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Reverse everything. Make women the point of departure in judging, make darkness the point of
departure in judging what men call light.

MARGUERITE DURAS (interviewed by Susan Husserl-Kapit in 1975)"

Introduction

Q.

SATAN AND THE SUFFRAGETTES: AN UNEXPECTED ALLIANCE

The late nineteenth and early twentieth century: A world-leading female esotericist, whose
books sell hundreds of thousands of copies, designates Lucifer the bringer of enlighten-
ment. In Paris, a lesbian poetess publishes a volume where she praises Satan as the creator of
womankind as well as the inspirer of feminine poetry and love between women. Americans
are shocked when a twenty-year-old woman from Butte, Montana, writes a provocative auto-
biographical bestseller, in which she uses the Devil as a symbol of freedom from conservative
social mores. In particular, she criticizes the oppression of women. Radical feminists in the
United States and Europe collaborate on what they call 7he Woman’s Bible. It eulogizes Eve’s
consumption of the forbidden fruit in the Garden of Eden, and Satan’s function in the tale is
claimed to be that of a benign Socratic mentor figure. Elsewhere, a distinguished American
suffragette portrays Black Masses, supposedly celebrated by medieval witches, as an act of
feminist insubordination towards God, his priests, and the worldly lords who have all denied
the rights of women. In a critically well-received and commercially successful novel by a
young Englishwoman, a kindly Satan helps the female protagonist achieve self-actualization
and autonomy from her male relatives. An incredibly wealthy Italian marchioness, a world-
famous stage actress, and an illustrious silent film star play identity games that involve taking
on the role of Satan or portraying themselves as being in league with this entity. Numerous
Parisian women adorn themselves with jewellery sensuously depicting Eve’s collusion with
the Devil and her partaking of the forbidden fruit. How are we to understand these texts,
practises and artefacts?

! Husserl-Kapit 1975, p. 426.
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FROM MISOGYNY TO SUBVERSION: SATANIC FEMINISM

The notion of women as especially receptive to Satan’s guiles is very old and quite promi-
nent throughout much of Christianity’s history. This idea has often derived its authority
from Genesis 3, which shows Eve to be the first one to succumb to the serpent’s tempta-
tion. Outside the realm of religion, it frequently appeared in fiction, art, and anti-feminist
polemics during the nineteenth century. This time period also witnessed the emergence of
a very different approach to the theme. Some women (and the occasional man), typically
influenced by the Romantics’ transformation of Satan into a hero, now performed counter-
readings of Christian misogynist traditions. Hereby, Lucifer became reconceptualized as a
feminist liberator of womankind. In these counter-myths, he is seen as an ally in the struggle
against a patriarchy supported by God the Father and his male priests. Eve’s ingestion of the
forbidden fruit becomes a heroic act of rebellion against the tyranny of God and Adam.
This closely parallels how socialists like Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876) used Satan’s battle
with God as a symbol of their fight against a capitalist and monarchist society (God being
the ultimate monarch). Many left-wing thinkers felt that Christianity was a pillar of this
social order. Historically, the figure of the Devil had functioned as a tool for patrolling social
borders, since he symbolized lust, hedonism, pride, et cetera. Freethinkers, such as libertines
or Romantic and Decadent writers, were naturally quite attracted to some of these supposed
vices. Satan thus came to be employed by some as a titillating emblem of various “forbidden”
pleasures and urges, alongside socialist use of the figure as the prototypical altruistic rebel.
Satanic feminism, as I have chosen to designate the phenomenon that is the topic of my
study, reflects this spectrum of radicalism and is, as we shall see, intertwined with prominent
anticlerical, left-wing, artistic, and esoteric currents of its time.” In all these discourses, Satan
was occasionally used as a positive symbol. There is also a misogynist counterpart to Satanic
feminism, which I will call Demonized feminism, that is, the explicit connection of female
emancipation and the Devil by anti-feminists as a means to denigrate women’s struggle for
equality.® This phenomenon will also be scrutinized to some extent, as there exists a certain
dialectic between these two simultaneously corresponding and opposing uses of the figure of
Satan in relation to feminism.

With one notable exception, the individuals and groups that I write about did not self-
identify as Satanists, nor did the lauding of Satan form a central component in a systematic
worldview to which they adhered. Therefore, this study does not concern Satanism in a strict
sense (more on this distinction later in this chapter), but Satanism employed as a discursive
strategy in a delimited context. We should here bear in mind that there were, as far as we
know, no Satanist organizations prior to the late 1920s, and no individual that could reason-
ably be labelled a Satanist sezsu stricto until the 1890s, when a sole figure—somewhat famous

% The term Satanic feminism—as a label for a historical phenomenon—is borrowed from Adriana Craciun, who
applies it to texts by certain female Romantic authors (Craciun 2003b, p. 707). It had earlier been introduced
into the discourse of present-day Satanism by Blanche Barton in her essay ‘Satanic Feminism’ (published in
the Church of Satan journal The Black Flame in 1997). On this essay and the ideas presented in it, see Faxneld
2013b, esp. p. 207.

3 Hence the capital D in Demonized, to differentiate this phenomenon from demonization in a more general

and less literal sense.
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in his time, but forgotten today—appeared. Moreover, the system he created was of a philo-
sophical and semi-atheistic rather than a religious or esoteric nature. An esoteric set of beliefs
centred entirely on Satan arose only in 1906, and once again it was an obscure and marginal
phf:nomcnon.4 In contrast, nineteenth-century Satanism sensu lato—the aforementioned
discursive strategy, which appeared in esotericism, literature, left-wing politics, and art—
was articulated by individuals that occupy a more or less centre-stage position in Western
cultural history: Blake and Bakunin, Blavatsky and Byron, Percy Shelley, Proudhon ... and
a number of feminists, some of them highly influential, whom we will become acquainted
with in the present study. Therefore, furthering our understanding of this type of Satanism,
which functioned at the time as a shorthand for a cluster of standpoints in opposition to
Christian conservative social mores in general as well as to patriarchy, enables us to better
comprehend key figures and currents in our cultural history. It will also tell us some interest-
ing things about the renegotiation of the signification of beings from religious myth in times
of secularization, when traditional institutionalized religiosity was being questioned.

PURPOSE, DEMARCATIONS, AND MATERIAL

The overarching purpose of this study is to map, contextualize, and discuss the discourse of
more or less explicit Satanic feminism as it is expressed in a number of esoteric works (pri-
marily by Theosophists), literary texts, autobiographies, scholarly (or in some cases pseudo-
scholarly) books, political and polemical publications (books, pamphlets, and periodicals),
newspaper reviews, editorials and articles, early works of cinema, paintings, sculptures, and
even artefacts of consumer culture such as jewellery.

Several questions will be posed to this material. What motifs are recurrent? What types
of individuals usually expressed these ideas—what was their social class, level of education,
temperament, and political orientation? What was the typical readership of the texts and
how were they received (where such data is available to us)? What hermeneutical strategies
are employed in counter-readings of the Bible or subversion of misogynist motifs? How far
is the inversion of Christian myth taken? Which aspects of using Satan as a paragon of fem-
inism appear to be problematic, and how do the figures in question deal with this? What are
the transitory stages and grey areas between Demonized feminism and Satanic feminism?
Moreover, all the examples of Satanic feminism will be situated in the context of the more
general use of Satan as a positive symbol in political and esoteric thought at the time, in order
to delineate which of these diabolically tinged currents frequently influenced the Satanic
feminists (and vice versa, at times).

The time period under scrutiny stretches from 1772 (when the earliest relevant source
text is published) to the years before World War II, a period of more than 150 years. Most
of the study, however, focuses on what historian Eric Hobsbawm famously designated the

# The first documented Satanist organization (if that label is really appropriate for the group in question; the issue
is far from clear-cut) was the German order Fraternitas Saturni, the first esoteric Satanic system was constructed
by the Dane Ben Kadosh (Carl William Hansen, 1872-1936) and the “first Satanist” sezsu stricto was Stanislaw
Przybyszewski (1868-1927). A brief delineation of the early history of Satanism proper will be provided in
chapter 2.
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“long nineteenth century’, 17761914, a period that he claimed had sufficient continuity and
consistency to be studied as a unity of sorts.” The great majority of sources belong to an even
shorter time span, ca. 1880—1910, when Satanic feminism is most visible.

As we will see, for the purposes of this analysis, nineteenth-century Western European
and (to some extent) North American culture is sufficiently coherent to similarly treat as a
unity in some sense. The studied theme can likely be found in most countries in this territory,
and although there are regional variations, too strong demarcations along national borders
(which were, of course, repeatedly redrawn throughout the century) would become artificial
and might obscure the intense cultural exchange continually taking place. This is primarily
a study of phenomena observable in the educated classes, and a solid schooling in languages
was de rigueur in these strata of society. The English and American upper and middle class
could thus frequently read French books in the original language, and some proficiency in
German was not uncommon either. Their French equivalents were quite often able to read
English (even if they were conventionally better trained in Latin), and so on.® Cultural influ-
ences flowed freely for other reasons as well, one being that intellectuals and artists were
routinely educated abroad or worked abroad for periods of time. Additionally, the enormous
increase of mass media such as newspapers and journals in the nineteenth century enabled
ideas and impulses to travel even faster than what was possible with books. Finally, there
were many formal and informal international networks that tied together the individuals
studied here. Three examples are the Theosophical Society, the women’s suffrage movement,
and the Decadent movement.” As one would expect, the currents that I analyse seem to have
been most prominent in the cultural centres of the day: Paris, Berlin, Vienna, London, and,
towards the end of the period, New York. Hence, English, French, and German language
sources are the primary focus here, albeit with brief looks at other examples, for instance,
from Scandinavia and Italy.

RELEVANCE OF THE STUDY

Since I am a historian of religion, some of my colleagues might ask how the analysis of literary
texts, which constitute a significant portion of my source material, is relevant to our discipline,
which usually focuses on texts produced by religious groups and thinkers. The short answer is
that I am interested in the process whereby a sinister figure from Christian mythology, Satan,
was renegotiated into something positive (specifically with feminist connotations) for certain
people, and this took place primarily in literature (but also in other textual genres discussed here,
like esoteric works, pseudo-historiographical scholarship, and political tracts). For this very sim-
ple reason, literature is an important source material to consult. Additionally, it is a category of
texts whose (considerable) influence on religion and attitudes towards religion is understudied,

> Hobsbawm 1987, p. 8. The period has also sometimes been delimited as encompassing 17891914, with the
French Revolution, rather than the establishment of the United States, as its starting point.

¢ On the occasionally lacking reading abilities of the French when it came to English and German, see Hemmings
1982, p. 102.

7 Regarding the women’s suffrage movement, Ellen Carol DuBois has, for example, described it as ‘a self-
consciously transnational popular political movement’ (1991, p. 20). Cf. Kern 2001, p. 103.
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and thus worth investigating closely. Scholars of religion are beginning to take a greater interest
in the relationship between religion and fiction, though this research largely focuses on present-
day material and tends to privilege mass-market entertainment.® My study differs in that it treats
both “lowbrow” and “highbrow” literature, and of course by dealing with an earlier time period.
These are less explored aspects of the religion—fiction intersection.”

The function of literature in the context investigated here is not only that of entertain-
ment or high art, nor is it possible to reduce it to a mere reflection of its time. Authors do not
merely write what is possible in their historical circumstances. They also enable new ways
of thinking through what they publish, hollowing out new discursive spaces in their culture
and accomplishing remarkable changes in it—writing the impossible, as it were. For exam-
ple, the reshaping of the Devil starts in Romantic literature. Romanticism is on no account
just an aesthetic product of; or reaction to, the Enlightenment critique of religion, but was,
it could be argued, instrumental in breaking down the hegemony of Christianity. The heroi-
fication of Satan constituted an important part of a much broader cultural tendency to
dislodge all biblical characters from the position fixed by centuries of tradition, and thus
destabilizing the entire symbolic system of Christianity. Hence, Romantic Satanism and its
successors (including atheist socialists attacking the influence of the church by employing a
Satanic discourse) play a crucial part in the religious history of Western Europe.

The case of Satanic feminism demonstrates how various radical nineteenth-century dis-
courses, expressed in a variety of genres, overlap and mingle in a struggle with conservative
powers that the radicals felt were epitomized by Christianity. By anatomizing this, the present
study sheds new light on how religion, politics, and art can never be fully separated, and how
all three interact continuously.!® It further highlights processes that are relevant to under-
stand for anyone interested in the mechanics of how subordinated groups (such as women
or people of colour) in a time of transition can transform motifs traditionally employed
to vilify and denigrate them into something subversive and potentially empowering. The

# Examples of such studies include Duggan 2013, esp. pp. 95-96, 109—110; Cusack 2010; Davidsen 2013. I myself
have also written several popular articles discussing contemporary popular culture and religion, mostly focus-
ing on representations of religion (ranging from Haitian Vodou and Japanese folk religion to Satanism) in
cinema and literature. See, e.g. Faxneld 2004c, 2004d, 2010b.

? Naturally, this is not to say that this is the first study of this kind, and there are several other important exam-
ples, but typically not written by historians of religion (e.g. Fyhr 2006; Hanson 1997). Especially close to my
own topic is the excellent recent dissertation by Ruben van Luijk (2013).

1 This notion can be related to Christopher Partridge’s concept of occulture, which stresses the interrelatedness of
(alternative) religion and popular culture (Partridge 2004). His analysis, however, does not have a strong focus
on political implications. Partridge himself (at least at first) applied this term primarily to post—World War II
developments (from the 1960s onwards), but it has since been used fruitfully by Nina Kokkinen as an analyt-
ical tool to further the understanding of nineteenth-century phenomena (Kokkinen 2013; on nineteenth-cen-
tury occulture, see also Partridge’s own remarks about its roots in this period in Partridge 2004, pp. 92—105). In
a later publication, Partridge suggests the term could be broadened in scope even more (Partridge 2013). T am
hesitant towards doing so, however, since I think the interesting thing about the concept s its ability to capture
how various alternative worldviews become known to a wide audience through the rise of mass culture (and are
simultaneously influenced by this culture). The latter, with its specific forms of media types, arises during the
late nineteenth century. If we view the mass culture aspect as integral, as I think we should, it would hence not

really be appropriate to talk of medieval occulture, as Partridge proposes in his 2013 article.
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specific focus here is on how reversals (both esotericist and secular) of religious myth serve
this function.

For scholars in the narrower field of Western esotericism, the study will provide some
unexpected examples of interfaces between esotericism and the political realm, as well as the
interdependence of esotericism and literature. It will also contribute significantly to under-
standing the intellectual history of Satanism, a religion whose early stages and proto-forms
have not been investigated sufficiently.

METHODOLOGICAL AND THEORETICAL POINTS OF DEPARTURE

A key term in this book is discourse. Following Michel Foucault’s popularization of the con-
cept in the 1960s (of course, the word was in use long before this, both as a specialist term
among academics and elsewhere) the amount of interpretations have exploded. Foucault
himself admitted that he ‘used and abused [it] in many different senses, which has hardly
made his understanding of the notion easier to summarize succinctly. On the most general
level, he says, ‘it denoted a group of verbal performances’ by which he ‘meant that which
was produced (perhaps all that was produced) by the groups of signs’ This was then refined
to denote ‘a group of acts of formulation, a series of sentences and propositions. Even more
specifically, he explains, [D]iscourse is constituted by a group of sequences of signs, in so
far as they are statements, that is, in so far as they can be assigned particular modalities of
existence.!! This is still fairly abstract, and in order to better grasp how this ties in with the
broader concerns in Foucault’s work, we can turn to elucidations by later scholars. Richard
Terdiman, drawing on Foucault, views discourses as ‘the complexes of signs and practices
which organize social existence and social reproduction’'* Marianne Jorgensen and Louise
J. Phillips delineate discourse as ‘a particular way of talking about and understanding the
world (or an aspect of the world)’'? In other words, a discourse is a specific cluster (that will
always have fuzzy edges and overlap with other clusters) of signification, with consequences
for social (and in extension political) life. Teasing out these implications is an important
aspect of the scholar’s work. The cluster may be huge, like Prussian nationalism, or small,
like Romantic Satanism. Identifying “a discourse”, breaking out a portion of human culture
to dissect, always implies the creation of an artificially demarcated unit—an act inevitably
based on the scholar’s own research interests. This does not mean that the identification is
arbitrary, and it should of course be grounded in a certain coherence in the chosen material.'*
Discourse analysis will here entail sketching out the structure and content of such a cluster
or complex, and contextualizing it using biographical data, information about the time and
place it flourished, and, not least, related discourses. The label discourse itself, as used here,

! Foucault 1969/1972, p. 107.

12 Terdiman 198s, p. 54.

13 Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, p. 1 (cf. p. 13, where they define discourses as ‘relatively rule-bound sets of state-
ments which impose limits on what gives meaning’). Jorgensen and Phillips’s minimal definition of discourse
is intended to capture how the term is used by Foucault as well as, for example, Laclau & Mouffe and in dis-
cursive psychology.

1 Cf. Foucault 1969/1972, p. 117. On small and large discourses, see Bérjesson & Palmblad 2007, pp. 13-15.
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does not signal anything specific concerning the truth or falsehood of the ideas expressed in
agiven discourse.” Although my application of the term is ultimately derived from him, I do
not adopt Foucault’s overall approach wholesale, primarily because I find his disinterest in
individual social agents and the authors of texts less than congenial to my goals.'¢

My view of gender is informed by the commonly assumed position in contemporary gen-
der studies: I hold gender largely to be a social construct, which is therefore fluid and highly
dependent on the specific social context in which it is embedded. Naturally, this does not
entail a categorical denial of the importance of the physical sex and biological functions.
However, our perception of them should be understood as constantly mediated by dis-
courses that are bound up with historically contingent power structures. The discourses on
gender, which is what I as a scholar in the humanities have the competence to study (I will
leave biology to the natural scientists), are therefore, in practice, anything but fixed and
non-negotiable, regardless of the actual biological “facts”. For example, it is a biological fact
that fertile women menstruate, but the perception of this fact—say, as a punishment from
God, a disgusting bodily function, a contributing factor to women being more intelligent
than men, a cause of irrationality in women, or a thing worthy of ritual celebration—is dis-
cursively determined. In other words, I could be called a “soft realist”, in that L, for instance,
consider it possible for biologists to make statements about biology that are in some sense
“factual” (though they will inevitably be coloured by the discourses they are embedded in).
Using the tools of my own discipline, however, I see the biological level “itself” as unreach-
able, even in this mediated manner. What I am interested in, therefore, is the discourses on
gender that can be found in the sources—aggressively patriarchal, radically feminist, and
somewhere in-between. Since I do not presume to make normative statements about the
truth claims made in said discourses, there is no need to contrast or support any aspect of
them with a biological “reality”."”

Satanic feminism will be approached as constituting a z7adition, though the term is admit-
tedly problematic. It should not be taken as a designation for something that has been per-
sonally and orally handed down in an unbroken line of transmission, or that forms the basis

for (and is part of ) the social practices of a clearly demarked group of people.’® Here, it

15 Cf. Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, p. 14.

¢ E.g. Foucault 1969/1972, p. s5: ‘[D]iscourse is not the majestically unfolding manifestation of a thinking,
knowing, speaking subject. On this issue, see Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, pp. 16-17, 75-76, 90, 140—-141. A dis-
course is the sum of a number of utterances, but this does not mean that the individuals uttering them are
irrelevant to a better understanding of the broad picture. While individuals are indeed always situated in a
social context that determines much, I think it important to acknowledge some level of individual agency (and
idiosyncrasy) as well.

17 Cf. Laclau & Mouffe 1985/2001, p. 108; Stuckrad 2003, pp. 263-264; Jorgensen & Phillips 2002, pp. 8-9.
Using a word like patriarchal may seem like an adoption of the emic terminology of feminism (the word, in its
current meaning, was coined in a proto-version as ‘patriarchate’ and ‘patriarchism’ by Matilda Joslyn Gage in
1893; see Gage 1893/1972, e.g. pp. 43,246). It will, however, be employed with caution, and the texts I label thus
will be obvious examples of the active denigration and denial of the political and private agency of women.

18 This is a common understanding of the term in the social sciences (see Langlois 2001, pp. 15829-15833).
Scholarship focused on texts, tends to define tradition differently (see e.g. Fyhr 2002, pp. 14, 22). For further
discussion of tradition, see Hobsbawm & Ranger 1983; Lewis & Hammer 2007. On its role in contemporary

Satanism, see Faxneld 2011¢, 20133, 2013¢.
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simply means that the ideas in question seldom arise ex 7ibilo, but tend to draw on earlier
writers who have advanced similar speculations (of course, this also entails that they are part
of the same discourse). Their successors may at times have produced comparable interpreta-
tions independently, but more frequently they probably had some awareness—which could
often have been arrived at indirectly, in a highly roundabout fashion—of earlier feminist
musings on these matters. This makes it viable to trace certain developments chronologi-
cally, but bearing in mind that, as Antonio Gramsci puts it, ‘[t]he history of subaltern social
groups is necessarily fragmented and episodic’"

Approaching my topic as a tradition, I will especially explore the fact that instances of
Satanic feminism are generally embedded in religious or literary-artistic currents like
Theosophy, Romanticism, Decadence, and the Gothic genre, which provide specific tropes
concerning how the Devil can be conceptualized as woman’s helper. This works on two lev-
els. First, fixed motifs are drawn from older works (e.g. from Blavatsky’s celebration of the
Edenic serpent, discussed in chapter 4, or from the English Romantic Satanists’ lauding of
Satan as the ultimate individualist, delineated in chapter 3). Secondly, on a more structural
level, techniques for strategic counter-readings of Christian mythology are borrowed from
these predecessors. At times, these influences are explicitly acknowledged, and sometimes
they are apparent only to the informed reader (be this person a present-day scholar or a con-
temporary of the historical figures). As mentioned, the influences were in some cases prob-
ably mediated and indirect. These themes and motifs were, so to speak, in the air at the time,
and were disseminated in nebulous and circuitous ways. In spite of the difficulties with map-
ping the spread and evolution of notions and views, it is possible to sketch something coher-
ent enough to be labelled a tradition. At times, this tradition is seemingly self-conscious,
with straightforward references to predecessors, but it is more often—and this needs to be
openly acknowledged—more of an analytical after-construct of mine to help comprehend a
recurring theme and the motifs connected with it.

The zexts (a term used in this study in the wide sense that can also include a painting,
asilent film, or a piece of jewellery—all part of the discourse under scrutiny) are related
not only through influences moving in different directions but also in the intertextual
sense where the presence of certain texts will likely have affected reader-response to other
texts. Intertextuality is a notoriously fuzzy concept. It was introduced by Julia Kristeva,
who drew on concepts in Mikhail Bakhtin’s work when she developed it. The term should
not be understood as a different label for influence or allusion, but rather as denoting the
fact that the meaning of a text arises in the meeting with a reader (not at the moment
its author writes it) whose understanding of it will inevitably be coloured by a familiar-
ity with other texts. Meaning thus “appears” in the space between texts—the intertextual

' Gramsci 1971, pp. 54—55. One could perhaps question if women, especially women belonging to the privileged
strata of society (as most of my objects of study do), are really subaltern. However, Gramsci’s point is valid in
relation to them anyway: after all, these were voices challenging a rather crushing hegemony, and for this rea-
son there were constant attempts to silence, delegitimize, and, more frequently, systematically ignore them.
Hence, I am convinced that much more material of relevance to the history of Satanic feminism remains to be
unearthed (material that might mend presently broken links). On women, feminism, and the category of the
subaltern, cf. Young 1999a, p. 16.
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space.’ As Foucault observes about books (and this applies to texts in the wide sense as
well): “The frontiers of a book are never clear-cut: beyond the title, the first lines, and the
last full stop, beyond its internal configuration and its autonomous form, it is caught up
in a system of references to other books, other texts, other sentences: it is a node within a
network.* For example, the well-known tropes of Romantic Satanism, with which most
educated people at the fin-de-si¢cle would have been familiar, probably influenced the
reception of some pieces of Satanic feminism. In order to understand one of the “nodes’,
to use Foucault’s term, we must therefore consider how it relates to its network. In less
mysterious terms, what I am referring to could also be called contextualization, which
is a very basic approach in intellectual history, but here with special attention to reader-
response.”” For practical reasons, it will only ever be possible to highlight a small selection
of the lines that intersect at the node, and different scholars will make different choices
depending on their academic interests. This dimension is highly relevant but hard to work
with, and where possible I have tried to consider reception history and how pre-formed
(positive) understandings of the figure of Satan are echoed in it. In some cases, such as
the chapter on Mary MacLane, the availability of excellent databases (combined with the
help of kindly librarians and archivists) and earlier research has made this a fairly easy task,
while in others (especially pertaining to France, where the material is much more compli-
cated to access) it has been difficult. Usually, however (though there are exceptions, again
especially when it comes to Mary MacLane), only the reactions of critics and established
intellectuals are available to us. We can merely speculate on how others reacted to the writ-
ings of figures like Jules Michelet, Renée Vivien, or Sylvia Townsend Warner. Some such
conjectures are provided throughout the present study, but there is a natural limit to how
much can be stated about this matter.

In some types of literary studies, taking an interest in the biography of an author has been
strongly questioned. This interest remains less suspect among historians of religion, but I'shall
nevertheless briefly explain why I consider it important and worthwhile.” In an article about
Decadent literature, Alice R. Kaminsky states, ‘[I]t is clearly irrelevant to the discussion of a
literary concept to involve ourselves in the question of how the various writers behaved, or
what performances they put on for the sake of publicizing their theories.?* My view is the
complete opposite: these factors are extremely important to acknowledge in our analysis.
In a sense, they constitute part of the texts themselves, which clearly, as Foucault points out
(though he is less interested in the figure of the author than I am), do not end abruptly on
the final page or begin on page one, but stand in a relation to its author and readers where
there is a constant slippage in all directions. The texts are set in an intertextual prism where

2 Kristeva 1980/1987, pp. 36—38, 85—86; Culler 1981, pp. 100—118. For a discussion of the genealogy of the term
intertextuality, and how Kristeva’s original usage has been disregarded by many of those who have employed
it later, see Becker-Leckrone 2005, pp. 92—97. For a good introduction to some varieties of reader-response
criticism, and the rejection of notions of an “objective text” in an absolute sense that they imply, see Tompkins
1980, pp. iX—Xxvi.

! Foucault 1969/1972, p. 23.

> On contextualization as a core method in intellectual history, see e.g. Skinner 1969.

# Cf. Hancegraaff 2013, pp. 253-254.

2 Kaminsky 1976, p. 371.
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precisely those aspects that Kaminsky suggests we disregard are crucial to a proper under-
standing of how they came to be and how they were understood at the time of publication.
The understanding of textual “content” (to the extent that there is such a thing as “raw” con-
tent in an absolute sense) is always determined by intertextual factors, for example, shaped
by knowledge of the authorial figure. This applies equally to literary works and, for instance,
esoteric writings where the authors are public figures. Such ‘performances they put on for
the sake of publicizing their theories are also “texts” and should be read as such in close rela-
tion to the written works. For example, when most readers were aware that an author was an
infamous libertine and rake this would naturally have dissuaded them from viewing his novel
as a piece of moralistic and pious edification. Roland Barthes claimed in a famous 1968 essay
that ‘the birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the author’? Yet, no matter
how much we would like to depose him or her, the author is undead and inevitably comes
back to haunt us—at the very least as an intertext determining the reception of works, but
reasonably also if we are interested in how and why texts were written. If the social context
of a work is important (and few historians of religion would deny this, even though a few
extremist scholars of literature might) the author is clearly a dimension of this that we need
to take into consideration.

Biography, then, is not only of interest as a factor in reception history. Knowing the social
groups and types of individuals that generated these texts is, in fact, integral to our under-
standing of the Satanic feminist discourse. While it is perhaps unnecessary to speculate on
detailed psychological motivations, for instance, on the basis of events in the authors’ child-
hoods, it is naturally relevant to examine what social strata these ideas were produced in, what
type of individuals were attracted to Satanism as a discursive strategy, and in what immediate
social context they were located. Further, it is worth considering who subsequently read the
text (and perhaps produced works of their own). As will become clear, there is definitely a
pattern to this. We can here note that Foucault states that a major difference between his
own “archaeological” method and that of the history of ideas (as it stood in the late 1960s,
when he was writing—today his theories have had a powerful impact on this discipline) is
the latter’s interest in the intentions of the authors of texts. Foucault’s method, he says, does
not, by contrast, attempt to ‘restore what has been thought, wished, aimed at, experienced,
desired by men in the very moment at which they expressed it in discourse’. The so-called
archacology of knowledge is no ‘return to the innermost secret’” but rather the ‘systematic
description of a discourse-object’?® Foucault has certainly not been alone in condemning a
focus on authorial intent. Other scholars raising partly similar objections include Dominick
LaCapra and, as mentioned, Roland Barthes.”” As can be expected, given my embrace of
analytical categories like reader-response and intertextuality, I agree with LaCapra’s dismissal
of the notion ‘that authorial intentions fully control the meaning or functioning of texts.*®

» Barthes 1977, p. 148.

26 Foucault 1969/1972, pp. 139—-140.

%7 Barthes 1977; LaCapra 1980, pp. 254-256. LaCapra’s well-argued critical remarks target the focus on author-
ial intent in Quentin Skinner’s work. The classical attack on the so-called intentional fallacy (considering the
author’s intention at the moment of writing the “explanation” the scholar should strive towards) is Wimsatt &
Beardsley 1954, pp. 2-18.

# LaCapra 1980, p. 256.
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Even so, like him, I am willing to consider a thorough reconstruction of this intent, which
we cannot expect to reach in a direct way, one of several dimensions of relevance if we want
to understand a text as fully as possible.

Especially in his later “genealogical” phase, Foucault is known for his insistence that schol-
ars should focus on the relationships of power inherent in discourses. To him, this emphat-
ically does not mean considering how specific individuals are situated in power relations.
Discourse analysis, in Foucault’s sense, takes little interest in social actors, instead operating
onalevel of abstraction and impersonal social semiotics.”” In a way, my own approach is a sort
of compromise. I am both interested in the individuals producing the texts (again, I refer to
texts in the widest possible sense) that constitute the discourses, as their biography and likely
intentions have considerable explanatory value, and in systematic description and context-
ualization of discourses, with special attention given to questions of power and resistance.

PROTEST EXEGESIS, COUNTER-READINGS,
AND COUNTER-DISCOURSES AS OBJECTS OF STUDY

As seen in the declaration of purpose, a main theme in my analysis is hermeneutical proce-
dure in relation to the Bible, and especially disruptive and dissident modes of reading scrip-
ture. This study thus deals with what, in the context of Gnostic studies, has been variously
referred to as protest exegesis and inverse exegesis, or a ‘hermeneutical principle ... of revolt) a
mode of interpretation in which the ostensible villains of scripture are exalted and the sup-
posedly good figures condemned.®® Literary theorist Harold Bloom has analysed Gnostic
hermeneutics as an example of ‘creative misunderstanding) a ‘theory of misprision’ where the
text is ‘misread’ in a conscious and intentional way.*! However, Michael Allen Williams has
argued convincingly that such a strategy is not really characteristic of so-called Gnostic texts,
which in fact are not as consistent in their supposed tactic of inversion as has been assumed,
nor do they have “protest” as their ultimate purpose. The aim of the Gnostics (a label which
Williams perceives as problematic) was rather to solve the problem of understanding bibli-
cal passages that have traditionally been considered troublesome and illogical even among
the orthodox.?? While the view of Gnostic hermeneutics that Williams critiques is probably
indeed historically inaccurate, elements of the analytical terminology and interpretative sug-
gestions that have arisen from this erroneous perception are rather well-suited to apply to the
discourse of Satanic feminism.

¥ Cf. Bergstrdm & Boréus 200s, p. 328.

30 Pearson 1990, p. 37. Protest exegesis is Kurt Rudolph’s term (1977/1987, p. 54); inverse exegesis, loan Coulianu’s
(1992, p. 121).

3 Bloom 1975/1983, p. 62. Bloom even turns this into a general Gnostic rule, which, he claims, states ‘that all
reading, and all writing, constitute a kind of defensive warfare, that reading is mis-writing and writing is mis-
reading’ (p. 64).

32 Williams 1996, pp. 57-60, 67. For a general discussion of Gnosticism as a historical phenomenon and how it
is relevant to the present topic, see the next chapter. Williams suggests that the term biblical demiurgical tradi-
tions better reflects the actual content of the Gnostic sources and should therefore replace Grosticism as their

label (pp. 51-53).
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Hans Jonas, one of the great pioneers of Gnostic studies, asserted the following about Gnostic
usage of, for example, the biblical story of the eating of the forbidden fruit (there are several
examples of Gnostics making the serpent a liberator figure):

This opting for the ‘other’ side, for the traditionally infamous, is a heretical method, and
much more serious than a merely sentimental siding with the underdog, let alone mere
indulgence in speculative freedom. It is obvious that allegory ... is here made to carry the
bravado of non-conformity.*®

This certainly holds true for Satanic feminism, where a reinterpretation of Satan, and especially
his role in the Edenic myth, is utilized to display nonconformity with the traditional reading
of the Bible where Eve’s collusion with Satan is seen as a legitimation of the subjugation of all
women. In my examples, it typically also ties in with a more general attitude of social dissent
and radicalism. According to Kurt Rudolph, another major name in the field, Gnostic protest
exegesis reflects the social protest of subaltern groups, to whom this mode of interpretation, in
his opinion, can be traced.* This may or may not be so in the case of ancient Gnosticism, but it
is true of my material, and we shall see that a strategic subversion and reversal is applied in par-
ticular to the specific passage that underlies how Christian mythology has been used to advocate
male supremacy: Genesis 3.

Protest exegesis, inverse exegesis, or the hermeneutical principle of revolt could also be
called counter-reading. It is important to understand an approach like this as intensely rela-
tional and to highlight the tensions inherent in this relation. H. W. Fawkner rightly under-
scores that a counter-reading ‘is at once outside the normative reading and inside it, and
thus ‘cannot replace the normative reading, substitute itselfas transcendental signified’* The
typical purpose of a counter-reading is to destabilize, not to supersede. It does not, by defini-
tion, represent a new hegemony, but a form of discourse that is in some sense intentionally
ephemeral and parasitic upon its antagonist: a counter-discourse.>® The term counter-discourse
has been borrowed from Richard Terdiman, who acquired it from Foucault. The former
defines it as discursive systems projecting ‘an alternative, liberating zewness against the absorp-
tive capacity of ... established discourses’?” Those who propound such systems are ‘driven by
a negative passion, to displace and annihilate a dominant depiction of the world’*® Terdiman
emphasizes how ‘counter-discourses are always interlocked with the domination they

* Jonas 1958/1992, p. 95.

3 Rudolph 1977/1987, pp. 292-293.

* Fawkner 1990, p. 25.

3 Terdiman 198s, pp. 68—69. I will use the term counter-discourse to designate Satanic feminism, but I will also
talk of it simply as a discourse at times, when the point is not to specify its relation to a hegemonic discourse.
Concerning the non-hegemonic nature of counter-discourses, one could perhaps argue that they do represent
anew hegemony but of a highly limited kind, which its creators are aware will never be adopted by the major-
ity of society.

37 1bid., p. 13. The term counter-discourse seems first to have been used by Foucault in a 1972 discussion with Gilles
Deleuze (Foucault 1977, p. 209). Mario Moussa and Ron Scapp have explicated Foucault’s term as designating
when ‘the formerly voiceless begin to speak a language of their own making’ and *have begun to resist the power
secking to oppress them’ (1996, p. 89). Wright (2003) also utilizes the term.

3 Terdiman 198s, p. 12.
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contest, and this “conflicted intimacy” (essentially the same thing as the relational dimen-
sion) is something that will be given special attention throughout this study.*” Here, the inti-
macy is with Christian mythology, which is appropriated, subverted, and (partly) inverted,
but at the same time paradoxically preserved, perpetuated, and sustained. The reviser of
mythology is to some extent trapped in the established structure, no matter how much it is
sabotaged, condemned, and reconfigured. Inevitably, as we will see, inversion often entails
a partial acceptance of the content of the Bible. This tension between acceptance and rejec-
tion, between conservation and subversion, is a central concern in my analysis of the source
texts. As mentioned in the declaration of purpose, I am particularly interested in how far
semantic inversions and counter-readings are taken. Seldom or never does Satanist discourse
involve the simple switching of a set of postulated binary opposites, for example, Satan sud-
denly encompassing all the good things usually attributed to God, or, for that matter, all the
evils typically seen as the hallmarks of Satan (such as lies and cruelty) being unconditionally
accepted as good. The shifts and revisions are more subtle and complex.

Counter-discourses are to some extent present in all cultures, but they may be more visible
and prominent at certain times. The late nineteenth century was such a time in European
and North American culture. I hence share Terdiman’s interest in ‘mapping the multivocal-
ity’ that characterizes a ‘semiotic structure bathed in cultural stress’* Received meanings are
constantly in flux, of course, and even within the dominant discursive formations there are
constantly developments, micro-conflicts, and inconsistencies. Yet, during the period that is
the primary focus here, ca. 1880-1910, change was clearly uncommonly rapid and conflict-
laden. Some very basic assumptions—for example about the origin of mankind and the sta-
tus of the Bible as the actual word of God—were being shaken in their foundations. This
made the whole system of signifiers and historically aggregated meanings unstable, and a
figure like Satan, for instance, became a (more or less) floating signifier.! Thus disembed-
ded, Satan could be invested with widely differing (but not arbitrary) meanings and utilized
as a “positive” or “negative” sign on the semiotic battlefield of discursive struggle. This war
of signification is ultimately, to quote Foucault, about ‘relations of power, not relations of
meaning’* We can thus discern the fundamental struggles over control embodied even in
seemingly less central counter-discourses like Satanic feminism. Hence, it is possible to learn
important things about domination through hegemonic religious discourses, and methods
historically used to subvert them, by studying this phenomenon.

MYTH AND COUNTER-MYTH

Having considered some approaches to oppositional reworkings of myth, it is high time to
explain what I mean by the term 7zysh. When I do not use the qualifier secular before it, [am

¥ Ibid., p. 16.

0 Ibid., p. 37. Terdiman’s study deals with a selection of subversive avant-garde writers in France at this time, the
only one of which I also discuss at any length being Baudelaire.

“ For an excellent discussion of disembedding and floating signifiers in relation specifically to Satanism, see
Petersen 2009, pp. 10—-14..

2 Foucault 1980, p. 114.
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referring to myth in a more narrow religious sense. The biblical scholar Tryggve Mettinger
has proposed a series of characteristics (he shies away from seeing them as constituting a
definition, but they work quite well as precisely that) typical of religious myth.* First, it ‘is
narrative in form’ Secondly, it deals ‘with one or several gods and/or supernatural beings’.4r4
Thirdly, it has one or more of the following functions: (a) to provide entertainment; (b) to
serve as a paradigm for the present, as validation (legitimation) for institutions and values, and
as an explanation for the burdens of human existence; and (c) to offer a counter-present that
relativizes the deficiencies of the prevailing situation.” I find this a convincing and useful
characterization (or working definition) and will here adhere to Mettinger’s formulation.
The aspect that interests me most is the third one, especially sub-level b of it. After all, this is
a study of how myth becomes a battleground for conflicting political values—more specific-
ally: differing views on the rights of women. Sub-level b also relates to something Mettinger
should perhaps have stressed more: the position of myth as especially authoritative due to a
group’s acceptance of its claims of conveying ultimate truths anchored in the supernatural
realm. Although he highlights the societal functions of myth, Mettinger says nothing about
belief in the gods present in the stories. While this may not be an absolute necessity, and
belief as such is difficult to measure, mythical narratives are clearly not comparable to any
random type of story. In the myth’s social context, its supernatural elements are perceived in
a manner radically different from those in, for example, the stories of the brothers Grimm or
Bram Stoker.* It is primarily hereby that myth gains its ability to function as an especially
powerful legitimation of social values.

Many scholars have remarked on the didactic, moralistic, and conservative function of
myth; in short, how it is intimately connected to hegemonic power structures. In his classic
study Myzh in Primitive Psychology (1926), Malinowski says that its purpose ‘is to strengthen
tradition and endow it with a greater value and prestige by tracing it back to a higher, better,
more supernatural reality of initial events’ It is, he states, a ‘by-product of ... sociological
status, which demands precedent; of moral rule, which requires sanction’¥ As the title of
his book indicates, Malinowski analyses small-scale traditional cultures, but his words hold
equally true in modern industrialized countries, where myth also typically bolsters dominant
social discourses. Religious myths, such as the Garden of Eden narrative, have been handed
down for along time in our culture and they (or rather, their traditional interpretations) have
played precisely this legitimating role all along. As Susan Starr Sered (among many others)

# Mettinger is my myth theoretician of choice for several reasons. For one thing, his view of the phenomenon
takes into account the ideological-political dimension of myth in a manner congenial to my research goals.
Morcover, it is also broad enough to encompass all the aspects of Christian tradition that I am interested in
here, yet narrow and specific enough to exclude many other things that it would not be rewarding to place
under this heading in my current study. For the latter reason, Roland Barthes’s influential book Myzhologies
(1957) would, for example, not be useful here. We can also note that Barthes, unlike most scholars of religion,
does not define myth as necessarily being an actual narrative—an idiosyncratic perspective indeed.

“ Mettinger 2007, pp. 68—69.

# Ibid., p. 69. Mettinger also mentions a fourth aspect, dealing with the context of myth, but asserts that although
it was once believed that myths were necessarily tied up with ritual, this view has largely been abandoned. This
final aspect is thus actually superfluous and does not have any relevance for the present study cither.

¢ On myth’s special form of authority, see Lincoln 1989, pp. 24~25; Arvidsson 2007, pp. s1~52, 65—67.

47 Malinowski 1926, p. 125.
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has discussed, this function also very much pertains to the status of men and women in a
society: ‘Founding myths, creation myths, etiological myths all proclaim that the way “we”
do gender is natural and sacred* She further explicates that

the more agency women have, the more control they have over the creation and inter-
pretation of symbols. ... In some instances, the agency of women may grow strong
enough to overpower the oppressive symbolic Woman, allowing the creation of gyno-
centric symbols, myths, and rituals that transform the image of Woman and that aug-
ment women’s agency.”

The material to be considered in what follows appeared at a point in time when women’s
agency was indeed increasing in precisely this fashion, and thus they had the opportunity
to challenge misogynist use of mythology. This did not mean the response was always an
intra-religious one. Instead, it often came from individuals who had more or less already
left Christianity (or at least its organized forms), and who wanted to persuade others of this
religion’s detrimental effects for women. In the case of the (in most instances) secularized
counter-myths that I study, their creators—and a large portion of their target audience—
were seldom convinced of the existence of, for example, Satan and God. The counter-myths,
however, inevitably relate directly to narratives of the supernatural that others, the ideo-
logical opponents, view to a considerable degree as factual. They are thus, in a sense, never
cut loose from the special ontological category of the supernatural or divine (the similarity
to the carlier discussion of the parasitic and relational nature of counter-discourses will be
apparent here).

The term supernatural itself can potentially be seen as problematic. In his lengthy discus-
sion of myth in Draksjukan (2007), the Swedish historian of religions Stefan Arvidsson has
suggested that the supernatural can be defined simply as that which natural science says is not
natural (perhaps it would be better to say that which the natural sciences admit they have
no explanation for). Arvidsson argues that this is an acceptable division because modern
rational reflection on religion arose at around the same time as the scientific revolution.>
This is a useful approach at least for the time period I focus on, when natural science was
beginning to distance itself from religion more explicitly. It thus fits well with emic modes
of thinking on the issue.’! Accordingly, since these emic understandings are tied to a specific

8 Sered 2009, p. 10.

# Ibid., p. 12 (in Sereds terminology, Woman with a capital }¥signifies the symbolic construct, and women the
actual human beings). Note, however, that the mere presence of “gynocentric” symbols does not necessarily
entail an elevated status and freedom for women (cf. Faxneld 2013b). Sered seemingly wants to emphasize
symbols, myths, and rituals specifically designed to empower women, not merely a strong focus on powerful
mythological female figures as such.

>0 Arvidsson 2007, p. 61. We can further note that the division natural-supernatural (if not necessarily in the
exact sense that was prevalent in the nineteenth century) would seem to have a longer history than Arvidsson
suggests. In the theology of Western Christendom, for example, it goes all the way back to the ninth century.
On this, see Saler 1977, pp. 36-48.

3! However, Arvidsson’s dichotomy between science and the supernatural is somewhat oversimplified, especially
if we consider, for example, esotericists’ appropriation of scientific terminology in this epoch. On this appro-
priation, see Hammer 2004, pp. 201-330; Asprem 2013.



16 @©— Introduction

time period, it follows that my use of the term should be understood as chosen in accordance
with my material. I would be hesitant to employ this word in a definition with transhistorical
claims, like Mettinger does.

To summarize, counter-myth serves the opposite function of “ordinary” myth, subvert-
ing instead of supporting dominant discourse on how the social order should be organized.
Undermining the authority of hegemonic mythical narratives by presenting conflicting alter-
native versions is never an end unto itself. Like counter-discourses in general, the counter-
myth is always intended to cause some sort of social change, a shift in power structures (be
they in a delimited context of religious institutions, or in the wider society which is affected
by these institutions).”* Of course, myth itself—not only that which is a counter-myth to
an existing one—can have a liberating, radical function, as the influential historian of reli-
gions Bruce Lincoln has demonstrated. Lincoln has criticized the exclusively negative under-
standing of myth propounded by many more or less Marxist thinkers and emphasized the
potential use of myth in resistance to hegemonic discourses.® This matter is closely tied to
general concerns with how religion, as a broadly conceived phenomenon, relates to power,
oppression, and liberation. In several works, Lincoln has insisted on the need to problema-
tize notions of religion as serving ‘only the interests of certain privileged strata, preserving
their wealth, power, and position’ by ‘casting the material interests of the privileged or domi-
nant into ideological form and presenting these as eternal truths’>* While religion has cer-
tainly often played this role, Lincoln says that it should be contrasted, for instance, with the
European messianic, millenarian, and heretical movements that have challenged dominant
power formations. Such examples show that it is impossible to reduce religion or myth to a
tool of the ruling class.”

Following this line of argument, Lincoln has suggested a taxonomy partitioning reli-
gion into religions of the status quo, religions of resistance, and religions of revolution.>
The first is easy enough to understand and furnishes a transcendent justification for the
present social order and its preservation. Religions of resistance ‘result from the inevitable
failure of the religion of the status quo to permeate and persuade all segments of society),
thus providing ‘an inverse index of the ideological hegemony of the dominant fraction’s”
It is in this manner we can understand, for example, the emergence of Theosophy in 1875.
From the outset, this vigorously anticlerical movement very much positioned itself as an
adversary of many core values of Victorian society, for example, by a rhetoric in its creed

>2 The counter-myth, then, stands in a binary, oppositional relation to hegemonic myth; it is not a mild nuanc-
ing of the latter (i.e., not an element in a tolerant, pluralistic multivocality) but a more or less thoroughgoing
inversion of dominant discourse. Even so, this harshly oppositional stance may have as its long-term goal to
achieve such a state of pluralism and relativism, where the truth claims of the presently dominating mythology
are seen as no more authoritative than any other. The means used to achieve it is, however, a drastic inversion.

53 Lincoln 1989, pp. 4—6, 175 (some examples of revolutionary use of myth on pp. 27-37). For further discussion
of this view, see Friesen 2004, p. 283.

>4 Lincoln 2008, p. 77.

> Ibid., p. 79.

56 There is also a fourth category, religions of the counter-revolution (an aggressively reactionary shape that a
defeated religion of the status quo can assume), but Lincoln devotes little space to this category, and it is incon-
sequential for the present purpose. Ibid., p. 91.

%7 Ibid., pp. 79-82. Quotes on p. 82.
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of universal brotherhood that rejected religiously motivated ethnocentrism and imperial-
ism.>® Religions of this kind, Lincoln explains, are characterized primarily ‘by a negative
feature: their refusal to accept the religion of the status quo in part or in toto.”” Leaders
tend to belong to what Lincoln refers to as the “marginal intelligentsia’, which again fits
well with Theosophy’s front figures, as well as many other of my key examples (female intel-
lectuals, of course, being marginal almost by definition in the nineteenth century).®* The
last of his three categories, religions of revolution, unlike the religions of resistance, ‘define
themselves in opposition to the dominant social fraction itself, not its religious arm alone,
promoting direct action’®!

The majority of the figures under scrutiny in the present study were not members of an
organized religion, however (some might even hesitate to label Theosophy thus). So, how
will Lincoln’s taxonomy be useful? It can, I would suggest, equally well be applied to differ-
ent varieties of myth, dividing them into myths of the status quo, myths of resistance, and
myths of revolution.®? Even when we are not dealing with a religious system of thought, or a
religious organization, we can analyse, for example, the counter-myth of Eve as a heroine and
Satan as her benevolent helper as a myth of resistance, in opposition to the status quo myth
where the same basic narrative is framed as a (religious) justification for the subjugation of
woman. A myth of revolution would be one where actual, and potentially violent, revolt is
propagated (we will see some instances of this, primarily in the section on socialist use of the
figure of Satan). Elsewhere, Lincoln approaches discourse in a similar way (though with a
different taxonomy). He describes his view of it as follows:

In the hands of elites and of those professionals who serve them (either in mediated
fashion or directly), discourse of all forms—not only verbal, but also the symbolic
discourses of spectacle, gesture, costume, edifice, icon, musical performance, and the
like—may be strategically employed to mystify the inevitable inequities of any social
order and to win the consent of those over whom power is exercised, thereby obviat-
ing the need for the direct coercive use of force and transforming simple power into
‘legitimate” authority. Yet discourse can also serve members of subordinate classes
(as Antonio Gramsci above all recognized) in their attempts to demystify, delegitim-

ate, and deconstruct the established norms, institutions, and discourses that play a role

in constructing their subordination.®?

5% There were certainly many ethnocentric and racist aspects of the Theosophical project (on this, see e.g. Kraft
2013, p. 365), in spite of the noble sentiments repeatedly expressed by its participants. Yet, although many of
their words were fairly empty (or at least inconsistent), there is no doubt that some core statements seriously
challenged many aspects of Victorian Christian, ethnocentric, and imperialist discourse. Theosophy will be
discussed in detail in chapter 4.

> Lincoln 2008, p. 83. Lincoln’s list of examples of religions of resistance is surprisingly inclusive and features
everything from Freemasons to Huguenots, Lollards and even Jews in Christian Europe, or Buddhists and
Taoists in China.

 Ibid., p. 84.

¢! Ibid., p. 8s.

€ The latter two could be seen as sub-varieties of counter-myth.

 Lincoln 1989, pp. 4-s.
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This delineation matches Lincoln’s conception of myth. His understanding of this term is
partly inspired by Roland Barthes, and he sees myth as a sub-category or specific form of
discourse that can be summarized simply as ‘ideology in narrative form’® This appears rather
too broad to me. I will, as mentioned, instead use the definition derived from Mettinger
that I have already described, where the “supernatural” or divine is seen as a key feature of
the category in question, and with varieties in which this feature is not present instead being
designated secular myths. However, even if I do not subscribe to his definition, Lincoln has
interesting things to say about negotiations of power in relation to myth. He postulates three
typical approaches for subaltern groups who wish to overthrow the status quo using myth as
their tool. First, the authority and legitimacy of the mythology supporting the present social
order can be called into question, which would ‘deprive it of the capacity to continually
reconstruct accustomed social forms’ Secondly, a narrative of a different type (fable, legend,
history) can be turned into a new mythology to replace the existing one, by investing it ‘with
authority and credibility’. Thirdly, new interpretations of the hegemonic myth can be intro-
duced, which can ‘change the nature of the sentiments (and the society) it evokes’®® Lincoln
also observes that these approaches can, of course, be combined. That is what we typically see
in the material at hand, where the first and third varieties on his list tend to appear in tandem
as a form of secularized counter-myth, whose primary functions is to destabilize the truth
claims of Christianity along with the patriarchal interpretive tradition of Christian myth.
Regarding the latter (that is, hegemonic religious discourse), Lincoln points out that

[a]lthough religious discourse offers opportunities for advancing infinitely varied pol-
itical positions, the self-interest of religious institutions and the ways these articulate
with those of privileged social strata ensure that myths, rituals, dogmas, etc., that pro-
tect the status quo and advance the interests of elites will enjoy most authority and
circulate most widely.

What will be studied here, in contrast, is the opposite of these dominant myths, discourses,
and religions—the marginalized voices of resistance, the counter-discourses and counter-
myths, which had limited circulation (relatively speaking—many of my source texts were in
fact bestsellers, though this still did not mean they held anywhere near the authoritative status
that, say, Protestant Christianity did among Anglo-Americans or Catholicism held in Iraly).

COUNTER-READING AS A STRATEGY IN PRESENT-DAY SCHOLARSHIP

We will now turn to a troublesome aspect of previous scholarship on the topic of Satanic
feminism.® When consulting the work of certain academics, a delicate problem arises: their
analytical perspective resembles the standpoints and tactics seen in the Satanic feminist

¢ Lincoln 1999, p. xii, italics removed. In an earlier book, Lincoln defines myth as ‘that small class of stories that
possess both credibility and authority, ‘a discursive act through which actors evoke the sentiments out of which
society is actively constructed’ (1989, pp. 24-25). For Barthes’s view of myth, see Barthes 1957.

% Lincoln 1989, p. 25. On how Lincoln defines fable, legend, and history, see p. 24.

¢ No monograph has been written on the subject earlier, only articles and chapters in broader studies. While
there are plenty of studies of some of the individual figures and currents that I analyse, the scholars that will be
discussed in this section are the only ones to identify Satanic feminism as a tradition.
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sources. This does not pertain primarily to close readings of the fairly explicit examples of
Satanic feminism that I focus on here (which most of these scholars seem unaware of ), but to
academic treatments of texts that I would be very hesitant to actually consider expressions of
Satanic feminism. In some cases, these highly politicized professors even interpret, or rather
counter-read, clearly patriarchal, misogynist works (that they too agree have this attitude) as
subversive manifestos.

This tendency first arose in the late 1970s and early 1980s, when a number of prominent
feminist scholars of literature became fascinated with Romantic Satanism, and seemingly
adapted its way of reading texts to academic discourse. They then proceeded to interpret
the villains of older fiction as rebel heroes defying patriarchy and oppressive societal rules,
in the same manner the Romantics did with Milton’s Satan. This can be found, for example,
in the works of Nina Auerbach—an American professor of English and Comparative
Literature—who turns Dracula and other vampires into allies of feminism.*” As just men-
tioned, Romantic Satanism was based on an interpretation of the Miltonic Lucifer as a hero,
and there are instances where feminist scholars themselves return to Milton and apply their
own combination of Romantic Satanism and late-modern ideologies of women’s liberation.
The trendsetter here was Sandra M. Gilbert and Susan Gubar’s book The Madwoman in the
Attic: The Woman Writer and the Nineteenth-Century Literary Imagination, published by
Yale University Press in 1979 and a perennial title on the reading lists for a variety of gender-
focused university courses worldwide. An important and brilliant work in many ways, it also
has some rather awkward features. In Gilbert and Gubar’s reading of Milton, Satan and Eve
share a preoccupation with equality, and both stand to gain from a rebellion against the
hierarchical structure epitomized by God the Father and Adam the Husband. This inter-
pretation of Paradise Lost, they further claim, was widespread among nineteenth-century
woman authors.®

Their book set the tone for much subsequent feminist scholarship, and I will freely admit
that it also influenced me at a crucial early stage. Gilbert and Gubar state that ‘the connec-
tions between Satan, Romanticism, and concealed or incipient feminism are intricate and
far-reaching indeed’® Reading these words was in fact one of the impulses that made me
choose the topic of this study, and, as we will see, their basic assertion is indeed accurate.
However, I was immediately dissatisfied with the examples of “Satanic feminists” in the nine-
teenth century that Gilbert and Gubar actually provide in their book. Often, the readings
seem forced and lacking in context, with explicit Satanic references frequently absent and
in need of being teased out through far-fetched allegoric readings. For example, they see
Mary Wollstonecraft’s dismissive words about the sentimental motif of the unfallen Adam
and Eve—T have with conscious dignity, or Satanic pride, turned to hell for sublimer sub-
jects'—as reinforcing ‘the revolutionary fervor that Satan the visionary poet ... defined for
women and Romantics alike’”® Certainly, this is making a fallen angel out of a lone feather,

¢7 See note 76 below for examples of Auerbach’s counter-readings.

8 Gilbert & Gubar 1979, pp. 196, 202—~204. Their reading of Milton is discussed further in chapter 2 of the
present study.

¥ Ibid., p. 203.

70 Ibid., p. 204; Wollstonecraft 1792/1986, p. 108.
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as there is otherwise no sympathy for the Devil to be found in Wollstonecraft’s writings (I
will nevertheless discuss this passage in more detail in chapter 3). In order to make their
point, the authors seem to favour the technique of taking a single line out of context, as when
they quote Mary Elizabeth Coleridge’s (1861-1907) dramatic phrasing ‘no friend in God—
in Satan’s host no foes’”" In fact, the complete stanza of the poem in question (‘Doubt,
1896) reads: “Then did I weep, compassionate of those / Who see no friend in God—in
Satan’s host no foes’* Coleridge, in other words, does not align herself with Satan, but feels
sorry for those unable to discern who is their true friend (God).” Gilbert and Gubar make
many sweeping statements, but expend little energy on substantiating them.”# The present
study proves their basic argument to be quite correct, but presents the explicit textual evi-
dence that they fail to provide.

Writing in 1981, Nina Auerbach states, ‘As feminist criticism gains authority ... its new
sense of power has resulted in an impulse toward rather than a denial of mythology. She
brings up Gilbert and Gubar’s The Madwoman in the Attic as an instance of a work coming
from this direction, which ‘ends half in love with its antagonist’s images, weaving them into
a rhapsodic and sibylline myth of its own’” Here, then, we face a scholarly counter-myth.
Interestingly, Auerbach herself is to some extent an example of this same tendency, especially
in her 1995 book Our Vampires, Ourselves (more on this in chapter 5).”° Adriana Craciun,
another scholar of English literature, builds on the work by Gilbert and Gubar in her excel-
lent 2003 article ‘Romantic Satanism and the Rise of Nineteenth-Century Women’s Poetry’,
but has a more nuanced approach that is much better grounded in historical context and
empirical examples. However, Craciun too does not really provide any examples of historical
women writers explicitly declaring their sympathy for Satan. I do find her readings persua-
sive, but the women in question seem to have worked exclusively with a “coded” language
where their heroines are tied to Milton’s Satan in rather indirect ways, for example by (at
times very faintly) echoing speeches by Satan, or through references to falling stars.”” Even
here I sometimes, but far from always, get the impression that the parallels are primarily

7! Gilbert & Gubar 1979, p. 206.

72 Coleridge 1908, p. 40.

73 They also mention the feminist and sex-radical newspaper Lucifer the Light-bearer (more on which in
chapter 3), but only in passing (p. 205). In a later article, Gubar treats one of my most important examples,
Renée Vivien (see chapter 8), but surprisingly does not really discuss how she used Satan as a positive symbol.
Gubar 1984, p. 48.

74 To give a typical example of such statements: [N]ot only have feminism and Romantic radicalism been con-
sciously associated in the minds of many women writers, Byronically (and Satanically) rebellious visionary
politics have often been used by women as metaphorical disguises for sexual politics’ (Gilbert & Gubar 1979,
p. 205).

7> Auerbach 1981, pp. 281-282.

76 Some particularly clear examples of such readings can be found in Auerbach 1995, pp. 127-129, 137, 140-145.
Another writer with partly similar tendencies is well-known cinema scholar Barbara Creed. In her analysis of
the film The Vampire Lovers (Roy Ward Baker, 1970), Creed claims that General Spielsdorf, the film’s vampire
hunter hero, is portrayed as a ‘cold, cruel and puritanical figure in opposition to the values represented by
the sensual, erotic, female vampire’ and states that ‘[t]he film clearly contrasts the passionate sexuality of the
women with the cold, withdrawn, repressed sexuality of the men’ (1993, p. 60). This is a singularly subjective
and value-laden reading, to say the least.

77 Craciun 2003b, pp. 703, 709.
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something Craciun identifies and were in fact not perceived at all by the authors she analyses,
or their contemporaries. Craciun repeatedly employs terms like feminist romantic Satanism,
feminist Satanism, and Satanic feminism, which to me seem a bit strong to use as labels when
the Satanic content of the material is so uncertain and arguable.”® As in the case of Gilbert
and Gubar, something is being described here that was indeed present among early feminists,
but I would claim that my study provides more overt, and less subjective, examples of the
tradition of Satanic feminism, albeit focusing on the latter half of the nineteenth century
instead of its first decades like Craciun does. To some extent, her examples can perhaps be
seen as having laid the foundations for later developments in that century, by making sub-
tle feminist references to a glorified Satan in allegorical portrayals where the figure is never
named as such.

The approach of Gilbert and Gubar (and, to a lesser extent, Craciun and Auerbach) is, as
already mentioned, far from new. Readers with a strong desire to subvert hegemonic power
structures have perceived Milton’s Satan as a hero for more than 200 years, and, as we will
see, these readers from an early stage include people who appreciate Lucifer from a femi-
nist perspective. The unique thing about Gilbert, Gubar, Craciun, Auerbach, and others is
that they are operating within a scholarly context, but even so occasionally tend to blur the
line between their own feminist sympathies for the Devil and what can be found stated—
explicitly or even reasonably implicitly—in Milton’s writings, texts by nineteenth-century
women authors, or other works they are analysing. For this reason, I consider especially
Gilbert and Gubar to be situated in an ambiguous space somewhere between scholarship
and interesting source material for research on what we might call scholarly Satanic femi-
nism. Their writings are equally a propagation of Satanic feminism and a critical analysis of
such themes. Since my focus here is on the pre~World War II period, I will, nevertheless,
engage with them primarily in their capacity as scholars.”

Lesbian literary theory has also come to develop methods for subversive readings of lit-
erary texts. Again, this is not as new as some of its propagators believe, but rather seems like
an echo of Romantic and Decadent hermeneutics. These scholars propose a strategic reading
between the lines, aiming to, as Sally Munt puts it, inhabit ‘the text of dominant heterosexu-
ality’ and ‘undo it, undermine it, and construct our own destabilizing readings’*® Bonnie
Zimmerman similarly argues for “perverse readings’, which appropriate a diverse range
of texts for the lesbian cause.®! In other words, such theory promotes subjective counter-
readings and identifies lesbian subtexts in the most unlikely places. By now, my own attitude
to such scholarship should be quite clear to the reader. I consider endeavours to rewrite patri-
archal or heterosexist mythologies and stories a fully reasonable task for feminist or lesbian
activists that are, for example, authors of fiction, artists or producers of ideology within new

78 Ibid., pp. 700, 707. Also pp. 710, 719.

7> My intention is to later follow this book with a monograph that analyses present-day Satanic feminism (some
preliminary findings from this project are presented in Faxneld & Petersen 20142 and Faxneld 2013b), chiefly
in the esoteric milieu, where scholarly works of this kind have played an important part. This will give me
reason to approach the texts of these feminist academics purely as source material. For further discussion of
scholarly Satanic feminists, sce Faxneld 2012b, esp. pp. 6264, 67-68.

8 Munt 1992, p. xxiii.

81 Zimmerman 1993, p. 139.
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(or, for that matter, old) religious movements. I am more reluctant to sce it as an appropriate
part of a scholar’s mission. Performing a self-described “perverse” reading of a source text in
order to make it fit one’s ideals is a breach with sound hermeneutical methods that will not
add any knowledge of use for scholars.**

In contrast, the aspect of Gilbert and Gubar’s project that aims to identify thematic tradi-
tions among female authors marginalized by earlier patriarchal criticism brings something of
real value to the table. So does research focusing on the subjugation of women, in the past and
now, which attempts to show mechanisms of repression and resistance. The important thing
is always to respect the integrity of the sources and resist any temptation to remake that which
one finds displeasing. A scholar must naturally never intentionally misrepresent and distort
(not even if doing so openly whilst cheerfully arguing for “perverse” readings) the content of
the source material in order to make it a tool for political struggle. When it comes to source
texts, the scholar’s task is to contextualize them, attempting to understand the intellectual
and social environment in which they were created as well as their subsequent influence, and
to interpret them as carefully as possible while always remaining aware and reflective of the
type of meaning that the analysis aims to uncover. In our role as scholars, we must not actively
reshape the sources, lest we ourselves should simply become producers of new source material.

SOME REMARKS ON SPELLING, TRANSLATIONS, AND TERMINOLOGY

The names of religious groups and currents are capitalized even when referring to less-established
varieties, including Theosophy, Rosicrucianism, and Satanism, as I see no reason to treat them
differently in this respect from Christianity, Islam, and so on. Further, capitalization serves the
useful purpose of distinguishing, for instance, Theosophy as (more or less) an organized religious
movement (founded in 1875) from theosophy as a general concept (which has been present since
antiquity). Literary movements—like Romanticism and Decadence—are also capitalized, which
is similarly practical for differentiating, say, the self-identified Decadent current in literature from
general notions of the decadence of humanity that were in circulation at the turn of the century.
Political currents—socialism, anarchism, and so on—are not capitalized, nor is feminism.

Bible quotations are from the 1769 King James Version (KJV), since this was the most com-
monly used English translation during most of the studied time period.® All translations, unless

82 Like, for example, Katherine K. Young, I view contributions to scholarly debates as the primary purpose of
academic research in the humanities on gender issues and take it to be ‘distinct from feminist advocacy’ (Young
1999b, p. 279, see also pp. 288—290 and Young 2002, pp. 33-35, for a critique of so-called engaged scholarship
and attendant subjectivist tendencies). While I self-identify as a feminist and recognize that all studies will
always have certain political implications, I think it important to at least strive towards divorcing my activities
as a scholar from activist agendas supporting this or other causes. Young emphasizes that ‘political analysis
should always be based on good scholarship; and this is one way of looking at the political usefulness of schol-
arly work (Young 1999b, p. 293). However, we ought not to be deceived into believing that the inverse is also
true: scholarly analysis need not be based on “good” political ideas to be of excellent quality. For a different per-
spective on this issue, cf. the enthusiastic attitude towards “transformative research” in Jones 2002 (pp. 67-70,

84-8s). Jones argues that academics have an obligation to initiate social change (p. 8s).

o
<

The KJV was first published in 1611 and superseded in 1769 by the updated version of it known as the Oxford
standard text. It is this version of the KJV that I have used here. Later, the British Revised Version (the New
Testament published in 1881, the Old Testament in 1885), based on the KJV, became popular and influential
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otherwise noted, are my own. When using existing translations, I have more often than not
adjusted them (at times quite heavily) to more closely follow the original. These changes have
been implemented without further comment. In translating poetry, I have attempted as precise as
possible a literal rendering, without any ambition to retain rhyming, meter, or to convey the aes-
thetic qualities of the original poems. The original of any text quoted is always given in the notes.**

The term feminism will be employed in a fairly broad sense throughout this study, fol-
lowing how several historians of feminism have also chosen to be inclusive in their usage of
it. I use it to denote the view that women are oppressed by men and that equality of the
sexes (or, in some rare cases discussed, female supremacy) is desirable and worth working
towards.?® Aside from this, basic assumptions about gender could differ radically between
various forms of nineteenth-century feminism, for example, when it came to views of male
and female as natural or constructed categories.” Theosophical feminists, for instance, often
saw mankind as primarily androgynous spirits contained in physical bodies that are unim-
portant shells. Many secular feminists considered childbearing, childrearing, and certain
domestic activities to be inherently feminine but—in opposition to how these endeavours
were valued by society—as important and noble as typically male activities.*® Unlike, for
instance, suffrage campaigners, several of the figures discussed here are not collectivist in
orientation, instead opting for a radically individualist form of feminism, where it is only
the female individual, or an elite of women, who is to break free from the constraints of
patriarchy. The right to vote in elections may or may not be an important part of this striv-
ing. Another individualist variety, which could be found in certain anarchist contexts, was
openly sceptical of suffrage struggles, since voting in democratic elections was considered

(as did its American cousin of 1901), but the older text largely retained its dominance until the 1950s. Daniell
2003, pp. 697698, 735, 739-740.

8 Two peripheral sources quoted are unfortunate exceptions to this, where I have not been able to get hold of
the originals. Moreover, another source was written in Finnish, which I am unable to read, wherefore I have
not worked with the original.

% For example, Ellen Carol DuBois states that she uses it to mean ‘a very large, long and complex tradition call-
ing for the “equality”, “clevation”, or “emancipation” of women, but often disagreeing within itself as to how
to achieve that’ ‘In particular, DuBois writes, she uses it ‘to describe a historical movement larger and more
general than the demand for woman suffrage’ (1991, p. 23).

8 Cf. Young 19994, p. 2, and Karen Offen’s succinct attempt at a transhistorical definition: ‘a comprehensive

critical response to the deliberate and systematic subordination of women as a group by men as a group within

a given cultural setting’ (2000, p. 205 see also Offen 1988, esp. pp. 151152, and the responses by Nancy F. Cott

1989 and Ellen Carol DuBois 1989, respectively). Offen argues that the word subordination is preferable to

oppression, since the latter ‘connotes a highly subjective psychological response’ (2000, p. 20). I am not as

inclined to immediately dismiss this subjective, individual dimension of feminist sentiments. As several schol-
ars have pointed out, feminism is not ‘a single category, with clear limits, fixed in a single semantic space’

(Robbins 2000, pp. 3-4), and it can thus be seen as more appropriate to speak of feminisms as a plural noun

(Young 1999a, p. 16). Such an understanding, which recognizes the vastly divergent ideologies underpinning

the activities of different groups and individuals striving towards female emancipation in some sense, should be

taken as implicit in this study, and in the broadly inclusive definition I have suggested.

8 This issue could also be conceptualized as a long-standing intra-feminist conflict over whether men and
women share a common nature (and, hence, common rights) or if women are radically different (for instance,
having special domestic talents) but valuable and therefore worthy of equal rights and more access also to the
public sphere. Farrell 1997, p. 151.

8 On Theosophical feminists” ideas concerning our spirit as androgynous, see chapter 4.
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a ratification of the state, which anarchists believed should be abolished.® In accordance
with my usage of the word in the present study, such variations will not disqualify anyone
from being a feminist.”® Whatever the reasons for this individualist stance, it always presup-
posed an acknowledgement and critique of the existence of patriarchal structures affecting
all women, even if this was felt to be something one could not, or was not obliged to, actively
attempt to immediately change for everyone.

The word feminism (and its cognate words in other languages: féminisme in French,
Feminismus in German) was not in wide use until the 1890s. The first documented use of it
was in French and dates back to the 1870s. In 1882, the French suffragette Hubertine Auclert
(1848-1914) started employing the term as a self-description in the periodical she published,
and in 1892 a congress was organized in Paris under this heading. By the mid-1890s, the word
had become established in Great Britain and within a few years it spread to the German,
Russian, Spanish, and Italian languages. In the United States, it did not become common
until the 1910s.”" Since it was only in use during the final decades of the period my study cov-
ers, L apply the term here as an analytical (etic) category, which does not reflect the language
used in most of the primary sources.”” At times, I will use more specific contemporary or
local labels, like, for example, “suffragette” for Anglophone feminists focused on gaining the
right to vote in parliamentary elections.

As Naila Kabeer observes regarding use of the word empowerment (and 1 believe this
pertains equally to the term feminism), ‘there is a danger that analysts opt for those mean-
ings which most favour their own values regarding what constitutes appropriate choices
for women.”® This danger is especially acute when dealing with historical material, and we
must, for example, remember that most nineteenth-century women who struggled for more
power for their sex were biological essentialists. Thus, their unreserved romanticization of
motherhood, for instance, may strike us as questionable today. A scholarly study, however,
is decidedly not the place to express such hesitations. As mentioned, we can also find elitist,
individualist, non-collectivist figures that still perform what must be said to be an explicitly
feminist analysis of gender relations. A stance like this is also likely to ruffle the feathers of
many present-day feminists. Whatever our preferred form of feminism here at the start of
the twenty-first century happens to be, we should be careful not to project this predilection
back in time.”* I will therefore not make any anachronistic normative pronouncements on
whether historical figures were “really” feminists according to a particular present-day under-
standing of the term, or on how “successful” the material analysed here was for empowering
women.” Instead, I will focus on what the mechanics and strategies were, and how they tied

% On anarchist feminism, see chapter 3.

 Young points out that ‘[1]ike Marxism ... feminism offen has a collectivist orientation’ (1999a, p. 14, my italics).
Implicitly, then, feminism is not by necessity collectivist in nature, even if it tends to be.

1 Offen 2000, p. 19.

92 As Kathi Kern points out, ‘the history of “feminism” precedes the use of the term’ (2001, p. 239).

% Kabeer 1999, p. 461.

%4 Similar critiques have been put forward concerning the study of women in other cultures. Saba Mahmood,
for example, argues that when it comes to the liberatory goals of feminism we should ‘not hold one particular
model to be axiomatic as is often the case in progressivist narratives’ (2001, p. 223).

% In the social sciences, specifically among those who study development aid, such attempts at explicit “grading”
have been made, see e.g. Kabeer 1999.
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in with contemporary feminist discourses and the context in which the material appeared,
rather than attempt to measure its success or lack thereof by any presentist standard.

Satanism is used as a label in two ways: sensu stricto and sensu lato. The former variety
refers to what I have defined in an earlier book as ‘a system in which Satan is celebrated in
a prominent position’”® Of course, the term Satan is here interchangeable with the Devil,
Lucifer, and other names that have been commonly used to designate the principle of evil in
a Christian context (a figure which most Satanists perceive quite differently, as more or less
benevolent or helpful).”” A “prominent position” signifies that Satan is the only or the fore-
most among the gods, entities, or symbols revered. If this is not the case, the group or indi-
vidual in question may still hold certain views that constitute a form of Satanism, but their
ideology as a whole cannot be defined thus. The term syszerz may designate anything from
very simple constructs to highly sophisticated doctrines. This may seem a somewhat arbi-
trary dimension of my definition, but I deem it necessary in order to be able to exclude, for
example, a person who lauds Lucifer in a single poem. Such an act does not make anyone a
Satanist in the strict sense, any more than composing a single piece in praise of Christ would
make a person a Christian. Only one figure in this study, Stanislaw Przybyszewski, really
fits this more rigid definition. Satanism sensu lato entails celebrations of the Devil used as a
discursive strategy in a fairly demarcated and restricted manner. Examples include socialists
employing Lucifer as a symbol of revolution, feminists eulogizing him as an anti-patriarchal
figure, and different varieties of purely literary veneration of Satan. These individuals and
groups did not construct entire worldviews centred on Satan as the single most prominent
symbol, even if they may have made quite prominent use of him. Sensu lato, then, is the
norm here, and I will explicitly mark when the other variety is being referred to by specify-
ing it as sensu stricto. Otherwise it can be assumed I am referring to Satanism seznsu lato. The
word Satanic is used to designate explicit pro-Satan sentiments in a group, individual or text,
rather than just something more generally demonic.

Many names of the Devil are utilized in the text, including Satan, Lucifer, and the Prince
of Darkness. They are used synonymously here partly for stylistic reasons (to make the prose
more varied) but also because they have traditionally mostly been seen as undifferentiated
equivalents. At times in this enquiry, the need arises to distinguish these names from one
another (e.g. some esotericists view Lucifer as a positive entity who is different from a nega-
tive Satan), but unless otherwise stated the names all refer to the same figure.

Two other words that will be used frequently in what follows are esoericism (which should
here always be taken to mean Western esotericism, not a universal phenomenon) and occz/t-
ism.”® Especially the first term has been the subject of intense scholarly debate ever since
the study of Western esotericism began to emerge as an internationally acknowledged field
of academic inquiry in the early 1990s. Although there is disagreement over how to define

% Faxneld 2006a, p. xiv: ‘ett system dir Satan hyllas i framskjuten position’

%7 Ibid., pp. xiv—xv. For more on the discussion about definitions of Satanism (or, in Granholm’s case, the useless-
ness of them), see e.g. van Luijk 2013, pp. 7-8, 11-12; Hill 2012, pp. 23-26; Granholm 2012, pp. 209-216, and
my comments on the last-mentioned in Faxneld 2012d.

