frenzied activity hints at a level of
wisdom {marked by ambiguity and tension) from which the Boss, as an
Apollonian-inspired theoretical optimist, is excluded. Zorba's exrrant
wandering means that he is an impossible character but utterly
necessary in his impossibility. While he is both frequently in control
and frequently out of control, Zorba is crucial to the Boss's
concrescence. By living life’s many paradoxes, Zorba appears to offer us

a clue to a process poetics of textual interpretation. Since narrative

fiction is rellant upon aporetics, it appears to endlessly taspire a
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recessive series of conversations that show literary criticism to be a task
that is necessary and yet impossible, an assignment that we can only
sustain ‘in process’. In terms of our thesis, the business of interpreting
Kazantzakis's narrative fiction is an exercise that is both necessary
(because we desire understanding) and impossible (because of the tensive
quality of literary tropes). By having his Zorba act on an aporetic stage,
Kazantzakis challenges and provokes thinkers like Griffin intc coping
when language is stretched to breaking point.
D. Zorba as a Symbol of Process, Not Static Repose

Zorba the Greek 1s a mythopoesis of process thought because it
reflects the Bergsonian picture of the world that Nikos Kazantzakis offers
in The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, the process view of evolution as
a lurninous interval between two dark voids.®7 In our study, we have
found this poetic account of Bergsonian transformism to be present in at
least two othcer novels in Kazantzakis's oeuvre: The Last Temptation and
God’s Pauper: St, Francis of Assisi. In our discussion of The Last
Temptation in chapter three, we wrote of how Bergsonism is apparent in
Kazantzakis's so-called ‘ring structure’, his technique of placing
metaphorical elements at both the onset and the end of his literary
fiction so that they encircle a section concerned with the development of
plot and character. In The Last Temptation, Jesus’s messianic evolution
{the main part of the novel) is framed by two drcam sequences. This
narrative form evokes the Bergsonian account of the élanvital's

movement in The Saviors of God: evolutionary striving (wrestling with
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matter) occurs in the intervening period between two voids (spirit).
While this ring structure is difficult to view in God’s Pauper, we do find it
in Zorba the Greek.

The ring structure emploved in Zorba the Greek takes the following
form. The main section of the novel (materiality), an account of Zorba's
numerous attempts to behave as though he were immortal, is bound on
either side by two episodes that involve the Boss (spirituality).®8 At the
novel’s onset, spirituality is manifest in the void of despair that the Boss
feels as he sets out for Crete, refusing Stavridaki’s offer to help effect
social and political change in the Caucasus. Towards the end of Zorba
the Greelke, spiritualitly takes the form of Apollonian artifice; indeed, the
Boss pours all his own vitality into the art of writing a book based on
Zorba's life. These two episodes border Zorba's evolutionary striving, his
robust attempt to save God by excavating lignite and romancing Lola as
well as Bouboulina. Turning all his fortunes and misfortunes into song
and dance, Zorba facilitates the dematerialization of the élanvital: the
duty of humankind as it is outlined in The Saviors of God. Learning from
Zorba's creativity, the Boss evolves and converts himself from a sterile
and ineffectual pen-pusher to a resourceful and constructive artist.

A helptul way to describe Zorba’s struggle to transubstantiate his
many cxperiences into song and dance is o refer to Zorba as a symbol of
process, not static repose. Throughout Zorba the Greek, Kazantzakis
presents Zorba as the supreme example of evolutionary siriving:

In Zorba's mind, contemporary things had
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degenerated into age-old ones, he had surely surpassed them
to such a degree inside himself. Surely, inside him the
telegraph and steamship and railroad and current morality
and the fatherland and religion must have seemed like U
ancien régime. His spirit advanced much faster than the
world.69
Zorba changes continually so as to meet with the fresh situations he
encourmnters in his experience. His development never ceases because, like
the process thinker Heraclitus centuries before him, Zorba believes that
everything is in flux and change.
Using his wit to keep life's horrors at arm’s length, Zorba outlines
in a letter to the Boss from Candia this process spirituality of creativity:
“Since I don’t have a contract specilying a deadline in
my life, I release the brake when I reach the most dangerous
incline. The life of every person is a track with ups and
downs, and every sensible person travels with brakes. But
I--and this is where my value lies, boss--1 threw away my
brakes a long time ago, because pile-ups don't frighten me.
We working men call a derailment a pile-up. Damn me if I
pay attention to the pile-ups I have; day and night I speed
double-quick, do as I like, even if I crash and become
smashed to smithereens. What do I have to lose? Nothing.
Do I think I won't crash if | travel sensibly? 1 will. So, burn
up the countryside!”70
We refer to this aspect of Zorha’s approach to life as his ‘spirituality of
creativity’ because instead of seeing evolution in the physical realm only,
Zorba intuits growth in the sphere of the psychological. Constantly
transubstantiating matter into spirit, Zorba evolves through a series of
profound changes which represent a shift from one level of process to
another. Zorba's frenetic approach to his work shows him to be a man

who experiences complex development along the way to integrating the

sacred and the material universe:
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I kept looking at Zorba in the moonlight and
admiring with what pluck and simplicity he adapted to the
world, how body and soul were one, and everything--women,
bread, brains, sheep--blended harmoniously, directly, happily
with his flesh and turned into Zorba. Never had I seen such
a friendly correspondence between man and universe.71
In David Ray Griffin’'s Whiteheadian process theology, all potential
for spiritual growth is grounded in God’s primordial nature. For Griffin,
“the divine call [God’s initial aim] is to exert our creative energies to the
fullest in a wide variety of dimensions”.”? Working as a creative influence
on all energy-events in the evolutionary thrust, but never the sole creator
of anything or anyone, God “inspires the creatures to create themselves
by instilling new feelings of importance in them”.”3 Using Henri Bergson
and Alfred North Whitehead, Griffin writes of a process God who wills
the inhabitants of an evolving world to imitate God's adventurousness.”*
Writing in God and Religion in the Postmodern World, Griffin delineates
his process theological belief that spiritual discipline amounts to copying
a God who dynamically evolves with the world:
As religious beings, we naturally want to be in harmony with
the ultimate reality of the universe and our own deepest
nature...If the ultimate reality and therefore our own deepest
nature is creativity, then to “obey” it means not to give
complete allegiance to any of creativity's past products, be
they scientific idcas, religious dogmas, political institutions,
or economic systems. Likewise, to “obey” the will of God for
our lives is to become more rather than less creative. True
obcdicnce is therefore manifested in a life of maximal
creativity.75

Reading Zorba the Greek in light of Griffin's theological use of Bergson

and Whitehead, we can perhaps maintain that Zorba practices a process
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spirituality of creativity because he constantly imitates an evolving God
who proceeds out from life’s tedium and towards increascd satisfaction,
Zorba instantiates ‘maximal creativity’ through spontaneity, resistance
to pre-existing social standards and cultural conditioning, and greatly
increased self-awareness. In Bergsonian terms, the élanvital’'s creative
influence upon Zorba can be thought of as the stimulation of Zorba's
own crealivity.

Zorba imitates or copies the dynamism of the élanvital, actively co-
operating with it in order to assist its dematerialization. Responding to
the élanvital's persistent surge for novelty, Zorba meets its challenge to
produce what is value-enriching; thus, Zorba is a contemporary Vitalist
who saves an evolving God. In Whiteheadian terms, Zorba's many acts
of metousiosis show that he instantiates the divine initial aim and lure
forward. In addition, Zorba saves or ‘contributes to’ the dependent pole
of God’s dipolarity. In his struggle to avoid being broken on the wheel of
lesser passion, Zorba behaves as though he were immortal, converting all
his flesh into spirit.

Entering into God’s receptivity, Zorba’'s spiritual discipline affects
God's future decisions for the directivity of the world. The basis of the
claim here is that God’s consequent nature is contingently reliant on
creaturely actions and feelings, hence the appreciative aspect of divine
becoming has the capacity for growth. Where ‘saving God’ amounts to
the ability to affect and change God in God's consequent nature, Zorba's

heroism (as detailed in Zorba the Greek) 'saves God’. In short, Zorba toils
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for the sake of a process God.”¢ Addressing this theme of ‘saving God’ in
his article “Kazantzakis’ Dipolar Theism”, Daniel A. Dombrowski passes
a similar, though morc generic, comment regarding creaturely ability to
contribute to God's on-going life. Notice how he connects the idea that
we can affect the divine with an evolving conception of perfection:
God’s perfection does not just allow him to change, but
requires him to change. New moments bring with them new
possibilities for Zorba-like or Franciscan heroism, new
possibilities for saving God. This, I think, is what
Kazantzakis means when he describes God as not all-good,
in that God’s goodness, greater than any other goodness,
nonetheless depends on the activities, particularly the
struggles, of others to become greater still.77
E. The Boss's Evolution
The *‘God’ who is at work in the fictional world of Zorba the Greek
is One who is in process, posited as out in [ront of the evolutionary
thrust. This view of the divine both recalls Henri Bergson’s concept of
the élanvital and anticipates the dipolar God of Whiteheadian process
theology. The formal goal of this process God is the unending advent of
novelty and the proliferation of value. To Nikos Kazantzakis, the élan
vital 1s that energetic force or desire for transmutation which ensures
that every concrescing event has the possibility of instantiating aesthetic
worth. In short, the God of Zorba the Greeic is a process God who is
forever disturbing the creative advance.
While we have already described the many ways in which Zorba is

‘faithful’ or ‘obedient’ to the élanvital’s (or God's) persistently disturbing

challenge to produce novelty and value, we must now discuss the Boss's
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evolution. The immediate difference between Zorba and the Boss is that
the Boss takes much longer to prehend the élanvital's demands to seek
expressions of moral and religious beauty. Compared to Zorba’s frenetic
quest for meaning, the Boss's own cvolution from non-productive artist
to resourceful author is torpid, without real energy. The reasons for this
recall the idca of Buddhistic restraint that we outlined in earlier sections
of this chapter. In Zorba the Greek, several examples illustrate the Boss’s
struggle to actualize God’s aim for him to lead a better, more purposeful,
integrated, and fruitful life.

