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Abstract

Shakespearedamlet like Spenser'3he Faerie QueenBook I, is a work
systematically concerned with the virtue of tempeea This conclusion is reached
partly from comparison between Spenser and Sha&espBut | also set their works
in the context of a range of relevant sources aliglto the Early Modern period.
While comparisons between aspect&@Il and Hamletare not unknown, critical
attention to their common foundation in temperamae been limited.

Like Spenser ifrQIll, Shakespeare iHamletis concerned with a virtue that
has its roots in the interconnected Greek prec&ptsw Thyself”, “Nothing in
Excess” and “Think Mortal Thoughts.” To Bephron(temperate) is to live in
accordance with these precepts. Spenser presenmipplosed vice of intemperance
through the excesses of avarice and lust in the Gaivlammon and the Bower of
Bliss. Shakespeare portrays a court in Elsinorer@brcess, irascibility, lust and
avarice for power are barely concealed beneatmaereof Ciceronian social
decorum and a didactic commitment to self-contt@mparison with the varied
aspects of temperancefQIl makes clear how constantly and varioudigmlet
reflects upon temperance and intemperance.

There is an underlying tension in bét®Il and Hamletbetween traditional
ideals of moderation and self-control on the onedhand imagery and archetypes of
the Fall and tainted human nature on the othes fEmsion arises naturally in a
treatment of a virtue which, although it derivesnfr classical thought, was carefully
assimilated into Christian theology by the Churelthérs. As in much Early Modern
writing, we find strands of Platonic, Aristoteliand Stoic thought that privilege
reason (on the one hand) intermingled with (onotiver) an Augustinian emphasis
on the heart, the will, and dependence on Chrigfface.

In HamletShakespeare portrays Claudius as one intractategperate in
the Aristotelian sense, a condition made apparehisi inability to repent. Claudius’
apparent rational self-control is based on prentisaisare ultimately false; his
actions therefore derive from “false prudence” esneéd by Aquinas. His projection
of reasonableness forces his antagonist, Hamtetainange of irascible and
irrational behaviour, some of which is calculated aome of which is not.

Both Spenser and Shakespeare present an anatahe/mbcesses of
rational self-control and their disruption by thespions. Both are also concerned

with the metaphysical dimensions of temperancd) Btdtonic and Pauline. When



Hamlet (like a Greekophronistessees it as his duty to act against Claudiuss “thi
canker of our nature,” he is expressing a confusedure of desires--for ethical and
spiritual transformation, political reformationysgice, and an irascible lust for
vengeance. It is no coincidence that the problen@aidings of botiFQIl and

Hamletecho the conclusion of tiheneidand its failure to reconcile justice and

temperance.
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Chapter One:

Introduction: “Acquire and beget a temperance”

In Act 3 Scene 2 dflamletHamlet famously advises the players to moderate th
histrionic nature of their acting, to “use all ggnfor in the very torrent, tempest,
and, as | may say, whirlwind of your passion, yaustracquire and beget a
temperance that may give it smoothness” (3.2.447¢y should not “o’erstep...the
modesty of nature” (3.2.16), because “anything’ecdone is from the purpose of
playing” (3.2.17). After both the players and Ragantz and Guildenstern have
been dismissed, Hamlet and Horatio are left alartbe eye of the storm, the calm
before the uproar of the “Mousetrap” play. Hamkbases this moment to praise
Horatio, because “blest are those / Whose bloodudgement are so well
commeddled / That they are not a pipe for Fortufirgger / To sound what stop she
please. Give me that man / Who is not passioniesknd | will wear him / In my
heart’s core, ay in my heart of heart, / As | deeth(3.2.58-64). As Philip Edwards
comments in his notes to the 2003 New Cambridgoediof Hamlet “It is notable
that both to the players here and to Horatio a5®amlet is much concerned about
the temperance, self-control and moderation wrsgoimuch wanting in his own
behaviour” (Shakespeare 164).

The importance of “temperance, self-control andlemation” to any
treatment of human behaviour in the Early Modenmggecan scarcely be
overestimated. The strongest evidence for its itapae to middle to late
Elizabethan thinking comes in its selection asaimeounced theme of the whole
second book of Edmund Spenser’s epic allegoricafrpbhe Faerie Queerfe
Spenser’'s complex and subtle treatment of temperfmiows a book concerned
with holiness, and Spenser thus positions temperemnielation to the intellectual
debate and discord in the period over the relatipnisetween faith and ethical
behaviour. The fault line between faith and ethimtiaviour will often become a
topic of the study to follow.

