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At the close of the first chapter of The Tragic Imagination, Rowan Williams makes a normative claim: tragic representation is to be thought of in relation to the “sacred” inasmuch as it entails “conversion” in “the biblical sense of a radical change of perception.”[endnoteRef:1] The simultaneity of recognition (anagnorisis) and reversal (peripeteia) that Aristotle so admired in Oedipus Tyrannus, is, Williams suggests, to be understood in its effect on the audience of tragedy through a dynamic of metanoia.[endnoteRef:2] For Williams, the defining effect of tragedy is that audiences are brought to a recognition of that which had hitherto been unknown, or, in Cavellian terms, known but unacknowledged, such that tragedy is understood as uncovering “not so much the unknown as the fact of our not-knowing.”[endnoteRef:3] In Williams’s account, this failure to know or acknowledge is habitual and therefore, from a certain perspective, inexhaustible. It is for this reason that Williams conceives of tragedy as entailing transformative self-scrutiny for its audiences: “The ironies presented in the dramatic narration invite us as audience to scrutinize ourselves, to learn how to see ourselves with greater ironic clarity, acknowledging what we do not know of ourselves.”[endnoteRef:4] [1:  Rowan Williams, The Tragic Imagination (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 26–27. For a more detailed treatment of the theological implications of the normative claims in Williams’s book, see Giles Waller, “Felix Culpa? On Rowan Williams’ The Tragic Imagination,” Modern Theology 34, no. 2 (2018): 243–51.]  [2:  Poetics 1452a: καλλίστη δὲ ἀναγνώρισις, ὅταν ἅμα περιπετείᾳ γένηται, οἷον ἔχει ἡ ἐν τῷ Οἰδίποδι, Aristotle, ed. Stephen Halliwell, Poetics, (The finest recognition is that which occurs simultaneously with reversal, as with the one in Oedipus), tr. Stephen Halliwell (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1995).]  [3:  Williams, Tragic Imagination, 27. See Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Morality, and Tragedy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979); and Cavell, “The Avoidance of Love: A Reading of King Lear,” in his Disowning Knowledge in Seven Plays of Shakespeare (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 39–123. Williams’s second chapter, “Acknowledgment and Hiddenness,” treats Cavell’s notion of acknowledgment (30–55). ]  [4:  Williams, Tragic Imagination, 126. It is on this basis that Williams regards Milton’s Samson Agonistes as ultimately falling short of his normative account of the tragic effect of recognition and conversion: “We as audience are exhorted to patience rather than self-scrutiny; this is a forcefully and unapologetically non-ironic telling of the story of suffering” (128). ] 

I wish to test and pursue Williams’s suggestive claim through a reading of one of the most explicit and self-conscious early modern attempts at Christian tragedy, Hugo Grotius’s 1608 tragedy, Christus Patiens, and its English translation by George Sandys, produced in 1640, Christs passion a tragedie.[endnoteRef:5] A particularly complicated notion of affect, I argue, is at work in Grotius’s play, which points to a heightened and tortured ambivalence about the theological and moral implications of tragic literature itself. The drama is theological in more than just its subject matter of the suffering Christ. Through its complex adaptation of classical form, Christus Patiens reflects recursively on the very motivations of the tragic audience, making its audience aware of their own implication—and even complicity—in the suffering represented and evoked in the drama. The audience is shown to be both the cause and, through the redemptive drama that unfolds, ultimately the beneficiaries of this tragic suffering. This reflexive relationship develops through a series of recognitions and ironically performed failures of recognition, of conversional shifts in perception.  [5:  Hugo Grotius, Tragoedia Christus Patiens (Leiden, 1608); and George Sandys, Christs passion a tragedie, with annotations (London: John Legatt, 1640). Further citations, to Grotius and Sandys, are indicated using the page numbers of these editions.] 

Grotius’s tragedy opens up a space to reflect upon the ironic distance between self-perception and reality. This dynamic is fundamentally theological. At the root of Reformation understandings of the nature of sin, sinful humans, both individually and communally, are habitually given to deny the ironic distance between their own self-perception and a less palatable reality, and therefore they are continually in need of conversion: conversion to their own hitherto unacknowledged sinfulness and to the justifying righteousness of God that brings about this very acknowledgment. In theological terms, this ironic distance between self-perception and reality is overcome through a process of self-recognition instigated by the judgment of God on sin—a self-recognition that is of a piece with conversion. As Martin Luther puts it in his gloss on Psalm 103:29 in his Dictata super psalterium delivered in 1513-15, “agnitio suo,” self-recognition, is a result of God’s conversion of the sinner, a recognition that one is dust. This conversional recognition is, Luther states, the condition of the re-creation of the sinner out of this dust.[endnoteRef:6] In the Lectures on Romans, written in 1515-16, shortly after the Dictata, Luther’s increasingly distinctive “Reformation” understanding of justification turns on this understanding of recognition, as it mediates the relation between divine and human and between active and passive forms of righteousness. The active righteousness of God, by which unrighteous sinners are passively made righteous through faith in God’s justifying righteousness, works in and through these sinners in simultaneous and inseparable relation to their “recognition and confession” [agnitia et confessa] of their own unrighteousness. The sinner’s recognition of his own unrighteousness, Luther writes, “commends” [commendat] the justifying righteousness of God.[endnoteRef:7] The Calvinist tradition is marked by a similar understanding of the concomitant relation of the self-recognition of sinfulness and the saving knowledge of God, foregrounded in the opening chapter of the first book of Calvin’s 1559 Institutio christianae religionis.[endnoteRef:8] This understanding reemerges in Calvin’s treatment of public confession in book 3 of the Institutes, in which, citing Nehemiah’s prayer of confession on behalf of Israel (Neh. 1:6-7), Calvin notes that this confession of guilt necessarily preceded the recognition of Israel’s liberation.[endnoteRef:9] As we have seen, both Luther and Calvin persistently use Latin terms (agnosoco and agnitio) that offer intriguing connections with the contemporary vocabulary of Aristotelian tragic theory, for agnitio is the term used to translate Aristotle’s anagnorisis in Renaissance Latin editions of the Poetics.[endnoteRef:10]  [6:  D. Luthers Werke: Kritische Gesamtausgabe, part 1, Schriften, vol. 4 (Weimar: H. Böhlau, 0000), 171, lines 22–25 “Hoc ad literam patet, quia alia moriuntur, alia nascuntur animalia semper. Sed magis mystice: aufert spiritum eorum et dat spiritum suum, quando peccatores convertit et deficere facit. Tunc in pulverem suum revertuntur, i.e. in agnitionem suo, quod sint pulvis. Et ita renovantur et creantur in novam creaturam.”]  [7:  See Luther’s scholion on Romans 3:5, in Luthers Werke, vol. 56 (Weimar: H. Böhlau, 0000), part 1, Schriften, 215, lines 16–20: “Unde Non hic loquitur de Iustitia, qua ipse Iustus est, Sed qua Iustus est et nos Iustificat et ipse respectu nostri solus iustus; illam enim nostra iniustitia, si facta fuerit nostra (i.e. agnita et confessa), commendat, nos enim humiliat et Deo prosternit eiusque Iustitiam postulat, qua accepta Deum largitorem glorificamus, laudamus, amamus.” This is a process which, as Brian Cummings has perceptively demonstrated, is at work in Luther’s use of punning wordplay in contrasting active and passive forms of iustificare. The seemingly problematic passive iustificatur used of God in Psalm 50 (51):4, and cited by Paul in Romans 3:4 (“ut iustificeris in sermonibus tuis”), is read not in the nonsensical sense of God “becoming just,” but rather, Cummings notes, in “the alternative sense of God “appearing just in the eyes of others,” such that iustificatur is understood in terms of recognition and acknowledgment: “Ac Sic in Iustitia, qua ipse me Iustificat, solus ipse glorificatur, Quia solus iustificatur (i.e. Iustus esse agnoscitur)” (Luthers Werke, vol. 56, 216, line 16). God alone is justified in that he alone is acknowledged to be righteous, a recognition that is concomitant with the sinner’s being made righteous by God. See Cummings, The Literary Culture of the Reformation: Grammar and Grace (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 90–101, quotation at 90.]  [8:  John Calvin, Institutio Christianae religionis, (Geneva : Oliua Roberti Stephani, 1559) I.i.1. For a thorough discussion of the theological dimension of recognition that places Luther and Calvin in a longue durée history of recognition, see Risto Saarinen, Recognition and Religion: A Historical and Systematic Study (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 42–109. ]  [9:  Calvin, Institutio III.iv.11, cited in Saarinen, Recognition and Religion, 93.]  [10:  See, for example, Alessandro Pazzi’s edition of the Poetics, printed in Venice in 1536. Russ Leo notes this connection in his treatment of Nicolas Barthélemy’s 1529 drama, Christus xilonicus, and suggests a technical Aristotelian inflection to the use of agnitio in the play, such that “faith is inextricable from this agnitio, this recognition of one’s own misery and depravity in contrast to Christ’s humble glory. . . . In agnitio Barthélemy adapts tragic recognition to express the knowledge proper to faith, retrofitting the terms of Aristotelian tragedy to address pressing issues of evidence and belief.” Russ Leo, “Scripture and Tragedy in the Reformation,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Bible in Early Modern England, c. 1530–1700, ed. Kevin Kileen, Helen Smith, and Rachel Willie (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 498–517, at 506. ] 