%8 The meaning of Western has, unsurprisingly, been the subject of some controversy (see e.g. the attack on the
term’s helpfulness in Granholm 2013 and the discussion in Asprem 2014). I use it here in accordance with
Faivre’s suggestion that Western culture is ‘the vast Greco-Roman ensemble, both medieval and modern in

which the Jewish and Christian religions have cohabited with Islam for several centuries’ (Faivre 1994, p. 7).
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or approach esotericism, we should note that nearly all scholars fully agree on certain clas-
sic examples belonging to this category.” Such examples include alchemy, Rosicrucianism,
and Theosophy. During the 1990s, the field was dominated by the definition devised by
Sorbonne professor Antoine Faivre. He conceived of esotericism as ‘a form of thought, dis-
tinguished by a set of four primary and two secondary characteristics.!® Later, more fluid
and open delineations suggested by Wouter Hanegraaff and Kocku von Stuckrad, respec-
tively, have become influential. Hanegraaff has reconsidered his views on the term several
times. At first he was directly influenced by Faivre’s formulation.!*! However, the position
he has arrived at most recently is radically different from the one he presented at the start of
his career. To summarize it in a very simplified manner, Hanegraaff now views esotericism as
‘rejected knowledge), broadly conceived yet of a specific kind. This, then, is the wastebasket
of hegemonic discourses such as those related to the Reformation and the Enlightenment.
This is where that which, for some very distinct reasons, does not fit, is relegated. Since the
reasons for something not being approved follow a certain pattern, it is consequently not a
random grouping of ideas that end up in this category. Rather than positing an ideal-typical
esotericism, the attention is here turned to polemic against a certain type of knowledge (or
rather, perhaps, knowledge claims) and view of the world.'* Stuckrad instead conceptualizes
esotericism as a discourse where a central position is occupied by rhetoric of secrecy pertain-
ing to higher knowledge and the means by which it can be reached.'®™ Hanegraaff and Faivre
have both argued against actual secrecy as a requisite for something to be considered esoteric,
as much of the material has intentionally been widely disseminated.!* While this is certainly

% Cf. Stuckrad 20054, p. 79.

1% For Faivre’s definition, see Faivre 1994, pp. 10-15. I have discussed this definition and some critiques of it in
Faxneld 2010¢, pp. 10-16.

101 See e.g. Hanegraaff 1996, pp. 384—386.

192 This approach is presented at length in Hanegraaff’s book Esotericism and the Academy: Rejected Knowledge
in Western Culture (20122). Hanegraaff’s position must not be misconstrued as a complete denial of esoteri-
cism as a historical phenomenon, and he emphasizes that even though Western esotericism ‘is an imaginative
construct in the minds of intellectuals and the wider public, not a straight-forward historical reality “out
there” ... it does refer to religious tendencies and worldviews that have a real existence’ (20124, p. 377). This
existence, of course, is very much related to a dialectic between the perspectives of practitioners and oppo-
nents. In a recent book chapter, he offers the encapsulation that Western esotericism is the field that ‘contains
preciscly everything that was consigned to the dustbin of history by Enlightenment ideologues and their intel-
lectual heirs up to the present, because it was considered incompatible with normative concepts of religion,
rationality, and science’. It is for this reason that it is not ‘a random collection of discarded materials without
any further connection’, but rather a set of ‘recognizable worldviews and approaches to knowledge that have
played an important although always controversial role in the history of Western culture’ (Hanegraaff 2012b,
p-127).

193 Stuckrad 2005b, pp. 88—91. Stuckrad further lists certain ideas that are typical of esotericism, i.c. the individual
nature of the path to higher knowledge, an appeal to tradition as a category above institutionalized religion,
and, finally, an emphasis on mediation and individual experience as key factors in the attainment of higher
knowledge. A worldview based on ontological monism is also a recurrent trait (pp. 91-93). Another key point
for Stuckrad is that esotericism should not be seen ‘as a selection of historical “currents”, however defined, but
as a structural element of Western culture’ (p. 80).

1% Hanegraaff 1996, p. 48s; Faivre 1994, p. 5. For a scathing critique of Stuckrads 2005 book Western

Esotericism: A Brief History of Secret Knowledge, which (e.g. on pp. 10-11) presents an argument close to that

in his article from the same year, sce Hanegraaff 2013, pp. 180-183.
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true, [ concur with Stuckrad that a rhetoric of secrecy (which may pertain less to the physical
accessibility of the material than to what Stuckrad designates ‘the dialectic of the hidden and
revealed’) is nonetheless almost always present in the discourses most scholars see as esoteric
(in whatever sense they employ the word), even if the actual mode of circulation is anything
but secretive.!” In the present study, the term esozericism designates a set of discourses that
share a strong rhetorical focus on secrecy and concealment in relation to a supposed higher
knowledge (in Stuckrad’s sense), and which represent a form of rejected knowledge at odds
with hegemonic discourses (in Hanegraaff’s sense).!% In a way, the dimension of secrecy is
directly related to the status of esotericism as rejected knowledge, as the self-understanding
of esoteric thinkers tends to be that the “masses” are unable both to understand and appreci-
ate their teachings, wherefore this wisdom is best kept to the enlightened elite.?”

The term occultism, which is sometimes employed in everyday language as a synonym for
esotericism, will be used to denote something narrower. In conformity with Hanegraaff, I view
this as an etic term for ‘attempts by esotericists to come to terms with a disenchanted world or,
alternatively, by people in general to make sense of esotericism from the perspective of a secular
disenchanted world’'*® Thus, the word designates how esotericism, and views of it, is affected
by the complex processes of secularization, which were especially intense in the nineteenth
century. A practical example might be how esotericists try to make their teachings somehow
conform to the findings of natural science, or when a vocabulary is borrowed from such con-
texts to strengthen one’s legitimacy. Here, we can commonly observe a rhetoric claiming that
the supposed opposition between esotericism and science is false and will be, or already has
been, conquered.!”” Occultism, then, can be seen as a sub-category of esotericism. The mod-
ern versions of Spiritualism and Theosophy are typical examples of it, and Swedenborgianism
and Mesmerism can be seen as precursors. As Hanegraaff puts it, ‘occultism is the product of

a syncretism between 72agia and science, correspondences and causality’!'

19 Stuckrad 2005, p. 10, italics removed.

1% As Bernd-Christian Otto (2013, pp. 233-237) has quite convincingly argued, Hanegraaff and Stuckrad (Otto
refers to a later work by Stuckrad from 2010, but his points almost equally much pertain to a comparison
between Hanegraaft’s recent publications and the former’s 2005 article and book as well) are not as far
removed from one another as they themselves at times claim (due to an ongoing polemic between them).

Hence, I here attempt to combine their approaches.

g

7 Cf. Stuckrad 2005, p. 10.
'% Hanegraaft 1996, p. 422, italics removed. Faivre, in contrast, views occultism cither as ‘a group of practices or
a form of action that would derive its legitimacy from esotericism’ (in other words, esotericism is the abstract
theory, occultism its practical application), or a form of esotericism appearing with Eliphas Lévi during the
second half of the nineteenth century (Faivre 1994, p. 35). The latter meaning might seem to be close to
Hanegraaff’s view, but Faivre does not specify what is unique about this later development, though he remarks
that the appearance of the new term occultism, popularized by Lévi (as an -ism) in the 1850s, ‘coincided pre-
cisely with the appearance of a trivial esotericism’. In other words, he seems to view occultism to some extent as
avulgar form of neo-esotericism, which can be contrasted with a more noble and elevated predecessor (p. 34).
Hanegraaff’s definition of occultism is the one that has become accepted by most specialists. Another defin-
ition worth considering is Marco Pasi’s, which postulates occultism as a current within esotericism that is not
intrinsically related to disenchantment and secularism. Pasi 2007, pp. 1364-1368.

1 Hammer 2004, pp. 204-205.

"% Hanegraaff 1996, p. 423. For a discussion of Swedenborgianism and Mesmerism as early stages in this develop-
ment, see pp. 424—441. On borrowings from scientific discourse for legitimating reasons, see Hammer 2004,

pp. 201-330.
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When analysing the sources, I distinguish between a theme and a morif; in accordance
with the established conventions of narratology. A motif, as defined by Gerald Prince in the
Dictionary of Narratology, is a ‘minimal thematic unit’ and ‘should not be confused with a
theme, which constitutes a more abstract and more general semantic unit manifested by or
reconstructed from a set of motifs.''' A theme, in turn, is ‘a semantic macrostructural cat-
egory’ that is ‘extractable from ... distinct ... textual elements which (are taken to) illustrate
it. The theme expresses the more general and abstract entities (ideas, thoughts, ctc.) that a
text or part thereof is (or may be considered to be) about.!!* For example, Eve in intimate
conversation with the serpent would be a motif, while the hubris he fans in her is a theme,
an overarching and structuring feature of the narrative. I will here consider Satanic feminism
a theme, which is expressed through a number of motifs, for example, the witch as a rebel
against patriarchy or Eve as an anti-patriarchal heroine.

OUTLINE OF THE STUDY

The chapters are thematically divided rather than chronologically arranged, focusing on, for
example, a genre (like Gothic literature or Decadence) or a distinct motif (such as witches or
Luciferian lesbianism).!* Within each chapter, however, the discussion of the sources tends
to follow a roughly chronological order. The geographical scope is consistently broad, and
there are generally speaking no separate sections detailing the development of the genres
and motifs in specific countries. The two final chapters break with the thematic principle of
organization and are instead extended case studies of two particularly interesting examples of
Satanic feminism. For a full chronological overview of the content of the chapters, the reader
is advised to consult the first section of the concluding chapter 12.

" Prince 1987/2003, p. 55. Cf. Vinge 1971, pp. 78-79.

112 Prince 1987/2003, p. 99. Cf. Vinge 1971, p. 136.

113 There is no carlier broad study of the theme of this dissertation aside from those by Craciun and Gilbert &
Gubar mentioned above. I will therefore not discuss previous scholarship under a separate heading. Instead,
it will be reflected on continuously, in direct conjunction with the more specific aspects of the study that the
scholars in question have treated.



Me and the devil,

Going to take you on a long and evil ride.
The woman is a devil,

That’s what I've been told

THE DOORS, “Woman is a Devil’ (1969)

2

Woman and the Devil

SOME RECURRING MOTIFS

Q

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a background for much of what will be treated in the rest of the present
study. It commences with a short survey of the development of the figure of Satan, as well as
the worship or idealization of him, and then proceeds to discuss Genesis 3, the narrative that
lies at the root of most of the later ideas about Satan’s intimate ties to woman. The interpreta-
tions of this text by Gnostics, Church Fathers, and reformers are delineated. This is followed
by an examination of the notion of the Devil as a woman, as expressed, for example, in pic-
torial renderings of the serpent in Eden with the torso of a female. Thereafter, the enigmatic
entity Baphomet—an example of how Satan has been given female or hermaphroditic traits
in esoteric writings—is considered. Next, some background is provided on the Jewish demo-
ness Lilith, who was seen as the first feminist in several nineteenth-century interpretations.
Thereupon, some of the relevant motifs in folklore and witchceraft trials are surveyed, fol-
lowed by a brief exploration of ideas concerning erotic relations between women and Satan.
Finally, a few concluding remarks are made about the topics brought up in the chapter, and
how they will reappear throughout the study.

GOD’S HANGMAN: A CONCISE HISTORY OF SATAN

Before approaching perceptions of the relationship between woman and the Devil, a few
general words about the history of the latter—and the veneration of him—are in order.!

! The most in-depth overview of the development of the figure of Satan is Jeffrey Burton Russell’s four-volume
study (1977, 1981, 1984, 1986). It is, however, seriously flawed and biased in its treatment of twentieth-century
Satanism (1986, pp. 253—257), as well as slightly inexact when it comes to literary Satanism (1986, pp. 168-213),
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By and large, the Christian doctrines about Satan are not “biblical” in a strict sense, but the
products of subsequent interpretations of the Bible formulated primarily by the early Fathers
of the Church. Even if the core, or at least the seeds, of the later view of the figure of Satan
are present in the New Testament, a complete doctrine was developed only eventually—
gradually and over a long period of time.> The Hebrew word Satan comes from the root
meaning oppose, obstruct, or accuse. It was translated into Greek as diabolos, which means
adversary. From the Greek it was translated again, into diabolus (Latin), Teufel (German),
Devil (English), and so on. The word Satan is used in several places in the Old Testament as
anoun with said meaning. It also appears as a designation for one of God’s angels who blocks
the way of the wicked Balaam in Numbers 22:22-35, but here only signifies that this angel
is acting as “a Satan” in obstructing Balaam’s progress.® Satan as a specific personified being
appears in the Book of Job, where he is a member of God’s celestial court who proposes to
test the piety of Job by subjecting him to the worst kinds of misfortune imaginable. As evi-
denced by Isaiah 45:7 (‘I form light, and create darkness: I make peace, and I create evil: I the
LORD do all these #hings”), human suffering seems to have been accepted as God’s will in the
days of the Old Testament. Generally speaking, monotheism was consistently emphasized
among the Jews. In the Talmud, the dualistic tendencies of some of the apocalyptic writers
are completely refuted. The one god’s goodness and absolute completeness are underscored.
However, some slightly differing traditions can be found, for example, in the Aggadah, a
compendium of morality tales, legends, sermons, and maxims that is the origin of many
Christian tales about demons. Satan, often under the name Sammael, here emerges as a fallen
angel who uses the serpent to entice Eve and Adam into transgression. He acts as a tempter,
accuser-prosecutor, destroyer, and angel of death—but is still the servant of God. He never
counteracts God’s wishes or acts entirely of his own accord. In some Kabbalistic traditions,
Satan receives more attention than in the Talmud and is considered the destructive aspect of
God, which has broken free and gained an independent existence. Overall, however, Satan
did not play a prominent part in mainstream Jewish thinking after the apocalyptic period,
except as an allegory of inner evil in mankind.*

Even so, certain inter-testamental texts (1 Enoch, 2 Enoch, Jubilees, and the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs) presented divergent dualistic ideas about a battle between a good
power and an evil one, and some imagined an imminent cosmic showdown between the two.
Such notions were transmitted to Christianity and are expressed in several places in the New
Testament.” The Christian conception of Satan was likely also influenced early on, directly

and should not be consulted in these specific matters. Even so, it is unparalleled as a broad treatment of the
cultural history of Satan. Darren Oldridge’s The Devil: A Very Short Introduction (2012) is a useful condensed
account, as are Russell’s summaries of his larger work in Zhe Prince of Darkness (1988) and his chapter in the col-
lection The Satanism Scare (1991). Robert Muchembled’s essayistic Une histoire du diable: XIIéme-XXéme siécle
(2000) is not fully recommendable, in spite of the author’s at times gleaming erudition, and must be employed
with caution due to the often subjective and imprecise writing style. An older work that is filled with interesting
material—but which can at times be inaccurate and is lacking in references—is Maximilian Rudwin’s The Devil
in Legend and Literature (1931). It too can only be used with circumspection.

2 Russell 1986, p. 172.

3 Russell 1977, pp. 189-190.

* Evans 1968, p. 34; Russell 1977, pp. 198-200; Russell 1981, pp. 27-29.

> Telford 2009, pp. 91-92.
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or indirectly, by non-Jewish sources, such as the Persian concept of the struggle between a
principle of light, Ahura-Mazda, and a principle of darkness, Ahriman.® According to the
New Testament, Satan attempts to entice mankind to commit sins, and causes disease and
death. However, he and his retinue of evil spirits will be defeated when Christ returns as the
world comes to an end. Satan also tempts Christ (Matt. 4:1-11; Luke 4:1-13; Mark 1:12-13),
but is no match for the Son of God. Moreover, Christ is an exorcist, who repeatedly casts out
demons that have entered the bodies of humans (Mark 1:23-26; Luke 11:14~26). An explan-
ation of Satan’s origin can be found in the Book of Revelation (composed ca. 4.D. 90), which
mentions a war in heaven where Michael and the good angels vanquish the wicked angels
and their leader:

And there was war in heaven; Michael and his angels fought against the dragon; and
the dragon fought and his angels, and prevailed not; neither was their place found any-
more in heaven. And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil,
and Satan, which deceiveth the whole world: he was cast out into the earth, and his
angels were cast out with him. (Rev. 12:7-9)

Due to the influence of this cryptic visionary text, Old Testament passages that did not origi-
nally deal with Satan became interpreted as doing so. Isaiah 14:12—15 describes how the morn-
ing star falls from heaven. The original meaning of this passage is not certain, but it is probably
intended to illustrate the inevitable downfall of Babylon by likening it to the morning star,
which fades when the sun rises. The apocalyptic writers understood it as depicting how a mem-
ber of God's court fell from heaven, since angels are frequently identified with stars in the Old
Testament. In the New Testament, there then appeared an account of how Satan falls from
heaven like lightning (Luke 10:18). Notions of fallen angels in inter-testamental literature are
here combined with the falling morning star in Isaiah. The Hebrew term for the morning star,
Helel ben-shahar, was eventually translated into Latin—via the Greek Phosphoros—as Lucifer,
and in Christian tradition became an alternative name for Satan.”

The foundations of systematic Christian diabology were laid by Augustine (354-430), who
saw the Devil as an evil angel who continued his war against God after falling, who tempted
Eve in the Garden of Eden, and who has tried ever since to make mankind stray from the
righteous path. He was defined only by what he lacked (goodness, light), and, in spite of his
hostility to God and man, in fact unwillingly served the interests of both through his actions
(all ordained by divine providence).® This theological reassurance did little to diminish the
fear of the Devil among the people of Europe through the centuries, and there also existed
dualistic currents—both among medieval heretics like the Cathars, and in widespread popu-
lar and learned speculations—that viewed Satan as a truly threatening cosmic adversary who
could challenge God’s power. His split role in official theology as both the enemy of mankind
and the punisher of the wicked, “God’s hangman” according to a common sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century metaphor, was quite paradoxical, and it is not surprising that some tried

¢ Russell 1977/1987, p. 121.
7 Evans 1968, p. 34; Russell 1977/1987, pp. 195-197. Cf. Medway 2001, pp. 53-54.
8 Oldridge 2012, p. 27.
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to resolve this by emphasizing his independence and agency.” This, of course, was also a pos-
sible solution to the age-old problem of theodicy.

On a popular level, Satan’s identity was always fragmented into local variations.'® At times,
the Satan of European folklore was a beast quite different from the Satan of the church.
There were, of course, no watertight compartments between the two, and they existed in the
same cultural context—partly overlapping, partly in contradiction to one another. Thus, the
figure could be simultaneously comical and frightening, for example, and function as a tool
for upholding the social order as well as subverting it. In folklore, most entities are of a more
ambivalent nature than the clear-cut good-or-evil division in official Christianity. Hence,
Satan might at times be seen as a helpful spirit, whom it was possible to turn to for assis-
tance.'! A typical situation in which women asked the Devil for help was when they sought
to avoid labour pains. We will return later to the biblical foundation for God’s presumed
disinclination to help them with this particular problem.

The official theological stance on Satan remained constant throughout Europe even long
after Luther had nailed his Ninety-five Theses on the church door in Wittenberg in 1517. The
sharpest break in the traditional teachings about Satan came about with the Enlightenment,
rather than the Reformation. Even though the reformers removed much that they felt did
not have a biblical foundation, most of the medieval diabology was, somewhat surprisingly,
retained. The writings of Luther and other central figures clearly show how strong the trad-
itional teachings about the Devil still were.'? In the following generations, influenced by the
Protestant direct relationship with God, Satan gradually (even in Catholicism) came to be
seen increasingly as an inner voice tempting the individual, even if this voice ultimately issued
forth from a malevolent external spiritual entity. Darren Oldridge summarizes this develop-
ment and its consequences for the perception of the Devil: ‘As a creature that targeted the
mind, Satan himself was increasingly portrayed as a figure of psychological depth.’ This is
reflected in the various versions of the Faust story from the late sixteenth century, where the
Evil One often has a pensive, introspective, and philosophical disposition.'* However, Satan
had certainly not been reduced to nothing but an inner voice or a character in cerebral fic-
tion by this time. He was still very much viewed as an active force in the world, as evidenced
by the persecutions of witches, which will be discussed towards the end of this chapter.

The later stages of the scientific revolution brought a naturalistic view of the world.
Scientists like Isaac Newton and Robert Hooke stressed the role of God as the architect of
the universe and the maker of natural laws, and this emphasis on fixed processes and laws left
less room for diabolical or divine intervention. Enlightenment thinkers, who belonged to
a small elite, tended to further distance themselves from Satan and even, in some cases, the
figure of God himself. Slowly, such attitudes began to have a broader impact. At first, Satan
started to disappear from public discourse and was exiled to the sphere of private belief.
Eventually, belief in him started to wane even there. The reasons for this are exceedingly
complex and partly go hand in hand with a general decline in organized religion. In the

? Ibid., pp. 8, 31

19 Ibid., p. 29. For a general discussion of the evolution of dualist tendencies, see Stoyanov 2000.
1 Wolf-Knuts 1991, pp. 286-287; Wall 1992, p. 32.

12 Russell 1986, pp. 26, 30, 53-54-

13 Oldridge 2012, p. 35.
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nineteenth century, industrialism—and the consequent transition from a rural village-based
population to one that mostly dwelled in towns and cities—created a rupture in the struc-
ture of small parishes that had been the foundation of the church’s hegemony over the world
view of the public. The triumphs of medical science and our increased understanding of what
caused, for example, carthquakes further limited the areas in which people felt Satan was
active. Life became more predictable and demonic influence seemed less likely an explana-
tion for the troubles that remained. It was now possible to believe in God without getting
Satan as a mandatory part of the bargain. In the second half of the twentieth century, this
even became a common position among liberal Protestant theologians. However, this devel-
opment was slow in many places, and for most of the period covered in this study a majority
of the clergy and quite a few of their parishioners maintained their belief in a very real Satan.
This applies to an even greater extent to Catholic communities, and we can note that the
1907 edition of the Catholic Encyclopedia without any real hesitation still treats the Devil as
an external reality.'*

APOSTLES OF DARKNESS: AN EVEN MORE CONCISE
HISTORY OF SATANISM

The Christian idea of the Devil soon gave rise to the notion of certain wicked people,
Satanists, actively worshipping him. Conceptions about Satanists have been present in
Western culture practically since the dawn of Christianity. Actual Satanists, in any reason-
able sense of the word, have not been around for quite as long."> Many of the currents and
figures in this brief sketch will be treated more in-depth further on in the present study, but
it seems useful to provide a rough outline of the history of Satanism already at the outset.
Heretical Christian sects like the Cathars and Bogomils were unjustly persecuted in the
Middle Ages as Satanists, and in the early modern era supposed witches were identified as
adherents of Satan and punished accordingly (as mentioned, this will be analysed in more
detail later). Abortionists and poisoners close to the court of Louis XIV, certain wealthy
English rakes, Freemasons, and various esotericists in fin-de-si¢cle France, and many others,
were also slandered as Devil worshippers. On closer inspection, none of these scem actually

' Russell 1986, p. 260; Oldridge 2012, pp. 40—4s.

15 At least, there is no reliable documentation of actual Satanism (in the sensu stricto delineated in the intro-
duction chapter) until the late nineteenth century. For fairly complete surveys of Satanism—and ideas about
Satanism—prior to 1966, sce Faxneld 2006a; Faxneld, forthcominga. See also the annotated anthology of pri-
mary sources in Faxneld & Nilsson, forthcoming b. A benchmark-setting recent study of nineteenth-century
(literary) Satanism and conspiracy theories concerning Satanism is Luijk 2013. The two most important older
studies of the topic are Schmidt 1992 and Introvigne 1994/1997. On later developments (i.e. Satanism after
the founding of LaVey’s Church of Satan in 1966), see Faxneld & Petersen 2012¢, pp. 6-8; Petersen 200s. For
an exhaustive overview of research on contemporary religious Satanism, see Petersen 2011, pp. 23-32 (and the
shorter counterpart in Faxneld & Petersen 2012¢, pp. 8-10). The words Satanism and Satanist (in the con-
temporary sense of people actually venerating the Devil in some way), or their equivalents in other European
languages, are not very old, and only became used to any greater extent in the second half of the nineteenth
century (Medway 2001, p. 9; but see also Hill 2012, pp. 2628, for a Swedish example predating this by a couple
of hundred years). The concept they denote, however, is considerably older.
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to have been Satanists, with the French seventeenth-century example as a possible excep-
tion.!® While accusations of Satanism have been rife throughout much of the Christian era,
an enduring and public tradition of veritable practised Satanism was first instated in 1966,
with the founding of the Church of Satan in San Francisco. Yet, there were people who nour-
ished an intense sympathy for the Devil much earlier. In the late cighteenth century, we can
find purely literary Satanists among the Romantics, who admired the heroic individualist
Satan they discerned in John Milton’s portrayal of the figure in Paradise Lost (1667), although
Milton himself almost certainly had not at all intended his Devil to be interpreted in such
a fashion."” In spite of the heated debate inspired by the Romantic celebration of Satan, the
Luciferian leanings of the radical authors in question seldom extended beyond occasional
outbursts in a text or two, even if the pro-Satanic ideas they propagated came to be estab-
lished as a specific language of cultural protest that would be enduring (see the discussion
of their influence in chapter 3). The Polish Decadent Stanislaw Przybyszewski (1868-1927),
who turns up in chapter 7 of the present volume, was a more consistent Satanist, who made
Lucifer the focus of a whole system of thought that he adhered to for a long time. As we
will see in the next chapter, Satan was also popular among nineteenth-century socialists as
a symbol of revolt against capitalism and the bourgeoisie. Concurrently, poets like Charles
Baudelaire (1821-1867) and visual artists like Félicien Rops (1833-1898) emphasized Satan’s
connection to sensuality and carnal pleasures, making the figure an important image also in
some forms of critique of Christian moralism and asceticism (on this, see chapter 7).

In the context of Western esotericism, one of the first to unequivocally praise Satan was
H. P. Blavatsky (1831-1891), chief ideologist of the Theosophical Society, who will be prop-
erly introduced in chapter 3. Satan does not, however, occupy a central enough position in
her system for it to be labelled a form of Satanism as a whole. Even more subdued were the
Satanic tendencies in the writings of one of her sources of inspiration, the French occult-
ist Eliphas Lévi (1810-1875), who will be more thoroughly presented in the section on
Baphomet at the end of this chapter. Neither Blavatsky nor Lévi, then, were Satanists in a
strict sense, especially not the French magus. The first person to actually construct an entire
esoteric system, albeit a rather miniscule one, around Satan was the obscure Danish occult-
ist Ben Kadosh (Carl William Hansen, 1872~1936), who published a Luciferian pamphlet
in 1906. His Satanic circle, if it was even realized in the manner he intended, was as tiny as
the volume of his writings.'® The German 1920s esoteric order Fraternitas Saturni was con-
siderably more populous. It viewed Satan as an initiator and celebrated Luciferian masses,
but whether these features were sufficiently pronounced to merit a designation of the entire
group as Satanic is not self-evident.”” The “Satanic” temple (this was a term she herself used)
briefly operated by Maria de Naglowska in 1930s Paris presents similar problems. Its aim was
an integration of Satan and God, and ultimately God seems to have been more important in

16 Medway 2001, pp. 70-99; Faxneld 2006a, pp. 1~21, 62-84, 125-134. On the French seventeenth-century abor-
tionists and poisoners, see also Somerset 2003; Luijk 2013, pp. s8—69.

17 For a well-argued problematization of such a straightforwardly orthodox reading of Milton, see Forsyth 2003.

18 Faxneld 2011¢; Faxneld 2013a.

! Faxneld 20064, pp. 177-188. In my 2006 book, I argued that the carly Fraternitas Saturni should be labelled
Satanists, but having read more of their material from the 19205 and 1930s I am no longer quite so sure about

this. An excellent recent discussion of their teachings can be found in Hakl 2013.
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the equation.”” Naglowska’s importance lies in her being the first to hold rituals open to the
public, which were called Satanic by the congregation itself.

None of these groups and individuals founded lasting Satanic traditions. Fraternitas
Saturni still exists, but seems to have toned down the Satanic content almost entirely.
This applies even more to the Theosophical Society. A small Luciferian organization in
Scandinavia today draws on Kadosh’s ideas, but this is a revival rather than a direct continu-
ation.”! To summarize, Satanism probably did not exist as a religious practice or coherent
philosophical system any earlier than around the year 1900, when figures like Przybyszewski
and Kadosh pioneered such ideas. But as a more or less fixed and distinct strategy for cultural
critique—a colourful form of drastic counter-discourse organized around Satan as the cen-
tral metaphor and utilized by socialists, radical individualists, feminists, and others—it has
been around for at least twice as long. Having acquainted ourselves in a rudimentary fashion
with the history of Satan and Satanism, we shall now turn to the various ways in which the
two have been linked to women. As seems quite logical, we will begin this account by looking
at the first book of the Bible, Genesis—more precisely, its third chapter.

GENESIS 3: FOUNDATION TEXT OF CHRISTIAN MISOGYNY?

Everyone knows the tale of the Fall of Man told in Genesis 3. The serpent tricks Eve into eat-
ing the forbidden fruit, and then Adam eats too. Afterwards God punishes them both. But
what is the purpose behind this narrative? It has been asserted that Genesis 3 sets out a social
charter, which affects all women due to the fact that Eve, the woman, is the first in the tale
to transgress: ‘How things began becomes the justification for how they must be, as Rachel
Havrelock puts it.”> However, even if this seems a persuasive suggestion, the phrasing can easily
give the impression that there is one single, static idea about how things must be that is being
expressed, and that this is somehow unchangeably inherent in the text itself. On the contrary,
Genesis 3 has been used in many widely differing ways, and interpretations of it are, of course,
always culturally contingent. Even so, when looking at the reception history of this passage, as
it pertains to gender relations, it soon becomes clear that only during the last 150 years or so
has it been used to any notable extent for purposes other than legitimating the subjugation of
women. Some have alleged that it also functions as a dangerous justification for violence against
women, which is in effect even in our own time. Therefore, it has been claimed, the text needs
to be deconstructed and subverted in order to come to terms with these problems.”

Of course, Genesis 3 is a central story in our culture even pertaining to matters that do
not relate to gender. R. W. L. Moberly asserts about the Fall narrative: ‘No story from the
Old Testament has had a greater impact upon the theology of the Christian Church and the
art and literature of Western civilization.”* Tryggve Mettinger views the issue at stake to be

2 Hakl 2008, pp. 465—474; Faxneld 2006a, pp. 189-194.

2! Faxneld 2011c. See also Faxneld 2013¢ on Satanism and the construction of tradition.

> Havrelock 2011, p. 17.

» For example, Charless Ess holds this view. Ess 1998, p. 92.

% Moberly 1988, p. 1. Many others have also emphasized the enormous impact of this Bible passage, c.g. Evans
1968, p. 9.
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‘whether the two humans will respect the line of demarcation between themselves and the
divine world; since ‘[wlisdom (knowledge) and immortality are divine prerogatives’?> The
hubris theme is, in fact, recurrent throughout the chapters of Genesis. For example, we see
it again in the Tower of Babel story (Gen. 11:1~9), where mankind tries to construct a tower
reaching the heavens and is punished by God, who creates the different languages so that
men can no longer understand one another and cooperate on this blasphemous building
project.®

There is a certain ambiguity inherent in the account of the Fall, which has troubled many
readers through the ages. God says to Adam: ‘But of the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil, thou shalt not eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die’ (Gen.
2:17). The serpent says to Eve: “Ye shall not surely die, and guarantees her that ‘the day ye
eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil’
(Gen. 3:4~5). Taken at face value, it would seem that the serpent’s words come true after the
couple have eaten the fruit: Adam and Eve do not die, at least not instantly, and their eyes are
opened in accordance with the Tempter’s assurance. It might thus appear as if God has lied
to man, while the serpent’s promise is kept. The serpent’s implied suggestion—that God’s
prohibition stems from fear, envy, and despotic tendencies—may not seem so far-fetched.”
However, most readers will have been fully convinced of God’s benevolence beforehand,
and historically this has made such a reading unreasonable (with the only prominent early
exception appearing in the exegesis of certain Gnostic groups). Of course, things began to
change when the rebellious attitudes of the Romantics and Enlightenment thinkers towards
the Bible started spreading in the late eighteenth century. This new and subversive outlook
made the serpent seem less self-evidently the villain of the story to some.

The feminist historian and “mythographer” Marina Warner has claimed that in spite of
its primary function as the main Christian symbol of evil, the serpent in Western culture
also denotes something that is positive in her opinion, ‘a kind of heterodox knowledge and
sexuality that Christianity has spurned’?® This is true, but primarily in terms of counter-
discourses protesting against the hegemonic significance of the serpent and its wider social
implications. Such is the case at least with the specifically Edenic serpent. In other contexts,
serpents can have quite different meanings, as seen, for example, in the one entwining the
Rod of Asclepius (which may be linked to the nehushtan, the brazen serpent made by Moses,
mentioned in Num. 21:6-9; 2 Kings 18:4), which is used as a symbol of the medical profes-
sion.” Nevertheless, in the Old Testament, snakes are fairly consistently strongly negative
symbols, with the exception of Moses’s serpent.®® Still, one important thing to note about
Genesis 3 is that it never identifies the serpent as Satan. This connection came about only
later, but has been the accepted reading throughout most of Christianity’s history.*!

» Mettinger 2007, p. 27.

2 The tale in Genesis 6, about human women procreating with angels, can be seen as a further example of not
respecting the division between divine and human realms. We will return to this story.

27 Cf. Moberly 1988, pp. 7-8; Evans 1968, pp. 18, 20.

2 Warner 1976/198s, p. 269.

» For examples of non-negative serpents in the Bible, see Exod. 4:1-5; John 3:14.

39 Moberly 1988, p. 13.

3! Evans 1968, p. 88. On a possible origin of the Edenic serpent motif in what Mettinger calls the ‘chaos battle
mythology see Mettinger 2007, pp. 82—83.
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Like the notion of the serpent as Satan, the later idea of Eve as a temptress luring Adam to
his doom does not really appear explicitly in Genesis (she simply gives some of the fruit to
Adam, who is with her, and he eats), but was a development that should, as the Bible scholar
Jean M. Higgins underscores, be seen as an expression ‘of imagination, drawn mainly from
cach commentator’s own presuppositions and cultural expectations’® The inferences made
by the authors of the New Testament from the interpretation of Eve as a temptress can quite
often be rather disquieting. For example, in Paul’s letter to Timothy, Eve’s actions in Genesis
3 are used as a justification for why women must remain silent and submissive. ‘Adam was
not deceived, but the woman being deceived was in the transgression, Paul (or perhaps one
of his disciples writing under his name) informs us. Therefore, he says, ‘I suffer not a woman
to teach, nor to usurp authority over the man, but to be in silence’ (1 Tim. 2:12~14).>* Many
others through the ages would subsequently adopt this line of reasoning.

The topic of women’s status within the early church has been debated for a long time.
Looking at scripture itself, it is easy to find several passages that give strong support to the
subordination of women, such as the aforementioned 1 Timothy (2:11-15) but also Titus
2:3—s, Ephesians 5:22—33, Colossians 3:18, and 1 Corinthians 14:34-36. Phrasings like “Wives,
submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord’ (Eph. s5:22), and the ways in
which they have been used to serve patriarchal ends, make it easy to see why some feminists
would later view God as the protector of patriarchy (and, occasionally, Satan as an ally in the
fight against it).>* Controversial passages like those in 1 Timothy and Ephesians have been
identified by modern biblical scholars as probably not written by Paul himself, but since this
is a fairly new discovery it has mattered little up until very recently. Women’s studies scholar
Katharine M. Rogers observes about Paul’s (or the writer who used his name) emphasis on
the serpent’s seduction of Eve:

St. Paul’s doctrines wielded an enormous influence on Christian culture. ... The foun-
dations of Christian misogyny—its guilt about sex, its insistence on female subjection,
its dread of female seduction—are all in St. Paul’s epistles. They provided a convenient
supply of divinely inspired misogynistic texts for any Christian writer who chose to

use them; his statements on female subjection were still being quoted in the twentieth

century by opponents of equality for women.>

Eve, of course, is not the only important female figure in Christianity. From an early date,
it became commonplace to emphasize the Virgin Mary’s role as the “second Eve”, who set

32 Higgins 1976, p. 647.

3 The order of the argument is reversed here, but the argumentation itself is not affected by this. Paul further
refers to Adam being created first as another reason why men should rule over women.

3% There are, of course, also several passages in the Bible that can be used to support feminist arguments, e.g. Gal.
3:28; Eph. s:21; Acts 2:17-18.

3 Bassler 1988, p. 4s; Phillips 1984, p. 121. At least, this theory did not become widely accepted outside specialist
circles until long after the mid-1930s, which is when I draw the line for this study.

36 Rogers 1966, p. 11. New Testament professor Jouette Bassler proposes that the social context behind the phras-

ing in 1 Tim. 2 is that of women of the time having proved more susceptible to heretical teachings (with Eve

being easily led by the serpent used here to symbolize this), wherefore it seemed unwise to allow them to hold

positions of authority in the church. Bassler 1988, pp. so—s1.
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right the wrongs committed by the first Eve. Tertullian (whose views we will return to pres-
ently), for example, exemplified this mirroring by stating: ‘Eve had believed the serpent,
Mary believed Gabriel*” This, however, tended to generate a view of woman as laudable
only when she was a mother first and foremost. Even so, motherhood itself was, in a way,
perceived as cursed, given the punishment God pronounced over Eve for her transgression in
Eden: ‘in sorrow thou shalt bring forth children’ (Gen. 3:16). Many pious men, and women
too, concluded that it would hence be sinful to in any way mitigate labour pains, as they
represent a penance meted out by God himself:*® In the same judgement, God also says to
Eve: ‘thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee’. This unequivocal state-
ment provided a firm underpinning for explicitly patriarchal New Testament passages like
Ephesians s:22.

OF SERPENTS AND GATEWAYS: GNOSTICS, CHURCH FATHERS,
AND REFORMERS

The Gnostics, a radically dualistic set of groups that arose to some prominence and consid-
erable notoriety around the first century A.D., could in some cases revere the Edenic serpent
as a bringer of gnosis (Greek for ‘knowledge’, here of a spiritual kind), a messenger of the true
God who sought to help man break free from the false paradise created by an evil entity, the
demiurge, who was posing as God.* Jeffrey Burton Russell emphasizes that for many Gnostics
‘Adam and Eve’s revolt against Yahweh takes on a reverse moral meaning’. Since the “God” of
the Old Testament is an evil demiurge, rebelling against him is logically seen asa virtue.* Even
s0, Gnostics vacillated considerably between perceiving the serpent as good or evil, with great
variations not only between different groups in the heterogeneous current of thought usually
referred to as Gnostic but also within the individual groups themselves. So-called Valentinian
Gnostics could see the serpent as an evil power, even though the transgression it brought
about was positive. The expulsion from Paradise that the infringement led to was also favour-
able, since it helped man realize that Paradise was not the true, eternal joy—which the demi-
urge tried to keep us from.*! Sethian Gnostics at times identified the serpent as the saviour,
whilst agreeing with the negative view of Paradise as a place of empty pleasure. However, there
are also examples of Sethian texts where the serpent appears in a less positive light.
Gnosticism proper more or less died out, at the latest, in the sixth century, and for a long time
people were mainly familiar with Gnostic ideas through the polemics the early Church Fathers
directed against them (there were, however, also three codices of Gnostic writings known prior
to the 1945 Nag Hammadi discovery, two of which were unearthed as early as the late eighteenth

37 Phillips 1984, p. 134.

38 Kvam, Schearing, & Ziegler 1999, p. 319. See further chapter 3.

¥ For a critique of the notion of Gnostic radical dualism, see Williams 1996.

0 Russell 1981, p. 83. For an important problematization of the term Gnosticism, see Williams 1999, who proposes
that ‘biblical demiurgical traditions’ would be a more appropriate label.

# Dunderberg 2011, p. 389. On the serpent as malevolent in Gnostic texts, see also Rudolph 1977/1987, pp. 104~
105, 145-147.

2 Dunderberg 2011, pp. 391-392. See also Rasimus 2009, who argues that these texts should be considered
Opbhite rather than Sethian.
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century).”® Pseudo-Tertullian, for example, wrote with horror about the Ophite Gnostics that
they are called thus (from the Greek ophis, ‘snake’) because they prefer the Edenic tempter ‘even
to Christ himself; for it was he, they say, who gave us the origin of the knowledge of good and
evil:# Subversive nineteenth-century readings of the serpent in Eden as a bringer of enlight-
enment, and Eve as a heroine by implication, occasionally drew on these condemnations for
inspiration, as we will see. It should be kept in mind, however, that none of the original Gnostic
groups identified a benevolent serpent with Satan—they were not Satanists of any kind. The
serpent, to those that had a positive view of it, was working against the Devil, who was typically
identified with (or considered the servant of ) the demiurge.

As is the case with Satan, much of the Christian view of Eve is more traditional than scrip-
tural, and this tradition draws more on understandings of her in the New Testament than in
the Old. Even if a ‘fundamentalist’ so/a scriptura reading of the Bible is impossible in an abso-
lute sense (there will always be intertexts and preconceptions that shape the understanding of
the words), it is clearly evident that many of the ideas about Eve are derived from identifiable
external sources. The interpretations of the Church Fathers, whose exegesis largely laid the
foundation for the following centuries of Christian thought on the figure, depended to some
degree on non-scriptural Jewish writings. Various such texts had been translated into Greek,
and they propounded a harshly negative view of Eve’s role in Genesis 3 that coloured these
carly theologians. More unexpectedly, the Fathers were also influenced by the pagan tale of
Pandora—as retold by Hesiod—who unleashed misery in the world through her curiosity.
While they dismissed it as a laughable but charming fable, their discussions of it still func-
tioned as a commentary on the story of Eve, whose sin thus became painted in an even darker
hue of wickedness.®> The fact that pagans connected their holy women with snakes, and some
elements in narratives about women having sexual intercourse with the so-called Watcher
angels (see the section about demon lovers), also helped blacken Eve’s reputation, and makes
it possible to speak of a ‘demon-Eve tradition’. As John A. Phillips underscores, this does not,
however, ‘appear in quite so crude a form in normative Jewish and Christian theology, and is,
in fact, repudiated; although it nevertheless instructed orthodox views of the matter.

One of the most frequently quoted (especially by feminists critical of Christianity) com-
mentators on the Fall is Tertullian (ca. 160—225), the Church Father who eventually joined
the ultra-ascetic Montanist sect. While some of his statements later came to be seen as her-
etical (in contrast to many other Fathers, he was never canonized by the Catholic Church),
much of his writing has remained influential.”” In his treatise De cultu feminarum (‘On the
Apparel of Women’), Tertullian holds up Eve as an image of all women, and famously desig-
nates her ‘the devil’s gateway’. The passage is worth quoting in full due to its great influence:

Are you not aware that you are each an Eve? The sentence of God on this sex of yours
lives on in our own time; the guilt must then, of necessity, live on also. You are the

# Rudolph 1977/1987, p. 367; Hedrick 1986, p. 3. Some have wanted to see a direct continuity between Gnosticism
and dualistic heresies in the Middle Ages like the Cathars. This question must be considered unresolved.

* Quoted in Evans 1968, p. 66.

* Phillips 1984, pp. 16, 21-22.

“Ibid., p. st

47 Rogers 1966, pp. 14-1s.
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devil’s gateway. You first plucked the forbidden fruit and first deserted the divine law.
You are she who persuaded him whom the devil was not brave enough to attack.*

E. Forrester Church has argued that Tertullian did not consistently blame woman for the
Fall, and that the passage quoted is really the only place where he does so. Elsewhere, Adam’s
guiltis, in fact, emphasized.49 However, what Tertullian “really” intended to say is less impor-
tant here than how his words have been received historically—both how they have been
used as a tool of patriarchal oppression and how feminists have employed them in portray-
ing Christianity as tyrannical. Tertullian has often served as the straw used to construct
Christianity as something that must be seen as a straw man oppressor of occasionally exag-
gerated proportions.

Tertullian, of course, was far from alone among early theologians to denigrate Eve and, by
extension, all of womankind. Irenacus (d. ca. 202) also highlighted Eve’s guilt and held up
her treachery as the decisive moment of the Fall.*° John Chrysostom (ca. 347-407), another
important Church Father, observed regarding 1 Timothy:

The woman taught once and for all, and upset everything. Therefore he [Paul] says,
‘Let her not teach’. Then does this mean something for the rest of womankind, that Eve
suffered this judgement? It certainly does concern other women! For the female sex is
weak and vain, and here this is said of the whole sex.’!

In other words, according to this authoritative thinker, woman having “taught” in Eden when
she gave Adam the fruit, and the comments on this in the New Testament, are to be understood
as an injunction that women are not to act as teachers in a religious context. Perhaps the most
well-known Church Father of all, Augustine (354~430), also stressed Eve’s weakness compared
to Adam’s strength. This, he claims, was the reason why Satan started ‘with the lower mem-
ber of that human couple in order to arrive gradually at the whole’ ‘Presumably], Augustine
continues, ‘he did not think that the man was readily gullible.>* Elsewhere, Augustine states
that even before Eve was approached by Satan, there ‘were in her mind a certain love of her
own power and a certain proud self-presumption’. In other words: Eve was somehow impure
and rebellious from the start.>® Religion and philosophy professor Charles Ess has contended
that Augustine, through certain elements in the foundations he created for the doctrine of
Original Sin, is the foremost architect of the image of Eve as a temptress and cause of sin, a
“chaos agent” who threatens male hierarchies. This teaching, by highlighting disobedience as
the principal sin, makes obedience to (patriarchal) authority the highest good, no matter if
said authority happens to be God, king, or husband. Hereby, Ess claims, this myth ‘sacralizes

* Quoted in Church 1975, pp. 84-8s. Different translations can be found in Kvam, Schearing, & Ziegler 1999,
p- 132; Warner 1976/198s, p. s8.

¥ Church 1975, pp. 86-87. Even so, Tertullian was decidedly far from a champion of women’s rights in any mod-
ern, secular sense. Ibid., pp. 92, 100.

>0 Prusak 1974, pp. 100-101

>! Quoted in Kvam, Schearing, & Ziegler 1999, p. 113.

52 Augustine 1988, p. 331

>3 Quoted in Evans 1968, p. 97 (from De genesi ad literam X1.30). However, Evans underscores that Augustine did
not, at the end of the day, view Eve’s transgression as greater than Adam’s. Evans 1968, p. 97.
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both a patriarchal relationship between the sexes ... and the hierarchical politics of monarchy
and empire’>® Ess’s analysis is close to what we will find among many nineteenth-century femi-
nist writers—both those with and those without sympathy for the Devil.

In comparison to the Church Fathers, the major Protestant theologians were, it might
seem, slightly milder, though very condescending, in their view of Eve. Much like Augustine
and many others, Martin Luther asserted that Eve was especially weak, which made her sus-
ceptible to the guiles of Satan. Luther even insisted that if he had tempted Adam first, the
victory would have been Adam’), and the man ‘would have crushed the serpent with his
foot’> Even so, Luther as well as Calvin rejected the idea of Eve’s greater culpability, since
her inferiority to some degree excused her transgression.>® To Calvin, the real blame lay with
Adam who should have known better than to follow his wife’s example. According to the
Protestant exegetes, Eve’s actual crime was straying from the protection and supervision of
her husband, and his was allowing her to do s0.”” Luther emphasized that women should still
see themselves as paying off the debt of Eve’s sin by staying at home and focusing on being
good mothers and wives, and steering clear of the important matters best handled by men.
Hereby, they can hope to attain salvation and eternal life.’® The attitude towards women’s
role in society that Protestants inferred from exegesis of Genesis 3, then, was not much dif-
ferent from that which the Church Fathers and the Catholic theologians following in their
footsteps had proposed. According to Jeffrey Burton Russell, ‘the Protestant Reformation,
with its return to the primitive Christianity of the apostles and fathers, emphasized mistrust
of women even more than did the Catholic Church.>

Eve’s special relationship with Satan was not only underscored by scholarly theologians
but also in more popular contexts. For example, in the fourteenth-century English mystery
play The Creation and Fall, one of the so-called Chester plays, Adam proclaims: ‘My lech-
crous wife hath been my foe, / The devil’s envy hath shente [injured] me also: / These two
together well may go, / The sister and the brother’® Such somewhat crude portrayals, too,
are a crucial factor to consider when trying to grasp the broader long-term cultural signifi-
cance of Genesis 3.

‘SUPERIOR; FOR INFERIOR WHO IS FREE’: EVE
IN MILTON’S PARADISE LOST

However, a more subtle artistic treatment, belonging to the loftiest realms of high culture,
has been even more important: John Milton’s literary retelling of the Fall in Paradise Lost
(1667).5! We will consider other aspects of Milton’s epic in the next chapter, for now focusing

>4 Ess 1998, pp. 100—102. Quote on p. 102. Sec also ibid., p. 116, for a problematization of some of these simplifica-
tions of Augustinc’s ideas.

%5 Quoted in Phillips 1984, p. 58. On the parallel to Augustine, see Evans 1968, p. 96.

>¢ Phillips 1984, p. 99. For the relevant extract from Luther, see Kvam, Schearing, & Ziegler 1999, pp. 267-273.

57 Phillips 1984, pp. 104, 106.

58 Ibid., p. 10s.

3% Russell 1980/2007, p. 116. We should here bear in mind Russell’s considerable pro-Catholic bias, however.

% Quoted in Rogers 1966, p. 70.

¢ Milton has not always held this status. In the late eighteenth century, for example, he could be regarded as a
populist alternative to the classical tradition. Craciun 2003b, p. 699.
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on a brief examination of the portrayal of Eve’s interaction with Satan in this text, and how
it has been received. In Milton’s version of the story, the authorial voice speaks of the ‘much
deceived, much failing, hapless Eve’ even before her actual encounter with the tempter. Satan
says that he shuns the ‘higher intellectual more’ of Adam and instead prefers Eve as the casier
target.”” Adam lays down that Eve is his mental inferior who less than he resembles the Maker,
wherefore, the angel Raphael emphasizes in a conversation with him, Adam is to be her ruler.®
Having assumed the shape of the serpent, the Devil flatters Eve by addressing her as ‘sover-
eign mistress, ‘Queen of this universe, and ‘Goddess humane’** The totality of the serpent’s
compliments and such words from the narrator indicates, as C. A. Patrides points out, that
Eve is ‘prejudiced toward Satan’s arguments’ and ‘partly fallen before she actually ate the for-
bidden fruit} being naturally disposed towards an inappropriate longing for autonomy and
self-apotheosis.”® Northrop Frye, the influential scholar of literature, more sympathetically
comments: “What he [Satan] says thereby instills in her the notion of her own individuality,
somebody in her own right, herself and not merely an appendage to Adam or to God. %

The Devil begins his work on Eve by appearing to her in a dream, which foreshadows what
she will soon experience in daytime. In the dream, she chances upon the forbidden tree, and
there stands Satan, in angelic guise, lamenting that no-one eats from it. He asks her rhetori-
cally ‘is knowledge so despised?”” Next, he advises her: “Taste this, and be henceforth among
the gods / Thyself a goddess, not to Earth confined. Eve tastes, and, as she later relates to
Adam, Forthwith up to the clouds / With him I flew, and underneath beheld / The carth
outstretched immense, a prospect wide.®® As John M. Steadman has pointed out, this echoes
both what has traditionally come to be interpreted as a passage in the Bible detailing Satan’s
hubris (Isa. 14:13: T will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne above the stars of God’),
and Satan’s temptation of Christ (Matt. 4:5-8; Luke 4:1~13) where the son of God is swept
up to a high mountain and offered dominion over the world. Further, it also reflects tropes
concerning the witch’s flight to the sabbath.®” In other words, Eve is conflated with both Satan
himself and witches, and subject to the same temptation as Christ. However, where Christ
sternly refuses, Eve, of course, eventually succumbs. Notable here is also the individualist and
meritocratic ethos propagated by Lucifer, when he urges Eve to ‘Ascend to heaven, by merit
thine’”® Such phrasings would later strike a chord with Romantic artists and authors.

Satan, during his persuasion of the fully awake Eve, praises the tree as ‘O sacred, wise,
and wisdom-giving plant / Mother of science] and while on the topic of the possible pun-
ishment for eating its fruits challenges God’s authority by putting forward the textbook

© Milton 1941, pp. 313, 314.

@ Ibid., pp. 301-302.

¢ Ibid., pp. 315, 318, 319.

¢ Patrides 1966, p. 105.

¢ Frye 1965, p. 77. However, Frye’s analysis as a whole is far from pro-Satanic or “revolutionary” in spirit, and
he stresses the shallowness of Satan’s arguments that Eve make her own, since the former ‘can only understand
ruling and serving, and prefers reigning in hell to serving in heaven’ (an attitude Frye clearly disproves of).
Ibid., p. 64.

¢ Milton 1941, p. 238.

¢ Ibid., p. 239.

@ Steadman 1965, pp. 569, 573.

70 Milton 1941, p. 239.
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theodicy: ‘God . . . cannot hurt ye, and be just; / Not just, not God; not feared then, nor
obeyed’ Moreover, he questions God’s reasons for setting up the prohibition:

... and wherein lies
The offense, that man should thus attain to know?
What can your knowledge hurt him, or this tree
Impart against his will if all be his?
Or is it envy, and can envy dwell
In heavenly breasts?”*

Is such a jealous God really good and would an all-powerful God really have to be jealous?
Such are the seeds of doubt sown by Lucifer, and after gorging herself on the forbidden fruit
Eve addresses him as her ‘Best guide’ and says: ‘not following thee, I had remained / In igno-
rance, thou openest wisdom’s way’, while God is now described by her as ‘Our great forbid-
der, safe with all his spies / About him’”?

Not yet aware of the terrible consequences of her act, Eve even briefly contemplates keep-
ing her newfound forbidden knowledge to herself. She frames this in an argument that is
both “feminist’, in a sense, and focused on improving her relationship with Adam. She won-
ders if refraining from sharing the fruit might

... add what wants
In female sex, the more to draw his [Adam’s] love
And render me more equal, and perhaps
A thing not undesirable, sometime
Superior; for inferior who is free?”

Itis casy to see how readers with feminist leanings might have read these words as a fully jus-
tified appeal for equality between the sexes, and Satan as offering precisely this. Nevertheless,
itisimportant to remember that even if Milton portrays Eve as having “feminist” inclinations,
this is not intended to be seen as a positive trait, but as a flaw that helps facilitate the Fall. Yet,
this portrayal firmly established the notion of Satan offering emancipation for females, even
if Milton’s motive for making this connection was probably to demonize what he viewed as
ill-advised longings in womankind. His message here is clearly not feminist. Rather, reading
the whole epic, or even just all of Book IX (wherein the Fall occurs), makes it clear that he
argues that it is an absolute necessity that wives be completely obedient to their husbands,
lest their impudent attempts at independence bring about cosmic chaos and doom. As will
be discussed in more detail in the next chapter, however, Milton’s epic is characterized by
a certain textual instability and ambiguity, which has rendered it particularly amenable to
readings that contradict the author’s professed intention (which he famously declared was
‘to justify the ways of God to men’).”* Many readers, especially in the Romantic era, felt that

7! bid., pp. 318, 319.
72 Ibid., p. 321
7 Ibid., p. 321.
74 Ibid., p. 155.
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Milton’s justification of God’s ways was unconvincing, and that the arguments put forward
by Satan often resonated more with the egalitarian, individualistic ethos that was the hall-
mark of many late eighteenth-century radicals, who typically emphasized a more personal
moral philosophy as opposed to the legalistic moral commands of the church. The serpent’s
up-valuation of knowledge, even its “forbidden” varieties, also appeared quite appealing to
some people. For such freethinkers, Satan’s designation of the tree as the ‘Mother of science’
probably also echoed of clashes with the church over certain scientific advances.

For example, Friedrich Schiller (1759-1805), writing in the year of revolution 1789, asked
thetorically if we ought not see mankind’s banishment from Eden as ‘unquestionably the
most fortunate and greatest event in mankind’s history’”> As Phillips points out, this reading
can be understood as implying that we should ‘regard Eve as a female Prometheus rather than
aPandora’”® However, Schiller does not single Eve out as a heroine, but speaks of mankind in
broader terms instead, emphasizing that it here ‘set out on the hazardous path towards moral
freedom’. The supposed paradisiacal condition in the Garden of Eden represents nothing but
‘ignorance and servitude’ to Schiller.”” We will find parallel examples of this exact sentiment
many times in the material scrutinized in this study, but it would take a while longer into the
Romantic era before it was connected with a reassessment specifically of Eve.

Much later, starting in the 1970s, feminist scholars of literature also interpreted Eve’s
role in Paradise Lost in a distinctly subversive manner that owes a great deal to the reading
strategies established by the Romantics. As stated in the introductory chapter, the position
adopted by these scholars is itself best described as an academic feminist revival of Romantic
Satanism. The most famous example of this is no doubt to be found in Sandra M. Gilbert
and Susan Gubar’s extremely influential 1979 book The Madwoman in the Attic: The Woman
Writer and the Nineteenth-Century Literary Imagination. Gilbert and Gubar claim that
‘Milton’s Eve falls for exactly the same reason that Satan does: because she wants to be “as
Gods” and because, like him, she is secretly dissatisfied with her place, secretly preoccupied
with questions of “equality”’”® Eve, they argue, needs a toppling of the ‘hierarchical status
quo’ as badly as Satan does.” This observation is no doubt correct regarding Eve. As we have
seen, her concern with a more symmetrical distribution of power in her relationship with
Adam is quite clearly stated in Milton’s text. However, that Satan is motivated primarily by
egalitarian longings—and for this reason is a natural ally for Eve—is less evident in Paradise
Lost itself, and chiefly reflects the Romantics’ interpretation of the figure. Gilbert and Gubar
identify Genesis 3 as “Western patriarchy’s central culture myth’, perhaps indicating why they
feel the urge to propose ways in which it can be subverted.®® As expressed in the introduc-
tion, I am unconvinced by their supposed examples of cighteenth- and nineteenth-century
women reading Milton in this way. To a great extent, this seems more like a projection of
the present-day feminists’ own fascination with Satan the rebel onto the woman authors in

7> Schiller 1790, p. 6: ‘ohne Widerspruch die gliicklichste und grofite Begebenheit in der Menschengeschichte’.

7¢ Phillips 1984, p. 78.

77 Schiller 1790, p. s5: ‘machte er sich auf den gefihrlichen Weg zur moralischen Freiheit’; ‘Unwissenheit und
Knechtschaft’

78 Gilbert & Gubar 1979, p. 196.

7 Ibid., p. 202.

% Ibid., p. 201.
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question. The former’s detailed (Satanic) feminist reading of Milton is just that, their read-
ing, not that of any of the historical figures they ascribe it to.

Gilbert and Gubar assert that Milton’s Satan is ‘in certain crucial ways very much /ike
women’ as well as ‘enormously attractive to women’*! Milton, they argue, ‘wars upon women
with a barrage of angry words, just as God wars upon Satan’®* Their sympathy for the Devil
shines through in the views they ascribe to woman writers of the past (without provid-
ing particularly convincing examples of such individuals really having thought along these
lines): ‘It is not surprising, then, that women, identifying at their most rebellious with Satan,
at their least rebellious with Eve, and almost all the time with the Romantic poets, should
have been similarly obsessed with the apocalyptic social transformations a revision of Milton
might bring about’®* The same obsession is quite clearly present in this famous late 1970s
book of feminist scholarship as well.

Christine Froula, in an article published four years later and inspired by the publication of
Elaine Pagels’s The Gnostic Gospels (1979), continues in the same vein. She sees Paradise Lost
as ‘a violent parable of grosis punished’ and argues for ‘active rereadings of the texts that have
shaped our traditions’®* In a 1986 article, William Shullenberger attacks Gilbert, Gubar, and
Froula’s ‘implicit or explicit feminist admiration of Satan] claiming that Satan’s ‘non serviam
seems to provide feminist criticism a ready and easy, yet tragically self-defeating, way to intel-
lectual freedom’® In his view, ‘[a]ll that is Edenic argues against the feminist embrace of
Satan as the covert hero of the poem and Eve’s model for a self-assertive identity), and Gilbert
and Gubar’s idea that ‘Satan’s Romantic self-assertion provides Eve the only alternative to
existence as domestic drudge’ is both deplorable and wrong in terms of the internal logic of
the text itself.% I am largely in agreement with Shullenberger here. The reading is no doubt
strongly tendentious, and hardly reflects the views of either Milton, his contemporaries, or
the specific woman authors Gilbert and Gubar ascribe it to. It does, however, interestingly
demonstrate the enduring vitality of the Romantic Satanist mode of reading, even in aca-
demia. It is also correct in the sense that there were indeed, as we will see, women in the nine-
teenth century who did interpret the story in Genesis 3, and literary reworkings of it, much
like Gilbert and Gubar suggest (though they do not mention these writers in their analysis).
I will discuss this in particular in chapter 4.

THE DEVIL IS A WOMAN: REPRESENTATIONS OF SATAN AS FEMALE

Having considered some aspects of Satan’s relation to woman, we will now turn our attention
to notions of the figure of Satan as a woman (figure 2.1). Jeffrey Burton Russell notes that
‘tradition has spoken of the Devil, as it has of the Lord, in masculine terms, with the figure

81 Tbid., p. 206.

8 Ibid., p. 210.

8 Ibid., p. 20s. Their fascination with Satan as a symbol of liberation is not without some hesitation, however.
For an interesting problematization of women using Satan as an emblem of emancipation, focusing on ‘the dif-
ficulty of direct identification with the assertive Satanic principle) see ibid. pp. 206-207.

8 Froula 1983, pp. 329, 343.

8 Shullenberger 1986, pp. 78, 70.

% Ibid., p. 78.
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FIGURE 2.1 Satan in female guise tempting St Mars. Fifteenth-century stained glass window in the
Sainte-chapelle, Riom, France. Line drawing from Charles Wall’s Devils: Their Origins and History

(1904).

being denoted as a ‘he’ in most languages. While there is a plethora of lesser female spirits of
evil, their leader is usually symbolized as masculine. “Yet, Russell underscores, ‘theology does
not require a masculine Devil, and in fact Christian theologians have traditionally argued
that the Devil, being an angel, has no specific sex.®” From early on, this is also reflected, in
some ways, in images of this personage. Visual representations of the Devil did not become
common until the ninth century, after which a bewildering variety of ways to depict him
soon arose. While Lucifer’s likeness is a highly heterogeneous affair, Russell states that in
medieval iconography he is very seldom female.® This is not quite true.

First, it is worth highlighting that Satan quite often exhibits some female anatomical parts,
typically breasts, which make him a sort of hermaphrodite monster.® This can be seen simply
as an aspect of the general ontological instability of demonic creatures, which often incorp-
orate features from spheres that would usually be carefully guarded as separate categories that

%7 Russell 1981, p. 23. See also Russell 1984/1986, pp. 77, 149. The theological argument referred to has been put
forward by many thinkers. One example is the influential scholar Michael Psellos (1018-1078), who states that
demons are able to assume the form of either sex, but do not have a fixed sex themselves. Russell 1984/1986, p. 42.

8 Russell 1984/1986, pp. 130, 211.

% For some examples of hermaphrodite depictions of Satan, see Ward & Steeds 2007, pp. 176, 22.4; Lehner &
Lchner 1971, p. 18; Morgan & Morgan 1996, pp. 55, 160; Giorgi 2003/200s, p. 24 4; Grambo 1990/1992, p. 25.
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FIGURE 2.2 Hermaphroditic Devil. Satan (with drooping breasts) on his throne, attended by his
followers; woodcut from Pierre Boaistuau’s Histoires prodigieuses, 15977.

should not in any way be mixed, such as human and animal. Gender-bending would then be
another sign of the liminal and blasphemously category-defying nature of Lucifer and his
demons (figures 2.2 and 2.3).

Secondly, a more straightforwardly female Satan can be seen in the actually very common
depictions of the snake in the Garden of Eden with a woman’s head on its serpentine body
and sometimes also the breasts of a woman. This, in fact, contradicts Russell’s claim that a
female Satan was unusual, as this motif was widespread in both visual art and theatre for
hundreds of years.”® J. B. Trapp even states that it was the most frequent way of represent-
ing the Edenic serpent from the late twelfth century until the late sixteenth century, when
the human features of the creature disappear and it becomes, once more, only reptilian.”!
Exactly when the notion of a female snake was established is difficult to say, but the carliest

translation of the Bible into Latin rendered the word as serpens—feminine gender.”* The

% Russell briefly discusses this motif (Russell 1984, p. 211), but does not seem to take note of the fact that its
prevalence in actuality challenges his statement about how representations of Satan are gendered. Marina
Warner, in complete contradiction, states flatly that ‘[i]n iconography, Satan is often female’. She also mentions

an interesting feminizing of Satan in a text by Ignatius of Loyola. Warner 1976/198s, p. s8.

o1 Trapp 1968, pp. 262-263.
%2 Phillips 1984, p. 62. It is unclear whether Phillips here refers to St. Jerome’s Vulgate (late fourth century), or

the partial Latin translations which preceded it. Incidentally (or perhaps not so incidentally), there is also a
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FIGURES 2.3 Hermaphroditic Devil. Detail from Albrecht Diirer’s Der Engel mit dem Schliissel zum
Abgrund; woodcut, 1497-1498.

first explicit statement of this is probably in the twelfth-century French theologian Peter
Comestor’s Historia Libri Genesis, where he suggests that Satan chose this guise ‘since like
approves of like’”® A female Edenic serpent later appears in well-known literary works like
the allegorical poem Piers the Plowman (ca. 1360-1387, usually ascribed to one William
Langland, about whom little is known for certain), where it is described as ‘y-lik a lusard, with
alady visage’? Worth mentioning here is also Livre pour lenseignement de ses filles (‘Book for
the Education of his Daughters, 1371-1372) by Geoffrey IV de la Tour Landry, which was
translated into several languages and became one of the most popular educational treatises
of its time. Geoftrey attempts to instil in his daughters the lesson that women should defer
to fathers and husbands in anything but domestic matters and makes his point by retelling
how Eve broke this rule when she conversed with the serpent, ‘whiche as the Hystorye sayth
hadde a face ryght fayre lyke the face of a woman’?>

possible etymologic link between the Hebrew word for Eve, Hawwah, and the word for serpent in Aramaic
and Arabic. Norris 1998/1999, p. 318.

%3 Bonnell 1917, pp. 257-258; Evans 1968, p. 170. Quote from Norris 1998/1999, p. 319.

 Quoted in Bonnell 1917, p. 260.

% Quoted from the 1971 edition of William Caxton’s translation, first published in 1484 (Caxton 1971, pp. 62—
63). For an analysis of Eve in Geoffrey’s book, see Norris 1998/1999, pp. 282—283.
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Fig. 2.—TempTATION AND ExpuLsion (Michzl Augelo, Sistine Chapel).

FIGURE 2.4 The Edenic serpent in the shape of a woman. Michelangelo’s Temptation and Expulsion
(1511), Sistine Chapel ceiling; here rendered as a line drawing from Moncure Conway’s Demonology
and Devil Lore (1878).

John K. Bonnell has argued that authors of mystery plays adopted Comestor’s notion of
a female serpent, and then made it part of the stage conventions for depicting Satan in the
Garden of Eden. These plays would then in turn have influenced painters and sculptors.”®
John A. Phillips, however, rejects Bonnell’s thesis, since there is both textual and visual evi-
dence of the idea that predates the mystery plays in question. Regardless of which depiction
came first—that in the mystery plays, in visual art, or in theological works—they all firmly
established the concept of Eve plotting against Adam in cohorts with a female Satan. Phillips
suggests this idea was, at times, ‘governed by a male dread of conspiring females, the fear of
the witches’ coven’, while Norris claims that it ‘chimed in with popular beliefs about women’s
love of gossip and pleasure in subverting male authority’””

There are countless images in visual art of a female serpent-Satan in the Garden of Eden, and
some of the examples occupy what must be counted among the most central positions in Europe
imaginable. For example, Michelangelo’s Tempration and Expulsion (1511) in the Sistine Chapel
ceiling features such a creature handing Eve the forbidden fruit (figure 2.4.).” It can also be found
in the form of a sculpture (ca. 1220) at the so-called Portal of the Virgin, the Western entrance to
Notre Dame Cathedral in Paris.” Masters like Raphael (1511), Lukas Cranach (1530), and Hans
Holbein the Younger (ca. 1538) painted the motif, and it can thus since long be seen in churches

and museums (e.g. figure 2.5) around the world, as well as reproduced in numerous books.'®

% Bonnell 1917, pp. 255—257. For a list and discussion of mystery plays where the stage directions mention the
serpent having a woman’s head, see Bonnell 1917, pp. 278-288. On the female Satan on stage, sce also Evans
1968, pp. 195-196.

%7 Phillips 1984, p. 62; Norris 1998/1999, p. 319.

% Bonnell 1917, pp. 275-276. As Trapp points out, this figure is even more distinctly womanly than its predeces-
sors. Trapp 1968, p. 252.

?? Kelly 1972, p. 319.

1% Bonnell 1917, pp. 276-278. For alonglist of further examples in visual art, from the thirteenth to the sixteenth
century, see Bonnell 1917, pp. 265-278; Kelly 1972, pp. 316-319. It has been suggested some of these may depict
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FIGURE 2.5 The Edenic serpent in the shape of a woman. Adam, Eve, and Satan, marble sculpture by
Michelangelo Naccherino (1550-1622), Boboli Gardens, Florence. Photo by the author.

These, then, are not isolated examples, nor marginal ones. From a historical perspective, Satan as
female is a centre-stage concept in Christian culture.

In various narratives from different genres, including the well-known legends about St.
Anthony, Satan also appears in the shape of a woman, specifically to tempt male saints or
heroes. Similarly, Malory’s Morte DArthur (1485) contains two manifestations of Satan in
the guise of an attractive lady."”" An episode in John Dryden’s King Arthur (1691), later
repeated in a ballad by Walter Scott, also involves such a tempting female Satan, who tears a
hunter succumbing to her wiles to pieces.®* A rather coarse and intensely misogynist formu-
lation of the subject can be found in the Jacobean play 4 Mad World, My Masters by Thomas
Middleton, where a character, after having been accosted by a succubus, asks:

What knows the lecher when he clips his whore
Whether it be the devil his parts adore?

Lilith (sce the section later in this chapter on this figure), but Bonnell states that he has found no medieval
evidence of her having been thought of—or represented—as a woman-snake hybrid. Bonnell 1917, p. 290.

19 Kiessling 1977, p. so.

192 Rudwin 1931/1970, pp. 52-53.
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They’re both so like that, in our natural sense,

I could discern no change nor difference.!®

Variations on this motif appeared several times in French literature during the late eight-
centh and early nineteenth centuries—as we will see in chapter s, where Jacques Cazotte’s
Le Diable amoureux (“The Devil in Love) 1772) and its literary descendants are discussed.
In these cases, and likely in some of the others as well, Satan’s reason for assuming a female
form is strictly instrumental and does not necessarily reflect an innate “femininity” on the
part of this sexless fallen angel. Nevertheless, it might historically have been taken to have
such implications by some.

The Devil in female shape also occasionally appears in folklore.!* Even early cinema dis-
plays variations on this motif. Satan samuse (‘Satan Amuses Himself, 1907), a short film
by the pioneering Spanish director Segundo de Chomén (1871-1929), ends with a woman
pouring water on the titular figure and making him disappear, whereafter she (literally) picks
up his mantle and herself becomes Satan.!® Renderings of Satan as female are not that com-
mon in nineteenth-century visual art, though there are examples like Fidus’s Sazana (1896).%
More frequent are somewhat androgynous or feminized Satans, like that painted by Antoine
Wiertz in the triptych Le Christ au tombean (‘Christ Entombed;, 1839). A typical literary
example of this feminized Devil can be found in the short story ‘Aut Diabolus aut Nihil
(“The Devil or Nothing), 1894) by the pseudonym X.L. (Julian Osgood Field), where he is
described as ‘apparently twenty, tall, as beardless as the young Augustus, with bright golden
hair falling from his forehead like a girls)!” These girlish features can perhaps be related to
the connection between the Devil and male homosexuality that can often be found in the
nineteenth century (see chapter 8).

Unsurprisingly, Satan as a woman was also employed in the discourse of Demonized fem-
inism. A prominent American feminist who became the target of this was the Spiritualist,
1872 presidential candidate (!) and proponent of ‘free love’ Victoria Woodhull (1838-1927).
She and her sister had opened a successful brokerage firm on Wall Street, which resulted in
headlines like “The Bewitching Brokers. In a caricature published in Harper’s Weekly in 1872,
she was portrayed as ‘Mrs. Satan), who tempts women by brandishing a placard proclaim-
ing ‘Be Saved by Free Love’ (figure 2.6). In the background of the image, a wife burdened
(literally—she carries them on her back) by three children and a drunken husband answers
in the caption: ‘Get thee behind me, (Mrs.) Satan! I'd rather travel the hardest path of matri-
mony than follow in your footsteps.'® There might seem to be a certain doubleness in this
drawing. Mrs. Satan looks undeniably strong and free, while the agonizing marital life that is
ostensibly celebrated appears quite off-putting.

1% Quoted in Kiessling 1977, p. 68.
194 On the female Satan in folklore, see e.g. Odstedt 1943/2012, p. 200.

19 This film was made in Paris, during the time Chomén worked for the Pathé Fréres film studio.
1% In chapter 4, I will briefly discuss a Theosophical feminization of Satan.

17X L. [1894]/1895, p. 56.

1% Johnston 1967, pp. 57, 141; Goldsmith 1998, pp. 328—329.
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FIGURE 2.6 Feminist Victoria Woodhull caricatured as Mrs Satan by Thomas Nast in Harpers
Weekly, 17 February 1872.

BREASTS AND BEARD: BAPHOMET, HERMAPHRODITE
ICON OF TRANSCENDING DUALITY

Female characteristics in depictions of Satan also feature prominently in an esoteric con-
text, a fact we will return to several times throughout the study. This primarily relates to
the hermaphrodite figure Baphomet, one of the central symbols of Satanism during the
last hundred years or so, which has its immediate origins in French occultist Eliphas Lévi’s
engraving of it and the elucidation of its symbolism in his book Dogme et rituel de la haute
magie (‘Dogma and Ritual of the High Magic) 18s5) and elsewhere. However, the name first
came to prominence in the 1307-1312 trials against the Knights Templar, a Christian monas-
tic military order that fought in Palestine during the crusades and also pioneered an early
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form of banking all over Europe. On the initiative of King Philip IV of France, the Templars
were accused of apostasy and heresy. King Philip happened to owe the Templars large sums
of money, which probably contributed to his eagerness to act against them. In 1312, the order
was dissolved and many of its members suffered harsh punishments. The charges included
having worshipped a demonic idol, which in the confessions of the Templars—exacted
under torture, or under threat of it—was described in a variety of manners: a head with
horns or four feet, a skull or a wooden sculpture, and so on. According to some of those
charged, its name was Baphomet. The confessions grew gradually more spectacular: the head
was anointed with the fat of barbecued infants, female demons sometimes appeared at the
secret ceremonies dedicated to it and had intercourse with the Knights, the Devil was their
lord and saviour and they had to spit, urinate, and trample on the crucifix. There is little rea-
son to believe there was any truth whatsoever to these allegations.'”

When Freemasons, in an carly phase of the development of their system, started search-
ing for suitable predecessors among medieval knights, the Templars were given a prominent
position in this supposed lineage, but they were seen as innocent martyrs and benevolent
keepers of esoteric secrets rather than Satanists. Enemies of Freemasonry also soon seized on
this supposed connection, but emphasized the sinister aspects of the alleged Templar (pre-)
history of the fraternities. This legacy of conspiracy theories concerning Freemasons is alive
even today, and Baphomet often plays a major part. In 1818, the Austrian orientalist Joseph
von Hammer-Purgstall published the lengthy article ‘Mysterium Baphometis Revelatum’
(“The Mystery of Baphomet Revealed’) in an orientalist journal, where he claimed that
the Templars really did revere Baphomet, but that this was an androgynous entity of pre-
Christian origin, whose name referred to the Gnostic baptism of the soul.!’® Some of
Hammer-Purgstall’s ideas became quite influential, among them the notion of Baphomet as
a gender-transgressing entity. This at times merged with the diabolical connotations of the
figure, producing a sort of intersex Satan. The most significant example is in the aforemen-
tioned book by Lévi, and some other texts by him.

Lévi, born Alphonse-Louis Constant in 1810, was an eccentric character, who in his youth
started studying to become a priest, but soon revealed himself as a troublemaker by becom-
ing involved in socialist and feminist politics. Although there are no definitive indications of
this, his hermaphrodite Baphomet might possibly have something to do with his early femi-
nist sympathies.!!! Lévi’s enormous impact on esotericism all over the Western world is indis-
putable, and influential later authors like H. P. Blavatsky and Aleister Crowley are heavily
indebted to him. It was he who popularized the word occultism, as an ism, and his books were

1% Cohn 1973/2000, pp. 79—101; Barber 1994/1996, pp. 289—300.