First, consider the scene where the Boss attempts to befriend the
miners who work for him.”® Vehementiy opposed to any soft-hearted and
pastoral approach, Zorba insists that the Boss decide between preaching
or profit.”® Inwardly torn, the Boss strives to reconcile the forces (matter
and spirit) at war within him. Initially, the Boss is unsuccessful:

But how to choose! 1 was consumed by the simplistic
yearning to combine both of them, to find the synthesis by
which deadly antitheses become brothers and I gained
earthly life and the kingdom of heaven. For years now, since
I was a child.s0

In response to Zorba's decisions and feelings, the Boss comes to regret
his own pen-pushing existence:

My life has gone to waste, 1 was thinking. If only I
could have grasped a sponge and wiped away everything I had
read, everything I had seen and heard, in order to enter
Zorba’s school and begin the great, true alphabet!8!l

It is only the different and conflicting layers of his own self that prevent

the Boss from malking the arduous transition from scholar-ascetic to
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productive artist.

Second, note how the Boss reacts when the villagers attcmpt to
make Sourmeclina ‘responsible’ for Pavli’'s suicide.®? Initially, he opposes
their hatred for the young widow. Later, the Boss detaches himself from
their mode of being. Retreating from life, the Boss appears unable to
convert weakness into strength.83 It is here that the Boss's own Socratic
tendencies appear as a logical approach to the complexities of existence,
an educated belief that life is ruled by the philosophical principle of fate.
This intcllecctual way of looking at the world functions as a block towards
the Boss's spiritual growth.

Knowing that his duty is to evolve forward, the Boss tries to fall
under Zorba's tutelage, to become Zorbatic, to reconcile what he calls
“these two age-old enemies” of flesh and soul.84 However, the Boss fails
to take any strides towards self-actualization because he seems unwilling
to indulge in fleshly concerns: the only escape route from the confines of
materiality. Writing in Nikos Kazantzakis--Novelist, Peter A. Bien holds
that the Boss’s refusal to launch himself into materiality (after Zorba)
effectively leads to the Boss's arrested spiritual development:

...in order to accomplish this transubstantiation of the
world of things into spirituality [the book based on Zorba's
life], the Boss must participate in that world, must allow
himself to evolve with it. He cannot participate in
spirituality directly, cannot avoid life.85

For the Boss to evolve, participation in the world amounits to heeding

Sourmelina’s cry for affection and love. However, before he makes love
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with Sourmelina, the Boss’s spiritual growth is powerfully generated
through a series of other experiences which force him to co-operate with
the process of transubstantiation already at work (albeit in a torpid way)
in his own life.

First, the Boss learns from Zorba that bread and wine (materiality)
are the raw materials from which ethical beauty and intellectual fineness
(spirituality) are made.S® In this view, eating and drinking mysteriously
combine to vitalize and stimulate the consumer to think great thoughts
and perform noble deeds: the basis of the élanvital's dematerialization.®”
For example, consider how the Boss transubstantiates the red eggs, the
paschal lamb, and the Easter cakes into courage enough to finally visit
the widow.%8 Furthermore, the Boss slowly comes to realize that Zorba's
frenetic life is wholly dependent on food and wine. To Zorba, eating and
drinking animate the soul and thus guarantee spiritual growth.8® In
Bergsonian terms, Zorba's developmental and experimental life helps to
free the ¢élanvital from the confines of matter. In Whiteheadian parlance,
Zorba's decisions and feelings become a litany to the consequent nature
of a process God. Zorba contributes to the divine concrescence. Zorba
saves an evolving God. And so, at the novel's end, the Boss joins hands
with Zorba and dances his own frenetic gambol in honour of the soon-
to-be-released élanvital.®°

Second, the Boss writes to his friend Stavridaki in the Caucasus

and declares that he is starting to change his life-outlook on account of
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Zorba's influence.®! We can believe the Boss, at least in part, for he soon
iearns to disavow his ‘boock-knowledge’ of the world.®2 Third, the poems
of Mallarmé slowly begin to lose their value.®® Finally, the Boss resists
the (last} temptation to retreat from the world and live out his days in a
nearby monastery.®4 In all these instances, the Boss strains to convert
his flesh into spirit.

For the Boss, the transubstantiating process is not without its
difficulties and tensions. Seeking o hasten his own development, the
Boss soon encounters the problem that change requires patience and
timing. Consider how the tragic episode with the buttcrily--thc Boss
trics to expedite the metamorphosis of a cocoon he sees on the bark of a
tree--illustrates a salient feature of Kazantzakis’s process way of looking
at the world: it is not possible to artificially accelerate mefousiosis since
the creative advance functions according to its own steady cadence.?5 If
we can trust the account in his Report o Greco, Kazantzakis had to learn
this lesson of forbearance when he first began writing about his time
with Zorba.®®

As we have noted with regard to The Last Temptation and God’s
Pauper: 8t. Francis of Assisi, the caterpillar-that-becomes-the-butterfly is
Kazantzakis's basic metaphor for the process of spiritual formation in a
harsh-bitten and tasteless world.®7 It connotes the vitality of creation,
the thrust of new life as it emerges through the crust of what has heen,

and it hints at the courage of a fresh reality cracking apart the hard shell
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of the past as it launches itself into an unknown future. Thus, we can
interpret Kazantzakis's caterpillar-butterfly trope as his attempt to
reflect Bergson's intuition that matter is constantly being transformed
into energy, and vice versa. If this interpretation is granted, it is possible
to connect Kazantzakis's mythopoesis of Bergson's process philosophy
with David Ray Griffin's ‘postmodern animism’, according to which “the
world is composed exclusively of momentary units of partially self-
creative perceptual experiences”.?® For Griffin, as for Kazantizakis,
spiritual energy is disseminated throughout the evolutionary advance.%®
In God and Religion in the Postmodern World, Griffin reconceives the
nature of the physical world in light of process philosophy. In reaction
to the idea that the building-blocks of the physical world lack the power
of self-determination, Griffin works with Alfred North Whitehead's theory
of actual entities (outlined in chapter one of our study) to advance the
notion that matter is self-creative:
Moments in the life-history of an electron, a cell, and
a human being obviously differ immensely in terms of the
forms they embody. But they all have one thing in common:
each is an instance of creativity, Creativity is in this sense
the ultimate reality, that which all actualities embody. All
actual entities are thereby creative events.100
Following Whitehead, Griffin holds that each self-determining actuality
in the temporal advance is dipolar. While the physical pole of an actual
entity prehends its past influences, its mental pole responds to future

possibilities. In addition, each '‘completed actuality’ (an occasion’'s loss

of subjective immediacy in the processes of becoming) is creative in that
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it may leave an objective legacy for emerging entities.19! Thus, the basic
clements of the evolutionary thrust are momentary experiences marked
by “radically different levels of anima”.19%

Griffin’s process view that our emerging cosmos is saturated with
spiritual energy converges with the mythopoesis of universal creativity
outlined in Kazantzakis's oeuvre. Beginning with The Saviors of God:
Spiritual Exercises, Kazantzakis outlines his beliel that all entities,
including the élan vital (‘God’), are both actively involved in and affected
by events that occur within a complex process of evelution.'°3 Using
imagery that counter-reads the classical Christian belief in a static God
and an unchanging universe, Kazantzakis writes of “the voracious,
funneling whirlwind of God”, and he characterizes life as a “violent
whirling”.19* The unfolding universe is viewed as a malrix of energized
entities proceeding towards spirit, lured forward by a God (élanvital) who
is subject to development as we are subject to development:

The primordial Spirit branches out, overflows,
struggles, fails, succeeds, trains itself. It is the Rose of the
Winds.

Whether we want to or not, we also sail on and
voyage, consciously or unconsciously, amid divine endeavors.
Indeed, even our march has eternal clements, without
beginning or end, assisting God and sharing His perils.

This indestructible prehuman rhythn is the only
vigible journey of the Invisible on this earth. Plants,
animals, and men are the steps which God creates on which

to tread and to mount upward.105

This process conception of the world and God is central to Kazantzakis’s
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narrative fiction. It is an evolving Spirit who lures Jesus to become the
Son of God, who coaxes I'rancis Bernadone to convert from troubadour
to saint, and who agitates the Boss to instantiate a spirituality of
creativity.

As we suggested earlier in this section, Sourmelina is a vital aspect
of the Boss's own evolution from scholar-ascetic to productive writer in
Zorba the Greelke. While the Boss seeks to annul the value of the body, he
can only accomplish this--bearing in mind the Bergsonian system--if he
indulges the flesh. Apart from matter, spirituality is impossible. By
finally making love with Sourmelina, the Boss transubstantiates matter
into spirit.198 Tt is no coincidence that after having sex, the Boss hurries
home from the widow’s house, completes his manuscript on the Buddha,
and thereafter feels a new sense of Zorbatic freedom. All of the above
‘events’ are signs that the chrysalis of Eastern renunciation and/or
Sacratic rationalism is ruptured, and that flight towards union with
Spirit is under way.!°7

The collapse of the mining project is the ‘final’ stage of the
evolution towards dematerialization--the movement of the élanvital is
cyclical, as we noted in chapter one of our study, and so the long process
whereby spirit is released from matter is forever repeated--in Zorba the
Greele. 198 Naturally, the (still largely) Apollonian Boss tries to rationalize
the project’s demise but Zorba, gripped by Dionysiac passion, proceeds to

laugh and dance with reckless abandon. Inspired by Zorba's spirituality
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of creativity, the Boss forsakes any further attempt to conceptualize his
misfortune. Rather, he begs Zorba for the first time to teach him how to
dance.!9° This willingness to dance with Zorba is a tangible sign of the
Boss's evolution. Through dancing, Zorba teaches the Boss to have
perspective and courage in spite of the burden of time and suffering.
Zorba helps the Boss understand that the human will is not impotent,
that the spirit of a person is constructed out of his choices, and that it
is vital to avoid being broken on the wheel of lesser passion. Tor these
reasons, 1t is possible to comprehend why the Boss believes that his life
with Zorba had expanded his heart.119 Peter A. Bien holds that the Boss
welcomes with Zorba the collapse of the cableway and so “gains freedom
and salvation [both for himself and for an evolving deity] by accepting
the contradictory, destructive nature of existence”. 111

As we draw to a close in our analysis of Zorba the Greek, we hold
that it is important to note that the Boss never becomes ‘another Zorba’
in this novel. Indeed, the Boss is never completely at ease with the life
of passionate action and frenzied folly.112 In his attempt to justify his
reluctance to visit Zorba in Serbia, the Boss declares that he lacks “the
courage to abandon everything and to perform, I too, a brave illogical act
once in my life”.1 1% Noting this timidity in his commentary on the Boss’s
evolution, Jexry H. Gill writes of how “the last pages of Zorba, which
span the years after the men’s separation until Zorba's death, show that

the boss’ battlc was not yet won”.114
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Ironically, it is the task of writing a book that secures the Boss's
victory. Even though Zorba had appeared in his life much too late to
change his pen-pushing proclivities, the Boss still decides to accomplish
the one project he knew he was more than capable of finishing: mining
Zorba's life and extracting from it a lesson for others.!15 Addressing the
ending to Zorba the Greel, Peter A. Bien holds that the Boss applies “his
Apollonian powers to the Dionysiac figure of Zorba,” and turns Zorba's
passionate life into a myth, achieving what Bien calls “the synthesis of
East and West, passion and Logos, which has always been the acme of
Greek civilization”.!t® The ensuing novel, as we remarked earlier, is what
Bien refers to as a “parable of Dionysiac knowledge, Dionysiac wisdom
made concrete through Apollonian artifice”. 117

In Whiteheadian process terms, Kazantzakis's Zorba the Greek may
be interpreted as an account of Zorba’s ‘objective immortality’, a process
poesis that attempts to pass on the influence of Zorba's acts and idcas
and feelings (his objective legacy) to the Boss and to others. It is a small
step from this ‘reading’ of how Kazantzakis (objectively) immortalizes
Zorba's life to David Ray Griffin's belief that our objective immmortality
consists of God’s prehensions of all that is of value in our lives:

As the sympathetic soul of the universe, God feels and is in
fact partly constituted by the contributions of all creatures,
and is enriched or pained by them, depending upon their
qualities. We can serve God, therefore, primarily by serving
our fellow creatures. What we do for our descendants will,
for example, continue to enrich God long after we die.

