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PREFACE1



 

 

CHARLES WILLIAMS is remembered, amongst other achievements, for having written novels concerned with the Holy Grail, the Philosophers’ Stone, and the Tarot. But he was not the only member of his family with an interest in objects of mystical significance. In 1910, his uncle Charles Wall (an author, artist, and archaeologist of High Church views) published Relics of the Passion: an illustrated book surveying the various objects that had been venerated in the middle ages in churches and shrines across Europe as genuine items used in the martyrdom of Christ. These included supposed pieces of wood from the True Cross, nails used in the crucifixion, fragments of Christ’s garment, vessels containing His blood, and of course the famous Turin Shroud. Wall also briefly summarized the legends of the Holy Grail (Wall 152-3),2 though, as no church has claimed to possess the Grail itself, it could not be discussed as a “relic.” The category that received the longest treatment was that of thorns purporting to be from the original Crown of Thorns. Wall was able to list no fewer than fifty-six places that displayed individual thorns or the entire crown.

Relics of the Passion must have stirred Williams’s imagination, for on November 6th, 1911, he was offering to send his mentor, the poet and critic Alice Meynell, “the scheme of a dramatic poem dealing with the clash of the ecclesiastical and the mystical (permit the word!) not of the Reformation period, but somewhere about 900 A.D.” The play—probably meant for reading, not performance—would be called The Chapel of the Thorn, and the “clash” it depicted would be the struggle over possession of a thorn from Christ’s crown and the chapel where it was housed. Whether or not Meynell saw the outline, Williams finished his play the following summer, dating the manuscript “Augt. 24 / 12.” He must have completed it as soon as he had dealt with the complexities of getting his sonnet sequence The Silver Stair (Herbert and Daniel, 1912) through the press. He lent a copy of the play to Alice Meynell in the summer of 1914 (as recorded in a letter from Meynell to Williams on July 10th of that year), and certainly hoped for her critical opinion and advice; but though she kept it until May 1915 and promised to discuss it with him, there is no evidence that she ever did so.

There is in fact a real “Chapel of the Thorn”: Santa Maria della Spina, at Pisa. Ruskin was fond of it, and mentions it several times in his writings (for instance, Works 358, 419). It was duly listed by Wall. But Williams’s play takes place in an unidentified place—merely a chapel between a road and a sea-cliff—at an unspecified time in the middle ages. The “chapel” of the title is the shrine of a sacred thorn, a relic of Christ’s crown, guarded by a solitary priest, Joachim, and his young acolyte, Michael. The play depicts a three-cornered struggle among mysticism, represented by Joachim; the Church, represented by the local Abbot, Innocent; and paganism, in the form of Amael, a bard and high priest of the Old Gods. Abbot Innocent plans to extend the abbey wall to enclose the chapel and take away the thorn so that its prestige and pilgrims will be drawn to his abbey. Joachim is determined to keep the thorn at his humble chapel and has the local villagers’ promise that they will, if necessary, fight to keep it. What he does not know is that the village men are concerned only because the chapel has been built over the tomb of Druhild, a pagan hero who (it is said) will one day rise from the dead (II:186-89). For their Christianity is only superficial: whilst the womenfolk venerate the Virgin Mary for her healing powers, the men are pagan to the core, clinging tenaciously not only to their myths of Druhild “Of the night and Of the Trees” (I:40; see also the note on I:135), but also to their traditional custom of buying young women to keep, alongside their wives, as concubines or “chamber-maids” (I:15, I:21, II:394).

The play consists largely of debates, with a few skirmishes that hardly come to blows, among the three viewpoints of the mystic, the ecclesiastic, and the pagan bard. Joachim sees the Church as a mere cynical agent of exploitation (I:835-43), and believes that following the Church’s rules is pointless. Only direct spiritual experience has any value (I:844, 847-52).