10 Barber 1994/1996, pp. 309-313, 320—323; Partner 1987/1993, pp. 78, 89—180. In fact, the etymological origins
of Baphomet likely lie in an Old French corruption of the name Muhammed, as it was believed the Templars
had become “infected” with Islamic idolatry while in the Holy Land (Cohn 1973/2000, pp. 79-101; Barber
1994/1996, pp. 309-313, 320—323). For an amusing example of later conspiracy theories concerning a supposed
link between Freemasonry, Baphomet, and Satanism, sce the hilariously paranoid cartoon booklet Zhe Curse
of Baphomet (Chick 1991), a so-called Chick tract (one of a plethora of small-format comics published by the
American conservative Christian Jack T. Chick).

"1 On Lévi’s involvement with feminism, see Luijk 2013, pp. 149-150, 152. The section on Lévi in Ruben van
Luijk’s dissertation (pp. 148-167) is the best discussion so far of how the French occultist related to the figure

of Satan.
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instrumental in bringing about the ‘occult revival’ of the mid- and late nineteenth century.
Lévi’s Baphomet is a symbol of synthesis and transcendence of polarities, such as spirit and
matter.!'* He explained that the figure was indeed celebrated by the Templars and represents
a pantheistic depiction of what he called the ‘astral light’!** This phenomenon, one of the
most complex in Lévi’s muddled and abstruse system, is a substance that permeates the entire
universe and mediates between spirit and matter. It is known under many names, for exam-
ple, Lucifer and the Holy Spirit. This was what God created with the words ‘Let there be
light, Lévi claims.!¥ In other words, the astral light is identified with Lucifer (among other
things), and Baphomet as portrayed by Lévi clearly draws heavily on images of the Prince of
Darkness presiding at the witches’ sabbath in early modern treatises on witchcraft.!*> The
Devil card in some tarot decks dating as far back as to the fifteenth century also strongly
resembles Lévi’s image, including the breasts.''¢ His Baphomet, then, was modelled on older
depictions of the Devil, even if it was meant to symbolize Lévi’s concept of a morally neutral
cosmic force.

However, Lévi is adamant about there being no conscious entity named Satan, only mis-
use of the astral light, which, when temporarily used for evil ends, becomes ‘Satan’. This force
(the astral light) is, he explains, ‘the instrument of all good and all evil, while the Devil, to
him, ‘is the force temporarily put to the service of that which is wrong’!"” Satan, in short, is
not some sort of dark anti-god or sentient personage, but in fact, as Lévi explains in several
of his books, a cosmic force that was created for a good purpose, even if it can also be put
to wicked uses. The identification of said force with the Holy Spirit complicates matters
somewhat, but goes to show that Lévi’s worldview had no room at all for a spirit of evil and
that he strove (not always successfully) to overcome spiritual dichotomies and dualistic ten-
dencies. These esoteric intricacies aside, Lévi’s Baphomet soon became appropriated simply
as a guise of Satan, and it is in this capacity that it appears, for example, in the prankster Leo
Taxil’s works of anti-Masonic conspiracy theory published in the 1880s and 1890s, which he
later revealed were an elaborate parody of this genre (but which were fully believed by scores
of people, including high-ranking officials in the Catholic Church).!*® As will be seen, the
hermaphroditic nature of Lévi’s Baphomet was of some consequence to the feminization of
Satan in the late nineteenth century (figure 2.7).

112 Faxneld 2006a, pp. 105-106. For biographical background on Lévi, see McIntosh 1972/1975; Luijk 2013 (esp.
Pp- 148-149); Strube 2016.

3 Lévi [1859]/n.d., p. 219.

114 Faxneld 2006a, p. 103.

115 Cf. image in Carus 1900, p. 291. We should note in this context that Lévi at times differentiated between Satan

and Lucifer as different figures.

116 Giorgi 2003/2005, p. 244.

17 Lévi [1854]/1930, p. 290: Tinstrument de tout bien et de tout mal’; ‘Cest la force mise pour un temps au service
de lerreur’ (cf., however, Lévi [1859]/n.d., p. 193, where he emphasizes that the Devil should be understood
not as a person nor a force, but rather in terms of personal morality, as a weakness—‘une faiblesse’). See also
Lévi 1860, pp. 13-19. Lévi here (p. 19) identifies the astral light with the serpent that functioned as the trans-
mitter to Eve of the words of a fallen angel. Exactly what this fallen angel is supposed to be if Satan is the astral
light itself (when used for evil), here symbolized by the serpent, remains—Tlike so many other things in Lévi’s
system—unclear.

118 Medway 2001, pp. 9-17; Faxneld 2006a, pp. 125-126; Luijk 2013, pp. 241-323.
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FIGURE 2.7 Eliphas Lévi’s engraving of the hermaphrodite Devil-figure Baphomet. Lévi was a
prime instigator of the late nineteenth-century occult revival and one of the first esotericists to
ascribe positive functions to Satan. From Dogme et rituel de la haute magie (18ss).

‘HER FATAL EMBRACE’: THE DEMONESS LILITH IN JEWISH
MYSTICISM AND FOLKLORE

While Satan could be female or hermaphroditic, he could also have a wife, who according to
certain accounts was called Lilith. This demonic woman, whom some would eventually come
to regard as the first feminist, has a long history. Raphael Patai and others have theorized that
she has her roots in ancient Sumeria.'** As Gideon Bohak points out, regardless of where she
began her sinister career, Lilith became ‘part and parcel of Jewish demonology already in the
Second Temple period’ (s30 B.C.—70 A.D.) and has ‘remained there ever since’'*® A female
night spirit called Lilith appears in the Talmud and is described as having a woman’s face,
long hair, and wings.'*! The brief mention of Lilith in Isaiah 34:14 is perhaps not really a ref-
erence to this figure, but rather a misunderstanding of a Hebrew term denoting an unclean
animal.'** The Lilith we encounter in later narratives has been perceived as a solution to a

!9 Patai 1967/1990, pp. 221-222. Cf. Scholem 1974, p. 356.
120 Bohak 2008, p. 300.

121 Baskin 2002, pp. 58, 181.

122 Blair 2008, pp. 31, 237-238. Even if the passage would in fact allude to Lilith, there is nothing to link the

figure to later ideas about her. Moreover, we should note that in several influential Bible editions the name
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seeming contradiction in the Bible, since in Genesis 1:27 we read: ‘So God created man in
his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them. A lit-
tle while later, however, in Genesis 2:21—22, it is stated that Fve was created after Adam, out
of one of his ribs. In other words, the Bible offers two conflicting versions of the creation of
woman. If Adam had a wife before Eve, this discrepancy would be solved: enter Lilith.'?
But what happened to the first wife? Classical Midrashic texts mention an unnamed ‘First
Eve’ who returned to the dust she was made from, but do not elaborate on the motif. Daniel
Boyarin suggests this fragmentary notion may reflect a longer narrative from that period,
which is lost to us. This, he admits, remains on the level of mere conjecture and the figure
is not called Lilith in the Midrash.!?* The Talmud refers to very old ideas about ‘Lilin’ and
‘Lilioth, male and female demons of the night, and in Genesis Rabbah (written not later
than 425 A.D.) it is said that since Adam and Eve did not lie with each other for 130 years
after having been expelled from the Garden of Eden, they were visited by female and male
sexual demons, respectively. Later, the focus would be shifted to how Adam was supposedly
molested by the lecherous first Eve, Lilith, during this period. Boyarin comments: ‘A gender-
neutral statement of how demons exploit celibates has become by a subtle shift a representa-
tion of demonic female sexuality. '

The oldest existing written source of most of the more developed legends concerning
Lilith seems to be the story about her told in the Alphabet of Ben Sira, an anonymous work
in Hebrew, possibly written as early as the eighth century.!®® Scholars have been uncer-
tain what to make of the Alphaber. Historically, it has been received as everything from a
serious halakhic source worthy of reverence, though this was rare indeed, to a burlesque
parody of rabbinic hagiography.!”” Considering the ribald content the latter scems more
plausible, and David Stern has convincingly demonstrated its parodic nature. In order for
such a parody to be funny, an extensive familiarity with rabbinic literature and its conven-
tions is necessary, and it is important to remember that parody serves not only to mock and
subvert, but also to reinforce cultural norms, in this case rabbinic self-identity.'*® Whatever
the genre in which the text was originally written, and regardless of its author’s intentions,
its Lilith narrative came to influence both Jewish folklore and central mystical writings,
including the Zohar, the thirteenth-century text that is usually considered to be the most
influential Kabbalistic work.!?

Lilith is not used, so the Bible would not have done as much as could perhaps be expected to spread her fame
among gentiles (Liptzin 1985, p. 2). Some Bible translations (e.g. the KJV)) have replaced the word Lilith with
‘screech owl.

123 Baskin 2002, pp. 56—57; Dan 1980, p. 20.

124 Boyarin 1993, p. 95.

125 Ibid., p. 96.

126 Baskin 2002, p. 58; Dan 1980, p. 20.

127 Stern 1990, p. 21.

128 Stern 2004, pp. 426, 447-448.

129 Gershom Scholem proposed that the Zohar (‘Splendor’) was most likely written by Moses de Leon in Spain
during the thirteenth century and pointed out the Zohar’s debt to the Alphabet (Scholem 1941/1946, p. 174).
More recent scholarship instead holds the Zohar to be an anthology of late thirteenth and carly fourteenth
century texts. On this, see Meroz 2000.
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According to the Alphaber, Lilith and Adam were not a happy couple, since Lilith refused
to lie beneath her husband when they had intercourse. She considered herself his equal, since
they were both made from the ecarth, and refused to submit to him in this manner. Lilith
then uttered the secret name of God and flew off to the Red Sea. God sent three angels after
her, but she refused to return. The angels consequently threatened to drown her. She argued
that she was created to cause sickness to infants, and made a deal with God’s messengers to
harm no child who is protected by the names or images of the angels. This last part of the tale
sets out to explain the already widespread Jewish practice of hanging amulets with the names
of these three angels around the necks of newborns.’*® To give some sense of the type of bur-
lesque and bawdy context Lilith’s tale is embedded in, it can be mentioned that her story is
immediately followed by an account of how Ben Sira cures Nebuchadnezzar’s daughter, who
‘expels a thousand farts every hour’"! In spite of this, the tale of Lilith contains misogynist
statements of a decidedly serious nature. As Judith R. Baskin points out regarding the argu-
ment between Adam and Lilith about who should be on top during intercourse, ‘[w}hile
this may have been meant on one level to amuse and titillate the readers of this racy and sub-
versive satirical work, it also draws upon the strong rabbinic statement ... that defends the
male dominant position in intercourse, as in married life, as a prerequisite of man’s primacy
in creation’!??

Two main versions of the Alphabet of Ben Sira exist. It seems that the idea of Lilith having
copulated with a demonic force (‘the Great Demon’) first appears in the later edited and
enlarged one, known in Europe since the eleventh century. This idea was inserted to explain
why Lilith could not simply be forced to return to Adam when the angels came to retrieve
her, something that would have baffled readers of the earlier version. Had Lilith been defiled
through intercourse with another, she would not be able to return to her husband, according
to the teachings of the Torah. Hereby, a gap in the story’s logic was filled, and a later editor of
the text gave the name Samael to ‘the Great Demon), since this was the only demonic name
associated with the events in the Garden of Eden.'®® The theme of Lilith as Samael’s wife
was current in Kabbalistic circles in the Middle Ages and was further elaborated in several
seventeenth-century works stemming from this milieu.!**

According to a long-standing Jewish tradition, Lilith is a threat to males who go to bed
alone, and Rabbi Hanina, a first-century A.D. teacher, warns men of sleeping alone in a house,
lest Lilith get hold of them.'® These ideas evidently had a long life. A similar warning, which

130 A translation of the Alphabet can be found in Stern & Mirsky 1990, pp. 169—202 (the story of Lilith on
pp- 183-184). It is Scholem who states that the practice with amulets to ward off Lilith was already widespread,
and that the Alphabet simply tries to explain it. Scholem 1974, p. 357.

131 Broznick, Stern, & Mirsky 1990, p. 184.

132 Baskin 2002, p. 59.

133 Dan 1980, pp. 20—22. On Samael, see Scholem 1974, pp. 385-388; Dan 1980, pp. 19—20.
134 Patai 1967/1990, pp. 244246, Dan 1980, pp. 18-19. The first time that Lilith is described as the wife of
Samael in a dated Jewish work is in Rabbi Isaac ben Jacob ha-Kohen’s A Treatise on the Left Emanation, com-
posed in Spain during the second half of the thirteenth century. Rabbi Isaac’s revolutionary contribution
consisted in creating ‘a demonological parallel structure of evil emanatory powers ruled by Asmodeus, Satan,
Lilith, and their hosts, deriving from the left side of the sefirotic tree’—i.c. a radical dualism hitherto not
present in Jewish mysticism. Dan 1986, pp. 36—37.

13 Patai 1967/1990, pp. 223—224, 232.
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additionally mentions the danger she poses to infants, can be found in a text written around
1,500 years later, in 1544, by Venetian Rabbi Eleazar the Great to his son: ‘Do not leave an
infant in his cradle alone in the house by day or night, nor pass thou the night alone in thy
abode. For under such circumstances, Lilith seizes man or child in her fatal embrace. 3¢ It is
notable that the Zohar emphasizes the sexual element in the relationship between man and
demons, and many details are very similar to the beliefs about succubi and incubi among
Christian medieval demonologists (discussed later in this chapter). Gatherings of demons
and witches (female and male) ‘near the mountains of darkness where they have sexual inter-
course with Samael’ are also mentioned, which strongly resemble the concept of the witches’
sabbath in Christian culture.'”” Given the apparent importance attached to sexuality in
Jewish demonology, it is unsurprising that Lilith too was sexualized. In later times, how-
ever, Lilith lived on primarily as a figure perceived by tradition-bound Jews to be a threat
to newborns. Aside from using amulets, they would draw a circle on the wall in male chil-
dren’s room and write within it ‘Adam and Eve. Out Lilith! The door of the room would be
inscribed with the names of the three angels.*® Such practices have been amply documented
throughout the centuries, and belief in Lilith the child-killer persisted at least until the late

nineteenth century in traditional Jewish communities.'?

‘EVER SINCE THE DAYS OF EDEN’: LILITH AMONG THE GENTILES

Quite early, Lilith started making occasional appearances in gentile texts. St. Jerome (ca.
347—420), for example, notes that the Roman vampire creature Lamia is called Lilith
among the Jews, and Peter Comestor’s (d. 1173) Historia Libri Genesis also mentions
her."® In a Fastnachtsspiel (secular carnival play) from 1480, the Devil's mother or grand-
mother is named Lilith.""! She later shows up in Johannes Wier’s De praestigiis daem-
onum et Incantationibus ac Venificiis (‘On the Illusions of the Demons and on Spells and
Poisons), 1563), Robert Burton’s Anatomy of Melancholy (1621), and Johannes Practorius’s
Anthropodemus Plutonicus (1666). Praetorius describes her, among other things, as a demo-
ness and a child-murderer.’® A more lengthy exposition appeared in orientalist Johann
Andreas Eisenmenger’s influential anti-Semitic book Entdecktes Judentum (‘Judaism
Revealed’, 1700), which was translated into English in 1732.1** Around the same time, other
works also discussed the legend, and she is described as Adam’s first wife and a killer of
infants in, for example, the French Benedictine Dom Calmet’s Commentaire littéral sur tous
les livres de [Ancien et du Nouveau Testaments (‘Literal Commentary on all the Books of

13¢ Quoted in Klein 1998, p. 147.

137 Scholem 1974, pp. 322-323.

138 Patai 1967/1990, p. 240.

139 Umansky 1987, p. ss5; Yassif 2002, p. 245; Klein 1998, p. 155.

140 ‘et lamiam quae Hebraiae dictur Lilith’ Quoted in Liptzin 198s, p. 4.

141 The play deals with the supposedly female pope Jutta (Johanna) and was printed in 1565, though the publisher
claims it was written in 1480. Scholem 1974, p. 358.

12 Jacoby 1987, p. 1304; Krebs 1975, pp. 150~151; Burton 1883, p. 115.

3 Liptzin 1985, p. 4.
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the Old and New Testaments), 23 volumes, 1707-1716).14 In volume 17 of Johann Heinrich
Zedler’s Grofses vollstindiges Universal-Lexikon aller Wissenschaften und Kiinste (‘Large
Complete Universal Lexicon of All Sciences and Arts) 1738), there is a lengthy entry on
Lilith as demoness, vampire, seductress, and first wife of Adam.' Lilith never became part
of mainstream Christian teachings, but was absorbed into the folklore of several European
countries.'* Arabic folklore and demonology also adopted the Lilith figure, but gave her
the name Karina or Tabi’a.!#”

Lilith truly entered the public mind of gentile Europe through the writings of Romantic
authors who were fascinated by this ancient femme fatale. Her first noteworthy appearance
in literature was in Goethe’s play Faust (1808), where the title character and the Devil-figure
Mephistopheles encounter her at the witches’ sabbath at Brocken Mountain. Faust asks who

she is and receives the following explanation from his companion:

Adam’s first wife.

Beware of her beautiful hair,

Of this ornament, with which she solely parades.
If she with it gains the young man,

She does not promptly let him go again.'®

Faust then dances with Lilith, and says to her:

Once I had a beautiful dream;
There I saw an apple tree,

Two beautiful apples glistened on i,
They enticed me, I climbed up.

She answers:

The little apples you desire

And did already in Paradise.

I feel moved by joy,

That my garden too produces such.'®

14 Utti 1958, pp. 479—480.

145 Roebling 1989, p. 192.

146 See e.g. Ek-Nilsson 2008, pp. s8—60, 62; Ek-Nilsson 2010, pp. 46-47; Ohrt 1917, p. 466.

147 Scholem 1974, p. 357. For an interesting, though partly outdated, discussion of charms against the child-
stealing witch—a category the author includes Lilith in—in various cultures, see Gaster 1900.

148 Goethe 1958, p. 210 (lines 4119—4123): ‘Adams erste Frau. / Nimm dich in Acht vor ihren schénen Haaren, /
Vor diesem Schmuck, mit dem sie einzig prangt. / Wenn sie damit den jungen Mann erlangt, / So laf3t sie ihn
so bald nicht wieder fahren’.

14 Goethe 1958, p. 211 (lines 4128—4131; 4132—4135): ‘Einst hatt’ ich einen schénen Traum; / Da sah ich einen
Apfelbaum, / Zwey schéne Apfel glinzten dran, / Sie reizten mich, ich stieg hinan’; ‘Der Apfelchen begehrt
ihr schr / Und schon vom Paradiese her. / Von Freuden fihl’ ich mich bewegt, / Daff auch mein Garten
solche trigt.
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It is logical that Goethe emphasizes a connection between Lilith and the Fall, as tempta-
tion is a major theme in Faust. The brief meetingand conversation with her is unrelated to the
main narrative, and Lilith’s debut in the Western literary canon is decidedly a minor bit part.
As we shall see, however, this tiny detail—in one of the play’s more colourful scenes—would
capture the imagination of important later figures. Through Goethe, Lilith became a recur-
ring motif in visual art. An early example is English artist Richard Westall's Faust and Lilith
(ca. 1831), which shows a pallid Lilith dancing with Faust in the moonlight, surrounded by
bizarre creatures. More depictions of her will be discussed in chapter 7.

Lilith played a surprisingly small role in non-Jewish esotericism prior to the mid-twentieth
century. She was, of course, well-known in this milieu, and many prominent writers in the
field, like Eliphas Lévi, briefly discussed the legend in their books. Viewing her in a positive
light or invoking her in a ritual context was, however, more or less unheard of at the time.
She seems to have had no practical function, neither positive nor negative, in any nineteenth-
century gentile esoteric system. Lévi’s depiction of Lilith draws on Kabbalistic sources, but,
as always, he also adds some imaginative material of his own. His interpretation of the fig-
ure and her sister Naamah seems mostly to focus on them as an allegory of the necessity of
marital fidelity, or perhaps on the startling metaphysical consequences of infidelity.'® Both
readings are plausible, and they need not be mutually exclusive. The Theosophical guru H. P.
Blavatsky regards Lilith as a symbol of animal females who mated with human men (Adam).
This union resulted in the race of half-men known as satyrs, which is the origin of present-
day apes (Blavatsky rejected Darwin’s theory of evolution)."! It must be said that Lilith as
the great-grandmother of the apes is considerably less lofty and impressive than most artis-
tic renderings of her from the period. Such a deflating attests to Blavatsky’s famously wry
sense of humour. The well-known English occultist Aleister Crowley, also a great humourist,
named his first child Lilith (the girl’s full name was Ma Ahathoor Hecate Sappho Jezebel
Lilith Crowley), but did not really incorporate the figure in his esoteric system.'>? In his
occult works, she is mentioned only briefly, for example, in De Arte Magica (1914), when
Crowley discusses how sexual acts involving emission of semen attract spirits.'>?

Lilith makes fleeting appearances in various other esoteric texts from this period as
well, but never as anything more than a subsidiary character, and never as an entity that
is invoked. For instance, Lilith is referred to as the mistress of Lucifer (and an aspect of
him) in the pamphlet Den 7y morgens gry (“The Dawn of a New Morning), 1906) by the
Danish Luciferian Ben Kadosh, mentioned earlier in this chapter. Since it propagates eso-
teric Satanism and Lilith is tied to the figure the pamphlet celebrates, she can be said to
receive (indirect) praise here—perhaps for the first time in an esoteric context.!> Arthur
Edward Waite’s (1857-1942) many books on the history and doctrines of esotericism were

150 Lévi 1860, p. 438.

15! Blavatsky 1888a, p. 262. She presents a different but likewise negative interpretation of Lilith elsewhere in the
same book (p. 285).

152 Kaczynski 2002, p. 107.

153 Crowley & Reuss 1999, p. 389.

154 Kadosh 1906, p. 25. Interestingly, Kadosh also argues that “Venus, Woman, is merely a Phase or other Side of
Lucifer, quite similar to him, as if though created from his Element’ (‘Venus, Kvinden, er kun en Fase eller

anden Side af Lucifer, ganske lig ham, som skabt ud af hans Element.)



Woman and the Devil —_o 61

written in a scholarly style and did much to establish a canon of sorts for source texts of this
type. In his books focusing on Kabbalah (1902, 1913), he provided fairly detailed summaries
of what the Zohar has to say about Lilith, with Waite highlighting especially her relationship
to Samacl and her function as a negative mirror image of the benevolent divine feminine.'>
Waite’s books were widely read, and along with the writings of Lévi (many of whose works
Waite translated into English) they likely contributed significantly to making gentile esoteri-
cists aware of Lilith. Non-esoteric scholarly and popular overviews of Jewish folklore should
naturally also be taken into account when it comes to the spread of her fame in such circles,

as well as among the general populace at the fin-de-si¢cle.!>

‘PROTOMARTYR OF FEMALE INDEPENDENCE’: LILITH BECOMES
A FEMINIST ICON

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, Lilith had turned into something of a feminist
symbol, but without losing her connection to the Devil. Several examples of this will be
discussed in chapters 7 and 8. In this period, critical scholarly and popular studies of Jewish
and Christian ideas as pure mythology had started appearing en masse. These tended to
point out inconsistencies in such tradition and theology, often with a rather caustic attitude,
and sometimes sided symbolically with Satan and his cohorts. This was mainly a product of
the authors’ sympathies for progressive ideas and science, which had both been tied to the
demonic by Judeo-Christian tradition. For this reason, Lilith could also be turned into a
heroine. For example, in Moncure Daniel Conway’s Demonology and Devil-lore (1878, sec-
ond revised and enlarged edition 1880), we find a write-up of Lilith, ‘this infernal Madonna,
as the first feminist, a ‘protomartyr of female independence’’™ In a bantering manner,
Conway describes how Eve was created only after Lilith’s flight from paradise due to Adam
refusing his first wife equality. Eve was fashioned ‘out of Adam’s rib in order that there be no
question of her dependence, and that the embarrassing question of woman’s rights might
never be raised again’!*® He goes on to tell of how Lilith, after spurning the male chauvinist
Adam, became the wife of Satan/Samacl, wherefore ‘we may suppose that Lilith found him
radical on the question of female equality which she had raised in Eden’" Satan is, in other
words, portrayed as a feminist sympathizer, whose enlightened attitude stands in sharp con-
trast to ‘the combined tyranny of God and man’!®

It should be noted that Conway himself, as can be seen in his autobiography, had been
largely sympathetic towards female emancipation since at least the 1850s and also associated
with suffragettes like Elizabeth Cady Stanton of The Woman's Bible fame (sce chapter 4).'¢!

155 Waite 1902, pp. 81-82, 255, 259—260; Waite 1913, pp. 85-87, 103-104.

15¢ E.g. Baring-Gould 1871, pp. 3, 20—21; Ginzberg 1913, pp. 65—66. Both strongly emphasize Lilith’s relationship
to Samael/Satan.

157 Conway 1880, pp. 302, 100.

158 Ibid., p. 94.

159 Ibid., p. 95.

10 Tbid., p. 302.

1ol Conway 1904, vol. 1, pp. 289-290, 449—4s1. On his association with Stanton, see pp. 285-286. It should be

noted that in spite of a generally pro-feminist attitude, Conway voices some apprehensions about female
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Originally a Christian minister, he had left Christianity in favour of an anthropocentric form
of transcendentalist free thought.'®® Conway’s feminist stance becomes completely clear in
his Demonology book when he writes of ‘man who now asserts over woman a lordship unnat-
ural and unjust’ and lays down that ‘[w]hen man can make him a home and garden which
shall not be a prison, and in which knowledge is unforbidden fruit, Lilith will not have to
seck her liberty by revolution against his society’'®> He also dryly points out that ‘[1]ike
Lilith, women became devil’s brides whenever they were not content with sitting at home
with the distaff and the child’!¢* Finally, he provides the following assertion, that would turn
out to be quite prophetic: ‘Had there been an order of female rabbins [sic] the story of Lilith

might have borne obvious modifications, and she might have appeared as a heroine anxious

to rescue her sex from slavery to man.'®

Another depiction of Lilith as a proto-feminist (aided in her emancipation by Satan) is
Ada Langworthy Collier’s (1843-1919) book-length poem Lilith: The Legend of the First
Woman (188s), which her contemporaries considered to be the author’s greatest work.'¢¢ The
title character defiantly says to Adam:

Must I, my Adam, mutely follow thee?
Run at thy bidding, crouch beside thy knee?

suffrage. This, however, is caused primarily by his general elitism, as he declares that ‘the masses of men are
unfit to vote’ and he fears that unworthy males (e.g. domineering parsons) might influence women to make
uninformed choices should they get the vote. He does not seem to say women are inherently less intelligent
or able to make rational political choices, but that they are, lamentably, often under an overbearing influence
from males in the context of the present patriarchal order (p. 286).

1€2 Burtis 1952, pp. 176—177. On the writing of Demonology and Devil-lore and its reception, see pp. 176-180. It is
interesting to note that Conway later gave a lecture entitled “The New Prometheus, where religious freethink-
ers of his own kind were likened to the Greek Titan (incidentally, or perhaps not, also commonly conflated
with Satan in the nineteenth century). Ibid., p. 191.

163 Conway 1880, p. 104.

164 Ibid., p. 101. Conway also shows sympathy for Eve’s fruit-eating, describing how she was ‘prepared to take her
intellectual rights from the Serpent if denied her in legitimate ways. In this, he also sees a parallel to conditions
in his day and age: “The question is, indeed, hardly out of date yet when the genius of woman is compelled to
act with subtlety and reduced to exert its influence too often by intrigue’ (p. 103).

165 Ibid., p. 96. Five decades later, another scholar followed in Conway’s footsteps, again providing a positive
academic evaluation of Lilith’s merits. In his often quoted and information-filled (but frequently unreliable)
classic, which remains a useful starting point for inquiries into the topic, The Devil in Legend and Literature
(1931), Maximilian Rudwin devotes an entire chapter to Lilith. He writes that Lilith ‘was the first to claim
that woman was essentially man’s equal and left her husband on account of his old-fashioned ideas about the
husband’s right to be head of the family’ (Rudwin 1931, p. 127). Just like Conway, Rudwin also details how
Lilith apparently found Satan/Samacl to have a better attitude towards the equality of the sexes, wherefore
she married him. Referencing Conway, he almost reproduces his words verbatim when sarcastically describing
Jehovah’s hopes that after the replacement of Eve for Lilith, ‘the embarrassing problem of women’s rights might
never be raised again among men’. He adds insult to injury by appending a sarcasm of his own: ‘Evidently
Jehovah with all his omniscience could not foresee the widespread suffragist movement of the present day’
(p- 97). Another parallel to modern times is drawn when Rudwin likens Lilith’s decision to leave her tyran-
nical husband to that of Nora in Ibsen’s controversial play E¢ dukkehjem (‘A Doll's House’, 1879) (p. 96).

166 Willard & Livermore 1893, p. 192.
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Lift up (when thou dost bid me) timid eyes?
Not so will Lilith dwell in Paradise.'®”

At this point, Lilith is decidedly not a rebel against God, in fact claiming she cannot submit
to Adam because “‘Unto our Lord I own / Allegiance true; my homage is his alone’'¢® She
claims that God urged them: ‘Bear equal sway / O'er all that live herein’'® In her opinion, it
is Adam who breaks this compact with God. All the same, after Lilith’s flight from her obsti-
nate male chauvinist husband she ends up in an intimate relationship with Satan (who goes
by his Islamic name Eblis).!”® He paraphrases the Miltonic Lucifer’s speech about making a
Heaven of Hell by saying ‘where thou art, I know / Is Heaven’!”! In seeming contradiction
to Liliths obvious knowledge of God (and how he fashioned the world) at the beginning
of the poem, she asks Satan who created the wondrous things the world contains, and he
answers: ‘My foe / He was—he is.!7? She hesitates to throw in her lot with Satan, afraid to
lose her independence once again, and tells him ‘Like Adam, thou / Perchance will seck to
bind the loosed’!”> He assures her that is not the case, and to prove the truth of his words
engraves them in stone, whereafter they are wedded.74

As time passes, Lilith develops a consuming longing for children and grows jealous of
Eve, who has begotten a young one by Adam. Satan decides to still this longing by reawaken-
ing her hatred for the tyrant Adam, showing a dark side to his—in most other respects—
seemingly gentle and loving personality:

Safe won, then shall she ever be mine own.
Soul-bound to me in hate, more terrible than death
In hate, that long outlasts Love’s puny breath—

O cunning craft, that with the self-same blow
Forever wins my love, and smotes my foe!'”

As things turn out, Lilith ends up stealing Eve’s child.!”® When later on the child falls ill
she decides to return it, hoping its mother can make it well again."”” Lilith the child stealer
is not really a wicked creature in the poem, merely sad and driven to a desperate act by her
unfulfilled motherly love.

Collier’s poem is provocative both in its portrayal of Satan as an advocate of equal rights—
who is additionally ultimately motivated by his love for Lilith as much as by his hatred of

17 Collier 188s, p. 1.
198 Tbid., p. 18.

19 1bid., p. 21.

70 Ibid., pp. 37-39.
71 Ibid., p. 38.

172 1bid., p. 49.

173 Ibid., p. 53.

174 Ibid., p. 54

175 Ibid., p. 68.

176 Ibid., p. 83.

77 Ibid., pp. 90, 93.
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God—and in making a heroine of Lilith in her striving for gender equality. Lilith can never
have that with Adam, God’s chosen one. Satan, however, happily and ungrudgingly grants it to
her, turning him as well as Lilith into feminist role models of sorts. He even engraves his prom-
ise of equality between the sexes in stone. Judging by the impassioned rhetoric against male
supremacy Lilith is allowed to sprout when she questions Adam’s authority, it would seem that
Collier’s own sympathy indeed lies with the feminist cause. This is, however, difficult to know
for sure as biographical data on her is scant. She came from a rich family, grew up in a mansion
in Dubuque, Iowa, and attended school until the age of seventeen (an unusually comprehensive
education for a woman at the time). She was married at age 25 and bore one son. Since girl-
hood, she wrote for various periodicals, contributing sketches, tales, and poems. Moreover, she
published several novels.'”® While there is no definitive evidence of feminist sympathies on her
part, this seems highly likely in view of the ponderings presented in her Lilith.

Not only supporters of female emancipation picked up on this specific allegorical use of
Lilith. Howard Glyndon (Laura C. R. Searing, 1840-1923), in her poem “The Loosing of
Lilith’ (1871), uses Lilith as an image of everything that is wrong with the rebellious women
of her own time. In the first stanza, Lilith says to God: ‘Let me wander upon the earth, / To
teach new ways to the women there / Who are weary of home and hearth’ The author then

bitterly ascertains:

And her imagg, it multiplieth fast,—
Too fast for the pace of the world;

And Lilith meets you at every step,
Ribboned and creped and curled.

Her marks are a sceptical, brazen brow,
And a hard and a glittering eye,

And a voice that striveth to fill the world
With its clamoring shrill and high.'”

Nowhere before has the dimension of contemporary social and gender politics been quite
so explicit in a depiction of Lilith. Her fate as an outcast ought to serve as a warning to all

women, another stanza inculcates:

When the fire goes out on the hearth at home,
And the chamber is left unkept;

When a shadow that climbeth from heart to eye
Twixt husband and wife hath crept;

When the wife is shy of the mother’s estate,
And maidens are counting the cost,—

It behooves us to think a little upon

The glory that Lilith lost.'®

178 What little information there is comes from an 1893 biographical lexicon of American women. Willard &
Livermore 1893, p. 192.
17 Glyndon 1921, p. 101. The poem was first published in Lippincort’s Magazine in 1872.

180 Ibid., p. 102.
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Finally, it is emphasized that when a woman rebels against patriarchy and social conventions,
by not putting her duty towards her husband above all else, this equals defying God himself,
rejecting Christianity, and teaming up with the powers of darkness:

If we go down to the root of the thing,
We shall see that they put Self first,

And that is the sin of sins, for which
Fair Lilith was greatly curst.

They are out of the shadow of the Cross,
And self is their idol in life,

And it is not the voice of God they hear,

But of Adam’s demon wife.'8!

This was, of course, meant as a harsh condemnation and represents a textbook example of
Demonized feminism. The ultimate point is that if we consider texts like those by Conway,
Collier, and Glyndon, they all portrayed Lilith as a feminist figure (whether in a positive or

negative manner).'®

KISSING THE DEVIL’'S POSTERIOR: FOLKLORE, WITCHCRAFT
TRIALS, AND THE MALLEUS MALEFICARUM

As mentioned at the start of this chapter, according to some folk beliefs recorded in the nine-
teenth century in Scandinavian countries (though probably reflecting a much older tradi-
tion, which was also likely widespread outside of Scandinavia) Satan can function as a helper
of women when it comes to assisting with easing labour pains or getting rid of an unwanted
child."® Help with the former of these problems, of course, was taboo-breaking not only due
to the source of the relief but also because birth pains were part of Eve’s punishment from
God (Gen. 3:16), and thus something women should suffer, as a reminder of the first woman’s
transgression. Hence, for example, in Swedish folklore widely spread stories depict women
who, by magical means, avoided the proper agony when giving birth and were punished with
their sons becoming werewolves.'®* In Danish folklore, there are accounts that combine this
admonishing tale with the statement that the method of pain relief involved an actual ritual

evocation of the Devil."®5 Occasionally, the peasant population would view woman herself

181 Tbid.

'82 Another indication that this was a fairly widespread view of the figure can be found in a letter that was in
Gabriel Dante Rossetti’s possession (but not addressed to him) from one Ponsonby A. Lyons, who responded
to a query about Lilith from the editor of the conservative journal Athenacum. The letter is dated November
18,1869, and can thus not have influenced Rossetti’s famous poems or painting depicting Lilith (see chapter 7),
but is all the same a fascinating documentation of views of her among the intelligentsia and artists of the day.
Lyons explains that Lilith was ‘the first strong-minded woman and the original advocate of woman’s rights.
Allen 1984, p. 292.

18 Wolf-Knuts 2000, pp. 75—107; Wall 1992, pp. 24-27.

184 Odstedt 1943/2012, pp. 163-168.

155 Ibid., p. 164.
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as inherently diabolical in a literal sense. One example is the notion in Karelian folklore
that Satan created the female sex organ by cleaving woman between the legs with an axe.!®
The actual practice of making explicit pacts with the Devil (a phenomenon that was, in fact,
surprisingly common in some times and places), however, was a male domain, at least as
something exercised in reality by the populace.’®”

The early modern accusations against witches, as formulated by the learned authorities,
typically included allegations of entering into a compact with the Evil One—and witch per-
secutions, as is well known and accepted by all scholars of the subject, were predominantly
aimed at women, with at least 75% of the accused being female in most regions of Europe.'®
Whether misogyny was the actual cause of this apportion is hotly debated, though. The sta-
tistics are clear on one count: a witch could be male, and in Russia and Estonia they even
constituted a majority of the accused. These two countries are nevertheless anomalies, and
the typical witch was female almost everywhere else in Europe. We can note, however, that
a large number of witnesses in the trials were also women, and some scholars have suggested
that many accusations originated in tensions among women themselves.'® Marianne Hester
has quite convincingly argued against this as somehow deflecting blame from males and
making the matter a problem between women. Rather, she writes, we should see it ‘as an
outcome of a wider patriarchal context, where ‘women are often placed in the position of
moral gatekeepers who socially control other women’ due to ‘various ideological, material
and psychological pressures on them to do s0.'°

The idea of a secret society of witches who were Devil worshippers in formal league
with Lucifer developed slowly in the mid-fourteenth century. It can subsequently be seen
clearly expressed in a letter from Pope Eugenius IV (in office 1431—47) to his inquisitors.'”!
Persecutions of putative witches came in waves. France and Germany experienced an intense
period of persecutions in the 1480s and a couple of decades onwards, followed by a second
onset around 1560, which also spread to Switzerland and England. At the turn of the next cen-
tury, there was another outbreak, which now also involved Flanders and Scotland, and then
a final wave around 1620, which ravaged large parts of Europe until the final quarter of the
century. After this, only occasional persecutions are recorded, among them the famous 1692
trials in Salem, Massachusetts, which were among the last in the Western world. The con-

siderable regional variations have made it difficult to find all-encompassing explanations.'*>

186 Wolf-Knuts 2000, p. 96.

187 Wall 1992, pp. 24-27.

18 Levack 1987/199s, pp. 133-135; Scarre & Callow 2001, p. 57; Hanegraaff 1995, p. 217. Hanegraaff mentions
in passing that he believes the cross-cultural nature of belief in witches being women sufficiently disproves
the notion of misogyny in Catholic theology as a cause of the witch persecutions, an argument I do not
quite agree with. It is fully possible that similarly misogynist ideas in the theologies (or mythologies) of other
cultures could have functioned in the same way, which would hardly disprove the importance of Catholic
theology in the European case. That said, my objection is more of a formal nature, as I concur with Briggs’s
scepticism towards monocausal explanations, and think it unlikely that Catholic (or Protestant) theology is
more than one of several factors.

18 Levack 1987/1995, pp. 140-141L

190 Hester 2002, p. 282.

1 Oldridge 2002, p. 4.

2 Ibid., pp. 4-5.
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Yet, as Bengt Ankarloo and Gustav Henningsen have contended, the European witch per-
secutions have so many shared traits—for example, that they occurred between 1450 and
1750, were based on a coherent theological and judicial doctrine, and that the majority of
the accused were women—that they must be seen as a more or less uniform phenomenon.'??
Even so, it is best to bear in mind Robin Briggs's wise words: ‘Any attempt to suggest that
there is a single cause, or even a dominant one, a hidden key to the mystery, should be treated
with the greatest suspicion.’”* Misogyny, then, cannot be seen as such a key, cither; but it
still appears reasonable to consider negative attitudes towards women in the time period—
learned as well as popular—an important piece of the puzzle.

The general view in the early modern era of women as overtly passionate, wanton and
unpredictable probably helped create a widespread anxiety that they were more likely to have
been recruited into the secret Satanist sects that were rumoured to exist.!*> In medieval and
carly modern times, the notion of women as characterized by carnality and great sexual appe-
tite was pervasive, and only in the eighteenth century did the idea that they were sexually pas-
sive begin to gain ground. Secular judges and religious authorities on witchcraft concurred
that women turned to worshipping the Devil precisely because of their hunger for carnal
pleasures, a craving that could be satisfied to the fullest at the orgy-like witches’ sabbath.'¢
The typical witch’s confession was surprisingly fixed and stereotypical throughout the entire
period and in all countries. It included the individual having celebrated the so-called sab-
bath (the word, of course, indicates an overlap with anti-Semitic slander) where she or he,
along with other witches, performed ritual acts inverting normal, Christian behaviour, for
example, dancing backwards or bending their heads upwards instead of downwards to show
respect. In short, the sabbath, as imagined by the learned, constituted a form of counter-
world, a space where everything was turned upside down."”” One of these inversions was
that the alleged cult was run largely by women, instead of male priests as would be the case
in Christian churches.

It is important to remember, as Marianne Hester underscores, that at least one among
several important aspects of the early modern belief in witchcraft was its function as ‘a gen-
dered ideology serving the interests of men within patriarchal relations’. However, she comes
dangerously close to proclaiming a monocausal explanation in her assertion that the witch-
hunts primarily belong to the category of ‘mechanisms for social control of women, in par-
ticular those who did not comply ‘with the ideal of the quiet and compliant wife’'?® Indeed,
it is easy to see—in accordance with Hester’s argument—how the image of the witch is a
complete inversion of the ideal good Christian wife and mother, and the persecutions of
witches thus served to uphold conventional standards of proper conduct for women.'”” All
the same, I would be unwilling to go quite so far as to reduce them to this and little more.

193 Ankarloo & Henningsen 1987, p. 18.

194 Briggs 1996, p. S1.

195 Scarre & Callow 2001, pp. 60—61.

1% Levack 1987/1995, pp. 137-138; Hester 2002, p. 280.
197 Rowland 1987, pp. 145-152.

1% Hester 2002, pp. 276, 279.

19 Other scholars have also stressed this dimension of the trials, e.g. Levack 1987/1995s, p. 156; Coudert 2008,

p- 232.
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Nonetheless, at least one simple fact that Hester states is difficult to argue against, no matter
which one of the multitude of theories about the complex causes of the early modern witch
hunts one might subscribe to, namely that ‘[i]t was men who stood to gain by the linking of
witchcraft and “the female” because it provided them with a greater moral and social status
than women’2%

The development of printingat the end of the fifteenth century fuelled belief in Satanic witch
cults, since trial records could now rapidly be spread among the learned and used in new interro-
gations and trials. Various manuals for witch hunters were also produced. Statements supporting
the manuals’ characterizations of the supposed sect of witches now became seen as the desirable
thing to force from the lips of the accused, since the descriptions in the manuals were considered
the established facts about how witches acted. Hereby, new and self-confirming additions to the
genre were continually created. Writers could then claim that the strong similarities between
cases constituted proof that dangerous Satanists were working their mischiefall over Europe.”! In
later times, the most famous of these printed works has no doubt been the Malleus Maleficarum
(“The Witches’ Hammer, 1486), essentially a manual for detecting and prosecuting witches,
and a rebuttal of scepticism against their existence. It was written by two German inquisitors
of the Dominican order, Henricus Institoris (Heinrich Kramer) and Jacobus Sprenger (Jakob
Sprenger).2” As we will see, this manual is often referred to by feminists when they are critiquing
Christianity as evil and patriarchal. Some historians, however, have questioned how central the
role of the book really was. According to H. C. Erik Midelfort, the text’s misogyny and fixation
with magic causing male impotence was never fully accepted by theologians and judges, even if
they considered the Malleus one of several informative works.*”® We should therefore be cau-
tious about taking the ideas it presents as fully representative of learned opinions.

What, then, is the content that has made this work known as the early modern misogynist
text par excellence? The book is surely permeated with hatred of women, but it is probably
the colourful, horrifying, and at times quite ridiculous anecdotes and case histories that have
made it legendary. Among the most infamous is a recounting of how witches steal the sexual
organs of men. According to Institoris and Sprenger, witches may keep as many as twenty
or thirty stolen penises in a bird’s nest or cabinet, where they move themselves like living
members and are fed with fodder.2%*

The Malleus also contains a great amount of rather dry and pseudo-systematic rambling
musings on woman’s propensity to yield to Satan. It is explained that woman is evil as a
result of nature because she doubts more quickly in the Faith” and she further ‘denies the
Faith more quickly, this being the basis for acts of sorcery’?®> As proof of this, the authors

200 Hester 2002, p. 280.

21 Klaits 198s, p. 12; Oldridge 2002, pp. 17-18.

202 The authorship of the Malleus has been debated, and some have proposed that Institoris was the sole author.
Christopher S. Mackay has convincingly argued against this. Mackay 2006, pp. 103-121.

203 Midelfort 2002, pp. 115-116; Kieckhefer 1989/2000, pp. 196, 198.

204 Institoris & Sprenger 2006, vol. 2, p. 280. All quotes are from Christopher S. Mackay’s 2006 translation. It
is worth noting that Institoris and Sprenger are adamant that the penises are not actually separated from the
body, but can neither be seen nor touched simply due to an illusion created by the Devil. The witch’s collection
of stolen members moving about of their own accord is hence also an illusion (p. 276).

25 Ibid., pp. 117-118.
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quote various authorities and offer a crude folk etymology according to which the Latin
word femina (‘woman’) is derived from fides (‘faith’) and minus (‘less’).?*® The previously
mentioned contemporary view of woman as particularly filled with sexual lust is suggested as
a further explanation: ‘Everything [in woman] is governed by carnal lusting, which is insatia-
ble in them ... and for this reason they even cavort with demons to satisfy their lust.*” This

is linked directly to the very manner in which God created woman:

These defects can also be noticed in the original shaping of woman, since she was
formed from a curved rib, that is, from the rib of the chest that is twisted and contrary,
so to speak, to man. From this defect there also arises the fact that since she is an imper-

fect animal, she is always deceiving, and for this reason she is also deceptive.*®

It is hardly surprising that in this chapter Institoris and Sprenger repeatedly bring up the
serpent’s seduction of Eve in the Garden of Eden to substantiate their claims. In her conver-
sation with the serpent, they claim, Eve ‘shows she is doubtful and does not have faith in the
words of God’?*”” According to the two Dominicans, scripture has so many negative things
to say—especially in the Old Testament—about women ‘because of the first sinner (Eve)
and her imitators, though in all fairness we should also mention that they then add that
Mary has been instrumental in lifting the curse called down on us by Eve.*'® However, such
positive words are effectively drowned in the raging flood of misogyny issuing forth from
their pens, where Eve becomes the model for understanding all of her sex. They strongly
stress Eve’s instrumental role in the Fall of Man, stating that ‘though it was the Devil who
misled Eve into committing sin, it was Eve who led Adam astray’ and her sin was therefore
the decisive moment in the whole event.?!! Their ultimate conclusion is that womankind was
created wicked, carnal, and weak, which is why women are so much more likely to be witches
than men are. The inquisitors’ reasoning connects this directly to Eve and her prototypical
collusion with Satan.

This line of argument was far from unique. In the Daemonologie (1604) of King James VI
of Scotland (later James I of England), it is stated about women that ‘as that sex is frailer than
men s, so is it easier to be intrapped in the gross snares of the Devill, as was well proved to
be true, by the Serpent’s deceiving Eve at the beginning, which makes him the homelier with
that sexe ever since’*'* Such references to Genesis 3 are common in literature of this type.
However, the portrayal of women in general as inherently wicked was mostly a peculiarity
of Institoris and Sprenger’s book, whereas other similar works instead tended to emphasize
woman’s fundamental weakness, which had once made her succumb to the serpent’s guiles.*?
The Mallens went through fourteen editions between 1496 and 1520, so it is safe to assume

206 Tbid., p. 117.

27 Ibid., p. 122.

28 Tbid., p. 117.

29 1bid., p. 117.

210 Tbid., p. 116.

21 Ibid., p. 121.

2 Quoted in Denike 2003, p. 12.
13 Oldridge 2002, p. 271.
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it was widely read, even if, as mentioned, its authority was far from indisputable.”* It figures
prominently in nineteenth-century discussions of witchcraft, thus being an important inter-

text for many of the sources used in the present study.*"

DEMON LOVERS: FROM THE LUSTFUL WATCHER ANGELS
TO INCUBI AND ROMANTIC HEROES

The emphasis that early modern authors like Institoris and Sprenger put on woman’s carnal-
ity, and the resulting sexual relations between witches and Satan at the sabbath, has a long
pre-history. In Genesis 6:1-38, it is mentioned that what later Christian tradition commonly
identified as the “Watcher angels), the bene-ha elohim (‘sons of God’), were besotted with
human women and begat children upon them. A detailed account of this union with wicked
angels is to be found in the inter-testamental Apocalypse of Enoch (second century B.C., also
known as Ethiopic Enoch and Enoch I). Here, the Watchers appear as a sort of rebel angels,
200 in number, led by a particularly wicked individual called SAmj4za. The narrator states
that their coupling with the daughters of men defiles the angels (but not the women, it would
seem), and that the celestial womanizers instruct their human partners in spell-casting, cos-
metics, and the use of herbs. The angels also teach mankind various technological skills—like
metalworking, specifically for making arms, armour, and jewellery—but all this goes hand
in hand with godlessness and corruption. This reflects a recurring motif in Jewish and early
Christian writings where technological progress is bound up with demonic forces, and cul-
tural heroes tend to be portrayed as sinister. Interestingly, one of the Watchers, Gadreél, is
identified in this work as the creature that led Eve astray.”'® In the Apocalyptic apocryphal
text The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (ca. 109-106 B.C.) it is claimed that the women
actively seduced the Watchers, thus shifting the blame to lustful females rather than evil
angels. This notion is the probable explanation for Tertullian’s admonition to women that
they should cover their heads, lest angels once more be seduced by their beauty.*”

The distinction between canonical writings and apocryphal or pseudoepigraphical texts
like these was not clearly established in the time of the carliest Christians, and they hence
influenced not only writers like Tertullian but contributors to the New Testament as well.
Allusions to the Watcher myth can be found, for example, in Jude 6 and 2 Peter 2:4. This
myth blended into understandings of the Fall of Man in Genesis 3 and helped sharpen the

24 Russell 1980/2007, p. 92.

15 Most English-speaking feminists, Satanists and even non-specialist scholars discussing the Malleus during the
last cighty years have referred to Montague Summers’s rather unreliable and heavily abridged translation from
1928 (earlier studies had to be based on the original Latin versions, or the 1906 German translation), which
has been reprinted numerous times. It was even published in a lavish illustrated edition by the prestigious bib-
liophile club the Folio Society in 1968. In 2006, a new, unabridged translation by Christopher S. Mackay was
issued, and in 2007 an abridged translation by P. G. Maxwell-Stuart was published. These, however, seem to
have had little influence outside academia so far. For the short discussion of some key motifs in the Malleus,
I have used Mackay’s translation. Even though Maxwell-Stuart’s translation appears equally reliable, the com-
pleteness of Mackay’s makes it preferable.

216 Phillips 1984, pp. 46-47; Norris 1998/1999, pp. 85-88; Prusak 1974, pp. 90-91.

27 Phillips 1984, pp. 49-s0.
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misogynistic edge of some interpretations of it.*'® It is also notable that Eve’s encounter with
the serpent quite early on was read as an erotic scene of seduction, in parallel to the Watchers’
debauchery with human women. What is probably the first textual evidence of this can be
found in the Apocalypse of Moses (ca. 1st century A.D.).2" Tertullian (who claimed that
Cain was in fact the Devil’s son, in an allegorical sense) and many later Christian thinkers
also added sexual innuendos to the serpent’s temptation of Eve.?

The story of the Watchers, although it is non-canonical in its more elaborate form, was
known among Christians in later periods as well. For example, William Blake produced the
drawing Two Watchers Descending to a Daughter of Man (ca. 1820s) and Lord Byron adapted
the tale in his play Heaven and Earth (1821). Artists of the same period who were not prop-
erly part of the Romantic movement but who also took an interest in this narrative include
Blake’s lifelong friend, the highly successful neoclassicist John Flaxman (1755-1826), as can
be seen in his drawing Angels Descending to the Daughters of Men (ca. 1821). The tale of the

221 ‘Demon lovers,

Watchers was thus disseminated quite widely during the Romantic era.
in a broader sense, had been a popular motif for a long time. It was widespread in English
ballads, with one early example recorded in the middle of the sixteenth century.*** In many
legends about King Arthur’s magically proficient companion Metlin, for instance, one dated
to ca. 1300-1325, the sorcerer’s father was said to be a demon.???

As Nicolas Kiessling describes, there were antecedents and parallels to these sexual
demons in both Graeco-Roman and Germanic tales, as well as a rich tradition of this kind
in Jewish lore, for example, Kabbalah. All of this influenced Christian thinkers. Around A.D.
1100 what can be called the ‘incubus dogma’ had thus become an accepted part of the ortho-
dox Christian worldview. It was held that demons—called an incubus when assuming the
shape of a man and having sex with a woman, and a succubus when in the guise of a woman
seducing a man—were quite cager to make love to humans in order to ruin their souls. Folk
traditions, or rather a learned need to deal with folklore’s problematic stories of otherworldly
paramours, may have been an important factor in making this motif a legitimate topic of
theological discussion in Europe around this time. Perhaps these demons were also a con-
venient scapegoat for adulterous wives, or nuns, who became pregnant. Only towards the
end of the sixteenth century was the belief in sexual demons seriously challenged.?*

The human party in tales where a supernatural creature seduces or is seduced by a mortal
was not necessarily female. There are many stories of men—including virtuous figures like St.

18 Prusak 1974, pp. 96-97.
19 Norris 1998/1999, p. 84.
220 Prusak 1974, pp. 104-105.
21 Phillips 1984, p. 48.

222 Grudin 1987, p. 17. The three major studies of demon lovers in English and continental fiction (and its theo-
logicaland folkloric antecedents) are Kiessling 1977, Grudin 1987, and Reed 1988. Studies focusing on this motif
in religious discourses include Elliott 1999, Stephens 2002, and Maggi 2006.

23 Kiessling 1977, pp. 49—s0. The notion of sexual demons having their way with women was present already in
Augustine’s fifth century De Civitate Dei (“The City of God’), one of the most influential theological works
ever written. It was subsequently used as support for such views by many later writers (e.g. Martin Luther). In
Sweden, this was the case even in the early cighteenth century. Hall 2013, pp. 159160, 467.

224

Kiessling 1977, pp. 21-24.
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Anthony—receiving such visitations from the otherworld as well. Usually, the supernatural
lover is sinister, but this is far from invariably the case. The division between demonic and
non-demonic entities is not always clear, and in some literary works dealing with the motif,
like Jacques Cazotte’s Le Diable amoureux (‘The Devil in Love), 1772), the reader is kept
in uncertainty until the final chapters. Later fiendish Gothic villains, like the one in Bram
Stoker’s Dracula (1897), are clearly modelled on older ideas about demons seducing women
and represent sexuality at its most destructive. There are also several decidedly more morally
ambivalent characters patterned on the incubi and succubi of yore, like Théophile Gautier’s
vampire lady in ‘La Morte amoureuse’ (1836) and the secularized demon lover Heathcliff
in Brontés Wuthering Heights (1847). Such literary reworkings are analysed in detail in
chapterss.

CONCLUDING WORDS

As this chapter has shown, the misogynist tradition of emphasizing woman’s special connec-
tion to Satan is very old, and prevalent throughout Western culture, ‘high’ and learned as
well as low” and popular. There are, I would propose, three identifiable main types of female
figures in close relationships with Satan: (1) Eve: the prototypical first female transgressor,
who succumbs to temptation and hubris; (2) The witch: a sinister rebel against proper wom-
anhood and member of a Satanic cult that inverts the values of Christian society; (3) The
demon’s lover: erotically involved, voluntarily or not, with the Devil or his demons. All three
stereotypes frequently overlap. For example, women’s supposed insatiable carnality leading
them to have intercourse with demons was a central part of early modern discourse on the
reasons why women were more prone than men to become witches. Another instance of this
overlapping is how Eve’s collusion with Satan in the Garden of Eden is consistently used as an
explanatory myth of origins concerning woman’s evil or inferiority in general, and—at least
as long as belief in an external Satan was universally strong—her proclivity to consort with
the powers of darkness in particular.

Satan was not only conceptualized as particularly alluring to women, but was also femi-
nized himself. This was especially widespread in pictorial and dramatic renderings of the
Fall of Man, as well as grotesque depictions of hermaphrodite Satans. It can furthermore be
seen in nineteenth-century esotericism in the shape of Baphomet, the male-female, human-
animal symbol of transcending all dualities. This figure became a common rendering of
Satan in esotericism and popular culture. The Devil card in many tarot decks is also icono-
graphically similar, with woman’s breasts. Satan’s spouse, the rebellious Lilith, is a concept
from Jewish lore, and therefore only a minor motif in gentile contexts. Nevertheless, she was
quite clearly an opponent of patriarchy in some of the traditional tales, and hence came to be
incorporated into the broader discourse here designated Satanic feminism.

Nineteenth-century feminists often felt they somehow had to deal with male chauvin-
ists’ use of the story in Genesis 3. One way of doing so, which seems to have been quite
widespread, was to turn the tale on its head, making Eve a heroine and the serpent benevo-
lent. The present study tells the history of how this type of tactic—a counter-hegemonic
interpretation, or counter-reading—was also used to subvert various other aspects of the
mythology of woman as Lucifer’s confederate. Hereby, Devil-worshipping witches were
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turned into champions of science and women’s rights, Lilith became a feminist role model,
demon lovers were portrayed as allies in the struggle against patriarchal oppression, and so
on. Typically, those striving to overthrow male dominance through such symbolic resistance
worked with an extensive awareness of the long cultural tradition surrounding women and
the Devil, and repeatedly made use of motifs from the reservoir described and discussed in
this chapter. At times, the references are implicit and subtle, which is why a reasonable level
of knowledge of the contents of the reservoir—hopefully provided by this chapter—is a pre-
requisite to comprehending much of what we will encounter ahead.



Human rebellion ends in metaphysical revolution. It progresses from appearances to acts, from the
dandy to the revolutionary.

ALBERT CAMUS, L'Homme révolté (1951)"

3

Romantic and Socialist Satanism

Q.

INTRODUCTION

This chapter treats the emergence and convergence of literary and political Satanism. More
specifically, it deals with the theme of the heroic and benevolent Satan as it manifested in
Romanticism (a term whose meaning will be discussed a bit further into the chapter) and
later in socialism. The phenomenon of writers declaring themselves to be of the Devil’s
party first arose among German- and English-speaking Romantic poets in the late cight-
eenth century and would soon become observable all over the Western world. Some of the
most influential poets of the age held such sympathies, and the theme was later picked up by
prominent socialist writers, to whom the second half of the chapter is dedicated. Romantic
and socialist Satanism, then, was anything but a marginal phenomenon, being both highly
visible and stemming directly from writers that were among the most famous of their time.
As will be demonstrated, literary Satanism had a political dimension from the very start, and
subsequent use of Lucifer the liberator tends to draw on the early literary works, thus result-
ing in a circuitous relation between Satanic radicalism in the realms of poetry, prose, and
politics. With two exceptions—a text by Percy Shelley and an anarchist periodical focused
on female emancipation—a connection between Satan and feminism is rarely noticeable in
this material, although the recurrent revaluation of the events in Genesis 3 has implications
for the role of woman in society. Much of the discussion in this chapter therefore serves
primarily to sketch a background to the texts treated in the rest of the study, where this does
become a major theme and for which the subversive foundations provided by the individuals
and currents we will now consider constitute both sources of inspiration and an intertextual
framework.

! Camus [1951]/1984, p. 25.
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‘A BEING OF CONSIDERABLE VIRTUE’: MAKING A REVOLUTIONARY
HERO OF MILTON’S SATAN

The point of departure for most use of Satan as a symbol of goodness in Romantic literature
and political writings is John Milton’s epic poem Paradise Lost (1667) and its ambivalent
portrayal of the Devil. In spite of a certain observable ambiguity in his character depiction,
it is widely agreed that the author’s intent was, as he himself declares, to ‘justify the ways of
God to men), and not at all to glorify Lucifer.> Milton was an active republican pamphlet-
eer during the English civil war and worked as Oliver Cromwell’s private secretary. This
soon led to speculation whether Satan’s rebellion against God (the ultimate monarch) in
Paradise Lost was perhaps an allegory for the republican uprising against the king. Given
the author’s own political stance, this would indirectly make the fallen angel the hero of the
piece.? The earliest explicit interpretations of Milton’s Satan as fascinating or a hero, however,
came about through writers focusing on the figure’s ‘sublime’ character.* In his tremendously
influential Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautifil
(1756), Edmund Burke held up a description of Satan in Paradise Lost as one of the prime
examples of the sublime. With regard to this passage in Milton’s epic, he asks: ‘In what does
this poetical picture consist?” His answer is, among other things, ‘the ruin of monarchs, and
the revolutions of kingdoms’® It is interesting to note that Burke, who played a prominent
role in whipping up panic among his countrymen concerning the French Revolution, would
later, in his bestselling Reflections on the Revolution in France, consistently tie the French
insurgents to Satan.® The intention here was to denigrate the rebels against the crown, but if
these polemics are read together with his verbose and enthusiastic words elsewhere describ-
ing Satan as sublime, the combined image becomes slightly odd. It is perhaps no wonder
that others chose to view revolution as both Satanic and sublime at once, in a solely positive
sense that Burke had not intended. Contemporaries of his, like Mary Wollstonecraft and
the German Romantic Novalis, even read Reflections like William Blake (more of whom
presently) read Milton, feeling that the author was of the Devil’s (here the revolutionaries’)
party without knowing it. Novalis sardonically opined that Burke had written ‘a revolution-
ary book against the revolution’”

Religious belief in Satan as a spiritual entity had not died out during the late eighteenth
century, but it was certainly waning, especially among the educated classes. Now partly cut
loose from his original Christian context, Satan could suddenly symbolize both good and evil
things. The latter use of him, as a tool for the demonization of one’s enemies, was naturally
nothing new. Such tarring with the demonological brush could be meant quite literally, as it
was during the reformation when Catholics described Martin Luther and his followers as the
disciples of the Devil while the Lutherans proclaimed that the Pope was Satan’s messenger on

2 Milton 1941, p. 155. On Milton’s decidedly non-Satanic intentions, see e.g. Lewis 1942/194.4, pp. 92-100.
? Schock 2003, p. 27.

* Abrams 1953/1974, p. 251

> Burke 1889, p. 92.

¢ Burke 1969.

7 Novalis 2008, p. 386: ‘cin revolutionires Buch gegen die Revolution’
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Earth.® The innovation that took place towards the end of the eighteenth century was that
radicals demonized themselves, so to speak, in order to demonstrate their complete rejection
of the Christian establishment. Their aim was obviously to provoke, perhaps also to frighten.
Occasionally, they also seem to have wanted to ridicule the conservatives and their view of
everything radical, subversive, and dissolving as de facto demonic.

As mentioned, some early readers had thought of Paradise Lost as an allegorical retelling
of the English civil war, but that view did not really gain a foothold in the long run. However,
Milton’s Lucifer as a subversive political symbol made a grand return towards the end of the
eighteenth century. In Schiller’s play Die Riuber (“The Robbers, 1781), the heroic robber
Karl Moor, in a republican and revolutionary conversation (which was deleted from the sec-
ond edition of the play), describes Milton’s Satan as one who can never submit to another.
He then rhetorically asks: “Was he not an extraordinary genius?” In his Selbstrecension der
Réuber, Schiller draws parallels between his hero and Milton’s Satan. He also points out
that we automatically sympathize with the loser, and hereby ‘Milton, the panegyrist of Hell,
for a moment transforms even the mildest of readers into a fallen angel’'® Goethe’s poem
‘Prometheus’ (written in 1772-74, published 1789), in which the Greek Titan expresses his
defiance of God (Zeus) and relishes his own independence, displays a congruent spirit of
rebellion against an oppressive divinity, but cloaks it in a less offensive Greek garb.!!

We find the same tendency to religious insubordination among many authors in the United
Kingdom. The unruly Scottish poet Robert Burns wrote ‘Address to the Deil [sic] in 1786,
which is primarily a parody of Christian belief in Satan, which he finds singularly ridiculous.
Although Burns (contrary to what Maximilian Rudwin claims in his classic study) does not
really celebrate Satan here, but merely addresses him in a polite manner, he privately felt a
strong sympathy for the figure, and identified with his outcast status. In a letter from April
1787, he wrote: Tset as little by kings, lords, clergy, critics, etc. as all these respectable Gentry
do by my bardship. ... T am resolved to study the sentiments of a very respectable Personage,
Milton’s Satan—“Hail horrors! hail, infernal world!”” In June the same year another of his
letters contains the following appeal: ‘Give me a spirit like my favorite hero, Milton’s Satan.*?
An equally strong sympathy for the Devil can be found in a text by one of the period’s most
well-known radical political thinkers: the novelist, journalist, and (proto-)anarchist philoso-
pher William Godwin (1756-1836). In one of his main works, Enquiry Concerning Political
Justice (1793), Godwin observes, ‘[Poetical readers have commonly remarked Milton’s devil
to be a being of considerable virtue” He then goes on to present his own view of this figure,
which is also positive, to say the least, and is only moderated somewhat by the reservation
that he begins his pondering on Satan’s nature with: ‘Tt must be admitted that his energies
centered too much in personal regards.'® But why, Godwin goes on to ask,

8 For a sampling of visual manifestations of such rhetoric, see the propaganda woodcuts in Lehner and Lehner
1971, pp. 156—160.

? Schiller 1953, p. 248: “War er nicht, ein auflerordentliches Genie?” Genie is here used in the sense of spirit or
personage.

1 Quoted in Praz 1933/1960, p. 76.

" Goethe 1957, pp. 83-8s. Gocethe and Schiller were, as is of course well-known, close friends.

2 Rudwin 1931/1970, p. 285; Burns 1993, pp. 118—121. Burns also utilizes the motif in the poem ‘Address of
Beelzebub’ (pp. 128-130).

13 Godwin 1993, p. 146.
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did he rebel against his maker? It was, as he himself informs us, because he saw no suffi-
cient reason, for that extreme inequality of rank and power which the creator assumed.
It was because prescription and precedent form no adequate ground for implicit faith.

Godwin has here turned Satan into an embodiment of precisely the anarchist values he him-
self propagated. The rebellion against God turns into a reflection of his own hatred of ille-
gitimate authority and inherited power. The reign of God becomes analogous to that of the
despotic and arbitrary authority that he felt governed late eighteenth-century England in
accordance with prescription and precedent. As Peter Schock points out, Godwin’s reading
of Milton is highly selective and ignores all the traits of Lucifer that he reasonably would not
have appreciated at all, most noteworthy of which is perhaps the fallen angel’s authoritarian
side. Schock further highlights the striking fact that Godwin does not seem to consider his
opinions about the Devil to be particularly aberrant.” In other words, he wrote in a time
when the symbolic valorization of Lucifer was probably part of the common discourse of at
least his own clique of radicals.

The reader may recall from chapter 1 that Mary Wollstonecraft, who would later marry
Godwin, wrote in a footnote to her A Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1792) of her dislike
for the scenes of ‘paradisiacal happiness’ where Milton depicts the marital bliss of Adam and
Eve and instead ‘with conscious dignity, or satanic pride, turned to hell for sublimer subjects’
Her interest, she says, lies with the ‘outcast of fortune, rising superior to passion and discon-
tent), fallen women or widows who struggle to make it on their own.!® My argumentation in
the introduction against Gilbert and Gubar’s reading of this as a sort of Satanic feminism can
be extended to other scholars that have seen it in a similar way. For example, Peter A. Schock
calls the passage a ‘Satanic idealization of the victim of class-based and gendered oppression,
while Ronald Paulson sees this as Wollstonecraft pronouncing that a wronged woman ... in
relation to men is a Satan to whom active evil is to be preferred to good. As widow—as
mother in relation to her children—woman is a self-sufficient Satan who has no need for
man at all'!” I remain unconvinced that this is the case. The passage could instead be read as
a self-ironic apology for her idiosyncrasy (‘satanic pride’) in choosing to discard topics that
would seem to be more “appropriate” for a woman of letters, or, more likely, a sarcastic com-
ment on an expected outrage at her choice. The reference to Hell could be read as an allusion
to her turning to hellish environments, like the London slum where some women’s daily
struggle takes place, to find the individuals she wants to bring to the fore. Regardless of how
these lines are best understood as part of the text (and its context) that they are a footnote to,
it is still possibly of some significance that a major feminist employs this type of symbolism
and ascribes Satanic pride to herself. It is, then, fully possible that the scholars just cited are
not the only ones to have read it as an expression of some sort of Satanic feminism, and it may
therefore be a passage of certain historical consequence for our main topic.

Returning to Wollstonecraft’s husband, we can ask why radicals of his kind appropri-
ated Satan in this manner. Schock suggests motives analogous to those giving rise to the

1 Ibid.

15 Schock 2003, pp. 2, 34.

16 Wollstonecraft 1792/1986, p. 108.

17 Schock 2003, pp. 34—35; Paulson 1983, p. 86.
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so-called blasphemous chapels that existed in London during the end of the 1810s, where
coarse agitators attacked the authority of Christianity with burlesque parody and vitriolic
diatribes. They would accuse God of indifference towards the suffering of the poor, and such
anti-sermons can be viewed as a means to erase the religious fear keeping the populace from
rising up against its masters.' One London blasphemer felt, as lain McCalman puts it, ‘that
the timidity, superstition and deference of the common people—learned from priests and
patriarchs—had to be jolted out of them’. A government spy attending these meetings con-
tended that such blasphemy made the ultra-radicals more inclined to drastic acts.!” However,
the fact that radicals like Godwin elevated Satan to heroic status, albeit admittedly merely en
passant in a very long text focusing on other matters (it should be noted, though, that he also
came to Satan’s defence elsewhere), would seem to have played into the hands of their con-
servative enemies.” It appears doubtful whether it was really an effective strategy to try to
counter the conservatives’ demonization by whitewashing the demonic power that the radi-
cals were often connected with in political caricatures. The examples of such vilification are
numerous. For instance, the British government had spread, in newspapers and pamphlets,
the image of revolutionary France as the Great Beast of the Book of Revelations.?! Even more
telling is James Gilray’s 1798 etching The Tree of Liberty, where the progressive politician
Charles James Fox (1749-1806), who sympathized with the revolution in France, is depicted
as the serpent in the garden of Eden, offering an apple inscribed with the word Reform.*
English radicals, revolutionaries, and reformers in general did not side with Satan in any
large-scale or consistent manner. They would just as often—more frequently, in fact—utilize
a more casily handled negative Devil symbolism, where for instance the royal dynasties of
Europe were portrayed as Satanic. Later, Napoleon was frequently rendered as an explicitly
demonic figure by his detractors, in a type of smearing campaign that was time-honoured and
hardly original.** The opposite goes for author, critic, and painter William Hazlitt’s slightly
bizarre 1818 lecture titled ‘On Shakespeare and Milton) where he attempts to rehabilitate
the slandered Napoleon. His method for doing so is first to relate the parallels that had been
drawn between Napoleon and the Devil in hateful propaganda, after which he embarks on a
panegyric over Satan’s noble character, thus implicitly praising the French emperor.24 Hazlice

may have been innovative when he turned the tables in this manner, but he was not unique.

'8 Schock 2003, pp. 172-173. On the ‘blasphemous chapels, see McCalman 1988, pp. 146-148. The judge who
sentenced one of the blasphemers took precisely such a view of events, and therefore considered words of that
nature delivered before an audience of the lower orders to be particularly dangerous. It should be noted that
these English revolutionaries gave much prominence to the ‘ancient symbol of the levelling Christ’ and were
often more anticlerical than anti-Christian (pp. 139, 142).

' McCalman 1988, pp. 146—147. Quote on p. 146.

2 In his essay ‘Of Choice in Reading), he discusses how a ‘tendency’ in a text can influence readers more than
the author’s intended moral of the story. As an example, he mentions Paradise Lost, where God, contrary to
Milton’s intentions, will appear to most readers as a tyrant, according to Godwin. Hence, Satan implicitly
becomes the wronged and righteous party. Godwin 1797, p. 135.

! Schock 2003, p. 19.

22 Reproduced in Paulson 1983, p. 192.

2 Schock 2003, pp. 18-19, 23.

% Hazlitt 1930-1934, pp. 63—64.
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‘PRIDE AND AUDACIOUS IMPIETY : SHELLEY'S INSURRECTIONIST
CELEBRATION OF SATAN

Aside from Godwin, Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792~1822), one of the (later to be) most famous
Romantic poets, had employed Satan as a symbol of political goodness already six years before
Hazlitt’s daring polemics. Shelley, eventually Godwin’s son-in-law, made Satan a positive
political role model during the short-lived campaign for Irish political reform he engaged in
during 1812, when he wrote a broadsheet titled ‘A Declaration of Rights’ It ends with a quote
from Satan’s speech to the fallen angels in Book II of Paradise Lost: ‘Awake!—arise!—or be
for ever fallen’® As Peter A. Schock has called attention to, the parallel becomes historically
specific: in 1798 and 1803 the Irish had tried to rise up against the English, but the rebellions
had been brutally quenched—just like the revolt of the rebel angels, after which Satan holds
the speech Shelley quotes from.** While at Oxford, Shelley had published a small tract titled
The Necessity of Atheism (1811), leading to his expulsion. In his essay ‘A Defence of Poetry’
(1821, published in 1840) he takes up the theme Godwin treated in ‘Of Choice in Reading’
and analyses Milton as a subversive poet, claiming that the depiction of a morally superior
Satan in Paradise Lost (thus Shelley reads the figure) results in a rebuttal of Christianity as
such.”” Here Shelley reused a passage from his carlier text ‘On the Devil, and Devils’ (ca.
1819), which during his own lifetime remained unpublished. In it, he enthusiastically praises
Milton’s Satan:

Nothing can exceed the grandeur and the energy of the character of the Devil as
expressed in Paradise Lost. ... Milton’s Devil as a moral being is as far superior to his
God, as one who perseveres in some purpose which he has conceived to be excellent, in
spite of adversity and torture, is to one who in the cold security of undoubted triumph
inflicts the most horrible revenge upon his enemy,—not from any mistaken notion
of bringing him to repent of a perseverance in enmity, but with the open and alleged
design of exasperating him to deserve new torments.?®

The text utilizes abstract logical (e.g. pertaining to theodicy, one of Christianity’s classic
weak points) as well as scientific arguments, for instance, inspired by recent developments in
astronomy, to show how absurd the Christian myth of Satan is.*” Shelley was wary of in any
way revitalizing Christian myth, including ‘that miserable tale of the Devil” as he describes
it in a footnote to Queen Mab (1813).%° Yet, Godwin’s idealization of Satan as the embodi-
ment of revolutionary fervour was evidently tempting to implement. He solved the dilemma

» Shelley 1993, p. 6.

%6 Schock 2003, pp. 115-116.

%7 Shelley 1993, p. 214. For a nuancing of Shelley’s view on the existence of God, see Shelley 1908, pp. 803-809
(his notes to Queen Mab). He there explains that the declaration ‘there is no God’ pertains only to the idea
of ‘a creative Deity’ In contrast, ‘[t]he hypothesis of a pervading Spirit co-cternal with the universe remains
unshaken’ (p. 803).

# Shelley 1993, p. 197.

# Ibid., pp. 196-199.

3 Shelley 1908, p. 791.
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by borrowing the most appealing traits from Milton’s Satan and merging them with other
mythological figures—in The Assassins (1814) as well as Queen Mab with the Wandering
Jew, and, most famously, in Promethens Unbound (1820) with the Greek title character. In
these works, God is demonized as a despicable autocrat, against whom the protagonists
battle. Shelley’s preface to Prometheus Unbound, however, underscores the moral differ-
ence between the Greek Titan and Milton’s Satan. The latter has ‘taints of ambition, envy,
revenge, and a desire for personal aggrandizement, which makes him unsuitable to amalgam-
ate with the thoroughly noble Prometheus.** Regardless, Shelley has done exactly this in his
play. In The Assassins, the other stand-in for Satan, the Wandering Jew, cries out to God: ‘T
was thy slave. ... Tam thine equal, and thy foe.—Thousands tremble before thy throne who at
my voice shall dare to pluck the golden crown from thine unholy head.* The same aggressive
self-aggrandisement in the face of God is displayed by this figure in Queen Mab, where he
explains that even before Christ cursed him he had ‘learned to prefer / Hell’s freedom to the
servitude of Heaven), wherefore he goes on with his ‘unending pilgrimage’, sworn to struggle
against ‘my almighty Tyrant, and to hurl / Defiance at His impotence to harm / Beyond the
curse I bore’** In the fragment ‘Satan Broken Loose’ (ca. 1817-19), Shelley fantasizes about
Satan finally exacting his vengeance upon God. It ends with the eternally burning lamps in
God’s palace flickering out, foreboding the fall of Heaven.* Schock sees this as a ‘striking
vision, a piece of triumphant Satanism’ that ‘idealizes the demonic invaders’*® It can be read
thus but could also be perceived as a Gothic reverie on the sublimity of ruination and down-
fall, where the aesthetic pleasure of a terrible event is the point rather than an up-valuation of
the cause of terror (Satan) as ‘good’ in any sense—Gothic horror, rather than the triumphant
Satanism (this term implying that Satan is held up as positive) Schock suggests. An idealiza-
tion of the demons is difficult to find in the fragment itself, even if it could possibly be read
into the lines in question on the basis of Shelley’s well-known expressions of sympathy for
Lucifer elsewhere.