Christus Patiens, must be read against resonances with Reformation theological traditions, but also in view of a longer tradition of Christian suspicion of theatrical representation of suffering.  We must attend to the ways in which this suspicion is mediated through the responses of the drama’s characters to the off-stage action of the Passion, and in these characters’ meditations on their own complicity in that action.
Christian antipathy toward the staging of violence and suffering was ancient. Indeed, it was embedded in patristic responses to the prominence of theater in urban life. In this tradition, Augustine occupies a particularly influential place.[endnoteRef:11] In his paradigmatic narrative of repentance and conversion, Confessions, Augustine looks back on his youthful enjoyment of the theater with rueful, fascinated unease: [11:  See Jonas A. Barish, The Anti-theatrical Prejudice (London: University of California Press, 1981), 52–65.] 


I was captivated by theatrical shows. They were full of representations of my own miseries and fuelled my fire. Why is it that a person should wish to experience suffering by watching grievous and tragic events which he himself would not wish to endure? Nevertheless he wants to suffer the pain given by being a spectator of these sufferings, and the pain itself is his pleasure. What is this but amazing folly? For the more anyone is moved by these scenes, the less free he is from similar passions. Only, when he himself suffers, it is called misery; when he feels compassion for others, it is called mercy. But what quality of mercy is it in fictitious and theatrical inventions? A member of the audience is not excited to offer help, but invited only to grieve. The greater his pain, the greater his approval of the actor in these representations. If the human calamities, whether in ancient histories or fictitious myths, are so presented that the theatregoer is not caused pain, he walks out of the theatre disgusted and highly critical. But if he feels pain, he stays riveted in his seat enjoying himself.[endnoteRef:12] [12:  Augustine, Confessions III.2, ed. M. Skutella et al. (Stuttgart: B.G. Teubner, 1981). Translation Henry Chadwick (Oxford: OUP, 2008): “Rapiebant me spectacula theatrica, plena imaginibus miseriarum mearum et fomitibus ignis mei. quis est, quod ibi homo vult dolere luctuosa et tragica, quae tamen pati ipse nollet? et tamen pati vult ex eis dolorem spectator, et dolor ipse est voluptas eius. quid est nisi miserabilis insania? nam eo magis eis movetur quisque, quo minus a talibus affectibus sanus est, quamquam, cum ipse patitur, miseria, cum aliis compatitur, misericordia dici solet. sed qualis tandem misericordia in rebus fictis et scenicis? non enim ad subveniendum provocatur auditor, sed tantum ad dolendum invitatur et auctori earum imaginum amplius favet, cum amplius dolet. et si calamitates illae hominum vel antiquae vel falsae sic agantur, ut qui spectat non doleat, abscedit inde fastidiens et reprehendens; si autem doleat, manet intentus et gaudens.”] 


Quite apart from the problem of establishing the particular nature of these “theatrical shows” in the late antique world which Augustine inhabited—they were neither the liturgical tragedies of Athens, nor the complex hybrid forms of Shakespeare—the interweaving of ethical and psychological concerns in Augustine’s analysis here is striking. While a broadly Platonic suspicion of mimesis is certainly at work in Augustine’s objection to theatrical representation, Augustine also identifies a moral and theological problem in taking pleasure in suffering, whether one’s own (which one ought to wish to avoid) or another’s (which one ought to pity, stimulating a compassionate response to aid the other in this suffering). Yet Augustine’s critique is far from straightforward, as it is inextricably embedded in a text that makes rich use of the kinds of rhetorical stirring of emotional response that it otherwise, in a theatrical context, problematizes.[endnoteRef:13] His readers are moved to find aesthetic pleasure, moral admonishment, and theological confession through his text. Ultimately, Confessions seeks to bring readers to a recognition of their own brokenness and ultimate need for conversion. [13:  For an insightful and theologically suggestive treatment of this issue, see Gene Fendt, “The (Moral) Problem of Reading Confessions: Augustine’s Double Argument against Drama,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 72 (1998): 171–84. Fendt is particularly concerned with the ways in which Augustine’s text arouses the emotional responses in its readers that, in the critique of the theatee, are condemned. The way through this difficulty, Fendt suggests, is to adopt the prayerful mode of reading that Augustine’s text seeks to inculcate in its readers. ] 