Abbot Innocent argues that the way of the mystic, with its trust in love and freedom, is too demanding for ordinary people. For their own good, they need authority and rules (I:861-67, 879-81). The Abbot acknowledges Joachim’s holiness and, even, speaking to the Prior, calls him “a greater man than we” (I:998); but in the name of the Church he is ready to use force to seize the chapel and take away the thorn. His position gains some support when we hear a local villager, arguing with the Abbot, justify the trade in women by quoting garbled fragments of Joachim’s mystical teachings, “that by love and the desire of man / Toward woman” he can “find out God” (II:236-37, 234). The Abbot squashes this plea firmly: “It may not be… This is an ill thing” (II:241, 44). It is a fascinating passage. Williams is showing up an obvious misunderstanding of his own, and Coventry Patmore’s, assertion of the mystical connections between erotic love and spiritual experience—connections which Williams would later explore more fully in Outlines of Romantic Theology. At the same time, this debate over the enslavement of women knowingly reflects Alice Meynell’s feminism, and she was doubtless expected to approve. But one suspects that it also touches, ambivalently, on a private fantasy of Williams’s own.

Contrasted with both the Abbot and Joachim is Amael, pagan priest and bard, who is paying a final clandestine visit to the region before taking ship for distant lands. Amael is defiant in his scorn for Christ, the Church, and the timid ways they impose on men. He represents a heroic, pagan, and brutal world, and he is given much of the play’s best poetry. He admits that he has performed human sacrifice twice (I:706-08). But he can also be modest, calling himself “a little dust / Blown from the ruined temples of the gods” (I:612-13).

And he has a good line in anti-Christian irony. When the Abbot loses his temper, Amael exclaims: “O the white cheeks of your Christ. / They can be red with anger then? His mouth / Perchance is dumb with fury, not with fear?” (I:697-99). Amael’s most important dialogue is with Michael, Joachim’s young acolyte. Joachim fondly imagines that, provided the Thorn can be retained, Michael will one day take his place at the chapel as its priest. But Michael has become bored and restless. He longs for a life of adventure, and his heart is stirred by Amael’s tales. Amael urges him to leave the tame life of the chapel and sail with him as his pupil to learn magic, poetry and the harp (II:125-45). Amael also claims to have journeyed, shaman-like, to the source of the energies of life:

 

I have gone down and in a dark night laid

my hands upon the leash of that desire

Which evermore the gods let loose on us,

And felt about my brows the wind-like lust

That blows to changing shapes this mist of men! (II:286-90).

 

In the play’s second and final act, the tensions among Church, inner spiritual life, and paganism remain unresolved. They cannot be resolved because, clearly, Charles Williams sympathizes with all three viewpoints. One might say that intellectually he acknowledges the case for the Church’s authority; that his heart is with the mysticism of Joachim; but that he responds viscerally to the pagan glitter of Amael’s world. The energies and tensions that will form his major poetry are coiling and struggling in The Chapel of the Thorn, and the play’s debate is Williams’s own inner drama. Taliessin, the harp-playing bard of the late poems, is already visible in Amael; and in Taliessin’s world too women will be bought and sold.

The play also shows us that certain magical or esoteric ideas had already made an impression on Williams. On the very first page of the play, the protecting pentagram, later an important image, makes its unexpected début. Williams had probably encountered the “five-cornered shape” of the pentagram, as a protection against evil spirits, in the pages of Eliphas Levi’s Mysteries of Magic (190). And when Joachim sadly foresees that Michael will leave him to follow Amael, he seems to envisage some form of reincarnation, or at least a prolonged post-mortem spiritual pilgrimage (II:553-61). This concept suggests eastern ideas about vast cycles of lives, perhaps filtered through Theosophy or the like.

There are also traces of the views set out in A.E. Waite’s Hidden Church of the Holy Graal. Arguing with the Abbot, Joachim tells him that disciples of the official Church are like strangers who come to the porch of king’s house and find that “within the king hath poured the wine” (I:901). In contrast to the Abbot’s external rites, Joachim has “beheld the Holy Bride, the Church, / Caught to her mystic marriage through the world, / Wed to her Lover in all mortal things” (I:927-29). These passages seem to reflect Waite’s argument that there is “a priesthood within the priesthood, a Mass behind the Mass” (Waite 621), a “more secret place which lies behind the sanctuary of the Visible Church (620), and that despite “absolute belief in the truth of doctrinal Christianity, …behind all doctrine there was something great and undemonstrable, the direct knowledge which had departed because the world was unworthy” (636). For Joachim, as for Waite, the true church—the room where the king pours out the wine—is in the experience of the mystics. The visible Church, though its teachings and sacraments are valid, is merely a useful shell, an outer porch to the true sanctuary.