Besides answering the question of the ultimate meaning of
our lives, this vision of ourselves and all other creatures as
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objectively immortal in God pulls us beyond our natural
egoism, with its ethic of enlightened self-interest, towards an
ethic in which we evaluate all actions in terms of their
contribution to the good of the whole.118
F. Kazantzakis, Dionysian Theologies, and Postmodernism
Writing about the religious aspects of Nikos's Kazantzakis's
narrative fiction, Joseph Blenkinsopp holds that one of Kazantzakis’s
lasting accomplishinents was to have inspired (i.e., become objectively
immortal in the work of) a generation of “dionysian theologians” in the
second half of the present century.!!9 James F. Lea supports this view in
his book, Kazantzakis: The Politics of Salvation.!?? According to Lea,
Kazantzakis's idea that we ‘save God’ converges with notions of freedom
and responsibilily expressed in the Christian theologies of the 1960s.121
In our view, twentieth century Christian theology is too richly diverse to
warrant Blenkinsopp’s rubric. It seems to be more appropriate to write of
a 'Dionysiac strand’ in recent Christian theologies, a strand which
emerges in diverse ways. Also, while Lea connects Kazantzakis and the
secular or radical theologians of the 1950s and 1960s, he fails to
comment on how the latter might link to literature in general. It is no
coincidence that Kazantzakis can be associated with Dietrich Bonhocffer
(who wrote numerous poems), with Paul Tillich (known for his interest in
religion and the arts), and with Thomas J. J. Altizer (a Blake scholar): all
four writers share a preparedness to see theological issues in culture.

This Dionysiac strand in recent theologies, with its claim that our

readiness to utilize the world and to hold ourselves responsible for ali
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that occurs within it is an expression of authentic faith, may be traced
to the collapsc of the classical Christian doctrine of God into a doctrine
of Christ in the last 170 years.!22 In opposition to the allegedly lifeless
and deistic God favoured by many nineteenth century thinkers, modern
theologians now appear to favour kenotic Christologies.!2® Concomitant
with this paradigm shift in Christian theological understanding is both
the reforming of theological language into anthropological discourse, and
the emergence of new concepts of ‘transcendence’ and ‘immanence’.124
The following paragraphs note how the Dionysiac strand in twentieth
century theologies has emerged, often in very diverse ways, out of the
above changes.

The Dionysiac strand in theology arguably begins in the 1930s with
the work of Rudolf Bultmann. Acutely consclous of the need to reform
God-talk, Bultmann set out to demythologize the ‘outmoded’ language of
the Christian Bible and remythologize it in Heideggerian existentialist
terms. 125 His New Testament criticism and interpretation may be
described as Dionysiac since it emphasizes the urgency of living
‘authentically’ (i.e., as mature agents capable of being stewards of the
earth). We see a continuance of this Dionysiac theme into the 1840s
with the work of Dietrich Bonhoeffer. Motivated by the thought of a
suffering God who would have us live in the world as if God were not
there, Bonhoeffer wrote from a Nazi prison about the necd for a "non-

religious interpretation of biblical concepts”, a socio-political way of
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referring to God as One who gives both creativity and direction to life.126
Embracing Bonhoeffer's dislike of metaphysical ‘Jargon’ about God ‘up
there’ or ‘out there’, Paul Tillich tried to reform theological discourse to
account for the depths (rather than the heights) of existence. Wriling in
the 1950s, his model of God as ‘Being itself’ was dcsigned to cvacuatc the
classical view of God of all its anthropomorphic associations and to open
up the possibility of talking about God in ways that promote human
flourishing.127

The work of Bultmann, Tillich, and Bonhoeffer serves as precursor
to the intellectual, cultural, and social upheaval of the 1960s. During
this time, Paul van Buren developed his ‘secular interpretation’ of the
Bible. In his view, God-talk is possible only when it is thoroughly non-
metaphysical, when it ‘speaks’ to our desire for existential change, and
when it bears witness to a relational presence that encounters us in the
world. 128 For Harvey Cox, secularity liberates us from closed world-views
and is an authentic expression of biblical faith where the creation story
significs the disenchantment of nature; the story of the Exodus indicatcs
the desacralization of politics; and the story of the Covenant represents
the deconsecration of values. 29 Cox’s work may be viewed as Dionysiac
because he interprets our secular autonomy as part of our responsibility
to the divine. God calls us into a partnership, a co-creatorship which
entails we can contribute aesthetic value to life and to God.'*® Finally,

Thomas J. J. Altizer and William Hamilton are responsible for forcing
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Christian theologians at the close of the 1960s to account for ‘the death
of God'.131 To Altizer and Hamilton, ‘God’s death' connotes the negation
of theology's highest ground.!32

Given the theological ferment of the early-to-middle twentieth
century, it appears that Blenkinsopp and Lea are accurate in believing
that Kazantzakis's narrative fiction and the ‘Dionysiac’ strand in recent
Christian theologies may be comparatively studied. In common with the
proponents of ‘secular Christianity’, Kazantzakis repudiates the classical
concept of God, favours a ‘this-worldly' interpretation of spirituality, and
affirms the responsiveness of God to the divine creation.

The radical or secular theologies of the 1960s have given way to
what many theologians and philosophers now refer to as the ‘postmodern
era’. 133 While critics tend to disagree about what the term may mean,
‘postmodernism’ is frequently associated with Friedrich Nietzsche and
his lack of confidence in any ultimnate ground or foundation of meaning
(‘the death of God’).134 In his Report to Greco, Kazantzakis declares his
own (though inspired by Nietzsche) view of epistemological
fragmentation, aporia, and eclecticism:

Always, whenever I reach some certainty, my repose
and assurance are short-lived. New doubts and anxietics
quickly spring from this certainty, and I am obliged to
inaugurate a new struggle to deliver myself from the former
certitude and find a new one--until finally that new one
matures in its turn and is transformed into uncertainty....
How, then, can we define uncertainty? Uncertainty is the

mother of a new certainty.135

Clearly, this 'uncertainty principle’ recalls Nietzache's theory of truth as
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in flux, creative, and marked by cxperimentation.!3% Also, Kazantzakis
anticipates the postmodern process of deconstruction in which so-calied
‘realist’ views collapse. To Kazantzakis, God, the singular perspective, is
dead and buried. Now it is we, the many perspectives, who must assume
“full administration of the cosmos”.!37

In his book God without Belng: Hors-Texte, Jean-Luc Marion holds
that “postmodernity begins when, among other things, the metaphysical
determination of God is called into question”.}38 In other terms, Marion
rejects the idea that religious signs signify a pure signified. 3% Building
on Marion's work, Kevin Hart roots the logocentric mistake of systematic
theology in the use of ‘God’ as an agent of totalization.!#° One example
of a recent logocentric theologian is Paul Tillich and his idea of God as
Being itself.!4! Within Tillich's architectonic theological system, ‘Being
itself functions as ‘a purc signified’--an ontologically independent reality
that depends for its significance on nothing beyond itself and is thought
to guarantee and privilege (Tillich's) theological discourse. According to
postmodernists, it is very difficult (if not altogether impossible} for any
discourse to be privileged because nothing resembling a ‘pure signified’
exists. Indeed, Jacques Derrida (after Saussure) has persuasively argued
that language is constituted by a multifarious interplay of signs which
appear to resist totalization and frustrate any desire for a closed system

of meaning.142

In The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, Kazantzakis anticipates
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the postmodern challenge to the idea of stable structure and solid
foundation. He holds that the élanvital’s “"gigantic erotic whirling” is so
bewildering to the finitc mind that it cannot be adequately described,!43
Thus, he refuses to fall into the trap of ‘verbal immobility’ in which the
word, by trying to define mobility, immobilizes it. According to
Kazantzakis, an artist reliant upon polysemy, we must “battle with
myths, with comparisons, with allegories, with rare and cormmon words,
with exclamations and rhymes” so that we might “transfix” the élanviial.
Having given these instructions, Kazantzakis concedes that the task of
transfixing the élanvltal is a necessary yet impossible struggle.!** This is
because the divine “Spirit” is an evolving presence that “can‘uot be
contained in the twenty-six letters of an alphabet”.14%® Given this caveat
lector, Kazantzakis can be viewed as an imaginative writer with strong
links to the apophatic or negative tradition in Christian theology.!46
This last point could apply to Nietzsche as well.
Jean-Luc Marion views Nietzsche's own belief in the non-existence
of God as a torm of apophatic theology:
Nietzsche not only proclaimed the “death of God,” he
brought the grounds for it to light: under the conceptual
names of “God" only metaphysical “idols” emerge, imposed
on a God who is still to be encountered, 47
In other words, since our language can only improperly signify ‘God’--and
Kazantzakis admits this notion in The Saviors of God--we ought to expect
only ‘idols’ or ‘imaginative constructs’ to emerge from our attempi(s) al