In the Christus Patiens, we see something like Augustine’s sophisticated retrospective and autobiographical problematizing of the nature of tragedy, enacted in dramatic form and in the audience’s responses demanded by the drama itself. In staging the Passion narrative, the Christus Patiens, a Christian conversion of classical tragic form, places the very desire to witness tragic spectacle on a baptized stage. In medieval dramas of the Passion, the ludic representation of physically enacted violence contributes a crucial part of the dramatic spectacle. By contrast, self-consciously classical Passion plays such as Christus Patiens are haunted by the absence of Christ’s wounded body on the stage, an absence that teases both the dramatic characters’ and the audience’s desire for and response to tragic spectacle, thereby staging this desire and its motivations in searching ways. In its neoclassical observance of the unities of time, place, and action, and its avoidance of staged violence, the Christus Patiens locates tragedy not so much in the suffering of Christ himself, but almost entirely in its portrayal of various characters’ responses to this suffering, which the characters evoke ekphrastically. Their dramatic responses lead them, both individually and mutually, to recognize their own degrees of guilt-ridden reaction to and responsibility in the betrayal of Christ to his fate and the savage spiritual and physical anguish that is inflicted (or which they permit to be inflicted) on him in his tragic suffering. Virtually all the characters implicate themselves, or are implicated by others, in the burden of guilt for Jesus’s suffering and death. Through these multiple implications, the audience, who themselves take tragic pleasure in the suffering, are at each point in the drama themselves—ourselves—implicated in this guilt. 

Classical and neoclassical passions
Grotius’s drama has received very little scholarly attention.[endnoteRef:14] The text draws on a long tradition of adapting the Passion narrative to the various forms of classical tragedy, the most important source of which is the Greek text Christos paschōn, a Byzantine cento of Euripidean verses, which circulated under the name of the Cappadocian church father Gregory of Nazianzus. The Christos paschōn interleaves the verses of Euripides with scriptural passages, dramatically narrating the Passion with some jarring details, such as the Virgin Mary mourning her dead son in the words of Medea lamenting the children she has murdered.[endnoteRef:15] Grotius mentions this work in his preface to Christus Patiens, but his play is a substantially new text. Grotius’s version was widely circulated both in England and on the Continent, and it was translated in 1640 into English rhyming couplets by George Sandys,  a noted translator of Ovid’s Metamorphoses. Groves notes the large number of nonspeaking parts listed in Grotius’s preface to the play, indicating that it was likely intended for performance, rather than simply for reading, while Sandys’s version was likely intended to be read, rather than fully enacted, given the English prohibition on representing Christ on stage.[endnoteRef:16] In both plays, physical violence occurs offstage, as Grotius notes in his preface.[endnoteRef:17] This starkly contrasts a tradition of medieval drama in which vividly enacted onstage violence is a major feature of staging the Passion. Grotius also takes pains to point out that his drama observes the unity of time, in Aristotelian fashion.[endnoteRef:18] Observing these formal constraints, the play prompts us to reconsider common critical assumptions about the “antitragic” nature of the Christian narrative, or indeed the very impossibility of Christian tragedy.  [14:  Beatrice Groves is a notable exception; see “‘Now wole I a newe game begynne’: Staging Suffering in King Lear, the Mystery Plays, and Grotius’s Christus Patiens,” Medieval and Renaissance Drama in England 20 (2007): 136–50. Russ Leo offers an illuminating treatment of earlier Latin plays on Christ’s Passion, particularly focusing on Stoa’s Theoandrathanatos of 1508, a century earlier than Grotius’s play, and thus composed before the influential Greek text of Christos Paschōn was widely known after its publication by Bladus in Rome in 1542. See Russ Leo, “Christ’s Passion, Christian Tragedy, and Ioannes Franciscus Quintianus Stoa’s Untimely Theoandrothanatos,” Renaissance Studies 30, no. 4 (2016): 505–25. See also James A. Parente, Jr., “The Development of Religious Tragedy: The Humanist Reception of the Christos Paschon in the Renaissance,” Sixteenth Century Journal 16, no. 3 (1985): 351–68. ]  [15:  Commentary on the Greek Christos Paschōn drama has largely focused on questions of provenance and date. For a recent and extremely illuminating exception that pays attention to the poetic, dramatic, and theological implications of the text, see Rachel Bryant Davies, “The Figure of Mary Mother of God in Christus Patiens: Fragmenting Tragic Myth and Passion Narrative in a Byzantine Appropriation of Euripidean Tragedy,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 137 (2017): 188–212. ]  [16:  Groves also notes that the second edition of Sandys’s text, published in 1687, includes both annotations—many of which are topographical and derived from Sandys’s own travels in the Holy Land—and illustrations (“Now wole I a newe game begynne,” 145). ]  [17:  Grotius, Christus Patiens, sigs. *6v–*7r: “Habuit & hoc molestiae nonnihil quod multa per internuntios repraesentanda fuerunt: neque enim per leges Tragoediae licuit, aut capturam Christi miraculis insignem, aut cruce pendentis supplicium in scenam producere: quin & ipsa inquisitio tum Pontificum tum Pilati ante oculos poni, utpote intus facta, non debuit.”]  [18:  Grotius, Christus Patiens, sig. *7r: “Ut autem ipsius Tragoediae dispositionem breviter indicem, ea circuitu suo id tempus amplectitur, quod ab ea noctis parte, qua Christus post coenam foras egressus est, ad vesperam sequentem, quae erat parasceue, interfuit.”] 