For all its occasional clumsiness and naivety, The Chapel of the Thorn is a vigorous work that shows rich poetic and dramatic talent. It seems odd that Alice Meynell showed so little interest in it. Did she find the play in some way disturbing? Did it perhaps suggest a danger that her protégé Charles Williams, like the acolyte Michael, might break away from the path set out for him by his elders and betters? We shall never know. But in retrospect, The Chapel of the Thorn acquires a quite different aspect; for we can see it as a prelude to his major Arthurian poetry, in which he would once again, and much more powerfully, evoke the Britain of the “Dark Ages” with its rich blend of pagan and Christian, the magical, the mythical and the spiritual. A little over a century after its composition, it is a delight to see this rich and fascinating early work in print at last.

—Grevel Lindop

 

 



1 This preface is an adapted extract from Charles Williams, The Last Magician by Grevel Lindop, Oxford University Press, 2015. Copyright © Grevel Lindop 2015; used by permission.

2 Please refer to the bibliography at the end of this volume for all works cited in the preface, introduction, and appendix.




 

 

 

INTRODUCTION



 

 

In the archives of the Marion E. Wade Center in Wheaton, Illinois, rests a little century-old notebook. The title page reads:

 

THE CHAPEL OF THE THORN:

A DRAMATIC POEM

 

This short play in verse is one of the earliest works written by Charles Williams (1886-1945): poet, novelist, editor, teacher, Christian, occult master, and member of the Inklings with C.S. Lewis and J.R.R. Tolkien. In this tightly-woven, two-act poetic drama, priests contend for control of the crown of thorns: a relic preserved in honor of Christ’s crucifixion. Meanwhile, as Christians fight among themselves to determine who should have custody of this sacred object, adherents of a quasi-druidic religion clamor for access to the same site, because their hero lies buried beneath the Chapel. Tensions rise and battle is threatened, but syncretism and ambiguity leave the conflict open-ended.

Many tensions are operative in this short play: Christian vs. pagan religions, sacred vs. secular political power, and debates over the justice of the proposed war. Such conflicts could be read as a tale for the early 21st century as well as the early 20th. In addition to its applicability, the spiritual perspective lends the work a timeless quality, as it does in all of Williams’s best work. Although there are lively debates between characters—voices raised, fists shaken, executions threatened, and battles looming—the most profound changes occur inside individual souls. Throughout Williams’s writing, every external attitude or action has a theological dimension: he portrays the natural as interpenetrated by the supernatural. In many of his books, resolution is achieved by the subordination of the person to the symbol, the piece to the pattern, and the soul to God.

Williams had a systematizing mind, and myth and ritual were among the most important structures on which he built symbolic constructs. He attempted to fit every idea, person, and event into the elaborate mythology that he constructed out of Christian theology, Rosicrucian hermeticism, and Arthurian legend. This is true in his writing and somewhat illuminated by his life. Some among his acquaintances felt that he played a part, casting them in roles rather than seeing them as individuals, and that he wore a mask hiding his real nature. Lang-Sims argues that his “personality was interiorised to such an extent that nothing in [his] outward environment reflected it by so much as a hint” (Lang-Sims 19). It is only fair to contrast this perspective with others who believed that “in every circle that he entered, he gave the whole man” (Lewis, Essays v). Both views should be compared with W.H. Auden, who found himself in Williams’s company to be “in the presence of personal sanctity,” and who “felt transformed into a person who was incapable of doing or thinking anything base or unloving.”1 Others (who may not have known of the hermetic rituals) claimed that “the man himself had an immediate charm and likeability, a radiation of benevolence and amiability,” that “he was somehow protected from evil, and was himself a protection,” and that “I have never known a healthier-minded man than Williams” (Eliot xi, xiii-xiv, xv). These quotes paint a picture full of contradiction. An exploration of his biography further complicates the matter. Is synthesis achieved in his writing, or do the paradoxes raised by his life echo throughout his works?

 

BIOGRAPHY

Charles Williams, poet and metaphysician, was born in north London on September 20th, 1886.2 He spent most of his life in London and was a city man by habit and imagination. The City figures prominently in his writings and in his theological ideas as an embodiment of order and authority. He found another important manifestation of order, hierarchy, and fellowship in the Oxford University Press, for which he worked from 1908 until his death. During his nine-year courtship of Florence Conway, he began to develop one of his distinctive concepts: a Theology of Romantic Love, which was his courageous attempt to apply the Via Affirmativa to love and sex. He nicknamed Florence “Michal” after King David’s unappreciative wife, because she scolded him for quoting poetry loudly in public. In spite of a volume of verse (The Silver Stair, 1912) debating the merits of practicing celibacy and renunciation as steps along the Via Negativa, Charles and Florence finally married in 1917.