‘CAN MAN BE FREE IF WOMAN BE A SLAVE?:
SHELLEY’S SATANIC FEMINISM

For our present purposes, the most interesting text by Shelley is Zhe Revolt of Islam (1817, also
known as Laon and Cythna).”’ The poem is dedicated to his wife Mary Shelley, who was, of
course, the daughter of Mary Wollstonecraft and William Godwin. This is quite fitting, since

31 On this, see Schock 2003, p. 84. At times, Schock’s attempts to identify figures from various of Shelley’s works
(where a literal Devil is not explicitly present) with Satan appear slightly unconvincing. One example of this is
the analysis of 7he Cenci (1819), but overall Schock’s readings are highly persuasive.

32 Shelley 1908, p. 201

* Shelley 1993, p. 134.

34 Shelley 1908, p. 781 (VIL, 194-195).

» Ibid., pp. 544-545.

3¢ Schock 2003, p. 133.

37 The change of name came about after Shelley’s publisher forced him to revise certain provocative parts of
the text, especially those indicating that the titular Laon and Cythna were both lovers and brother and sister
(on the revision, see Jones 1933 and Shelley’s own description of it in a letter in Shelley 1965, vol. 9, p. 269). It
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both her parents’ predilections are reflected in the poem: Godwin’s enthusiasm for Satan as
well as Wollstonecraft’s feminist ideas. There is also a possibility that Shelley was aware of
the latter’s phrasing concerning Satanic pride when turning to the subject of downtrodden
women. In the long dedication to his wife, Shelley praises his deceased mother-in-law as
one “Whose life was like a setting planet mild, / Which clothed thee [her daughter] in the
radiance undefiled / Of its departing glory’*® None of the traditional names of Satan are
used in the poem, but it is completely clear that the inverted dualist mythology sketched in
canto I has Lucifer as its hero. A serpent battles with an eagle in the sky, but is defeated and
falls from the heavens. These two animals are the shapes taken by the spirits of good and
evil, respectively: “Two powers oer mortal things dominion hold / Ruling the world with a
decided lot, Immortal, all-pervading, manifold’?” The serpent is identified as the Morning
Star, making it obvious just who this figure is. However, the wicked one, the eagle, is the one
who was subsequently mistakenly perceived by humanity as the ‘good” God:

Thus evil triumphed, and the Spirit of evil,

One Power of many shapes which none may know,
One shape of many names; the Fiend did revel

In victory, reigning over a world of woe,

For the new race of man went to and fro,

Famished and homeless, loathed and loathing, wild,
And hating good—for his immortal foe,

He changed from a starry shape, beauteous and mild,
To a dire snake, with man and beast unreconciled.

And the great Spirit of Good did creep among

The nations of mankind, and every tongue

Cursed and blasphemed him as he passed; for none

Knew good from evil, though their names were hung

In mockery o®er the fane where many a groan,

As King and Lord, and God, the conquering Fiend did own,—*%

This Fiend is the creator of death, earthquake, blight, and so on. His enemy the serpent is
the benefactor of mankind and the enemy of all oppressors. When he once again resumes his
combat with “God’, thrones will shake and ‘carth’s immense and trampled multitude’ will
begin to realize its own power.*! This is perhaps Shelley’s most straightforward idealization
of Satan as an icon of righteous revolt. In The Revolt of Islam, Shelley has taken his semantic

has been argued the theme of incest was part of Shelley’s feminist program in the text: ‘consanguineous love
functions as an all-encompassing paradigm of sympathetic communion between the sexes. Brown 1979, p. 216.

38 Shelley 1908, p. 40 (Dedication, 103-105). Percy Shelley’s feminism also seems to have been inspired by other
sources, but Wollstonecraft was definitely the most important one. Brown 1979, pp. 187-188.

% Shelley 1908, p. 46 (1. xxv, 347-349).

“1bid., pp. 46-47 (L xxvii, 361-378).

4 1bid., p. 47 (L xxxi, 403).



82 o Satanic Feminism

inversion all the way, and made God the author of all evil and Satan the bringer of good,
whilst simultaneously removing himself to some extent from Christian mythology by not
using their actual names.** The latter may be due to a fear of the legal dangers involved in out-
right Satanism, since blasphemy was punishable.43 Still, just which powers that the serpent
and eagle, respectively, were intended to symbolize would probably have been clear to most
readers. The serpent may also be linked to Shelley’s interest in the American Revolutionary
War and the democratic model that resulted from it. In this war, the Culpeper Minutemen,
who fought on the American side, famously used a coiled snake as their insignia, accompa-
nied by the emblazoned words ‘Don’t tread on me’*

After its fall, the serpent is taken care of by a woman, who speaks in a melodious language
that is ‘His native tongue and hers’® The woman has a sort of amorous relationship with
this spirit and has been visited at night by ‘A winged youth) whose ‘radiant brow did wear /
The Morning Star’ Lucifer kissed her and declared ‘A Spirit loves thee, mortal maiden’#
This appears to be an echo of the story of the Watcher angels, which was, as mentioned in
chapter 2, well-known among the Romantics (in 1821, for example, Byron would write a play
about them), but also has similarities with traditions concerning an erotic relation between
Eve and the serpent.?”” The fact that the good spirit has visited her in her sleep further resem-
bles how Satan first approaches Eve in this way in Paradise Lost, and that the woman here
is an orphan might also identify her with Eve, who, for obvious reasons, had no parents.
It is quite significant, I believe, that the freedom-loving Satan’s primary ally in the framing
narrative is a woman. Another interesting circumstance is that Satan is subsequently identi-
fied with nature, in the woman’s assertion that ‘the tempest-shaken wood, / The waves, the
fountains, and the hush of night - / These were his voice’® Woman and Satan are both part
of nature, while God and males are connected to a hierarchical, unjust civilization. This is a
motif we will encounter many times in later texts.

In the main part of the poem (cantos II-XI), the siblings Laon and Cythna struggle for lib-
erty in a fictional state in the Levant. Supernatural agents play no part here and put in a final
appearance only in the closing canto.”” Placing the action in a Muslim country may have been

2 For more indications that the serpent is to be understood as Satan, see Haswell 1976, pp. 93-94; Cameron
1941, pp. 201-202.

# Kyle Grimes argues that Zhe Revolt of Islam was an attempt by Shelley ‘to find a discursive form that would
allow him both to broadcast his revolutionary political vision to a popular reading audience and (simultan-
cously) to shield himself from the legal dangers attendant upon such radical political activity. Grimes 1994,
p- 100.

# On the possible American inspiration, see Cameron 1941, p. 202.

# Shelley 1908, p. 44 (L. xix, 294).

“1Ibid., p. so (L. xlii, soo-sor; L xliii, s05). She further states: ‘In lonely glens, amid the roar of rivers, / When
the dim nights were moonless, have I known / Joys which no tongue can tell; my pale lip quivers. Shelley 1908,
p- 5o (L xlvi, s31-534).

7 Fredrick L. Jones suggests this might reflect the theme from Greek mythology where gods are attracted to
mortal women (Jones 1960, p. 31), but in this context it is more likely a reference to the demon lover tradition
(which, naturally, in turn also drew on Greck mythology to an extent).

 Shelley 1908, p. so. (L. xlv, 527-529).

# According to a letter to his publisher (October 13, 1817), Shelley had modelled the setting on Constantinople
and modern Greece, ‘but without much attempt at minute delincation of Mahometan manners’ (Shelley 1965,

vol. 9, p. 251). In the reworked version of the poem, Laon and Cythna are not siblings.
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a safety measure, since the analogies to the French Revolution would otherwise have been too
provocative for English readers.>® Moreover, as one scholar puts it, the Muslim world here figures
‘as the type of man’s brutal subjugation of woman to patriarchal values’>!

There are a number of parallels in the text between Cythna and the maiden who is the beloved
of Satan in the first canto, and it seems probable that Shelley intended them to mirror each
other.>? In extension, then, Cythna is the earthly messenger of Satan the liberator. This messenger
propagates feminist ideas and defies gender roles. Cythna leads the final insurrection against the
tyrant Sultan who is the villain of the tale, which is a quite remarkable role for a woman to be
allowed to play. The revolt, however, is ill-fated, and brother and sister are burned at the stake.
Before this sad ending, Cythna is given the opportunity to make some startling proclamations.
‘T am not weak; she tells her brother, and says she wishes to join him ‘to wreak / Ruin upon the
tyrants.*? She continues:

Yes, I will tread Pride’s golden palaces,

Through Penury’s roofless huts and squalid cells
Will I descend, where'er in abjectness

Woman with some vile slave her tyrant dwells
There with the music of thine own sweet spells
Will disenchant the captives, and will pour

For the despairing, from the crystal wells

Of thy deep spirit, reason’s mighty lore,

And power shall then abound, and hope arise once more.>*

This feminist revolution, it seems, is to be consistently implemented, not just among women
held captive by the ruling class, but in all sections of society. Cythna rhetorically asks: ‘Can
man be free if woman be a slave?’> Her declaration of intent, quoted above, sees Cythna
promise the liberation of women by ‘disenchanting’ them. Without being overly anachro-
nistic, this can be read as a shattering of their false consciousness through subversion of the
myths (social and religious) that are their true fetters. Such a programme can be found in
Shelley’s introduction to The Revolt of Islam as well. He wrote it, he says, ‘in the view of
kindling within the bosoms of my readers a virtuous enthusiasm for ... doctrines of liberty
and justice’ Yet, he emphasizes, his poem is ‘narrative, not didactic’ in its attempts at ‘the
unveiling of the religious frauds by which they [the oppressed people] have been deluded
into submission’ This quite clearly indicates that Shelley was here attempting to create a
counter-myth, a narrative that uses mythological figures to demonstrate certain ideological
points (including explicitly feminist ones) in opposition to those typically inferred from the
presently hegemonic myths of Christianity. Shelley further explains: ‘T would only awaken
the feelings, so that the reader should see the beauty of true virtue, and be incited to those

> Cameron 1941, pp. 185-186.

5! Brown 1979, p. 182.

52 Martinez 1976, pp. 25—26.

53 Shelley 1908, p. 62 (II. xxxix, 1010, 1013-1014).
> Ibid., p. 63 (IL. xlii, 1036-1044).

> Ibid., p. 63 (IL xliii, 104s).
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inquiries which have led to my moral and political creed.*® His method, in other words, is
not merely a straightforward allegory inverting the ruling myths, but an appeal to the feel-
ings. I would contend that Shelley aims to achieve this by merging poctical language with
Christian motifs, thus creating a potent hybrid of literature and religious myth. As it hap-
pens, in this particular example of such hybridization, Shelley’s revolutionary Satanism is
combined with what can, without much hesitation, be described as a feminist ideal.

This is further reflected, for example, in how Cythna takes on a role coded as masculine,
when she comes charging on a black steed, sword in hand, to rescue her brother.’” Shelley
held a utopian vision that gender differences, ‘detestable distinctions) as he called them in
a letter, would ‘surely be abolished in a future state of being’®® English literature scholar
Nathaniel Brown has convincingly argued that ‘[t]he liberation of woman occupies a central
position in all three of his major verse forecasts of futurity’®® In Queen Mab, Shelley writes
of “Woman and man, in confidence and love, / Equal and free and pure), and in Promerheus
Unbound he prophesizes about

And women, too, frank, beautiful, and kind

From custom’s evil taint exempt and pure;
Speaking the wisdom once they could not think
And changed to all which once they dared not be.

Brown labels 7he Revolt of Islam ‘the most powerful feminist poem in the language’
and the second ‘most thoroughly grounded in the realities of the woman question] being
‘focused ... squarely on the efforts of the subject sex to cast off the chains of male suprem-
acy’®! The Victorian poet and feminist Mathilde Blind (1841-1896) agreed, excitedly
describing Cythna as a new female type’ with no previous parallels in literature. All other
poets creating fictional female figures, ‘however pure or lofty these might be, had depicted
her invariably in her relation as either wife or mistress, mother or daughter—that is, as a sup-
plement to man’s nature’ (figure 3.1). Cythna, by contrast, Blind says, sees it as ‘her right and
duty to take an active share in the general concerns of humanity, and to influence them, not
only indirectly’®? Later feminists like Blind may have appreciated it, but Zhe Revolt of Islam
did not sell well, and was met with severely hostile reviews.®* It was nevertheless reprinted
several times during the nineteenth century as part of editions of Shelley’s collected works,
and eventually reached a wide audience in this manner.

56 Ibid., p. 32.

57 Ibid., p. 98 (VI. xx—xxi). Martinez (1976, p. 26) also notes the reversal of traditional roles of activity and
passivity.

58 Letter to Elizabeth Hitchener, 26 November 1811. Shelley 1965, vol. 8, p. 20s.

>? Brown 1979, p. 180. The three “forecasts” in question are The Revolt of Islam, Queen Mab, and Prometheus
Unbound.

€ Shelley 1908, p. 788 (IX, 89-90), p. 248 (IIL. iv, 153-159).

¢! Brown 1979, p. 181.

 Quoted in ibid., p. 181.

 Grimes 1994, p. 113.
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FIGURE 3.1 Illustration (name of artist not given) from a 1904 edition of Shelley’s 7he Revolr

of Islam (1817), an early example of Satanic feminism: Cythna, Satan’s apostle of liberation who
endeavours to free all women from patriarchal oppression, defies gender roles by charging the enemy
on her steed, wielding a sword.

‘ENERGY IS ETERNAL DELIGHT : BLAKE’S ENERGIZING SATAN,
AND AN ANTI-SATANIST BACKLASH

The first Romantic to turn Satan into a hero in a literary work (as opposed to essays, polemi-
cal texts, and private letters) in a comprehensive manner was not Shelley, but William Blake
(1757-1827). However, he was never really famous during his lifetime, and his ideas only had a
real impact on the next generation. He started to become well-known in the second half of the
nineteenth century, and by the 1890s, through the efforts of poets and artists like Dante Gabriel
Rossetti and William Butler Yeats, he was firmly established as a Romantic genius. At this time
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he became quite widely read, at least in avant-garde literary circles.* Blake was multi-talented,
a poet as well as a pictorial artist, and in his visionary illustrated texts these capacities are com-
bined to express his esoteric-mystic musings, which were initially inspired by Swedenborg.®
His use of the figure of Satan can be divided into two phases. First, he idealized the Devil, and
later he employed him in a more conventional (even if the word conventional is applicable only
with a major caveat to anything in Blake’s writings) manner as a symbol of evil. The central
work of the first phase is The Marriage of Heaven and Hell (ca. 1790-93), where Satan—as
demonstrated by, for example, John Howard and Peter Schock—epitomizes the revolutionary
and apocalyptic ideas that were prevalent in the circles in which Blake moved at the time.®
When he wrote it, Blake had known the publisher Joseph Johnson (1738-1809) for many years,
and occasionally attended his dinner parties where William Godwin and Mary Wollstonecraft
were also among the commonly seen faces.”” It is therefore unsurprising that his own text bears
the mark of, for instance, Godwin’s view of Satan. As with the other radicals, Blake’s apprecia-
tion of the Devil had Milton as its starting point, and he famously claimed about the Puritan
bard that he ‘wrote in fetters when he wrote of Angels & God, and at liberty when of Devils
and Hell ... because he was a true poet and of the Devil’s party without knowing it’®®

In The Marriage, Blake identifies Satan with energy and creativity. The opening passage,
‘The Argument), explains that ‘Good is the passive that obeys Reason. Evil is the active
springing from Energy. Evil is Hell. Good is Heaven’ Shortly afterwards, “The Voice of the
Devil’ adds that ‘Energy is eternal delight’® Satan is held up as an expansive, generative, and
chaotic force that energizes the cosmos. Hannes Vatter, in an important study of the Devil in
English literature, has the following view of the ideas expressed by Blake through lines like
the ones just quoted:

Blake leaves no doubt that what he ironically calls ‘Evil’ is really good to him. This
attitude must be borne in mind as the dominant feature in Romantic Satanism: the
appreciation, often passionate, of values and ideas which are condemnable by ortho-
dox standards, but are considered essentially good in the light of the new romantic

philosophy.”

The Romantic Satanists, then, are clearly an example of the active production of a counter-
discourse of the sort delineated in my introduction. Through a tactic of semantic inversion,
for example, stating that evil is good, authors like Blake challenge mainstream value systems
and subvert their signs. Shelley was more explicit in this, and his use of Satan as a positive fig-
ure must be seen as part of his broader anticlerical deconstruction of Christianity, where he

¢ Budziak 2013, p. 282.

¢ On Blake’s involvement with the Swedenborgian New Jerusalem Church (which he eventually distanced him-
self from due to its rejection of the political revolution Blake sympathized with), see Vatter 1978, p. 150; Schock
2003, Pp. 44-45.

% Howard 1970; Schock 2003, pp. 6—7. Peter Thorslev has argued that 7he Marriage is the only text where Blake
presents an unambiguous Satanism. Thorslev 1963, p. 260.

7 Schock 2003, pp. 42—44.

¢ Blake 2008, p. 35,

© Ibid., p. 34.

7 Vatter 1978, pp. 150-I51.



Romantic and Socialist Satanism _o 87

used the Devil as a particularly apt example of the absurdity of religious doctrines. His attack
was thus twofold: first, tearing down old dogmas through rational and analytical argumenta-
tion, and secondly creating a disruptive counter-myth. To him, institutionalized Christianity
was part of a vast, oppressive structure of conservatism that needed to be done away with, and
Satan came to epitomize this conviction. Like Shelley, Blake to some extent also espoused a
revolutionary political agenda. This, it should be stressed, is no reason to doubt the religious-
esoteric fervour permeating his works—for him, the two were intertwined.

In contrast, first-generation Romantics like William Wordsworth (1770-1850), Samuel
Taylor Coleridge (1772-1834), and Robert Southey (1774-1843) had become more and
more conservative over the years, bowing down to the flag, the throne, and the cross. Using
a literally demonizing rhetoric, these aging poets now condemned progressive forces. For
example, in his Statesman’s Manual (1816) Coleridge explains the contemporary political
unrest in Britain with a supposed diabolical French influence. The atheism and apotheosis
of reason tied up with the French Revolution is, in his view, a modern expression of the ser-
pent’s words to Eve in the Garden of Eden: ‘ye shall be as gods’ (Gen 3:5). Napoleon, being
the final product of the revolution, embodies ‘satanic pride and rebellious self-idolatry’”
Southey contributed similar diatribes to the political debate. In an 1816-17 issue of the con-
servative periodical The Quarterly Review, he attacks the reformists’ celebration of the will
of the people (*Vox Populi, Vox Def’). It is not God’s voice that is being heard, he claims,
rather ‘it is the Devil whose name is Legion’. He then lists a number of misdeeds that were
all instigated by the will of the people: the reign of terror during the French Revolution,
Socrates’ death, the crucifixion of Christ.> A few years later, in the preface to A4 Vision of
Judgement (1821), Southey extended his demonization to fellow poets and targeted Shelley
and his friend Lord Byron (though their names are not mentioned he is clearly referring
to them) and designated them ‘the Satanic School, likening them to two of Milton’s fallen
angels, Belial and Moloch:

[T]hough their productions breathe the spirit of Belial in their lascivious parts, and
the spirit of Moloch in those loathsome images of atrocities and horrors which they
delight to represent, they are more especially characterized by a Satanic spirit of pride
and audacious impiety.”

‘A SATANIST MANIFESTO FOR ROMANTIC READERS:
THE AUTONOMOUS MIND

It seems, however, that attacks like these only strengthened the subversive resolve of those
at the receiving end. In August 1821, three weeks after he had started work on his play
Cain: A Mystery, Byron was visited by Shelley. The latter argued for a counter-attack, and
this probably influenced the seditious and provocative monologues that Byron has Lucifer

utter in the play. Even so, the words of Lucifer remain elusive and it is never completely

7! Coleridge 1816/1839, p. 2.4.
7> Quoted in Schock 2003, p. 123.
7% Southey 1821, p. xxi.
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clear whether they are uncomfortable truths or sinister manipulation. Shelley had sug-
gested in ‘On the Devil, and Devils’ that Milton escaped negative consequences by hiding
a supposedly anti-Christian polemic in fictional form, and this may be why Byron chose a
play as his riposte. But he was unwilling to become an easy target for further conservative
accusations of ‘Satanism) a consideration that likely impacted his ironic and evasive Lucifer.
Further, blasphemy was punishable. Even worse, the anti-Christian rants in Queen Mab
had lost Shelley custody of his children, and Byron may have worried about being similarly
deprived of his daughter Ada.”

In Cain, Lucifer has benevolent features, but is also a cold and aloof personage whose
ultimate aim is hardly to help humankind. At the beginning of the play, Lucifer is allowed to

depict God as evil without anyone being there to raise objections:

Goodness would not make

Evil; and what else hath he made? But let him
Sit on his vast and solitary throne,

Creating worlds, to make eternity

Less burthensome to his immense existence
And unparticipated solitude”™

As the story progresses Lucifer proves to be quite uncaring about mankind, and God is ‘exon-
erated’—at least that is the common reading. Schock, in contrast, sees this part as depicting
how ‘Cain fails to achieve the intellectual liberation Lucifer sets before him’, a liberation
being propagated using words springing from what the Romantics perceived as a key passage
in Paradise Lost (more of which soon). Lucifer has earlier claimed that he is not identical to
the serpent in the Garden of Eden, but still highlights the motif of the forbidden fruit in his
final speech:

One good gift has the fatal apple given—

Your reason:—let it not be over-sway’d

By tyrannous threats to force you into faith
’Gainst all external sense and inward feeling:
Think and endure,—and form an inner world
In your own bosom—where the outward fails;
So shall you nearer be the spiritual

Nature, and war triumphant with your own.”

It is difficult to see these words as anything but an expression of the values of the young
Romantic freethinkers themselves, uttered by Lucifer. With great certainty we can assume
that many contemporaries, who knew full well the poet’s stance, would have read it thus.
Although Lucifer at times seems a mere malefactor—who tries to lure Cain’s soul to his as of
yet empty Hell—the figure also frequently embodies views held by the author and his circle.

74 Schock 2003, pp. 25, 101-103.
7> Byron 1991, p. 237.
76 Ibid., p. 275.



Romantic and Socialist Satanism —o 89

The key passage that inspired Lucifer’s final speech in Cain derives from Satan’s speech in
Book I of Paradise Lost, where he has just fallen into Hell and proclaims that he has ‘[a] mind
not to be chang'd by Place or Time) further explicating that ‘[t]he mind is its own place, and
in itself / Can make a Heav’n of Hell, a Hell of Heav’n’”” Byron had referred to this passage
carlier. In his play Manfred (1817), the title character constantly emphasizes his own self-
sufficiency. He refuses to be judged by society and rejects the overtures of, in turn, a collec-
tion of spirits led by Arimanes (the Persian name of the Zoroastrian equivalent of the Devil),
an abbot (representing Christianity), ‘the Witch of the Alps’ and, finally, ‘the evil genius,
Satan. It is, however, Manfred himself who sounds like an echo of Milton’s fallen angel in his
speeches to the abbot and the evil genius. To Satan, Manfred lays down that

What I have done is done: I bear within

A torture which could nothing gain from thine:
The mind which is immortal makes itself
Requital for its good or evil thoughts—

Is its own origin of ill and end—

And its own place and time”®

In regards to the speech in Paradise Lost that Manfred’s words originate in, Peter L. Thorslev
has contended that Milton in all probability had a psychological meaning in mind, where
mental suffering is portrayed as worse than its physical counterpart, making Hell more a
state of mind than a physical location.” Such a portrayal also has parallels elsewhere in older
English literature. In Marlowe’s Faust, Mephostophilis says ‘Hell hath no limits, nor is cir-
cumscribed / In one self place, but where we are is hell, / And where hell is, there must we
ever be’ %

Another dimension is the stoicism of the speech, which according to Thorslev was an
attack on the late Roman stoicism that went through a revival in Milton’s time. Making Satan
the propagator of such ideas, which Milton at least in an exaggerated form found question-
able, was a way of critiquing them (the stoic self-reliance of Satan paradoxically became one
of the main reasons later interpreters would view him as the hero of the epic). A third pos-
sible reading is that the speech deals with epistemology and the ability of the mind to create
worlds in fantasy or art but also pertains to the creation of reality in a metaphysical sense.
Such an interpretation is not likely to have been very prominent, if it even existed, in Milton’s
day and age. Finally, an ‘existentialist’ ethos can also be perceived, which could be taken as
a logical development of the third dimension just mentioned. Here, Satan’s words would
be an affirmation of complete ethical relativism, which would hardly have appealed to very
many Romantics (Thorslev claims Byron would have been one of them, something I find
unconvincing). In this context, the Miltonic Satan’s famous exclamation ‘Evil, be thou my
good’ would be a declaration of purpose where he aims to create a set of values completely
his own, even though it merely inverts its heavenly counterpart. This, according to Thorslev,

77 Milton 1941, p. 160.

78 Byron 1986, p. 101.

7 Thorslev 1963, p. 253.

8 Ibid., p. 253; Marlowe 1950, p. 17.
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points forward to Nietzsche’s ‘Umwertung aller Werte” and its final consequence of reject-
ing all gods and trumpeting the Ubermensch. All these four potential implications of Satan’s
speech share an emphasis on the autonomous mind, and each is more than the preceding
directed towards subjectivity, self-sufficiency, creativity, and radical freedom. Thorslev sees
these as the central traits of Romantic Satanism, as well as a basic feature of Romanticism
in general, even with less rebellious poets.®! Other scholars have agreed on the centrality
of this speech for Romantic Satanism, and Peter A. Schock calls it ‘a Satanist manifesto for
Romantic Readers’??

In Cain, it is this manifesto that forms the basis of Lucifer’s eulogizing of the human mind
as the ‘centre of surrounding things, as well as his doubts that he is God’s creation and his
claims to have been equally responsible for the creation of the universe. Milton’s Satan thus
becomes, in Peter Schock’s words, an image of apotheosis, an emblem of an aspiring, rebel-
ling, rising human god who insists that he is self-created’ This can be seen as part of a broader
tendency, the Romantics’ transference of the divine from God in Heaven to man himself.**
For example, in his 1816 poem ‘Prometheus] Byron writes about how ‘Man is in part divine’$*
This sacralization of the self is a leitmotif in much writing with Satanic tendencies both in
the Romantic period and later, as is the notion, with its attendant implications, of the mind
being its own place. Hence, we will encounter variations on both numerous times through-
out this study.

A question that has been left unattended is how to define Romanticism. The term has
been debated for several generations.®® The common view is that Romanticism was a very
loosely structured current of a mostly artistic nature, which arose in Europe around the mid-
dle of the eighteenth century, with Germany and England as its early primary centres. In
literature it blossoms most fiercely during the last decades of the eighteenth century and
the first three of the nineteenth century, but many later authors also wrote in somewhat
the same mould. Some consider it a reaction to rationalism and Enlightenment thought,
a repudiation of cold intellectual reflection that led to an elevation of emotions and imagi-
nation.®® The radical subjectivity of Byron’s Lucifer fits well with such a view. However,
Romanticism could also be seen as closely related to the Enlightenment in some respects,
including the negative attitude towards submission to established authorities, among them
orthodox forms of Christianity, and the support that, for instance, Shelley gave to republi-
canism (Byron was more ambivalent in the matter). The convergence of revolutionary sym-
pathies and Satanism among Romantics has led scholars to conclusions like that reached
by Maximilian Rudwin: ‘Romanticism was the logical reflex of the political revolution
which preceded it’¥” This statement may be slightly simplistic, as there were plenty of non-
revolutionary and fairly conservative Romantics, but undoubtedly it contains a kernel of
truth on one level. With writers like Shelley, the French Revolution and its egalitarian values

81 Thorslev 1963, pp. 253-256, 267.

82 Schock 2003, p. 37.

% Ibid., p. 38.

84 Byron 1986, p. 32.

% An carly but still clarifying discussion is Lovejoy 1948/1955, pp. 228-253.
8 Cf. Heath 2006; Brown 2001.

% Rudwin 1931, p. 286.
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almost constantly hover somewhere in the background. Aside from receiving some impetus
from the violent events on the other side of the channel, the counter-readings of biblical tra-
dition and Milton performed by the Romantics were, naturally, made possible by the gradual
breaking down of Christianity’s hegemony. This slow collapse gained increased momentum
from the 1750s onwards, precisely the period when Romanticism began to bud as a move-
ment. The disrespectful handling of Christian mythology on the part of many Romantics
helped further hasten this process of dethroning Christianity as ultimate truth. Authors like
Shelley and, especially, Byron were, after all, among the most widely read of their day. Hence,
literature, and literary Satanism, helped change the European religious landscape.®®

It is worth stressing a final time that none of the English Romantics who are well-known
for celebrating Lucifer—Blake, Byron, Shelley—unequivocally praised the fallen angel
throughout their careers. They all continued writing about him, occasionally idealizing him
but later on more often using him as a stereotypical symbol of evil. As we have seen, many
of the texts that have been considered examples of Romantic Satanism also display a great
deal of ambiguity in their portraits of Satan. Frequently, even the idealizations of Satan con-
tain minor caveats, as evidenced, for example, by Godwin’s objections to Satan’s selfishness,
Shelley’s reservations in the preface to Prometheus Unbound or Byron’s embedding of his
Lucifer in Cain in thick layers of authorial irony (and partial conservation of some of the
Devil’s evil traits). Such dulling of the Satanic edge was probably partly due to fear of the
harsh blasphemy laws of the time. Cautionary measures of this type would, however, be dis-
carded by some of those who followed in the footsteps of the Romantics later in the nine-
teenth century.

‘THE ARCHANGEL OF LEGITIMATE REBELLION : THE SATAN
OF ROMANTICS AND ANARCHISTS IN FRANCE

In France, Romantic poets—starting with Alfred de Vigny’s Eloa (1823)—developed a tradition
of sentimental sympathy for Satan, which was expressed in poems about how this outcast is
finally reconciled with God.*’ Victor Hugo's unfinished epic La Fin de Satan (which he worked
on between 1854 and 1862) is perhaps the most ambitious example of this motif. In these texts,
the notion of the Devil as virtuous or as a freedom fighter was not brought to the fore as much
as in English Romanticism, although Hugo has a feather from Satan’s wing engender the alle-
gorical figure of the angel Liberty”® Most French Romantics thus differ markedly from their
English counterparts in this respect. George Sand, in her novel Consuelo (first published as a
serial in a journal in 1842—43), takes a slightly more ‘English’ approach. The eponymous protag-
onist of the tale has a vision of Satan where he tells her: ‘Tam not the demon, I am the archangel
of legitimate rebellion and the patron of the grand struggles. Like Christ, I am the god of the
poor, of the weak, and of the oppressed.”! The vision (or hallucination) ends with her falling to

8 On the important part played by the Romantics in processes of religious change, cf. Luijk 2013, p. 103.

% Vigny 1986, pp. 10-31. On the tradition of sentimental sympathy, sce Rudwin 1931, pp. 285-299.

% Hugo 1972, p. 1280.

° Sand 1979, p. 285: Je ne suis pas le démon, je suis larchange de la révolte légitime et le patron des grandes luttes.

Comme le Christ, je suis le Dieu du pauvre, du faible et de l'opprimé.
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her knees in front of Lucifer. Sand was a socialist sympathizer, but she does not explicitly connect
the Devil with this ideology, although this connection is implied by the idea of him as an ‘arch-
angel of legitimate rebellion’ and the patron of the poor and oppressed. Sand’s Satan has been
pardoned by God and promises to bring freedom side by side with Christ, and hence does not
break completely with the approach that was typical of the French Romantics. We can note here
that Sand, an extremely prolific and successful female author as well as an exceedingly public
figure, led a highly unconventional life. She used a male pseudonym, wore trousers, smoked,
and took numerous lovers. In spite of an extensive disregard for gendered conventions, however,
she declared her hostility towards feminism.”> The combination of a measure of Satanism and
awoman with a transgressive lifestyle is nonetheless potentially important in the context of the
present study. Sand may have functioned as a role model for others who later amalgamated ideas
about free love, freedom for women, and Satanism.

Sandss self-reliant and enterprising heroine Consuelo, though almost parodically idealized
in her virtuousness, also shares some of the author’s nonconformist urges, as she has trouble
choosing between love and living for art (she has a fantastic singing voice). Interestingly, this
independent and artistic young woman with warm feelings for Satan is herself repeatedly lik-
ened to the Devil in the novel. When she has performed an aria from Galuppi’s 1755 opera
La Diavolessa, her teacher is so impressed that he exclaims ‘It is you who are Satan himself!’?
When she has later helped him with a musical composition he is working on, he says “You are
the Devil! Talways thought you were the Devil?” She answers: ‘A kindly Devil, believe me, mas-
ter.”* When she spurns the advances of a wicked baron, he asks himself ‘what manner of she-
devil is this?’”> A self-assertive woman turning a man down hence becomes a ‘diablesse] and a
woman with sufficient musical talent to assist her teacher in composing music is also diabolical.

Celebrations of Satan in the role of God’s adversary did not really reach prominence in
France until Charles Baudelaire wrote his Les Fleurs du mal (‘The Flowers of Evil, 1857). Satan
haunts several of the poems in this book, but the most explicitly Satanic is ‘Les Litanies de Satan’
(‘Litany to Satan’), where the Devil is portrayed—in a partly ironic manner—as a saviour, espe-
cially for the downtrodden and despised. However, the poet’s own commitment to social justice
was fleeting and fickle at best. During the 1848 revolution, he was swept along and even briefly
mounted the barricades brandishing a revolver, but he was not politically active in any lasting
way.”® Where English Romantics occasionally whitewashed Lucifer and made him entirely a
righteous rebel, Baudelaire’s portrayal is at all times more complex, representing a transitional
stage between politicized Romantic Satanism and a later Decadent variety. The Decadents could
(often half-jokingly) revere Satan as evil, the patron of cruelty and unspeakable carnal sins (a ten-
dency we will consider more closely in chapter 7), instead of elevating him to the lofty heights
of a noble cosmic and political liberator.”” In Baudelaire’s poems he is, in a sense, both. I shall
shortly return to the question of possible political authorial intent with Les Fleurs du mal.

2 Holmes 1996, p. xvi.

%% Sand 1979, p. 62: ‘Cest toi qui es le diable en personne!’

4 1bid., p. 471: “Tu es le diable! J’ai toujours pensé que tu étais le diable!, ‘Un bon diable, croyez-moi, maitre.

% Ibid., p. ss1: ‘Quelle diablesse est-ce 1a?’

% Nonetheless, he was very active during the short period when he was engaged in left-wing struggle. See Hyslop
1976, Pp. 273-274.

7 Of course, this is something of a caricature of Romantic and Decadent Satanism, which are both multi-layered

and self-contradictory, but I believe it holds some truth as a general description all the same. Ruben van
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The renowned French historian, republican, and social agitator Jules Michelet (1798~
1874) can be placed in the same tradition as George Sand, where Satanism is a symbol of
revolt against oppression. His book La Sorciére (“The Witch) 1862) presents the theory that
those who were accused of witchcraft in medieval times truly did practice Satanism, and
that it was an expression of righteous class hatred on the part of feudal society’s underpriv-
ileged. Since the nobility had God and the Church on their side, the desperate medieval
peasantry had to turn to God’s great adversary, Satan. This Satan is no evil figure to Michelet,
but rather an embodiment of science, reason, and all that is natural. In this work especially,
Michelet was more of a Romantic than a scholar. Hence, La Sorciére contains a greater
amount of colourful Gothic vignettes and passages approximating prose poems, than his-
torical research grounded in archival sources (this influential text will be discussed in greater
detail in chapter 6).

La Sorciére was based on academic lectures held by the author. One of the young students
attending Michelet’s classes in the late 1830s and carly 1840s was Pierre-Joseph Proudhon
(1809-1865), who would become one of anarchism’s most important thinkers.”® Since
Michelet was a teacher who expressly sought to imprint his own ideas on the minds of his
students, it is possible that this charismatic lecturer made Proudhon incorporate a sprinkling
of Satanism when he started to write his anarchist works. The two also associated privately
later, although the teacher was sceptical of some of his former student’s ideas, like the famous
(and often misunderstood) maxim ‘property is theft’” He was perhaps less hesitant towards
exclamations in the book De /a justice dans la révolution et dans 'église (‘Concerning Justice
in the Revolution and in the Church), 1858) like the following, where Proudhon addresses a
hater of freedom:

Liberty, symbolized by the story of the temptation, is your Antichrist; liberty, for
you, is the Devil. Come, Satan, come, the one slandered by priests and kings, so that
I may embrace you, so that I may hold you to my chest! Long have I known you, and
you know me too. Your works, oh beloved of my heart, are not always beautiful nor
good; but only they bestow meaning upon the universe and prevent it from being

absurd. ... Hope yet, outcast! I have at your service but a pen: but it equals millions of
ballots.!®

Luijk has also underscored Baudelaire’s function as a transitory figure between two different types of literary
Satanism. Lujik 2013, p. 174.

% Vincent 1984, p. 53. Proudhon took Michelet’s class on French fourteenth- and fifteenth-century history, where
the latter would have been likely to present his theories concerning witches as fighters against class oppression.

%% T have proposed this influence earlier, in Faxneld 2006a, p. 91. As we will see in chapter 6, Michelet’s break with
Christianity took place only in 1843, but he had begun to think of Satan as connected with Promethean ideals
of liberty already in 182s.

19 Proudhon 1932, pp. 433-434: ‘La libert¢, symbolisée dans Ihistoire de la tentation, est votre anté-christ; la
liberté, pour vous, cest le diable. Viens, Satan, viens, le calomnié des prétres et des rois, que je tembrasse, que
je te serre sur ma poitrine! Il y a longtemps que je te connais, et tu me connais aussi. Tes ceuvres, 6 le béni de
mon ceeur, ne sont pas toujours belles ni bonnes; mais clles scules donnent un sens a univers et lempéchent
d’étre absurde. ... Espére encore, proscrit! Je n’ai 4 ton service quune plume: mais clle vaut des millions de bul-
letins.” T here take ‘bulletins’ to refer to the ballots used in voting, but there are other possible translations of
the word in this context. It could, among other things, also mean bulletin in the sense of a paper publication.
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Other things Proudhon writes in this chapter make it clear that he is first and foremost prais-
ing Satan in order to attack the conservative forces that regard freedom as Satanic. This, how-
ever, was not the first time Proudhon had sung Satan’s praise. In the first volume of Systéme
des contradictions économiques (“The System of Economic Contradictions, 1846) he wrote
of ‘[t]he spirit of analysis, the indefatigable Satan who questions and contradicts without
ceasc’ ! In Idée générale de la révolution an XIXe siécle (“The General Idea of Revolution
during the Nineteenth Century), 18s1) he exclaims: ‘Stand by me, Lucifer, Satan, whoever
you are, demon who in the faith of my fathers opposed God and the Church! I will carry
your word, and I ask for nothing!®® All the same, we must not misconstrue Proudhon’s
occasional outbursts of sympathy for the Devil. As a whole, his writings are more anticlerical
than anti-Christian, and he never ceased to praise the virtues of early Christianity.!® In fact,
the idea of property being theft arose from his attempts to correct existing translations of
the Bible. Even if he was always critical towards the church, he was during periods of his life
a practising Catholic and an avid reader of the Bible, who even studied Hebrew in order to
better understand the Holy Writ. According to him, the gospels proscribed inequality, but
the church had strayed from this original position.!%¢

It is possible that Proudhon may have influenced Baudelaire’s Satanism, as the poet was
enthusiastic about the anarchist’s works and also met with him several times from 1848
onwards. A political subtext to poems like ‘Les Litanies de Satan’ is therefore conceivable.!®
Proudhon met not only with struggling poets but also with several important socialists.
Among them was the Russian revolutionary Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876), who to some
extent let himself be inspired by the French anarchist. Ultimately, however, he rejected
Proudhon’s peaceful and theoretical teaching in favour of a more violent anarchism of his
own devising. For a while, Bakunin was a leading name in international revolutionary social-
ism, but unlike his main competitor Marx he was never a great system builder. Instead, his
fame rested primarily on his celebrated deeds as a practical revolutionary. According to
Bakunin, revolt is an inherited instinct in all men rather than something that needs to be
arrived at through complicated reasoning. This view of rebellion as a basic human urge was
presented in a Satanist framework in his most famous text, Dieu et [¢tat (‘God and State’),
which was written in 1871 as part of a planned larger work and published in 1882, six years
after the author’s death. Since the book was composed in French, I here discuss it in the sec-
tion on French literary and socialist Satanism, even if Bakunin was Russian by birth and a
cosmopolitan figure throughout most of his life.

Dien et [¢tat is a frontal assault on Christianity. Bakunin describes the Bible as ‘a very
interesting and here and there very profound book’, but holds God up as ‘the most jealous,
the most vain, the most ferocious, the most unjust, the most bloodthirsty, the most despotic,
and the most hostile to human dignity and liberty’!% According to Bakunin, God forbade

!9 Proudhon, n.d., p. 7: ‘Lesprit d’analyse, Satan infatigable qui interroge et contredit sans cesse’.

192 Proudhon 1923, p. 307: ‘A moi, Lucifer, Satan, qui que tu sois, démon que la foi de mes peres opposa & Dieu et
alEglise! Je porterai ta parole, et je ne te demande rien.

195 On this positive view of early Christianity, sce Vincent 1984, p. 6s.

104 Hyams 1979, pp. 12, 28; Vincent 1984, pp. 72-73.

19 On this, see Faxneld 20064, p. 96; Clark 1973, p. 164; Rubin 1980, pp. 5153, 148-149; Hyslop 1976; Burton
1991, pp. 198199, 259.

1% Bakunin 1970, p. 10. I quote from the 1970 English translation.
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Adam and Eve from eating from the fruit on the tree of knowledge because he sought to
ensure that ‘man, destitute of all understanding of himself, should remain an eternal beast,
ever on all-fours before the eternal God’!”” In the anarchist’s Satanist counter-reading,
Lucifer now hurries to our rescue:

But here steps in Satan, the eternal rebel, the first freethinker and the emancipator of
worlds. He makes man ashamed of his bestial ignorance and obedience; he emanci-
pates him, stamps upon his brow the seal of liberty and humanity, in urging him to
disobey and eat of the fruit of knowledge.'*®

Bakunin asserts that ‘God admitted that Satan was right; he recognized that the devil did
not deceive Adam and Eve in promising them knowledge and liberty as a reward for the act
of disobedience which he had induced them to commit’'” Hence, mankind’s development
starts with rebellion, which leads to freedom of thought. The inspirer of this is Satan, who to
Bakunin symbolizes revolt and reason. That Bakunin chooses to utilize a mythological figure
in such a manner is slightly strange, considering his uncompromising atheism. In the same
text, he himself later warns the reader that we are always at risk of ‘sooner or later’ relapsing
back ‘into the abyss of religious absurdity’''® In Bakunin’s view, belief in God is one of the
most threatening obstacles that stand in the way of humanity’s liberation, for the simple rea-
son that when we are ‘[s]laves of God, men must also be slaves of Church and State, in so far
as the State is consecrated by the Church’!!! Hereby Bakunin even claims he can disprove
the existence of God: ‘If God is, man is a slave; now, man can and must be free; then, God
does not exist. 2

Even so, the figure of Satan is apparently irresistible to use. The reasons for this are dif-
ficult to be sure of. Bakunin may have been so deeply rooted in a Christian cultural tradition
that (a purely symbolical) Satan simply seemed the logical antipole of God and the Church.
Perhaps he wanted to provoke his readers, or he may have considered a Satanist counter-
reading of the Bible to be an effective means to destabilize the truth claims and status of the
Holy Writ. Satan could also function as a rhetorically effective tool that gives some colour to
the exposition of abstract political ideas.

‘DYNAMITE AND DAGGER AND REIGN OF TERROR’:
SATANIC SOCIAL DEMOCRACY IN SWEDEN

Slightly later, the red Devil reared his head in the periphery of Europe as well. In late
nineteenth-century Sweden, use of Satan as a heroic political figure became remarkably
widespread among Social Democrats. This may serve as a minor case study of how prominent

17 Ibid.
18 Thid.
19 bid., p. 12.
10 Ibid., p. 23.
M Ibid., p. 24.
12 Ibid., p. 25.
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Satan the liberator could be in some types of subversive discourse, and I believe it likely
that something similar could be found in other national contexts if one were to examine the
archives of their local worker’s movements (as the two American examples at the end of the
chapter hints)."® The prevalence of this type of Lucifer in Sweden was probably due to the
popularity of English Romanticism with some of the country’s more intellectually inclined
socialists. I have found no direct references to Proudhon or Bakunin in the Swedish political
celebrations of Satan, but that does, of course, not rule out that such an influence could also
have been at work in some instances. As for locally produced esoteric or literary Satanism,
there was very little of cither in Sweden or Scandinavia at the time, so the motif did not have
an indigenous background of that type.!*

Lucifer as a specific aspect of Satan that is primarily a symbol of liberation seems to have
been a well-established idea in Sweden around the turn of the century. It was not, however,
Lucifer as a figure completely separated from the Devil that gained this signification.'”® Both
remain aspects of one and the same figure. An example of this view is when the influential
social reformer and feminist Ellen Key (1849-1926) writes in 1905 about superficial love in
persons, something that according to her entails that ‘it is only the Devil, the world and their
own flesh they love, a Devil that does nor have the features of Lucifer, not even of Mephisto,
but only of Beelzebub, the buzzing lord of nothingness’'¢ As can be seen, the atheist Key
talks about Lucifer as a positive symbol in a manner implying that this is a commonly
held view of him, yet still considers him an aspect of Satan. In accordance with traditional
Christian usage, socialists occasionally employ the names Lucifer and Satan interchangeably,
as will be shown.

In order to understand the use of Satan by Swedish Social Democrats, we must keep in
mind that during the nineteenth century this was a threatening and radical movement—
still far from the complacent hegemonic position it enjoyed during the post—World War II
period. It appears highly unlikely that any of today’s Social Democrats would use the Devil
as a symbol of their own ideals, but this was precisely what their more militant predecessors
did. The choice of name for their magazine Lucifer, that started publication in 1891, signals
this. Even if it is claimed in the first issue’s editorial that the word Lucifer is here simply used
in its purely etymological meaning (‘light bringer’), there is no reason to doubt that the name
was chosen in full awareness of its sinister connotations in the Christian tradition and was

'3 Most of the material quoted below can be found in Arbetarrorelsens arkiv (“The workers’ movement archive’)
in Stockholm. For practical reasons, I have not been able to conduct archival research in comparable collec-
tions elsewhere, but would like to note this as a desideratum for the future.

4 For a rare example of Scandinavian esoteric Satanism from roughly the same time period, see the discus-
sion in Faxneld 2011c and Faxneld 20132 concerning Dane Ben Kadosh’s (Carl William Hansen, 1872-1936)
Luciferian pamphlet, published in 1906. An author that has sometimes been labelled a literary Satanist (even
by himself) is August Strindberg (1849-1912), but this is a complicated case, and it is doubtful whether he
really presents a positive image of the Devil in the texts in question. On this, see Faxneld 2006a, pp. 134-140.

15 As when the Bible occasionally (e.g. Rev. 22:16) designates Christ ‘the Morning Star’, the heavenly body also
mentioned in Isaiah 14:2 and there translated as ‘Lucifer’ in the Vulgate (this passage in Isaiah came to be
seen by many theologians, among them Origen, as referring to Satan, which is the reason Lucifer became an
alternative name for him).

16 Key 1905, p. 232: ‘det dr endast djifvulen, virlden och sitt eget koee de ilska, en djifvul, som ej har ett dragav
Lucifer, ¢j ens av Mefisto utan endast av Belzebub, de surrande intigheternas hirskare’ My italics.
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FIGURE 3.2 Cover of Lucifer, a “worker’s calendar” for 1894, published Christmas 1893.

intended as a provocation against the Church and the conservative bourgeoisie (figure 3.2).
The magazine had also been preceded by two more amateurish Social Democratic publica-
tions with the same name, that were both only published in one issue—Christmas 1893 and
April 1887 respectively—and which featured very explicit Satanism.

The history of the Social Democratic movement in Sweden begins around 1881, when
August Palm (1849-1922) published his pamphlet Hvad hvilja socialdemokraterna (“What
Do the Social Democrats Want?’), but it was not constituted as a proper political party until
1889. During the loosely organized 1880s, the movement was home to socialists of many
types. Before the end of the decade, however, the minority of revolutionary socialists, often
labelled (more or less correctly) anarchists, had become so vocal and difficult to handle for
the moderate reformists that they had to clearly separate themselves from such extremists.
This was done at the party’s constituting congress in Norrkoping in 1889, although the party
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programme still left the door open for violent methods in the class struggle under extreme
circumstances.'” Hinke Bergegren (1861-1936), a top representative of the radical wing at
the congress, is supposed to have advocated political assassinations to scare the ruling classes,
suggesting the usefulness of ‘dynamite and dagger and reign of terror’ according to one news-
paper report.'® It was mainly the adherents of measures of this type that were drawn to the
Lucifer figure.

During the 1890s, this phalanx formed numerous youth clubs and other small pol-
itical organizations, still using the name Social Democrats. The programme of the Social
Democratic party had declared religion to be a private matter, but the radicals were deter-
mined to stamp out Christianity, or, at the very least, to completely break the influence of
the conservative priesthood.!” After the 1889 purge, mainstream Social Democrat political
writing tended to become more and more focused on naturalistic depictions of the difficult
everyday circumstances for workers and less interested in bloody imagery of impending revo-
lution or mythical allegories. There are, however, many exceptions to this tendency, and we
encounter Satan as the scourge of capitalism even in the mainstream material at fairly late
dates. Anticlerical or anti-Christian sentiments are also easy to find throughout, and in the
complete 1902 version of the Swedish translation of Eugene Pottier’s song ‘L'Internationale)
which was very popular with all types of Swedish socialists, the third verse proclaims: “We do
not greet the saviour up high, / Not gods, [nor] princes stand us by’'* There is admittedly
quite a distance between professing atheism and (symbolically) celebrating Satan, but the lat-
ter can simply be seen as a particularly radical strategy for attacking Christianity. In the next
chapter, we will look at the Theosophical journal named Lucifer (published between 1887
and 1897), and the use of this figure in general by Blavatsky and other Theosophists. This is
an unlikely influence on Swedish socialists, however, since they had issued their first publica-
tion under this title already in 1886. A more plausible source of inspiration could have been
Lucifer the Light-bearer, an individualist-anarchist weekly newspaper based in Kansas (later
in Chicago), starting in 1883 (more on this periodical at the end of this chapter). Swedish
socialists had connections to their counterparts in the United States and could very well have
been aware of it.

Let us now consider some explicit examples of Swedish socialist Satanism. In the two
early Lucifer issues published in Sweden, the theme of Satan as a liberator is expressed in a
series of poems and polemical texts by Atterdag Wermelin (1861-1904), the Lord Byron-
worshipping son of a priest in the Church of Sweden. Unlike most poets of the worker’s
movement, Wermelin was well-educated and had studied at Uppsala University. He played
something of a key part in early Swedish socialism and was the one who introduced the eco-
nomic theories of Marxism in Sweden. Eventually he became marginalized, and from time to
time he was even homeless. After immigrating to the United States in 1887, and finding life

there just as difficult as back home, Wermelin took his own life.'*!

"7 Uhlén 1964, pp. 48-49, 53-55.

118 Ibid., p. s5. Whether Bergegren actually phrased it exactly like this has been strongly questioned, and it may be
an example of journalistic creativity more than anything else.

19 Ibid., pp. 56-57.

12 Quoted in ibid., p. 96: Thojden raddarn vi ej hilsa, / ¢j gudar, furstar sti oss bi’

"2 Ibid., pp. 28—32. Wermelin was co-editor of the 1886 and 1887 Lucifer publications.
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In the premier issue of Lucifer (1886), Wermelin proclaimed the “Ten Commandments
of Lucifer’. The tenth commandment lays down that “Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’s
wife, unless she covets only you, but his ox and ass and all the capital that belongs to him thou
shalt take from him and make the property of thine brothers’!** As can be seen, Wermelin’s
socialist Satanist commandments largely invert the Christian ones, and the first of them in
his version states: “Thou shalt have no other gods before me, the Lightbringer”'** This type of
parody or inversion of passages from the Bible was a common feature in anticlerical or atheist
writings during this period. A typical non-Satanic Swedish example can be found in Ellen
Key’s Lifslinjer II (‘Lifelines IT} 190s), where she provocatively treats the reader to a topsy-
turvy version of the Beatitudes, for instance, stating, ‘Blessed are the battling, for through
them shall the meek finally be able to live on earth.'?¢

In the second Lucifer issue, Wermelin published a distinctly Byronic poem describing how
the light bringer lies bound to a rock and is being pecked by a vulture, but yet cries out ‘In
Satan’s guise, in Prometheus’ guise / I remained the same—indomitable’'” Such Satanism
appears in the more elaborate later Lucifer publications as well. The 1891 issue opens with
the poem ‘Lucifer’ by the signature ‘Spartacus’ (Carl Natanael Carleson, 1865-1929), where
it is very clear the entity being hailed is no mere ‘light bringer’ in a general sense, but indeed
Satan himself:

There is a creature, who goes around
And causes only uproar and unpleasantness.
Formerly he is supposed to have floated freely in heavenly ether

And been on equal terms with divine beings.'?

This troublemaker is a hero for socialists, ‘Spartacus’ proclaims, and ‘bring[s] light to thralls
and ruin to tormentors.'” When Axel Uhlén, in his extensive study of Swedish socialist
poetry, writes of ‘revolutionsromantik’ he is referring specifically to a rosy view of primarily
the French Revolution of 1789 (from whence many Swedish socialists borrowed their zomss
de plume).**® This term would also be an appropriate label for the special brand of revolu-
tionary socialism propounded by those with sympathies for the Devil: a strain of political
poetics strongly coloured by Romanticism, especially its English branch, but in some cases
probably also by German texts like the previously mentioned ‘Prometheus’ by Goethe, and
Schiller’s Die Riuber.

122 Wermelin 1886, p. 2: ‘Du skall icke begira din nistas hustru, si framt hon ¢j begirer dig ensam, men hans oxe
och &sna samt allt kapital honom tillhérer skall du taga ifrdn honom och géra till dina bréders egendom.

12 Ibid., p. 2: ‘Du skall inga andra gudar hava fér mig, Ljusbringaren.

124 Key 1905, p. 57: “Saliga dro de stridbara, ty genom dem skola de sakemodiga slutligen kunna lefva pa Jorden’

12 Wermelin 1887, p. 1: ‘I Satans gestalt, i Prometeus’ gestalt / Forblef jag densamme—okuflig’

126 ‘Spartacus’ 1891, p. 2: ‘Det finns en varelse, som gar omkring / Och stiller till blott brak och ledsamheter. /
Forr lir han ha svifvat fritt i himmelsk ether / Och varit du och bror med herligheter’. The poem has a com-
ical tone in the original Swedish, which is difficult to convey in English. Spartacus is identified as Carleson on
p. 68 in the same issue, where we can also learn that he too, like Wermelin, had studied at Uppsala University.

127 1bid., p. 3: ‘bringa trilar ljus och plagarne forderf’.

128 Uhlén 1964, p. 48.
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A multitude of examples of socialist Satanism of this sort, which I have treated in more
detail elsewhere, can be found in various Swedish socialist publications, all the way up until
atleast 1907.'” When the Social Democrats started to seriously aim for a place in parliament,
and for this reason expurgated the more extreme tendencies within their ranks, Satan was
soon bundled off to the rubbish heap of unsuitable rhetoric. In fact, for the most part the fig-
ure met the same fate in other phalanxes of Swedish socialism as well. Early Swedish socialists
were fond of using allegory and evoking a mysterious, visionary atmosphere, and gave centre
stage to mythology, gods, and abstract symbols. As already discussed, a more naturalist and
social realist approach instead gained ground over time, albeit still with numerous exceptions
challenging its hegemony.

Ardent celebrations of Satan as the spirit of progress are frequent especially in several issues
of the socialist youth association’s magazine Brand (‘Fire’). In the seventh issue of 1907, the
signature ‘n’ contributed ‘Hymn to Satan’, a composition showing obvious similarities to the
poem of the same title (‘Inno a Satana, written in 1863, published 1865) by Nobel Laureate
Giosu¢ Carducci—in fact, so overt that it is perhaps more of a free interpretation (or, less
generously put, pure plagiarism) of Carducci’s work, which was translated into Swedish by
Aline Pipping in 1894."3° Focusing on Genesis 3 once more, like, for example, Bakunin, n’

blasphemously exclaims:

Hail thee, Satan,

who could entice

first woman

to pluck

the fruit of knowledge!

What was there before

the light of knowledge entered the world?™!

The writer ‘n’ goes on:

But You Great

Holy Satan

Lover of man

Hater of God

more clever was than
old God

who posited

the commandments filled with thanks.'??

12 For a more thorough analysis of Swedish socialist Satanism, see Faxneld 2006b and Faxneld 2013d.

130 Carducci 1894. On Carducci’s poem, see Faxneld 2006a, pp. 98-100.

B3“n’ 1907, p. 5t ‘Hell dig Satan, / som kunde locka / forsta kvinnan /till att plocka / kunskapens fruke! / Vad
fanns vil innan / vetandets ljus i virlden kom?’

132 Ibid.: ‘Men Du Store / Helige Satan, / Minskoalskarn, / Gudahatarn, / slugare var &n / ldrige guden / som
stillde upp / de tackfyllda buden’
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This theme of Satan as a god of reason and intellectual enlightenment, standing in
opposition to God the enslaver, is also implicitly present in Erik Lindorm’s sarcastic poem
‘Paradiset’ (‘Paradise’), in his collection of socialist verse Bubblor frin botten (‘Bubbles from
the Bottom’, 1908), whose ending words are: “We should have been obedient, my missus /
Thus yet in Paradise / Like before we would wander, blissful and stupid.'** Another pro-
Satanic counter-reading of Genesis 3 is on display in Brand issue nine (1905), where an
excerpt from a longer text by Uppsala University literature professor Henrik Schiick dem-
onstrates that the serpent spoke the truth when he told Eve that, contrary to God’s threats,
she would not die if she ate the forbidden fruit. God is thus a liar and the serpent a truthful
helper. According to Schiick, God feared that humans would become his equals, and this was
the real reason for his admonitions concerning the fruit.!*

To contemporaries, verses like the ones quoted here, which represent only a sampling of
a larger Swedish material, would not have had the quaint and amusing qualities we may per-
ceive in them today. Anarchists were genuinely dreaded in Sweden at the time of their pub-
lication, as several bloody terrorist deeds were perpetuated during these years. In July 1908,
for example, a bomb attached to the hull of a ship in Malmé harbour housing English strike
breakers was detonated, killing one person and injuring many. In 1909, the commander of
the Swedish coastal artillery was shot dead by an anarchist (carrying an issue of Brand in his
pocket!) in a Stockholm park, the intended target actually being Tsar Nicholas II who was
visiting Sweden.'* The anarchists wanted people to fear them, and Satanism would naturally
have seemed a useful additional tool to accomplish this.

‘SATAN ON THE SIDE OF FREEDOM: REBEL ANGELS,
ANARCHO-FEMINISM, AND HENRY M. TICHENOR

A sort of final word on European Satanic socialism was said in March 1914, a few months
before World War I, when Anatole France published his satirical novel La Révolte des anges
(“The Revolt of the Angels’). Selling 60,000 copies in only six weeks, it was a huge success and
would also be the author’s last major work.*¢ The action takes place in belle époque France,
where an angel named Arcade starts to organize a new rebellion against God, and recruits
other disgruntled angels that have adopted ideas from human anarchists and radicals. The
author himself, we can note, was a self-professed socialist, but of a somewhat unconventional
variety that never gained him much appreciation from left-wing parties and organizations in
his country. His reputation in literary circles was, however, excellent. He had been a member
of the French Academy since 1896 and received the Nobel Prize in 1921.'%

Overall, France’s final novel is a rollicking comedy with Gnostic overtones (God is even
referred to as Jaldabaoth, a Gnostic name for the demiurge), but chapters 18 to 21 are slightly

13 Lindorm 1908, p. 15: “Vi skulle varit lydiga, min gumma / s skulle &nnu uti paradiset / som forr vi vandra,
saliga och dumma’ The poem was previously published in Brand 8, see Lindorm 1907, p. 6.

13 Schiick 1905, p. 11.

13 Uhlén 1964, p. 290.

13 Gilman 1995, p. 135.

137 Chevalier 1932, pp. 24, 186; Bresky 1969, pp. 232—-235.
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different and represent a more serious, grand and poetic literary Satanism, where the whole
history of humanity is incorporated in a Satanic metaplot explaining that most of our great-
est accomplishments—science, art, and even the Enlightenment—have been achieved with
the help of kindly devils, who have acted as cultural heroes. These entities have also con-
sistently struggled against all types of oppression of the human spirit. In stark contrast to
the compassionate fallen angels, Heaven is painted as a sort of military dictatorship, where
everything circles around army hierarchy and martial exercises.'*® France here obviously cri-
tiques the militarization of his country that was taking place when he wrote and juxtaposes
this to a utopian vision of a non-hierarchical ancient Greece where the fallen angels inter-
acted with mankind under the guise of the Greek gods.

Thus far, the novel encapsulates many of the ideas typical of nineteenth-century literary and
political Satanism, but then France adds a twist distinctly his own. At the end of the tale, the
would-be rebel angels seck out Satan—who spends his days in a beautiful garden by the river
Ganges, sprawled on comfortable black cushions embroidered with golden flames—to per-
suade him to once more lead a mutiny. After some deliberation, Satan however advises against
physical revolution, explaining that it is ‘within us and only within us that we must attack and
destroy Ialdabaoth’!*® France, through his Satan, suggests a gentle epicureanism and cultiva-
tion of the valuable things in life as a better option than war, collectivist struggle, and attempts
to dominate others. A triumphant Lucifer who took over Heaven would only become a new
tyrant. The Gnostic and revolutionary tendencies in the novel are thus mitigated by the fact
that the alternative to God the demiurge is not an otherworldly spiritual saviour, or a leader
of bloody revolts, but a sensual this-worldly Satan who advises introspection and non-action
along with gratification and enjoyment here and now. Of course, Anatole France’s idealistic
vision of refraining from battle turned out to be far from prophetical, and four months after
La Révolte des anges appeared Europe was drawn into a massive and brutal conflict. Very few
authors would praise the Devil after World War I, and Lucifer-friendly artistic movements like
Symbolism and Decadence disappeared, their fanciful reveries largely extirpated by the war’s
harsh realities of nerve gas, machine guns, and corpse-filled trenches. Socialist Satanism more
or less vanished after the war as well, at least in Western Europe.140

But what of the country that would later appoint itself the worldwide scourge of social-
ism, the United States? First, there was the individualist anarchist and sex radical newspa-
per Lucifer the Light-bearer mentioned earlier.'! It first appeared in August 1883, when Zhe
Kansas Liberal adopted this name in order to make clear that it was a national rather than
a local periodical (in 1896, it moved to Chicago). As in the case of the Swedish socialists,
a desire to provoke was assuredly a factor in the choice of name and a certain connection
to the biblical figure, rather than just the etymological significance of the word Lucifer,
was fully acknowledged. The editor, agnostic schoolteacher Moses Harman (1830-1910),
explained that

138 France 1914, p. 293.

139 Ibid., p. 411: ‘en nous et en nous seuls qu'il faut attaquer et détruire Ialdabaoth’

140 The situation was somewhat different in the Soviet Union. On this, see Boss 1991, pp. 135-137, 140-152, 235.

14! This type of individualist anarchism, though taking cues from, for example, Proudhon and Bakunin, was of a
libertarian variety, which on certain points even overlapped with conservative ideas concerning the sanctity

of private property (Sears 1977, pp. 58—59). Sex radicals can be defined as the nineteenth-century individuals
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[W]e do not adopt the reputed character of any man, god, demigod or demon, as our
model, yet there is one phase of the character of their Lucifer that is also appropriate to
our paper, viz: that of an Educator. The god of the Bible had doomed mankind to per-
petual ignorance—they would never have known Good from Evil if Lucifer had not
told them how to become wise as the gods themselves. Hence, according to theology,

Lucifer was the first teacher of science.'®

It is telling that Benjamin Tucker’s English translation of Bakunin’s Diex ez [état was adver-
tised in Lucifer, and it does not seem far-fetched to imagine that the Russian Apostle of
Anarchy’s (as the advert calls him) protest exegesis of Genesis 3 played a part when the
choice of a new name was made.'*® From being a liberal periodical of more general dissident,
reformist, and alternative orientation, Lucifer now increasingly started to propagate indi-
vidualist anarchist and feminist ideas. “We would have every man and every woman to be the
proprietor of himself or herself!, Harman proclaimed.'** When it came to the subjugation
of woman, Christianity was singled out along with the state as a key institution support-
ing it. In Harman’s view, the Christian ideal of wifely obedience, and marriage as such, was
incompatible with woman’s right to govern herself.'> These thoughts were also reflected in
the treatment of less abstract matters, and Lucifer became infamous—but also highly appre-
ciated by some—for its frank discussions of topics like marital rape. Since Harman refused
to censor the debates he published, he ended up being sentenced to prison several times
for spreading obscene material.'*® During one of his prison terms, in 1891-92, Lucifer was
edited by Lois Nichols Waisbrooker (1826-1909), who was retrospectively characterized in
the 19205 as ‘the strongest personality among American feminists’'” Another interim edi-
tor, for six months in 1893, was Lillie D. White, who pushed the women’s rights questions
even more fervently. For example, in her controversial (even among the radical readership of
Lucifer) article ‘Housekeeping), she laid down that ‘woman’s work, her place, and sphere so
entirely separated from man’s special fields of action is a mumbo jumbo that has been revered
too long and must be dethroned’*® Even during the periods when Harman acted as editor,

who ‘challenged customary beliefs about sexual relationships, the institution of marriage, and women’s lack
of economic, legal, and social rights’ (Passet 2003, p. 2). The emphasis on dissidence in matters pertaining to
sexuality (first and foremost when it came to the right of wives to decide for themselves in such matters, rather
than be coerced by husbands) and a pronounced scepticism towards the institution of marriage are perhaps
the primary features distinguishing sex radicalism from the broader term femzinism.

' Quoted in Sears 1977, p. ss.

143 Advertisement, for example, in the May 1, 1885, issue of Lucifer (pp. 3, 4). Dieu et [¢tat had been published
in English in 1883, but I have not been able to ascertain in what month. As already mentioned, The Kansas
Liberal changed its name in August 1883. Even if the English translation was not published before the name
change, Harman may have read the French original or seen the translation earlier, as he was on good terms
with Tucker (on Tucker’s enthusiasm for Harman’s project, see Sears 1977, pp. 63-64).

' Quoted in Sears 1977, p. 62.

15 Tbid., p. 131. His anti-Christian views made Harman adopt an alternative calendar, with the year 1600, when
Giordano Bruno was executed for heresy, as its starting point. The first issue of Lucifer was thus dated E.M.
(‘Era of Man’) 283 (Passet 2003, p. 46).

146 Sears 1977, pp. 74—76. On the discussions of marital rape in Lucifer, see also Passet 2003, pp. 143-146.

17 Sears 1977, pp. 229—231. Quote on p. 231.

' Ibid., pp. 148, 246. Quote on p. 246.
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women’s rights were always high on the agenda. An editorial piece on the final page of the
July 2, 1898, issue states that ‘Lucifer’s specialty [sic] is freedom of women from sex slavery,
which meant the sexual oppression and exploitation of women within the bounds of mar-
riage.'” In the April 7, 1897, issue an article titled “The Gospel of Discontent’ proclaims:

[T]here is one field of agitation, one department of reformatory endeavor in which
Lucifer stands and works almost alone, and that is the reform that demands the Freedom
of Woman from SEX SLAVERY. ... there is a reform more important than all other
reforms, viz: the reform that would strike the shackles from the bodies and minds of the
mothers of men. Lucifer recognizes that while men are enslaved governmentally, econom-
ically and financially, women are enslaved not only in all these regards but also in their
sex-natures, in their reproductive powers and functions; that while man is a slave woman
is the slave of a slave ... . Lucifer recognizes that until woman’s freedom on these lines is
achieved all other freedoms will avail but little, or rather that all other human freedoms
will fail of accomplishment. ... Lucifer’s work is mainly to preach the gospel of discontent
to women, to the mothers and prospective mothers of the human race. As yet the great
masses of women are not awake to the fact that they are slaves—not conscious of their own
degradation as individual human beings.'

Numerous conservative newspapers fulminated against this ‘Satan paper, and its staff was, for
instance, described as the ‘disciples of Beelzebub’ by the Chicago Daily Times.'> Many feminists
appreciated Harman for his contributions to their cause. 7he Woman's Tribune wrote: ‘He has
devoted himself to securing personal freedom for woman, and is striking many hard blows to
accomplish this end.">* A letter to the Lucifer staft from a female reader, published on August
28,1891, praised the periodical as ‘the mouthpiece, almost the only mouthpiece in the world, of
every poor, suffering, defrauded, subjugated woman’'>* It should be noted, however, that the no-
government ideals of the anarchists behind Lucifer made their stance on the question of woman
suffrage somewhat ambiguous. While fully supportive of women’s rights, they argued that vot-
ing in itself meant affirming state control of the individual.">* Many of the women contribut-
ing to the debates in Lucifer agreed that suffrage was not really the central issue, and that other
aspects of the feminist struggle should be given precedence. As Joanne E. Passet describes, they
felt that suffrage would ‘address only symptoms and never would truly alleviate the injustices so
prevalent in their daily lives’'®

In 1907 it was decided to change the name of Lucifer to The American Journal of
Eugenics, and to make eugenic issues (which had been part of the sex radical discourse for
a long time) more or less its sole concern.”>® Thus ended this particular entwining of the

9 Lucifer, July 2, 1898, p. 8.

150 [Anonymous], Lucifer, April 7, 1897, pp. 4—s. The article also contains utopian cugenic arguments, which are
bound up with the feminist rhetoric.

151 Sears 1977, p. 100.

12 Quoted in ibid., p. 115.

13 Quoted in ibid., p. 269.

154 1bid., pp. 119, 134.

155 Passet 2003, p. 150.

156 Sears 1977, p. 267.
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figure of Lucifer and feminist causes. The fact that a periodical named Lucifer was a prom-
inent organ of feminism for twenty-five years undoubtedly spread the notion of a connec-
tion between use of pro-Satan symbolism and the struggle for women’s rights across the
country and even abroad. In 1887, Lucifer distributed two thousand copies of each issue.
By 1897 it reached readers in at least thirty-seven American states and at a minimum eight
other countries.!”

More overtly Satanic, and more strongly linked to European currents of pro-Satanic pol-
itical discourse, was the 1917 book The Sorceries and Scandals of Satan, by the socialist writer
and magazine publisher Henry M. Tichenor (1858-1924). Chapter 1 ends with Tichenor
ascertaining that ‘it seems unfair to judge the conquered by the testimony of his victorious
foe) speculating that ‘perhaps a candid investigation by a neutral will place Satan in differ-
ent light’">® The rest of the book consists of precisely such an investigation. It soon becomes
clear where Tichenor’s sympathies lie, as he writes only a few pages later: ‘[T ]he divinely
ordained war-lords and landlords and joblords, the exploiters and extortioners, might be
in Hell, if Satan had won the war he fought with Jehovah’?*’ Like many other socialists, he
holds Satan up as a patron of liberty and science, claiming ‘it is Satan that inspired the world’s
scholars and thinkers, and its rebels against oppression’. His adversary God ‘does not believe
in science, nor in human liberty’'®” Similarly to Michelet and Swedish socialists, Tichenor
states outright that Jehovah is the god of the master class’ and hence Satan is logically the
god of the oppressed.'®! This, he insists, is not an unorthodox view: “That Jehovah is on the
side of tyranny, and Satan on the side of freedom, has never been disputed by the Church!®*
Jehovah not only embodies economic tyranny, he is also an enemy of all the worldly pleas-
ures personified by Satan: ‘All the joys and love and laughter of life we owe to Satan’s sin-
ners.'®> Rounding off the book, Tichenor underscores that when ‘plutocracy and priesteraft’
are gone, Satan and Jehovah will both be redundant. Then ‘[t]he soul of Humanity shall ride
victorious above the raging storm of the ages, over all the thrones and altars, over all gods and
devils of earth.*%* This is, of course, the same atheistic anthropocentric view held by practic-
ally all of the socialist Satanists discussed thus far, but also illustrates Tichenor’s conviction
that until this utopia has been accomplished, Satan remains a very useful symbol to socialists.
The Sorceries and Scandals of Satan, and all the other examples, shows that a certain distinct
set of ideas about a positive Satan figure was prevalent in several Western nations. In fact,
reading socialist texts of this kind from different countries often causes a feeling of being in
a chamber of echoes.

157 Passet 2003, p. 56; Sears 1977, p. 99.

18 Tichenor 1917, pp. 25-26.

15 Ibid., p. 30. Variations on this opinion are interspersed through the book, for example, on p. 88: Jehovah is the
proclaimed god of the ruling and robbing classes. He is the god of the landlords, the job-lords and warlords.
Satan and his heretics are the rebels of earth.

190 Tbid., p. 31.

1 bid., p. 38.

12 Tbid., p. 87.

163 Ibid., p. 89.

14 Ibid., p. 178.
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CONCLUDING WORDS

As we have seen, literary Satanism and revolutionary or left-wing politics have been inter-
woven from the first appearance of the theme of Satan as a benevolent figure. The Romantic
poets who praised Satan tended to be of a strongly progressive and anti-conservative
bent, and the fully fledged socialists who later used the theme were often influenced by
Romanticism. To some extent there is also a certain connection between feminism—or at
least strong and unconventional women—and Satanism already in some Romantic texts. In
George Sand’s Consuelo, for example, a self-assertive young woman with a great need for
independence (in this respect not completely unlike the author’s own highly unconventional
persona) is repeatedly metaphorically connected to Satan, and comes to harbour warm feel-
ings for this figure. Jules Michelet’s piece of Romantic history, La Sorciére, makes this link
even more explicit. However, the first instance of this connection was Shelley’s The Revolr of
Islam. Here, Lucifer’s only confidente—who speaks his peculiar language—is a woman, and
the female freedom fighter Cythna, who has taken up his cause of universal liberation, states
her intention to end patriarchal oppression of her sex. Moreover, Cythna, who could in a
sense be described as Satan’s feminist apostle, defies gender roles in her active participation in
combat. This text, then, is explicitly both Satanic and feminist, and the two themes are sufhi-
ciently intertwined to constitute the carliest specimen of a new phenomenon: Satanic fem-
inism. The American anarchist and feminist periodical Lucifer, through its choice of name in
combination with a heavy emphasis on women’s rights, also disseminated the image of Satan
and female emancipation as somehow related.

Satanism was a prominent feature in several works by three of the major English
Romantics: Blake, Byron, and Shelley. Especially the latter was quite persistent in his cele-
bration of Lucifer. The anarchists who took up the motif were equally central names. Out
of the four persons usually considered the most influential and famous anarchist thinkers—
Godwin, Proudhon, Bakunin, and Kropotkin—three explicitly celebrated Satan as a sym-
bol of freedom and rebellion against unjust authority.!® These key authors in the realms of
Romanticism and anarchism were read all over Europe, and their words reverberate in count-
less places. One example of this is early Swedish socialism, where Lucifer was a prominent
symbol of liberation (both from capitalism and the perceived obscurantism and irrational
anti-scientific attitudes of institutionalized Christianity). They also had an impact on a
majority of the sources scrutinized throughout this study.

It is perhaps unsurprising that the Romantics were fascinated with religious myth and
used its imagery to aesthetic and political effect. A mere negating criticism and decon-
struction of myth they left to others of a more strictly rationalistic and logical bent. They
were, it seems, far too enamoured by the poetical qualities of myth to get rid of it, even
though they loathed repressive religious institutions and their use of myth to legitimate strict
moral conservatism and timeworn hierarchies. The answer to this dilemma that authors like
Shelley came up with was to engage in protest exegesis, reading the Bible in accordance with

16 For example, George Crowder identifies these four as the leading representatives of nineteenth-century

anarchism in his book Classical Anarchism (Crowder 1991, p. 3).
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a hermeneutic principle of revolt, and thus projecting new values onto these powerful nar-
ratives. All the same, such inversions were only occasionally taken all the way (e.g. in Zhe
Revolt of Islam), and we can for the most part observe the Romantics performing an intricate
dance in their balancing of varying parts of drastic revision and acceptance of established
readings. Socialists like Bakunin and the Swedish anarchists tended to be more consistent,
or perhaps simplistic, in creating counter-myths. Satan, in their retellings, Was a cosmic revo-
lutionary with no problematic traits—aside, perhaps, from the fact that this was after all a
figure from religious myth that was being infused with a new energy (something that also
bothered Shelley at times).