With regard to the unity of time, Grotius’s play exhibits a particularly complex temporality, frequently making imaginative leaps between characters’ recollection of recent events and Old Testament prophecies, between ambiguously mythological classical narratives and anticipated future events, even the eschatological end of time itself. In this important respect, Christus Patiens differs significantly from its Greek predecessor, Christos paschōn, which features not only the Resurrection but several post-Resurrection appearances to the disciples. As Grotius notes in his preface, Christus Patiens spans the evening of Maundy Thursday to the evening of Good Friday; at the close of the drama, Christ is not yet risen. In the final speech of the play, Mary is seized by a prophetic vision, in which the complex and circumscribed temporality of the play is abruptly suspended in prophetic anticipation of the end of time “itself” (Sandys, 73; Grotius, 61). Mary’s vivid and joyous speech speeds forward, via a fleeting allusion to Christ’s resurrection, to focus on the image of the Last Judgment and the Christus Victor, triumphant over death. The Resurrection thus intrudes into the drama, but only inasmuch as it is collapsed into the final eschatological horizon. 
Scholarly discussions of Christianity and tragedy have long maintained a tension between the Crucifixion and Resurrection, holding that the Resurrection subverts or cancels any tragic interpretation of the Passion.[endnoteRef:19] Contravening this presumption, the Christus Patiens inserts its audience into the time of the Crucifixion—the transition from Friday to Saturday—and so does not overdetermine its characters’ suffering by relativizing or subordinating it to a compensatory victory; nor does the drama, in its curiously exultant final lines, deny the triumph of the Resurrection. Rather, in a play that is otherwise suffused with an atmosphere of inescapable guilt, the final lines of Grotius’s drama emphasize the radical nature of that resurrection from the dead, which overturns the entire order of the world, which comes from outside of the world and time. Resurrection does not, in this play, follow sequentially in an order of events from the Crucifixion, but arrives (albeit proleptically, and collapsed into the horizon of the eschaton) ecstatically, from without; it is nothing other than grace.  [19:  See, for example, I. A. Richards, The Principles of Literary Criticism (London: Kegan Paul, 1924), 246; Richard Sewall, The Vision of Tragedy (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1959), 50; Karl Jaspers, Tragedy Is Not Enough, trans. H. Riche, H. T. Moore, and K. W. Deutsch (London: Victor Gollancz, 1953), 38; and George Steiner, “A Note on Absolute Tragedy,” Journal of Literature and Theology 4, no. 2 (1990): 147–56. ] 


Jesus
Christus Patiens opens with Jesus in Gethsemane, who narrates, in a long speech, the course of his life (and indeed his eternal begetting before the beginning of time), establishing the central dynamic of tragic irony—of acknowledgment and refusal, of inadvertent recognition and willful misrecognition—that reverberates through the rest of the drama. The biblical foundation of this irony is the Gospel of John, in which the source of the world itself “came unto his own, and his own received him not” (1:11, KJV), a light, shining in uncomprehending darkness (1:5).[endnoteRef:20] Indeed, the central lament in Jesus’s speech is not that he is misrecognized or unacknowledged—this is not a simple case of mistaken identity—but rather that he is “acknowledg’d, and rejected still” [semper agnoscor . . . / Semper recusor] (Sandys, 2; Grotius, 2). At the same time, this speech, in a way that is further intensified by the other characters throughout the play, repeatedly draws attention to Jesus’s innocence, which is almost always shown in sharp relief against the guilt that it redeems. This is worked out most pointedly in the speech of the first Messenger in act 4, which narrates to the Chorus of Jewish Women the events of the Scourging and Crucifixion, which, in decorously (neo-)classical fashion, occur entirely offstage. This speech stages, through ekphrastically imagined report, Jesus’s words of forgiveness from the cross in Luke’s gospel, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do” (23:34). The Messenger’s direct scriptural citation thus offers an acknowledgment of ignorance (“they know not”) that rather undercuts Jesus’s own nonscriptural words in his opening speech in act 1 about his rejection in spite of his having been acknowledged, and Jesus’s expression draws this contrast into a rhetorically paradoxical juxtaposition, in the manner of a chiasmus: “And falsely judg’d, the truly guilty cleares” [Reusque veros falsus absolvit reos] (Sandys, 44; Grotius, 37). Such compressed chiasmic inversions and reversals, which run throughout the play, establish a series of juxtaposed oppositions, poised in a relation of turning, and turning about, in terms of both peripeteia and conversion. These patterns repeat and ramify through the drama, working outwards from small textual units of a few words to encompass the internal motivations and mutual interrelations of characters, and ultimately extending to the relation between the drama itself and its audience.  [20:  Johannine irony plays a key role in Rowan Williams’s tragic reading of the Gospel narratives; see Tragic Imagination, 119–27.] 

The rejection of Jesus in spite of the acknowledgment of his identity thus serves, in the logic of the drama, to accentuate the culpability of those who reject him, while stressing all the more the universality of the propitiatory sacrifice that his death will represent. In drawing a distinction in his opening speech between those living and those already dead, Jesus notes that this death is not only a continuation of his earthly ministry to bring about the Kingdom of God, but a radically universal extension of it: “I for the living liv’d, but die for all” [viximus viventibus: / Moriamur in commune] (Sandys, 6; Grotius, 5). This understanding of Jesus’s tragic death as being the redemption offered “for all” is foregrounded all the more sharply when Jesus says that he is dying for those who are directly responsible for his suffering and death: “their breath, / For whom I suffer, must procure my death” [alienae reus / Culpae peractus spiritum fessum exuam, / Castusque terras tingat ingratas cruor] (Sandys, 4; Grotius, 4).
The absolute nature of Jesus’s innocence in Christus Patiens is, then, dialectically proven through the judgments of guilt that each of the other characters make of themselves and of one another. The second act begins with a long speech by Saint Peter, a virtuosic performance of self-recrimination, which is echoed, albeit in earthier and less linguistically bombastic form, in Judas’s shorter speech and exchange with Caiaphas in the third act. Moreover, in rather Senecan fashion, Peter (and, following him, Judas) are presented as lamenting sins and crimes committed before the beginning of the drama. In Greek tragedy, the hero is characteristically presented as contemplating a fateful act before it happens, leaving open the possibility of different outcomes, as when Orestes, weighing the murder of his mother, asks, “Ti drasō?”: “What shall I do?”[endnoteRef:21] In Christus Patiens, however, sinful betrayal is not an act to be pondered; it is rather always already accomplished. In the frame of the drama itself, guilt is original and suffuses the atmosphere of the play. The audience thus sees nothing of the dramatic moment of Peter’s denial, only a retrospective recognition of the significance of a deed that cannot now be undone, only lamented:  [21:  Aeschylus, Choephori, l.899, cited in Vernant, 44. See Jean-Pierre Vernant, “Tensions and Ambiguities in Greek Tragedy,” in Jean-Pierre Vernant and Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece, trans. Janet Lloyd (New York: Zone Books, 1988), 44–45.] 