That same momentous year, he also joined a secret society: the Salvator Mundi Temple of the Fellowship of the Rosy Cross.3 This was A.E. Waite’s Christian mystical offshoot of the Order of the Golden Dawn. Williams remained a member of this occult society for at least ten years, climbing rapidly up the grades and serving as Master of the Temple for two six-month periods. Its imagery and “ingenious construction of arbitrary relationships between different symbolical systems” (Howe, qtd. in Morrisson 32) are essential to his writing.

During the 1920s and 30s, Williams worked for the Press, wrote incessantly (including six of his seven metaphysical novels), taught evening courses through the City Literary Institute, and carried on an intense but unconsummated affair with the Press librarian, Phyllis Jones (whom he called “Celia”). He also entered into a “master-disciple relationship” with several young women, subordinating them to roles in his personal mythology and utilizing them in rituals designed to stimulate his creativity (see Newman 2, 5; Lang-Sims 17; and Hadfield Exploration 106).

In 1939, the London offices of the Press were evacuated to Oxford due to the Blitz. There, Williams joined “The Inklings,” the group of Christian writers including C.S. Lewis, J.R.R. Tolkien, and Owen Barfield. He also began lecturing at Oxford University and was granted an honorary M.A. in 1943. Williams’s most important work is from this last phase of his life, including the great Arthurian poetry (Taliessin through Logres, 1938, and The Region of the Summer Stars, 1944), his most powerful dramatic work (The House of the Octopus, 1945), a final novel (All Hallow’s Eve, 1945), and his synthesis of theology and literary criticism (The Figure of Beatrice, 1943). In these last works Williams expressed another of his characteristic concepts: the idea of Substitution or Exchange, in which people can carry one another’s emotional, spiritual, or medical burdens as literally as carrying a box or bag for someone else. Williams died in Oxford on May 15th, 1945, just one week after victory had been declared in Europe.

 

THE CHAPEL OF THE THORN

Charles Williams thought of himself as a poet from a very early age and had already chosen his life’s subject matter by 1912, the year of The Chapel of the Thorn. The Arthurian legend was the myth onto which he patterned his literary work, his personal life, and his interactions with family members, friends, and coworkers. This little play, with its dramatization of spiritual tension and mythic ritual, is a good starting point for an examination of his peculiar theology and literary accomplishments.

The Chapel of the Thorn is one of Williams’s earliest works. He seems to have dabbled in the development of verse drama before this; see, for instance, the juvenile Prince Rudolph of Silvania manuscript fragments,4 written for “domestic consumption only” (Hadfield Introduction 19-20). His family engaged in amateur theatricals at home, so drama was in his ear and his imagination from a very young age. Yet The Chapel of the Thorn appears to have been the first dramatic work that he completed and considered suitable for publication. It did not find a publisher in its time. Of course, Williams was also writing poetry from an early age, and published his first volume of verse, The Silver Stair, in 1912, the same year as the completion of Chapel.

 

MANUSCRIPT HISTORY

The manuscript held in the Marion E. Wade Center in Wheaton, Illinois (CW / MS-39), is a gem of Edwardian culture. It rests in the archives, tenderly cared for yet rarely read. When I signed out the original notebook in Williams’s elegant handwriting on June 8th, 2012, I was the first to handle these cream-colored, pre-war pages (besides the archivists) since Raymond Hunt deposited them there in 1973; other researchers have worked from a photocopy. A few other scholars have read it, but the text had never before been transcribed.

Inside the archival folder is a small bound blank book, 7.81″ (20.10 cm) high, 6.00″ (15.20 cm) wide, and 0.50″ (1.35 cm) deep. The binding has mostly come off so that the stitching is visible. The cover is missing. Several of the sections are loose and falling out. The pages are very slightly yellowed. A tidy, thin handwriting, carefully centered and neatly aligned, politely offers lines of verse without crowding the sheets. Wide margins surround the poetry, which is set up for performance with the name of the character preceding each speech. The lines of dialogue are carefully parallel. Charles Williams wrote only on the right-hand pages. His friend and office-mate Frederick Page wrote on a few of the blank left-hand pages, offering comments, suggestions for revision, and observations about the action. There are one hundred and thirty-eight sheets of paper in the research photocopy, which reproduces all the right-hand pages Williams wrote on and only those left-hand pages on which Fred Page jotted notes. Williams himself used and numbered one hundred and five pages in the notebook.