Why, one might ask, did socialists create counter-myths instead of simply completely
repudiating the existing variety? Poetic appeal might clearly have played a part, as did, prob-
ably, force of habit—Dboth their own and that of their audience. It is not so strange that those
socialists who were willing to accept staying within the symbolic framework of Christianity
to some extent, perhaps in order to use a language familiar to their readers, chose Satan as
their symbol for toppling worldly power, given what the Bible, in certain passages, has to
say about such issues. Especially in Paul, God quite unequivocally appears as the ultimate
protector of the existent world order and its rulers. In Romans 13:1-2, for instance, it is fam-
ously stated: ‘For there is no power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God.
Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God.” And who would
logically be the greatest adversary of God’s ordinance? Satan, of course.

Throughout this chapter, I have suggested several possible reasons for the use of Satan by
Romantics and socialists. To summarize: (1) A partly ironic appropriation of Satan ridiculed
the conservative view (on display in attacks by conservative poets on their younger peers, as
well as in purely political anti-revolutionary propaganda) of the radical and subversive as de
facto demonic. (2) Satanist counter-readings of the Bible—where the Devil becomes a noble
rebel and Genesis 3 a chronicle of humankind’s liberation from slavery to God—served to
undermine the authority of Christianity, which according to many radicals had to be jolted
out of the populace in order for the latter to rise up against the ruling class. (3) Satan is a
colourful figure that helps make the exposition of abstract political ideas easier to grasp and
digest. (4) Satanic shock tactics could work as a way to startle the reader into paying atten-
tion. (s) Satanism provoked the bourgeoisic and the church and probably instilled fear in
some opponents (even those who did not believe in God would likely have found the figure
of Satan discomforting). (6) Christian churches had used Satan as a symbol of things they
deemed sinful, and thus he became a logical choice of patron for those who would celebrate
these things as innocent pleasures. (7) Romantics and socialists grew up in a Christian cul-
ture and may have used religious symbols like Satan out of habit or because of a longing for
the poctical and persuasive power of religious myth. (8) The language of Christian myth was
familiar to the audience and therefore rhetorically convenient to use.

All of the above are fairly plausible partial explanations, but not all will apply to each
individual writer or current. Hence, though some general suggestions can indeed be made,
it is difficult to distil an all-encompassing explanation for why Satan became such a popular
symbol. As we will see, most of the reasons just listed can also be applied to feminist use
of Satan as a positive figure. The first point is comparable to how women subverted both
the age-old idea of their supposed close relationship to Satan ever since Eve’s error in Eden,
and more contemporary notions of feminism as literally or figuratively demonic. The second
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has parallels in how some feminists saw Christianity as an obstacle that had to be removed
for them to be emancipated. Numbers (3)-(s) and (7)-(8) are directly applicable without
adjustment. Number (6) would, however, have to be modified slightly. In the feminist con-
text, this point instead pertains to how woman’s supposed collusion with Satan in the Garden
of Eden had been used by Christian theologians and priests to legitimate the subjugation of
all women. Making a hero of Satan therefore makes sense in that it turns this narrative on
its head, consequently inverting the misogynist Christian inferences drawn from it. With
a benevolent Satan, woman’s actions in the Garden become laudable, and woman superior
instead of inferior to her husband for being the first to heed Satan’s advice. As seen, a reinter-
pretation of Satan focusing on the Eden narrative can be found among many socialists, such
as Bakunin and a number of Swedish left-wing poets and agitators, but there without any spe-
cific emphasis on the figure of Eve. In the next chapter, we will consider Madame Blavatsky’s
rewriting of Genesis 3, and see how feminists, probably directly inspired by Theosophical
counter-readings, would direct their full attention to Eve, using a rehabilitated Satan to turn
the tables on the established patriarchal reading of Adam’s maligned wife.



I never saw such a bunch of apple-caters.

J. D. SALINGER, ‘Teddy’, in Nizne Stories (1953)*

+

Theosophical Luciferianism and Feminist Celebrations of Eve

Q.

INTRODUCTION

In September 1875, the Theosophical Society was founded in New York City. Colonel Henry
Steel Olcott (1832-1907), a lawyer and journalist, was elected its first president. Its chief
ideologist, however, was one Helena Petrovna Blavatsky (1831-1891) (figure 4.1), who drew
authority from the communications concerning esoteric matters she claimed to receive from
the mysterious ‘Mahatmas’ (or ‘Masters’). Allegedly with their help, she composed the foun-
dation texts of Theosophy, Isis Unveiled (1877) and The Secret Doctrine (1888). Both became
worldwide bestsellers, and the Society came to occupy a position as the most important
international movement of its time in the realm of alternative religiosity.

A fact little discussed by scholars regarding Blavatsky’s voluminous (almost 1,500 pages)
and vastly influential The Secret Doctrine is that it contains passages of unembarrassed and
explicit Satanism.> While no Satanist sensu stricto, this author was certainly a Satanist sezsu
lato (according to my distinction in chapter 1). My argument is that Blavatsky’s sympathy
for the Devil (which is not quite as peripheral as has been supposed) should be understood
not only as part of an esoteric world view, but that we must also consider the political—
primarily feminist—implications of such ideas. As will be demonstrated at the end of the
chapter, several prominent feminists were members of the Theosophical Society—or, in
some cases, at least enthusiastic readers of Blavatsky. These women, it would appear, drew on
Blavatsky’s Satanic counter-myth to attack the patriarchal use of traditional Bible readings
to keep women in their place. The Theosophical revaluation of Satan furthermore seems

! Salinger 1953/1968, p. 191.
% Even Ruben van Luijk’s extremely thorough dissertation (2013, pp. 167-169) surprisingly devotes less than two
pages to Blavatsky’s view of the Devil.
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to have influenced many of the other feminist source texts discussed later in the present
study. Moreover, the reasons these other writers had for making use of a Satanic discourse
can potentially be understood better in light of some of the motivations I will here suggest
Blavatsky had.

The chapter begins with some background information on Blavatsky as a person,
Theosophy as a protest movement and part of a counterculture, and its connections to social-
ism and feminism. I shall then proceed to scrutinize Blavatsky’s celebrations of Satan and try
to make sense of them in relation to the aforementioned links as well as to Romantic litera-
ture and art, evolutionism, coeval research on Gnosticism, and strategic polemical motives.
In particular, the feminist ramifications of Theosophical Satanism are highlighted. Finally,
Blavatsky’s counter-reading of the Bible is related to a selection of nineteenth-century femin-
ist texts treating Genesis 3, in particular, those from The Woman’s Bible (2 vols., 189s, 1898),
edited by the leading American suffragette Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815-1902).

‘A BUDDHIST PANTHEIST, IF ANYTHING AT ALL’:
THE ENIGMATIC MADAME BLAVATSKY

Almost 600 (!) biographies have been written of Blavatsky, but the details of her life,
especially the years 1848—73, remain sketchy all the same. Most of the authors writing
about her have been either devoted disciples or sharply critical adversaries. Some inter-
esting and well-documented facts are nonetheless discernible. She was born to a noble
Russian family in present-day Ukraine, married at 16, ran away only months later, trav-
elled widely and spent time in Cairo, among many other places, where she supported
herself as a medium. In the category of details considered doubtful by her detractors, we
find Blavatsky’s claims to having studied voodoo in New Orleans, crossing the prairie in
the company of Native Americans, and spending seven years with the “Masters” in Tibet.
Pro-Blavatsky writers contest her adversaries’ claims about bigamy, an abandoned infant,
and charlatanry. In 1873 she moved to New York City, where the Theosophical Society
was founded two years later. Together with Olcott, she relocated to India in 1879, return-
ing to Europe in 1886. She died in London in 1891, famous all over the world as one of the
most unconventional and extravagant women of her age. While she was the only one to
reach international fame, independent women were common in the family: her mother
came to prominence in Russia as a feminist author in the 1840s and her grandmother was
a self-taught botanist, both leading lives defying contemporary ideas about appropriate
behaviour for women.?

Blavatsky was very hostile towards Christianity as an organized religion, though not towards
the true esoteric core she claimed it (like all other major religions) possessed. In effect, however,
this meant she was harshly critical of the effects of Christianity as a historical phenomenon in
the shape of churches as well as of established Christian theology—that is, of all noteworthy past
and present manifestations of it. In 7he Secrer Doctrine, she writes, “The esoteric pearl of Christ’s
religion degraded into Christian theology, may indeed be said to have chosen a strange and

3 Kraft 2003, pp. 127-128. The astonishing number of biographies is provided by Kraft (p. 127), but it is not speci-
fied whether all these are full-length books, or if some are, for example, lengthy biographical articles.
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unfitting shel/ to be born in and evolved from.* In Isis Unveiled, there are chapters with names
like “Christian Crimes and Heathen Virtues  and ‘Esoteric Doctrines of Buddhism Parodied in
Christianity’ Blavatsky despised the Christian idea of a personal God and underscored that her
belief in God should be understood as pantheistic in a Buddhist sense rather than theistic in a
Christian sense. Indeed, Blavatsky and Olcott took parnsil (Pali: pancha sila) when they visited
Ceylon in May 1880, and she had considered herself a Buddhist already back in New York. In
an 1877 letter, for example, she frankly declared: ‘T am a Svabhavika, a Buddhist pantheist, if
anythingat all. I do not believe in a personal God, in a direct Creator, or a ‘Supreme’s; neither do
I confess to a First cause, which implies the possibility of a Last one”> As we shall see, nor did
she, accordingly, acknowledge the existence of a personal Satan.

Blavatsky was often perceived as quite a vulgar and coarse person. She swore profusely,
dressed garishly, and had a strong sense of irreverent humour. Her New York study was deco-
rated with a stuffed baboon wearing white collar, cravat, and spectacles, carrying a manu-
script bundle under his arm labelled “The Descent of the Species’ (in reference to Blavatsky’s
rejection of Darwin’s ideas about man being descended from apes). It is not hard to imagine
such a lady deriving considerable pleasure from upsetting Christians with a pinch of esoteric
Satanism. What I shall focus on here, however, is not her personality, though that aspect
will not be entirely ignored. Rather, I will highlight connections to the by now familiar
ideas about Satan as a liberator that were current in contemporary culture, as well as the ties
between Theosophy and radical movements like socialism and feminism, all of which might
serve to further our understanding of the cultural logic behind Theosophical Luciferianism
and its influence on later feminist polemics.

‘WITHOUT DISTINCTION OF RACE, SEX, CASTE, OR
COLOR’: THEOSOPHICAL COUNTER-DISCOURSE

Unlike the occultism presented earlier by Eliphas Lévi and similar authors, which mostly
ended up attracting a small portion of freethinkers, Theosophy quickly became a success-
ful semi-mass movement. In 1889 the Theosophical Society had 227 sections all over the
world, and many of the era’s most important intellectuals and artists were strongly influenced
by it. Especially avant-garde painters took this new teaching to heart, and it marked the
work of greats like Mondrian, Kandinsky, and Klee. Literary figures like Nobel Prize laureate
William Butler Yeats also became members and incorporated Theosophical motifs in their
writings.” Furthermore, the markedly anticlerical Theosophical Society often allied itself not
only with the modernist avant-garde in literature and art but also with purely political cur-
rents working towards social and religious liberation, including suffragettes and socialists.
Yet, the relationship to such forces of upheaval and reform seems to have been troubled at
many times, and there were also elements present within Theosophy that were conservative
in most questions other than the religious ones.

* Blavatsky 1888a, p. 442.

* Quoted in Godwin 1994, p. 322.

¢ Campbell 1980, p. 76.

7 Lejon 1997, p. 43; Szalczer 1997, pp. 48—56; Sellon & Weber 1992, pp. 326-327.
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FIGURE 4.1 Helena Petrovna Blavatsky (1831-1891), chief ideologist of the Theosophical Society,
who argued that ‘Satan, the enemy of God, is in reality, the highest divine Spirit. Photo courtesy of
the Theosophical Society in America Archives.

As Stephen Prothero (among others) has shown, Theosophy originated in Spiritualism.
This fact is important to comprehend its relation to various forms of radicalism, and its
internal struggles between elitism and democratic impulses. In Prothero’s view, Theosophy
began as an attempt by members of an elite to reform the “vulgar” Spiritualism, by many
scholars considered a democratic or populist movement, through uplifting its adherents
from their ghost secking into the lofty realms of ‘ethically exemplary theorists of the astral
planes’ as he describes it.® It is worth noting that Olcott, in his critique of Spiritualism (writ-
ten shortly before the founding of the Theosophical Society), reproached it for the presence
of ‘free-lovers, pantarchists, socialists, and other theorists who have fastened upon a sublime
and pure faith as barnacles upon a ship’s bottom’? In his first presidential address as the head
of the Theosophical Society, in November 1875, Olcott railed against ‘tricky mediums, lying
spirits, and revolting social theories’ in Spiritualism.!® Olcott’s own rhetoric proclaimed that

8 Prothero 1993, p. 198.

? Quoted in ibid., p. 203.

' Quoted in ibid., p. 206. My italics. On the social theories among Spiritualists that Olcott refers to, see
Morita 1999.
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the cultivation of noble traits in Theosophists would certainly lead to utopian social trans-
formations, but not along socialist lines.

Blavatsky focused exclusively on the uplifting of oneself rather than others. To Prothero,
this is simply ‘the difference between Russian aristocracy and metropolitan gentility’!!
However, it is worth keeping in mind that, for example, Kropotkin and Bakunin both came
from noble Russian families, so her attitudes are perhaps not best explained by her fam-
ily background.'? Of greater significance, in my opinion, are Blavatsky’s strong ties to more
traditional and formalized Western esotericism, such as fringe masonry and hermetic orders.
Members of these groups were to a higher degree than Spiritualists non-egalitarian and con-
servative in orientation, but could simultaneously embrace at least some elements of radical-
ism and anti-establishment sentiments, which helps explain Blavatsky’s at times ambivalent
attitude in these matters.!?

It is amusing in this context to note that Richard Hodgson’s 1885 report on Blavatsky, writ-
ten for the Society for Psychical Research and denouncing her as a fraud, concludes that the
true objects of the Theosophical Society were political, and Blavatsky in fact a Russian spy.*
Now, Blavatsky was hardly a spy for the Tsar; nor was she a socialist, but Theosophy was, to
some extent at least, part of a wider radical community. She also had close associates, like
Charles Sotheran (1847-1902), who were dedicated socialists.!> Sotheran was one of the ori-
ginal founders of the Theosophical Society and its first librarian. This is not to say Blavatsky
sympathized with socialism at all, and in her scrapbook she even wrote about Sotheran: ‘a
friend of Communists is not a fit member of our Society’!® In spite of her disdain for con-
temporary socialist activism, she occasionally had kind words in store for more mythical
historical examples of it: she praisingly called Jesus ‘the great Socialist and Adept’”

Of course, Blavatsky’s personal views did not determine the full extent of socialist-
Theosophist interaction. Her cosmic concepts could potentially be useful for socialists any-
way. For example, the immanentist doctrine formulated by Blavatsky lent itself very well
to legitimizing socialist ideas, since her organic vision of a world where all is one clearly
challenged atomizing liberal ideas about the state as an association of completely autono-
mous individuals. The dissolution of boundaries between human beings in esoteric discourse
could, as Dixon suggests, be seen as implicitly linked to a political socialist ideal of universal
brotherhood and equality.'® However, it could be argued that Dixon overlooks the fact that
a vision of society as an organic unity, though one with hierarchic divisions where some
people are the head and others the feet et cetera, is also a classic view among conservatives.

! Prothero 1993, p. 208.

12 The fact that Kropotkin and Bakunin, when they turned to socialism, became anarchists rather than commu-
nists may indeed have had something to do with their noble background.

' For examples of such right-wing tendencies, see Hutton 1999, pp. 360—-361; on Blavatsky’s connections to trad-
itional esoteric groups, see Godwin 1994.

1 Santucci 2006, p. 182.

1> Godwin 1994, pp. 283—28s; Johnson 1994, pp. 80-89.

' Johnson 1994, p. 81.

' Quoted in Godwin 1994, p. 292.

'8 Dixon 2001, p. 123. Dixon notes that there was nothing inevitable about immanentist theology leading to

socialist inferences; rather, active work with the material was needed to turn it to such ends (p. 124).
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Lastly, one can ask, as historian of religions Siv Ellen Kraft does, why Blavatsky, if she was so
critical of social reform, and socialism in particular, chose Annie Besant to be her successor,
given that the latter’s fame rested on her endeavours as a socialist agitator."” To summarize,
Theosophical interaction with socialism was complex. There were definitely red sympathiz-
ers present within the organization, although Blavatsky and Olcott both rejected such ideas
fairly outright. As we shall see, there is still a chance Blavatsky might have been introduced
to some of the contemporary mytho-rhetorical tropes of socialism through her associates,
which may have influenced her conception of Satan.

The Theosophical Society in its entirety was never officially committed to a political or
even philanthropic program. Even so, the central tenet of universal brotherhood tended to
be used as a justification for local lodges to work towards improving conditions for the needy,
for example, by establishing orphanages and créches. It is important to keep in mind that this
was hardly unique, however, and mainstream religious organizations also engaged in similar
activities. The Theosophists’ positive attitude to female leadership was more irregular. The
prominent position of Blavatsky—and later, to an even greater extent, Annie Besant (who
led the organization 1907-1933)—probably furthered the influx of female members who
viewed Theosophy as sympathetic towards feminism. The connections to socialist and fem-
inist currents intensified during Besant’s reign, and in this period the immanentist theology
developed by Blavatsky often became a justification for social reform.?

According to historian Joy Dixon, the Theosophical Society under Besant’s leadership
was, at least in England, ‘an important part of a loosely socialist and feminist political cul-
ture’* To some extent, this also holds true of the carlier period of the Society’s existence.
Kraft has demonstrated that there existed a considerable overlap between Theosophy and the
women’s movement the whole time between 1880 and 1930, especially in England, Australia,
the United States, and India.”> Mary Farell Bednarowski probably exaggerates slightly when
she states that there was an explicit concern for equality between the sexes from the very
beginning of the Theosophical Society. She makes this claim based on the first objective of
the Society, ‘to form the nucleus of a Universal Brotherhood of Humanity, without distinc-
tion of race, sex, caste, or color’? In fact, the objectives were not formulated until 1878-79,
several years after the organization was founded, and sex is not even mentioned in a number
of the versions of the objectives, which went through many revisions.* Even more import-
ant, far from all members seem to have felt that the first objective necessarily implied that
equality between the sexes was desirable. However, it is safe to say that Theosophy in many
respects represented a counter-discourse that frequently challenged more or less hegemonic
racist, ethnocentric (or even ethno-chauvinist) and sexist values. We should all the same be
careful not to idealize these dimensions of the Theosophical project, as we can, for example,

Y Kraft 1999, p. 64.

2 Dixon 2001, pp. 133-137, 154. Regarding Besant and feminism, it should be noted that many (e.g. Johnson
1995, pp. 196-197) have commented on Besant’s tendency to hero-worship various male figures, as well as her
sustained focus on male external authority.

2! Dixon 2001, p. 150.

2 Kraft 2003, pp. 125-126.

2 Bednarowski 1980, p. 22.1.

2 Prothero 1993, pp. 197-198.
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often observe problematic colonialist or even blatantly racist attitudes in spite of the respect-
ful universalist rhetoric.?®

The role of feminism in the Theosophical Society was an ambiguous affair, which involved
constant negotiations and battles, making it at times prominent and at times suppressed.
For example, arguments were put forward that proper Theosophy was a masculine teaching,
unlike the detested Christianity that was sentimental and feminine. We can, for instance,
think of feminist Henrietta Miiller (1845-1906) who, before joining the Theosophical
Society in 1891, wrote to Blavatsky and asked her if women in the organization enjoyed equal
rights, and received the answer that they indeed did. Further, Blavatsky assured her that
they could, just like men, aspire to the position of Adepts or Mahatmas.?® In August 1890,
Blavatsky wrote in the Theosophical journal LZucifer about an ‘admirable address’ by a lead-
ing feminist, F. Fenwick Miller, mentioning that many Theosophists were members of her
Women'’s Franchise League and critiquing the fact that the English woman ‘was and still is’ a
‘thing and her husband’s chattel’ rather than ‘an independent individual and a citizen’?” Later,
in 1918, Theosophist Margaret Cousins could write glowingly of Blavatsky: ‘Our greatest
magician of later times saw no reason for excluding women from priestly office.”®

Ultimately, teaching by example was perhaps more important than words in this matter.
Blavatsky’s solitary journeys before her arrival in New York, which may not have been quite
as wide-ranging as she herself made them out to be, were acts of transgression, since it was
considered highly unsuitable for a female to travel alone. Her stories about dressing up in
men’s clothing when needed during these trips, and even taking up arms alongside Garibaldi
at the battle of Mentana, further underscore her rejection of traditional womanhood.?”
Indeed, she herself stated plainly, ‘[ T Jhere is nothing of the woman in me** A pronounced
scepticism towards the institution of marriage—speaking, for instance, of ‘the risks of that
lottery where there are so many more blanks than prizes—also made her very much out of
tune with Victorian ideals of womanhood.?' Even if the Masters seemingly gave spiritual
authority to women by selecting Blavatsky as their mouthpiece, the actual views on women
expressed in the letters they supposedly wrote mostly consist of flippant remarks (that appear
to be half-joking). Yet, since the Masters apparently chose female pupils from the ranks of
so-called New Women (independent, but not always explicitly feminist), they thus appear to
encourage women to break free from social constrictions to realize their full spiritual poten-
tial.?? Blavatsky would not have considered herself a feminist, and seems to have been dis-
trustful of political reform movements in general. But, as Kraft observes, she still made a
feminist contribution, by destabilizing gender categories in words and deeds.?®

» On Theosophical racism, see Kraft 2013, p. 365.

2¢ Dixon 2001, pp. 64, 68, 174.

¥ Blavatsky 1890, p. 472.

* Quoted in Kraft 1999, p. 104.

¥ Sellon & Weber 1992, p. 312; Kraft 2003, p. 132. The battle of Mentana took place in 1867 and was a clash
between Garibaldi’s troops, that were marching on Rome, and a papal defence force.

3% Quoted in Kraft 2003, p. 134.

*! Quoted in Bednarowski 1980, p. 223.

32 Kraft 1999, pp. 32, 147.

3 Ibid., p. 145; Kraft 2003, p. 126.
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Having established some important background facts, it is now time to examine the
Satanist content in Blavatsky’s writings, its potential connections to socialism and, most
important, its feminist implications.

‘THE FATHER OF SPIRITUAL MANKIND’: SATAN IN
BLAVATSKY'S TWO MAJOR WORKS

The two most widely spread (though perhaps not the most widely read, at least not in their
entirety, given how voluminous they are: over 1,200 and almost 1,500 pages, respectively)
books by Blavatsky were Isis Unveiled (1877) and The Secret Doctrine (1888). They were
hugely commercially successful, with the first book selling roughly half a million copies up
until 1980. Both were written with much help from several collaborators. For Isis Unveiled,
Blavatsky was assisted by Olcott, who edited her text heavily and wrote some sections him-
self. The work on the second book was somewhat similar. The chaotic and utterly disor-
ganized manuscript of several thousand pages, making a pile over three feet high, that she
brought with her to London in 1887 was edited into something manageable by Archibald
and Bertram Keightley in cooperation with a number of other young Theosophists. The jun-
ior scientist Ed Fawcett helped with quotations and wrote many pages for the sections on sci-
ence.** Both of these works are thus collaborative efforts. However, I have found no mention
of anyone else having been specifically involved with the passages where Blavatsky reinvents
various biblical narratives and praises Satan, and shall hence here assume they were written
more or less by her alone.

Academic commentators have frequently remarked on the incoherence and abstruseness
of Blavatsky’s books, while Theosophists tend to claim there is actually an underlying com-
mon thread to be found—at least for the initiated. Even in a scholarly context, some have
taken an extremely sympathetic stance concerning the coherency of Blavatsky’s texts. Emily
B. Sellon and Renée Weber write:

Works like The Secret Doctrine are so full of ambiguities, digressions, and overlapping
symbologies that they bewilder and frustrate the casual reader. The use of paradox
and symbolic language as a valid method for conveying truth is, however, central to
the theosophical epistemology, which regards the awakening of intuition (buddbi) as
essential to spiritual growth.?

While the texts will admittedly begin to make more sense the deeper one penetrates into the
symbolic world of Blavatsky, they still contain a great deal of confusion that surely does not
lie solely with the uninitiated reader. Therefore, the following discussion does not attempt to
extract a totally consentient doctrine from the texts. Instead, the contradictions and uncer-
tainties are brought to the fore as much as the instances of identifiable underlying structures

of thought.

3% Campbell 1980, pp. 32-35, 40—41.
* Sellon & Weber 1992, p. 320.
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Already in Isis Unveiled, Blavatsky discussed the Devil in some detail. Her chapter about
this entity here is, however, mostly a sarcastic exposé over the beliefs held by Christians con-
cerning the Devil, which she found singularly ridiculous. There is no celebration worth men-
tioning of the figure.’® The only tendency in that direction is a short encapsulation—half a
page in a fifty-six-page chapter—of a Kabalistic view of Satan as a blind antagonistic force,
that is necessary for the good principle’s vitality, development, and vigour.*” Satan is also
mentioned in a handful of other places in this book, outside of the chapter dedicated to him,
but in most instances what we find are variations of phrasings like ‘the existence of the Devil
isa fiction, which no theology is able to demonstrate’?® In the eleven years between this work
and her celebrated 7he Secret Doctrine, Blavatsky changed her view of several things. Earlier
on, she dismissed the concept of reincarnation, but now she instead staunchly advocated it.’
Satan, too, is seen in an entirely different way. She now affords him two chapters instead of
one, and he becomes an explicitly positive symbol.

According to Blavatsky, Satan—or Lucifer, or the Devil, as she often uses the names
interchangeably—brought mankind spiritual wisdom and is ‘the spirit of Intellectual
Enlightenment and Freedom of Thought’.40 Like, for example, Shelley and many socialists,
she draws a parallel between Satan and Prometheus.*! Satan’s function as a culture hero in the
same spirit as the Greek Titan is evident in the Bible, she claims, provided it is read correctly:

[I]t is but natural—even from the dead letter standpoint—to view Sazan, the Serpent
of Genesis, as the real creator and benefactor, the Father of Spiritual mankind. For it
is he who was the ‘Harbinger of Light), bright radiant Lucifer, who opened the eyes of
the automaton created by Jehovah, as alleged; and he who was the first to whisper: ‘in
the day ye eat thereof ye shall be as Elohim, knowing good and evil—can only be
regarded in the light of a Saviour. An ‘adversary’ to Jehovah the ‘personating spirit, he
still remains in esoteric truth the ever-loving ‘Messenger’ (the angel), the Seraphim and
Cherubim who both kzew well, and loved still more, and who conferred on us spiritual,
instead of physical immortality—the latter a kind ofszatic immortality that would have
transformed man into an undying ‘Wandering Jew’*?

This isa Gnostic-Satanic counter-reading of Genesis 3 that is strangely at odds with Blavatsky’s
overall cosmology. Elsewhere, she clearly states there is no creator God, and no opposition
between God and Satan, both of which are but powers within man himself, each useful in
its own 1'ight.43 All this is contradicted in the passage just quoted, where God created man,

3¢ Blavatsky [1877]/1988, vol. 2, pp. 473-528.

7 Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 480, s00.

3 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 472.

¥ Hammer 1999, pp. 226—227.

40 Blavatsky 1888a, vol. 2, p. 162. For examples of this interchangeability, see e.g. Blavatsky 1888a, vol. 2, pp. s10-
s13. In accordance with Blavatsky’s usage, and out of a stylistic concern for variety, I also use these different
names interchangeably.

“1bid., vol. 2, p. 244.

“1bid., vol. 2, p. 243.

# E.g. ibid., vol. 2, pp. 389, 478, 513.
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Satan freed us from the shackles of this demiurge and both are, oddly, much like sentient
personages with an independent existence.

The description of events in Genesis 3 needs, Blavatsky says, to be interpreted allegorically
in order for the core of true events to be discerned behind the veils of mythical ornamenta-
tion. There can be no doubt that Blavatsky views the figure of Satan in this narrative as an
unequivocally good force, a helper and friend of mankind:

‘Satan} once he ceases to be viewed in the superstitious, dogmatic, unphilosophical
spirit of the Churches, grows into the grandiose image of one who made of terrestrial
a divine man; who gave him, throughout the long cycle of Maha-kalpa the law of the
Spirit of Life, and made him free from the Sin of Ignorance, hence of death.*

‘FOR THE INTELLECTUAL INDEPENDENCE OF HUMANITY : ASTRAL
LIGHT AND THE PRINCE OF ANARCHY

When quoting Eliphas Lévi’s connecting of Satan and anarchism in a passage from his
Histoire de la Magie (“The History of Magic) 1860), Blavatsky touches briefly upon the pol-
itical dimension of celebrating Lucifer. In the quotation as given by her, Lévi seems to give
praise to the fallen angel and proclaims that Satan was ‘brave enough to buy his independ-
ence at the price of eternal suffering and torture; beautiful enough to have adored himself in
full divine light; strong enough to reign in darkness amidst agony, and to have built himself
a throne on his inextinguishable pyre’. This figure, ‘the Satan of the Republican and heretical
Milton), Lévi lastly designates ‘the prince of anarchy, served by a hierarchy of pure Spirits.
Blavatsky adds ‘(!!)’ to the mention of pure spirits serving the Devil.®® She then comments:

This description—one that reconciles so cunningly theological dogma and the
Kabalistic allegory, and even contrives to include a political compliment in its
phraseology—is, when read in the right spirit, quite correct. Yes, indeed; it is this
grandest of ideals, this ever-living symbol—nay apotheosis—of self-sacrifice for the
intellectual independence of humanity; this ever active Energy protesting against
Static Inertia—the principle to which Self-assertion is a crime, and Thought and the
Light of Knowledge odious. ... But Eliphas Levi was yet too subservient to his Roman
Catholic authorities; one may add, too jesuitical, to confess that this devil was man-
kind, and never had any existence on earth outside of that mankind.*

Blavatsky here misrepresents or possibly misreads Lévi, even though she does describe him
as being ironic.#” In fact, what Lévi does is simply to relate a conception of Satan supposedly
held by Milton, which he deems completely erroneous, himself describing the figure as ‘the
false Lucifer of heterodox legend’* Lévi calling Milton a republican and a heretic is not

“1Ibid., vol. 1, p. 198.
# Ibid., vol. 2, pp. s06-507.
“ Ibid., vol. 2, p. 507.
7 1bid., vol. 2, p. 507.

# Lévi 1860, p. 16: ‘le faux Lucifer de la légende hétérodoxe’.
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intended as a compliment, and the same goes for the labelling of Satan as ‘the prince of
anarchy’—Lévi himself, having long-since abandoned the socialist ideas he held in his youth,
was more or less conservative by the time he wrote this book.? It is interesting that Blavatsky,
usually no friend of socialism, here for some reason evidently thinks it ‘a political compli-
ment’ to be the lord of the anarchists. Even so, it seems highly unlikely that she would have
read the socialist publications Lévi wrote under his own name, before he embarked on his
career as an esoteric author.

Lévi certainly did not advocate an esoteric Satanism, but—as discussed in chapter 2—
Satan is interpreted in some of his works as identical with what he called the astral light. This
force pervades the entire universe and can be used for both good and evil purposes.® He
hereby somewhat relativized the understanding of the figure among occultists and prepared
the way for Blavatsky’s more straightforward pro-Satanic speculations. Lévi was one of her
most important sources of inspiration, and in Isis Unveiled he is the most prominent refer-
ence (quoted on no less than thirty-three separate occasions), as has been pointed out by
several scholars.>! In The Secret Doctrine, Lévi remains important at least for the conception
of Satan, even if Blavatsky criticizes the French magus for trying to reconcile his ideas with
the dogma of the Catholic Church. Blavatsky placed no such constraints upon herself. Her
celebration of Lucifer the liberator goes much farther than Lévi’s ambiguous notion of Satan
as the astral light. Yet this basic concept still largely underlies her understanding of the Devil
as an impersonal force permeating man and cosmos, rendering both dynamic and assuring
they are constantly evolving.

Aside from Lévi, another important building block of the Blavatskian Weltanschanung
was contemporary (semi-) scholarly understandings of ancient Gnosticism. Among the
books Blavatsky drew most heavily on (and at times even stole—that is, quoted without
mentioning the words were not her own—entire passages from verbatim) when she wrote
Isis Unveiled was C. W. King’s The Gnostics and Their Remains (1864, revised ed. 1887). As
Campbell has pointed out, the term gnosis is consistently prominent in her technical vocabu-
lary.>* Gnosticism plays an important part in The Secret Doctrine as well, and King is refer-
enced in the discussion of Satan.”® In King’s account of Gnostic ideas there is little support
for a positive view of Satan, and maintaining the later Christian identification of the serpent

4 This, at least, is the view of Lévi’s political development that has been common among scholars (e.g. McIntosh
1972/1975), but it appears Julian Strube’s recent (2016) book may occasion a change of opinion concerning
this matter.

30 Cf. Lévi 1860, pp. 195-197; Faxneld 2006a, pp. 101-107. It should be noted that Lévi also identified the astral
light with, among other things, the Holy Spirit.

>! E.g. Eliade 1976, p. 49; Campbell 1980, p. 25.

5> Campbell 1980, pp. 33-34, 37. As Olav Hammer has suggested to me, Cambridge-educated schoolmaster
G.R.S. Mead (1863-1933), who became Blavatsky’s private secretary in 1889 and later translated Gnostic texts,
is also likely to have played a part here. The matter of Gnostic influences on Blavatsky should be investigated
further, as should the broader reception of Gnostic material (and of Christian polemics against Gnostics) in
nineteenth-century alternative religious groups.

>3 Blavatsky 1888a, vol. 2, p. 243. It must be stressed that the sources traced in this chapter most likely only rep-
resent a fraction of those utilized by Blavatsky, since she is notorious for her innumerable borrowings and

plagiarisms from a vast plethora of different types of texts.
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in Eden with the Devil, which the Gnostics did not adhere to, is Blavatsky’s own initiative. In
spite of such divergences, she explicitly points to the Gnostics as the best source if one wants
to understand the true meaning of the supposedly evil powers symbolized by the dragon, the
serpent, and the goat.54 The Christian Church has of course completely misunderstood their
significance:

that which the clergy of every dogmatic religion—pre-eminently the Christian—
points out as Satan, the enemy of God, is in reality, the highest divine Spirit— (occult
Wisdom on Earth)—in its naturally antagonistic character to every worldly, evanes-
cent illusion, dogmatic or ecclesiastical religions included.>

Satan fulfils an indispensable function not only for mankind but also for God, Blavatsky
claims: ‘God is light and Satan is the necessary darkness or shadow to set it off, without
which pure light would be invisible and incomprehensible.*® This is not to say Satan is God’s
adversary, she states, since they are in a sense one, identical, or two sides of the same coin.”
Blavatsky also insists on the unity of Jehovah and the serpent that tempted Eve. They are one
and the same, and only the ignorance of the Church Fathers has degraded the serpent into a
devil.>® These might seem like unnecessary points to make for a monist, to whom, of course,
everything is ultimately one. But this monist is a strong believer in evolution. Everything
being one does not entail that stasis is desirable, and for evolution to run its course there is
a need for (seemingly) antagonistic forces. Satan and evil, she proposes, have an important
part to play in evolution: ‘Evil is a necessity in, and one of the supporters of the manifested
universe. It is a necessity for progress and evolution, as night is necessary for the production
of Day, and Death for that of Life——zhat man may live for ever’> Given the strong focus on
evolution in Theosophy, it is also unsurprising that the development in man set in motion by
the Fall should be considered something positive. In the Theosophical cosmology, the nature
of the universe is forward motion.®® Breaking free from stasis, disrupting equilibrium by eat-
ing the forbidden fruit, is therefore logically a fortunate event.

The creature causing this event seems to have been man himself, with no help from an
external serpent or Satan. Blavatsky explicitly denies the existence of Satan ‘in the objective or
even subjective world (in the ecclesiastical sense)’®! That Satan does not exist in the ecclesias-
tical sense does not mean he lacks existence. Blavatsky simply locates him elsewhere than in a
fiery Hell: ‘Satan, or the Red Fiery Dragon, the “Lord of Phosphorus” (brimstone was a theo-
logical improvement), and Lucifer, or “Light-Bearer”, is in us: it is our Mind—our tempter and
Redeemer, our intelligent liberator and Saviour from pure animalism.®* Blavatsky states that

>4 Ibid., vol. 2, p. 386.

> Ibid., vol. 2, p. 377.

>¢ Ibid., vol. 2, p. s10.

>7 Ibid., vol. 2, p. s15.

8 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 73.

>? Ibid., vol. 2, p. 389.

 Sellon & Weber 1992, p. 322.
¢! Blavatsky 1888a, vol. 2, p. 209.
2 Ibid., vol. 2, p. 513.
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‘esoteric philosophy shows that man is truly the manifested deity in both its aspects—good
and evil’®® God and Satan are thus both aspects contained within man himself (and here we
can discern a parallel to the Romantics’ relocation of the divine to mankind). They are still dir-
ectly connected to a transcendent sphere, and Blavatsky explains that Satan is ‘the emanation
of the very essence of the pure divine principle Mabat (Intelligence), which radiates direct
from the Divine mind. Without Satan, ‘we would be surely no better than animals’®*

A rather jarring discrepancy is obviously present in Blavatsky’s image of Satan. While the
figure is described in a monist fashion as synonymous with Jehovah (who in turn is an aspect
of man himself), he is—as we have seen—elsewhere depicted more as a noble rebel against
an unjust God, both of whom are described as conscious separate entities. That symbolic lan-
guage is being used does not quite account for this inconsistency, as even such discourse can
be expected to adhere to a certain minimum of internal logic. As for her monism, it would
have to be of a rather mitigated variety for the dichotomies and antagonisms to be given such
a prominent place in the cosmology. Moreover, monism is not stressed at all in the passages
most ardently celebrating Satan and attacking God as a cosmic dictator.

‘AN ASSERTION OF FREE-WILL AND INDEPENDENT
THOUGHT : DEBATING THE DEVIL IN LUCIFER

Blavatsky’s sympathy for the Devil was evinced even before the publication of The Secret
Doctrine. From September 1887 onwards, Blavatsky published a journal in England named
Lucifer. The initiation of this project can be seen as part of the ongoing power struggle
between her and Olcott, and it was to serve as an alternative to the periodical under his
control, The Theosophist.”> She emphasized that the name of her journal was absolutely not
purely Satanic, though there can be little doubt that the name was chosen partly in order to
provoke Christian churches and other ideological opponents. The strikingly positive view
of Satan presented the next year by Blavatsky in The Secrer Doctrine also makes it obvious a
double entendre was to some extent intended. In the editorial for the first issue, Blavatsky
(who, judging by the style, was almost certainly the author) dismisses the misunderstandings
surrounding the name Lucifer as being exclusively infernal and claims that, hence, ‘the title
for our magazine is as much associated with divine and pious ideas as with the supposed
rebellion of the hero of Milton’s “Paradise Lost” % But in the same editorial she also writes
about Satan in ‘Milton’s superb fiction’ that if one analyses his rebellion, ‘it will be found of
no worse nature than an assertion of free-will and independent thought, as if Lucifer had
been born in the XIXth century) in other words practically presenting Satan as a freedom
fighter.” It seems she also figured the shock value of the name could serve a pedagogical pur-
pose: ‘to force the weak-hearted to look truth straight in the face, is helped most efficaciously

by a title belonging to the category of branded names’*®

6 Ibid., vol. 2, p. s15.

¢ Ibid., vol. 2, p. 513.
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To bring “to light the hidden things of darkness.”
T EprTed BY

H. P. Blavatsky .« Mabel Collins

The Light-bearer is the Morning Star or Lucifer; and *‘Lucifer it no profanc or Satauic tite.,
g n is the l,auu Luciferus, the ht-bringer, the \lommg Star, cuivalent to the Greek gwey
. the name of the pure, pale herald of daylight.”—Yoxce

FIGURE 4.2 Cover of the first issue of the Theosophical journal Lucifer, September 1887. Courtesy
of the Theosophical Society in America Archives.

A debate initiated by a letter from Reverend T. G. Headley in the August 1888 issue of
Lucifer sheds some additional light on the ideas about Satan that were propagated in the
Theosophical Society and more specifically in the journal in question (figure 4.2). Headley
argues that the priests of Jesus’s time caused the son of God to be slain as a devil. The priests
then proceeded to appropriate the figure of Christ and establish various false doctrines in
his name. The ones most properly labelled devils are therefore these priests. But we must be
careful, Headley warns, not to dethrone Christ in our struggle against the devilish priests.
The editors simply respond that they agree Christ should indeed be honoured, as an initiate,
while Catholicism and Protestantism should be rejected.®” One Thomas May felt moved to

¢ Headley 1888a; Editor 1888a.
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submit a reply focusing on the Devil instead. In his letter, he endeavours to explain how ‘the
much-abused Devil may be transformed into an angel of Light)”® He asserts that the serpent
in the Garden of Eden should be seen as corresponding to the brazen serpent lifted up by
Moses, a creature with whom May claims Jesus identifies himself. By a somewhat spurious
etymology, to put it mildly, he establishes that Satan and God are one and the same, and
supports this by stating that ‘Serpent worship was universal and symbolical of Wisdom and
Eternity’. The basis for the argument is ultimately a metaphysical monism, where there is
only one God, though men have given him various names like ‘Jupiter, Pluto, Dionysus, God,
Devil, Christ, Satan’”!

Headley retorted, refuting May’s line of reasoning and ending his letter with the
words: ‘[I]t is not true, as Mr. May asserts, that good and evil, or Jesus and the Devil, are
one and the same.”? The editor, however, took May’s side, and affirmed that, indeed, ‘[¢]
he “Supreme”, if IT is infinite and omnipresent, cannot be anything but that. I'T must be
“good and evil’, “light and darkness”, etc’”® The opportunity was also seized to attack the
notion of a personal God and Satan, in spite of Headley having mentioned nothing about
subscribing to such a view of the Devil. Headley replied again, this time complaining that
he felt he had been misrepresented in the debate as believing in the existence of a personal
Devil.”* The editorial rejoinder to this was signed H.P.B., instead of simply “The Editor’
(though it seems likely she wrote the carlier ones as well), as if to lend extra weight to the
points she makes. She brushes aside the question of Headley being made out to believe in
a personal Devil and underscores that the important thing is that such stupid religious
superstition is torn down, this endeavour being the very purpose of Lucifer, a magazine
that is ‘essentially controversial’”® Blavatsky then expresses her agreement with May’s ana-
lysis concerning Jesus and Lucifer being the same, and concurs firmly with the monism
that underpins it.”® May, just like Blavatsky in 7he Secret Doctrine, completely demolishes
the traditional view of Satan and reinvents the figure as a perennially misunderstood mani-
festation of The Supreme. Exactly what this figure is, if not a personal entity, is not speci-
fied by May.

The suggestions about Satan made by May cannot have had any influence on Blavatsky’s
The Secret Doctrine, since the book was published only a month later.”” Nothing simi-
lar is to be found in Isis Unveiled, and T have not managed to find these ideas in any other
Theosophical text published in the interval between Blavatsky’s two major books. Therefore,
these interpretations must either have been disseminated orally within the society, Blavatsky
perhaps directly or indirectly even being the source of May’s ideas, or they might have come
from an external source. We shall now proceed to look at some possible such sources in the

70 May 1888, p. 68.

71 Ibid., p. 69.

72 Headley 1888b, p. 171.

73 Editor 1888b, p. 171.

74 Headley 1888c.

7> Blavatsky 1888b, p. 34 4. The reason for signing it with her name could also be simply that she became the sole
editor of the journal from November 1888 (later, October 1889—June 1891, co-editing it with Besant and at first
having shared the duty with Mabel Collins). Kraft 1999, p. 36.

7¢ Blavatsky 1888b, p. 345.

77 The publication date of the book as being mid-October 1888 is given in Santucci 2006, pp. 182-183.
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broader contemporary pro-Satan discourse prevalent among certain socialists and radical
artists and authors.

BLAVATSKY’S SATAN AND DIABOLICAL SOCIALISM,
ART, AND ROMANTICISM

Blavatsky’s closeness to champions of the proletariat like Charles Sotheran makes it likely
she was aware of the use of Satan as a symbol of political liberation in texts by socialists such
as Bakunin and Proudhon. In particular, Bakunin’s Diex et [¢tat, which describes Satan as
a gnosis-bringer and makes a positive reinterpretation of the events in the Garden of Eden,
could be a potential source of inspiration. Blavatsky’s new version of this myth is very similar
to the one presented by Bakunin.

As for the name of Blavatsky’s journal, we can note that the individualist-anarchist weekly
newspaper published in Kansas (later in Chicago) called Lucifer the Light-bearer had already
started publication in 1883 (see chapter 3), four years prior to Blavatsky’s similarly titled
endeavour. We also saw in chapter 3 that Lucifer was being used as a name for socialist pub-
lications elsewhere as well. The early Swedish Social Democrats disseminated coarse propa-
ganda leaflets bearing this title in December 1886 and April 1887, and then in 1891 started
a more lavish magazine using the same name. Blavatsky was hardly aware of these obscure
Swedish publications, but may have been familiar with the American one. What is interest-
ing is that the figure of Lucifer—sometimes, but most often not, completely divorced from
the concept of the Devil—was clearly well-established as a symbol of liberation in the radical
circles where some of Blavatsky’s closest associates moved.

The premier issue of Blavatsky’s journal featured a cover drawing of a comely and noble
torch-wielding Lucifer that is extremely similar to that which adorns the Christmas 1893
issue of Lucifer: Ljusbringaren published by the Swedish Social Democrats (an image of
which can be found in chapter 3). Either the socialists copied the Theosophists’ artwork,
or they both have an older image as their model. The latter alternative does not seem incon-
ceivable, as the figure on both covers closely resembles the heroic Satan in various Romantic
works of art, such as Joseph Geefs's LAnge du mal (marble sculpture, 1842), James Barry’s
Satan and his Legions Hurling Defiance Toward the Vault of Heaven (etching, 1792-94), and
Richard Westall's Satan Alarmd ... Dilated Stood (stipple engraving, 1794).” This icono-
graphic similarity embeds the Theosophical journal in an artistic context where Satan is glo-
rified as beautiful, knight-like, and majestic.

Of course, Blavatsky, like any other well-read person in the late nineteenth century, was
also familiar with the main works of English Romantic Satanists like Byron and Shelley. In
her writings, she refers to these authors several times.”” In an 1882 article she also discusses
Italian author Giosué Carducci’s anticlerical poem ‘Inno a Satana’ (composed in 1863, pub-
lished 1865), which is perhaps one of the most programmatic and explicit examples of the
tropes of Romantic Satanism.* It is obvious Blavatsky’s conception of Satan draws on that of

78 Cf. also William Blake’s Sazan in his Original Glory (pen, ink, and watercolour, circa 1805).
72 See the index of Blavatsky’s works by Boris de Zirkoff (1991, pp. 94, 503).
80 Blavatsky 1882.
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the Romantics, at least on a general level. They too, in some of their works, viewed him as a
symbol of independence, defiant rebellion, and liberation from oppression. Her originality

lies in integrating this view into an esoteric system.

‘THE REAL MEANING OF THOSE PARTICULAR CHAPTERS’:
BLAVATSKY'S FEMINIST COUNTER-READING?

As seen, academic studies of Theosophy have called attention to a considerable overlap
between feminist currents and this new religious movement. Remarkably, however, no one
has explored the feminist implications of Blavatsky’s counter-reading of Genesis 3. Mary
Farrell Bednarowski has argued that there are four factors that characterize marginal reli-
gious groups that offer leadership roles for women:

(1) a perception of the divine that deemphasizes the masculine, (2) a tempering or
denial of the doctrine of the Fall, (3) a denial of the need for a traditional ordained
clergy, and (4) a view of marriage which does not hold that marriage and motherhood
are the only acceptable roles for women.®!

In her analysis, she examines how these views are expressed in Shakerism, Spiritualism,
Christian Science, and Theosophy.®* Of course, a reinterpretation of the doctrine of the Fall
is central to Blavatsky’s Satanism and receives a detailed treatment in Zhe Secret Doctrine.
Oddly enough, the view of the Fall in Theosophy is not explored at all in Bednarowski’s art-
icle, though she discusses this point in relation to some of the other groups under scrutiny.
Further on I will examine how this particular narrative was a central concern among the
feminists of the time, who especially focused on attacking the notion of knowledge as poten-
tially evil. The importance of Genesis 3 in the feminist context makes it particularly interest-
ing to see how Theosophical texts deal with the serpent’s offer of knowledge. Bednarowski
highlights how the Garden of Eden narrative has historically served to ‘prove’ the moral
weakness of women and has been instrumental in excluding women from positions of reli-
gious power.*? Blavatsky’s view of the Fall as a positive, gnosis-bringing event thus implicitly
becomes an up-valuation of woman: she is no longer responsible for mankind’s fall into sin
but is instead actively involved in the gaining of spiritual wisdom from the benevolent snake.
Perhaps there were political-feminist reasons for Blavatsky to view the Fall thus. As a female
religious leader bringing esoteric wisdom to mankind, she had every reason to want to smash
the old negative view of Eve and the Tree of Wisdom.*

81 Bednarowski 1980, p. 207.

82 Critiquing Bednarowski, Joy Dixon writes: W Jhile the features Bednarowski identified were characteristic
of theosophy in its first fifty years, many of them were least evident at precisely those moments when women
dominated the society. Dixon 2001, p. 68.

8 Bednarowski 1980, p. 208.

8 Somewhat contradictory to Bednarowski’s hypothesis, Blavatsky did believe in a Fall of Man, occurring when
mankind started procreating physically, but this was not related to the events in the Garden of Eden, which she
saw as positive. On this other fall in Blavatsky’s writings, see Kraft 1999, pp. 85-86.
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In the article “The Future of Women, published in the October 1890 issue of Lucifer, the fem-
inist activist Susan E. Gay argues that women and men are but souls temporarily incarnated in
female or male bodies, and that even in a particular lifetime many women are more male than
some men and vice versa. It is therefore inappropriate to impose special restrictions of any kind
on women. ‘The #rue ideal in both sexes, she writes, is realised in those exceptional but grand
characters which possess the best and noblest qualities of both, and who have attained the spirit-
ual equilibrium of duality’® The blame for the continuing oppression of women is laid at the door
of the church. In this context, Gay brings up the question of the Fall in an interesting way. She
relates how a member of the House of Commons quoted Genesis 3:16 (" Thy desire shall be to thy
husband, and he shall rule over thee’), where Eve is cursed by God, in a debate and was cheered by
his colleagues. Since she is writing for a Theosophical audience well-acquainted with Blavatsky’s
counter-readings of the Bible in 7he Secret Doctrine, she then states: ‘[I)f the honourable members
had been enlightened with regard to the real meaning of those particular chapters dealing with
the fall and fate of our race, they might possibly have refrained from such a profound exhibition
of ignorance® What she has in mind is clearly the Blavatskian view of the serpent as a benevolent
entity, a bringer of wisdom, and Eve as thus implicitly anything but a cursed creature.

Even if Blavatsky had not explicitly connected this with feminism, some of her adherents
obviously did and incorporated it into their polemics, which combined esoteric Bible interpre-
tations with political agitation. As Kraft concludes regarding the unconventional lifestyle of
women like Blavatsky, even that which is not intended as contributions to a feminist struggle
may lend powerful support to it.¥” This, as we can see, applies equally well to the creation of
a counter-myth, which crushes conventional interpretations of a biblical narrative commonly
used to legitimize the subjection of women.

The editors of Lucifer themselves expressly targeted exoteric Christianity as a hindrance
to women’s emancipation, and in an August 1890 editorial it is argued that demanding fran-
chise reform for females while at the same time attending churches that oppose freedom
for women is like ‘boring holes through sea-water’® ‘It is, the editorial states, addressing
Christian suffragettes, ‘not the laws of the country that they should take to task, but the
Church and chiefly themselves® Given such rhetoric, it is hardly far-fetched to imagine
that one of several intentions behind Blavatsky’s pro-Satan subversion of Christian myths
may have been to liberate women from the oppression the original symbolic structures had
been made to serve.

Blavatsky’s esoteric ideas in general also attended to the theme of gender—by denying
its ultimate reality. For Blavatsky, ‘esotericism ignores both sexes” and spiritual develop-
ment through a series of incarnations ultimately led to the emergence of a spiritual andro-
gyne, a ‘Divine Hermaphrodite’™ It is tempting to suggest the Theosophical concept of the
Divine Hermaphrodite was somehow related to Eliphas Lévi’s hermaphroditic Devil-figure

% Gay 1890, p. 118. On Gay’s feminist activism, see Dixon 2001, pp. 157-159.

8¢ Gay 1890, p. 120.

87 Kraft 2003, p. 126.

8 Editor 1890, p. 442.

% Ibid.

 Dixon 2001, p. 154. It is worth keeping in mind the distinct cultural traditions behind the terms hermaphrodit-
ism and androgynity, and Theosophists occasionally considered them separate phenomena. Kraft 1999, p. 141.
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Baphomet, which in turn was based on older Christian iconography portraying Satan as a
being of mixed sex.”’ While she surely knew this image, and Lévi’s theories concerning the
figure it portrays, there are only five very brief references to Baphomet in Blavatsky’s writings.
This does not rule out that Lévi’s concept of a two-sexed symbol of enlightenment can have
influenced her thinking on gender.” Explicit connections between the hermaphrodite as a
spiritual ideal, Luciferianism, and Baphomet are, however, not to be found in Blavatsky’s
works, in spite of how logical a link between them would seem.

Kraft has made the remarkable suggestion that Blavatsky herself might have been a phys-
ical hermaphrodite. Blavatsky claimed to have been a virgin all her life in spite of two mar-
riages, and there is even a doctor’s certificate to support the assertion that due to injuries
sustained from a fall from horseback—resulting in her having, as she put it in a letter, ‘all
her guts out, womb and all'—she would not have been able to have physical relations with
any man. In this letter she further says she is ‘lacking something and the place is filled with
some crooked cucumber’. Kraft interprets this as a possible reference to hermaphroditism.”
For this condition to have been caused by a riding accident seems somewhat strange, how-
ever. It could, of course, be an explanation Blavatsky for some reason provided to account for
circumstances present since birth. Regardless of the shape of her actual genitals, it is note-
worthy that she rejected traditional womanhood, portrayed herself as an androgyne, and
signed her personal correspondence Jack’ Olcott, who described her as a ‘she-male’ in his
diary, also called her Jack, as did other close friends.”* At times, she spoke of an ‘indweller’, an
‘interior man} who could be considered either her higher consciousness or the overshadow-
ing spirit of one of her mysterious Masters.” Blavatsky’s masculinization of herself can be
viewed as problematic from a feminist perspective, though it should be noted that feminist
appraisals of androgynity and the appropriation of male traits by females have varied widely
through time. Given such fluctuations, it seems reasonable to simply conclude, as Kraft does,
that Blavatsky did make a feminist contribution by destabilizing gender roles.”®

The fondness for dissolving gender categories also extended beyond Blavatsky herself,
to other members’ reimaginings of mythical figures. In the October 1887 issue of Lucifer,
Gerald Massey contributed a poem titled “The Lady of Light, where he implores: ‘Illumine
within, as without, us, / Lucifer, Lady of Light!"”” And further:

With the flame of thy radiance smite
The clouds that are veiling the vision

9! See chapter 2.

92 Two in The Secret Doctrine (vol. 1, p. 253; vol. 2, p. 389), one in Isis Unveiled (vol. 2, p. 302) and two elsewhere.
Zirkoff 1991, p. 51.

%3 Kraft 2003, p. 134. Blavatsky’s claim to never have had sex was part of a broader rejection within Theosophy of
sexuality, which was deemed a destructive force in terms of spiritual development, physical health and women’s
liberation. In some sense, this attitude belonged to the Victorian mainstream. Theosophical women rejecting
physical motherhood and focusing instead on metaphorical varicties thereof was extremely unconventional.
Kraft 2013, pp. 360-363.

%4 Prothero 1993, p. 215; Kraft 1999, p. 158.

% Dixon 2001, p. 23.

% Kraft 2003, p. 126.

7 Massey 1887, p. 81.
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Of Woman’s millennial mission,

Lucifer, Lady of Light!"*®

In a footnote, he explains that ‘every god and goddess of the ancient pantheons is androgyn-
ous’ and that ‘our Lucifer’ is identical with Venus, Istar, and Astoreth. Linking this andro-
gynous/female Lucifer to traditionally ‘evil’ biblical symbols, he ascertains she is the star
Wormwood that St. John observes falling to earth in Revelation 8:10.” Maintaining an asso-
ciation between Lucifer and ‘evil’ phenomena whilst feminizing the figure interestingly con-
jures the image of a Theosophical Satan given womanly features, which might be related to
Blavatsky’s implicit and explicit up-valuation of both (the importance attached to a Divine
Hermaphrodite transcending all earthly gender categories should, of course, not be forgot-
ten either).

H. P. BLAVATSKY, SATANIC FEMINIST?

Let us now review our findings concerning Blavatsky and Theosophical conceptions of
Lucifer. First, it is clear that the celebrations of Satan are not a key theme in The Secrer
Doctrine. In total, the passages in question do not constitute a substantial part of the almost
1,500 pages of the two volumes. If we consult the index of a fourteen-volume edition of her
collected works (which does not include, it is worth noting, The Secret Doctrine and Isis
Unveiled), the references to Satanism, the Devil, Lucifer, and Satan take up about one and a
half pages. This we can then compare to the references to Buddha and Buddhism, which fill
over six pages in the index, while the list of references to Christ and Jesus take up a little over
four pages. Used in this manner an index is admittedly a rather blunt tool, and we should
refrain from overstating the importance of the frequency of occurrence of certain words. It
still does say something, and wide reading of Blavatsky’s works seems to bear this “statistical”
tendency out. If a figure from religious myth holds a special and prominent position above
all others in Blavatsky’s writings it is undoubtedly the Buddha.'® Thus, it would be absurd to
label Blavatsky a Satanist sezsu stricto, as my definition of such Satanism stipulates that Satan
must hold the most prominent place in the system in question.'”" All the same, it remains
clear that her probably most influential book contains a fair amount of explicit celebrations
of Satan, and that this is one of the first instances of such unequivocal praise being heaped
on the figure in an esoteric context rather than in the realm of politics or Romantic and
Decadent literature.

Some might object to describing the passages in Blavatsky’s works discussed in this chap-
ter as “Satanist” even sezsu lato, perhaps by arguing she reinterprets the figure so radically

% Ibid., p. 82.
% Ibid.

10 Zirkoff 1991, pp. 145-146, 311, 484, 86—92, 109-110, 260-262. The reason the indexes of The Secret Doctrine
and Isis Unveiled have not also been consulted here is that the role Satan plays in these works has already been
treated in detail.

108 Cf. Faxneld 20064, pp. xili—xvi, 108—117. For the distinction between Satanism sezsu lato and sensu stricto, see

chapter 1.
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that it is not actually the Christian Satan she is praising. However, this is the case with most
Satanists in all times: the figure they hail is seldom merely a straight reflection of the char-
acter from Christian tradition, but is as good as always a very differently perceived entity. In
this particular case, the figure remains tied to traditional narratives like the Fall, even if these
are viewed in an idiosyncratic way. It can hardly be denied that Blavatsky, in a pioneering
manner, applied established tropes of political and literary Satanism in an esoteric context
and was thus instrumental in creating a shift in how the figure came to be viewed by eso-
tericists. She exerted a great influence on later esotericists who constructed Satanic systems,
like Ben Kadosh (Carl William Hansen, 1872-1936), Gregor A. Gregorius (Eugen Grosche,
1888-1964) and Pekka Siitoin (1944-2003). In fact, one might say that their understand-
ing of Satan is more or less directly traced to Blavatsky’s. To a lesser extent, she may also
have inspired how, for example, Aleister Crowley (1875-1947) and Stanislaw Przybyszewski
(1868-1927) perceived the Devil.1*?

Theosophists themselves seem to have taken fairly little notice of her positive view of
Satan. Perhaps it simply did not fit in well enough with her general “system’, if that is an
appropriate word for the often confusing and contradictory world view Blavatsky presented,
and was therefore ignored as irrelevant. Perhaps it was deemed too provoking and hence
rejected as inappropriate to acknowledge. Whatever the explanation, it is more surpris-
ing that Theosophy’s enemies do not seem have paid much attention to it either. Satanism
would, of course, have been the perfect brush with which to tar Blavatsky if one wanted to
vilify her, but this tactic was to the best of my knowledge not really employed.

Having established that Blavatsky was no Satanist sensu stricto, what were then her motives
for celebrating Satan? This chapter has suggested several possible reasons. Potentially, fem-
inist (at the very least her ideas definitely had feminist implications) or legitimizing (a legit-
imacy specific to her as a woman) incitements might have played a part, since a “Satanist”
undermining of the myth of the Fall, which was used by Christians to “prove” women’s moral
weakness and spiritual inferiority, helped strengthen Blavatsky’s position as a female religious
leader. At the time The Secret Doctrine was written, there was also a considerable overlap
between Theosophy and the women’s movement. A rejection of the idea of woman as sinful
would hence find a receptive audience among many members. The Fall was a much-debated
issue among feminists, and the rehabilitation of Eve implicit in 7he Secrer Doctrine would
have been most welcome in such circles. To Blavatsky, the shock value of Satanism could
moreover serve a pedagogical function: ‘to force the weak-hearted to look truth straight in
the face) as she put it. One such truth could be the important role played by Christianity in
keeping women down. Additionally, Satanist counter-readings of the Bible obviously helped
undermine the authority of Christianity, the shattering of which was a basic prerequisite for
the whole Theosophical project.

We must also be careful to situate Blavatsky’s organization in the political landscape of its
time. Theosophy was part of a continuum of progressive agendas, which included feminism,

12 On Kadosh, see Faxneld 2011¢; Faxneld 2013a. On Gregorius (whose system is not as explicitly Satanic as

those of Kadosh, Siitoin, and Przybyszewski), see Faxneld 2006a, pp. 177-188. On Siitoin, see Granholm
2009. On Crowley’s view of Satan, see Faxneld 2006a, pp. 150-160. On Przybyszewski’s Satanism, perhaps the
first well-developed system of such thought, see Faxneld 2012h and chapter 7 in the present study.
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socialism, vegetarianism, anti-imperialism, and anti-war efforts.!”® Many individuals par-
ticipating in these efforts were anticlerical or even anti-Christian.!* Blavatsky’s pro-Satan
provocations fit well in this context. Similar outbursts were an established part of some types
of socialist discourse, and she may have been aware of socialists like Bakunin and Proudhon
using Satan as a symbol of liberation.

Another important factor to consider is the influence of evolutionism on Theosophy, even
if its exoteric form as proposed by Darwin was repudiated. Breaking free from stasis, by eat-
ing the fruit offered by Satan, is logically a fortunate event to someone who views the cosmos
as evolving ever upwards spiritually. To Blavatsky, who was more or less a monist, not only
the Fall but also Satan and “evil” are important for spiritual evolution, which needs (secem-
ingly) antagonistic forces to be dynamic. Several other influences should also be considered.
For example, Blavatsky, inspired by King’s book on Gnosticism, interpreted the Gnostics
(that she held in high regard) as Satanists of a sort. Eliphas Lévi’s view of Satan makes the
figure a more or less morally neutral force that can also be used for good and prepares the way
for Blavatsky’s more radical positive re-imagining. The broader non-esoteric cultural envir-
onment would have further stimulated this development. For instance, pictorial representa-
tions of a noble, beautiful Satan were quite common in Romantic art, and Blavatsky was
familiar with some of the prime exponents of Romantic literary Satanism: Shelley, Byron,
and Carducci. All these factors would have given praise of Lucifer a cultural logic and an
instrumental value beyond that of expressing mystical cosmic truths about the figure itself.

Even so, nothing of this is to suggest Blavatsky was not in earnest as an esoteric thinker,
nor would I want to take a reductionist approach to her writings and say they were really
about something else than esotericism.'® However, opting for a religionist stance and view-
ing esotericism as a lofty, perennial category more or less disconnected from the world at
large is no reasonable alternative either. Rather, I propose we view her texts as expressions
of a religious cosmology and filled with political implications as well as strategic didactic
manoeuvres, all of which were strongly coloured by contemporary radical discourse on the
figure of Satan. The political implications, especially for the feminist cause, as well as the
similarities with, for example, socialist Lucifers, may have been conscious or unconscious.
With a shrewd and alert woman like Helena Petrovna Blavatsky, it would seem more likely
she was well aware of quite a few of these dimensions.

‘THE PLEASANT PATHS OF PROGRESS : FEMINISTS
MAKING A HEROINE OF EVE

Blavatsky’s ideas about the Fall can be fitted into a broader feminist context, both in the
sense that she may herself have been inspired by certain writers of this kind who wrote
about Genesis 3, and in terms of an influence she herself likely effected on some feminists

103 Kraft 1999, p. 12.

104 Naturally, we should also remember that there were quite a few Christian socialists, pacifists, etc.

195 Cf. Kraft 1999, pp. 195-197, and Dixon 2001, p. 12, where they too argue against dichotomizing religious and
“rational” or political commitments, and Johnson’s more pronounced emphasis on the spiritual side of mat-

ters, Johnson 1994, p. 242.
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concerning this issue. Unsurprisingly, many intellectual women, as early as the very begin-
ning of the nineteenth century, found it difficult to accept the condemnation in Genesis of
a desire for knowledge (here they often had in mind males in their own time attempting to
keep women from gainingaccess to higher education), and they therefore tried to soften trad-
itional denunciations of Eve’s motivations when she took the fruit. Even highly pious women
with some feminist inclinations apparently felt a need to somewhat modify the traditional
stance on the gaining of knowledge. One example is Hannah Mather Crocker (1752-1847),
granddaughter of the famous puritan Cotton Mather, who in her 1818 book Observations
on the Real Rights of Women, with Their Appropriate Duties, Agreeable to Scripture, Reason
and Common Sense wrote about Eve: ‘It appears her desire was to obtain knowledge, which
might be laudable, though her reason was indeed deceived.'*® Knowledge as such had long
been a highly contested thing in Christian culture. As Allison P. Coudert points out, Kant’s
sapere aude (dare to know) would have made no sense, had it not been preceded by centuries
of admonitions about the dangers of knowledge and especially of curiosity. Such rebukes,
Coudert emphasizes, had historically been directed, in particular, to women.'””

In 1864, the American feminist Eliza W. Farnham (1815-1864) published Woman and
Her Era, where she argues that women are the superior sex in essentially all respects. The
story of Eve and the serpent is, contrary to popular opinion, further proof of this, she claims.
Farnham lays down that ‘human life became a career, a struggle, through the initiatory act of
Eve), shutting the door on the preceding ‘life of plenty, easy and ignorance’.'*® Her critique of
man’s prelapsarian condition is scathing, and she pronounces it to have been one of slavery
and bondage.!”” Eve’s actions, she says, was a ‘great service to humanity, and she should be
lauded for being the individual ‘who first dared the trial’!*° Farnham goes on:

[W]hether the serpent represents Wisdom or Wickedness in this transaction, the
compliment to the feminine nature is equally distinct, because of the purity and
Godlikeness of the motive presented to it. Woman rose out of bondage, in the love of
freedom—that she might become wiser and diviner. Man followed her. So early dates

the spiritual ministration of the feminine.!!!

Although Farnham in this quote refrains from judging the moral nature of the serpent, the
portrayal of the so-called tempter here is, in logical accordance with this reading, soon also
subject to a fairly decisive shift. A few pages on, Farnham speaks of “Wisdom, represented by
the serpent; and a little later she explains about the injunction against eating the forbidden
fruit that humanity ‘should be much more inclined to attribute the prohibition to an enemy,
and the encouragement to disregard it, to a wise, loving friend, than the contrary’'* This is

1% Quoted in Taylor & Weir 2006, p. 27.
17 Coudert 2008, p. 231.

1% Farnham 1864, p. 136. Farnham had caused controversy in the 1840s, when she was matron at the women’s
section at Sing Sing Prison. Among other things, she drastically cut down on the religious instruction of the
inmates. Floyd 2006, p. 313.

1 Farnham 1864, p. 137.

10 Ibid., p. 139.

11 Tbid.

"2 1bid., pp. 141, 144.
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still far from, for example, the outright Satanist reading of Genesis 3 proposed by Bakunin a
few years later, or for that matter Blavatsky’s counter-myth, but it is surely extremely radical
in its positive view of Eve as well as of a certain slithering creature with forked tongue. The
assessment of Eve as an agent of progress can be seen very much as a product of its time, in
several ways. Darwin had published his O the Origin of the Species in 1859, but this was only
one part of a much broader—and at this time highly controversial —evolutionistic tendency
in the sciences as well as, for instance, anthropology.'"* Farnham seems to be influenced by
this, as evidenced by her insistence that Eve ‘set the feet of her race in the pleasant paths of
progress, and that without the knowledge she gained there would have been ‘stagnation’!'
She also emphasizes that ‘History is re-written in the light of Modern Science) and it seems
plausible that she herself was rewriting the biblical narrative in the light of evolutionism, as
seen through a feminist lens.'S She here anticipates Blavatsky both concerning the positive
understanding of the serpent, and the emphasis on evolution in her counter-reading of the
myth (even if Blavatsky, of course, was an anti-Darwinian esoteric evolutionist). Blavatsky
might have known Farnham’s book, directly or indirectly, or the ideas in it may also have
been disseminated in other publications of which I am unaware. There is a distinct possibility
that this type of counter-discourse on Genesis 3 was more widespread even before Blavatsky
than I have been able to document.

The revaluation of Eve became still more pronounced towards the end of the century. We
will see many examples of this throughout the present study, but one example that can be
mentioned here is Henriette Greenebaum Frank’s (1854-1922) 1894 paper, first presented at
the Jewish Women’s Congress and later also published. In it, she makes a drastically revision-

ist feminist reversal of the received meaning of Genesis 3:

The woman of our day, like Eve, the All-Mother, stretches out her hand for the fruit
of the tree of knowledge that she may know good from evil; though she lose the para-
dise of ignorance, she may gain the field of honest endeavor. The serpent appears to
her not as Satan, the tempter, but rather as the companion of Minerva, the symbol
of wisdom and eternity. If Adam had eaten more freely of the fruit tendered him by

1

[

Darwin, we should note, was in a sense more interested in adaptation than in evolution in the sense the
term was commonly understood in late nineteenth-century debates. Moreover, the evolutionary theories of
Darwin and scholars like Herbert Spencer and Edward Burnett Tylor did not, it seems, exert the direct causal
influence on one another in their formative stages that is sometimes assumed (even if, for instance, Darwin
borrowed Spencer’s term the survival of the fittest for the fifth edition of The Origin of the Species, using it as a
synonym for his own natural selection). Both Spencer and Darwin seem to have independently derived their
notion of a struggle for survival as a basic clement of existence from Malthus. Their theories are thus better
understood as products of certain broader tendencies of the time. A biologization of theories concerning
sociocultural matters clearly took place, but there has been a tendency to overemphasize Darwin's significance
in this context. Finally, we should keep in mind here that a doctrine of societal progress had been present
at least since the Enlightenment, but also that the prominent nineteenth-century evolutionists were not as
uncritically idealizing of evolution as they are commonly made out to be (Sanderson 1990/1992, pp. 28-33). In
more popular contexts, however, the Darwinian and sociocultural theories were blended less cautiously, and
evolution could be held up as a rather more rose-tinted concept.

"4 Farnham 1864, pp. 141, 142.

5 Ibid., p. 149.
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Eve, his descendants might have become too wise to deny women capabilities equal

to men’s.!'¢

In light of such counter-readings, even though this one refutes the demonic connotations
of the serpent, the explicitly Satanic feminism this study focuses on appears less bizarre
than a first glance might imply. In fact, most examples of it fit in perfectly well with broader
feminist and anticlerical tendencies of the time. In chapter 3, we saw that similar inverted
readings of scripture—and symbolic praise of Satan as an emancipator—were also common-
place in socialism, which further helps to contextualize the notion of Lucifer as the liberator
of woman.

THE WOMAN'S BIBLE, A THEOSOPHICAL PROJECT?

The first major systematic attempt at feminist Bible criticism was The Woman'’s Bible (2 vols.,
1895, 1898), by American suffragette Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815-1902) and her revising
committee.'” The Woman's Bible is a commentary on a selection of sections from the Bible
that treat women. Most of it was written by Stanton, and signed with her initials, but other
women also contributed, and often contradicted her statements. This, then, was not a new
normative theology, but was meant to show that there are many ways to read scripture.''®
The book can be seen very much as a direct extension of Blavatsky’s incendiary exhortation
in Isis Unveiled: “We must ... consider the authenticity of the Bible itself. We must study its
pages, and see if they, indeed, contain the commands of the Deity, or but a compendium
of ancient traditions and hoary myths!*? Stanton, who had a deep interest in Theosophy,
was a crucial figure in the American women’s suffrage movement and belonged to the phal-
anx of it that identified the conservatism of Christian churches as a prominent obstacle for
their struggle.’® In the introduction to The Woman’s Bible, Stanton—much like the editor-
ial in Lucifer quoted earlier—proclaims church and clergy ‘the very powers that make her
[woman’s] emancipation impossible’ and explains to her female readers that ‘your political
and social degradation are but an outgrowth of your status in the Bible’'*!

Stanton’s project, like the efforts of predecessors such as Farnham and Frank, must be con-
sidered in light of its wider setting. Important factors here were the publication of the Revised
Version of the Bible in 1881 and 1885 (the New and Old Testaments, respectively) and debates

16 Quoted in Taylor & Weir 2006, pp. 92—93. Admittedly, the Jewish context Frank spoke and published in is
somewhat separate from the surrounding (predominantly) Christian culture of Europe and the United States
of the time. But it would be wrong to imagine that Jewish feminists and those from a Christian background
did not interact and influence one another, even if the specific words quoted here were directed to other
Jewish women.

17 Twenty-three women agreed to have their names listed as members of the revising committee, but only seven
actually contributed commentaries to the first volume. Kern 1991, p. 376.

118 Loades 2011, p. 316.

119 Blavatsky [1877]/1988, vol. 2, p. 67. Blavatsky writes Bible with italics, perhaps to make a point about it not
having an especially holy status in comparison to other books.

120 Loades 2011, p. 309.

12! Stanton et al. 1898a, pp. 8, 10.
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concerning so-called German criticism, which related Bible texts to other ancient Near Eastern
sources. The traditional view had been that the Bible was inspired, infallible, and historically
accurate, the words in it coming from God himself. At the beginning of the nineteenth century,
few lay people were aware that such a thing as biblical criticism existed, but by the end of the
century most had some familiarity with it, even if they strongly disagreed with parts or all of its
suggestions. In particular, Genesis was hotly debated, and scholars tried to number, date, and
order the proposed sources behind it. These discussions were disseminated out into wider society
in a variety of ways and set even non-specialists pondering such questions. Other circumstances
that contributed to facilitating less reverential approaches to the Bible were Darwin’s theory of
evolution—which called into question the seven-day account of creation—and developments
in astronomy, archacology, and geology. All these things shook belief in the creation story pre-
sented in the Bible as literally true. Hereby, the authority of the Bible in general was beginning to
slowly crumble, especially among the educated classes.'?