Swoln eyes, now weep you? then you should have wept, 
Besprinkled my devotion, and have kept 
That holy Watch, when interdicted Sleep,
Your drowsie lids did in his Lethe steep. (Sandys, 17–18)

[Iam fletis oculi? flere vos decuit modo, 
Tunc cum precandi tempus, at vos languido 
Captos veterno vetitus oppressit sopor.] (Grotius, 15)

This drama derives much of its affective power from what is absent onstage as a function of neoclassical formal constraint. The absence of the physical spectacle of suffering bodies and other events lying outside the frame of the drama decisively removes them from the characters’ capacity to effect, or even deliberate on, the possibility of other outcomes. In this context, Peter’s tears are strikingly present signs of recrimination and guilt, further intensified by the absence of these tears in the decisive, guilt-creating moment of betrayal.Curiously, Peter’s lament is so relentlessly self-recriminating that it refuses to acknowledge the very logic of a universally valid propitiatory sacrifice that Jesus himself has just declared. Peter’s intransigent and perverse self-recrimination over his “refusal” of Jesus is itself a further rejection of propitiatory salvation. Peter calls on the Roman soldiers to seize himself, who declares himself to be guilty and therefore deserves death in the place of the one whose innocence the soldiers refuse to recognize: 
 
You Of-spring of bloud-thirsty Romulus, 
Foes to sweet Peace, to our great God, and us, 
And you prophaner Sacrificers, who 
With subtil mischief guiltlesse bloud pursue; 
Since you would not refuse to binde the hands 
Of Innocence, on me impose your bands: 
Seize on the guilty; he who hath refus’d 
His Lord and Master, by himself accus’d. 
The ills yet suffer’d, I deserve to beare 
For looking on. (Sandys, 13)

[Inimica nostro Romuli pubes Deo, 
Profaniorque turba sacrifici gregis, 
Quaeque innocentes non refugistis manus 
In me venite vincula. en ultro reum 
	Vereque sontem. quicquid est actum hactenus
	Merui videndo: si quid est ultra mali
	Merui timendo. me pententi non face
Vincenda nox est, non Latina unum in scelus 
Miscenda templi cum satellitio manus, 
Non dux emendus, perfidoque amplexui 
Ponenda merces: dabitur hoc gratis caput.] (Grotius, 11)

Accusations and recognition of guilt multiply in this speech. Indeed, Peter declares that the soldiers, in failing to arraign him, are doubly guilty: not only have they not ‘‘refuse[d] to binde the hands / Of Innocence,’’ executing the innocent Jesus, but they have failed in not ‘punishing a fault confest,’’ Peter’s genuine guilt...’, which leads all the more to Peter’s anguished self-torture: 

We both alike have impiously transgrest: 
You in not punishing a fault confest; 
And I who have the living Lord deni’d. (Sandys, 14)

[Saevire iam vacabit, an solae placent 
cum scelera poenae? segnis est vester furor 
Nisi in immerentes? ratio constat criminum 
Utrinque: vobis facta quod fateor mea, 
Mihi quod negavi.] (Grotius, 11)

Peter’s speech, throughout, oscillates dialectically between innocent “he” and guilty “I.” For example, concerning Malchus’s ear, Peter declares, “I, who gave the Wound, / Am left at large; and he, who heal’d it, bound,” [vulneranti parcitis, / Trahitis medentem]) (Sandys, 16, my emphasis; Grotius, 13). In this contrast between Christ’s exemplary innocence and Peter’s own, seemingly endless, self-tormenting guilt, Peter presents himself to the audience as an exemplary sinner, to be regarded as an object of grave edification as much as pity: 

Who towring hopes on his own strength erects, 
Nor the selfe-flattering Mindes deceit suspects, 
But his vaine Vertue trust; let him in me 
the sad example of his frailty see.	(Sandys, 16)

[Incumbit, huc respiciat, exemplum grave 
Sortis caducae, quamque sint fragili loco 
Humana: primos usque sed punit suus 
Error superbos. Quid meis restat malis?] (Grotius, 14)

[bookmark: _GoBack]These lines hint at a deeper cause or structuring principle of Peter’s guilt connected to a theological understanding of the etiology of sin itself: the grounding of hope entirely on human self-perception and strength, an iteration of the originary denial of the Creator and concomitant attempt at self-fashioning. Peter’s lines here thus begin to open the way to understanding redeemed self-perception, which draws its identity not from the unstable and self-flattering ego but from the countervailing resource of grace, here instantiated in the absolute innocence of Christ on the cross. Peter does not dwell on this possibility, however, and is unable to acknowledge the substitutionary nature of Christ’s innocent death, declaring “yet can my guilt no reparation make” [nec satisfaciet malis] (Sandys 17; Grotius, 15). This, then, is not yet a redemptive recognition, for Peter, caught entirely within an enclosed form of self-reproach that cannot see beyond its own calculation of merit that is emphatically not his own, is unable to see that reparation is being made on his behalf. Rather than look to the cross, which is both the result of his betrayal and the cause of his redemption, Peter instead invokes a striking tragic precedent.  As if to outstrip the fate of Jesus to be laid to rest in a cave or rock tomb, Peter desires the fate of Antigone, to be immured alive:

Where shall I hide me! in what Dungeon may 
My troubled Soul avoid the wofull Day! 
Fly quickly to some melancholy Cave, 
In whose dark entrails thou maist finde a grave 
To bury thee alive: there waste thy yeares 
In chearisht Sorrow, and unwitnest Tears. (Sandys, 18)

[Quae me recondet regio? qua maestum diem 
Fallam latebra? quaero nigrantem specum 
Qua me sepeliam vivus, ubi nullum videns, 
Nulli vivendus lachrimas foveam meas.] (Grotius, 15)

And yet, while Peter suggests that he merits a punishment more tragic than Jesus’s own, the scripturally alert reader or spectator might here detect the promise of yet another, rather less tragic ironic reversal. Peter will, of course, “fly quickly to some melancholy Cave,” not to be buried alive, but rather, to find, early in the morning on the first day of the week, an empty tomb—a faint glimmer, but no more, of the post-tragic romance of the Resurrection. This foreshadowing of an unwitting, ironic reversal stimulates the audience to call to mind obliquely anticipated biblical passages, testing and sharpening their knowledge of scripture through indirect allusion to what Marjorie Garber has cleverly called textual “unscenes.”[endnoteRef:22] Indeed, this is particularly a feature of Peter’s speech, as, for example, his demand to be carried away in chains (“manus / In me venite vincula” [Grotius, 11]), foreshadowing his imprisonment—and miraculous angelic liberation—that occurs in Acts chapter 12.  [22:  Marjorie Garber, “‘The Rest Is Silence’: Ineffability and the ‘Unscene’ in Shakespeare’s Plays,” in Ineffability: Naming the Unnamable from Dante to Beckett, ed. Peter S. Hawkins and Anne Howland Schotter (New York: AMS Press, 1984), 35–50. For a thorough treatment of textual “unscenes” in relation to the ekphrastic evocation of violent spectacle in Christus Patiens, see Giles Waller, “Reformation Theology and the Christianization of Tragedy: Neoclassicism, Epistemology, and Tragic Spectacle in the Christus Patiens Drama,” in Christianity and Tragedy: Early Modern to Modern, ed. J. Mitchell, F. O’Neill Tonning, and E. Tonning (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming 2019).] 