The chronology of the manuscript is a bit vexed, especially as there appear to have been two copies circulating at various points between 1912 and 1973. For those who revel in facts and dates, here are the particulars as they are currently known.5

1911. Grevel Lindop reports6 that on November 6th, 1911, Williams wrote to Alice Meynell, offering to send her “the scheme of a dramatic poem dealing with the clash of the ecclesiastical and the mystical (permit the word!) not of the Reformation period, but somewhere about 900 A.D.” As will become clear below, the finished play has a less determinate historical setting—but this quote does suggest that Williams was beginning to plan out the plot of Chapel in the autumn of 1911.

1912. Williams finished The Chapel of the Thorn on Aug. 24th, 1912.7 This manuscript is very clean, neat, and legible, which may suggest that it is a fair copy rather than the rough sheets on which he originally worked out his ideas. This, then, may mean that Aug. 24th was the date he finished copying it out, not the date on which he completed composing it. Williams then gave this clean manuscript to his colleague Fred Page for comment. Page wrote remarks on the blank left-hand backs of the sheets, then returned the notebook to Williams.

Williams took many of Page’s suggestions into account, writing neat emendations over or beside the original lines. As these changes are sometimes in pen, sometimes in pencil, it is clear that Williams went over the text twice, making changes as he went. The fair-copy is in pen, and Williams initially edited the text, marking sections and changing words in pen either as he was copying it or soon thereafter. Then Page critiqued the MS in pencil. Many of these suggestions were left as Page made them, written into the MS (which occasionally leads to confusion: does Williams leave a comment unremarked because he wants to use it, or because he does not want to use it?). Then Williams went on to make further corrections after receiving the MS back from Page. This later stage of editing is somewhat confounded with Page’s suggestions, because Williams’s later editing was also done in pencil.8

Williams’s responses to Page are usually minor line edits, but are sometimes more drastic, including the deletion of passages and little side-conversations in the margins. It is pleasant to observe the documentary evidence of a friendship and to know that Williams was not intractable when it came to revision.

This all occurred before Williams sent the play to anyone else.

1924. According to Alice Mary Hadfield (Williams’s co-worker and quasi-biographer), Williams attempted to get Chapel published sometime in 1924—that is, she records his remarks about being disappointed that no one liked the play. While she does not explicitly state that he sent it out to publishers, the excerpts she quotes from his letters at this time seem to suggest that he did, probably to Oxford University Press, where he worked.

If Williams did send Chapel out to be considered by publishers in 1924, which copy was it? Did Williams make (or have made) another copy, either a manuscript or a typescript? His usual practice was to have his works typed. Or did this same manuscript (Wade CW/MS-39) travel from Williams to Fred Page, then back to Williams, then to the publisher, then back to Williams, and then onwards? It appears to me to be too clean, too little handled, for that to have happened. Perhaps a forensics specialist needs to be called in to take fingerprints.

In any case, after rejecting Chapel, the publishers must have returned their copy (whichever one it was) to Williams, for he sent it to another friend, John Pellow—or else he sent a typescript to the publishers, who kept it, and Williams sent the handwritten copy to Pellow. Here are Hadfield’s remarks:

 

He finished a play9 and sent it to John [Pellow] on 10 May 1924 saying ‘nobody loves it (except me)’, asking for his opinion on the theology rather than the verse. He tried to turn the manuscript from a two-act into a one-act piece and messed it up. Is this, perhaps, the lost Chapel of the Thorn? (Hadfield Exploration 39).

 

Thankfully, Hadfield is wrong on this point, and the play is not lost.

Williams continued to mourn the rejection of his work and to suffer setbacks, as his Outlines of Romantic Theology was turned down by Oxford University Press. He wrote again to Pellow on September 6th, 1924, saying: “So the unfortunate Romantic Theology shall cuddle the equally unfortunate Chapel of the Thorn in a private seclusion” (Hadfield 45). Just as Outlines of Romantic Theology found a publisher after Williams’s death,10 so Chapel has happily done the same.