thinking theologically. As Jean-Luc Marion states:
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What, then, is put at stake in a negation or an affirmation
of God? Not God as such, but the compatibility or
incompatibility of an idol called “God” with the whole of the
conceptual system where beings in their Being make
epoch.148
According to Marion, theologians err when they seek to identify the God
of their metaphysics with the God of faith.!*4® As Kevin Hart suggests,
Nietzsche's announcement that ‘God is dead’ must not be viewed as “a
formula of unbelief’; on the contrary, it is a way to correct theologians
who seem to celebrate the “reasonableness” of their own “accounts of the
highest ground”.!3? Significantly, we view a similar attack on claims to
‘coherence’ and ‘intelligibility’ in Zorba the Greek. Indeed, Zorba's refusal
to embrace the Boss’s frequent attempts to grasp life’s mysteries by
means of logical formulas is comparable to the Marion-Hart approach to
the limits of rational discourse. %!
G. Deconstruction and Process Thought: Taylor and Griffin
First published in 1984, Mark C. Taylor's Erring: A Postmodern
A/theology addresses many of the Nietzschean concepts that we have
discussed thus far in our chapter. For instancce, Taylor accepts the
demise of the Platonic-Christian belief in absolute truth and he supports
the idea that consciousness is anthropologically conditioned.!52 In
addition, Taylor celebrates the way in which Friedrich Nietzsche subverts
all ‘conceptual understanding’ of ‘objective reality’ and, instead, shows

how life is governed by the laws of optics, namely, by subjective

projection and relative symbolism. 153
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Following Nietzsche, Taylor warns against any belief that linguistic
constructs embody some kind of trans-anthropological truth. For Taylor,
Nietzsche's remark that ‘God is dead’ implies the collapse of the singular
perspective and refers to the irrevocable eradication of the absoluteness
and certainty of knowledge.!5* As we mentioned in the early sections of
this fifth chapter, the notion of immutable truth is itself grounded in the
belief that nature is static and fixed when, as Nietzsche writes in Thus
Spake Zarathustra, “the thawing wind” preaches “{o the contrary”. 135 In
stark opposition to notions of being and truth offered by substantialist
philosophers, Nietzsche endorses a theory of truth that both accounts
for nature’s dynamism and, in words used by Rose Pfeffer, "grows out of
the dialectical pattern of life itself. It is a truth that is dynarmic and
problematic and contains change and contradiction, as docs lifc
itself”.156 As we noted earlier, Nikos Kazantzakis follows Nietzsche (and
thus anticipates Taylor) in his own disbelief in transperspectival
‘facts’.157 But as we shall soon observe, these philosophical ideas (those
of Nietzsche-Kazantzakis-Taylor) diverge from and upset the theological
beliefs at the heart of David Ray Griffin’'s constructive-revisionary
postmodernism.

The serpentine course of Taylor's Erring ‘begins’ with the claim that
the history of Western philosophical thought is founded on a tradition of
binary opposites that appear to be inescapably oppressive: God/human,

spirit/body, history/fiction, content/form, speech/writing, male/female
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literal /metaphorical, objective/subjective, transcendent/immanent.!°8
Taylor believes that binary thiuking is oppressive since it often leads to
an “asymmetrical hierarchy” in people’s minds.!%? The two terms never
appear (o live in peaceful co-existence with one another; on the contrary,
the first term is usually privileged over and against the second term.

In Taylor's view, “modernism might be described as the intense
struggle to overturn this structure of domination” by reassigning the
binary oppositions so that the traditionally superior term is relegated
beneath the traditionally inferior term. 169 He speaks, for instance, of
how the “humanistic atheist” of the modern period denies the objective
existence of deity "in the name of self by transferring the attributes of
the divine Creator to the human creature”.!®! Here the Creator/creature
relation is inverted and, as a consequence, theology becomes a special
kind of anthropology.1®? Even though Taylor believes that this inversion
is necessary, he steadfastly maintains that it is not enough:

This reversal reveals the slave's struggle against the master

to be a struggle for mastery. By transferring the predicates of

divinity to the human subject, the humanistic atheist

inverts, but fails to subvert, the logic of repression.163
According to Taylor, postmodernists seek to subvert and recast binary
contraries in order to “dissolve their original propriety and proper
identity”.164

In Taylor’'s opinion, because it appears “inseparably bound to the

psychology of mastery and the economy of domination, humanistic

atheism is irrevocably narcissistic”.165 By assassinating God (the “figure
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of death”) in its struggle for mastery, the “revolutionary subject” appears
both to crave the denial of death and the goal of self-possession. %8 But
in her pursuit of self-affirmation, the humanistic atheist only manages
to negate herself. “Through an unanticipated twist,” Taylor writes, “the
riotous subject discovers that, in turning everything upside down, it also
turns everything outside in".167 What the humanistic atheist is thus
unable to grasp (or perhaps denies) is that the death of the objective,
transcendent God carries with it the death of the thinking self. As a
result, Taylor believes that humanistic atheism is deficient:
Far from suffering the disorientation brought by the loss of
center, modern humanism is self-confidently
anthropocentric. While denying God, the humanist clings to
the sovereignty of the self. The humanistic critique of values
never reaches the extreme point of questioning the function
of fruth and the value of value. As a result of this
shortcoming, the nihilism of modern humanistic atheism is
incomplete and thus inadequate.168
Erring has not escaped criticism since its publication. At least one
process theologian, David Ray Griffin, has attacked Taylor’s controversial
premises and provocative conclusions. In his “Postmodern Theology and
A/Theology: A Response to Mark C. Taylor”, Griffin initially agrees with
the general thrusi of Taylor's own form of thinking theologically. Griffin
secms to acknowledge with Taylor the death of the supernatural God of
Platonic-Christianity.'%? Similarly, Griffin appears to accept that ideas
of self, truth, history, and meaning are inescapably subverted by news of

God’s murder. Like Taylor before him, Griffin belicves that humanistic

atheism is dangerously unstable. “Modernity's blindness,” Griffin asserts,
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“lies in not seeing that the effort to magnify the self by eliminating God
is literally self-defeating”.!?©

Accompanying these initial points of convergence, Griffin shares
Taylor’s belief that humanistic atheisim is responsible for transferring the
predicates traditionally ascribed to God to the human subject.}7! It is
the nature of this ‘traditional God’ that appears to interest Griffin more
than it does Taylor. Indeed, Griffin believes this ‘traditional God’ (the
God of classical theism) has an enormous bearing on the modern
understanding of self. IHe suggests that the God of classical theism lacks
internal relations and coercively controls both natural and creaturely
becoming from ‘outside’ the creative advance.l?? If these traits are
transferred to the self, Griffin maintains that the resulting concept of
personhood will involve desire for mastery, acquisitiveness, coercion, and
competitiveness. Are these values at all reflective of the modern world?
In Griffin’s view, “a utilitarian, consumer society has resulted from
making this human self the center of existence, for which all else
exists”.173 Following Taylor, Griffin holds that ‘God’s death’ signals the
loss of the modern self as well. This loss is welcomed by Griffin on the
grounds that the modern self has “brought us to the brink of total
destruction”.174

In spite of these instances of apparent unanimity between Griffin
and Taylor, Griffin proceeds with the rest of his article to complain that

Taylor's work only serves to eliminate rather than revise the assumptions
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of modernity. Indeed, Griffin laments how “the traditional deity, with its
dominating aloofness, is not replaced by some less repressive notion of
deity” in Taylor’s post-humanistic a/theology.!7® Here Griffin attacks the
way that Taylor dramatically qualifies all talk of God:
The idea of a unifying One or Center of existence is instead
eliminated altogether. A central perspective, serving as the
judge and criterion of truth is denied. What remains is a
multiplicity of perspectives, none of which is more normative
than the others.176
This brief remark illustrates Griffin's belief that Taylor's deconstructive
a/theology is an unforgivable descent into perspectivism, namely, the
Nietzschean view that life is governed by the laws of optics:
There is, accordingly, no truth. Saying this does not mean
that we cannot know the truth; it means, as Nietzsche said,
that therc is no true world. The death of God mcans
absolute relativism: there is no eternal truth, only
everlasting flux.177
In addition to his dislike of Taylor’s perspectivism, Griffin appears
to be unhappy with Taylor's belief that the unending play of signification
means that there is no “translinguistic referent for linguistic signs”,178
For Griffin, Taylor's denial of trans-anthropoelogical truth is unstable:
Because we can never get beyond interpretation to reality
itself, according to this position, talk about truth as
correspondence of interpretation to reality makes no sense,
Discussion can only consist of the superficial play of signs
without truth.179
In contrast to Taylor’s "eliminative postmodernism”, Griffin holds

that his own constructive-revisionary postimodernism postulates certain

“hard-core commonsense notions” that he insists we all either implicitly or

explicttly accept.!8? One of these is the concept that “one’s interpretive
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ideas are true to the degree that they correspond” to “an actual world”
that “exists independently of and exerts causal efficacy upon that
person’s interpretive perception of it”.!1#! While Taylor may deny this so-
called ‘commonsense notion’ in principle, Griffin maintains that Taylor
affirms it in practice.!®? Indeed, Griffin even goes so far as to say that
Erring is riddled “with statements about the nature of reality beyond
consciousness”. 183

What are we to make of Griffin's criticisms of Taylor? First, if
there is one perspective then, by implication, there would appear to be
several. Indeed, Taylor holds that one effect of the limitless play of
signification is a sense that “interpretive perspectives are neither
independent nor self-identical; they are thoroughly differential and
radically relational”.18* Thus, it arguably makes little sense to insist upon
a “cenfral perspective” to serve “as the judge and criterion of truth” for
that would seem to imply the possibility (that perhaps is an impossibility)
of ‘stepping outside’ the marginless signs and marks of language. '8
Also, Griffin's trenchant demand for immutable truth (the metaphysics
of presernce) appears to underestimate and misrepresent Taylor's
argument that since language is plurisignative, meaning and truth are
seemingly never finalized or secured.