The aforementioned developments also informed the drastic and occasionally hostile
exegesis of scripture in some new religious movements, like Theosophy. One of the women
involved in the pivotal early stages of Stanton’s enterprise, the Englishwoman Frances Lord
(1848-1923), was a dedicated Theosophist.'?> So were Matilda Joslyn Gage (whom we will
encounter again in chapter 5) and Frances Ellen Burr, who both served on the final revising
committee and contributed comments in the book.'** Stanton herself, in her 1898 autobiog-
raphy, describes reading Blavatsky with great enthusiasm, and talks of the ‘occult studies’ she
initiated together with her daughter and Frances Lord.* It therefore seems reasonable to
assume that the writings of Madame Blavatsky might in some way have had an impact on
the conception and execution of The Woman's Bible. This is a side of the story that has been
neglected in earlier scholarship.' Occultism in a wider sense (but probably filtered through

122 Taylor & Weir 2006, pp. 10-12; Loades 2011, pp. 315-316.

123 Loades 2011, p. 315. It was Lord who introduced Stanton to Theosophy. Kern 2001, pp. 60, 93.

124 Kern 2001, p. 167.

125 Stanton 1898, p. 377.

126 Kern (2001, pp. 60, 93-94, 165-167) mentions briefly that Stanton, and other members of the commit-
tee, were interested in Theosophy, but no one scems aware of the similarity between their interpretations
of, for example, Genesis 3 and that to be found in Blavatsky’s writings, nor has anyone—as far as I know—
acknowledged the resemblance when it comes to a harsh deconstructionist attitude towards the Bible. Most
studies of Stanton (for example, Elizabeth Griffiths 1984 biography) do not even mention Blavatsky or
Theosophy. Kathi Kern’s insightful monograph on The Woman’s Bible suggests the feminist celebrations of
Eve were inspired by Mary Baker Eddy (1821-1910), the founder of Christian Science, who ‘lauded Eve for her
wisdom in being the first to confess her sin in cating the forbidden fruit, and argued that this act of confession
entitled her and all women to future glories’ (Kern 2001, pp. 88-89, quote on p. 89). However, as we will see,
Stanton et al. held much more radical ideas and did not consider Eve a sinner at all, nor the fall an unfortunate
event. Blavatsky would hence seem a much more likely source of inspiration, especially since it is documented
that several of them read her books. In sharp contrast to her impressive grasp of other matters, Kern seems to
have little knowledge of Theosophy, which shows not least in her giving the title of Blavatsky’s first book as Isis
Revealed instead of Isis Unveiled (Kern 2001, pp. 93-94). By 1890, it seems Stanton was less enthusiastic about
Theosophy as a way to improve the world, but exactly wherein her objections lay is difficult to assess (p. 247).
This does not affect the probability of her having been inspired by it in the work on the first volume of 7he
Woman'’s Bible. As late as 1886 she was still talking about ‘the beauty of occult literature’ (p. 257).
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Theosophical understandings) clearly influenced the way at least some of those writing in
The Woman's Bible viewed scripture, as evidenced in the assertions by Frances Ellen Burr
that the Bible ‘is an occult book’ and needs to be read ‘in the light of occult teachings.'*”
There are other indications of the importance of these types of ideas for the committee, for
instance, when Gage refers to Eliphas Lévi’s laudable occult understanding of the Bible.'?
Lévi, incidentally (or not so incidentally), was, as we have seen, a major source of inspiration
for Blavatsky’s counter-reading of Genesis 3. While not all contributors to The Woman's Bible
were Theosophists, several of the key figures—among them the voice that dominates the text
completely, Stanton—were avid readers of such literature.

‘EXONERATE THE SNAKE, EMANCIPATE THE WOMAN’: COUNTER-
READING AS A LIBERATORY TACTIC

Already in the introduction to the first volume of The Woman’s Bible, Stanton brings up the
teaching that Eve caused the Fall of Man, and how this has been used to subjugate women
ever since.'® She returns to the topic several times, and in the second volume Stanton pro-
poses that due to Darwin’s discoveries we must concede that ‘the race has been a gradual
growth from the lower to a higher form of life, and that the story of the fall is a myth’ Hereby,
‘we can exonerate the snake, emancipate the woman, and reconstruct a more rational religion
for the nineteenth century’’® In the detailed commentary on Genesis 3, she rejects the gen-
eral idea of a Fall and states her view that ‘the Darwinian theory of the gradual growth of the
race from a lower to a higher type of animal life, is more hopeful and encouraging’'*! Once
more, as in the case of Farnham, we can see the influence of evolutionism on arguments for
dismantling the doctrine of the terrible Fall. Nevertheless, Fall or no Fall, Stanton proceeds
to praise Eve, in a manner resembling Farnham, proclaiming she is ‘pleased with her attitude,
whether as a myth in an allegory, or as the heroine of an historical occurrence’ and that ‘the
unprejudiced reader must be impressed with the courage, the dignity, and the lofty ambition
of the woman’ Satan, she says, ‘evidently had a profound knowledge of human nature, and
saw at a glance the high character of the person he met, since he tempted her with know-
ledge, the wisdom of the Gods’'*? She next likens Satan to Socrates or Plato, since ‘his powers
of conversation and asking puzzling questions, were no doubt marvelous, and he roused in
the woman that intense thirst for knowledge’'** Again, then, the Devil (and here no attempt
is made to distance the serpent from the figure of Satan) is given a most generous portrayal in

127 Stanton ct al. 1898b, p. 106.

128 Ibid., p. 177.

129 Stanton et al. 1898a, p. 7.

130 Stanton et al. 1898b, p. 214.

131 Stanton et al. 1898a, p. 24.

12 Ibid.

133 Ibid., p. 25. As Kathi L. Kern points out, in Stanton’s redemption of Eve, unlike other instances where she
‘argued on a point of translation or historical criticism) she ‘claimed no special authority beyond her unique
powers as a woman to reveal the “unprejudiced” meaning of biblical texts’ (Kern 1991, p. 375). These passages
could hence be seen as an example of creative counter-mythmaking.
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carly feminist exegesis.'* The recurring up-valuation of knowledge as an unassailable good
reflects, I would argue, the hunger for full access to the intellectual realm that was typical of
most feminists. This hunger at times seemingly almost forces such writers to read Genesis
3 very differently from the hegemonic understanding of it as a warning against hubris and
inappropriate curiosity. South African freethinker Olive Schreiner, for example, used refer-
ences to Genesis to find a language of defiance in relation to patriarchal rules, when she
proclaimed about her sex in Woman and Labour (1911) that ‘there is no fruit in the garden of
knowledge it is not our determination to eat’'®

Another contributor to The Woman's Bible, Lillie Devereux Blake (1833-1913), also focuses
on woman’s thirst for knowledge as something laudable, writing glowingly of how Eve is
‘fearless of death if she can gain wisdom), and should be seen as ‘the first representative of
the more valuable and important half of the human race’’** Commenting on the curse laid
on Adam and Eve by God for their transgression, she foresees that through evolution, ‘with
the introduction of improved machinery, and the uplifting of the race there will come a time
when there shall be no severities of labor, and when women shall be freed from all oppres-
sions’'¥” In other words, she claims the triumphs of the human spirit (which can indirectly
be said to be a product of Eve’s acquisition of wisdom and enlightenment) will nullify God’s
supposed punishment of Eve and her daughters—a bold suggestion indeed, which likely
offended many pious readers considerably. Stanton attacks the alleged curse as well, and
objects to the fact that some women have refused anaesthetics when giving birth, and that
some doctors have withheld them, both categories refraining from easing labour pains ‘lest
they should interfere with the wise provisions of Providence in making maternity a curse’'*®
Further on in The Woman's Bible, Lucinda B. Chandler analyses 1 Tim. 2, and again the focus
is on the repulsiveness of forbidding women to strive for learning and wisdom. Chandler
states that the notion that ‘woman should have been condemned and punished for trying
to get knowledge, and forbidden to impart what she has learned, is the most unaccountable
peculiarity of masculine wisdom’'** In Chandler’s opinion, Eve partaking of the fruit ena-
bled her to lead ‘the race out of the ignorance of innocence and into the truth’!** Engaging
Paul’s condemnation of Eve, she says the apostle ‘evidently was not learned in Egyptian lore,
wherefore he was unable to ‘recognize the esoteric meaning of the parable of the fall’**! This
supposed esoteric meaning was likely understood in Theosophically inspired terms by sev-
eral, possibly most, of the contributors.

134 Stanton refers to the serpent as ‘the tempter) a traditional name for Satan, and in no way tries to claim this
creature is not the Devil. Lillic Devereux Blake, who also comments on Genesis 3, does not offer any such
denials either.

135 Schreiner 1911, p. 167. Schreiner should nevertheless not be made out to be particularly Satanic in her choice of
overall symbolism, as she in the same book, for example, uses Lucifer as a negative metaphor (p. 148).

13¢ Stanton et al. 1898a, pp. 26, 27. For a biographical sketch of Lillie Devereux Blake, see Farrell 1997.

137 Stanton et al. 1898a, p. 27.

138 Ibid., p. 31. Blake, of course, concurrently argues that God’s punishment of males will also be nullified by
science.

13 Stanton ct al. 1898b, p. 163.

140 Ibid., pp. 165-166.

Y1 Ibid., p. 167.
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In a letter to the editor of Zhe Critic, after the publication of the book, Stanton explained
a dramatic implication of her deconstruction of Genesis 3: “Take the snake, the fruit tree
and the woman from the tableau, and we have no fall, nor frowning judge, no Inferno, no
everlasting punishment—hence no need of a Savior.'#? Yet, what she has actually done is
not to remove snake, fruit tree, and woman. Her tactic in this instance was not to declare
the story a complete invention, or pointless nonsense, but to provide a counter-myth where
Eve is a heroine and Satan a charitable philosophical instructor of woman. As quoted earlier,
she did not ultimately pronounce a judgement on whether Eve was to be approached ‘as a
myth in an allegory, or as the heroine of an historical occurrence’ (though she clearly leaned
towards the former). By choosing this counter-discursive strategy, instead of simply saying
the Bible should be disregarded and placed on the scrap heap of useless historical texts, she
confirms the Bible’s position as a significant fount of wisdom—if only read correctly. This is
very much the same attitude assumed by Blavatsky in her esoteric inversions and subversions
of Genesis 3.

Of course, many other influences are also conceivable. For example, one of Stanton’s
favourite poets, Walt Whitman, had incorporated a sprinkling of Romantic Satanism in one
of his most well-known pieces (see chapter 10).1%3 Moreover, in her autobiography, Stanton
likens herself to Shelley when he was scattering one of his suppressed pamphlets.'* Later, she
describes Shelley as ‘a sensitive, refined nature, full of noble purposes.* One should perhaps
not make too much of it, but it is a possibility that Stanton’s counter-myths with didactic
purposes were to some degree inspired by Shelley’s similar endeavours in texts like 7he Revolt
of Islam. She was also aware of Eliza Farnham and would certainly have read Woman and Her
Era with its characterization of the serpent as ‘a wise, loving friend’ 4

‘PLEASE DO NOT SPEAK ON THE BIBLE QI/JESTION’:
THE WAGES OF CONFRONTATIONAL TACTICS

On the appearance of the first volume, The Woman's Bible immediately became controversial,
and, as such books are wont to do, sold well, going through seven printings in six months
and being translated into several languages.'” Many tried to hinder the book from being
circulated, by lobbying libraries to ban it and so on, but, as Stanton wrote in a letter to her
son Theodore, ‘the bigots promote the sale’¥8 In Freethought circles, it was wholeheartedly
embraced, and Stanton was, for example, praised as ‘the female Voltaire’!*” To her abysmal

1% Quoted in Kern 2001, p. 177.

143 Stanton’s fondness for Whitman’s poetry is mentioned in Gordon 1973, p. 7.

14 Stanton 1898, p. 379.

1% Ibid., p. 395.

146 Tbid., p. 30s.

147 Griffith 1984, p. 212. On the sales of the book, see also Kern 2001, p. 262.

148 Kern 2001, p. 217.

4 1bid., p. 209. Freethought was an older word for what in Great Britain had by this time become replaced by
the more modern label “Secularism”, a term that in the United States was used interchangeably with the older
one. Ibid., p. 240.
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disappointment, after a heated internal debate it was disowned by the major US suffrage
organization, the National American Woman Suffrage Association (NAWSA), of which she
was the honorary president. Many of the younger, more conservative members felt attacks
on Christianity were not only offensive but, more important, hurt the cause.’® The rise of
a conservative leadership within NAWSA, and the repudiation of Stanton, was part of the
process that led to a ‘mainstreaming’ of the suffrage movement. In the end, the conflict over
The Woman'’s Bible established more firmly the pragmatic alliance between religiously con-
servative and religiously liberal feminists, and pushed issues of the kind that Stanton and
Frances Lord had hoped to raise—that is, Christianity’s role in the subjection of woman—to
the bottom of the agenda.’>!

Unsurprisingly, conservative clergy denounced The Woman'’s Bible as the work of Satan
(and females in league with him). Since all the women behind the book were well-known
suffragettes, the project played into the hands of anti-suffragists in the short term, just
like its critics within NAWSA had predicted.’* Nevertheless, Stanton’s instinct to iden-
tify the Bible as something feminists had to deal with critically in one way or another
was no doubt correct. In nineteenth-century political debates, the story of Eve, and the
tradition of interpretation surrounding it, was still explicitly evoked by anti-feminists for
support. For example, we have seen how a member of the House of Commons in England
quoted Genesis 3 to support an ultra-traditional view in a debate over women’s rights,
which garnered an enthusiastic response from his colleagues. The politician’s biblical
legitimation of the subordination of women was then countered by a feminist esoteri-
cist using a Theosophical “Satanist” interpretation of Genesis 3 to undercut the authority
of the patriarchal Christian polemic strategy. The politician’s choice of domination tech-
nique was far from uncommon. At the time, Genesis 3 was used by a great many writ-
ers and orators all over the Western world to argue that the oppression of women was
“natural” and God-given. Stanton’s home country was certainly no exception and had a
long tradition in this regard. For instance, this line of reasoning could be found among
American Presbyterians.'>® Although the Puritans, who dominated the religious life of
New England from the mid-seventeenth century until at least the mid-cighteenth century,
had rejected notions of women as inherently sinful, they still thought of Eve’s lapse as
being very much about a failure to subordinate herself to male authority. Accordingly, in
the Puritans’ view, Eve’s daughters had inherited her vulnerability to temptations involv-
ing a defiance of the patriarchal order, an order that was certainly seen as essential to

150 Kern 1991, pp. 371-372, 376—378; Kern 2001, pp. 181-189. The resolution repudiating 7he Woman's Bible was
passed by a margin of 53 to 41 (Kern 1991, p. 378). The press also reported extensively on this intra-feminist
controversy. Among other things, the New York Times quoted Rachel Foster Avery, corresponding secretary
of the organization, saying that the ideas in the book were ‘set forth in a spirit which is neither reverent nor
inquiring’ (‘Discuss the Woman’s Bible, New York Times, January 2.4, 1896).

151 Kern 2001, p. 206.

152 Loades 2011, p. 319. On the reception, see also Kern 2001, pp. 172-176. We can further note that Stanton’s
counter-reading of Eve’s interaction with Satan was highlighted as a particularly problematic aspect of
the book in an opinion piece by one Mrs. W. Winslow Crannell in the New York Times (3 March 1896).
Crannell 1896.

153 Selvidge 1996, p. 146.
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maintain.’” The counter-myths presented in Zhe Woman's Bible should be seen in light of
such long-standing notions in American culture.

In the nineteenth century, some pious American medical doctors, as just mentioned, angered
Elizabeth Cady Stanton by arguing that their colleagues should refuse to administer anaesthetics
to women during childbirth, since they believed the intense pain the women experienced was
a divinely ordained punishment for Eve’s misdeed.!> It is doubtful if the doctors would have
objected similarly to advances in farming technology that made males able to till the earth with-
out the pain and toil proscribed by God in his curse over Adam. Genesis 3, then, was also used
in professional debates surrounding women’s right to have control over their own bodies and
medical treatments, something that attests to its central importance in discourse on gender dur-
ing the period. As could hence be expected, this Bible passage was a hot topic among feminists
in most Western countries. At least nominally (not all actually contributed or did any work), the
committee for The Woman’s Bible included members from Finland, England, Scotland, Austria,
and France, making it an international project. Across Europe, we can find many examples of
how Genesis 3 was repeatedly treated critically by feminists, for instance, in the wildly popu-
lar Penthesileia: Ein Frauenbrevier fiir minnerfeindliche Stunden (‘Penthesileia: A Women’s
Breviary for Man-hating Moments, 1907), by German feminist Leonie Meyerhof (1858-1933)
(figure 4.3)."¢ Stanton’s undertaking was hence not unique as such.

This being said, it is still necessary to acknowledge that Stanton was uncommonly radical
and blunt in her antagonism towards Christianity, both in an international and an American
feminist context. This often caused conflicts with other feminists, who were frequently highly
religious even when critical of the most overtly patriarchal traits of Christianity.’” For exam-
ple, Stanton describes how she at an 1885 suffrage convention in Washington ‘presented a
series of resolutions, impeaching Christian theology—as well as all other forms of religion,
for their degrading teaching in regard to woman—which the majority of the committee
thought too strong and pointed’.'>® This was not the first time something of this sort took
place, and in cooperation with Matilda Joslyn Gage she had in fact been presenting similar
resolutions, to no avail, on a yearly basis since 1878."” When addressing suffrage meetings
during her travels in England, she always received admonitions prior to them along the lines

154 Kvam, Schearing, & Ziegler 1999, p. 309. Naturally, in the religious history of the United States, we can also

find plenty of egalitarian alternatives to such male chauvinist interpretations of Christianity. One example is
Shaker theology, where the domination of men over women, defined by Shakers as a disorderly social relation-
ship, could be seen as in itself having comprised the Fall of Man (and was thus not a result of it, or a punish-
ment for it). But in all fairness it must still be said that hierarchical, androcentric, misogynist interpretations
of the Bible have always clearly dominated. Ibid., p. 357.

155 Ibid., p. 319. On Eve and childbirth, see also Kern 2001, p. 80.

15¢ [Meyerhof] [1907]/1982, pp. 44—48. Meyerhof, whose book was issued anonymously, does not focus on
knowledge as noble or the serpent as a helper in the same manner that we have seen in the other examples, but
subverts the biblical narrative in other ways.

157 Kern 2001, p. 104.

1% Stanton 1898, p. 381

159 Ibid., p. 382. It would scem she had held convictions of this type for a very long time, ever since the 1840s. They
had, however, become even more radical over time (Smylie 1976, p. 306; Kern 1991, p. 373). On Stanton’s trou-
bled and often frankly antagonistic relationship to religion throughout her life, see Griffith 1984, pp. 20-22,
45-46, 186, 210—212; Kern 2001, pp. 40-48, 58, 64, 66—67, 90, 137. A straightforward explanation of her view
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FIGURE 4.3 Illustration by Anna Costenoble (1863-1930) of Eve and the serpent, from
Penthesileia: Ein Frauenbrevier fiir minnerfeindliche Stunden (1907), a volume of satirically anti-
masculinist revisionary interpretation of myth by German feminist Leonie Meyerhof (1858-1933).

of ‘Now, Mrs Stanton, please do not speak on the Bible question’!** In England, however, she
got the chance to give a lecture whose title asked the rhetorical question ‘Has the Christian
Religion Done Ought for Woman?’!¢! This does not mean she was an enemy of religion
per se, and the lecture was actually delivered in the chapel of her friend Moncure Daniel
Conway (whose drastic feminist reading of the Lilith myth was discussed in chapter 2) who
was a Unitarian preacher. Eventually, Conway was also the one who buried her.!®* It seems
Stanton, towards the end of her life, was predominantly an agnostic, but held certain ideas
about an androgynous Creator. Accordingly, she addressed her mealtime grace to ‘Mother
and Father God’'®

of the Bible in her final years can be found in her autobiography: ‘I felt the importance of convincing women
that the Hebrew mythology had no special claim to a higher origin than that of the Greeks, being far less
attractive in style and less refined in sentiment. Its objectionable features would long ago have been apparent

had they not been glossed over with a faith in their divine inspiration. Stanton 1898, p. 452.

1 Holton 1994, p. 1129.

11 Kern 1991, p. 373; Kern 2001, p. 53. This lecture was later published in the North American Review.

1€ Smylie 1976, p. 309. In his autobiography, Conway describes this lecture as Stanton’s ‘first matured declaration
of religious independence’. Conway 1904, vol. 2, p. 28s.

163 Griffith 1984, p. 210. On Stanton’s religiosity, see also Kern 2001, p. 12
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Her idea for The Woman’s Bible had been to include comments representing the whole
spectrum of feminist attitudes to the Bible, from reverential to dismissive. Those who
ended up contributing tended towards the latter position, but several also obviously held
the Bible to be something more than a mere collection of patriarchal fairy tales. Stanton
herself, although she was not an atheist, belonged firmly in the camp of the antagonists to
all forms of mainstream Christianity. Frances Lord, the Theosophist who was her partner
in getting the project off the ground, was even more radical and did not share her interest
in representing all sorts of opinions on the Bible. Instead, she had solicited for collabora-
tors in the Freethought journal Index, asking those keen on an endeavour ‘for the benefit of
women anxious to face their Bible foe’ to get in touch.!®

Lord, then, identified Christianity as an outright adversary that should be confronted.
Others, more involved in the final book, could be quite far removed from her aggressively
anti-Christian attitude. Lillie Devereux Blake, for example, came from a Congregationalist
background and later became a member of the Protestant Episcopal Church.'® I have been
unable to ascertain what her religious beliefs were at the time she composed her contribu-
tion to The Woman’s Bible, but she was not a hard-line enemy of scripture as such. In any case,
it would seem unlikely that Blake or Stanton held a metaphysical sympathy for the Devil
similar to Blavatsky’s. Even if the Theosophical guru denied Satan’s existence in any abso-
lute sense, due to her monism (and certainly did not conceive of him as an existing spiritual
entity one should commune with or anything of that sort), she devoted quite a few pages to
avidly singing his praise. In comparison to Zhe Secret Doctrine, the comments on Genesis 3
in The Woman’s Bible are less focused on the figure of the Devil, and more on Eve. However,
Satan is quite explicitly rehabilitated in Stanton’s portrayal, and by implication in Blake’s
and Lucinda B. Chandler’s eulogizing of Eve’s actions. Chandler, we should note, argues for
an esoteric understanding of the Fall, which points in the direction of a Blavatskian inter-
pretation of this event. From a reader-response perspective, Blavatsky’s popularity among
Anglophone feminists would also have made those familiar with her pro-Satanic state-
ments read the exegesis in Stanton’s book in light of this. Ultimately, whatever the extent of
Blavatsky’s influence on its conception, it is at least evident that 7The Woman’s Bible contrib-
uted to the discourse of Satanic feminism and gave wide dissemination to ideas about Satan
as a figure bestowing liberatory knowledge unto Eve, his chosen one.

CONCLUDING WORDS

This chapter has demonstrated that Satanic discourse played a fairly important part in
Blavatsky’s Theosophy, but was not central enough for her teaching as a whole to be labelled
Satanism sezsu stricto. In lauding Lucifer in the explicit manner she did, Blavatsky was a pion-
eer among esotericists. Earlier examples of Satanism are as good as exclusively to be found
in purely literary contexts, or in political polemics (or in texts straddling the fence between
these two categories).166 Both of these types of writings are possible influences on Blavatsky,

164 Kern 2001, p. 100.

19 Smylie 1976, p. 310.
1% Additionally, there are some interesting instances in European folk religion where the Devil was conceptual-

ized as a helpful, if not entirely benevolent, figure (see chapter 2.
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and she may have been aware of socialist Satanism, for example through her collaborators
with left-wing leanings. To some extent, Theosophy can be placed on a continuum with
progressive and subversive currents like socialism and feminism, and there was definitely an
overlap concerning the individuals drawn to these ideologies. Blavatsky’s choice to focus spe-
cifically on Genesis 3 when she created her counter-myth to the Christian tale of the Devil
may have had something to do with the influx of feminists into Theosophy, and with her
own position as a female religious leader. Feminists would have been (and were, as seen in
the case of Susan E. Gay) pleased with an implicit repudiation of the doctrine of woman as a
reproachable sinner. Rejecting the traditional misogynist reading of Genesis 3 further under-
mined religious arguments against women as spiritual teachers. Blavatsky was probably able
to appreciate this dimension—with its implications for more worldly, political matters—
right alongside her goals of expressing what she felt were esoteric cosmic truths. There is also
a tactical dimension to her Satanism, where the Theosophical counter-reading of scripture
serves to destabilize hegemonic Bible interpretations, as well as views of scripture as the infal-
lible word of God. This was thus part of her attempt to dethrone Christianity once and for
all. Lastly, we must not forget her well-attested ribald sense of humour. Blavatsky enjoyed
provoking people—a trait present in nearly every person that has ever employed some form
of Satanic discourse.

Lucifer as a symbol of liberation was an established trope in Romanticism and socialism,
which Blavatsky simply transferred to the esoteric realm. Similar revisions, explicit or impli-
cit, where the serpent in the Garden of Eden is seen as benevolent can also be found in several
(more or less) feminist texts predating 7he Secret Doctrine by decades. This might somehow
have contributed to her counter-reading, or at least helped give it a cultural logic of sorts,
since disputatious female interpreters of Genesis 3 had understood the tale thus for quite a
while. The full feminist implications of this type of counter-reading are explored extensively
in The Woman’s Bible, a project on which several female Theosophists were among the col-
laborators. Since they never deny the serpent is to be identified with Satan, but still celebrate
this slithering creature, there is a strongly implicit Satanism at hand in this feminist text.
It seems plausible the book is coloured to some degree by Blavatsky’s counter-myth of the
supposed Fall as an attainment of gnosis, and Satan as a liberator. To these feminists, the
Bible’s condemnation of knowledge was tied up with men’s barring of women from higher
education. The supposed curse on Eve was approached in relation to how doctors—using
Genesis 3 as support—refused women alleviation of their pain when giving birth, and so on.
In short, the myth of the Fall was identified as a powerful anti-feminist legitimating device,
which needed to be dealt with. Just like Blavatsky, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and some of the
other women involved, saw institutionalized Christianity in general as an obstacle to pro-
gress (spiritual and feminist, respectively). Consequently, it had to be blown to bits. Making
afriend of the serpent and, in the case of Stanton et al., a heroine of Eve, was to a great extent,
I would argue, a manoeuvre to help facilitate this act of demolition by creating a subversive
counter-myth. This disruptive discourse targeted Genesis 3 as a key passage. Blavatsky may or
may not have had partly similar ‘feminist’ goals (e.g. in the area of women’s roles as religious
leaders) in mind when also doing so. Regardless, the feminist implications were clear to a
Theosophist suffragette like Susan E. Gay, who used Blavatsky’s Satanist protest exegesis to
in turn protest male chauvinist political use of Genesis 3.



[W]e must judge a weird tale not by the author’s intent, or by the mere mechanics of the plot.

H. P. LOVECRAFT, ‘Supernatural Horror in Literature’ (1927)"

5

Satan as the Emancipator of Woman in Gothic Literature

Q.

INTRODUCTION

At the time when belief in actual witches and demons had largely died out in the educated
classes, use of such motifs expanded in works of popular fiction. A main repository for the
old motifs was the Gothic genre, where Satan and woman were frequently connected. In
particular, this was expressed through recurrent references to the narrative of the Fall in
Genesis 3.

The chapter, which roughly follows a chronological trajectory, begins with an overview
of Gothic literature, and its concerns with metaphysical and demonic matters. Woman’s col-
lusion with the Devil in five major novels in the genre from the years 1772 to 1820 is then
analysed. Three vampire tales written between 1836 and 1897 are scrutinized next. Finally,
we will look at a werewolf novella from 1928, which takes the by now firmly established
Gothic notion of Satan as the emancipator of woman—previously mostly depicted in an
anti-feminist manner as a terrible thing, though at times with considerable ambivalence—
and combines it with a quite explicitly feminist sensibility.

Aside from the last example, the texts discussed here belong firmly in the realm of mass-
market, “lowbrow” culture (which is not to say they lack complexity). They thus show how
the motifs that we are interested in were disseminated across the whole spectrum of sophisti-
cated and less cultured readers, from the heights of Shelley’s intricate and refined The Revolt
of Islam (treated in chapter 3) to the trashy depths of horror stories. It is notable that popular
fiction tended to have a moralizing tone, even when an ambiguous sympathy for the women
in league with the Devil is observable. As I will argue, Gothic texts were all the same party to

! Lovecraft 2011, p. 19.
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the gradual shift in the view of such females, which made them more and more attractive as
in some sense positive role models.

THE MONSTROUS, FEMALE, AND BARBARIC GOTHIC GENRE

For most people, the term Gothic novel probably evokes vague notions of narratives about
ghosts, demons, and vampires, which take place in (preferably dilapidated) castles or clois-
ters. Those with more than a passing interest in literary history are probably additionally
aware that the genre is usually held to have flowered primarily in Great Britain during the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. A few courses in English literature may further
have yielded the knowledge that Horace Walpole’s The Castle of Otranto (176 4) is commonly
held to be the first Gothic novel. The idea of the Gothic as a “female” genre may also be
familiar, with Ann Radcliffe (1764-1823) as its poster girl. Camille Paglia describes it as ‘a
rare example of a woman [Radcliffe] creating an artistic style’ and assures us that ‘[t]he vast
audience of the Gothic novel was and is female’? Less known than all this is probably that
scholars have frequently seen the genre as thoroughly preoccupied with metaphysical and
religious questions.

The word Gothic is derived from the name of certain Germanic tribes, and from the six-
teenth to the early eighteenth century the term was used pejoratively about architecture and
literature that judges of taste deemed monstrous, barbaric, and confused. Eventually, some
started to find such things oddly appealing.> Writing in 1762, Richard Hurd praised English
authors, such as Edmund Spenser, as more poetical than their classical predecessors, since
‘the manners they paint, and the superstitions they adopt, are the more poetical for being
Gothic’* In the second edition (1765) of Walpole’s The Castle of Otranto, the subheading had
been changed from A4 Story to A Gothic Story. Walpole had gathered a number of pre-existing
themes and motifs, and now put a label on what he had assembled. This naming created a
new literary genre, which flourished in the wake of Otranto’s enormous success.> Subsequent
key works in the genre include Ann Radcliffe’s The Mysteries of Udolpho: A Romance (1794)
and The Italian; or, the Confessional of the Black Penitents (1797), William Beckford’s Vathek
(1786), Matthew Gregory Lewis’s The Monk: A Romance (1796), Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein;
o7, the Modern Prometheus (1818), and Charles Maturin’s Melmoth the Wanderer (1820). In
older scholarship, Melmoth is often designated the “last” Gothic novel: The Gothic Novel,
1764-1820, R.I.P. More recent studies tend to perceive the genre as very much alive even after
this, and I adhere to this view.®

I further approach the genre as being international in scope, with, for example, French and
German equivalents, although the British writers must be considered the primary starting point
and source of inspiration for many of their colleagues on the continent. Although originally

2 Paglia 1990/2001, pp. 265, 267.

3 Fyhr 2003, pp. 33-36.

* Quoted in ibid., p. 36.

> Ibid., p. 1. Although it became recognized as a genre at the end of the cighteenth century, it was also called a
great many other things than Gothic, e.g. ‘terrorist novel writing’ and ‘the terrible school’ (Clery 1995, p. 148).

¢ See e.g. O'Malley 2006, p. 11.
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mostly a British phenomenon, the Gothic genre hence soon became crossbred with German
and French literature. It was hugely popular in France, something that some have wanted to
relate to the horrors of the 1789 revolution. In his oft-quoted essay ‘Idée sur les romans’ (‘Ideas
about the Novel, 1800), the Marquis de Sade proposed that the fashion for supernatural tales
was a direct effect of revolutionary atrocities: ‘For those who knew all the woes the wicked can
heap upon men, the novel became both difficult to write and monotonous to read ... it was thus
necessary to appeal to Hell for help to compose titles of interest.” The revolution, of course, had
other effects than to create a craving for grotesque tales of the extra-mundane. One reason for
the French enthusiasm for all things Gothic may have been the spiteful anti-Catholicism preva-
lent in many such texts, and this cultural import from across the channel parallels the rise of a
new form of anticlerical literature in France that would have been impossible to publish openly
under the ancien régime® Gothic literature may simultaneously have served a rather different
function, too—as replacement for religious longings that had become difficult to satiate using
the traditional means. As Robert Le Tellier puts it: ‘Gothic mystery thus emerged as a substitute
for discredited religious mystery”” Some have here wished to make analogies to Rudolf Otto’s
notion of mzysterium tremendum, seeing this early form of terrifying literature as an example of
this phenomenon.! This, however, may be to make a bit too much of the genre.

Robert D. Hume has emphasized the close connection between Romanticism and the
Gothic. According to Hume, both are based on the insight that neither reason nor religious
faith are sufficient to deal with the complexities of life. For Romantics, it is worth striv-
ing towards a higher order where dichotomies and imbalances are dissolved. Some of them
may even feel they have achieved this synthesis. The Gothic genre, by contrast, represents a
gloomy exploration of man’s limitations and the impossibility of reaching a higher order.!! In
this characterization, Hume focuses primarily on the Gothic novels written from the end of
the eighteenth century onwards, as do L. This later phase, he claims, is distinguished by moral
ambiguity, which can be related to a general tendency to moral relativism and problematiza-
tion of received religious dichotomies among European freethinkers at this time. Typical
literary expressions are Blake’s Marriage of Heaven and Hell and Byron’s Cain.'?

With the Romantics, this dissolution of old moral categories may, as in Blake’s Marriage,
lead to a unification of former antipodes. In the Gothic context, the conflicts remain unre-
solved and the disorder is more threatening than promising, more a question of contamin-
ation than a potential synthesis. Goodness is stained by evil, and evil shows traits of goodness
in a disturbing and troublesome way."* This commonly leads to a ‘tendency to despair and

7 Sade 1961, p. 31: ‘Pour qui connaissait tous les malheurs dont les méchants peuvent accabler les hommes, le
roman devenait aussi difficile 3 faire, que monotone 4 lire ... il fallait donc appeler I'enfer 4 son secours, pour se
composer des titres 3 'intérét.

8 Lévy 1974, pp- 151-152.

? Tellier 1982, p. 2.

10 Varnado 1974. Cf. Price 1992.

"' Hume 1969 (esp. p. 290). See also his discussion with Robert L. Platzner on this issue: Hume & Platzner 1971;

Hume 1974.
2 Hume 1969, p. 285; Hume & Platzner 1971, p. 268.
¥ Hume 1969, p. 289. According to Hume, the Romantic ‘assumes the ultimate existence, if not the ultimate

accessibility, of clear answers to the problems which torment man in this world’
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misery, and often to a perverse fascination with the powers of blackness’'* Although Hume
does not say so, some central Romantic works (e.g. Caiz) would in fact fit this description
quite well, and I believe they could fruitfully be approached as examples of Gothic literature
(Byron was an avid reader of this genre). It is notable that the revaluations of Satan among
the Romantics came after many of the main Gothic depictions of sublime evil and fascinat-
ing demons, and they may have been an influence on Romantics like Shelley and Byron in
this respect.

Based on the confusion of good and evil, Hume proposes that the Gothic novel is perme-
ated by a ‘non-Christian or anticlerical feeling’. Since religion does not satisfactorily answer
the authors’ queries about good and evil, religious institutions and the (according to the
authors) oversimplified morality they propound become targets of criticism."” As we will
see, it is mostly Catholicism that is attacked. This seems a bit odd if we accept Hume’s ana-
lysis that the intention was to express disappointment with religious world views. England,
where most of the novels were written, was of course thoroughly Anglican at the time. Why
condemn a religion, Catholicism, that one had very limited contact with? Perhaps, I would
like to suggest, some Gothic authors used condemnations of Catholicism as a form of cov-
ert strike against Protestant Christianity, since such views would have been impossible to
express openly due to the blasphemy laws of the time.

FALLEN WORLD, FALLING MANKIND: DEFINING THE GOTHIC

In the collection volume 7he Gothic Imagination: Essays in Dark Romanticism (1974), which
was pivotal for this field of study, the contributing scholars constantly return to the notion
of the Gothic as a way of struggling with the problems resulting from the disintegration of
the stable medieval faith in God.!® Six years later, Ann B. Tracy takes a similar approach in
her massive inventory of over two hundred Gothic works. She underscores how the Gothic
world is a fallen place, where man lives out his days in horror and alienation, without hope
and haunted by ‘images of his mythic expulsion, by its repercussions’ It is a world where man-
kind always succumbs to temptation, with horrible consequences, but where atonement and
forgiveness for sins are seldom to be seen. The fallen condition instead becomes a downward
spiral. The settings of the novels also tend to be ‘“fallen’: decayed ruins that hint at the prior
existence of a now lost paradise."”

Since the theme of the Fall, of course, ultimately goes back to Genesis 3, the scenes of tempta-
tion that are so common in Gothic novels tend to take place in gardens, alluding to Eden.'® This
is the case in, for example, Melmorth and The Monk. It is, I would like to underscore, the fact that
the world is fallen—and man falling—buz without any possibility of redemption that differenti-
ates this main Gothic theme from the conventional Christian world view, which also emphasizes
the fallen nature of our world. The divergence, then, lies in that even the most stern and pessimis-
tic priest would still hold up the hopeful notion of absolution from sin through Christ.

'* Hume 1974, pp. 110—111. Quote on p. 111.

> Hume 1969, pp. 287-288. Quote on p. 287.

1 See e.g. Thompson 1974, pp. 2—3.

17 Tracy 1981, pp. 3-4. Quote on p. 3. About the Fall as a central Gothic theme, see also Le Tellier 1982, pp. 166-186.
18 Tracy 1981, pp. 9—10; Le Tellier 1982, pp. 241-264.
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Robert Le Tellier views the first Fall as so central that he proposes the basic relationship
between characters in Gothic novels can be reduced to the hero, the heroine, and the villain,
with these three simply being forms of Adam, Eve, and the serpent.’” According to him, Eve
is the central figure and appears in three varieties: (1) a pure and noble consort prior to the
temptation) (2) ‘a guileful temptress anxious to involve her companion in her own disastrous
folly, and (3) ‘a suffering woman in the world of travail subsequent to the expulsion from the
Garden’® Of these, number (2) will be my primary focus here, but Le Tellier has overlooked
a fourth variety that is of greater importance for the purposes of the present study. In, for
example, Zofloya and Melmoth, the main female characters are no temptresses, and the main
topic is instead how woman herself is tempted by Satan. In other words, the subject is Eve
and the serpent, not what Eve later does to Adam.

Drawing on Hume and Tracy, we can summarize the overarching theme of Gothic litera-
ture as fallen world, falling mankind, with no hope of redemption. This is then expressed using
a selection of typical motifs. The combination of this theme with the specific set of motifs
provides a good working definition of the genre.?! Let us look at some of the main motifs.
A motif that is hardly unexpected is the zempter, who can either be a supernatural demon or
a human figure with demonic traits. This character often overlaps with the complex heroic
villain, who is at times himself the tempter, and at times the one being drawn successively
deeper into depravity by such a figure.” The ability of a protagonist to be both hero and mal-
efactor is, of course, connected with the disquiceting blending of good and evil in the fallen
world. The motif of degenerated religion also reflects this, represented by figures like the las-
civious monk and the cruel abbess. Not even the purest pure and highest good, Christianity,
is innocent in the Gothic world. Christianity too is fallen, contaminated, and mingled with
wickedness. Paired with this motif, we often find that of 7#ins, which may be present both in
the form of decaying buildings and in the fragmentation of the novel’s text itself (the words
on the page becoming a sort of ruin). Both can be read as an image of the fallen condition,
where man’s relation to God is in ruins.”* Another motif that may be both physical and meta-
phorical is the labyrinth, in which man is lost with no higher order in sight.y‘ Frightening
dreams, hallucinations, or visions frequently play an important part in the narratives and are
at times difficult to distinguish from reality (both for the characters and for the reader).
Swedish Gothic specialist Mattias Fyhr sees this as part of the subjectivity he identifies as
typical of the genre.” The inability to tell true from false, good from evil, dream from reality,
is, in my opinion, primarily to be seen as part of the fallen condition. It can further be related
to the famous “The mind is its own place’ speech by Milton’s Satan. The Supernatural, finally,
is a motif that gives the world a further ambiguity. It may be present cither as something that

19 Le Tellier 1982, p. 107.

2 Ibid., p. 137.

2! Cf. the more elaborate definition, constructed using so-called grounded theory, in Fyhr 2003, pp. 63-114 (esp.
pp- 64, 69—71, 81-82, 91-93 are relevant to the aspects highlighted earlier). Fyhr, like me, is partly inspired by
Hume and Tracy, but emphasizes different traits.

22 Hume 1969, p. 287; Le Tellier 1982, pp. 109-127.

3 Fyhr 2003, pp. 71-74.

* Ibid., pp. 94-101, 105—114.

» Ibid., pp. 66-67.
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actually exists, or as something the characters mistakenly believe to be supernatural but later
realize has a natural cause (the latter being typical of Ann Radcliffe’s novels).?® Since this
category is represented in Gothic texts by demons, vampires, and ghosts—but hardly ever by
God, angels, or the like—it indicates again that the world is fallen.

To summarize, the definition of the Gothic genre that I will use here, which is based on
earlier scholarship and my own reading of ten of the most classic Gothic novels, is as fol-
lows: texts that express the theme of fallen world, falling man, with no hope of redemption
using motifs like zhe tempter, the heroic villain, degenerated religion, ruins, labyrinths, dreams,
hallucinations, visions, and the supernatural*” Naturally, certain flexibility should be allowed
in regards to the motifs, as not all of them will be present in every work the label can be, and

typically has been, attached to.

SATAN AND TRANSGRESSIVE DEMONIC FEMALES
IN GOTHIC LITERATURE

A possible, and indeed quite often employed, tool to give form to the main theme as well as
several of the motifs (in particular, the tempter, the heroic villain, degenerated religion, and
the supernatural) is Satan. As portrayed in Gothic novels, he is frequently given traits bor-
rowed from the Satan of Paradise Lost, the heroic villain par excellence. Helen Stoddard con-
tends that—with a few exceptions, like Zofloya in Charlotte Dacre’s eponymous 1806 novel
and Gil-Martin in James Hogg’s The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner
(1824)—*Satanic figures do not appear as such in Gothic novels but rather certain Satanic
characteristics are projected onto evil human characters.?® This, however, is simply not true.
The Devil himself is present also in several of the most central and famous Gothic novels,
like Lewis’s The Monk and Beckford’s Vathek. According to Tracy’s inventory of two hundred
Gothic novels, Satan or “lesser demons” can be found in twenty-two of them.?” One-tenth
of the selection may not sound like very much, but we should bear in mind that many of
these twenty-two are key works.*® The borrowing of elements from the Prince of Darkness

26 On how I define ‘supernatural; see chapter 1.

% The ten novels are, first, my primary objects of study in this chapter, namely Jacques Cazotte’s Le Diable
amoureux (1772/1979), William Beckford’s Vathek (1786/1998), Matthew Gregory Lewis’s The Monk (1796/
1998), Charlotte Dacre’s Zofloya (1806/2000), Charles Maturin’s Melmoth the Wanderer (1820/1998), and
Bram Stoker’s Dracula (1897/2003, not a perfect fit, as we will see). Secondly, my definition also draws on Ann
Radcliffe’s Zhe Mysteries of Udolpho (1794/1980, where the supernatural elements turn out to have a natural
explanation, but are nonetheless present throughout most of the narrative), Horace Walpole’s The Castle of'
Otranto (1764/1998), James Hogg’s The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner (1824/1992), and
Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein (1818/1992). One might protest that there is a risk of circularity if the Gothic genre
is defined simply by reading works typically being defined thus, but what I am trying to pin down is actually
what the shared traits are of the works that the label has traditionally been attached to. In other words, I am
sketching a reception history rather than trying to reach some sort of “essence” existing outside of it.

% Stoddard 1998, pp. 43-44.

# Tracy 1981, p. 203.

3 If we go beyond the time period 1790-1830, covered by Tracy’s study, a great many more examples can, of
course, be found.
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is considerably more common. A famous example is how Frankenstein’s monster in Mary
Shelley’s novel paraphrases the line ‘Evil, be thou my good’ from Milton’s Lucifer.”!

Hannes Vatter has stated that Satan in the Gothic novel, unlike his counterpart in Romantic
literature, is not ‘a philosophical or political symbol, but an instrument to evoke terror and strong
feelings in the reader’s mind’* If one reads a larger selection of Gothic texts attentively (Vatter
is a specialist in Romanticism, and seemingly not that well-read in Gothic literature), it will be
clear that the situation is more complicated. As mentioned, one distinguishing Gothic feature is
the disturbing dissolution of strict moral categories, the contamination of good by evil and vice
versa. This chapter will demonstrate how the Gothic Satan is an example of supposed evil also
having some potentially positive traits (depending on the reader’s preferences, of course). He
thus emerges to some extent as a symbol of joyful transgression, dangerous but non-hypocritical
new perspectives, revolt against socictal norms (some of which are unquestionably portrayed as
pointless and cruelly restrictive in the texts) and empowerment for the powerless (women). All
the same, he also maintains his role as cosmic villain and punisher of the wicked, whereby the
revolutionary potential in the novels is typically annulled and dispelled in the ultimately rather
conventional endings (where “sinners” are punished), which do not always ring entirely true to
the preceding bulk of the text.

As mentioned, some scholars have been keen to emphasize the Gothic novel as a pre-
dominately female genre, created by a woman, Ann Radcliffe, and read mostly by women
throughout the ages.* In 1976, Ellen Moers coined the term femnale Gothic in her influential
book Literary Women. Among other things, Moers’s study attempts to identify what dif-
ferentiates women’s work in the genre from that of their male counterparts.* The discussion
about whether such a difference exists has raged ever since. Kari Winter, for example, claims
that men’s Gothic upholds the status quo and depicts brutal punishments for women who
transgress against it, while the female variety explores the possibilities of resisting it.> She
theorizes that Matthew Gregory Lewis, the famous Gothic author who was also a Member
of Parliament, wrote his gruesome tales in his capacity as ‘an agent of the state inscribing the
dominant ideology’. Ann Radcliffe wrote ‘in implicit recognition of her position as a disen-
franchised alien who could sabotage the dominant ideology’*® Winter’s examples from the
novels of these authors are vague and unconvincing, and to me the major difference between
them seems mostly to be that Lewis was fonder of detailed and disgusting descriptions of
blood and gore. My stance in this question is that there is no clear and consistent difference
between male and female contributions to the genre. This also applies to the treatment of
woman’s relation to the Devil.

As we shall see, Gothic literature is frequently centred on an ambivalent discourse con-
cerning transgression, where the transgressive is often portrayed in a fashion that is not
strictly condemning. This makes the ostensible moral lessons somewhat unclear. Further, the

3! Shelley 1818/1992, p. 228: ‘Evil thenceforth became my good.

32 Vatter 1978, p. 259.

3 Paglia 2001, pp. 265, 267.

3% Moers [1976]/1977. For example, Moers reads Frankenstein as primarily an exploration of women’s ambivalent
feelings about childbirth.

» Winter 1992, pp. 91-92.

3 Ibid., p. 100.
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mostly female readership (if we accept Paglia’s claims) surely did not consist only of conser-
vative individuals fully satisfied with traditional roles for women. More rebellious readers
might have identified or sympathized to some extent with the demonic females in the novels,
since these are typically the only women in the narratives who have any agency and power
to speak of. I will attempt readings showing in what way the texts potentially facilitate such
reader responses.

FREE LOVE AND SATANIC SOPHISTRIES:
CAZOTTE’S LE DIABLE AMOUREUX

My first example, Jacques Cazotte’s (1719-1792) novella Le Diable amoureux (“The Devil
in Love, 1772, revised edition 1776) is, as its title indicates, not British, but French. It has
nonetheless been defined as Gothic by several scholars, and I will discuss it here as part of
that genre (although its ending breaks with genre conventions).”” Le Diable amourenx was a
pioneering work in several ways. By blending the mimetic techniques of realism with super-
natural events it made an important contribution to the emerging genre known in France as
le conte fantastique (‘the fantastic tale’).® Antoine Faivre has stated that it further marked
a breakthrough for esoteric themes in literature.”” Finally, it represents a crucial step in the
development of demonic women and femmes fatales as literary motifs.*’

During three years in the late 1770s, Cazotte was a member of L’Ordre Martiniste, an
esoteric group that strove to abrogate the fallen condition of individual man with the help
of spirits. He left the order because it supported the French Revolution, while he was a
staunch royalist.* Towards the end of his life, Cazotte suffered from delusions of grand-
eur and planned to initiate a sort of counter-revolution of the mystics using his supposed
magical powers. Like many other conspiring royalists, he ended his days on the guillotine in
1792.% According to opinions he expressed during his final years, the revolution was caused
by a lack of religion, brought about by the wicked teachings of the Enlightenment phi-
losophers. He believed that these spreaders of poison were literally controlled by demons,
as were scientists, freemasons, and a great portion of the nation’s women. The latter were
all, he insisted, unable to reject demonic advances, just like Eve. Women, the accomplices
of Satan, subsequently drag men with them to Hell.#* In Le Diable amoureux, the Devil

7 E.g. Miyri 1999, p. 118; Andriano 1993, p. 10. Le Diable amoureux fits well with the definition used here,
I would argue, because it treats the theme of a fall, the action begins in carnest in an old ruin, it contains dream
visions, dissolves the borders between good and evil, and Satan is the only supernatural being manifesting itself
(no good God intervenes, for example). The ending, where the protagonist is saved from the Devil, is not the
original one and has the distinct appearance of an afterthought: he has, after all, already caten of the forbidden
fruit by succumbing to Satan’s sexual temptation.

3 Andriano 1993, p. 10.

% Faivre 1994, p. 80.

“ Praz 1933/1960, p. 218; Clery 1995, p. 161

! Shaw 1942, pp. 72~74, 77-78; Fleurant 1975, p. 72.

2 Shaw 1942, p. 100; Fleurant 1975, pp. 69, 71, 73.

# Shaw 1942, p. 100; Fleurant 1975, p. 71.
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appears in the shape of a woman, and this may be a result of this line of reasoning, even
though the evidence of him holding these views dates from twenty years later. As Kenneth
J. Fleurant writes, however, it seems likely many of his ideas ‘had been germinating for a
number of years’* It is worth mentioning here that Cazotte’s devaluing of woman is hardly
unique in eighteenth-century France, with Voltaire’s Dictionnaire philosophique (1764) and
the Marquis d’Argens Le Philosophe amoureux (1737) as other examples. The real difference
lies in Cazotte’s ‘spiritualization of evil underscoring woman’s complicity and collusion
with Satan’®

Such rhetoric, we can note, had largely disappeared from mainstream Christian discourse
by 1772, but was instead perpetuated in fiction by Cazotte and the other authors discussed in
this chapter. This automatically meant that the theme became more ambiguous, since a novel
is open to any reader’s interpretation in a way that the more fixed Christian tradition had
historically not been. In this context, it is telling that Le Diable amoureux is used by Tzvetan
Todorov as a prime example of his definition of ‘fantastic literature’ (which is not an exact
equivalent of the French genre already mentioned), a genre he delineates as marked by an
unresolved hesitation regarding the reality of the supernatural.® Hesitation indeed permeates
Cazotte’s text, not only in this regard, and hence threatens to implode the ostensible morality
of the tale that is laid down in the final chapter.”

The hero of Cazotte’s tale is Alvare, a twenty-five-year-old captain in the king’s guard in
Naples. Along with some older colleagues, who are esotericists, he summons the Devil (desig-
nated Beelzebub) in an old ruin. Satan appears, first as a bizarre camel’s head, then as a small
spaniel dog, and finally as an androgynous page, Biondetto/Biondetta. Eventually, it becomes
clear to Alvare that this is a young woman, and he begins to feel erotically attracted to her. She
tries to persuade him she is not Satan in disguise but a benevolent spirit of the air deeply in love
with him, who can therefore grant him wonderful powers:

I shall serve my conqueror, I shall instruct him on the sublimeness of his being, of
whose privileges he is ignorant. With the powers whose dominion I will have relin-
quished, he subdues the spirits of all the spheres for us. He is made to be the king of the
world, and I shall be its queen.*®

This offer has echoes both of the serpent’s words to Eve (Gen. 3:4—s5), and Satan’s offer of
power over this world to Christ in the desert (Matt. 4:5-8; Luke 4:1-13). Later—in a gar-
den, fittingly enough—Alvare reminds her of the promise ‘to make me worthy of it [her
having bound her destiny to his] by imparting to me knowledge which is not vouchsafed to

* Fleurant 1975, p. 69.

# Ibid., p. 71.

4 Todorov 1970/1993, pp. 2427, 82, 8s.

47 For a more thorough discussion of Le Diable amoureux, see my introduction and notes to the recent Swedish
translation of it (Faxneld 2010a).

4 Cazotte 1772/1991, pp. 70-71. All quotes are from the English translation by Judith Landry. Original: Je ser-
virai mon vainqueur; je I'instruirai de la sublimité de son étre dont il ignore les prérogatives: il nous soumette,
avec les éléments dont j’aurai abandonné empire, les esprits de toutes les sphéres. Il est fait pour étre le roi du

monde, et jen sera la reine’ (Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 93).
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the common run of men’® Analyses of the novel often neglect to take into account that the
temptation is here not only sexual, but that the metaphorical forbidden fruit also comprises
esoteric knowledge and abilities. This notion of a demonic woman as an esoteric initiator
recurs in Gothic novels like Vathek and The Monk. In Cazotte’s tale, it is connected with
premarital sex, as Biondetta says she can only share her wisdom if Alvare gives himself to her
completely.>® He refuses and says they must first be married, and for this they need the per-
mission of his strict and pious Spanish mother. Biondetta protests that it is absurd their love
should require her approval and holds a long and eloquent monologue on the merits of free
love. Among other things, she says:

To stifle a celestial flame, the only resort by which body and soul can act mutually
upon one another and force themselves to concur in the necessary maintaining of their
union! That is rather foolish, my dear Alvare! One must regulate these impulses, but
sometimes one should yield to thems; if they are thwarted they escape all at once, and
reason no longer knows where to be seated in order to rule.’!

Cazotte may have intended for this to be sinister sophistries from the iniquitous lips of
Satan, but for readers with different values—both in his own time and in the centuries to
come—the Satanic arguments probably seemed quite reasonable. According to Dorothea
von Miicke, Biondetta’s manner of reasoning is similar to how Enlightenment philosophers
presented their views.>* Cazotte hereby demonizes both freethinking, articulate women and
the philosophers he loathed so much—already in 1741 he had attacked Voltaire and in 1753
he lashed out at Rousseau.’® For a deeply conservative Catholic like Cazotte, independent
thinking, rhetorical skill, and sexual desire were all likely to be things he felt were deeply
inappropriate in a woman, and this is an attempt to condemn these traits. Yet, he hereby
paradoxically opens up the possibility of viewing the she-Devil as an appealing figure, since
she represents attractive and admirable things for those with values radically diverging from
Cazotte’s.

After much hesitation, Alvare eventually surrenders to Biondetta’s advances.’* When they
have made love, she tells him: ‘T am the Devil, my dear Alvare, I am the Devil, however
adding: Tintend to gratify you wholly. You will already agree that I am not as revolting as
slander would have it.>> The scene culminates in Biondetta disappearing and being replaced

¥ Cazotte 1772/1991, p. 72. Original: ‘de m'en rendre digne en me donnant des conaissances qui ne sont point
réservées au commun des homes’ (Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 94).

>0 Cazotte 1772/1991, pp. 72—73; Cazotte 1979, p. 95.

51 Cazotte 1772/1991, p. 81. Original: ‘Erouffer une flamme céleste, le seul ressort au moyen duquel 'ame et le
corps peuvent agir réciproquement I'un sur autre et se forcer de concourir au maintien nécessaire de leur
union! Cela est bien imbécile, mon cher Alvare! Il faut régler ces mouvements, mais quel-quefois il faut leur
céder; si on les contraire, si on les souleve, ils échappent tous 4 la fois, et la raison ne sait plus ot S'asseoir pour
gouverner’ (Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 102).

>2 Miicke 2003, p. 33.

53 On Cazotte’s disputes with the philosophers, sce Shaw 1942, pp. 12-13, 51-5 4.

>4 Their sexual union is marked with two lines of full stops. Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 117.

55 Cazotte 1772/1991, pp. 100, 101. Original: Je suis le diable, mon cher Alvare, je suis le diable’; je prétends te
combler. Tu conviens déja que je ne suis pas aussi dégotitant que 'on me fait noir” (Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 118).
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FIGURE 5.1 Alvare summons Satan, who appears in the form of a camel and subsequently takes
on the shape of a woman. Illustration by Edouard de Beaumont, from the 1845 edition of Jacques
Cazotte’s Le Diable amoureux.

with the ghastly camel’s head that Alvare originally summoned (figure s.1). Arriving at his
family castle, the hero is taken care of by his mother and reassured by a learned doctor that
he has nothing to fear as long as he repents his sins and, with his mother’s guidance, chooses
a suitable wife.>®

In the very first version of the novel, which was never published, Cazotte allowed Satan to
win, with Alvare becoming his tool in spreading evil. However, he felt this was too gloomy
for his cheerful French readers in search of light entertainment.’” This ending would surely
have been more in the spirit of the British Gothic novels, where it would be unthinkable
for a hero to get intimate with Satan only to subsequently escape and then live happily ever
after. The first published edition, of 1772, ended with Alvare spurning Satan before their love
is consummated, but his readers, he explains in the preface to the second edition (1776),
found this too abrupt. Hence, he revised the text so that the couple was allowed to make
love and Alvare then had to go to his mother to ask forgiveness for his sin. Historian Robert
Muchembled suggests these different endings are related to contemporary battles over the
real or illusory nature of the demonic. The unpublished version would, he argues, have been

¢ Cazotte 1772/1991, pp. 107-109; Cazotte 1772/1979, pp. 119—125.
7 Muchembled 2000/2002, p. 265; Shaw 1942, pp. 64-6s.
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too clearly a siding with those who believed Satan was real. The 1772 edition also affirmed the
reality of the demonic too overtly, while the ending of 1776 made it possible to interpret the
narrative as mere delusions of the protagonist’s mind. This compromise supposedly increased
the novel’s appeal to adherents of both sides in the debate, from the most sceptical to those
with a very literal belief in the Devil.*®

Another debate Cazotte was aware of is that concerning incubi and succubi from works
like Jean Bodin’s De la démonomanie des sorciers (‘On the Demonomania of Sorcerers,
1580) and Balthasar Bekker’s De betoverde Weerld (‘The Enchanted World’, 1691), which are
both mentioned in the novel.’” Bodin’s book emphasized the evil intentions of such spirits,
while Bekker, who was more of an Enlightenment thinker, claimed spirits could not influ-
ence men.®’ Another famous contribution to this debate came from Paracelsus (Philippus
Aureolus Theophrastus Bombastus von Hohenheim, 1493-1541), who proposed that men
could in fact gain great benefits from uniting with a spirit. The Paracelsian standpoint would
have been familiar to Cazotte from Abbé de Villar’s Rosicrucian novel Le Comte de Gabalis
(“The Count de Gabalis, 1670), where the protagonist claims that it is a mistake to iden-
tify Paracelsus’ benevolent elemental spirits with demons.®! This is what Biondetta tries to
make Alvare believe. Andriano contends that all three views—Biondetta as a kindly spirit of
the air, an evil demon, or, as Bekker would have maintained, a figment of the young man’s
imagination—can find support in the text.® I find it difficult to see any real indications that
she is a spirit of the air. The other two alternatives are both possible, though Biondetta as
Satan appears overwhelmingly more so.

TEXTUAL POLYPHONY AND THE RECEPTION OF LE DIABLE AMOUREUX

Dietmar Rieger insists that the novel must be read as an anti-philosophical conte moral (mor-
ality tale), rather than mere entertainment. Its purpose, he states, is to warn of the dangers
of Enlightenment philosophy and rapid societal change.®® The author himself also attests
to there being a serious ideological message. In his postscript to the 1776 edition, he writes
that the novel treats battles between principles and passions in a twofold allegory. Yet, he
does not want to explain this allegorical meaning further as he feels it would rob the text of
its magic.®* Cazotte’s biographer Edward Pease Shaw also sees the tale as deeply earnest at
its core: ‘Cazotte has dressed up the traditional battle between good and evil, relating the
adventures of an eighteenth-century Adam, representing mankind, tempted by an Eve now
identified with the devil %

Unlike Rieger and Shaw, later scholars have been keen to emphasize how polyphonous the
tale is, lacking a firmly fixed moral message. Robert F. O’Reilly points to the absence of moral

5% Muchembled 2000/2002, pp. 266-268.

5% Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 12.4.

© Kiessling 1974, pp. 57, 75—77; Andriano 1993, p. 21.

¢! Andriano 1993, p. 20. For a general discussion of this motif, encompassing all of the sources, see Nagel 2007.
¢ Andriano 1993, p. 21.

& Rieger 1969, p. 19.

¢ Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 128.

© Shaw 1942, p. 60.
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closure: “The hero’s libidinal urges are admitted and satisfied, as are his responsibilities to
family and church. Neither the devil nor the church ... nullifies the other’® Brian Stableford
sees the novel as the first in a long line of works where ostensibly evil figures are depicted in
a more positive manner: ‘[ T]he pleasure-denying morality of the church is severely ques-
tioned, and ultimately condemned, and though that was not Cazotte’s aim it is easy to
believe that—like Milton, according to Blake—he was “of the devil’s party without knowing
it.”’¥” Joseph Andriano also proposes a parallel to Blake’s words about Milton and holds up
Biondetta’s celebratory speech about the virtue of passion as the most stirring passage in the
novel.®® Tili Boon suggests that ‘though Cazotte privately strove to persuade his contempo-
raries to return to traditional values, his fictional work contributes to a more liberal vision of
society’®” Lawrence R. Porter similarly argues that Cazotte was not ‘in complete control of
his material’”® No doubt, the tale does in a way make Satan’s arguments appear quite sensible
and appealing. Satan is also presented in a manner that makes the figure seem very human
and easy to feel sympathy for, and it is to some extent of less importance that all this may
ultimately be clever tricks employed by the tempter. As the case of John Milton has shown,
itis a precarious move to allow Satan to present his case with great persuasiveness. Libertines
and other freethinkers would probably, as I have already suggested, have felt Biondetta was a
grand heroine, and the likeliness of such readings would have increased further on through
the intertextual influence of the emerging tradition of literary Satanism.

Satan in the role of Alvare’s page is at first described as androgynous, and Cazotte ini-
tially frequently shifts between i/ and e/le (he and she) to designate this character, at times
even in the same sentence. In Boon’s reading, this is one of the ways in which the novel
demonstrates that gender is a construct. Biondetta’s unstable gender identity, and the theat-
rical aspects of how it is displayed to Alvare and his esotericist cohorts, gives support, Boon
argues, to a Judith Butler-like view of gender as performance.” It is perhaps also possible to
interpret Satan’s changeable gender as a symbol of the threatening dissolution of fixed forms
and categories that Cazotte felt was brought about by the false doctrines of the philosophes.
As we have seen in chapter 2, making the Devil female is no innovation on Cazotte’s part,
and pertaining to this longer tradition as well, it can be seen as an expression of a threatening
liminality in opposition to the safe and secure fixed categories of goodness.

From what we know, most of Cazotte’s contemporaries did not think along these lines,
instead perceiving the novel as ‘badinage ingénieux’ (‘ingenious banter’) and appreci-
ating its ‘gaité’ (‘gaiety’). In Germany, it influenced E. T. A. Hoffmann’s short story ‘Der
Elementargeist’ (“The Elemental Spirit, 1821).”> More than thirty editions of Le Diable
amourenx were published during the nineteenth century, and it was thus constantly avail-
able as a source of inspiration. It was also translated into other languages, like German (1780,

1792) and English (1793, 1800, 1810, 1830), and performed on stage in a variety of versions.”®

¢ O'Reilly 1977, p. 241.

¢ Stableford 2007, p. 22.

¢ Andriano 1993, p. 23.

% Boon 1999, p. 30.

70 Porter 1978, p. 10.

71 Boon 1999, pp. 35-36.

72 Shaw 1942, p. 66; Miicke 2003, p. 35.

7 Clery 1995, pp. 198-199; Shaw 1942, pp. 121-124.
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With the rise of Romanticism in France, it became very popular with French authors.
Charles Nodier (1780-1844), for example, wrote a rather crude short story, ‘Les Aventures
de Thibaud de la Jacquitre’ (“The adventures of Thibaud de la Jacquitre), in the collection
Infernaliana, 1822), where Satan also assumes the shape of a young woman to entice a man
to his doom. It ends with Beelzebub biting him in the throat to prevent him from crying
out to Jesus for help.”# Poets like Baudelaire explicitly referenced Cazotte, and Shaw claims
that Le Diable amoureux ‘certainly helped to nourish Baudelaire’s diabolical conception of
women’.” In England, Lord Byron discussed the novel with Lady Caroline Lamb during
their stormy love affair in 1812, and Lady Caroline referred to Biondetta in a letter to her
lover, in which she also enclosed cut-off locks of her pubic hair. In another letter she desig-
nated herself Biondetta. It is also possible that the idea of gaining access to Byron’s house by
disguising herself as a young page, which she did at one time, was derived from this source.”®
The noble lady’s appropriation of a demonic feminine identity can be seen as an interesting
carly example of a woman consciously acting out such a role, drawing on literature. Further,
it is a safe assumption that both Lord Byron and Lady Caroline appreciated Biondetta’s stir-
ring speeches in praise of passion (and sexuality far removed from the conjugal bed) more
than the pompous moralizing that rounds off the novella. This thus illustrates that a portion
of the readers are likely to have sympathized primarily with the Devil's arguments in the text.

When Gerard de Nerval wrote the first critical-biographical essay (1845) about Cazotte,
the reception of his work took a dramatic new turn. For a long time, a story had circulated
about Cazotte supposedly having had a premonition of the revolution. Nerval now added
that Cazotte, shortly after the publication of Le Diable amoureux, was visited by a repre-
sentative of an esoteric order who believed him to be an initiate, since he had so exactly
described magical secrets in his novella. Readers subsequently started to approach Cazotte’s
text ‘in the hope of uncovering in it clues to occult secret societies and practises, as Dorothea
von Miicke puts it.”” Eliphas Lévi discusses Cazotte in his Histoire de la magie (“The History
of Magic, 1860) and, while quite reserved regarding the idea of Cazotte having prophetic
powers, grants that he knew or ‘guessed’ certain Kabbalistic teachings concerning demonic
women that are on display in the novella.”® Of course, Cazotte’s rumoured ability to ‘guess’
such things on his own also points in the direction of the by now widespread view of him as
a gifted mystic, as does Lévi’s assurance that the text ‘is filled with magical intuitions.” Le
Diable amoureux, then, was eventually perceived by many as more than mere entertainment.
This no doubt helped make it what can in modern terms best be described as a “cult novel”.
Its themes of diabolical temptation, gender dissolution, and demonization of freethinking
pro-sensual women were also such that they continued to hit the right note with subsequent
generations. As we will see, it is very much a recurring point of reference for many later

7# Nodier 1961, pp. 80-8s.

7> Shaw 1942, pp. 67—68. Baudelaire references Cazotte both in his Journaux intimes (published posthumously
in 1887) and in Curiosités esthétiques (‘Aesthetic Curiosities, 1868). In his poem ‘Le Posséd¢’ (“The Possessed;, in
Les Fleurs du mal, ‘The Flowers of Evil, 1857), he quotes one of Biondetta’s lines, where she asks Alvare to say
to her ‘O mon cher Belzébuth, je tadore! (‘Oh my beloved Beelzebub, T adore you!”).

7¢ Douglass 2004, pp. 106, 119—120.

77 Miicke 2003, p. 18. Cf. Shaw 1942, p. 67.

78 Lévi 1860, p. 439: ‘devinées.

7 Ibid., p. 437: ‘est plein d’intuitions magiques.
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authors writing of demonic women. Further, it played an important role in sustaining the
time-honoured feminization of Satan.

THE WICKED SPELL-CASTING MOTHER: VATHEK

Like Le Diable amourenx, William Beckford’s (1760-1844) Arabian Nights-inspired Gothic
farce Vathek (1786) is also quite humorous. It can be perceived as a satirical variation on the
Edenic temptation theme, but with the original twist that the Adam who falls is lured to his
doom not by his spouse but by his mother. Vathek, the title character, is a hedonistic and
decadent Caliph ruling a fictional Arabic state. His mother Carathis is Greek and practises
the ‘sciences and systems of her country which all good Mussulmans hold in such thorough
abhorrence’® In other words, she is a sorceress. She is also a connoisseur of all things dark
and terrible, who ‘enjoyed most whatever filled others with dread’® Carathis’s main object-
ive in life is ‘to obtain favour with the powers of darkness’® She wants to see her son achieve
a form of apotheosis by climbing a throne of power in the subterranean kingdom of Eblis
(the Muslim Satan) and employs all manners of hideous spells and incantations to reach that
goal. Carathis has black slave girls in her service, who form a sort of witches’ coven under
her leadership, in which they invoke the powers of darkness in ecstatic rituals.®* Unlike the
typical femme fatale of Gothic tales, Carathis is by no means a sexual temptress. At no point
is she erotically involved with anyone. Moreover, she constantly dissuades her slaves and her
son from sexual pleasures and endeavours to keep the focus on an esoteric quest for divine
power instead of worldly pleasures.84 In fact, sexual temptation is portrayed not as the cause
of man’s downfall, but as a distraction that makes man stray and lose sight of his inevitably
ill-fated quest for secret knowledge.

[llustrating this, Vathek’s consort Nouronihar evolves from a sensual creature to one
more hungry for self-deification than even the Caliph himself (her ‘impatience, if possible,
exceeded his own’), urging him on in their march to the Prince of Darkness’ subterranean
palace.®> She is the first to descend the steps leading down to it, much like Eve led the way
in manss fall from the grace of God.*® When Vathek feels his heart sink within him at the
sight of Eblis—who is here portrayed in a sublime manner reminiscent of Milton’s Satan—
Nouronihar ‘could not help admiring the person of Eblis, and thus the special bond between
woman and Satan in the novel is emphasized.’” The story finally takes a grim turn, and in the
surprisingly serious and sombre climax the young lovers are harshly punished by the figure
they believed to be their benefactor. When they receive eternal damnation instead of (per-
manent, for they do indeed receive it for a short while) divine power from Eblis, Vathek
blames his mother: ‘the principles by which Carathis perverted my youth, have been the

80 Beckford 1786/1997, p. 8.
81 Tbid., p. 90.

8 Tbid., p. 38.

8 Ibid., p. 32.

84 Ibid., pp. 92-94.

% Ibid., p. 106.

% Ibid., pp. 106-108.

8 Ibid., p. 111.
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sole cause of my perdition!”® Carathis is summoned, and damned as well, but first praised
by Eblis as one ‘whose knowledge, and whose crimes, have merited a conspicuous rank in my
empire’.®?

In what will be a recurring pattern, Satan does not grant any lasting bliss to his followers.
But Carathis has—perhaps precisely by being a much-feared Satanist witch—successfully
led a life as a highly unconventional and free female up to that point. Nouronihar is helped
by the esoteric quest to develop into more than a simple object for Vathek’s ravenous sexual
desires. The ultimately sad fate they meet could be interpreted as a punishment for such
‘improper’ female behaviour, but several factors complicate such a reading. On a surface
level, it might seem the authorial voice is on the side of morality and order. For example, on

the final page it exclaims:

Such was, and such should be, the punishment of unrestrained passions and atrocious
deeds! Such shall be, the chastisement of that blind curiosity, which would transgress
those bounds the Creator has prescribed to human knowledge; and such the dread-
ful disappointment of that restless ambition, which, aiming at discoveries reserved for
beings of a supernatural order, perceives not, through its infatuated pride, that the con-

dition of man upon earth is to be—humble and ignorant.”

But this type of moralizing is constantly deflated by the author’s obvious mirthful pleasure
in the descriptions of how Vathek torments and ridicules symbols of morality, religion,
and authority. As Roger Lonsdale points out, this applies especially to the wicked Caliph’s
cruelties against older male figures of authority (e.g. setting fire to their beards). Moreover,
the pious figures in the text are all described in a very sarcastic manner.”' It thus becomes
hard to take the moral principles proclaimed seriously, given that all their earthly repre-
sentatives are derided. Robert D. Hume, reasoning along the same lines, has remarked
on the novel’s ‘riotous energy, obvious fascination with the protagonist’s crimes, and bur-
lesque exaggerations, which, coupled with ‘Beckford’s steady stream of flippancies and
snide remarks’ makes this a rather subversive text.”> Additionally, for contemporary as well
as later readers, certain much-talked-about scandals surrounding the author’s name must
have made his moralistic declarations hard to accept at face value. Beckford was homo-
sexual, and indiscrete enough to have an affair with the adolescent son of a high-ranking
nobleman, and therefore became persona non grata in polite society despite being one of
the richest people in England. He was also known for costly, eccentric building projects
and extravagant and theatrical parties, one of which he later described as involving decora-
tions making the family’s house appear like a Demon Temple deep beneath the earth set
apart for tremendous mysteries. In other words, his public persona no doubt had shades of
the sensual and depraved Caliph Vathek.”?

8 Ibid., p. 115.

% Ibid., p. 118.

% Ibid., p. 120.

! Lonsdale 1998, p. xxvii.

2 Hume 1974, p. 115.

% Lonsdale 1998, pp. ix—x. Quote on p. xi.
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Vathek can be considered a minor classic of English literature. Among its many enthusi-
astic readers we find names like Byron, Edgar Allan Poe, and Algernon Swinburne.”® In the
nineteenth century, the novel was published seven times in French (with the 1876 version
having special weight due to a preface by Mallarmé) and ten times in English. Between
Beckford’s death in 1844 and the year 1900 at least thirty-three English editions were
issued, and before 1914 it was also published five times in German.” At first, it was not
known that Beckford was the author of the novel, and it generally received fine reviews.
The Critical Review praised it as a story whose moral was applicable in ‘every climate and
religion’.% One critic, in the English Review, was less pleased with the moral and pro-
tested: ‘Indolence and childishness are represented as the source of happiness; while ambi-
tion and the desire of knowledge, so laudable and meritorious when properly directed, are
painted in odious colours, and punished as crimes. Once it became known that Vazhek
was written by the infamous libertine and pederast William Beckford, this unavoidably
coloured how it was read, and it acquired a scandalous reputation.”” The moral of the novel
is subverted both by this extratextual authorial persona (which could be considered part
of the novel’s extended text, so to speak) and by the tone of the narrative itself. Vathek,
Carathis, and Nouronihar are the protagonists of the novel, and no significant good char-
acters (aside from rather impersonal non-human genies) are present to balance their cheer-
ful evil. This is not to say that their actual deeds (e.g. child sacrifice) could possibly be read
as praiseworthy.

Written a century or so after the last major persecutions of witches took place, Vathek
could be perceived as a comical literary perpetuation of the same misogynistic tradition—
where woman is viewed as being particularly close to the Devil—that once incited harsh
penalizing of supposed sorceresses. However, Varhek might also be read as a tribute to a
transgressive ‘evil’ lifestyle, where woman as the Devil’s helper leads men into a realm of
freedom where the rules of patriarchal religion (here Islam) are discarded. In a way, the
Satanic cult of Eblis is non-patriarchal. Its main proponent in the story is Carathis, practis-
ing decadently intricate and at times “hysterical” (both could be perceived as being coded as
feminine) rites very different from the constrained and simple prayers of the novel’s exclu-
sively male authority figures representing the Islamic faith. This is paired with Carathis’s
and Nouronihar’s dominant and enterprising ‘unfeminine’ behaviour. Their punishment
would then be a condemnation of their transgression of the boundaries of suitable womanly
conduct. However, considering the ambiguity that the novel as a whole is imbued with,
these characters may also be understood as feisty and audacious anti-heroines—heroic vil-

lains in the typical Gothic style.
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‘A WILD IMPERIOUS MA_]ESTY’: FEMALE EMPOWERMENT
BY BLACK MAGIC IN THE MONK

Even more influential than Vathek was Matthew Gregory Lewis’s (1775—1818) only novel Zhe
Monk (1796). Sir Walter Scott, summarizing its impact, even wrote that ‘7he Monk was so
highly popular that it seemed to create an epoch in our literature’?® It was widely read by
Romantics in both England and France, as well as many others, of course: it was one of the
major bestsellers of its time and was soon translated into several other languages.”” Its wide
distribution does not mean it was generally well liked, and Coleridge wrote in the Critical
Review that it is ‘a romance, which if any parent saw in the hands of a son or daughter, he
might reasonably turn pale} and accused Lewis of blasphemy.! European Magazine drew
parallels between The Monk and the anti-religious literature that appeared in France around

the time of the revolution.!”!