1925. John Pellow transcribed some passages from the play on July 3rd, 1925. Pellow later gave these selections to Hadfield. She does not note when he did so, but suggests that this occurred after Williams’s death. Neither does she give any hint about what Pellow did with his copy of the entire play: whether he kept it, gave it away, destroyed it, or returned it to Williams.

1926. Williams’s disappointments continued, for Faber’s rejected two novels: The Corpse and The Black Bastard. Williams again complained to Pellow in May of 1926 about these rejected works: they “can all go away with The Chapel of the Thorn” (Hadfield 45-6). Fortunately for posterity, these were later published by Victor Gollancz with revised titles: The Corpse in 1930 as War in Heaven and The Black Bastard in 1933 as Shadows of Ecstasy.

1942. Sometime in the thirty years between 1912 and 1942, Williams sent that original fair copy from August 24th, 1912, to another friend: Margaret Douglas. On April 1st, 1942, Douglas mailed it to Williams’s student, disciple, and would-be Boswell, Raymond Hunt.11

1973. Raymond Hunt donated his “revised authorial holograph” (the same one from back in 1912) to the Marion E. Wade Center. This is the copy from which I worked and apparently the only one still extant.

1983. Hadfield further notes that she possesses what she thinks are the only extant pages from Chapel—extracts that appear to have been lost:

 

John Pellow gave me eight pages of extracts which he had made from The Chapel of the Thorn. He said that the work was early and pseudo-Miltonic in style. ‘Re-reading it for the first time after many years I experience some of the admiration which prompted me to go to the trouble of copying patches of it.’ These pages in my possession are all that seem to remain of the work” (Hadfield Exploration 238 n. 10).

 

We can be thankful that Hadfield was wrong in this case.

To summarize: It appears to me that there must have been two copies of The Chapel of the Thorn extant in 1924: (a) Williams’s manuscript from 1912; and (b) another version that he sent to publishers in 1924.

Williams fair-copied (a) from his notes or working draft in 1912 and sent it to Fred Page for comment. Page returned it to Williams who revised it and sent it to Margaret Douglas. She sent it to Raymond Hunt, who ultimately donated it the Wade where I transcribed it.

Copy (b) could have been either a manuscript or a typescript. It is possible that it was a later, revised, version of the text presented in this edition. It was probably sent to publishers in 1924, rejected, and returned to Williams. He may have sent it to John Pellow, who made eight pages of extracts that he sent to Hadfield. We do not know what became of the original. Hadfield only knew of the existence of one copy, which she thought had been destroyed, and therefore she concluded that the play no longer existed.

Only one exists now, as far as I have been able to determine. Pellow’s extracts have disappeared. No one has been able to trace another copy. There is no copy in the Bodleian library. There is no copy in the library of the Charles Williams Society. We can be thankful there is one copy in the Wade.

 

PLOT SUMMARY

The Chapel of the Thorn appears to be set in Britain during its period of provincial loyalty to Rome or soon thereafter—i.e., somewhere between the third and fifth centuries A.D. The main action of this short drama occurs just outside the Chapel where the Crown of Thorns is kept.

As a side note, there is some discussion among readers of this play about whether the relic is a single thorn, a strand from the Crown, or the entire Crown. It is frequently called “The Thorn” in the text of the poem (as well in the title, of course). There are a few references that seem to refer to the whole Crown, such as Innocent’s demand in I:994: “Wilt thou yield up to me this Crown of Thorn” and the stage direction at II:619, which directs Innocent to turn, “lifting up the Crown.” Gregory says that “it was about the white Christ’s brows / When he was slain” (I:101-02). There are several possibilities. Williams might be leaving these references intentionally ambiguous, not wanting to burden the reader with a history of this relic (which was, interestingly, traced by his uncle Charles Wall in a book entitled Relics of the Passion, 1910) nor get his poem entangled with debates over the location or condition of the true crown. Or it is possible that Williams had read his uncle’s book and concluded that “Joachim, Innocent, et al. are competing for a fake relic once foisted upon this St. Cyprian” (Dodds, “Re: Concerning the relevant relic”). Finally, he could be suggesting that this relic is at least part of the original true crown. But like other ambiguities in this play, he leaves the question open.
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