Deconstruction theory and process philosophy represent two key
strands of intellectual thought in the late twentieth century. And yet,

Carl A. Raschke may be correct when he refers to them as “strange
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bedfellows”. 188 Similarly, Mark C. Taylor thinks of process theology as an
“innovative” development in twentieth century religious thought, but he
sees it struggling to defend itself within the currents of critical thinking
outside ‘theology’ and its premises.!87 Why is this? To Raschke, part of
the answer is that "Whitehead's own process model was devised in order
to remedy the defects of classical metaphysics within the constraints of
metaphysics itself”.} 88 But as Kevin Hart suggests, deconstruction theory
signals the collapse of metaphysics traditionally understood.!®® Indeed,
Derrida’s deconstructive postmodernism forces the dissolution of all
attempts to view the signified “as a moment of pure presence, and the
sign as representing the concept in its absence”.!¥? The main problem
that postmodernists have with process theology--including Griffin's--is
that it believes it can work within a metaphysical framework when there
exists a way of thinking and writing which calls into question the very
possibility of metaphysics per se.191

In his article "Deconstruction and Process Thought”, Carl Raschke
suggests that ‘différance’ is “the pivot term in deconstruction as ‘process’
is in process thought".!92 Différance is Jacques Derrida’s term for how
any component of language relates to other components in a text, and
for the fact that it is different from them.!9® According to Derrida,
différance ensures that language ceaselessly and playfully frustrates
“thosc csscntializing fetishes which might still tantalize the dogmatic

philosopher”.194 Applied to our thesis, différance continualily resists the
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‘systematizing tendencies of process theology. Carl Raschke writes:
Once the written character, the grapheme, is posited, it
annihilates the linguistic intention, the ‘presence’ of that
signified. The presence of the signified, therefore, is revealed
only after it is gone, only after it has been dislodged by the
movement of language. Presence is shown to be absence,
and the signified ‘object’ remains as naught but trace.198
In light of these remarks by deconstructive postmodernists, it is
guestionable whether Griffin realizes the extent to which his process
theological writings may be seen to contribute to the wider, logocentric
error of metaphysical theology. Indeed, Griffin neither acknowledges how
initial aim’, ‘creativity’, ‘prehension’, and the ‘primordial nature of God’
together constitute his own ‘vocabulary of presence’, nor how such
notions arguably serve as agents of totalization in his theology. From a
certain perspective, Griffin misrepresents Taylor by omitting to tackle the
latter's earlier roots in French critical theory. Raschke’s challenge to all
process theologians is a pertinent and timely one:
Deconstruction accomplishes at the critical level what
process thinking has labored for within its own ambit of
theological naturalism and metaphysical idealism. The
crypto-orthodoxy that has been developed within some
cenacles of process theology, the flailing of an animus that
was appropriate in an earlier generation of coniroversy, the
pounding of drumskins that have gone slack, may be
dissolved if those thinkers set about to educate themselves
in the crucial problems of language.196
As will become clear in moving towards the closing sections of this fifth
chapter, this uncomfortable relationship between deconstruction and

process thought has an important bearing on how we comprehend the

association of (Kazantzakis’'s) narrative fiction and (Whiteheadian
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process) theology.
H. Kazantzakis and Griffin: Farther Considerations

In the present section, we look more closely at Nikos Kazantzakis
and David Ray Griffin and we revisit several themes we only briefly
considered in early parts of this chapter. The purpose of further
investigation is to reinforce our earlier suggestion that Zorba the Greel
and God and Religion in the Postmodern World can be comparatively
studied. Through special and detailed attention to the process themes
underlying each text, we observe how a combination of both can shed a
double light on common issucs.

As we have noted before, the philosophical basis for Zorba the
Greek is The Saviors of God: Spiritual Exercises, the lyrical essay that
incorporates Bergsonian process philosophy. Of the several ideas
comrnon to both texts, two important notions can be singled out for
detailed attention. First, it seems that Kazantzakis did not care for
sensationism, namely, the belief thatl sense-perception is the primary
route to a full and complete grasp of the evolving world around us.
Writing in The Saviors of God about "the second duty” facing all men and
women, Kazantzakis describes the need both to cscape “the holy
enclosure of our five senses” and to upset the “performance given by the
five actors of my body”.'°7 In Zorba the Greek, the Boss's sense of “awe,
sacred fright” hints at a levcl of wisdom not acquired through scnse-
perception alone, namely, existential wisdom.!®® Given Kazantzakis's

sceptical approach (o sensationism, it is possible that he was influenced
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by Bergson's belief that ‘real time' is grasped as duration and understood
only by intuition.!®® Significant to our thesis, an equally strong
criticism of “sensate empiricism” forms an important aspect of David
Ray Griffin’s process theology.?%? In common with the process thinkers
Henri Bergson and Kazantzakis, Griffin grounds our wisdom in another,
more basic mode of perception:

Epistemologically, postmodern theology is based on
the affirmation of nonsensory perception. This nonsensory
form of perception is said not only to occur--which is
shocking enough to the modern mind--but also to be our
Jundamental mode of relating to our environment, from
which sensory perception is derivative, This affirmation
challenges one of the main pillars of modern thought, its
sensationism, according to which sense-perception is our
basic and only way of perceiving realities beyond ourselves.
The primacy of nonsensory perception, or what Alfred North
Whitehead called prehension [we discussed ‘prehension’ in
chapter one of our study], lies at the root of his contribution
to postmodern theology.201

The Saviors of God and Zorba the Greelc share a second theme, one
which can be called process nature-mysticism. According to this position,
the unfolding cosmos is composed of realities characterized by feeling,
cxperience, and inherent value. In The Saviors of God, Kazantzakis gives
poetic expression to his Bergsonian process belief that the world is self-
creative, with the evolutionary advance (propelled by God) bringing forth
new instantiations of creativity in each fresh moment.?%2 In Zorba the
Greek, process nature-mysticism appears to be at the centre of the Boss's

intuition that the expanding universe is a battlefield, commandeered by

an evolving God, in which matter is constantly being transformed into
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energy:

“I think Zorba, but [ may be wrong, that human beings
are of three types: Thosc whose aim is to live their lives, as
they say--to eat, drink, kiss, get rich, be glorified. Then
those whose aim is not their own lives but the lives of all
human beings; they feel that all humanity is one, and they
struggle to enlighten, love, and benefit humanity as much as
they can. Finally, those whose aim is to live the life of the
universe: all--humans, animals, plants, stars--all are one,
the same substance fighting the same terrible battle. What
battle? To transubstantiate matter and turn it into
Spirit”.203

To the Boss, a process God energizes butterflies and seagulls as well as
lignite rock and almond trees. In short, nature seems to incarnate an
evolving deity.

David Ray Griffin articulates his own belief in the universality of
creativity in his God and Religion in the Postmodern World. Here Griffin

calls this position “panenergism, the idea that the world is exhaustively
composed of things that embody energy”.?%4 Linked to panenergism is
“panexperientialism, the idea that all the individuals of which the world is
composed are experiences”.20% Both positions, informed by Alfred North
Whitehead's process philosophy, seem to converge with Kazantzakis's
process nature-mysticism. Central to both Kazantzakis's narrative
fiction and Griffin's process theology is a belief that all members of the
evolutionaxry process exhibit vitality, manifest creativity, and initiate
activity.

In his explanation of panenergism and panexperientialism, Griffin
makes use of Whitehead's theory of ‘actual occasions’, namely, the idea

that the building-blocks of the world are inherently dynamic, relational
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and creative cnergy-events.2%¢ Griffin holds that actual entities in the
creative advance have the power of self-determination, are connected to
the wider society of emerging entities, and (since they are ‘experiences’)
that they possess intrinsic value.2%7 As we will soon observe, the tdea
that ‘creativity’ is universal is vital to Griffin’s process theology since it
entails that the divine may not be viewed as the sole possessor of all
creativity in the evolutionary process. Indeed, Griffin’s process God does
not unilaterally control or determine the direction of events within an
open and (partially) self-creative world.?©8
While Griffin notes and values the fact that both Whitehead and
Bergson think of creativity as “the central category for interpreting reality
as a whole”, Griffin is conscious of one major difference between these
two process thinkers, a contrast that is relevant to our own account of
Whitchcadian process theology and Kazantzakis's narrative fiction.2%9
While Bergson understands ‘God’ to be synonymous with creativity,
Whitehead claims that ‘God’ is the paradigm of creativity. Here Griffin
outlines the nuances of this distinction:
Whitehead at first followed Bergson in the equation of
creativity (then called substantialactivity) and the divine.
But he soon distinguished between creativity and God,
defining the latter as the principle of limitation and of
rightness, which divides good from evil. At this point, God
was not an instance of creativity, but only an abstract
principle qualifying it. Before long, however, Whitehead
portrayed God as embodying creativity. God not only exerts
a creative influence on all other actual entities {(God’s
“primordial nature”); God also exemplifies the receptive

creativity characteristic of all other actual entities (God's
“‘consequent nature”}. God is said to be not the exception to
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the metaphysical principles applying to other actual entities,

but their “chief exemplification.” Creativity is not God, but

creativity is the ultimate reality, which God and the most

trivial puff of existence in far-off space both exemplily.210
Insofar as Kazantzakis’s process beliefs were influenced by Bergson and
not by Whitehead, Griffin's distinction between Whitehead and Bergson
entails that a caveat lector regarding the ultimacy of God relative to the
status of creativity must always accompany any suggestion of a link
between Kazantzakis and Whiteheadian process theology. This specific
difference notwithstanding, the Bergsonian-Whiteheadian emphasis on
universal creativity is consistently echoed in Kazantzakis's Zorba the
Greelc:

...]I kept saying: “God is the indestructible force
that transforms matter into spirit; eachh human being has a
piece of that divine whirlwind inside him, and that is why he
manages to transubstantiate bread, water, and meat,
turning them into thought and action...”211

As we mentioned earlier, Griffin believes that God is not the sole
possessor of creativity in the evolutionary process. On the contrary, his
sense that creativity is universal implies that all actual entities have the
power of self-determination (to varying degrees). Here Griffin outlines
his view of God’s powcr as persuasive, not coercive, and he characterizes
the divine as that supremely loving influence which seeks to call us
forward to new expressions of aesthetic worth:

Because each actual occasion is affected by the
creative influence of all previous occasions and also has its
own inherent power of self-creation, God can never be the
total cause of any event. God is a creative influence on all

events, but never the sole creator of any, because each is
partially created by its own past world and by itself. God is
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uniquely the creator of the world, in that God is the one
embodiment of creativity who is both everlasting and
omnipresent. As such, God is the only enduring being who
has influenced every element in the world directly. It is
through the steady divine persuasion that order has been
coaxed out of chaos and that the higher forms of existence,
which make possible the higher forms of value, have come
into being.212

In Zorba the Greek, the divine-world relation is pictured in at least three

ways, which resemble Griffin’s outline of divine agency.