Tragic spectatorship: Messenger, chorus, audience
In a number of related ways, whether through its deft scriptural and tragic allusions, or through its observation of neoclassical dramatic unities of time, place, and action, and avoidance of spectacular onstage suffering, Christus Patiens requires imaginative textual labor on the part of its audience. The nature of this imaginative work is particularly conflicted by the drama’s neoclassical “staging” of the Crucifixion itself, inviting its audience to reflect on what is at stake in the “chearisht sorrow” of tragic spectatorship. 
In one of the very few critical treatments of this play, Beatrice Groves examines Christus Patiens comparatively with the Quarto text of King Lear, published in the same year as Grotius’s play (1608).[endnoteRef:23] Christus Patiens is here a neoclassical foil with which to demonstrate Shakespeare’s inheritance from the mystery plays, as Grotius’s observation of the classical dramatic unities of time, space, and action, and especially his decorous avoidance of the presentation of violent spectacle on the stage, is contrasted to the vitality of Shakespearean dramaturgy, drawn from medieval theatrical practice. Groves focuses on the affecting power of violent spectacle in Shakespearean and medieval drama to elicit sympathy for “the physical presence of the wounded body.”[endnoteRef:24] However, the Christianization of classical and neoclassical dramaturgy can be seen to be as affectingly powerful, precisely in the haunting absence of wounded bodies and the complex forms of anguish that attend the ekphrastic evocation of (imagined) spectacular suffering.  [23:  See Groves, “Now wole I a newe game begynne.” ]  [24:  Groves, 146. Groves argues that Shakespearean drama shares with (and perhaps derives from) the mystery plays a way of “presenting horrific violence as aesthetically acceptable and emotionally compelling” (137). My suggestion is that the anxiety over the aesthetic and emotional acceptability of horrific violence—made more pointed through its absence and ekphrastic evocation—is itself a crucial part of the dramatic and theological power of Christus Patiens. ] 

The fourth act of Christus Patiens begins abruptly, its place in the sequence of the Passion narrative unclear. A messenger (Nuntius Prior) appears to rush onto the stage, lamenting to the bewildered Chorus:

	I From the horrid’st Act that ever fed
the fire of barbarous Rage, at length am fled:
Yet O too neare! The Object still pursues;
Flotes in mine eyes, that sad Scene renewes.	(Sandys, 41)

[Tandem execranda barbara, infanda, impia
Facinora fugi, nec satis fugi tamen:
Quodcunque vidi sequitur, & totum scelus
Oculis oberrat.] (Grotius, 35)

The effect, in relation to the absent spectacle of Jesus on the cross, sets off an intense sequence of wrenchingly ambivalent responses to that suffering, and especially to its absence, to its constitution as an “unscene.” The First Messenger has fled the spectacle of the Crucifixion—Sandys’s rendition is even more explicitly theatrical than Grotius’s in conjuring an imagined “scene.” The extended sequence of adjectives in Grotius’s Latin that delay the verb (“fugi”) is rendered in Sandys’s English by the addition of “at length” to a syntactically contorted sentence that stretches the space between the first-person pronoun “I” and the action “am fled.” The vertiginous effect of this suggests the witness to the scene lingering there uncomfortably, before—finally—fleeing. 
This rather queasy sense of lingering to look while yet longing to tear oneself away is contradicted (or perhaps, given its very ambivalence, reinforced) by the Messenger’s sudden cry, “Yet O too neare!” The change of pace in Sandys’s rendition is perhaps more dramatic than that in Grotius’s text, although both preserve the vividness of a dramatically conjectured scene, which is not conjured merely for Chorus and audience but  “pursues” the fleeing witness. Grotius’s text here refracts the image of the Crucifixion through a classical tragic lens, explicitly evoking Seneca’s Hercules Furens in the expression “totum scelus / Oculis oberrat,” conveying a monstrous vision that “hovers,” or “flits,” “before the eyes.”[endnoteRef:25] Like the tragic Hercules, the Messenger is not so much haunted as he is hunted by what he has seen.  [25:  See Seneca, Hercules Furens ... lines 1280–00: “iamdudum mihi / monstrum impium saevumque et immite ac ferum / oberrat.” L. Annaeus Seneca. Tragoediae, eds. Rudolf Peiper & Gustav Richter (Leipzig: Teubner, 1921). ] 

The Chorus, however, implores the Messenger to share his knowledge of Christ’s suffering in terms that suggest a deep but intriguing ambivalence toward that knowledge, echoing the Messenger’s own ambivalence: 

Forth-with unmask this wretched face of Wo:
All that he suffer’d, and the manner show;
What words brake from his sorrow; give thy tongue
A liberall scope: Our minds not seldom long 
To know what they abhorre: nor spare our eares;
What can be heard, is fancied by our feares.	(Sandys, 42)
			
				[Pande iam totam simul			
Faciem malorum. fare quis poenae modus,			
Quas vis dolorum rupit in voces. cupit			 
Animus quod horret scire. ne parce auribus	
Timor ipse finxit quicquid audiri potest.] (Grotius, 36)

The poetic and epistemic consequences of the offstage violence he narrates can be understood to at least complicate, if not to heighten, the affect at this point in the drama.  Knowledge of suffering becomes the object of a paradoxical simultaneity of desire and abhorrence. The verbs in Grotius’s Latin imply stretching and extension (“pande”) and breaking (“rupit”); indeed, he extends the sense across a line break (“cupit / Animus”). Sandys replicates this enjambment in his “Our minds not seldom long / To know”; inserting a double negative, “not seldom,” further stretches and delays the sense of the line, before the arrival of the paradoxical punch of “abhorre.” Early modern English retains the physical, affective nature of “abhorre.” While it can bear its somewhat etiolated modern sense of “to shrink from,” here it recalls Hamlet’s fascinated disgust at holding the skull of Yorrick: “...and now how abhorred in my imagination it is! my gorge rises at it,” his repulsion underscored by the miasma of decay (“And smelt so? pah!”).[endnoteRef:26]  [26:  William Shakespeare, Hamlet, 5.1.193-94, 207.  William Shakespeare, Hamlet, 5.1.186-8, 200, The Riverside Shakespeare, 2nd edition, G. Blakemore Evans and J.M.M. Tobin (eds.) (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997).] 