Clery encapsulates the image of the novel in public debate as
follows: ‘[ T]he subversion of morality and social institutions, which was its subject, was
now publicly announced to be its end.'** This view turned out to be quite long-lived, and an
obituary over Lewis in the London newspaper The Courier described the novel as ‘a seduc-
tive story’ dedicated to ‘the propagation of evil, and its author as ‘a reckless defiler of the
public mind” who was ‘compounding poison for the multitude’'®® A minority of critics were
instead impressed with it as a skilfully told cautionary tale warning against all manners of
temptations.'” Lewis wrote The Monk when he was only nineteen years old, in less than
ten weeks. Through its success, he was granted admission to aristocratic circles and became
acquainted with Byron and the Shelleys.!® As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Lewis
served as a Member of Parliament alongside his writing career. This made Coleridge even
more upset, since it meant that the immoral filth in the novel had issued forth from the pen
of a legislator.'%

The Monk has often been described as a piece of plagiarism borrowing rather too freely
from Cazotte’s Le Diable amourenx. This objection was raised already in an article in the
Monthly Review in 1797.'% It was aggravated by an 1810 English translation of Cazotte’s nov-
ella, where the translator had incorporated parts from The Monk into the text and dedicated
the book to Lewis ‘without permission), as a not-so-subtle hint. This at first misled scholars,
for example Mario Praz, but Louis F. Peck revealed the hoax in the 1950s.!% Lewis himself
denied being influenced by his French colleague. However, as Joseph Andriano emphasizes,
the similarities are truly striking, and even if Lewis had not read Le Diable amoureux, it was
so well known on the continent and in England that he may still have heard about its plot

* Quoted in McEvoy 1998, p. xxx.

9% Paglia 1990/2001, p. 265; Praz 1933/1960, pp. 130, 222. On the translations, sce Peck 1961, p. 37.
19 McEvoy 1998, p. vii.
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1% Quoted in Peck 1961, pp. 174-175.
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19 McEvoy 1998, p. ix. For more on the reception of The Monk, see Peck 1961, pp. 23-37.
197 Clery 1995, p. 142.

198 Praz 1933/1960, p. 300; Peck 1953, pp. 407-408.
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indirectly."” No matter what the truth of the matter is, a strong intertextual bond between
the two has existed from the start due to the persistent accusations of plagiarism, and it prob-
ably influenced many readers’ perception of The Monk. Concerning sources of inspiration it
seems clear, at least, that Lewis drew liberally on anticlerical dramas composed in the context
of the French revolutionary theatre, which helps explain the negative portrayal of the repre-
sentatives of Christianity in the tale.!?

Ambrosio, the monk of the novel’s title, is a famously virtuous and chaste young cleric
in the Madrid of olden times. Satan sends temptation in the form of the charming young
novice Rosario, later revealed to be a young girl, Matilda, and ultimately exposed as a demon
in the shape of a woman. Matilda is at first a typical sexual temptress. Paralleling the Eden
story in Genesis, she begins her assault on Ambrosio’s virtue in—where else?—the cloister’s
garden.'"! When they meet again in the garden, she asks him to pluck a rose for her, but he
is bitten by a poisonous snake (rather obviously underlining the narrative the garden scenes
refer to) hiding in the rose bush. During his convalescence, Matilda sucks the poison from
his veins, falls ill herself, and manages to convince Ambrosio that her love for him is pure.
Subsequently, they have sexual intercourse.!? After she has accomplished his fall and he is
racked by guilt, she gives a fairly convincing monologue on the value of love and pleasure as
opposed to the unnatural state of celibacy, not unlike that uttered by Cazotte’s Biondetta:

In what consists ours [their guilt], unless in the opinion of an ill-judging World? Let
that World be ignorant of them, and our joys become divine and blameless! Unnatural
were your vows of Celibacy; Man was not created for such a state; And were Love
a crime, God never would have made it so sweet, so irresistible! Then banish those
clouds from your brow, my Ambrosio! Indulge in those pleasures freely, without which
life is a worthless gift: Cease to reproach me with having taught you, what is bliss, and
feel equal transports with the Woman who adores you!'*?

Of course, Lewis and his Anglican countrymen would have sympathized with Matilda’s cri-
tique of cloistered life. Hereby, a typical Gothic mixing of good and evil occurs: the diabol-
ical agitator propagates views that are not opposed to those of the author and most readers.
In the 1920s, Finnish scholar Eino Railo pointed out how the novel is

undeniably imbued with a conscious spirit of opposition. In spite of its incoherence
it was well adapted to dispose the reader critically towards the Bible, as regards, for
instance, its suitability as reading for the young. It is impossible to mistake the spirit of

freethinking breathed by the book.!*

The passage Railo refers to is one where the Bible is deemed unacceptable for a young girl
to read because ‘the annals of a Brothel would scarcely furnish a greater choice of indecent

19 Andriano 1993, p. 33.

10 Peck 1961, pp. 22-23.
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expressions.' It is unclear in the text whether these are Lewis’s own opinions as narrator, or
those of the girl's mother. In a manner now familiar to us from other Gothic novels, this is
but one example of a thoroughgoing questioning and iconoclastic tone. Hereby, the moral-
ity of the tale becomes somewhat ambiguous, and the narrator turns into a potential ally of
Matilda’s scepticism towards established norms. As it happens, the latter is also a transgressor
of gendered limitations. Having ritually called upon the aid of Hell to cure herself from the
ill effects of the serpent’s poison sucked from her beloved’s veins, Matilda exclaims: ‘Oh! that
I were permitted to share with you my power, and raise you as high above the level of your
sex, as one bold deed has exalted me above mine!’!!¢ Consorting with demons, then, has
according to Matilda annulled the restrictions and shortcomings of her gender.

Ambrosio soon tires of his mistress and falls in love with the innocent Antonia (who,
to his utter horror, is eventually revealed to be his own sister). Matilda takes this change of
affections in her stride and tries to persuade him to draw on the power of Satan to help con-
quer his new love. She assures him: ‘I saw the Daemon obedient to my orders; I saw him
trembling at my frown, and found, that instead of selling my soul to a Master, my courage had
purchased for me a Slave. The monk remains unconvinced, but she does not give up, claiming
that ‘[t]he Enemy of Mankind is my Slave, not my Sovereign’ Quite angered by her former
lover’s cowardly nature, she exclaims: “That mind which I esteemed so great and valiant, proves
to be feeble, puerile, and grovelling, a slave to vulgar errors, and weaker than a Woman’s!"”
But Ambrosio refuses to ally himself with the enemy of God, prompting Matilda to ask:

Are you then God’s Friend at present? Have you not broken your engagements with
him, renounced his service, and abandoned yourself to the impulse of your passions?
Are you not planning the destruction of innocence, the ruin of a Creature, whom He
formed in the mold of Angels? If not Daemons, whose aid would you invoke to for-
>118

ward this laudable design

This monologue may have been read, by those who saw themselves as sinners, as an exhort-
ation that it is best to embrace one’s sinful nature, if that is one’s proven disposition. In
response, Ambrosio exclaims: “That scoffing tone, that bold and impious language is hor-
rible in every mouth, but most so in a Woman’s.*® This is but one example of how Matilda’s
(Satanic) transgressions against gendered expectations are a consistent theme. Eventually
Ambrosio is persuaded by her arguments. Matilda brings him down into a catacomb and
performs a dramatic ritual (figure s.2). Like Carathis, Matilda enters a sort of ecstatic or
hysterical state in order to contact the Devil: ‘She uttered a loud and piercing shriek. She
appeared to be seized with an access of delirium; She tore her hair, beat her bosom, used
the most frantic gestures, and drawing the poignard from her girdle plunged it into her left
arm.'? Matilda’s power is a female power, a threatening hysterical ecstasy in opposition to

115 Lewis 1796/1998, p. 259.

16 Ibid., pp. 225-234. Quote on p. 234.
17 1bid., p. 268.
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2 Ibid., pp. 275-276. Quote on p. 276.
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FIGURE 5.2 Matilda, empowered by her collusion with the powers of darkness, works her magic
while an awe-struck Ambrosio looks on. Illustration from a French edition of 7he Monk, 4 vols.
(Paris: Maradan, 1797).

the calm prayers of the monks, or perhaps a Satanic parody of the famous ecstasies of the
female saints. The ecstatic could here also be perceived as an inversion of the control ‘proper’
females should evince over themselves.

Her invocation makes Lucifer himself appear, in the shape of a sublimely beautiful naked
youth. The sorceress brings the apparition to its knees with her magic powers, forcing him to
do her bidding. This represents a reversal of how the relationship between witches and Satan
was commonly perceived. The ability to command demons was typically viewed as some-
thing reserved for male magicians employing God’s power to make the demons kneel, whereas
witches were slaves to Satan.!*! Here, however, the dark arts seem to empower Matilda, rather

121 Cf. Faxneld 20064, pp. 37-42, 55-57.



164 ©— Satanic Feminism

than rob her of her agency. When Ambrosio later wants to sleep with Matilda again, in spite
of not really being in love with her anymore, she flatly refuses him. Her ability to do so is cer-
tainly grounded in the respect she has instilled in the monk by her proficiency in black magic.

Towards the end of the novel, Matilda and Ambrosio are captured by the inquisition.
Matilda finds a way to escape and shows up in the monk’s prison cell. She is described as
most impressive:

She had quitted her religious habit. She now wore a female dress, at once elegant and
splendid: A profusion of diamonds blazed upon her robes, and her hair was confined
by a coronet of Roses. In her right hand She held a small Book: A lively expression of
pleasure beamed upon her countenance; But still it was mingled with a wild imperious
majesty, which inspired the Monk with awe.!*

The sorceress now invites the monk to join her, warning, however: ‘T purchase my liberty ata
dear, at a dreadful price!” She asks him: ‘Dare you spring without fear over the bounds, which
separate Men from Angels?” Doing so would enable Ambrosio to live out all his sensuous
fantasies here and now, she explains, and would raise him ‘to the level of superior Beings.'?
This self-deification can be related to how Matilda has become a2 woman of unprecedented
power and authority by employing black magic.

When he has been sentenced to death, Ambrosio finally surrenders and signs his soul
over to the Devil in order to escape. Satan now reveals that Matilda is a ‘subordinate but
crafty spirit’ who has assumed a human shape in order to ensnare Ambrosio, an endeavour
that has, at this moment, reached full success.'?* This revelation does not mean, as many
scholars erroneously state, that Matilda is in fact a male spirit. She might just as well be a
female spirit or entirely androgynous, the text does not say. It is also a plot twist that does
not harmonize with what has gone before. Andriano opines that in making Matilda a demon
in disguise, Lewis ‘forgets or deliberately ignores several earlier passages that unequivocally
evince Matilda’s humanity’. This is hard to argue against, since the all-knowing and objective
authorial voice has at the outset of the novel repeatedly described Matilda as innocent of
anything but female desire.'? Praz similarly underscores how Matilda during the major part
of the narrative ‘enlists the sympathy of the reader for the humanity of her passion’'* This
parallels Cazotte’s depiction of Biondetta. No matter what they are later revealed to be, the
major portion of the portrayal is designed to awaken sympathy in the reader. Additionally,
both are given the opportunity to state their case in long, silver-tongued monologues.

Whether or not Matilda is really female, male, or androgynous, is perhaps ultimately
somewhat beside the point. The interesting thing is that for all but a few pages of the novel
she is portrayed as a woman, and a much-emancipated one at that, who gains her authority
and power by consorting with the powers of darkness. This fact has frequently been ignored.
For instance, Kari Winter states that ‘[w]omen who are at all self-assertive in The Monk are

122 Lewis 1796/1998, pp. 422—428. Quote on pp. 427-428.
123 Ibid., p. 428.
124 1bid., p. 440.
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tortured or killed>'?” However, Winter forgets Matilda. Although she in the end is revealed
not to be a ‘real’ woman, she is a creature of female gender (and portrayed as human all the
way up to the last chapter of the book) who gets away with being self-assertive and dominant
without being punished—and she does so by allying herself with Satan. ‘Real, non-demonic
women are not allowed to be strong and confident, and are harshly reprimanded if they try,
but a Satanist witch (later revealed to be a demoness) is. This potentially makes her a heroine
for readers sympathetic to female empowerment.

What we know from Lewis’s letters of his ideas about women hardly indicates he had
any feminist sympathies. Writing to his mother in 1804, when she considered trying to earn
money as an author, he threatened to leave the country should she attempt anything of the
sort, adding: ‘T always consider a female author to be a half-man. According to Virginia
Allen, the moral lesson of The Monk is: ‘ladies! be delicate; modest, retiring! Be Antonia. Do
not be assertive, ambitious, noticeable—you might turn into Matilda!"'?® But for someone
with a positive view of women’s emancipation, the demonic Matilda might seem a potential
symbol of empowerment, something that perhaps worried contemporary critics. As men-
tioned, several reviews expressed the opinion that the goal of the novel was the disruption of
the moral and social order. Presumably, it was feared young men would imitate Ambrosio’s
evil deeds, and young women would follow in the footsteps of the horrid and demonic
Matilda. This reception shows The Monk to be yet another example of how Gothic novels are
very often permeated with a strange enthusiasm for its villains and their antisocial, rebellious
deeds, rendering the texts’ moral message open to debate.

‘A WILD, ARDENT, AND IRREPRESSIBLE SPIRIT : ZOFLOYA

The main subject of The Monk is the temptation of a male by Satan, using a woman as his
agent. The theme of (Satanic) female empowerment is present, but not central to the pro-
ceedings. It is nevertheless significant in terms of establishing a literary tradition, one prod-
uct of which is Charlotte Dacre’s Zofloya, or the Moor (1806). This novel has been considered
by some critics to be a simple rehash of Zhe Monk, but with a woman, the temperamental
Victoria, as the lead character. From the outset, Victoria is described in terms reminiscent of
Milton’s Satan: ‘beautiful and accomplished as an angel, but at the same time

proud, haughty, and self-sufficient—of a wild, ardent, and irrepressible spirit, indiffer-
ent to reproof, careless of censure—of an implacable, revengeful, and cruel nature, and
bent upon gaining the ascendancy in whatever she engaged.'”

The authorial voice repeatedly states that Victoria’s eventual moral downfall is to a
great extent ultimately brought about by her mother’s sinfulness. The latter, a respect-
able married woman, is seduced by a certain Ardolph in—again!—a garden. Ardolph is

described in distinctly diabolical terms as ‘a demon [who] would put on the semblance

127 Winter 1992, pp. 89—101.
128 Allen 1983, p. 42.
12 Dacre 1806/2000, p. 4.
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of an angel’!*® This seduction of an Eve by a Satan foreshadows, and indirectly causes, the
literal seduction by Satan that eventually becomes her daughter’s fate. When Victoria is
imprisoned by her mother and Ardolph, in the house of a pious and strict relative of the
latter, she is confined to a garden for her daily walks.!*! Beautiful though this garden may
be, she longs to break free from it and the choking Christian morality propagated by its
unkind owner. Her escape is thus a sort of fall, but a highly intentional and conscious
one, motivated by a desire for autonomy from the ruler of the garden—much like the
sovereign condition the serpent promises Eve she will reach if she eats from the forbidden
fruit in Genesis 3:5.

Victoria subsequently marries, but falls in love with her husband’s brother, Henriquez.
In a dream, which takes place in yet another garden, Victoria is approached by Henriquez’s
Moorish servant Zofloya, who offers to help her win the heart of the man she loves (this, of
course, parallels how Milton’s Eve is first approached by Satan in a dream). Like Ambrosio in
The Monk, Victoria is hesitant about accepting the help offered by the tempter.'*? Also like
him, she is persuaded to do so (in a garden, once more) by a clever monologue uttered by the
tempter, a tempter who at the climax of the novel in fact turns out to be the Devil himself.

He, for example, argues as follows:

Surely the conscience of Victoria is not subjugated to a confessor? From whence then
arises this unexpected demur? and what is the boasted supremacy of man, if; eternally,
he must yield his happiness to the paltry suggestions of scholastic terms, or the pom-
pous definitions of right and wrong? His reasoning mind, then, is given him only for
his torment, and to wage war against his happiness; yet what cause can be adduced,
why another must be permitted to stand between him, and his fair prospects, overshad-
owing them with hopeless gloom?'*

Zofloya declares his admiration for Victoria’s ‘inflexible spirit’ —quite naturally, since this
makes her much like him, the angel whose sin was pricle.134 Her spirit is not only Satanic; it is
also increasingly described as masculine. This renders her highly unattractive to Henriquez,
who is struck with horror by ‘her strong noble features, her dignified carriage, her authori-
tative tone—her boldness, her insensibility’'*> He much prefers a young and gentle orphan
girl called Lilla. Victoria herself therefore begins to wish that ‘this unwieldy form could be
compressed into the fairy delicacy of hers, these bold masculine features assume the like-
ness of her baby face!"*¢ Zofloya protests, however: [Clall not that graceful form unwieldy,
nor to those noble and commanding features offer such indignity.**” He continues prais-

ing her: ‘[N]oble intrepid Victoria! mark me, for truly do I love, and glory in your firm
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unshrinking spirit.'*® Zofloya-Satan, then, appreciates an independent woman, whereby
female independence and strength are portrayed as literally demonic.

In a jealous rage, Victoria stabs Lilla to death, a scene that James A. Dunn proposes ‘reso-
nates with a symbolic intent to destroy this false feminine ideal’'* When he reveals his true
nature to her, Satan enthusiastically tells Victoria: ‘Few venture far as thou hast ventured
in the alarming paths of sin} and ultimately her reward is destruction at Satan’s hand, just
like the fate Ambrosio met in Zhe Monk.'*® At this point, the Devil gloats: ‘Behold me as
I am!—no longer that which I appeared to be, but the sworn enemy of all created nature,
by men called—SATAN! ... Thus hath my triumph been richly completed, thou art at once
betrayed and cursed 14 Zofloya then throws her from a cliff. The final words of the novel are,
as customary in the genre, an explanation of the morality of the tale, which affirms the actual
existence of a fearful spirit of evil:

Reader—consider not this as a romance merely. —Over their passions and their weak-
nesses, mortals cannot keep a curb too strong. The progress of vice is gradual and imper-
ceptible, and the archenemy ever waits to take advantage of the failings of mankind,
whose destruction is his glory! That his seductions may prevail, we dare not doubt; for
can we otherwise account for those crimes, dreadful and repugnant to nature, which
human beings are sometimes tempted to commit? Either we must suppose that the
love of evil is born within us (which would be an insult to the Deity), or we must
attribute them (as appears more consonant with reason) to the suggestions of infernal
influence.'®

Such attempts by Gothic authors at claiming their lurid, grisly novels are in fact edifying
reading in the service of public morality tend to come across as slightly hypocritical, to say
the least, yet they are very much part of the standard protocol of the genre. According to
Dunn, it is also genre conventions that render Victoria’s brutal end inevitable:

Typical of the Gothic genre in fiction, Dacre’s novels fail to imagine ways of negotiat-
ing extremes: on the one hand, there is a real ideological liberation achieved as Dacre
sets her women free from the destiny of passive suffering so widely represented and
accepted by Gothic conventions; on the other hand, her women shed their ‘feminine’
destinies in search of some form of sexual justice only to find themselves disastrously
‘masculinized; selfishly lusty and aggressive.!*?

I agree with Dunn’s analysis that ‘real ideological liberation” of an ephemeral variety can be
observed in Zofloya but that the constraining structure ultimately proves impossible to break

138 Ibid., p. 215.
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free from in any sustainable way. While this is indeed in accordance with the conventions
of the Gothic genre, I would argue that the unattainability is not really that strongly gen-
dered. Victoria has no chance to achieve true liberty, but this seems an equally hopeless pro-
ject for figures like Lewis's Ambrosio. Gothic rebellion, just like Satan’s, is always doomed
from the outset. This did not stop more or less antinomically disposed readers—like Byron,
Percy Shelley, and many others—from appreciating these unsuccessful anti-heroes as glori-
ous rebels. It seems likely Victoria should have been received similarly by some, though it is
difficult to corroborate, since we know little of actual contemporary reader reactions aside
from the voices of professional critics (more on which presently).

There is a comparable dearth of knowledge about the woman behind the pseudonym
Charlotte Dacre, who was probably born as Charlotte King or Rey, in 1771 or 1772. She
published four novels, of which Zofloya is the second.'* Dacre was well known enough in
her day and age for Byron to mention her as the author of ‘sundry novels in the style of the
first edition of the Monk’ in his English Bards and Scotch Reviewers (1808).!* Both Percy
Shelley and Algernon Swinburne counted Zofloya among their favourite novels. Critics
were, mildly put, not always as enthusiastic. For instance, the reviewer in the New Literary
Journal claimed in his harsh hatchet job on Zofloya that its author was ‘afflicted with the dis-
mal malady of maggots in the brain’'* Unsurprisingly, the fact that Zofloya was written by a
woman upset reviewers, and one complained that there was a

voluptuousness of language and allusion, pervading these volumes, which we should
have hoped, that the delicacy of a female pen would have refused to trace; and there is
an exhibition of wantonness or harlotry, which we would have hoped, that the delicacy

of the female mind, would have been shocked to imagine.'*

Such gendered attacks did not stop Dacre’s novels from becoming popular, and Zofloya was
printed twice, translated into both French and German and shortened into a chapbook with
the title 7he Daemon of Venice (1812).%8 Dacre’s father, the Jewish banker and author John
King, knew Godwin, Byron, and Shelley. He himself was something of a political dissident,
who was later involved in several scandals (among them one where he was accused of being
a sex criminal). His daughter, being of Jewish descent and having such a father, probably felt
herself a bit of an outsider from early on. It is hard, partly because of lacking biographical
information, to pin down Charlotte Dacre’s views on politics and gender issues. In her writ-
ings, she could attack feminists like Mary Wollstonecraft, but that does not necessarily mean
she advocated women staying at home, bowing down to male authority and keeping all their
passions under lid.!¥

14 Michasiw 2000, p. xi.
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FIGURE 5.3 Charlotte Dacre (Charlotte King/Rey, 1771/2-1825), author of Zofloya, who also
utilized the demonic pseudonym Rosa Matilda (in reference to Lewis’s demon woman Matilda).

Adriana Craciun attaches great significance to the pen name Rosa Matilda that Dacre
utilized when contributing poems to 7he Morning Post (something she did between 1803 and
1814, or possibly up until 1822) (figure 5.3). Interestingly, this alias combines the two names
employed by the female demon in 7he Monk. According to Craciun, Dacre’s ‘conscious and
public allegiance with Lewis’s demonic woman complicates any unproblematic reliance
on the moralistic elements throughout her works'*" It might also be possible to interpret
Dacre’s admonitions ironically, even though most of her contemporary readers probably did
not read them in such a manner, and it remains an open question if she herself had ironic
intentions or some sort of symbolic sympathy for the Devil (overall, there is little to indicate
this). The General Review (1806) pointed out that “Zofloya has no pretention to rank as a
moral work) and Craciun agrees: she wants to situate the novel in the ‘amoral’ tradition of
Sade and Matthew Gregory Lewis.'!

In accordance with this, Victoria’s violent death at Satan’s hand is in a manner nullified
by Lilla’s earlier brutal end. Neither the conformist ‘proper’ female nor the rebellious eman-
cipated one gets out of the story alive. Both the innocent and the guilty are killed, and the

B0 Ibid., p. 111
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novel does not reach a moral equilibrium at the end: no good woman is left to embody a
return to the proper order of things once the anomaly has been erased. There is no this-
worldly reward for goodness.’>* The novel offers only two possible options for women: to be
like Lilla or to be like Victoria. Lilla may be praised by the authorial voice, albeit with quite
limited enthusiasm, but Victoria is after all the novel’s heroine. Unlike the vapid Lilla, she is
adetailed character, thus beinga more logical choice for reader identification, wicked though
she may be. Craciun views the real point of Victoria as being her destabilization of the cate-
gories woman and female, not that she offers a feasible alternative to accepted gender roles.’>?
But even if, for most nineteenth-century female readers, she hardly emerged as a reasonable
alternative, considered as a whole, some aspects of this character may have been appealing.
As Craciun correctly points out, the rebellious, self-assertive woman who is in league with
Satan gains at least temporal freedom from patriarchal institutions (father, church, and hus-
band) with the Devil’s help.”>* She also rebels against proper femininity in a very explicit
manner. Her rebellion is thus “feminist” in some sense, but it is not really held up as laudable.
Even so, Victoria is perhaps the most fully drawn and developed “Satanic feminist” in early
nineteenth-century literature, and the text is certainly more than a little undecided on the
point of sympathizing with her or not. Michasiw suggests this is the reason why Dacre has
been excluded from the literary canon:

[T]hough Dacre’s narrator reminds us of Victoria’s corruption on regular occasions,
she appears entirely in sympathy with most, if not all, of her protagonist’s actions.
The suspicion that Dacre’s narrator is of the devil’s party and knows it perfectly well is

unavoidable and has done much to justify Dacre’s consignment to literary oblivion.'>

As we have seen, such suspicions of sympathy for the Devil have hounded most Gothic
authors from the moment the novels were published, and their obvious enthusiasm for their
anti-heroes and rather too strong fascination with salacious descriptions of their misdeeds
makes it easy to understand why. Dacre’s writing under the pseudonym Rosa Matilda also
points in the direction of a troublesome identification with bold, independent representa-
tives of the demonic feminine.

AMBIGUOUS INITIATION: MELMOTH THE WANDERER

Unlike Biondetta, Carathis, Matilda, and Victoria, the heroine of the central episode in
Charles Maturin’s Melmoth the Wanderer (1820), Immalee, is not an evil woman. The title
character is an agent of the Devil, an immortal and cynical eternal wayfarer in the Wandering
Jew mould.”® At one point Melmoth defends the Devil, saying: ‘Enemy of mankind!... Alas!
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how absurdly is that title bestowed on the great angelic chief, —the morning star fallen from
its sphere!””” Melmoth is not merely the Devil’s emissary and apologist. He himself displays
many characteristics of the Devil and is an obvious example of the Gothic tendency to pro-
ject Satan’s features onto human characters instead of actually letting the Prince of Darkness
make a literal appearance. Aside from all the unappealing parts of his personality, which
serve to make him an anti-hero with an emphasis on anti, Melmoth also has some things
about him that were likely to endear him to freethinking readers. For example, he has ‘an ease
which appeared more the result of independence of thought, than of acquired habitudes of
society’>® The novel is constructed as a Chinese box, with overlapping narratives presented
by a multitude of authorial voices. One of the narrators says about a criminal monk that
there are features in him that ‘arrays crime in the dazzling robe of magnanimity, and makes
us admire the fallen spirit, with whom we dare not sympathize’!® It would be careless to
conclude from such statements that Maturin, who was an Anglican clergyman, admired the
Devil (or his representative Melmoth). He was, however, clearly fascinated by him in a man-
ner more reminiscent of the Satanic school of Romanticism than of orthodox Anglicanism.
Melmoth is a complicated text, some might even say hilariously convoluted, and a central
narratological feature is the polyphonous way in which the tale is told. Showcasing contrast-
ing perspectives may hence be one of Maturin’s main points, and that of those of the Devil’s
party would simply be one of them.

On a desolate island, Melmoth meets Immalee, a Spanish girl who as a child was the sole
survivor of a shipwreck. Like Eve, she is a complete innocent, and Melmoth plays the part
of the serpent, opening her eyes to good and evil (mostly evil). With the help of an amaz-
ingly efficient pair of binoculars, he shows her the nefariousness of colonial tyranny, suffer-
ing caused by economic injustice, the horrors of war, and the cruelty of religions. Immalee’s
response is ambivalent, she

turned on him a glance that seemed to at once thank and reproach him for her painful
initiation into the mysteries of a new existence. She had, indeed, tasted of the tree of know-
ledge, and her eyes were opened, but its fruit was bitter to her taste.!®

When she catches sight of Christians practising their rites, Melmoth is forced to admit they
are not as bad as the rest of the people she has seen, and she decides to become a Christian
herself. He explains to her that not even Christianity is a force of good, however, since many
of its earthly representatives are corrupt.'®! Melmoth continues to rant about the evils of man-
kind, in an emotional yet logically well-argued monologue that Maturin apparently felt was a bit
too convincing, since he inserted a footnote stating that ‘the sentiments ascribed to the stranger
[Melmoth] are diametrically opposite to mine; this being the very reason he ‘put them into the
mouth of the enemy of mankind’!®* The footnote was probably introduced because Melmoth

7 Ibid., p. 436.
8 Ibid., p. 435.
159 Ibid., p. 190.
10 Tbid., p. 308.
11 Ibid., pp. 306—307.
192 Ibid., p. 303.
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here also criticizes monarchy. Maturin would have been aware of the dangers should the authori-
ties believe these were his own opinions.'®3

Immalee sheds tears over the sad state of things and tells Melmoth: ‘[Y]ou have taught
me the joy of grief. Her earlier declaration about the fruit of knowledge being bitter is now
revoked, since she states: ‘T weep and my tears are delicious. Melmoth has given her a broader
scope of emotion than she had when she ‘only smiled} and one of the new items on her emo-
tional palette is love.!®* The love she has learned makes her start to feel fear of the weather,
perhaps part of ‘the mysterious terror, which always trembles at the bottom of the hearts of
those who dare to love’'®® She tells her dark mentor that she loves him because he has taught
her ‘to think, to feel, and to Weep’.166 It is hence difficult to interpret the initiation Melmoth
has given her as one-sidedly negative. She has after all learnt how to love and gained a broader
register of feelings. Moreover, in spite of Maturin’s reservations, Melmoth most of all seems
like a speaker of inconvenient and difficult truths, rather than a lying seducer. He is, in fact,
always truthful, and functions as a voice of cultural criticism, much like the ambivalent
Lucifer in Byron’s Cain, published the following year. Indirectly, Inmalee now indulges in
a kind of Satanism, since her emotions are entirely centred on ‘the ill-chosen object of their
idolatry, Melmoth, who is to some extent the Satan of the story. In a somewhat more direct
pledge of Satanic allegiance, she also explains to him that ‘[w]hom you serve, I know not,
but him will 1 serve’ !¢’

Later on, Immalee is returned to her family in Spain. Melmoth seeks her out again, and
they meet in secret in—predictably enough—a garden. Against her will, she is to be mar-
ried to a man she does not know. Melmoth offers to help her escape: ‘Speak, shall I be here
at this hour tomorrow night, to conduct you to liberty and—Safety he would have added,
but his voice faltered.'*® Melmoth, in other words, offers liberty, but not snug safety, in true
Satanic spirit. Since Immalee’s return to Spain, she has not been allowed beyond the garden,
just like Victoria in Zofloya. The wanderer, her beloved, offers freedom from the confining
and oppressive life in the paradisiacal garden of her deeply pious family. It is important to
note that the garden is explicitly a symbol of confinement, rather than innocent joy, in both
Zofloya and Melmoth. Escaping the garden—falling—can thus not be interpreted as a bad
thing in itself, even if the means by which it is done in Melmoth, with help from a sym-
bolic Satan, does not bode well for the future of the escapee. The ultimate consequences
of this rebellious break-out are indeed quite horrid, as Immalee ends up imprisoned by the
Inquisition for having married Melmoth and given birth to his child. And yet, one asks,
would her life have been much happier had she obeyed the decrees of her family? The story’s
own logic seems to belie such a conclusion.

Maturin’s novel was an economic success for its author, which quickly went into a second
edition and was translated into both French and German within a year. It was not, however, a

163 This would also have applied to the blasphemous parts of the diatribe, which could have caused both legal and
professional trouble for the author had they been taken as his views.

164 Ibid., p. 309.

165 Ibid., p. 321.

16 Tbid., p. 319.

167 Ibid., pp. 317-318.

168 Ibid., p. 376.
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critical triumph.'®’ In the Quarterly Review, ]. W. Croker proclaimed that the book manages
‘to unite ... all the worst particularities of the modern novels’ and ‘unfortunately variegates
its stupidity with some characteristics of a more disgusting kind, which our respect for good
manners and decency obliges us to denounce’!”® Croker also objected to Satan being the pro-
tagonist of the tale (for thus he interprets the figure of Melmoth), at least when the Devil was
portrayed in this specific manner. Instead of a comical and entertaining figure, he felt, this
Satan was ‘brought forward in seriousness and sadness, surrounded by his scriptural attrib-
utes, and employed in ensnaring consciences and in propagating damnation, wherefore ‘the
matter becomes to solemn, too tremendous’ Hence, he goes on, ‘[ TThis miserable mixture of
the most awful truths with the most paltry fables, appears to us the work either of impiety or
insanity, of a mind either very loose in it principles, or very wild in its operations.'”* He fur-
ther admonishes Maturin by reminding him that ‘his fictitious being is the child of his own
imagination, and that be is responsible for the scandal which every pious mind must feel at
such idle and gratuitous profanation’'”* In his preface to the novel, Maturin complains that
he would not indulge in so unseemly an activity as the writing of romances if only the church
had provided him with the means of subsistence.!”® Filled with indignation at this, Croker
counters by stating that he is not surprised the church is unwilling to support Maturin finan-
cially, given his earlier literary efforts—which he likens to the selling of poison.'74
According to Niilo Idman, the only fully positive review of Melmoth came from
Blackwood’s Magazine, which opined that Maturin ‘walks almost without a rival, dead or
living, in many of the darkest, but, at the same time, the most majestic circles of romance’!”
Several author colleagues, especially in France, also appreciated the novel. Baudelaire was
so fascinated that he planned to do a new translation of the text into French to replace the
incomplete one that had been published in 1821. Balzac, also a Maturin enthusiast, wrote
a sequel to it, Melmoth réconcilié (‘Melmoth Reconciled, 1835). Incidentally, Maturin was
great-uncle to Oscar Wilde. When the latter travelled to Paris in 1897, after having served
his prison sentence for gross indecency, he used the alias Sebastian Melmoth, reflecting the

176 Tt seems reasonable to assume Melmoth’s

enduring fame of Melmoth as an outsider icon.
ambiguous relationship with Immalee—part liberator and initiator, part seducer and
destroyer—would also have had a long-lasting impact on Maturin’s wide readership, contrib-

uting subtly to the shift in views of Eve’s collusion with Satan.

IMPROPER FEMALES AND SATANIC VAMPIRES

Having considered Maturin’s immortal wanderer, we will now turn to a figure that is simi-
larly deathless: the vampire, one of the more frequently encountered motifs in Gothic texts.

199 IJdman 1923, pp. 266-270.

170 Croker 1821, p. 303.

71 Ibid., p. 304.

172 Ibid., p. 311.

173 Maturin 1820/1998, p. 6.

174 Croker 1821, p. 311

175 Quoted in Idman 1923, p. 269.
176 Baldick 1998, p. vii.
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As will be demonstrated, female vampires were often used in nineteenth-century literature
as a metaphor for “improper” female behaviour, perhaps because a woman’s supposed pri-
mary function was to nurture, and vampirism represents the absolute inversion of this. At
times the function of vampire women as a symbol of everything their sex should not be was
made quite explicit, as in Vernon Lee’s ‘A Frivolous Conversation’ (1911), where a certain
Count Kollonitz remarks ‘T think women ought to be a kind of angels—and when they are
not, why ... You know how they used to treat vampires in my country—people who were
corpses reanimated by devils and who sucked peoples’ blood?’'”” Scholars in our own time
have interpreted the figure as an allegorical representation of the New Woman, since the
vampiress symbolized a threatening type of female who was independent, acted on her sex-
ual desires, and rejected motherhood. I will here analyse such themes as they are expressed
in Théophile Gautier’s short story ‘La Morte amoureuse’ (1836), Sheridan Le Fanu’s short
story ‘Carmilla’ (1872), and Bram Stoker’s Dracula (1897). In all three, becoming a vampire is
described as a (female) escape route from the confines of patriarchal society. Whether or not
the authorial voice believes women should be allowed to escape from it is, however, another
matter. The vampire women are depicted as straightforwardly unholy and demonic crea-
tures in these narratives, for instance, through parallels to traditional ideas about witches. In
Stoker’s novel, Dracula plays the part of Satan. His female cohorts thus become the equiva-
lents of members of a witch-cult, inverting the rules of society. While Gautier is explicitly
sympathetic towards his vampire and dismissive of the patriarchal Catholic Church, Le Fanu
and Stoker do not praise the “improper” female monsters at all, nor do they show any sym-
pathy for the Devil.

There is an old tradition of viewing vampirism as almost synonymous with Satanism
(as will be discussed further on, this applies to some extent to lycanthropy as well). Such
notions were propounded in several learned treatises, written mainly by men of the cloth.
For example, the Malleus Maleficarum describes a witch who becomes a vampire-like
creature after her death. Finally putting belief in the undead to rest is usually credited to
Enlightenment thinkers like Diderot and Voltaire, along with the Catholic Church—a 1744
treatise commissioned by the pope concluded that vampires were products of over-active
imaginations.'”® Only a few years after the Catholic Church had denied its existence, the
vampire became a literary motif. Eventually, literary giants like Robert Southey (in Zhalaba
the Destroyer, 1797), Lord Byron (“The Giaour’, 1813) and Baudelaire (two of his poems in Les
Fleurs du mal, 1857) made use of it and spread its fame.'”” ]. Gordon Melton, the well-known
scholar of new religions who also happens to be an expert in vampires, has claimed that vam-
pire fiction prior to Stoker was predominantly secular.'® This is not fully correct. As will
soon become clear, Gautier’s short story has religion as its central concern, and even Le Fanu
makes it a fairly important theme.

177 Lee 1911, p. 15.

178 Institoris & Sprenger 2006, p. 189; Melton 1999, pp. 118120, 260, 505. Quote on p. 119.

17 The two poems by Baudelaire are ‘Le Vampire’ (“The Vampire’) and ‘Les Métamorphoses du vampire’ (“The
Metamorphoses of the Vampire’).

180 Melton 1999, pp. 120, 289, 529—530.
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LIFE-DENYING CHRISTIANITY IN GAUTIER'S ‘LA MORTE AMOUREUSE’

‘La Morte amoureuse, written in 1836 by the French Romantic Théophile Gautier (1811—
1872), is an early classic of the vampire genre. The author had often declared his distaste for
the church using fictional characters as his mouthpiece, in passages like the following from
his novel Mademoiselle de Maupin (1835):

I have never gone to pick the flowers of the Passion on Golgotha, and the deep river
flowing from the side of the crucified, creating a red belt in the world, has not washed
me in its stream; —my rebellious body does not wish to acknowledge the supremacy
of the soul, and my flesh does not agree to be mortified.’®!

Gautier’s notorious scepticism towards Christianity and his celebrations of epicurean pleas-
ures would have been likely to steer those readers familiar with his opinions (expressed in
several other texts) to conceive of his sensuous female vampire as a heroine, and the repre-
sentatives of Catholic morality as villains."®* Such a view of the tale is, in fact, quite logical
and obvious even without the extratextual support.

The protagonist of the story is the young novice priest Romuald. During his ordination
ceremony, he locks eyes with a woman as beautiful as an angel. But is this really a heavenly
creature? The young priest-to-be is uncertain if the fire in her eyes stems from Heaven or
Hell, and if she is an angel or a devil. Her glances seem to tell him:

If you will be mine, I shall make you happier than God Himself in His paradise; the
angels will envy you. Tear asunder that funeral shroud in which you are about to wrap
yourself; I am beauty,  am youth, I am life. ... What could Jehovah offer you for com-
pensation? ... for I love you and would take you away from your God, before whom so
many noble hearts pour forth floods of love which do not reach him.'®

Tempting as this sounds, Romuald still cannot stop himself from saying ‘yes’ instead of ‘no’
when he is initiated into the priestly caste. It is as though an unknown force is compelling
him to say what is expected of him, instead of what he truly wants to say. Here he draws a par-
allel that makes it possible to read the entire story as an allegorical criticism of how societal
and religious structures force women to go against their own wishes: ‘Perhaps it is that which

makes so many young girls walk to the altar firmly resolved to refuse in a startling manner the

husband imposed upon them, and that yet not one ever fulfils her intention. '8

181 Gautier 1979, p. 216: Je n'ai jamais été cucillir sur le Golgatha les fleurs de la passion, et le fleuve profond qui

coule du flanc du crucifié et fait une ceinture rouge au monde ne m’a pas baigné de ses flots;—mon corps
rebelle ne veut point reconnaitre la suprématie de 'dme, et ma chair n'entend point quon la mortifie’

182 On Gautier’s hostile view of Christianity, see further Smith 1969, pp. 39—40; Knapp, 1976, pp. 61, 71.

18 Gautier 1928, pp. 28—29. Original: ‘Si tu veux étre A moi, je te ferai plus heureux que Dieu lui-méme dans son para-
dis; les anges te jalouseront. Déchire ce funebre linceul otr tu vas tenvelopper; je suis la beauté, je suis la jeunesse,
je suis la vie ... Que pourrait toffrir Jéhovah pour compensation? ... car je taime et je veux te prendre & ton Dieu,
devant qui tant de nobles coeurs répandent des flots damour qui n’arrivent pas jusqu’a lui’ (Gautier 2002, p. 529).

18 Gautier 1928, p. 28. Original: ‘Clest la peut-étre ce qui fait que tant de jeunes filles marchent a lautel avec la

ferme résolution de refuser d’'une manitre éclatante ['époux quoon leur impose, et que pas une seule n'exécute
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Romuald is horrified that he has now become a priest, which means ‘to be chaste, to

never love ... to turn away from all beauty, to put out one’s eyes.!®

The beautiful woman
is later revealed to be the courtesan Clarimonde, who on her deathbed calls Romuald to
her. A kiss they exchange there binds them together, and after her demise she returns as a
vampire and they become lovers. Their relationship—in which Clarimonde is clearly the
dominant party—makes Romuald very happy, and he does not mind at all sharing some of
his blood with her. In his liaison with the vampire, he takes on the role of a nobleman, a sei-
gnenr in French, something that is juxtaposed with his denial of God, le Seignenr (‘the Lord’).
To emphasize this, the two designations are even used in the same sentence at one time.
As Joseph Andriano comments: ‘Once the Lord is denied, Romuald thinks he has become
his own lord.'%¢ Romuald’s mentor, the elderly Abbé Sérapion, is anything but pleased once
he finds out what his protégée has been up to, and he exhumes Clarimonde’s corpse and
destroys the vampire using holy water. In her final words to her lover, she asks: “Why did you
listen to that imbecile priest? Were you not happy?”'¥”

Abbé Sérapion is not portrayed in a very sympathetic way. His inquisitory manner makes
Romuald feel hostility towards him, and scholars have often viewed the Abbé as the antagon-
ist of the tale."®® When he opens the vampire’s grave, his grim zeal is described as lending him
the air ‘of a demon rather than of an apostle or an angel, and Romuald perceives his actions
as ‘an abominable sacrilege’'® Sérapion declares his belief that Clarimonde is ‘Beelzebub
himself>"® The choice of this particular name—certainly not among the most common
choices—for designating Satan disguised as a woman further emphasizes something that is
indicated in the very title of the short story: the fact that Gautier draws inspiration from
Cazotte’s Le Diable amourenx. Cazotte’s oddly sympathetic female Satan asks her human
lover to say to her tenderly ‘My beloved Beelzebub, I adore you' In Le Diable amoureux,
Christian moralism gets the last word and the pleasures of the flesh are condemned in a stern

son projet’ (Gautier 2002, p. 528). He further explains: ‘One dares not thus cause so great a scandal to all pre-
sent, nor deceive the expectations of so many people. All those eyes, all those wills seem to weigh down upon
you like a leaden cape; and, moreover, measures have been so well taken, everything has been so thoroughly
arranged beforchand and after a fashion so evidently irrevocable, that the will yields to the weight of circum-
stances and utterly breaks down.” Original: ‘On n'ose causer un tel scandale devant tout le monde ni tromper
l'attente de tant de personnes; toutes ces volontés, tous ces regards semblent peser sur vous comme une chape
de plomb; et puis les mesures sont si bien prises, tout est si bien réglé a 'avance, d'une fagon si évidemment
irrévocable, que la pensée cede au poids de la chose et s'affaisse complétement’ (Gautier 2002, p. 529).

'8 Gautier 1928, p. 30. Original: 3-dire chaste, ne pas aimer ... se détourner de toute beauté, se crever les yeux’

(Gautier 2002, p. 531).

18¢ Andriano 1993, p. 82.

187 Gautier 1928, p. 48. Original: ‘Pourquoi as-tu écouté ce prétre imbécile? n*étais-tu pas heureux? (Gautier
2002, p. 552).

188 Gautier 1928, p. 38. Andriano 1993, p. 79.

'8 Gautier 1928, p. 47. Original: 4 un démon plutdt qua un apétre ou & un ange’; ‘un abominable sacrilege’
(Gautier 2002, p. 551).

190 Gautier 1928, p. 39. Original: ‘Belzebuth en personne’ (Gautier 2002, p. 542).

P! Cazotte 1772/1979, p. 118: ‘Mon cher Béelzébuth, je t'adore’. Tellingly, Gautier’s narrator connects Clarimonde
with Satanic pride, says she lifts her head with a snake-like movement and has a hand ‘cold as a serpent’s skin’

(Gautier 1928, pp. 27, 29). Quote on p. 29. Original: “froide comme la peau d’un serpent’ (Gautier 2002, p. 530).
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monologue uttered by a doctor of theology. Gautier lets his hero end the narrative by lament-
ing his rejection of earthly love."” In ‘La Morte amoureuse’ the demonic woman stands for
freedom, the flesh, and enjoyment—in contrast to what Gautier seems to have perceived
as the confining and life-hating attitude of Christianity, represented by a severe patriarchal
figure. Gautier’s alliance with an apparently unholy (she is destroyed by holy water) vam-
pire woman, who rejects the value systems of Christianity and patriarchy, thus becomes a
celebration of the liberating Satanic force, which is here—as in Cazotte’s work—coded as

feminine.!?

A DEMONIC LESBIAN THREAT TO CHRISTIAN PATRIARCHY:
LE FANU’S ‘CARMILLA’

In Sheridan Le Fanu’s ‘Carmilla’ (1872), the lesbian vampire who gives her name to the story
infiltrates the household of a noble family.!* Laura, the daughter of the family, is charmed
by the visitor, if somewhat ambivalent to her (quite obviously) homosexual advances. In her
analysis of a cinematic adaptation of the tale, cinema scholar Barbara Creed claims that the
horrific thing about Carmilla is not only the fact that she turns her victims into undead crea-
tures of the night but also that she ‘threatens to seduce the daughters of patriarchy away from
their proper gender roles’'”® The combination vampire and lesbian is, according to Creed,
‘a happy one, since both figures are represented in popular culture as sexually aggressive
women’!? [ find this reading plausible and will here take a similar approach to the literary
model. However, as will be seen, this does not mean that the text sides with the vampire in
any way.

Carmillais not only an adversary of patriarchy in general, but more specifically of Christian
patriarchy. Like most vampires, she has a strong aversion towards Christianity. When she
hears psalms being sung, she brusquely remarks ‘Don’t you perceive how discordant that

12 The final lines are: ‘T have regretted her more than once, and I regret her still. ... the love of God was not
enough to replace hers. And this, brother, is the story of my youth. Never gaze upon a woman, and walk with
eyes ever fixed upon the ground, for, however chaste and peaceful you may be, a single moment is enough
to make you lose eternity’ (Gautier 1928, p. 48). Original: ‘[J]e l'ai regrettée plus d'une fois et je la regrette
encore ... . 'amour de Dieu n’était pas de trop pour remplacer le sien. Voila, frére, Ihistoire de ma jeunesse.
Ne regardez jamais une femme, et marchez toujours les yeux fixés en terre, car, si chaste et si calme que vous
soyez, il suffit d'une minute pour vous faire perdre I¢ternit¢’ (Gautier 2002, p. ss52). The concluding sentence
suggests the listener should never even look at a woman, but is clearly intended to illustrate the unreasonable
demands the Catholic Church puts on priests (and, in extension, on everyone). The cternal regret at having
let Clarimonde go that precedes this advice secems much stronger and more heart-felt on the narrator’s part.

193 We should note here, however, that Gautier himself was certainly not a feminist by any means, and the ideas
expressed in many of his works are decidedly male chauvinist.

194 For examples of her lesbianism, see Le Fanu 1977, pp. 98, 106-107, 109, 134.

19 Creed 1993, p. 61.

1% Ibid., p. 59. A (vague) connection between vampires and lesbianism can be seen in a couple of texts prior to
‘Carmilla’ as well: Coleridge’s ‘Christabel’ (1816) and Baudelaire’s Les Fleurs du mal (1857). In ‘Christabel,
both vampirism and lesbianism are merely hinted at. In Les Fleurs du mal, the connection is that poems about
vampires and lesbians, respectively, are included in the same section of the book. They do not, however, figure

in the same poems.
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is?}, and she avoids the prayer sessions of her host family.'”” When the family friend General
Spielsdorf turns up, having earlier lost his daughter to Carmilla, he takes a religious view
of events, asking why ‘Heaven should tolerate so monstrous an indulgence of the lusts and
malignity of hell''® The story ends with Spielsdorf, Laura’s nobleman father, a priest, a com-
missioner, and two doctors digging up Carmilla’s body from her grave and then decapitat-
ing her and driving a stake through her heart. All the main representatives of patriarchy are
present to eradicate the threatening female demon, as the nobleman father combines forces
with a military father and the representatives of church, state, and the medical profession.'”
The disruptive and demonic Carmilla is a female force, which, much like Clarimonde, repre-
sents the antithesis of “proper” passive femininity as well as the masculine righteousness of
Christianity. Therefore, it takes pious and stoic men to defeat this force.

Several female scholars have perceived Le Fanu’s vampire as something more complex than
simply a horrid monster. For instance, Gina Wisker argues that Carmilla is a threatening fig-
ure for male readers, ‘but less so, perhaps, for women’*® Carol A. Senf points out that Laura’s
life seems characterized by confinement and a longing for passion and excitement.** Perhaps
the longing Senf identifies is a good starting point to understand what Carmilla tells Laura
about death in an enigmatic dialogue. She explains to her that girls ‘are caterpillars while they
live in the world, to be finally butterflies when the summer comes’ Summer here probably
signifies the death that leads to a liberated existence as a vampire, where women are no longer
subject to domestic confinement in their family.*** At least this would be the way the vam-
pire sees things. The forces of good in the story, and—rather obviously—its author, of course
view things very differently. There is perhaps a parallel here to the domestic confinement of
carlier Gothic heroines like Immalee in Mebmoth the Wanderer, though the supposed liber-
ator is more clearly evil in the case of Carmilla.

At the beginning of the tale, we are told that the text that follows is taken from the papers
left behind by Laura, who is now dead. On the last page, she writes that her vampire friend
has not entirely left her side, in spite of the measures taken by her male protectors, and she
often fancies hearing ‘the light step of Carmilla at the drawing-room door’*® Perhaps it was,
after all, the Luciferian lesbian who took her life, or, if one takes such a view of things, who set
her free from her drab existence, shackled by the bonds of patriarchy, and led her into some-
thing more full and free. However, there are no expressions of approval of the vampire in
the text itself to support such a reading. Thus, claims like William Veeder’s that the tale calls
‘into question literary and social conventions and the moral orthodoxies underlying them’
are unconvincing.*** While she is portrayed as a revolutionary, demonic figure, no ‘sympathy

197 Le Fanu 1977, pp. 113, 145.

198 Ibid., p. 191. On the role of Christianity in ‘Carmilla; sce also Veeder 1980, pp. 205, 221.

199 Le Fanu 1977, pp. 258—260.

200 Wisker 2000, p. 170.

21 Senf 1979, pp. 78—79. Auerbach 1995, p. 47.

22 Another alternative is, of course, to interpret Carmilla’s words as simply referring to the transition from girl
to woman, but I believe my interpretation to be more plausible given the context. Veeder suggests the words
refer to ‘the transition between girlhood and transcendence’, with a ‘frightening vampirism’ as an intermediary
stage (Veeder 1980, p. 215).

203 Le Fanu 1977, p. 270.

204 Veeder 1980, p. 198.
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for the Devil’ is displayed. That sympathy would have to be something for the reader to bring
to the table, as the tale, in spite of being narrated by Laura, is told quite unambiguously from
the hegemonic perspective of the Christian-patriarchal order. Le Fanu himself, we can note,
was a devoted Tory, a member of groups like the Irish Metropolitan Conservative Society,
and a public speaker arguing vigorously for such causes.”® At one point in his career, he was
even described as ‘the literary leader of the young Conservatives’** To make ‘Carmilla’ a cele-
bration of the demonic feminine as a liberating force therefore seems far-fetched also from a
biographical perspective.

STOKER’S DRACULA: A RADICAL FEMINIST NOVEL
OR AN ATTACK ON FEMINISM?

Although ‘La Morte amoureuse’ and ‘Carmilla’ are undisputed classics of vampire fiction,
the most popular story ever of this kind is without any competition Bram Stoker’s Dracula
(1897). It has been so popular, in fact, that it has been claimed that only the Bible has been
more broadly disseminated worldwide (I thus here assume that the plot is so well known to
all that I need not recapitulate its broad strokes).?”” This may be slightly exaggerated, but
that the novel has become something more than a mere literary text over time is beyond
question. James B. Twitchell writes that Stoker’s novel is ‘the work of literature that takes the
vampire out of fiction and returns him to folklore’?*® David Punter, who is usually wary of
labelling things ‘myths) says that Dracula has achieved this rare (for a literary text) status.2®
It has further been called ‘the most religiously saturated popular novel of its time}, which
brings it close to a myth in a more narrow sense as well.” The book was successful on its
first publication and received very good reviews, but it was not a major bestseller and did
not make Stoker rich. It was popular enough to remain constantly in print, however, and has
thus been a persistent presence in Western culture from its initial appearance.!* I would pro-
pose that it could be seen as a sort of (more or less) secular popular cultural perpetuation of
time-honoured Christian themes and motifs relating to sinful women in league with Satan.
In this capacity, it contributed significantly to keeping these notions alive and prevalent even
outside religious quarters.

Dracula is often read as a reflection of various contemporary anxieties, and supposedly
‘part of the novel’s task was to represent, externalize, and kill off a distinct constellation of
contemporary fears.?'? That Stoker himself had some sort of didactic purpose when he wrote

20> McCormack 1980, pp. 80-82.

206 Quoted in McCormack 1980, p. 95. The description came from journalist Charles Gavan Duffy in 1880.
27 Kline 1992, p. 4. If Dracula should be defined as Gothic is another matter, however. Since there is little or no
ambiguous merging of goodness and wickedness, and evil is ultimately completely eradicated by the pious rep-
resentatives of order and virtue, it diverges in some ways from the definition I have proposed above. Morcover,
though Mina is “seduced” (or symbolically raped) by the Count, she is redeemed, thus nullifying her fall. This,
too, must be considered quite different from the typical Gothic narratives.

28 Twitchell 1981, p. 132.

29 Punter 1980/1996, vol. 2, p. 16.

219 Herbert 2002, p. 101.

21 Kline 1992, p. 4.
22 Pick 1989, p. 167.
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itis evidenced by a statement he made in an interview with the British Weekly in July 1897: ‘1
suppose that every book of the kind must contain some lesson), but, he added, ‘I prefer that
readers should find it out for themselves’*" Intense speculation about wherein this lesson
consists has taken place since at least the early 1970s. When it comes to the depiction of
headstrong bloodsucking females in Dracula, two very different views have emerged in the
debate. Salli J. Kline and others have argued—very convincingly and with a firm basis in
biographical data—that Stoker’s vampire women are a malicious portrait of nineteenth-
century feminists. This depiction is contrasted with “proper” women in the narrative, who
are subserviently acting out their designated role as ‘angel of the house’ The other position,
championed by among others Carol A. Senf and Stephanie Demetrakopoulos, celebrates
Stoker himself as a dedicated feminist. To Senf, his female vampires are ‘a feminist response
to women who were only ornamental and useless parasites’?'* Stoker, she claims, undermines
‘traditional assumptions about the relationship between the sexes” as well as ‘accepted cul-
tural beliefs about the role women should play within society’?

Regardless of whether they are portrayed in a manner intended to be praiseworthy,
Stoker’s female vampires could be considered “Satanists”, disciples of Satan, due to their rela-
tionship with the novel’s demonic title character. Dracula is not explicitly the Devil in dis-
guise, but he displays numerous analogous traits and has a very similar function, much like
Melmoth in Maturin’s eponymous novel. The alias he uses in London, Count de Ville, indi-
cates the diabolical connection, as does his own name (Dracula being a diminutive form of
the Romanian word for dragon or Devil).?!¢ There are also numerous instances in the novel
where he is associated to or likened to Satan by other characters.?”” This further manifests
itself on a structural level, where Dracula seemingly inverts numerous attributes of Christ.*'®
Moreover, his physical appearance borrows freely from traditional representations of the
Prince of Darkness.””? In the Gothic genre, it is a time-honoured convention to give anti-

heroes traits borrowed from Milton’s Satan, and such can be found in Dracula as well.??°

3 Quoted in Roth, Chambers, & Walsh, p. 20.

214 Senf further opines that Stoker makes a point of portraying the many male authorial voices in the text (it con-
sists of letters and excerpts from diaries) as unreliable and full of platitudes, which makes the reader question
the values propagated by the men (Senf 1979, p. 199). This, however, rather seems like a projection of Senf’s
own values onto the text. Stoker and most of his contemporaries hardly felt the moralizing monologues of his
male heroes to be platitudes.

215 Tbid.

21 Melton 1999, p. 6o1.

17 E.g. Stoker 1897/2003, pp. 12, 61, 233, 334, 370.

218 See Leatherdale 1985, p. 176: ‘Everything that Christ is meant to be, Dracula cither inverts or perverts. Christ
is Good: Dracula is Evil—an agent of the devil. Christ was a humble carpenter: Dracula a vainglorious aristo-
crat. Christ offers light and hope, and was resurrected at dawn: Dracula rises at sunset and thrives in darkness.
Christ’s death at the “stake” was the moment of his rebirth: for the vampire the stake heralds “death” and
oblivion. Christ offered his own life so that others might live: Dracula takes the lives of many so that e might
live. The blood of Christ is drunk at the Eucharist by the faithful; Dracula reverses the process and drinks from
them. Both preach resurrection and immortality, the one offering spiritual purity, the other physical excess.
Cf. Gist Raible 1979, who anticipates this analysis.

% For more on the connections between Satan and Dracula, see Faxneld 2004a; Kline 1992, pp. 53-54, 59—-60.

220 Most obviously, his statement that ‘T have been so long master that I would be master still—or at least that
none would be master of me” (Stoker 1897/2003, p. 27), echoes the individualist Lucifer’s defiant attitude
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This may potentially have stimulated a reader-response to the character informed by the
Romantics’ reception of the Miltonic Lucifer and ambiguous Gothic hero-villains like
Melmoth, though such a suggestion must remain on the level of conjecture, and I have found
no indications in contemporary sources of sympathy for Dracula.

Parallels to the figure of the demon lover should also be obvious. As seen in chapter 2,
Satan was often portrayed as a highly sexual creature, and the witches’ sabbath as a sort
of erotic orgy. Likewise, Dracula is a far more libidinous character than any of the human
males. When the vampire hunters render his various hideouts useless for him with the help
of holy water and Eucharistic wafers, they tellingly talk of how they “sterilize” his lairs. This
is similar to how representatives of the church neutralize the Satanic sexuality represented by
Clarimonde in ‘La Morte amoureuse’ and the lesbian vampire in ‘Carmilla.

WICKED WITCHES, LUCY THE LUCIFERIAN FREETHINKER,
AND MINA THE PROPER WOMAN

In the scene where Jonathan Harker encounters Dracula’s three brides, the standard reading
is to highlight a reversal of gender roles. Jonathan becomes passive, quietly waiting to be
penetrated by the sharp teeth of the sexually aggressive women.”?! Carol A. Senf is of the
opinion that the vampire ladies are so-called “new women’, since these were often associated
in the public mind with topsy-turvy sexual roles.*** The awaited penetration by the fangs of
the females never comes, however, since the Count himself interferes and offers the ladies a
sack containinga child to devour instead.??* Dracula’s castle here emerges as a sort of Brocken
or Blocksberg, the demonic and strange place where Satan would hold feasts for his witches
and have sexual intercourse with them. These gatherings would typically involve the inver-
sion of societal norms (comparable to how the ladies here take on what is coded as a mas-
culine role) and cannibalistic orgies where babies were consumed. The hostility of vampire
ladies and witches towards children probably signifies that they are both constructed as the
very antithesis of “proper” women, whose role it would be to nurture and care for the young
ones. Jonathan later writes of Dracula’s brides: ‘Faugh! Mina is a woman, and there is nought
in common. They are devils of the pit!">** He escapes from the castle to a convent, and the

towards God in Paradise Lost (The phrase ‘Better to reign in Hell, than serve in Heaven’ is often incorrectly
attributed to Lucifer in Milton’s poem, but is in fact spoken by his henchman Mammon. Lucifer himself
does, however, share this sentiment.) Dracula’s grand words about himself, ‘me who commanded nations,
and intrigued for them, and fought for them, hundreds of years before they [the vampire hunters] were born’
(p- 306), recalls the proud warlord Lucifer at the beginning of Milton’s poem. His declaration that he loves
‘the shade and the shadow, and would be alone with my thoughts if I may’ (p. 31) could be an echo of the
brooding Satan we meet further on in Milton’s narrative.

22! Christopher Craft, for example, talks of a woman whose demonism is figured as the power to penetrate’ and
views the difference between penetrating men and receptive women as the very difference the vampire hunters
set out to uphold (Craft 2004, p. 261).

22 Senf 2004, p. 337.

22 Stoker 1897/2003, pp. 46-47.

24 1bid., p. 61.
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care-giving nuns there constitute the ultimate contrast to the highly sexual but child-hating
vampire women. The convent is also the site of his marriage to Mina, underscoring that she,
unlike her friend Lucy, is a chaste and proper woman with no sexual desires.

Dracula later adds Lucy to his coven of witches. She is something of a dissenter from the
start, whose name—etymologically linked to Lucifer—could be an indication of her rebel-
lious nature.”” For instance, after having received three marriage proposals in one day, she
writes to her confidante Mina: “Why can’t they let a girl marry three men, or as many as want
her, and save all this trouble? But this is heresy, and I must not say it.;?** Later, bedridden
after her encounters with Dracula, she becomes a demonic sexual temptress and asks her
fiancée Arthur to kiss her. The medical man and metaphysician Van Helsing violently stops
him from fulfilling her request and acts as a guardian of morality keeping sensual urges at
bay, much like Abbé Sérapion in ‘La Morte amoureuse’??” Dracula has a function similar to
Clarimonde’s. Accordingly, Charles S. Blinderman highlights his potential role as a liberator
offering

the power of pleasure, eternal carnal fun, here and now—not as in Christian eschat-
ology, spiritual integration later and somewhere unmapped. In the kingdom of heaven
which the Count endeavours to establish there are no disembodied souls strumming
on harps, but rather fleshy beings whose business is pleasure.??®

Stoker’s text, however, does little to encourage such a potentially appealing understanding of
what Dracula furnishes his acolytes. Unlike Gautier, Stoker is not a pro-sensual or subversive
author, and one would have to manhandle the text rather roughly to extract such a meaning
from it.

After her death, Lucy becomes a vampire and starts attacking children, which makes her
witch-like in the same manner as Dracula’s three brides in the castle. Demetrakopoulos spec-
ulates on this issue: ‘Overburdened by motherhood, women readers might I believe, have
found in these episodes a release for latent hostilities toward their “duties” and roles as moth-
ers.”” The outright evil deeds of Lucy are thus, in an utterly unconvincing way, transformed
into symbolic release from patriarchal pressures. If we accept that Stoker was making meta-
phorical points about feminist issues, Dracula is in fact a rather clear example of Demonized
feminism where demonic motifs are used to slander women’s struggle for autonomy.

Lucy’s career of evil comes to a brutal end when the male heroes of the novel corner the
undead creature in her crypt, where they cut off her head and drive a stake through her heart.
Van Helsing tells Arthur to ‘strike in God’s name’, and during the gruesome deed the men
around him constantly pray. Afterwards, Dr Seward writes in his diary about the creature’s

‘carnal and unspiritual appearance, seeming like a devilish mockery of Lucy’s sweet purity’*

25 This is pointed out by both Joseph Andriano and Clive Leatherdale. Andriano 1993, p. 108; Leatherdale 198s,
p- 136.

226 Stoker 1897/2003, p. 67.

27 Ibid., pp. 171-172.

228 Blinderman 1980, p. 426.

22 Demetrakopoulos 1977, p. 107.

20 Stoker 1897/2003, p. 228.
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Just like in Gautier’s tale, Christianity and the power of God hold the cure to get rid of
wicked and carnal females. The scene also parallels the climax of ‘Carmilla) as representatives
of different types of male authority—here a professor of medicine (and various unspecified
disciplines in the humanities) wielding consecrated hosts, a psychiatrist, an English noble-
man, and an American cowboy—cooperate to purge the earth of the demonic feminine.

In sharp contrast to Lucy, Mina is singled out by Van Helsing as ‘one of God’s women’*!
Yet, even she comes under the threat of becoming a vampire. In an encounter with Dracula,
Mina is forced to drink from a wound he opens in his chest.”** This bizarre breastfeeding is
yet another of the transgressions of gender boundaries that seem to be typical of vampires.
It also resounds with the hermaphroditic Satan (often depicted with breasts) familiar from
Christian iconography, and with Eliphas Lévi’s famous 1855 engraving of Baphomet. The
obscene kiss in an altogether inappropriate and unclean spot (a wound) that Dracula forces
Mina to give him could also be considered analogous with the witches” supposed display
of allegiance by kissing the Devil’s anus. The mark on her forechead that Mina gets from a
Eucharistic wafer has parallels with the mark Satan was considered to put on his followers (in
many accounts on their forehead), and with the ‘mark of the beast’ mentioned in Revelation
14:9-10.2° Van Helsing calls what has happened ‘the Vampire’s baptism of blood, making
one think, perhaps, of the Devil's supposed baptism of his adherents.23

In the novel’s climax, Van Helsing protects Mina from Dracula’s brides by placing her in
a circle of Eucharistic wafers, ‘which she could not leave no more than they could enter’?*
This circle distinctly marks the boundary between proper and improper females. The brides
cry out to her: ‘Come, sister. Come to us. Come! Come!”?*® Kline argues that these siren
calls would have reminded contemporary readers of how suffragettes held public meetings
and tried to persuade housewives in the crowd to join their cause.?” Mina’s utter horror at
the attempts of the vampire brides to lure her from the protective circle would then show
that she is still bound by the rules of patriarchy, which she has internalized entirely, and
that she can be successfully reintegrated into society again, unlike her friend Lucy. I am not
sure a specific allegorical signification like this—the vampires outside the circle as femin-
ist agitators—would have been obvious to that many contemporary readers, but in a more
vague sense the vampires would at least have been perceived as representatives of everything
a good Victorian woman should not be: sexual, dominant, unmotherly. We should keep in
mind here, however, that many feminists at the time certainly emphasized the nobility of
motherhood and held the same strict sexual ideals as the rest of society, if not even stricter.
Their adversaries were fond of painting them in colours close to those of Stoker’s blood-
thirsty female transgressors.

51 1bid., p. 201. He also praises her by saying that she is ‘[s]o true, so sweet, so noble, so little an egoist—and that,

let me tell you, is much in this age, so sceptical and selfish’

22 Ibid., p. 300.

23 The parallel to Revelation is Clive Leatherdale’s. Leatherdale 198s, pp. 183-184.

24 Stoker 1897/2003, p. 343. On diabolical baptisms, the obscene kiss that witches gave Satan and the mark he
put on their forcheads, see, for instance, Guazzo 1988, pp. 14-17, 35, 89, where these practices are also depicted
in famous and frequently reproduced woodcuts.

5 Stoker 1897/2003, p. 391.

26 Ibid., p. 391.

27 Kline 1992, p. 258.
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MISOGYNIST DEMONIZATION AND
ITS SCHOLARLY COUNTER-READINGS

Stoker’s novel, then, depicts something with strong similarities to witchcraft and Satanism,
and makes what can be taken as metaphorical points about the feminism of the day. Whether
or not Dracula is also a pro-feminist and/or pro-Satanic work is another matter entirely, and
I agree with those who read it in the contrary manner. Nevertheless, it should now be clear
that Dracula in a way connects (a caricature of ) feminism with Satanism. Moreover, in all
the three vampire tales I have discussed here, the vampires are either female (Gautier and Le
Fanu) or mostly female: four out of the five vampires in Stoker’s text are women, and the
Count himself is apparently concerned exclusively with women. He never transforms a male
into a vampire, though he would have had ample opportunity to do so with both Jonathan
Harker and Renfield, but he attempts to add Lucy and Mina to his coven, and already has
three female companions in his castle. Further, he is depicted as feminine to some extent, as
when he nurses Mina at his breast.

The vampires in each of the three narratives are hostile towards Christianity, and the repre-
sentatives of church and patriarchy view them as more or less explicitly in league with Satan.
Gautier’s and Stoker’s vampires also absorb traits from Satan, and Dracula’s relationship to
women echoes that of the Devil to witches. It thus seems fair to say that the vampires consti-
tute a Satanic feminine alternative to patriarchal Christianity. At least in Stoker and Le Fanu,
this alternative is not portrayed in a positive or even undecided manner. Considering the
texts as parts of a larger Gothic corpus, where a rather ambivalent attitude towards villains
is often present, would, however, make it slightly more plausible to interpret the vampires as
morally ambiguous or even appealing in their transgressiveness. Some nineteenth-century
readers may have approached them with these genre conventions in mind.

This, however, is probably not the reason why several present-day feminist scholars
have made heroes and heroines of vampires. As I mentioned in chapter 1, these academics
should be seen as contributors to a latter-day version of the discourse of Satanic feminism.
Some examples have already been provided in the discussion, but there are many more. For
instance, Nina Auerbach perceives, in her research and apparently also in her private life, the
vampire as ‘a secret talisman against a nice girl’s life’ She continues: “Vampires were supposed
to menace women, but to me at least, they promised protection against a destiny of girdles,
spike heels, and approval” Auerbach has even explained that she wrote her widely acclaimed
book Our Vampires, Ourselves (199s) partly in order to ‘reclaim them [the vampires] for a
female tradition, one that has not always known its own allies’**® In an earlier book, she
claimed that Dracula’s greatest power was his ability to ‘catalyze the awesome changes dor-
mant in womanhood’?*® Carol A. Senf takes a similar view and considers Dracula a liberator,
‘a missionary of desire whose true kingdom will be the human body), who relies on women’s

‘desire to emulate his freedom from external constraints’24°

28 Auerbach 1995, p. 4.
2 Auerbach, 1982, p. 24.
20 Senf 1979, pp. 207-208.
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These ideas are not unique today. The vampire myth in popular culture has now evolved
to a point where the vampires are heroes almost as often as they are villains.?*! This is part
of a broader cultural tendency to make heroes of monsters, and a far-reaching fascination
with anti-heroes.?*? While this is interesting in its own right, the resulting counter-readings
are of little use if one is interested primarily in what, for instance, Stoker’s own intentions
were, or how his contemporaries would likely have understood Dracula. Openly revisionist
subversive present-day readings could then justifiably be called superficial and careless, as

243

Kline describes Demetrakopoulos’s interpretation.**® To make heroes of Carmilla and the

vampires in Dracula one has to carry out counter-readings that interpret the literary texts in
a way contrary to their surface meaning as well as the authorial intent and historical context.
It seems probable that Gautier intended his female vampire to come across as a positive con-
trast to what he perceived as the stifling morality of the patriarchal Catholic Church (a view
he expressed in several of his works). Le Fanu and Stoker in all likelihood had the opposite
intention and used female vampires as a symbol of precisely what a woman should not be.
Was it, then, only with the advent of the 19 60s counterculture and the rise of academic fem-
inism that these Satanic feminist readings of the vampire arose? Or had there been women
carlier who appropriated the figure as a role model? Bram Dijkstra claims that women in the
age when Dracula was written also found these demonic females appealing as paragons of
independence: ‘Attracted by the apparent sense of power imputed to the female vampire by
turn-of-the-century culture, women of the period often cultivated the anorexic look of that
predator” However, he only supplies one example of such a vampire wannabe, actress Ida
Rubinstein (1885-1960), and it might be a bit far-fetched to conclude, from the mere fact
that she was once painted (in Le Trajet, “The Crossing), ca. 1900-1911) by Romaine Brooks
(1874-1970) as vaguely vampire-like, that Rubinstein’s goal was ‘to become as much like the
period’s archetypal vampire creature as she possibly could’. Nonetheless, the basic idea itself,

241 Many authors and filmmakers have contributed to this development, but the most important of them all must
surely be Anne Rice with her Vampire Chronicles series of books (1976-2003), starting with Interview with
the Vampire in 1976.

2 The exact reasons for this are, of course, complex beyond measure, but one reason could be the demise of the

grand narratives (to use Lyotard’s often criticized terminology) that would earlier have served to keep mythical

villains like Satan and vampires in a fixed position as evil—whereas they now are cut loose from their original
context and can assume new roles—combined with the spread of moral relativism through postmodernist
deconstruction of absolute values (for a critique of some common oversimplifications related to this issue, see

Faxneld 2011b). Robert Le Tellier identifies 1968 as an important year in the history of Gothic fiction, since

this was when a more positive view of these novels as worthwhile works of literature could first be discerned

among scholars and critics, which resulted in a number of reissues of the classics of the genre (Le Tellier 1982,

Pp- 34-35). The year 1968 was also when Anton Szandor LaVey’s The Satanic Bible was written, and this is

hardly a coincidence. Both can be perceived as expressions of a broader trend in society. The anti-hero, rebel,

and freak became the man of the day, and public interest in the supernatural and the occult boomed. The
truly visible rise of the anti-hero could perhaps be located to the mid-1960s, when the counterculture started
looking for subversive icons to symbolize its resistance against mainstream values. This tendency then quickly
came to colour most forms of popular culture, since so many of the creative minds of the following decades
had their background in the counterculture. It was not just the arts that saw an influx of talent with this back-
ground; many of the sharpest minds in academia during the last few decades have been shaped by the same

milieu. It is therefore only logical that scholars of literature have embraced figures like the vampire as a hero.

2 Kline 1992, p. 127.
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that of a ‘cult of the vampire’ which Dijkstra argues ‘had come to influence women’s concep-
tion of themselves, is interesting and should be researched further.?** My final example in this
chapter will demonstrate that there were definitely women, at least a couple of decades after
Stoker wrote his novel, who approached female supernatural monsters as symbols of liber-
ation and empowerment, albeit with an awareness of the potentially tragic consequences of
breaking free when patriarchy responded violently.

‘BLISSFUL FREEDOM’: THE WEREWOLF WOMAN OF
AINO KALLAS’S SUDENMORSIAN

Finnish author Aino Kallas’s (1878-1956) werewolf novella Sudenmorsian (‘The Wolf’s
Bride) 1928, translated into English in 1930) fits in very well with the varieties of female
empowerment with help from Satan that we have thus far encountered in Gothic literature.
Yet, in many ways this tale is quite different from most of its predecessors. First, like Zofloya,
it is written by a woman. Secondly, we know that the author had some feminist ideas and
interpreting the tale as a positive depiction of women’s emancipation is therefore not very
far-fetched even if one adheres to a strictly biographical perspective. This is also strongly
borne out by the text itself, where a considerable enthusiasm for women breaking free—with
assistance from the Devil!—is quite evident.

Aino Kallas, zée Krohn, was the daughter of the influential Finnish folklorist and Fennicist
(among other things) Julius Krohn, and one of her brothers was Karlee Krohn, also a respected
name in the former field. In the year 1900, when Aino was twenty-two, yet another folklor-
ist, the Estonian Oskar Kallas, appeared in her life, and they soon married. Her husband was
avicar’s son and highly conservative in his opinions on family life and women, basing them
on the old Baltic German ‘three K’s for women’: Kirche, Kinder, Kiiche (‘Church, Children,
Kitchen’). Aino, well educated, headstrong, and ambitious, was at the time of her marriage
already an established writer, having made her literary debut in 1897 with a collection of
poems. It is hardly unexpected that their marriage would be a troubled one at times. They had
five children, four of whom survived. Oskar went on to have a career as a diplomat, and the
couple thus moved in international upper-class circles. When Aino wrote Sudenmorsian, they
lived in London, where Oskar was the Estonian ambassador, 1922—34. His wife associated
with the city’s literary figures, and her own works (which she wrote in Finnish, but several of
which were translated into English), among them Sudenmorsian, were well received by British
critics.*® This was the high point of her career, when she was the most widely translated and
internationally famous Finnish author after Elias Lonnrot (1802-1884). As a glamorous and
intellectually gifted diplomat wife, ‘Madame Kallas’ became a frequently mentioned figure
in British society columns (figure 5.4). When not working hard with active networking on
behalf of Estonia, she embarked on lecture tours throughout England and the United States.
Her lectures generally focused on introducing Estonia (though some of them revolved around

women questions) and ended with the recitation of one or another of her short stories.?%

24 Dijkstra 1986, p. 348.
25 QOlesk 2001; Juutila 1996, pp. 65-66.
246 DuBois 2004, pp. 205, 209—210.
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FIGURE 5.4 Aino Kallas (1878-1956), author of the Satanic feminist novella Sudenmorsian (1928).
Photo courtesy of the Estonian Cultural History Archives, Estonian Literary Museum.