First, Rodin’s ‘The Hand of God' is enough to inspire the Boss to
think of God’s 'panenthcistic presence’ within the world.?!2 While the
Boss does not utilize this process theological term, his own belief that
all individuals struggle within a world intimately known to God seems to
converge with Griffin’s own account of how the divine panentheistically
embraces the world.21* Second, the Boss’s belief that “God changes
faces” appears to concur with Griffin’s view that God evolves (in the
receptive aspect of divine becoming only).215 Third, the Boss's idea that
“the future is unborn, ungraspablc, fluid...a cloud struck by strong
winds--love, imagination, chance, God”, is a notion that is compatible
with Griffin's “theistic evolutionism”, according to which the future of
the cosmos is radically indeterminate and yet is being lured forward by
God, “the appetitive soul of the universe”.?16

In earlier sections of this chapter, we briefly introduced Griffin’s
process account of spiritual discipline as the imitation of the supreme

power {(God as persuasive love) of the universe. In our initial exposition

of this view, we interpreted Zorba’s energetic striving as an example of
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Kazantzakis's own view of spiritual discipline as the imitation (and
redcmption) of a process God. In the following paragraphs, we develop
this theme more fully.

Following Whitehead, Griffin believes that God works within the
world by persuasively luring us to instantiate God’s ideal aim for our
subjcctive becoming.?!? However, since all entities have some power of
self-determination, we may or may not actualize this aim. We do have
choices. In Griffin's vicw, “postmodern spirituality” is the imitation of a
persuasive God.?!® To be spiritually disciplined in an evolving universe is
to model oneself after the supreme power of the cosmos, and this entails
co-operating with a process God by practicing persuasive love, seeking
fresh experiences, realizing novel opportunities for human flourishing,
and avoiding stagnation at all costs.

Throughout his narrative fiction, Kazantzakis seems to agree with
this view of human spirituality as creative engagement with God and the
temporal thrust. That is to say, he believes that we find ourselves most
~ able to emulate the dynamism of the dlanvital when we propel ourselves
into the processes of nature and history in order to acquire an increase
in meaningfulness. In Zorba the Greek, it is clearly Alexis Zorba who best
collaborates with life's vital impulse. Consider Zorba's defiant last letter
to the Boss. Facing imminent death, Zorba declares that he ought to be
allowed to live forever.21? In this scene, as in so many other places in

Zorba the Greek, Zorba becomes Kazantzakis’s paradigm for a life that
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spiritually ascends. Here the Boss, too, offers some reflections of his
own regarding the importance of human becoming:
What is this world? I wondered. What is its aim and in
what way can we help to attain it during our ephemeral
lives? The aim of man and matter is to create joy, according
to Zorba--others say 'to create spirit’, but that comes to the
same thing on another plane. But why? With what object?
And when the body dissolves, does anything at all remain,
and does our unquenchable desire for immortality spring,
not from the fact that we are immortal, but from the fact
that during the short span of our life we are in the service of
something immortal 220
At this juncture, we are introduced to another theme in process
thought. This is because the practice of ‘serving something immortal’
appears to imply that the meaning of life lies in the contribution that
each of us may bring to the overall richness of God's experience. In the
divine consequent nature, God is supremcly dependent on natural and
subjective becoming. Indeed, Griffin maintains that what happens in
our world enters and then percolates in the divine awareness where, in
time, it may or may not serve as the stimulus for future divine aims.22!
What this means is that our actions are able to change God and may
even contribute to the on-going richness of the divine experience. In this
view, what we contribute to God is aesthetic value, the actuaiization of
potentials.
In Kazantzakian terms, our struggle to actualize adventure and
zest in the world is itself capable of moving (saving) God the “Militant
Eros” (the élanuvital).??2? As Daniel A. Dombrowski indicates, Kazantzakis

sees human willingness to transform matter into spirit as the primary
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activity though which “the dependent pole of the divine nature” is
saved.??® It is important to point out that Griffin does not write about
God's need for salvation in God and Religion in the Postmodern World.
However, we hold that Griffin can be informed by Kazantzakis by
interpreting Griffin’s idea of contributing to God’s on-going life as
involving the redemption of God.

The idea that God relies on us for God’s salvation is powerfully
underscored by Uncle Anagnosti in Zorba the Greek, and may be one way
to elaborate upon Griffin’s notion of co-operating with the divine power:

“I shared everything I had and didn't have with my
children. Poverty crushed us, crushed us. But I don’t care-~
God is rich!”

“God is rich, uncle Anagnosti,” shouted Zorba in the
old man's ear, “God is rich, but we aren’'t. He doesn’t give
us anything, the mega-skinflint.”

But the old notable knitted his eycbrows.

“Hey, friend, don’t chew out God,” he said with
severity. “Don't chew him out. Poor fellow, he too depernds
onus”.224

Both Griffin and Kazantzakis seem to underscore the intimate and all-
inclusive relationship between God and the world. As we have suggested,
this process belief has the consequence that all that occurs in the world
matters to God as all things are enveloped by the divine. We save God by
contributing aesthetic value to God’s life. By the same token, our efforts
to transmute matter into spiril are embraced in the appreciative aspect

of divine becoming. Our actions become objectively immortal in the life

of God. Thus, God saves us.?25
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I. Literature and Theology: Fraternal Union, Dialectical Ambivalence

In Zorba the Greek, Nikos Kazanizakis contrasts the obdurate,
ascetic soul of the Boss against the disorderly, playful flesh of Zorba. As
we have observed, this relationship is one that seems to be consciously
or unconsciously modeled after Friedrich Nietzsche’s own belief that
tragedy occurs when Apollonian and Dionysijac forms of life attempt to
fuse together.228 At this point in our discussion, it seems important to
recognize that any fraternal union of Apollo and Dionysus is never an
easy interface of the two; on the contrary, Nietzsche believed that the
dialectical ambivalence of the two deities is sustained indefinitely.?27 A
struggle comparable to the duel that takes place between Apollo and
Dionysus is worked out in the encounter between Zorba and the Boss in
Zorba the Greek. Although they have two very different temperaments
and frequently joust with one another, Zorba and the Boss nonetheless
remain close allies.

In this last section, we suggest that Nietzsche's theory {one that is
given poetic expression in Zorba the Greek) of the troublesome symbiosis
between Apollo and Dionysus may be viewed as a trope for the tensive
relationship that seemingly exists between ‘systematic theology’ (in the
way wc've been defining this phrase throughout our study) and narrative
fiction. In particular, while Kazantzakis and Griffin may be considered
‘conversation partners’ in that they seem to share beliefs about a process
God, the aims and methods of both writers are very different. From a

certain perspective of reading, Griffin and Kazantzakis seem to be as
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separate as Dionysus and Apollo are in Nietzsche's tragic conception of
life. The conclusion that we draw from the above observation is that
(Kazantzakis's) narrative fiction and (Whiteheadian forms of process)
theology may be symbolized by both fraternal union and dialectical
ambivalence,

In our examination of the religious aspects of Kazantzakis's many
writings. we have found that Kazantzakis has been categorized under as
many inventive headings as there are critics of his work. Colin Wilson
describes Kazantzakis as a “religious philosopher crucified on the cross

of metaphysics”.228 On another level, Charles I. Glicksberg calls him a
"religious atheist”.??® Alternatively, James F. Lea refers to him as an

“antitheist”.23° Finally, Nicholas S. Racheotes holds that “Kazantzakis
was a subtle and controversial philosopher, though it would be stretching
the potnt to call him a theologian” 28!

Why would it be ‘stretching the point’ to refer to Kazantzakis as ‘a
theologian? One answer to this question makes use of the relationship
between Nielzsche and Kazantizakis, especially the idea that both writers
appear to be opposed to the task of philosophical system-building. As we
suggested earlier in this chapter, Kazantzakis and Nietzsche are liminal
or problematic thinkers who lack the consciousness of certainty because
they, like the deconstructive postmodernists we have cited thus far, value
the dynamic and contradictory aspects of life and truth. Commenting on

Nietzsche's ‘literary’ thought and style in her book Nietzsche: Disciple of
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Dionysus, Rose Pffefer states:

He [Nietzsche] cannot be understood by means of
logical formulas and closed systems. His mode of thinking is
dialectical, and intrinsically opposed to dogmatic finality
and static completeness...Nietzsche does not present us with
a systematic theory of knowledge. Any attempt to construct
one on the basis of his scattered remarks, aphorisms, poetry,
and myth would be a difficult, if not impossible, task. It
would, above all, be contrary to the intention of his thought
and lead to a distortion of his views.232

In a recent article, Jean Ellen Petrolle asserts that Kazantzakis chose to
use narrative form over disciplined argumentation (as a form of address)
because the former better suited his apparently anti-systematic (anti-
theological?} instincts:
In his philosophical writings [The Saviors of God],
Kazantzakis faced the difficulty of expressing his vision in a
medium unfriendly to paradox; designative language cannot
represent an ironic or dialectical vision without resolving it
into scparate components...Fiction offered Kazantzakis a
more flexible vehicle for his ideas.233
Thus far in our thesis, we have defined 'systematic theologians’ as so-
callcd ‘constructive’ thinkers who appear to assume that religious truth
can be written down in numbered theses and offered to others in the
form of an architectonic system.?34 We maintain that it would be
‘stretching the point’ to call Kazantzakis a ‘theologian’ since he does not
write ‘theology’ thus described. Instead, he uses narrative form in order
to craft imaginative fiction. As Nicholas S. Racheotes reminds us:
In his quest for and combat with God, Kazantzakis warned
against what are generally considered to be positive

attributes: health, inner peace, education, logic, theology,
and science.235
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As we noted earlier, Kazantzakis follows Nietzsche in believing
that the Dionysiac universe is characterized by evolving flux, limitiess
experimentation, unresolved ambiguity, and errant play. Significant to
our thesis, these are inescapable attributcs of the literary devices that
hoth writers use to reflect their conception of life. Here Kazantzakis and
Nietzsche may once again be linked with deconstructive postmodernists
since the latter frequently highlight how language is transformational.
As Robert Detweiler has recently stated, “creative literature is in fact the
kind of discourse in which linguistic play comes into its own”.%3% In light
of Detweiler's claim, perhaps we can suggdest that Kazantzakian parables
appear both to resist conceptual finality and to frustrate all attempts to
construct a stable hermeneutic. In addition, perhaps we can say that
Kazantzakian metaphors seem to invite the possibility of numberless
interpretations, errant wanderings, and ludic misreadings. It is this
tensive quality of literary devices that appears to render narrative fiction
irreducible to formulated truth, the very kind of truth that we often
observe in ‘systematic theology’.