The Chorus, which we might understand in some sense to represent (or stand in for) the drama’s audience, has been spared, or perhaps denied, like the audience, the spectacle of theatrical violence. However, the Chorus still yearns, as does the audience, for it to be granted. The effect, in the imagined spatial terms of the stage, is that of advancing toward the spectacle, while yet recoiling from it—perhaps not a bad emblem for the work of tragic drama itself.  Here, the paradoxical tragic desire for horrific knowledge is a response to the very absence of spectacle. The anxiety of the Chorus, of not having witnessed the violence, is a moment of intense tragic affect that is precisely centered, dialectically, on a desire both to know and to not know that which cannot be seen. The Chorus is afflicted by imaginings of what it does not know, and it is pained by not knowing, not being there to witness, having to take the testimony of others on faith. This is to say that the absence of the suffering Christ on the stage, far from draining the play of its affective impact, encapsulates something important about it. 
	What follows this exchange is a lengthy and vivid ekphrastic realization by the Messenger of the Crucifixion spectacle, replete with symbolic topographical detail. The Messenger refers to the scene of suffering as “This Stage of Death” [Hanc morte sedem] (Sandys, 43; Grotius, 37): the theatrical scene which cannot be staged. “Stage” here refers also to the execution scaffold, and the Messenger lists the horrific deeds committed by criminals who have been executed there; it is the site of Jesus’s executed body, the whole of which, the Messenger relates, has become one totalizing wound [Unum toto corpore vulnus] (Grotius, 33).
The Chorus does not merely press the Messenger for grisly details of Jesus’s wounds; it is equally concerned to form its own response through hearing about the reactions of the spectators at the scene of the Crucifixion itself. When asked by the Chorus to characterize these witnesses’ responses, the Messenger cannot but note their fragmented diversity, a recursive spiral of pity and cruelty in response and counter-response, in which the tears of one are derided by another, this derision provoking yet more tears:

Not all alike: discording murmurs rise. 
Some, with transfixed hearts, and wounded eyes, 
Astonisht stand: some joy in his slow fate, 
And to the last extend their Barbarous hate. 
Motion it self variety begets, 
And by a strange vicissitude regrets 
What it affected, nor one posture beares: 
Teares scornfull laughter raise, and laughter teares. (Sandys, 46)

[Non una facies: dissonae voces strepunt.
Pars moesta vultu ac corde defixo stupet:
Pars morte lenta fruitur, & quantum potest
Extendit iras. motuum discordia 
Alit ipsa motus: nanque miranda vice
Tristes acerbos lachrimae risus movent,
Risusque lachrimas.] (Grotius, 39)

Christus Patiens, then, takes a particular interest in the ways in which tragic recognitions might be reciprocally constituted, often in quite unsettling ways, between characters on stage in dialogue, between Messenger and Chorus, and by extension between these exchanges and the ironic recognitions they prompt in the drama’s audience. 

Joseph, Nicodemus, and Jerusalem
The tangled lines of identification and responsibility that we have been tracing so far culminate, in the fifth act, in the exchanges between Nicodemus—the Pharisee with whom Jesus conversed secretly at night, and perhaps converted, in John’s gospel—and Joseph of Arimathea, and in the final exchanges between John, the Beloved Disciple, and Mary. 
At various points throughout Christus Patiens, the coming fate of the ruined Jerusalem is evoked, first by Jesus himself, when, in an allusion to Luke’s gospel (23:28), he tells the Chorus of Jewish Women to “weep not for me, but for yourselves” (Sandys, 39. This ominous reference to the barbaric events of the Sack of Jerusalem is a particular trope in Calvinist Passion narratives, where the trope is used to serve a revenge fantasy, figured as a just punishment for the murder of the innocent Jesus, as Debora Shuger has shown.[endnoteRef:27] In Christus Patiens, it represents a sharp twist on the self-recriminations of Peter and is closer to the troubling depiction of Judas. In her treatment of Thomas Nashe’s Christs Teares over Jerusalem, Shuger notes how Jesus’s ambivalence toward the hostility of his people, whom he will nonetheless destroy (justly, it is claimed), is characterized by “an intermingling of cruelty and caritas.”[endnoteRef:28] Both the Calvinist Passion narratives that Shuger treats and Christus Patiens are preoccupied with the causal link between the Crucifixion and the destruction of Jerusalem.  [27:  Debora K. Shuger, The Renaissance Bible: Scholarship, Sacrifice, and Subjectivity (Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2010), 89–128. Curiously, given the sophisticated and productive discussion of these Passion narratives, and chapters dedicated to Grotius as a theorist of sacrifice (54–88) and to neo-Latin biblical tragedy (128–66), Shuger mentions Grotius’s and Sandys’s texts only in passing (111).]  [28:  Shuger, 119.] 

In Christus Patiens, however, this troubling ambivalence between cruelty and caritas is not absent, but it is strikingly problematized. Nicodemus (echoing the words of the Roman Pilate in the second act), suggests to Joseph that the Jews, and not the Romans, bear primary responsibility for the events of the Passion: 

But if it seeme so pleasant to Complaine, 
Let Rome alone, and seek a neerer guilt: 
His bloud not Romulus sons, but Abrahams spilt. (Sandys, 60)

			[Parce vanis vocibus
Iosephe, vel, si iusta tam dulce est queri,
Dimitte Romam, quaere propiores reos.] (Grotius, 51)
 
Spurred on by this suggestion, Joseph calls down colorful and familiar curses on Jerusalem, including the Josephan trope of the starving mother forced to eat her own baby.[endnoteRef:29] At the end of his speech, Joseph resolves to flee the “infected Soyle” of Jerusalem to wander (perhaps like the blinded Oedipus), an aged and polluted exile, but in search of a country where “Justice swayes; / And bold Integrity the Truth obayes” (Sandys, 62). However, having suggested that Joseph “seek a neerer guilt” in the Jews, Nicodemus then contradicts and overturns this suggestion, radically shifting the recrimination that he has just encouraged: [29:  See Beatrice Groves, The Destruction of Jerusalem in Early Modern English Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 175-6.
] 


This Error with a secret poyson feeds
The minds Disease. Who censures his own deeds?
Who not anothers? These accusing Times 
Rather the men condemne, then taxe their Crimes.
Such is the Tyranny of Judgement; prone
To sentence all Offences, but our owne.
Because of late we cry’d not Crucifie,
Nor falsely doom’d the Innocent to die, 
Our selves we please: as it a Vertue were;
And Great one, if from great Offences cleare.
Confesse; what Orator would plead his Cause?
To vindicate his truth who urg’d the Laws?
Or once accus’d their bloudy suffrages, 
By Envy sign’d? Who durst those Lords displease?
So Piety suffer’d, while by speaking they,
And we by silence, did the Just betray.
When women openly their zeale durst show,
We, in acknowledging our Master, slow, 
Under the shady coverture of Night
Secur’d our feares, which would not brook the Light.
Joseph, at length our faith it selfe exprest;
But to the Dead. (Sandys, 62–63)