Such recitations were fitting conclusions to her lectures, since Kallas wrote a number of
tales directly inspired by Estonian history and folklore. She typically uses an archaic style to
give them a flavour of the time period, and they are often peppered with biblical allusions
and paraphrases. Resistance against the rules of patriarchy is a recurring theme, with women
demanding the right to love as they will and revolting against their fathers, brothers, and
husbands. In several of the works, this also entails an explicit repudiation or challenging of
Christianity. As part of her preparations for these works, Kallas carefully studied Estonian
historical chronicles and folklore material (including, in the case of Sudenmorsian, all the
unpublished primary sources on Estonian werewolf beliefs available at the time). Even so,
she did not harbour particularly strong nationalist sentiments, neither towards Estonia nor
Finland. Quite the opposite, in fact, and this incurred some animosity from her husband’s
countrymen. This irritation partly revolved around her portraits of unconventional, rebelli-
ous women, at odds with the idealized nationalistic ‘good mother’2¥

Sudenmorsian is set in seventeenth-century Estonia, which was at the time under Swedish
rule. Young Aalo marries the forester Priidik, and they have a girl. Priidik has been attracted to

#7 Juutila 1996, pp. 65-66; Melkas 2007, pp. 55—57, 61. As quoted by Juutila, one of her characters, for example,
states that the man she loves is ‘dearer to me than the Christian teaching’ (Juutila 1996, p. 66).
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his wife because of her gentle and seemingly submissive manner, but has also from the start been
aware of a Devil's mark on her body (a mole under her breast), a sign of dormant deviance. She
eventually heeds the call of Satan (who is at times also called the Forest Dacmon), and at night
she transforms into a werewolf and runs with a wolf pack. When her husband discovers this, he
casts her out. One night she returns and becomes pregnant by him again. When she reappears to
give birth to the child, the villagers burn her alive in the birthing hut (sauna). This kills the child,
but not the mother, who is instead trapped in her wolf shape. The novel ends with Priidik shoot-
ing Aalo to death with a bullet made from his silver wedding ring, a symbolic endingif ever there
was one: the token of marriage is used to slay the woman rebelling against patriarchy’s demands.

As werewolf specialist Cynthia Jones has pointed out, Priidik objectifies Aalo from the
first moment he sees her, in a scene where—without her being aware of it—he watches her
wash sheep in the water. He immediately fantasizes about what a diligent and sweet wife
she would make. Jones highlights how he consistently projects his own traditional feminine
ideal onto Aalo, without stopping for a second to think of what would make her happy.**
There are indications early on that the ‘three K’s for women’ so dear to Kallass own husband
are not enough to satisfy Aalo. She longs for a freedom that is forbidden to females. Before
becoming a werewolf, Aalo, upon hearing the howling of wolves in the forest, ‘would forget
her tasks and fall to gazing from the threshold of her home towards the wilds’** As Kukku
Melkas elucidates, ‘[t]he threshold . . . marks a borderline between the restricted and regu-
lated area and the wilderness, where there are no boundaries’® When she eventually heads
out into this lawless’ domain and becomes a werewolf, ‘neither the crowing of the cocks, nor
the barking of the watchdogs could be heard from the village, nor on Sundays the sound of
church bells’®* The village’s as well as Christianity’s rules concerning women are thus nul-
lified in this environment. Once outside the fenced-in garden around her house, Aalo can
run free.

We can here think of Eve’s act of rebellion leading to her expulsion from the Garden of
Eden, and of women’s escapes from constricting Edenic gardens in Gothic novels like Zofloya
and Melmoth the Wanderer. The parallel to Eve is in fact made explicit in the description of
the clearly Satanic initiation given to Aalo through her metamorphosis:

And in herself and in the world around her she felt a deep change, and all things were
strange and new, as though she now saw them for the first time with her bodily eyes;
like to our first mother Eve, when at the snake’s bidding she ate of the tree of know-
ledge of good and evil in Paradise.?>

%8 Jones 2012, p. 44. It may appear anachronistic to highlight such issues among seventeenth-century Estonian
peasants, where a patriarchal order would have been the natural thing to both women and men. However, the
novel is, in spite of its archaic style, written very much from the perspective of an independent carly twentieth-
century woman deeply concerned with issues of gender and power. Morcover, we are, of course ultimately

dealing with a literary product (with time-specific ideological undertones), not real historical peasants.

2 Kallas 1928/1930, p. 34. I quote from the English translation by Alex Marsten and Bryan Rhys.
»% Melkas 2000, p. 76.

»1 Kallas 1928/1930, pp. 39—40.

2 1bid., p. 45.
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Kallas here expressly inscribes herself in a tradition of Satanic feminism. Yet, she con-
currently problematizes the gifts Satan can bring a woman: Aalo’s ultimate desire is to
run wild, but without giving up her role as a dutiful wife who takes care of home and
children. She wants to have both things at once—both the gentle pleasures of submission
to her husband and societal norms, and the animal enjoyment of liberty in the forest.
Ulla-Maija Juutila draws attention to that ‘Aino Kallas has wild and powerful visions of
a holistic womanhood, but this womanhood can not be realized’”* There is scemingly
no redemption in synthesis to be found in Kallas’s fictional universe, and attempting to
be both the wild woman freed by Satan and the good housewife of Christian society
is doomed to fail. Had Aalo chosen one or the other, she would perhaps have stood a
chance to attain happiness. Since she is described as being marked by Satan from the very
beginning, it would seem that the logical choice—the only choice, really—for her would
have been to give up domestic life and fully embrace her wolf side. This, after all, is the
aspect of herself that brings her a joy unequalled by anything in her human life: ‘never,
in all her human days had her blood bubbled with such a golden exultation and such a
blissful freedom as now’?* Given wordings like this, it is difficult not to read what Satan
bestows upon her as a precious gift, and far from a curse, even if it has a double-edged
dimension. Freedom is the key term in what the Devil brings, and freedom is always a
demanding thing.

Kallas was familiar with Gautier’s works, and there are obvious correlations here to
Romuald’s double life in ‘La Morte amoureuse), where he is a priest during day and an
extravagant nobleman revelling in carnal pleasures during night.”> But where the woman
symbolizing the latter way of life is an externalized ‘threat’ (or rescue, depending on one’s
view of the values she represents) in Gautier’s story, and the protagonist can therefore (to
his life-long sorrow) be returned to his dull life of duty when she is killed, Kallas’s pro-
tagonist herself is this wild woman. Since the wildness and longing for freedom is part
of her, and not symbolized by a female “other”, the heroine must be put to death in order
for patriarchal Christian society’s rules to continue holding sway. As in Gautier’s tale, this
is not portrayed as a particularly happy outcome (certainly not, at least, for the woman
in question). To make another vampire comparison, we can note again that in Dracula
Lucy and the other female vampires do something that marks them out as completely evil
women: they attack children, just like witch hunters imagined that witches do. Aalo never
does anything evil like this, but she still leaves her firstborn behind to run with the wolves,
and it is later described how the influence of Satan makes her forget ‘husband, child’ and
‘even the word of God’** This rejection of motherhood, then, is connected to the Devil

by both Stoker and Kallas.

23 Juutila 1996, p. 69: ‘Aino Kallas har vilda och starka visioner om en helstdpt kvinnlighet, men denna kvinn-
lighet kan inte forverkligas’

4 Kallas 1928/1930, p. 48.

55 Kallas 1978, vol. 1, pp. 402-403.

26 Kallas 1928/1930, pp. 39, 42. Quote on p. 42.
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‘WOMEN ARE MORE DESIROUS OF BECOMING
WEREWOLVES’: LYCANTHROPIC INTERTEXTS

The bond between werewolves and the Prince of Darkness is not a novel invention on Kallas’s
part. Just like vampires, werewolves were commonly linked to Satan in European folklore
and early modern learned treatises. There is also considerable overlap with the witch figure,
and witches were sometimes believed to have the ability to change into wolves, bestowed
upon them as a gift from their master Satan.”>” Several works of nineteenth-century fiction,
for example, Alexandre Dumas’s Le Meneur de loups (‘The Wolf-leader’, 1857), perpetuate
this image of lycanthropy as the result of a deal with the Devil. Interestingly, the werewolf
condition was used by the Decadent author Rachilde (Marguerite Eymery, 1860-1953) as an
image of forbidden female urges. Rachilde believed she came from a family of (Satanic) were-
wolves, since her great-grandfather had supposedly turned into one after a conflict with the
Catholic Church. The wolf and the lycanthrope therefore became important motifs in her
texts. If we are to believe Melanie Hawthorne, ‘the werewolf served to express what Rachilde
perceived as the monstrosity of her desire to write’?®

An intriguing late Gothic, or high Decadent, example of a diabolical female werewolf can
be found in Count Eric Stenbock’s (we will return to this strange figure in chapter 7) 1893
short story “The Other Side, which opens with a description of a Black Mass. Stenbock’s
werewolves are led by a Satan-like ‘wolf-keeper’, and one of his minions—a beautiful blonde
girl—entices a young boy away from his life in a peaceful village. The wolf girl’s name is later
revealed to be Lilith, that of Adam’s demonic first wife in Jewish folklore.”® As described in
chapter 2 of the present study, Lilith was established as a sort of feminist icon at the end of the
nineteenth century. Giving the wolf girl this name could therefore signal an anti-patriarchal
trait in the lycanthropes. After having crossed a stream to the other side of a brook—the
side where the werewolves dwell—and picked a strange blue flower there (the blue flower
of Romanticism, made famous by Novalis?), Stenbock’s protagonist behaves strangely when
serving at Mass. The priest says ‘Introibo ad altar Dei’ (‘I will go unto the altar of God’), and
the boy gives the blasphemous answer ‘Qui nequiquam laetificavit juventutem meam’ ("Who
denies me the joy of my youth’).?** This is quite similar to how the church is portrayed as
denying life and earthly joys in Gautier’s ‘La Morte amoureuse’ and illustrates a continuum
between female vampires and werewolves as possible tools of cultural criticism.

In general, however, descriptions of female werewolves in other texts of the period imme-
diately leading up to the publication of Sudenmorsian tend to be quite misogynist, just
like most vampire tales. Elliot O’'Donnel claimed in his 1912 monograph Werewolves that
‘[a]pparently women are more desirous of becoming werewolves than men, more women

57 Odstedt 1943/2012, pp. 29, 87, 99, 106, 116, 16 4, 167, 200, 217, 227, 321, 376; Sconduto 2008, pp. 22-23, 128-179
(note that the orthodox theological standpoint was that the metamorphoses of witches into animals was illu-
sory, rather than an actual transformation of the physical substance of a human). The link between witches
and werewolves is also mentioned in literature of the period that Kallas may have read, like J. W. Wickwar’s
Witcheraft and the Black Art (1925), p. 131

% Hawthorne 2001, pp. 2022, Quote on p. 22.

29 Stenbock 1993, p. 218. “The Other Side’ was first published in The Spirit Lamp, vol. 4, no. 2, June 1893.

260 Ibid., p. 213.
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than men having acquired the property of werwolfery through their own act’*! This was
emphatically not intended as a compliment. O’Donnel’s claim hardly holds true if we look
at European folklore and trial records, and should rather be taken as an expression of the
anxieties concerning women typical of his time. Nineteenth-century literary descriptions of
female werewolves tended to emphasize that they were, like vampire women, a sort of evil
anti-mothers, and thus intensely hostile to children.?> Werewolf folklore, in turn, has often
had an oppressive function along clearly gendered lines, functioning as a sort of morality nar-
rative teaching women to stay in place and not, for example, to venture forth alone outside
the village.?®> What Kallas presents is thus also a counter-myth to the message of this type of
folklore, that she was well versed in, and to the literary treatments of the motif. We should
moreover consider her familiarity with the Malleus Maleficarum, which she had read in a
German translation.? This made her highly knowledgeable about the most extreme type of
Christian misogyny and its (literal) demonization of woman. I would suggest that reading
Institoris and Sprenger’s infamous tome likely influenced her decision to subvert these ideas
by portraying Satan as a liberator in Sudenmorsian, in effect performing a feminist counter-
reading of the concept of woman’s intimate ties to the Devil.

Further, I would like to propose a more contemporary influence that might have prompted
her in this direction. While living in London, Kallas became friends with many literary fig-
ures, among them the Bloomsbury group writer David Garnett (1892-1981), to whose father
the English translation of Sudenmorsian is dedicated.*® It is very interesting to note that
another of Garnett’s friends was Sylvia Townsend Warner (1803-1978).2% In 1926, Warner,
to whom the entire twelfth chapter of the present study is devoted, published the novel Lo/ly
Willowes, a highly explicit example of Satanic feminism. It seems extremely likely that Kallas
would have read this book, as it was very much the talk of the town when it came out and has
a theme in some ways strikingly close to that of Sudenmorsian. The fact that they both knew
Garnett makes this influence on Kallas even more probable. I have not seen anyone else pro-
pose this connection, but I believe it could be significant, especially in relation to the notion
of the Devil as the emancipator of woman that is present in both works. Perhaps the two
female authors even met, since they had mutual friends, lived in London at the same time,
and moved in the city’s literary circles.?*’

‘SHE WAS ONE WITH THE FOREST DAEMON:
KALLAS AND THE NEW BRITISH FEMINISM

As is the case with Lucy in Dracula, a Satan figure gives Aalo the freedom to move about as
she wishes during the night, something unthinkable for a well-behaved woman. But, as Jones

26! Quoted in Coudray 2006, p. 48.

262 Ibid., pp. 46-49.

263 Kill 2012, pp. 362-364.

¢4 DuBois mentions Kallas reading the Malleus as preparation for writing her novella Reigin pappi (“The Pastor
of Reigi’, 1926). DuBois 2004, p. 221.

265 Ibid., pp. 211-212. Garnett’s novel Lady into Fox (1922) also has obvious parallels to Sudenmorsian, but not
with regards to the Satanic motifs.

266 Garnett 1994, p. 35. Garnett had known Warner since 1922.

267 Warner is not mentioned in the name index of Kallas’s diaries, however.
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explains, to Priidik such freedom—where his wife becomes a subject acting in accordance with
her own will and ceases to be an object of her spouse—makes him draw the conclusion that
‘then she cannot be allowed to exist’ at all, as Jones puts it.2%® This is the same way the vampire
hunters in Dracula, led by the stern Van Helsing, feel about Lucy, who has also started to roam
freely in the night-time. Aalo is killed just like the transgressive vampire women in Gautier,
Le Fanu, and Stoker’s texts, all of them destroyed by representatives of male domination. Like
the vampires, Aalo acts in contradiction to how a “good” woman should behave according to
the rules of patriarchy. In addition, she is connected with the Devil from the very start, being
destined to heed his call. This is comparable to the portrayal of Lucy in Dracula, with her early
“heretical” ideas regarding polygamy. However, making a feminist reading of Lucy the vampire
as a heroine puts considerable strain upon the text, since she is so obviously evil and utterly
monstrous. She is also a minor character in the narrative. Not so with Aalo, who is never guilty
of significant villainy and is the protagonist of the tale. Clearly, much had happened in terms of
the position of women during the thirty-one years separating the two texts.

Kallas began work on Sudenmorsian while travelling to her native country of Finland,
where women got the vote as early as 1906. The women in Estonia, her husband’s home coun-
try, were enfranchised in 1917. Those in Stoker’s (and the Kallas couple’s) England achieved
partial enfranchisement (where women over thirty could vote) the following year, and full
voting privileges in 1928, the same year that Sudenmorsian was written. As we can understand
from this, the context of Victorian England, where Stoker authored his admonishing lesson
in appropriate femininity, and the Finland and England of 1928 were, of course, vastly dif-
ferent from one another. Even aside from the fact that she is a woman author, it is thus only
to be expected that Kallas’s text is not simply a continuation of conservative Gothic themes
from the preceding century. Rather, it actively deconstructs and subverts several such now
somewhat antiquated motifs. Still at this point, though, it may not have felt entirely feasible
to depict a woman becoming completely free—with a little help from Satan—yet suffering
no ill consequences. There was, in the real world, even now a high price to be paid for “com-
plete” female emancipation. It also seems Kallas is ambivalent to some extent about such
freedom, and the ending is as repressive as those of Stoker’s and Le Fanu’s stories. A major
difference, however, is that the punishing and killing of the monstrous female comes across
as a tragedy rather than as a triumphantly joyous occasion.

Kukku Melkas also emphasizes the specific gender context of the 1920s and brings up
developments concerning women'’s right to education:

By the 19205 the social situation had already changed, and women’s issues no longer
centred on the basic question of education. Women had secured both the right to
vote and the right to a university education. The question was no longer one of simple
access to knowledge, as had been the case at the turn of the century, but of the possibil-
ity of revising or rewriting that knowledge.2®

While I agree that revising and rewriting (constructing a counter-discourse) is a central mat-
ter in Sudenmorsian, there are, as the other chapters of this study testify, numerous examples

268 Jones 2012, p. 46.

29 Melkas 2007, p. 54-
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of this being essential to works by feminists several decades earlier as well, for example, the
contributors to The Woman'’s Bible. However, the new situation for women probably meant
it was easier for them to engage in such revisions of patriarchal narratives and norm systems.
Thomas DuBois calls attention to how British feminists, when the final battle for suffrage was
as good as won, had started to bring issues of women’s identity and an embracing of sexuality
on their own terms to the fore (that sexual satisfaction for women appeared on the agenda,
of course, also had something to do with developments in the new discipline of psychology).
These types of feminist concerns are clearly reflected in Sudenmorsian™ It could perhaps
be objected that these were not entirely new interests in the history of feminism, as seen, for
example, in the close ties between free love activists and feminists several decades earlier, but
DuBois’s argument is still basically sound: their importance had at least increased. DuBois fur-
ther mentions the fact that Kallas had personal contacts with feminists like Lady Nancy Astor
(1879-1964), Britain’s first female Member of Parliament, and was a member of organizations
like the Women’s Election Committee, the American Women’s Club, and the International
Council of Women. It is possible that she was introduced to feminist ideas in this context that
she found appealing. This, DuBois suggests, could be a reason why the literary project that
Kallas’s Sudenmorsian is part of is ‘resonant with the feminist thinkers of her day’*”*

Let us look at some of the expressions in the novella of these resonances. As mentioned,
Aalo at first tries to juggle her day-life as a dutiful wife and her night-life as a free-roaming
wolf. Jones remarks that it is only after Priidik banishes her that she is unable to lead both
lives simultaneously, which was seemingly her wish. Aalo still attempts to return to nurture
her daughter, however, even though her husband has forbidden this. In Jones’s opinion, this
relates to twentieth-century women’s struggle to balance the role of the mother-housewife
and the working woman.*”* Ulla-Maija Juutila similarly suggests that the call of Satan is also
an image of the attraction of fully devoting one’s life to art that Kallas herself felt, which
conflicted with conventional family life. Additional support for this reading can be found
in Kallas’s diaries, where Daimon is the word she uses to designate the call to be an artist
(referring, of course, to the Greek term for genius or attendant spirit, but almost identical
to the Latin-derived English Daemon designating Aalo’s liberator Satan in the novella).”’?
This seems a likely allegorical meaning, especially since Aalo the werewolf roams the forest,
the same location where her husband the forester works but which is forbidden to women.
Another possible aspect of Aalo’s relation to Satan is erotic involvement, in which case we are
dealing with a demon lover motif. This sexual dimension is never made explicit, but is hinted
at when Aalo and Satan become one in a sort of unio mystica:

And in this moment she was one with the Forest Daemon, the mighty daemon who
in the form of a wolf, had chosen her and taken her into his power, and all boundaries
between them fell away, and they melted each into the other, like two dew drops, and
no one could have known which was which, or told the one from the other.2”*

70 DuBois 2004, pp. 226-227.

1 DuBois 2004, pp. 212-213.

772 Jones 2012, pp. 47—48.

73 Juutila 1996, p. 69; Kallas 1928/1930, p. 52. The two words are the same, but the original Greck term has in
post-classical times come to be used differently than the Latin and English equivalents.

774 Kallas 1928/1930, p. 52.



194 @ Satanic Feminism

Regardless of if we read this as a carnal union, sexual freedom for women (and how to bal-
ance this with being a mother) is a prominent theme. When Aalo first returns home after her
banishment, Priidik is rendered passive and she is the sexually aggressive party, who makes
love to him all night. Her husband is now made the object of desire, and she the subject, in
a dramatic reversal of gender roles brought about with Satan’s assistance.””> The parallel here
to the strong sexual drive and take-charge attitude in this matter in characters like Victoria
in Zofloya, Matilda in The Monk, Biondetta in Le Diable amoureux, and Clarimonde in
‘La Morte amoureuse’ should be obvious. We can also think of how Dracula’s brides make
Jonathan Harker the docile object of their lust. This goes to show that there are echoes of
carlier Gothic concerns in Sudenmorsian—but now valued very differently.

Kallas metaphorically expresses women’s longing to be something more than mothers and
nurturers in a variety of ways. For example, the narrator explains to us about Aalo: ‘And of
her own will she surrendered her spirit, soul and body, to the daemon, to be guided thereafter
by him. Not even the plaint of her innocent child could hold her back, for she was deaf to all
besides the call of the wolf?7¢ In biographical terms, this might be read in light of Kallas’s tra-
gic extramarital love affair with the famous Finnish poet Eino Leino (1878-1926), which had
her feeling torn between her children and love.”” Concern with her reputation, social stand-
ing, and financial security were also complicating factors in her desire for Leino. Although
her husband was supportive of her writing, Kallas further sharply felt the conflict between
wedded bliss (with its attendant duties) and self-realization as an author. How to achieve
freedom as awoman is, in this sense, very much a central issue in her diaries, as Leena Kurvet-
Kiosaar has shown.?” Still, it is, of course, not necessarily the case that Kallas focused solely
on her personal problems when writing Sudenmorsian. She may also have been attempting to
say something about women in general and their inner struggles. If Aalo is read as a symbol
of all women, it is even more remarkable that she bears the Devil’s mark from the start. This
interlocks with the very old Christian misogynist tradition wherein woman, every woman,
is portrayed as being particularly close to Satan, and more likely than men to fall prey to his
guiles. Here, however, it takes on a wholly new meaning, as Satan becomes a potential ally
for females who want to break free from male domination.

From a narratological perspective, the story can be interpreted on several levels. At the
very end of the text, we are told that what we have read is a record of a court hearing concern-
ing the events. It has been dictated by a group of distinguished officials, on the basis of the
testimonies of Priidik and the villagers.”” DuBois therefore draws the conclusion that Aalo
never was a werewolf at all, that there is no real evidence for the allegations and that the text
represents a demonizing and subjective patriarchal account.”®® Our narrator is thus unreli-
able. This is certainly a convincing reading. However, it fails to account for the long, enthu-
siastic descriptions of what Satan has kindly bestowed upon Aalo. This may in a way be scen
as a narratological blunder on Kallas’s part, since the amount of details we are told about the

%75 Ibid., pp. 86-89. Cf. Melkas 2000, p. 80.
276 Kallas 1928/1930, p. 39.

277 Olesk 2001.

278 Kurvet-Kiosaar 2006, p. 56.

27 Kallas 1928/1930, pp. 114-115.

0 DuBois 2004, pp. 228, 231. Quote on p. 231.
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protagonist’s private emotions and experiences when interacting with the Devil would seem
strange if the story were entirely based on what others have ascribed to her. These passages,
where Aalo’s inmost euphoric feelings of liberation are described, shine like subversive bea-
cons in the patriarchal fog of the court record. Kallas’s overall intention is clearly seditious,
as she portrays Satan as an emancipator, Aalo as a noble albeit conflicted heroine, and her
murderers as cruel, intolerant oppressors.

Melkas argues that Satan in Sudenmorsian is ‘not a gendered or personified character’*!
The figure therefore cannot be seen as a masculine force. Rather, it seems intimately tied up
with a wild form of femininity, and Jones highlights that Satan acts specifically as the freer
of woman and does nothing to liberate any males. In an almost rhetorical manner, Jones asks
the question ‘whether Satan has marked her [Aalo] to be cursed or liberated as a werewolf,
and clearly she interprets the Devil as having set her free, elucidating that ‘Satan is ultimately
responsible for the conversion of Aalo from the object of Priidik to an independent sub-
ject, which seems a highly reasonable reading.®* There is moreover fairly good support in
biographical data for viewing Kallas as a feminist, or at the very least as a person concerned
with dissecting traditional gender roles and pondering their usefulness, or lack thereof, in a
modern world.** Looking at the analyses provided by Melkas, Jones, DuBois, and Juutila it
seems fair to say that there exists something of a scholarly consensus that Sudenmorsian is a
feminist work, and I fully concur with this apparently uncontroversial conclusion.?®* More
specifically, given the motifs employed, the novella is a clear example of Satanic feminism in
literary guise. Kallas herself was aware of the radical implications of her stories, and in her
1920s diaries she ponders if it is perhaps because they are too ‘revolutionary’ that she has dif-

ficulties finding a publisher for them in the conservative English cultural climate.?®

CONCLUDING WORDS

Le Diable amourenx, The Monk, Vathek, Zofloya, and Melmoth are all quite indecisive in their
vaguely hinted sympathy for the Devil, and for the women empowered by allying themselves
with him. While they are all to a varying degree open to such a reading, and do have some pas-
sages and general tendencies facilitating it, the texts themselves do not consistently lean heav-
ily in this direction. Rather, it likely takes intertextual reverberations (from e.g. Romantic
Satanism), or readers with rebellious inclinations, to bring out this potential. Gothic genre
conventions pertaining to enthusiasm for anti-heroes would also probably have had such an
influence. The appropriation of the Devil by radical political writers and Romantics, detailed
in chapter 3, gives contextual support to Satan as a symbol of liberation in the Gothic novels
as well. A reading of this kind was “in the air”, so to speak, at the time when these novels
were first published, and thus provides an often-neglected frame for understanding them.

281 Melkas 2000, p. 83.

82 Jones 2012, p. 49.

83 Regarding Kallas’s private contemplation of these matters, see Kurvet-Kiosaar 2006.

24 DuBois’s evaluation of the three novels Kallas wrote in London is typical. He calls them ‘a powerful, fem-
inist critique of patriarchal control, especially as it impinges upon the legal and emotional rights of women’
(DuBois 2004, p. 206).

25 Tbid., p. 213.
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Whether the Gothic writers were, to once more quote Blake writing about Milton, ‘of the
Devil’s party without knowing it} is perhaps beside the point. The interesting thing here
is that the texts themselves so obviously open up this possibility of interpretation and are
embedded in a cultural context that would have stimulated many contemporary readers to
potentially view them as pro-Satanic and in favour of female emancipation—doubtless to the
utter horror of conservative members of the audience and many of the authors themselves.

‘La Morte amoureuse) in its siding with diabolical sensualism, is more unequivocally
Satanically aligned than the first five texts analysed in this chapter, while ‘Carmilla’ and
Dracula have their heels firmly planted on the side of Christian bourgeoisiec moralism.
Dracula probably even has an intentional anti-feminist subtext. Gautier, unlike Stoker and
Le Fanu, was a figure who actively criticized and opposed the values of contemporary con-
formist righteousness. Even so, more power to women was hardly at the top of his agenda,
and what he propagated was first and foremost an affirmation of sensuality and earthly
beauty. Any potential “feminism” present in his tale has more to do with these things being
coded as feminine traits in opposition to the distinctly patriarchal church whose values he
objected to. In Gautier’s tale, as in Cazotte’s, Satan is not so much a liberator of females as
a feminine liberator of men. Sudenmorsian is quite close to ‘La Morte amoureuse’ in spirit
in some ways, but the major difference is that the latter is written from the perspective of
a female protagonist instead of a male one. Kallas’s way of problematizing the competing
urges to be a good mother and to be independent would possibly have been too outrageous
in early nineteenth-century France and decidedly of less interest to a writer like Gautier.
Sudenmorsian, therefore, is the only fully developed example of Satanic feminism in this
chapter, made possible by changes in society but perhaps primarily owing to the “revolution-
ary” temperament of its author. It nevertheless clearly stands on the shoulders of the older
Gothic texts and draws on their ambiguous treatments of this theme.

If we read Sudenmorsian as a Gothic text, as I think we should, it becomes clear that genre
conventions play a part in making Aalo’s rebellion doomed to fail. Just like in the case of
heroines such as Victoria in Zofloya, there can be no hope of redemption—neither through
successful breaking free from societal constraints, nor through forgiveness for attempting to
do so—in a Gothic narrative. Neither God nor Satan can truly be of help, even if the latter is
allowed to don the mantle of a benevolent emancipator in Sudenmorsian.

A constantly present intertext in these Gothic narratives is, as we have seen time and time
again, Genesis 3. The Satan figures (literal or metaphorical) often offer self-deification, ‘to
become like God’ in some sense, and eye-opening initiations. In my definition of the genre,
I have underscored that the Fall, and the world as fallen, can be said to be a basic structural
element of the works in question. Thus, it is hardly surprising that the serpent-tempter and a
garden as the site of temptation are recurring motifs. But the Gothic authors tend to subvert
the Eden narrative to some degree (but almost never fully), resulting in a certain ambiva-
lence. Is what the serpent offers really wholly bad, or is the God-fearing and obedient alter-
native perhaps just as horrible, or even worse? Posing troubling questions like this is a central
feature of Gothic literature, and, as this chapter has demonstrated, it is common to ask them
through narratives depicting the liberation of woman with Satan’s assistance.



For rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft.

I SAMUEL 15:23"
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Witches as Rebels against Patriarchy

Q.

INTRODUCTION

English literature scholar Maureen Moran has argued that discourse on witches in late nine-

teenth-century Britain almost exclusively served a conservative purpose:

Despite an acknowledgement of the capacity of a male-ordered society to oppress
and victimise women, witchcraft narratives and historical commentaries reinforce
traditional concepts of femininity, associating acceptable womanliness with passiv-
ity, submission to authority, and chastity (or with guilt and repentance). A manly,
unfeminine woman may—as a so-called sorceress or witch—tantalize or momentarily
assume power, but such women are eventually revealed as wicked or ineffective, even
ill-advised, in the challenge they mount to society. ... For all its potential as a metaphor
for transformation, witchcraft in Victorian writing provides opportunity, not for a rad-
ical critique and refashioning of social roles and expectations, but for a conservative
reaffirmation of traditional structures of influence and power.?

In this chapter, I will present a number of examples (not only from Britain, however) that
contradict Moran’s somewhat one-sided analysis. As will be demonstrated, the subversive
potential of the figure of the witch was utilized, both in Britain and elsewhere in Europe,
to attack the oppression of women. In the case of Britain (and this, of course, applies to

! This Bible quote, like all in the present study, is from the KJV. It is worth noting that later translations, like the
New International Version and the English Standard Version, have substituted ‘the sin of witchcraft’ with ‘the
sin of divination’

* Moran 2000, p. 147.
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all nations), we must also take into consideration the influx of insurrectionary representa-
tions of witches from other countries. One example is the 1863 English translation of Jules
Michelet’s historical monograph La Sorciére (“The Witch) 1862), probably the single most
influential text presenting a sort of feminist vision of witches. Turn-of-the century discourse
on witches is nonetheless also a typical example of the interdependence of Demonized fem-
inism and Satanic feminism, and how the line between the two is not always completely
clear. Admittedly, the witch was, as Moran rightly points out, a motif frequently used by the
enemies of female emancipation, who employed it to drastically illustrate the supposed dan-
gers such political tendencies posed to society. This, however, further strengthened the sym-
bolic ties between the witch and feminism, and thus paradoxically reinforced the popularity
of the figure among some feminists with counter-reading as their subversive tactic of choice.?

My focus in what follows is primarily texts that stress the connection between witches
and Satan, and which simultaneously ascribe feminist traits to the former. Some examples of
pro-feminist depictions of non-Satanic witches as feminists will also be discussed. These con-
stituted an important indirect endorsement of the feminist appreciation of explicitly Satanic
witches, and likely made the appropriation of these more sinister aspects of the witch seem
less drastic. If misunderstood pagan witches were all right, why not give a suffragette stamp
of approval to Devil-worshipping anti-patriarchal sorceresses too?

The material employed in the present discussion primarily stems from the 1860s onwards,
since that is when the relevant use of the motif first appears. The chapter hence commences
with a discussion of Michelet’s aforementioned monograph, then considers how medical dis-
course on historical witches as hysterics was conflated with slander of feminists as hysterical
and caricatures of them as witches. After that follows a treatment of Matilda Joslyn Gage,
an American feminist who published texts in the 1880s and 1890s where she in laudatory
terms presented a supposed early modern witch cult as a Satanic rebellion against patriarchal
injustice. As will be shown, Gage relied heavily on Michelet, but set his ideas in a fully fledged
feminist framework. She also actively dealt with the issue of witches as hysterics. Another
author influenced by Michelet was the amateur folklorist Charles Leland, who downplayed
the Satanic content (though it was still undeniably present) and drew direct and approbatory
parallels to the feminism of his day. The short stories of George Egerton, who used the witch
as a metaphor for the liberated modern woman, are scrutinized next. They are significant
foremost because they disseminated widely the conception of the witch as an emblem of
feminine freedom. The next case, journalist Oliver Madox Hueffer, lauded Satan as a cul-
tural hero and held up witchcraft as empowering for women. The final part of the chapter is
dedicated to a discussion of visual representations of the witch, especially focusing on how
she can be seen as a symbol of female strength in both positive and negative ways in the
sculptures and paintings of male as well as female artists. Mary Wigman’s expressionist witch
dance is another visual example of the witch as an icon of liberation. Benjamin Christensen’s
silent film Hixan, finally, summarizes many of the discourses on witcheraft in circulation.

3 In Triumph of the Moon: A History of Modern Pagan Witchcraft (1999), Ronald Hutton provides an excellent
intellectual history of how the figure of the witch gradually became a positive symbol to some people. However,
he largely omits the pro-Satanic interpretations of the motif, and instead focuses on those who saw witches as
benevolent heathens (understandably, since this was the understanding that Wicca, the “final destination” of his
study, was born from). This chapter will hopefully fill that gap in Hutton’s epochal work.
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Before commencing with the analysis of the sources, I would like to note that this chapter,
even though it contains a multitude of examples, does not represent the totality of my treat-
ment of witches, as they are to be found in several other texts that I will consider further on, for
example, in chapters 7, 8, and 11.

‘REASON, RIGHT, AND NATURE’: JULES MICHELET’S
HEROIC SATANIST WITCHES

Scholars and the educated classes in the nineteenth century generally held that the witch per-
secutions were caused by a set of irrational religious beliefs eventually defeated by the logic
and justice of Enlightenment thought. The perhaps most influential academic author in this
paradigm was Wilhelm Gottfried Soldan (1803-1869), whose main work was Geschichte der
Hexenprozesse aus dem Quellen dargestellt (“The History of the Witch Trials Described Using
the Sources) 1843, substantially revised and expanded by later scholars in 1880 and 1912). Such
carly studies relied almost exclusively on the handbooks of learned demonology, like the Malleus
Maleficarum, when attempting to explain the phenomenon.4 Prior to the 1960s, archival mater-
ial was seldom used at all. In an important article, Rune Hagen has demonstrated how this one-
sided emphasis on learned opinions created a distorted image, which does not fit well with the
actual historical attitudes we have come to know through later examinations of trial records and
similar documents.?

Witch trial scholarship enjoyed immense popularity in the nineteenth century. For
example, a bibliography of French studies of witch trials and demonic possession produced
before the year 1900 contains more than 1,700 posts.® However, the country where the most
influential works were produced at the start of the century was not France, but Germany,
with Soldan as the prime exponent. In a later important German study, Joseph Hansen’s
Zanberwahn, Inquisition und Hexenprozesse im Mittelalter, und die Entstehung der Grossen
Hexenverfolgung (“Witcheraft Delusion, Inquisition and Witch Trials during the Middle
Ages, and the Emergence of the Great Persecution of Witches, 1900), the atrocities were
explicitly blamed on late medieval theologians.” Such anticlerical attitudes were common
in this context throughout the century, and writing on witches often became a pretext for
vilifying the church (be it Catholic or Protestant).?

The French historian Jules Michelet’s (1798-1874) book La Sorciére (1862) is a charac-
teristic example of this approach. Indeed, the author was known primarily as an anticlerical
agitator during the later part of his career.” This work is probably the most influential cele-
bration ever of the witch as a Satanist (eulogies to the witch as a benevolent Pagan are easier
to find). Interestingly, the figure is here also simultaneously a sort of feminist, even if; as we

4 Monter 1972, pp. 435—436; Ankarloo [1971]/1996, pp. 11-13.

> Hagen 1995, p. 35.

¢ Monter 1972, p. 436.

7 Hansen 1900. For Hansen’s attacks on theologians, see in particular chapters 2 and 3. As was common, Hansen
emphasizes the role of the Mallens Maleficarum (pp. 473—500).

8 Hutton 1999/2001, pp. 132-133.

? Mitzman 1996, p. 660.
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will see, the label is not unproblematically applicable. What sort of historian, then, would
write a book like this? Michelet was an enormously prolific author and one of the most
famous historians of his time. It was supposedly he who popularized the term renaissance,
and he was one of the first to attempt to write a history of the people, instead of the usual
narratives centred on kings and generals. Another pioneering aspect of his work was, at least
according to his own claims, that he was the first historian to rely chiefly on primary sources
when doing research. After being fired from his position at the College de France (first in
January 1848, being reinstated after the revolution in February that year, and then again, for
good, in 1852) due to being suspected of sedition, he became something of an academic mar-
tyr in dissenting circles. His influence thus became much greater than when his pontificat-
ing had mostly reached the elite students attending his lectures.!® According to the charges,
his teaching was ‘of a nature to trouble the public peace’ and his courses had ‘given rise to
the most scandalous scenes.!" As can be garnered from this, sober and balanced historical
research was never Michelet’s forte, and his books always contained at least as much political
polemics and starry-eyed reverie as they did scholarship.'* His literary talent, enabling him
to make history come to colourful and poetic life, made him a marketable author in his own
time, and he has remained popular until this day."?

During the course of his life, Michelet’s views went through radical changes. In his early
works, he remained sentimentally attached to Christianity—although he was not a devout
believer in any way—and praised its medieval manifestations enthusiastically. But his reli-
gious doubts, in combination with a burgeoning sympathy for progressive political reforms,
eventually caused a revisal of opinion. In the early 1840s, he came to realize the church was
not a thing of the romantic past to feel sentimental about but, in Ceri Crossley’s words, ‘an
active force blocking the social and political changes which he wished to see implemented’'*
Over time he also became openly oriented towards left-wing politics. Michelet had a close
personal relationship with Proudhon in the early 1850s, and this no doubt helped increase
the former’s sympathy for socialism.!> Another thing that changed over time was Michelet’s
attitude to nature. At the beginning of his career, he had seen it as chaotic, revolting, and

19 Hutton 1999/2001, p. 138; Crossley 1993, p. 190; Keller 1994, p. 152. On Michelet’s insurrectionist activities, see
Mitzman 1996, pp. 672, 678-679; Crossley 1993, p. 249.

"' Quoted in Mitzman 1990, p. 249.

'2 He seldom pretended otherwise, for that matter, and felt ‘good history was written by practitioners who were
committed to the cause of right and truth’ (Crossley 1993, p. 185).

13 The surrealists were fascinated with Michelet’s witch, and, for example, André Breton refers to her in his own
writings (Belton 1995, pp. 211-212). Among Michelet’s enthusiastic twentieth-century scholarly readers, we
find names like Roland Barthes and Georges Bataille. Barthes wrote a preface to an edition of La Sorciére (and
published a monograph on Michelet in 1954), as did Bataille (to a different edition). Bataille further discusses
Michelet’s book at length in his La Littérature et le mal (‘Literature and Evil, 1957). La Sorciére also heavily
influenced well-known French feminists like Luce Irigaray and Hélene Cixous in the 1970s (e.g. Cixous &
Clément 1996, pp. 3-5, 32, 54—57). On Michelet and later French feminism, see also Orr 1980, p. 128; Purkiss
1996, pp. 79-82.

' Crossley 1993, pp. 197-198, 209-210, 235-236. Quote on p. 210. Judging by his diary, the substantive break with
Christianity had occurred by 1843 (p. 230).

!5 Mitzman 1990, p. 250. Michelet himself has even been described as a sort of anarchist in liberal disguise, which
may be going a bit too far (Orr 1980, p. 134).
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opposed to the masculine domain of history and spirit, but over time he developed a high
esteem for it, as expressed in his book Le Peuple (“The People, 1846).1¢ This parallels modifi-
cations in his opinion of woman.

In 1840, Michelet began a relationship with the mother of one of his students. She died of
cancer in 1842, but had by then altered his view of the female sex permanently by impressing
him as a model of the caring parent. Arthur Mitzman remarks that their liaison seems to
have ‘triggered a latent reverence for motherhood and nature that had been buried in him
for decades under a crust of anti-feminist asceticism’!” Michelet could now present himself
as a eulogist and champion of woman, claiming he wanted to rchabilitate her and defend
her against oppression from male authorities past and present—like feudal lords, employers,
loutish husbands, and, most important, the Catholic Church. Even so, he was firmly pater-
nalistic in his attitude and held men up as stronger and more intelligent. Righteous men like
him therefore needed to come to woman’s rescue. These sentiments, however, never found
an expression in Michelet participating on either side in the debates raging over, for example,
suffrage for women, and he often seemed largely oblivious to the feminist agitation going
on around him. Feminists were not unaware of him and in her book La Femme affranchie
(“Woman Set Free), 1860), the midwife, 1848 revolutionary, and women’s rights activist Jenny
d’Héricourt criticizes him for the contradictions inherent in the historian’s claim to be work-
ing towards freeing woman, while at the same time thinking for her.'

In fact, a woman may have done some of the thinking for Michelet, since the conception
of Satan in La Sorciére was probably influenced by George Sand’s positive portrayal of him in
Consuelo (see chapter 3). Michelet refers to this novel in the epilogue of his own book, which
is filled with overt praise of Satan. In his diary he notes that it was after reading the passages
in Consuelo about Lucifer the noble revolutionary that he subsequently dreamed (!) and then
wrote this epilogue. A central idea in the book is that modern scientific medicine has its ori-
gins in the practices of village wise women, and M. Ione Crummy has argued that this is also
derived from works by Sand."” The two corresponded, and on February 13, 1861, Sand sent
Michelet a letter advising him to write something on botany ‘so that the blind of this world
may learn to see, understand and love this earthly paradise, this adorable Cybéle that their
malice and stupidity have made a hell’ This may very well be the inspiration for his attacks in
La Sorciére on Christianity’s denigration of nature.”’

La Sorciére is a peculiar book (figure 6.1). It has been characterised both as ‘experimen-
tal ethnography’ and ‘approximating blank verse’* Although nominally a scholarly work of
history, it is nothing of the sort. Original sources are referred to occasionally, but most of

16 Mitzman 1990, pp. 226-227.

7 Mitzman 1996, p. 667; Crossley 1993, pp. 211-212. According to Crossley, this distrust of nature lingered even
in a late 1850s work.

'8 Gaudin 2006, pp. 49-51.

! Crummy 1998, p. 237. Although Sand’s influence seems to have been an important factor, we should also note
that Michelet had connected Satan with Prometheus and liberty in his diary all the way back in 1825 and had,
en passant, made the connection between liberty and Satan in his book Introduction a Uhistoire universelle
(‘Introduction to World History, 1831) (Bénichou 1977, pp. 518, 559).

2 Crummy 1998, p. 238.

2 Orr 1976, p. 94; Belton 1995, p. 211
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FIGURE 6.1 Illustration by Martin van Maele (1863-1926) from a 1911 edition of La Sorciére.

the text is intensely poetical and polemical rather than soberly descriptive or coldly analyt-
ical. This eccentric and highly entertaining opus can be counted as part of Michelet’s efforts
to write popular works intended to reach those not part of his upper-class audience at the
College de France.?? In order to discuss the figure of the witch in La Sorciére, we must first
look at Michelet’s portrayal of Satan, her god. As mentioned already, the witch is unequivo-
cally a Satanist in Michelet’s eyes and not, for example (as would later be a popular inter-
pretation), a misunderstood pagan.* Satan, however, is mostly a benevolent character or
symbol of goodness to Michelet, which he contrasts with the obscurantism and oppression
the church stands for in this text.** As would be expected, the early modern understanding
of the witch is caustically dismissed by Michelet, who dedicates an entire chapter to tearing

22 Crossley 1993, p. 249.

2 There are, however, traits in his description of the cult that clearly resonate with ideas about paganism, such
as the focus on fertility and nature. Yet, these traits must be seen as filtered through Michelet’s description of
Satan as a god of nature, which will be discussed later.

24 There are some minor divergences from this positive image in the more literary passages of the book, where
Satan appears first as a helpful little demon of the hearth and home, but later—under the pressures of feudal
oppression—grows into a terrible demon. This figure is manipulative, deceptive, and cunning. He asks woman
what her will is, and to his delight she answers, ‘Great sir, nothing but to do evil’ (p. 57; original: ‘Messire, rien
que de faire du mal’ Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 92). This power is to be directed against the tyrannical nobility.
My quotes are based on the 1939 English translation.
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apart the Malleus Maleficarum, which he calls ‘a pedantic book ... by a man truly terrified’
The Devil that the Malleus expresses such fear of is a very different concept for the radical
republican historian. He postulates that Satan represents a number of positive things: nazure,
which ‘the Church has rejected ... as impure and suspect’s the arts, which he is the patron
and originator of; laughter, declared unsuitable by the church but utterly necessary to bear
the sorrows of life; medicine, the church variety of which is a mere ‘resignation, a waitingand
a hoping for death’, whereas Satan is ‘a physician, healer of the living’; zecromancy, through
which Satan in compassion with our grief evokes ‘the shades of the dear ones’. Finally, ‘Logic,
the free Reason) also condemned by the church, is another of the blessings Satan brings.26
Michelet argues that the origins of the grand accomplishments of mankind, or its golden
ages, are certainly not to be found in Christianity. The renaissance, for example, was the result
of ‘the satanic efforts of men} and came about ‘far away from schools and the literate, in the
school of nonattendance, where Satan held lessons for the sorceress and the shepherd’?” The
book’s ending words are a celebration of the Promethean spirit of science. Inventions like the
hot air balloon and electricity are described in enthusiastic words, and Michelet exclaims ‘O
divine magic!” The final sentence lays down that ‘[i]f Satan does this, we are bound to pay him
homage, considering that he might be an aspect of God’?® Throughout the entire volume, it is
especially Satan as the begetter of science and medicine that is brought to the fore. Regarding
the latter, Michelet explains ‘Medicine, especially, was the true Satanism, a revolt against dis-
case, the merited scourge of God. Plainly sinful to stay the soul on its way towards heaven
and replunge it into life!” Satan’s work, according to Michelet, ‘rests on three eternal rocks,
namely ‘Reason, Right, and Nature} and a woman, the unhappy Sorceress, gave the popular

impetus to science’®

» Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 129. Original: ‘un livre pédantesque . . . d'un homme vraiment effray¢’ (Michelet
[1862]/1989, p. 178).

26 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. xvii, my italics. Original: ‘I’Eglise ajeté...comme impure et suspecte’; la résignation,
l'attente et espoir de la mort’; ‘médecin, guérisseur des vivants’: les ombres aimées’; la Logique, la libre Raison’
(Michelet [1862]/1989, p. xviii). Necromancy is my term, not Michelet’s, and is used here in its original sense
of communicating with the dead. It seems Michelet himself had a morbidly necromantic streak, in that he had
the corpse of his first wife dug up to contemplate the decaying body (!). On this bizarre incident, see Mitzman
1990, p. 226; Crossley 1993, p. 187.

¥ Michelet [1862]/1939, p. xviii. Original: ‘par la satanique entreprise des gens’; ‘loin de I'Ecole et des lettrés, dans
PEcole buissonniére, ou Satan fit la classe 4 la sorciére et au berger’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. xix).

¥ Michelet [1862]/1939, pp. 330-331. Quote on p. 331. Original: ‘O divine magie!’; ‘Si Satan fait cela, il faut
lui rendre hommage, dire qu’il pourrait bien étre un des aspects de Dieu” (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 413). As
Charles Rearick points out, the notion of science as an outgrowth of magic was an idea later developed fur-
ther by, for example, Sir James Frazer (7he Golden Bough, 1890) and in the 1920s by Lynn Thorndike (Rearick
1971, p. 85). Making Satan the ultimate source of science, however, belongs to a distinctly different nineteenth-
century discourse. Further, it should be borne in mind that while Frazer’s proposed evolutionary sequence
indeed had magic as its first step and science as its last, religion was positioned as a transitory stage between

them—something Michelet would hardly have appreciated.

¥ Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 309. Original: ‘La médecine, surtout, c'est le vrai satanisme, une révolte contre la
maladie, le fléau mérité de Dieu. Manifeste péché darréter I'ame en chemin vers le ciel, de la replonger dans la
vie!” (Michelet [1862]/1989, pp. 381-382).

¥ Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 309. Original: ‘pose sur trois picrres éternelles’; ‘la Raison, le Droit, la Nature’; ‘une
femme, l'infortunée Sorciére, lui donna son essor populaire dans la science’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 382).
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‘THE REDEMPTION OF EVE’: FEMINIST TENDENCIES
IN MICHELET’S VISION OF WITCHES

Woman, then, is Satan’s chosen one, and Michelet underscores this fact numerous times.
He ascertains, for example, that ‘Satan returns to his Eve. Woman is still that in the world
which is most natural’® It is in her hand, Michelet says, that Satan lays ‘the fruit of science
and of nature’* In particular, the witch was skilled in aiding other women with their med-
ical problems and acting as a midwife.** Further, the witch is the one whom ‘the weeping
girl” turns to in order to have an abortion. She also teaches the ‘miserable wife, burdened by
the children born every year only to die’ how to ‘cool off the pleasure at the moment [of the
man’s orgasm], render it barren’* In other words, the witch gives women power over their
own bodies, which can be seen as a form of feminist practice. Moreover, La Sorciére explicitly
connects caring about women’s health issues (and remedying low self-esteem in this sex) with
Satanism:

It takes no less than the Devil, woman’s ally of old and her confidant in the Garden of
Eden, it takes no less than this witch, this monster who does everything against the
grain, in direct contradiction to the realm of the sacred, to care about woman, to tread
custom underfoot and cure her despite herself. The poor creature held herself in such
lowly estimation!®

Notable in this quote is the focus on inversion. Throughout his book, Michelet is clearly
constructing a counter-discourse to undermine Christianity, where received notions are
turned on their head. For example, the witch is not a poisoner, but one who uses poisons to
heal. Poison, believed to be evil, thus turns out to be something good if properly understood
and used.* Satan is similarly inverted. He is not the ‘prince of lies” as Christian tradition
labelled him, but stands for logic and reason.’” Rather than causing diseases, his followers
cure them. Instead of making witches his slaves, as the wisdom of the Inquisition would
have it, he emancipates them. In the quote, this is tied to how the witch and her helper Satan
invert Christianity’s negative image of woman and her body. Michelet is quite consistently

3! Michelet [1862]/1939, pp. 72—73. Original: ‘Satan retourne 4 son Eve. La femme est encore au monde ce qui est
le plus nature’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 109).

32 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 71. Original: ‘le fruit de la science et de la nature’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 108).

33 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 81; Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 119.

3 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 90. Original: ‘la fille en pleurs’; ‘la triste épouse accablée chaque année d'enfants qui ne
naissent que pour mourir’; 4 glacer le plaisir au moment, le rendre infécond’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, pp. 130—
131). In the same section, Michelet further suggests the witch could, more disturbingly, also help the step-
mother who is troubled by that ‘the child from the first marriage cats a lot and lives long’. Original: Tenfant du
premier lit mange beaucoup et vit longtemps’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 130).

35 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 88. Original: ‘Il ne faut pas moins que le Diable, ancien alli¢ de la femme, son confi-
dent du Paradis, il ne faut pas moins que cette sorcitre, ce monstre qui fait tout a rebours, a I'envers du monde
sacré, pour soccuper de la femme, pour fouler aux pieds les usages, et la soigner malgré elle. La pauvre créature
sestimait si peu!” (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 128).

3¢ Michelet [1862]/1939, pp. xi, 74, 82—83. Michelet [1862]/1989, pp. 111, 121-123.
3 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. xvii. Michelet [1862]/1989, p. xviii.
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supportive of such struggles against the misogyny of the church and its worldly extensions,
and sets about improving woman’s supposed lack of self-esteem. However, he introduces a
small caveat concerning his idealization of the witch:

Do not conclude too hastily from what I have said in the preceding chapter that my
purpose is to whitewash, to clear of all blame whatever, the gloomy bride of the Evil
One. If she often effected good, she was equally capable of grievous mischief. There
is no great and irresponsible power that does not also abuse. ... What power like that
of Satan’s chosen bride, who heals, predicts, divines, evokes the spirits of the dead,
can spell-bind you, turn you into a hare or a wolf, make you find a treasure, and,
more than that, make you love! This terrible power that unites all the others! How
should a violent spirit, all too often wounded, sometimes become very perverted,
not have used it for the sake of hatred and vengeance, and for the pleasure in malice
and impurity??
In spite of these words, La Sorciére is mainly a panegyric over the witch. This becomes even
clearer if we consider Michelet’s claim that her political sympathies are very close to his own.
Approvingly, he states that she aided in struggles against the feudal system.” The witches’
sabbath—the ritual rebellion against God in the form of a Black Mass—thus had its basis in
frustration at social injustices, and Satanism is a form of proto-socialism. God was the pro-
tector of the nobility, deaf to the prayers of the peasant: ‘In vain he called for it [a miracle]
in the day of his despair and utmost need. From that hour forth Heaven seemed but the ally
of his savage executioners, and itself a savage executioner. Hence the Black Mass and the
Jacquerie [a 1358 peasant revolt]* In the former, the serfs’ elevation of themselves, their own
social class, is the central concern, Michelet (anticipating Durkheim) theorizes: ‘[I]n Satan’s
diffuse shadow the people venerated nothing else than the people.!

There were also elements of fertility cult present, where wheat was offered to the Spirit
of the Earth (seemingly another name for Satan, who, as mentioned, is elsewhere held up as
a god of nature by Michelet). Birds were let loose, ‘no doubt from the woman’s bosom’, to

bring Satan, ‘the God of Liberty, the sighs and wishes of the serfs. The boon they asked for

¥ Michelet [1862]/1939, pp. 89—90. Original: ‘Quon ne se héte pas de conclure du chapitre précédent que
jentreprends de blanchir, d’innocenter sans réserve, la sombre fiancée du diable. Si elle fit souvent du bien, elle
put faire beaucoup de mal. Nulle grande puissance qui n’abuse. ... Quelle puissance que celle de la bien-aimée
de Satan, qui guérit, prédit, devine, évoque les 4mes des morts, qui peut vous jeter un sort, vous changer en
lievre, en loup, vous faire trouver un trésor, et, bien plus, vous faire aimer! ... Epouvantable pouvoir qui réunit
tous les autres! Comment une ime violente, le plus souvent ulcérée, parfois devenue trés perverse, n'en cfit-
elle pas usé pour la haine et pour la vengeance, et parfois pour un plaisir de malice ou d’'impureté?” (Michelet
[1862]/1989, pp. 129-130).

¥ Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 94. Original: ‘elle n’ait souvent porté un fond de haine niveleuse, naturelle au paysan’
(Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 135).

% Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 101. Original: ‘Il appelait en vain, au jour désespéré de sa nécessité supréme. Le ciel
des lors lui parut comme l'alli¢ de ses bourreaux féroces, ct lui-méme féroce borreau. De 14 la Messe noire ct la
Jacquerie’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, pp. 143-144).

“ Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 107. Original: ‘Sous lombre vague de Satan, le peuple n’adorait que le people’
(Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 152).
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was [t]hat we others, their far-away descendants, might win enfranchisement’” Michelet’s
peasant Satanists stand in opposition to both the church and the secular authorities, which
are seen as part of the same unjust power structure. Their Satanism hence represents a sort of
religion of revolution, to use Bruce Lincoln’s term, since it defines itself ‘in opposition to the
dominant social fraction itself, not its religious arm alone’® Since the witches in Michelet’s
fanciful narrative aided in peasant revolts, Lincoln’s criteria of promoting direct action can
also be considered present.

Michelet’s conception of witches as revolutionaries became widespread. It can be seen, for
example, in Moncure Daniel Conway’s Demonology and Devil-lore (1878), where the perse-
cutions of witches are likened to ‘the recent slaughter of Communists in Paris’** Conforming
to his theme of liberation and revolt against ruling fractions, Michelet moreover gives the
ritual of the Black Mass a strongly feminist slant:

The Black Mass, in its primary aspect, would seem to be [a] redemption of Eve, cursed
by Christianity. Woman, at the sabbath, fills every function. She is priest, and altar, and
consecrated host, whereof all the people take communion. At the bottom of things, is

she not God himself 2%

Michelet opines that male peasants would have been hesitant to accept this liturgy, but their
women (who created it) were powerful enough to implement it anyway.* In the descriptions
of these rituals, Michelet’s famous talent for writing poetical prose blooms in full. ‘Imagine
the scene’, he begins, ‘a wide heath, often in the neighbourhood of an old Celtic dolmen at
the edge of a wood#” He then sketches a highly detailed image of a sabbath where a great
wooden effigy of Satan is set up. This figure’s virile attributes make him, Michelet says, a sort
of Pan or Priapus figure (note this emphasis on Satan, the helper of woman, as highly mascu-
line, a notion that might reflect Michelet’s self-image as a manly champion of women). The
reactions of the attendees to the effigy are mixed: ‘some found only terror’ when looking at
him, while ‘others were moved by the haughty melancholy that seemed to enfold the eternal
Exile’® Michelet, however, is more interested in the officiating priestess and waxes lyrical

about her:

2 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 107. Original: ‘du sein de la Femme sans doute’; ‘Diex de liberté le soupir et le veeu des
serfs’; ‘Que nous autres, leurs descendants lointains, nous fussions affranchise’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 151).

# Lincoln 2008, p. 8s.

“ Conway [1878]/1880, pp-326-327.

# Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 102. Original: ‘La Messe noire, dans son premier aspect, semblerait étre cette rédemp-
tion d’Eve, maudite par le christianisme. La Femme au sabbat remplit tout. Elle est sacerdoce, clle est autel,
elle est I'hostie, dont tout le peuple communie. Au fond, n'est-elle pas le Dieu méme?” (Michelet [1862]/1989,
p- 145).

% The male peasant ‘would never have given woman the dominant place she has here. It is she who takes it
herself’, he writes. Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 102. Original: ‘n’aurait pas donné 4 la Femme la place dominante
quelle aici. Cest elle qui la prend delle-méme’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, pp. 145-146).

4 Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 103. Original: ‘Représentez-vous’; ‘sur une grande lande, et souvent prés d’un vieux
dolmen celtique, 4 la lisi¢re d’'un bois’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 147).

* Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 104. Original: les uns n’y trouvaient que terreur’; ‘les autres étaient émus de la fierté

mélancolique olt semblait absorbé l'eternel Exilé” (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 147).
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The Devil’s Bride cannot be a child; she should be in full thirty years of age, with the
face of a Medea and the beauty of sorrow; her eyes deep-set, tragic and feverish, with
streams of serpents descending aimlessly, I speak of a torrent of black, untamable hair.
Perhaps, on top of all, a crown of vervain, the funereal ivy, and the violets of death.?”

A key moment (the details of which, he asserts, are familiar to us from a later imitation, the
trial of La Voisin and her circle of ‘Satanists’ in the seventeenth century) of the ritual, Michelet
proposes, is when the priestess herself proceeds to act as the altar: ‘By her prostrate body, by
her humiliated person, by the vast black silk of her hair, lost in the dust, she.... offered up her-
self. On her loins a demon performed Mass, pronounced the Credo, deposited the offering.>
As can be seen, Michelet lets his narrative shift between rationalizing explanations (Satan’s
presence is simply in the form a wooden effigy) and fantastic motifs (a demon performing a
Mass). Both moduses are used to paint the witch as a rebel against feudal, religious, and, in
some sense, patriarchal oppression.

But how “feminist” is this book really? Michelet may talk of a ‘redemption of Eve’ and
woman herself as God, but the witch does not embody any very specific breaks with the
patriarchal order. This has its basis in the fact that even if Michelet constantly up-valued
woman in his late works, at the end of the day he still thought she should remain in the home
and reform the nation from there—Dby being an exemplary mother, cook, and nurse. The con-
clusion Michelet ultimately draws in La Sorciére is that

Woman, busied during the later centuries with men’s affairs, has in requital lost her
own true rdle, that of healing, and consoling, that of the fairy that cures. This is her true
priesthood. And it belongs to her, no matter what the Church may have said.>!

This opinion can hardly have pleased nineteenth-century suffragettes, but even so it seems
the evocative imagery of La Sorciére struck a chord with some of them (including Matilda
Joslyn Gage, who will be discussed further on in this chapter). As we will see, the ring of this
chord appears to have been sufficiently pleasing to the ears of certain feminists to drown
out conservative statements like the one just quoted. One reason for this might be that La
Sorciére is a loosely held together and unstructured book, which perhaps makes it easier to
draw certain themes and motifs from it, even if others, or even the overall argument, are not
found appealing. As Stephen A. Kippur points out, there is also a discrepancy between the
figure of the witch as Michelet paints her, and Michelet’s ideal modern woman, the caring
wife. None of the witches he describes are even married.>> The witches can thus be seen as

# Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 104. Original: ‘La fiancée du Diable ne peut étre un enfant; il lui faut bien trente ans,
la figure de Médée, la beauté des douleurs, I'eil profond, tragique et fi¢vreux, avec de grands flots de serpents
descendant au hasard; je parle d’'un torrent de noirs, d’'indomptables cheveux. Peut-étre, par dessus, la couronne
de verveine, le lierre des tombes, les violettes de la mort’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 148).

> Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 106. Original: ‘De son corps prosterné, de sa personne humiliée, de la vaste soie noire
de ses cheveux, perdus dans la poussicre, elle ... soffrait. Sur ses reins, un démon officiait, disait le Credo, faisat
loffrande’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, p. 150).

3! Michelet [1862]/1939, p. 310. Original: ‘La femme, aux derniers si¢cles occupée d’affairs ’hommes, a perdu en
revanche son vrai réle: celui de la médication, de la consolation, celui de la Fée qui guérit. C'est son vrai sacer-
doce. Et il lui appartient, quoi quen ait dit 'Eglise’ (Michelet [1862]/1989, pp. 382-383).

52 Kippur 1981, p. 207.
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figures different from the utopian vision of femininity presented at the end of the book; and
if the latter is not suited to the tastes of most feminists, the former may still be. Diane Purkiss
highlights that in the witch cult Michelet constructs—which is part religion of revolution,
part fertility cult—he equates the altar-body of the priestess with the earth. In her opinion,
this renders ‘woman passive, the prone recipient of male cultivation’ and reconstructs prob-
lematic notions of woman as nature and man as culture.>® This critique was probably not
something feminists in Michelet’s own time would have perceived as the major problematic
issue in the text. Purkiss’s objection stems from an antipathy towards all forms of essential-
ism. Such a stance is typical of the mainstream of late twentieth-century (academic) femin-
ism, but not to the same extent of the varieties belonging to the previous century. In those
pre-social constructivism times, essentialism was, of course, a commonplace even in feminist
circles. Moreover, the very fact that the feminine was up-valued and the patriarchal traits of
Christianity attacked would probably have impressed some feminists in this era as a welcome
thing, even though they would have been irritated by other aspects of the work.
Considering the partly salacious content (Black Masses celebrated on naked buttocks, the
author’s enthusiastic praise of Satan as a phallic god of proto-socialism, and so forth), it is
hardly surprising that La Sorciére caused a scandal on its first publication. The initial edition
of 8,000 copies was issued in November 1862 and quickly sold out. The publisher was called
to an interrogation by the police, and subsequently let Michelet know that a second printing
was out of the question. The rebellious historian then turned to the Brussels-based publisher
Albert Lacroix (this was a common tactic, as censorship laws were less strict in Belgium),
who had recently brought out Victor Hugo’s controversial Les Misérables (1862).>* Lacroix
accepted the offer, and Michelet’s book remained in print. In fact, it has never gone out of

print, making it a constantly available source for others to draw on.>

HYSTERICAL WITCHES AND MEDICAL CONCEPTIONS
OF WOMAN AS MYSTERIOUS AND DEMONIC

Not only historians took an interest in witches. Representatives of the burgeoning discip-
line of psychiatry also found them fascinating and polemically useful. As I will demonstrate,
writing on the topic coming from this direction indirectly created a conflation of witches,
feminists, and hysterics that coloured the understanding of the witch in most non-religious
discourses of the time. Like Michelet, psychiatrists employed research on witches as a tool
to attack the church. It was in this context that witches came to be closely linked to the diag-
nosis of hysteria.

The relationship between psychiatry and the church had long been problematic in
France. The clergy were the traditional healers of the soul, and nuns were time-honoured
carctakers of the insane. Psychiatry now swallowed up their market shares in the care-
taking business.”® The new and completely materialistic explanations of what ailed the

>3 Purkiss 1996, p. 35.

>4 Johansson 1993, p. 12.

55 Hutton 1999/2001, p. 140.

3¢ Goldstein 1982, pp. 230-231. Goldstein’s article is the classic study of this tension, and its conclusions consti-

tute the basis of most later scholarship, e.g. Midelfort 2002 and Harris 2004.
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FIGURE 6.2 The “hysterical arch”, the perhaps most well-known and spectacular feature of the
classical hysterical attack. Illustration from Jean-Martin Charcot and Paul Richer, Les Démoniaques
dans lart (1887).

mentally ill provided by neurologists like Jean-Martin Charcot (1825-1893), head of the
Salpétri¢re clinic in Paris, also threatened the church on an ontological level. What was
worse, many medical men relished this fact and did their best to turn the knife in the
wound. The usefulness of an enquiry into the nature of hysteria as anticlerical propaganda
may even to some extent have determined this choice of topic for some of those involved.
Since the “laws” of hysteria were supposedly universal, they could also be applied to histor-
ical phenomena. Demonic possession and mystical ecstasies became a main focus for this
retrospective medicine, since a pathologization of these things would powerfully under-
mine the authority of Catholicism. What priests had seen as symptoms of possession sim-
ply constituted the second phase of a hysterical attack, the grands mouvements where arms
and legs would flail, the tongue hang out of the mouth, the pupils of the eyes dart in all
directions, and so on (figure 6.2).%

In the book Les Démoniaques dans lart (“The Possessed in Art, 1887), Charcot and his
disciple Paul Richer (1849-1933) analyse old paintings, engravings, and other artworks
depicting demonic possession and claim the postures portrayed prove these individuals
were in fact hysterics.”® Charcot’s former assistant Paul Regnard published the book Les
Maladies épidémiques de lesprit: Sorcellerie, magnétisme, morphinisme, délire des grandeurs
(‘Epidemic Maladies of the Spirit: Witcheraft, Magnetism, Morphinism, Megalomania,
1887), where it is asserted that witches suffered seizures just like those of hysterics. For
example, they would, Regnard says, assume the characteristic hysteric position with an

57 Midelfort 2002, p. 203; Goldstein 1982, pp. 234-235. Tendencies to pathologize these phenomena were, we
should note, present much earlier, as, for example, theologians were fully aware that the typical symptoms
could be evidence of illness rather than Satanic activity and could further be feigned for various purposes unre-
lated to the demonic realm. For a discussion of this, see Hill 2013, pp. 182-183, 444-448.

58 Charcot & Richer 1887.
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arched back.”” He underscores that the witch of the past is identical to the hysteric of
today.® As H. C. Erik Midelfort points out, the works produced in this anticlerical med-
ical milieu conflate the conditions of the possessed with those of witches. Historically, the
two were quite distinct and possession was not a crime.*!

Charcot’s talent for showmanship was an important factor in the success his theories
enjoyed. On Tuesdays, he held open lectures where he astonished his audience—in a huge
amphitheatre packed to the brim—by displaying the extravagant antics of his hysterical female
patients. An attack was triggered by use of hypnosis or the pressing of a ‘hysterogenic point,
and Charcot then narrated the stages the patient went through. A cataleptic patient could
be pierced by needles and pins, a lethargic woman “petrified” into strange postures defying
the laws of gravity. In short, the show rivalled those of stage magicians or the startling tricks
Spiritist mediums could treat their clients to. Authors and journalists, actors and actresses,
demimondaines—all came to see Charcot’s presentations. They were so popular that they even
made the Salpétritre a tourist attraction listed in official travel guides to Paris.”* Hysterics
were at times also the subjects of experiments with so-called dermographism, where letters
or symbols were gently traced onto their skin by doctors and left curiously raised marks that
remained clearly visible for an abnormally long duration. The demonic (for instance, the word
SATAN) was a favourite subject when choosing what to trace, no doubt reflecting the close
connection believed to exist between witchcraft and hysteria. These experiments were pre-
sented in heavily illustrated books that fascinated the public (figure 6.3).%

Asti Hustvedt stresses that Charcot’s discourse on hysteria is ‘permeated by an atmosphere
of the occult and supernatural’ and ‘borrows heavily from the vocabularies of religion and
demonology’ Thus, he ‘ultimately appropriates the very demonology he is debunking, and
thereby reintroduces Satan into hysteria. Charcot’s personal aesthetic preferences no doubt
played a part in this. His office, all its walls and furnishings, were painted black, and engrav-
ings of scenes of demonic possession were displayed on the walls. Further, there are several
examples of how Charcot’s rhetoric of rationalism and science at times gave way to a love of
melodramatic performance, which opened the gates to a more ‘occult’ understanding of the
pathological phenomena at hand. A favourite experiment of his during the public lectures
was suggesting to a hysteric patient chosen for this purpose that a card from a completely
blank deck had a specific image on it. He proceeded to mark the card on the back, reshuffled
the deck and the patient would then amazingly be capable of identifying this very card even
though nothing distinguished it from the others.

Being a positivist and rationalist, he, of course, did not formally classify things like this as
“occult’, but some of the women participating in activities of this type started claiming actual
powers of extrasensory perception—seeing themselves as a sort of latter-day “witches” with
supernatural powers, as it were. Some spectators probably also had a hard time understanding

>? Regnard 1887, pp. 12-13, 20-2.1.

 Ibid., p. 78.

¢! Midelfort 2002, p. 209. For a nuancing of the historical views on the relation between possession and witch-
craft, sce Hill 2013, pp. 445-447.

¢ Gluck 2005, pp. 135-136, 140-142.

 Beizer 1994, pp. 20—29. The most famous book illustrating this phenomenon was T. Barthélémy’s Ezude sur le
dermagraphisme (‘Studies in Dermographism) 1893).
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FIGURE 6.3 The word SATAN appearing on the back of a hysterical patient. Hysterics were at times
the subjects of experiments with so-called dermographism, where letters or symbols were traced
onto their skin by doctors and left raised marks. The demonic was a favourite subject when choosing
what to trace, no doubt reflecting the close connection believed to exist between witchcraft and
hysteria. Photo from T. Barthélémy, Etude sur le dermographisme (1893).

experiments of this sort as non-supernatural. Further, the process of identifying a hysteric
could be startlingly similar to methods used for recognizing a witch in early modern times.
Both involved the “suspect” being stripped naked and pricked with pins, in order to find
spots insensitive to pain. According to Hustvedt, the combined effect of all these things
was that Charcot’s ‘science of hysteria breathed new life into age-old ideas of feminine mys-
tery and demonism’® The pathologizing view of witches taken by Charcot and his cohorts
strongly influenced the writings of medical men in other countries as well. Simultaneously,
the air of mystery and the demonic he bestowed upon woman also became part of the med-
ical discourse across Europe.®®

‘THE SHRIEKING SISTERHOOD : FEMINISTS AS HYSTERICAL WITCHES

As Elaine Showalter has demonstrated, hysteria (and certain other nervous disorders)
in female patients was linked by physicians not only to historical witches but also to the

4 Hustvedt 1998, pp. 16-17, 28-29.

¢ Sigmund Freud, for instance, published an article in 1897 where he largely chimed in with his former teacher
Charcot’s view of witches as hysterics who were very much like the female patients he treated in his own time
(Moran 2000, p. 141). Swedish physicians, to mention another example, were also interested in the phenom-
enon, and the ideas in Anton Nystrém’s small 1896 study Hixeriet och hixeriprocesserna ("Witchcraft and the
Witchcraft Trials’) are close to those of his French colleagues. Nystrom, in particular, highlights how woman’s
‘more sensitive constitution’ means ‘that she has generally been more susceptible to fantasies and suggestions
and has more easily entered a state of ecstasy’ (Nystrom 1896, p. 11: ‘mer kinsliga organization’; ‘att hon i
allménhet varit mer mottaglig for fantasier och suggestioner och littare irakat ekstasens tillstind’). Ecstasy is

here to be understood more or less as a form of hysteria.
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phenomenon of contemporary women’s pursuit of new opportunities for work and edu-
cation. Men of medicine were not alone in proposing the latter connection, and hysteria
was strongly associated with organized feminism by critics of this political movement.
The British anti-feminist Eliza Lynn Linton (1822-1898), for example, attacked suffragettes
in the 1870s and 1880s by slandering them as hysterics and denigrating them as ‘the shrick-
ing sisterhood’®” Philosopher and social critic Otto Weininger, in his bestseller Geschlecht
und Charakter (‘Sex and Character), 1903), identified ambitious women as typical exam-
ples of individuals suffering from the hysterical malady.®® Moreover, several leading medical
authorities remarked on the hysterics’ tendency to take liberties with the gendered rules
of communication. Richet, for example, mentions that they ‘talk with men as if they were
of the same sex; clearly not something he approves of.” On the authority of the medical
men, hysterics were, as Martha Noel Evans puts it, ‘wilful, troublemaking, unladylike, virile
creatures whose attempts at self-assertion were interpreted as resistance to the male authori-
ties taking care of them’”° The hysteric thus came to be figured as a female who denied the
sovereignty of men, much like feminists. Showalter has further suggested that hysteria in
itself can in fact be seen as a form of protest against patriarchal constraints. At least tempor-
arily, the hysteric could refuse the part of the self-sacrificing daughter or wife, and instead
demand service and attention. Indeed, this raised concern among physicians that female
hysterics were very much enjoying being released from their domestic chores and duties in
the conjugal bed. An ‘unnatural” desire for privacy and independence was typical of such
patients, and the physicians worried about becoming accomplices to their deviance from
societal mores.”!

The conclusion Showalter reaches is that hysteria was, however, not a very empowering
tactic for discontented women to employ, but ‘at best a private, ineffectual response to the
frustrations of women’s lives”’” Be that as it may, the interesting thing here is that a striving
for female emancipation—on an individual or collective level—was intimately connected
to hysteria in both medical literature and anti-feminist propaganda, and that the malady
itself at times seems to have functioned as a strategy (admittedly unproductive in the long
run) to elude the pressures of patriarchy. It is perhaps worth mentioning here that the view
of hysterics (who, according to medical theories, were the modern equivalents of witches) as

¢ Showalter 198s, p. 121. Regarding the gendering of hysteria, Elaine Showalter has argued that even if Charcot
did not see the malady as exclusive to women (there was even a wing for male hysterics at his hospital, though
these patients were much fewer), it still remained so symbolically for him, for instance, in his choice of exclu-
sively using female subjects for his demonstrations (Showalter 198s, p. 148). The sense in the wider culture,
at any rate, seems to have been that hysteria primarily afflicted women, and secondarily womanly men (like
Decadents).

7 In a reprint of an 1870 article by Linton (“The Shricking Sisterhood’) in her 1883 book The Girl of the Period
and Other Social Essays, she describes them as being in a state of ‘hysterical excitement’ and making ‘a hysterical
parade ... about their wants and their intentions’ (Linton 1883, pp. 64, 65).

8 Weininger 1903/200s, p. 61.

% Quoted in Evans 1991, p. 39.

7 Ibid., p. 40.

71 Showalter 1985, pp. 133-134, 147.

72 Ibid., p. 161.
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rebels against male power may have been further strengthened by Charcot and his disciples’
reading of Michelet’s La Sorciére, which they quoted in their own works.”

There existed, then, strong ties between hysteria and feminism in contemporary discourse.
If we relate this to the medical experts who held that witches should be understood as hys-
terics, it becomes clear that hysteria, feminism, and witchcraft were indirectly conflated to
an extent.”* Further strengthening this tendency to conflation, anti-feminists were fond of
slandering suffragettes not only by painting them as hysterical but also by claiming a resem-
blance between them and witches.

One example of this is displayed in the writings of the Latvian author Laura Marholm
(Laura Mohr, 1854~1928). Highly independent and intellectually gifted, Marholm paradox-
ically (even if this was not uncommon) professed an anti-feminism of sorts. This made her an
influential name in the debate surrounding gender roles both in Scandinavia and Germany
in the 1890s.” She had a highly negative view of the witch, expressed in her bo