In contrast to the open-ended character of narrative form, perhaps
we can say that it is the systematic theologian, with her hard penchant
for structured thought and logical abstractions, who appears to ensure
that the Apollonian tendency appears in her writing as ‘dogmatic finality’
and ‘static completeness’ of thought. Consider the case of David Ray
Griffin, who seems to regard argumentation as the primary model for

theological reflection, and how his version of Whiteheadian process
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theology “makes its claims in terms of its internal coherence, its
adequacy to experience, and its illuminating power”.2%7 While Griffin
clearly intuits the ideas of ‘process and becoming’, his use of discursive
discourse arguably euatails the eventual replacement of such intuition
with logical schematisms and conclusive analysis. Kazantzakis's loose,
metaphor-grounded notion(s) of divine and creaturely becoming can be
viewed in contrast to Griffin’s systematic approach to God and the world.
As we have noted already, Kazantzakis's metaphor of a process
God is ‘the Cry’. The Greek term that Kazantzakis frequently uses is
wpeuytl. While we have accepted the customary translation of kpeuyy| as
meaning ‘cry’, ®poayf] can very well be ‘outery’. With this translation in
mind, consider the following remarks made by David Patterson in his
book The Affirming Flame: Religion, Language, Literature:
The speculative thought that distinguishes philosophy and
theology, the scientific method that characterizes psychology
and soclology, these cannot begin to grasp the outery that is
the mark of the religious life. Indeed, outcry cannot be
grasped at all; at best, it can only be responded to.238
While he is not addressing Kazantzakis’'s notion of ‘the outcry’, we hold
that Patterson’s statement can perhaps apply to our thesis in this way.
Here Patterson seems to acknowledge the difficulties that ‘theology’ faces
when it attempts to cast religious experience in designative language. As
we have seen, Kazantzakis recognizes that ‘God's oulcry’ comes 1o us as
part of our religious intuition and, as such, that it is very difficult to

state this divine outery in the form of a well-constructed proposition.239

We maintain that process theologians like Griffin can perhaps learn from
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Kazantzakis's recognition of the limits of language.

Systematic theology, and we are saying here that Griffin’s process
theology is an example of this way of thinking and writing, often appears
as Unbezeichnung.24° In other words, systematic theology (in the way
we've been defining the term) arguably values order as well as discipline,
and it apparently seeks to be tension-free, devoid of ambiguity,
contradiction, and doubt--all Apollonian qualities. Narrative fiction,
and here we use Kazantzakis as our example, is not Unbezeichnung; on
the contrary. it arguably appears as Rausch. This is because narrative
fiction appears to celebrate the chaolic, ludic, and polysemic character of
language and truth--all Dionysiac qualities. From this strategic
distinction between (Whiteheadian formis of process) theology and
(Kazantzakis’s) narrative fiction, we can perhaps draw one small but very
important conclusion. We can perhaps suggest that imaginative writers
(ike Kazantzakis) are to systematic theologians (like Griffin) what
Dionysiac bacchants are to the restrained serenity of Apollonian
dialecticians, namely, anarchic pillagers of the Mansion of Literal
Meaning.

In spite of the strategic differences between theology and literature,
we wonder if it is possible for them to be fraternally affiliated, to exist in
an association that resembles the one between Apollo and Dionysus in
The Birth of Tragedy, wherc dialcctical ambivalence between the two
disciplines {as with the two deities) is sustained indefinitely? Nietzsche

thought of tragedy as the dynamic collusion of two complementary yet
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antagonistic forces or activities, with each being responsible for creating,
destroying, and re-creating the other. This is how the disciplines of
literature and theology best relate to one another. They appear to work
well when they function as vital and necessary concomitants. It is the
creative writer, armed with her hermeneutic of openness, who frequently
reminds the theologian that he is engaged in a narrative exercise, that
there is always a degree of oddity within theological language, and that
theologians very often gloss over the fissures in their own writing. By
the same token, it is the modern theologian, with his hermeneutic of
reduction, who often emphasizes to the novelist the need for rational
coherence and unity in her largely experimental and inventive work. As
Frank Burch Brown maintains:
...as a mode of conceptual understanding, theology tends to
be empty in its clarity of vision and in its generality, and
thus to need metaphoric and experiential interpretation. As
a mode of metaphoric understanding, poetry (in the broadest
sense) tends to be blind in its experiential fullness, and so to
need conceptual clarification, criticism, and generalization.
In dialogue, however, poetry and theology together play a
vital role in the unending process of understanding faith and
transforming lifc.241
The Dionysiac and Apollonian natures ai the centire of Zorba the
Greel exisl in a necessary but tense symbiosis. Zorba and the Boss both
complement and trouble one another. It seems we can see this as an
example of the relationship between literature and theology. Zorba the
Greek and Griffin's Whiteheadian process theology serve as vehicles for

this dipolar alliance, an alliance which emerges not only in this but in

each chapter throughout our study when we bring together a literary
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work and theological text. As in the fraternal union between Zorba and
the Boss, the literature of Kazantzakis and the theology of Whiteheadian
process thought (de)construct one another to sustain a troublesome

symbiosis that, in the end, creates a process poetics of faith.
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NOTES FOR CHAPTER FIVE

1. In Whiteheadian process theology, a ‘nexus’ occurs when actual entities cluster together
in aset of relations. This seems an instructive metaphor for the relationship that seems to
exist between Nikos Kazantzakis and Alfred North Whitchead/those theologians writing

from a Whiteheadian perspective.

2. See Nikos Karantzakis, Zorba The Greek, trans. Carl Wildman (LLondon: Faber and
Faber, 1961). For the Greek text, see Kazantzakis, Blog ket mofumeic Tou AAEEN
Zoppaek Sthed. (Athens, 1959). Also see David Ray Griffin, God and Religion in the
Postmodern World: Essays in Postmodern Theology (Albany NY: State University of New
York Press, 1989). Griflin is Professor of Philosophy of Religion at the School of
Theology at Claremont CA, USA. He is also Executive Director of the Center for Process

Studies and founding president of the Center for a Postmodern World in Santa Barbara

CA, USA.

3. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gay Science, trans. W. Kaufmann (New York: Random

House, 1974) 181.

4, David Ray Griflin, God and Religion in the Postmodern World, x. Also see Mark C.

Taylor, Erring: A Postmodern A/theology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984).
5. David Ray Griffin, et. al., Founders of Constructive Postmodern Philosophy: Peirce,

James, Bergson, Whitehead, and Hartshorne (Albany NY; State Universily of New York
Press, 1993).
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6. David Ray Griffin, God and Religion in the Postmodern World, 23. Griffin’s term for

the universality of creativity is “panenergism”.

7. Nikos Kazantzakis was deeply influenced by the work of Friedrich Nietzsche. While
we propose Lo examine the salient features of Nictzsche’s celebration of Dionysus, the
mythical Greek god of ascending life, adventurc, and ecstatic motion, a comprehensive
examination of Kazantzakis’s Nietzscheanism 1s beyond the scope of our thesis. For a
discussion of Kazantzakis’s Nictzscheanisin, scc Peter A. Bicn, Kazantzakis: Politics of
the Spirit (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1989) 24-36. Also see B. T.
McDonough, Nietzsche and Kazanitzakis (Washiogton D.C.: University Press of America,

1978).

8. See Peter A. Bien, “Zorba The Greek, Nielzsche, and the Perennial Greek
Predicament”, Antioch Review 25.1 (1965): 163. Also sec Andreas K. Poulakidas,
“Kazantzakis’ Zorba The Greek and Nictzsche's Thus Spake Zarathustra”, Philological
Quarterly 49 (1970): 238. Finally, see Joseph Blenkinsopp, “My Entire Soul Is a Cry: T'he

Religious Passion of Nikos Kazantzakis”, Comrnonweal 26 Feb, 1971: 515,

9. David Ray Griffin, “Postmodern Theology and A/Theology: A Response {0 Mark C.
Taylor”, Varieties of Postrmodern Theology , ct. al. David Ray Griffin {(Albany NY: State
University of New York Press, 1989) 29-52.

10. Friedrich Nielzsche, The Birth of Tragedy and The Genealogy of Morals, trans. and
with an introduction by Francis Goiffing (Garden City NY: Doubleday Anchor Books,
1956) 19.
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11. Ibid., 131.

12, Ibid., 132.

13. Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, trans. Peter A. Bien (London: Faber and Faber,

1965) 323.

14. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 113-14. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog R
noiteion tou AREEN Zopund, 139, The English translation has been altered 10 make it

conform more accurately to the Greek. The reference 1o the “unsunburned piece of meat”

means, figuratively, ‘inexperienced’ or “unexposed 1o life’.

15. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba The Greek, 73.

16. Ibid., 20.

17. Tbid., 105.

18. Ibid., 104.

19. Tbid., 72-79.

20. Inaddition to Zorba and the Boss, the character of Stavridaki is important in Zorba

The Greek ,7. He is one of two men who conduct correspondence with their former

professor, the Boss, during the latter’s time in Crete. Writing from Russia, Stavridaki
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represents a balance of Apollonian and Dionysiac impulses. For support of this
interpretation, see Morton P. Levitt, The Cretan Glance: The World and Art of Nikos
Kazantzakis (Columbus OH: Ohio State University Press, 1980):
Stavridhdkis is the synthesizer who joins the Dionysian ecstasy of Zorba
with the Apollonian dreaminess of Boss, creating a new union in life as the
classical tragedians did in their art. (106)
21. We have discussed Alfred North Whitchead’ s theory of objective immortality in earlier
chapters. See Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology, ed. David Ray Griffin and
Donald W. Sherburne, cor. ed. (1929; New York: The Free Press, 1978) 45_, 84, 245.

22. Peter A. Bicn, Nikos Kazantzakis--Novelist (1 ondon: Duckworth, 1089) 13.

23, Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, 323.