[Hic inter alios foedus humanum genus
Insedit error. facta quis culpat sua?
Aliena quis non? magna pars non crimina
Damnat, sed homines, dispari sententia,
Aliis severi iudices, faciles sibi.
Nos, quia profana voce non addiximus
Morti immerentem, iura nec contra & fidem.
Scripsit cruentum nostra decretum manus,
Nobis placemus, magna ceu virtus foret
Non esse magni conscium sceleris sibi.
At si fatemur vera, quis forti virum
Defendit ore, quisve corrupta arguit
Livore saevo iudicum suffragia?
Quis commodavit legibus vocem suam?
Sic victa pietas fasque, dum sanctum caput
Illi loquendo, nos tacendo prodimus.
Cum nil timentes feminae illius palam
In nomen irent, nos magistrum agnoscere
Segnes pavori noctis umbram obtendimus.
Iosephe, tandem nostra sese aperit fides,
Sed in peremtum.] (Grotius, 53)

How far does Nicodemus’s inclusive first-person plural “we” extend? Is the play’s audience, which, as we have seen, is implicated in the Chorus’s desire to see the violence of the Passion, not also thereby implicated in Nicodemus’s extension of guilt for that suffering? As Christus Patiens repeatedly makes clear, the only proper innocence belongs to Christ. Notably, Nicodemus’s speech here is interrogative, and the boundaries of his questioning are troublingly expansive, given that the audience, like Joseph, has been moved by the drama to judge the boisterous Jewish crowd and perhaps to regard the Romans as less complicit. Dramatically, Grotius’s text unsettles the judgments that it has hitherto encouraged the audience to make. Christus Patiens here questions its audience’s response to it in a way, perhaps, that is more open and more thoroughgoing than we might find in classical tragedy; tragic pleasure is seen through a theological lens that exposes sin and elicits its confession. Yet it is striking that in a play so concerned with and expressive of the rhetorical power of oration, the power of the “Orator” to plead the cause of the unacknowledged (indeed self-deluded) sinner is helpless. The only solution, confession of offences, itself introduces the denial of the possibility of the Orator’s help: “Confesse; what Orator would plead his Cause?” 

John and Mary
These unsettling shifts in judgment are intensified in the final exchanges of the Christus Patiens between the two central witnesses of the Passion, John, the Beloved Disciple, and Mary, who in earlier iconographic and literary traditions are usually held to be exemplary figures of grief and certainly not themselves fully complicit in the persecution of Jesus. Mary closes her penultimate speech with an indictment of “Ungratefull Man”:

Ungratefull Man! who his Protector slew:
Nor feels his Curse, nor then his Blessing knew. 
Poore wretch! no soule in thy defence durst rise: 
And now the murdred unrevenged lies. 
The Lame, who by thy powerfull Charmes were made 
Sound and swift-footed, ran not to thy aide: 
Those Eies, which never saw the glorious Light 
Before thy soveraign touch, avoid thy sight: 
And others, from Deaths silent mansion by 
Thy Vertue ravish’d, suffer’d thee to dye. (Sandys, 70)

 		[Ingratus bona
Nescivit orbis, damna nec sentit sua.
Inops & indefensus obiisti necem,
Et nunc iaces inultus. ex illis quoque
Te dante gressus qui receperunt suos
Nemo accucurrit: ipsa nec turba aureae
Ignara lucis ante contactus tuos
Ad te videndum venit: atque aliquis cui
Per te redivit vita te patirur mori.] (Grotius, 59)

Here, neither the Jews nor the Romans as such bear the greatest guilt. Rather, those who have benefited most from Jesus’s living ministry, those he healed and restored to life, bear the most pointed responsibility for his death: these are gathered together in Mary’s closing reproach of the singular “ingratus,” the “Ungratefull Man.” Having once been rendered gracious by Jesus’s healing ministry, each of these scriptural ingrates fails to return the labor of the very faculties that were miraculously restored to them; they become paradigmatic sinners, rejecting and resisting healing grace. And yet the drama suggests, through the words of Jesus himself in the opening speech of the play, these are the ones for whom Jesus dies: they are the ones who, by the same token of their rejection of Jesus, benefit from the atoning nature of Jesus’s death: “their breath, / For whom I suffer, must procure my death” [alienae reus / Culpae peractus spiritum fessum exuam, / Castusque terras tingat ingratas cruor] (Sandys, 4; Grotius, 4). While alive, Jesus lived only for the living; in his death, he dies “for all” [in commune] ( (Sandys, 6; Grotius, 5). 
The communality that this suggests is developed in the drama’s final act in the mutuality expressed between the Beloved Disciple and the Mother of Jesus. This mutuality is established by Jesus’s formation of the community of the church at the foot of the cross, commending them into one another’s care, which John confirms to Jesus when he acknowledges himself as “the Heire / By thee adopted to thy filiall care” [in curam tibi / Ego dictus haeres] (Sandys, 70; Grotius, 60). In his response to Mary’s complaint, John not only concurs with Mary’s judgment of guilt on those restored to life by Jesus, but he takes it fully to heart himself:

Such were his friends, whom from a World he chose. 
O desperate Faith! from whence, from whom are we 
Thus falne! our Soules from no defection free! 
Some sold, forswore him; none from tainture cleare; 
All from him fled to follow their owne feare. (Sandys, 70) 

 	 			[nos toto cohors
Electa mundo filii comites tui
En unde, quo decidimus? in nobis scelus
Omne est repertum, noster est qui vendidit,
Et qui eieravit: nec nota quisquam vacat:
Fugere cuncti.] (Grotius, 59)

John’s words thus circle back to the second-act speech of Peter, the rock on whom the church is founded. Here, Peter apostrophizes himself in the second person, his words implicating both himself and the individual audience members with their own tangled complicity in the spectacle of Christ’s tragic suffering:

If thou woulds’t vindicate thy Lord, begin 
First with thy self, and punish thy own Sin. (Sandys, 16)

[Tu quid omnes per reos 
Te, Petre, differs? si magistrum vindicas,
A te inchoandum est.] (Grotius, 13)

Christus Patiens is, then, a drama that presupposes St. Paul’s understanding of the universality of sin: “All have sinned, and come short of the Glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). The troubling questions of guilt and responsibility extend well beyond the frame of the drama, unlike in classical tragedy. This is, then, a Christian and a theological drama. The audience is directly implicated in the events presented by their responsibility for them through their own continued sin, which here the drama exposes; and the audience, recognizing and repenting of the sin that the presentation of Jesus’s suffering elicits, is further implicated by benefiting from the absolution conferred on them by the result of their sin in Jesus’s death. Though this is a drama of recognition and repentance, the recognition and repentance are elicited only through the presentation of the action that simultaneously reveals, underwrites, and redeems the audience’s very complicity in it. In this sense, we may think of Christus Patiens as a drama of tragic redemption. 


Notes