24. TFricdrich Nictzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, 79. Throughout the remainder of this fifth
and (inal chapter we make a connection between A pollo-theoretical optimism-Socrates. We
believe this link s possible; however, we need to clarify any possible misunderstanding.
We do acknowledge that Nietzsche distinguishes Socratic rationalism from both the
Apollonian and the Dionysiac modes, not merely from the Dionysiac (19-21, 31, 56-7, 65,
93-7, 102). Essential to the Apollontan is the “principle of individuation”; this distinguishes
it from the Dionysiac but also from the Socratic (97). Having said this, we do assert that
Socrates is ‘inspired’ by Apollo’s balance, symmetry, and serenity. Indeed, it is Socrates
who ensures that “the Apollonian tendency [this, in part, manifests itself as rationality,
lucidity, clarity] now appears as logical schematism™ (88). Remember that language is the
instrument of Apollo (82-90). Socrates (who caomposes poems to Apolio from jail) uses

language (and dialectic) to build rational constructs where (here was once the vibrant reality
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of myth (90). Thus, Nietzsche’s overall complaint is that Socrates’s emphasis on reason
and knowledge of Reality is much too confident (theoretical optimismy). Itis in this scnsc,
then, that we connect Apollo-theoretical optimism-Socrates. This connection--pointedly
and soberly supported by the references cited above--enables us to continue our siudy’s
own trajectory towards the view that literature and theology exist in a dipolar alliance, a
complementarity in which each needs the other. At this stage of the fifth chapter, and to
save ourselves from misunderstanding, we recognize that it is important not to overlook
Socrales and to assume that ‘theoretical optimism’ is all connected with Apollo. Also, we

acknowledge that Apollo is more than just theoretical optimism.

25. Ibid., 93.

W~
o

Tbid., 79, 94.

27. Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, 324,

28. Friedrich Niewzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, 90.

20. Ibid., 93.

30. Thid., S0.

31. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba The Greek, 11. The Boss, like Dante at the beginning of

the Divine Comedy, finds himself, in the middle of life’s journey, lost in a dark wood, so

to speak (Nel mezzo del cammin di nostra vila/mi ritrovai per una selva oscura) and needs a

guide—-a Virgil--who of course turns out to be Zorba (not Stavridaki). See Dante Alighieri,
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the Divine Comedy, a verse trans. Allen Mandelbaum (New York: Bantam Books, 1982)

2.

32. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 14-15. Tt is uselul 1o add that music is the
quintessentially Dionysiac art form according to Friedrich Nietzsche. See Nietzsche, The

Birth of Tragedy, 57.

33. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 14. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog x o mofuteio:
tou AREEN Zoppn&, 26. The English translation has been altered to make it conform

more accurately to the Greek.

34, Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 15. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biﬂg K TIoALTELE
tou AALEN Zopun&, 27. The English translation has been altered to make it conform
more accuralely 1o the Greek. In Greek, the [inal adjective 1s “human”, bul Kazantzakis
almost always means by this “humane”, not barbarous or cruel. One could even translate

“gentle”.

35. Nikos Kazantzukis, Zorba the Greek, 37. Also, scc Kuzantzakis, Biog ® oo rrofireio
tou AhiEn Zopuné, 53. The English translation has been altered to make it conform

more accurately 1o the Greek.

36, Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 140. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog Al

niofateio Tou AhiEn Zoppmé, 170. The English translation has been altered to make it

conform more accuraicly (o the Greek.
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37. Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, 466; emphasis added.

38. David Ray Griffin, introduction, Spirifuality and Society: Postmodern Visions, ct. al.

David Ray Griffin (Albany NY: State University of New York Press, 1988} 17.

39. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, 4.

40. Peter A. Bicn, “Zorba the Greek, Nietzsche, and the Perennial Greek Predicament”,

163.

41. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 17. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog € mofuweis

tou AAEEN Zoppumé, 28. The English translation has been altered to make it conforin

more accurately to the Greek.

42. Sec Paul Tillich, The Courage to Be (1952; Glasgow: Collins, 1977) 41-68.

43, Ibid., 89, passim.

44. David Ray Griffin, God and Religion in the Postmodern World, 25,

45. Froedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spake Zarathustra: A Book for Everyone and No One,

trans. and with an introduction by R. J. Hollingdale (London: Penguin Books, 1969) 139.

46. Ibid., 207.

47. Ibid., 218-19.
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48. See Friedrich Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols and The Anti-Christ, trans. R. J.

Hollingdale (London: Penguin, 1990) 45, 47.

49, See Henri Bergson, Creative Fvolution, auth. trans. Arthur Mitchell (New Y ork:

Henry Holt and Company, 1911) 11.

50. Scc Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, 164, 211.

51. Fredrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, 10.

52. Rose Pfeffer, Nietzsche: Disciple of Dionysus (Lewisburg PA: Bucknefl University
Press, 1972) 101-02.

53. Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, 322, 450.

54. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 57. Also, see Kazanizakis, Bicrg Ken mofurele
tou AREEN Zopuné, 76. The English translation has been altered to make it conform
more accurately to the Greek.

55. Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spake Zarathustra, 298-306.

56. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 156, Also, see Kazantzakis, Eing we
srodatele: tow AREEN Zopund, 187. The English transfation has been aliered to make it

conform more accurately to the Greek.
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57. Friedrich Nietzsche, Lhus Spake Zarathustra, 297, 306,

58. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 73. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog Kol TToAITELE
tou AREEN Zoppn&, 94. The English translation has been altered to make it conform

more accurately to the Greek.

59. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 73. Also, see Karzantzakis, Biog kea noAiweis
tou AMEEN Zopuné, 94. The English translation has been altered to make it conform
more accurately to the Greek.

60. See Nikos Kazantzakis, Report to Greco, 454.

61. Ibid., 466.

62. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 74. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog ken mofurein
Tou AhEEn Zopumd, 95. The English translation has been altered to make it conform

more accurately to the Greek.

63. Robert Detweiler, Breaking the Fall: Religious Readings of Contemporary Fiction

(San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1989) 18,

64. Mark C. Taylor, Frring, 172.

65, Id., 174.
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66. Ibid., 16.

67. Nikos Karantzakis, The Saviors of God, trans. and with an introduction by Kimon

Friar (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1960) 43-44.

68. We would add, here, that spirituality at the novel’s start is also manifested in the
Boss’s obsession with Buddhism. In the ring structure, Buddhism is replaced by Art--in
other words, a spiritnality that attempts to by-pass materiality is replaced by a spirituality

that must evolve through materiality.

69. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 19. Also, see Kazantzakis, Biog w o mofutelo:
tou AREEn Zopuné, 31. The English translation has been altered to make it conform

more accurately to the Greek.

70. Nikos Kazantzakis, Zorba the Greek, 151. Also, scc Kazanlzakis, Bing K
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Zarathustra, one may compare Zorba’s eccentricity to Nietzsche’s own belief that “one
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Concluasion

When we hegan our study, we set out to examine the relationship
between literature and theology by scrutinizing the nature and shape of
the conversation between Nikos Kazantzakis's narrative fiction and the
theology of Whitehecadian process thought. As we have observed in all
our five chapters, this dialogue has been, at turns, both effortless and
difficult to sustain. For instance, our comparison of the concept and
role of God as held by Kazantzakis and Whitcheadian process theology
has shown that the task of finding and delineating points of convergence
between these two partners is not at all formidable. Clearly, both view
God as the transcendent-immanent ground of the creative processes of
reality, as subject to time and change, and as reliant on our actualized
value. Nevertheless, there is at least one difference between Kazantzakis
and the Whiteheadians that strains their conversation. This is their
choice in textual modes and forms of discourse, Alfred North Whitehead
employed argumentation to create a major system of speculative ideas by
which we can grasp our experience(s) of the world. After Whitehead, the
theologians who follow his philosophical lead do so by presenting their
own views with the aid of designative language. In contrast, Kazantzakis
utilized narrative and metaphoric understanding to express his concrete
intuitions.

Although Whitehead evidently attempted to construct a rational,
coherent, and necessary system of ideas, it is significant to our thesis

that he sometimes found it essential to traverse the conspicuous divide
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between propositional discourse and story. Recognizing that there is an
intensity of life which is voiced in poetic metaphor but not in conceptual
understanding, he turned to the literature of Wordsworth and Shelley as
well as of Milton, Pope, and Tennyson in order to refine and augment his
own speculative metaphysics.! Interestingly, Whitehead’s recognition of
the need to allow literature and philosophy to come together seems to be
noticeably absent from the work of Whiteheadian process theologians.
Few Whiteheadians would dispute Whitehead's interest in the Romantic
poets. The process philosopher Victor Lowe intimates,

Some of those who know Whitchead wonder if William

Wordsworth did not influence him quite as much as any

other man--and Shelley almost as much as Wordsworth.2
However, Whiteheadian process theologians seem unwilling to learn from
Whitehead's own eagerness to hold that literary language is a feasible
medium for philosophy and for theology. Our own study, one that
demonstrates that several points of convergence exist between
(Kazantzakis’s} literary fiction and (Whiteheadian process) theology, is a
productive attempt to thaw the glacial divide between two major
disciplines. It proposes the possibility of a process poetics of faith, a way
of thinking and writing theologically that incorporates literary forms.
Thus, the present work is an attempt, at least in part, to challenge those
theologians who work from within a Whiteheadian perspective to think
and write of God in ways that account for what we call the dipolar
alliance of metaphoric and conceptual understanding.

Another possibly productive study, too large to be included in the
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present work, would involve showing that while Kazantzakis would never
have agreed to being labeled ‘Christian’, he warmed to Christianity’s key
themes, imagery, and symbolism. Despite the fact that Kazantzakis was
persecuted by certain Greek Orthodox Churchmen, and that
posthumously he has come under severe attack from Protestant
evangelicals for the film version of The Last Temptation, we maintain that
it is possible for Kazantzakis scholars to show that he contributes to a
wider, Christian faith still in the making. As we have demonstrated,
Kazantzakis's beliefs are strikingly similar to theological themes found in
both modern and postmodern Christian doctrine. The prospect of study
in this area is intriguing. While we in no way try to attempt such a task,
we indicate where this ‘rehabilitation of Kazantzakis’ might begin.

Now that Whiteheadian process theology is considered to be both
an ingenious and an accepted trend within recent Christian theology, we
appear to have a case for the rehabilitation of Kazantzakis and his work.
By ‘rehabilitation’, we mean the task of showing (contra certain sections
of the Church that suspect Kazantzakis of atheism) how Kazantzakis's
art exists within what might be termed ‘the permissible Hmits of
Christian reflection’. While this is perhaps a subject for another paper,
one that could be timed to coincide with the fortieth anniversary of
Kazantzakis’s death (1997), we believe that Kazantzakis and his work
need no longer be viewed as either 'heretical’ or ‘blasphemous’. Indeed,
his ‘connection’ to Whiteheadian process theology is onc significant

reason why charges of ‘heresy’ and 'blasphemy’ neither seem possible nor
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acceptable when we consider his contribution to reflection on Christian

themes in the twentieth century.
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NOTES FOR THE CONCLUSION

1. See Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Madern World (New Y ork: Macmillan,
1925) 75-89.

2. Victor Lowe, Understanding Whitehead (Baltimore MD: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1966) 256.
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