Temperance, a virtue that as the Lagimperantiaderives from the Greek
sophrosyngcan be conceptually elusive, because of the émalgcomplex history of

its intellectual evolution. An educated late Eliettian / early Jacobean audience

! All Hamletcitation is from this edition unless otherwise aified

2 All references tahe Faerie Queenare to A.C. Hamilton’s edition



would more naturally associate its varied permatetibecause of the intellectual
practice of compilation, seen both in the kindsafmhpilations used in grammar
schools and in the more philosophically unifiedgasses of compilation which
underpinned the great philosophical and theologicaks that contributed to the
discourses of the period (of which Aquin&imma Theologiais the most obvious
example).

It is in part our distance from such practiceslo$tering ideas that prevents us
from seeing the elementsidamletas parts of an exploration of temperance, as an
exploration similar in nature to that of Book Il tfie Faerie Queen@QIl). All parts
of FQII draw on elements (elements that may seem ingb&ms unconnected)
previously organised by philosophers or theologiattsa category called temperance.
All parts ofHamlet | will argue, can be seen in a similar way. Whathave lost is a
sense of some of the processes of categorisatmiike this so. UsingQIl as a
focussing lens is one way of allowing the figurdeshperance to emerge in the carpet
that isHamlet or, to put this another way, in understanding &hyaspect dFQIl is
concerned with temperance, we come to see whypatiasfHamletwill be similarly
concerned with temperance. My purpose is not toeadiyect influence betweérQl|
andHamlet(although such influence cannot be excluded)p suggest that both treat
temperance in the same way or reach the same san@uabout the nature of
temperate behaviour, but to highlight a stronglsinty of purpose through thematic
similarities. Once such similarity is establishiéds in the differences in the treatment
that much of the interest of the study lies.

To demonstrate a little of the complexity of thpic in advance, let us return
to Edwards’ footnote. It is easy to make concepinks between Edwards’ three
instances: Hamlet's advice to the players, hisspraf Horatio, and his own
exhibitions of lack of temperance, self-control andderation on the stage. But we
need also to see that very different aspects giéeamce are involved in each case.
Hamlet has two purposes in asking the players todre temperate in their delivery,
and both are manipulative and designed to fostén.the first (one that makes us
want to see Shakespeare the actor-director spedkaxly to his players or
mimicking a voice familiar to them) is an appealnfrthe heart for a dramatic delivery
that, by being temperate, will more accuratelyespnt “the truth” of nature. There is
a noble moral purpose for this accuracy: it willgeneral terms, enable an audience to
more closely see similarities to their own andrtfedlows’ moral behaviour in the

action of a play. By being more subtly artificialtheir acting, the actors will avoid the
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tell-tale signs of the construction of the artdiicithus making their acting closer to the
nature they should represent for this artificialgmse of moral edification. Hamlet, at
this moment, in the hands of a good actor (and/¢ fikichard Burton’s delivery in
mind), will demonstrate the oratorical effect hitfisa clearly contrived, controlled

and at the same time convincingly sincere delieémgxhortation and passion.
Hamlet’'s advice might then be seen in terms ofttlis’'s Poeticsor a handbook for
rhetoric which draws on the classical role of sogkine in oratory (such as that of
Abraham Fraunce (Fraunce 1588)). It is temperastmkance and modesty, a “middle
way” in delivery, that is essentially at issuetas point.

More personally, and so manipulatively and with enmoral ambiguity,
Hamlet also needs the temperance of the actore&becan occasion of emotional
identification and so an uncontrolled response f@audius. The actors’ temperate
delivery of extreme passion will uncover the ungiag truth of Claudius’s own deep
but disguised intemperance, and so make Claudsesdmotional self-control.
Temperance is to be used as a weapon. On thetremadéthis truth — the truth of
Claudius’s personal intemperance — depends (mdng)ribe higher good of Denmark
and (less nobly) the justification for a more mugeysonal revenge. The control of
Hamlet’s purpose in his speech to the playersheii uncomfortably against Hamlet's
uncontrolled excitement and breaches of decorurkdasrds notes), especially his
speeches to Ophelia, at the time of the actualetgliof the play.

Hamlet's speech to Horatio is delivered in the eghbf this sprung tension
of excitement at the potential imminent disclosofr€laudius’s guilt and, like the
speech to the players, has a very complex tomanltalso be delivered with a
strongly measured calm. It praises “a temperancéfdratio that is to do with the
integrity of the self and is often seen in term$tdicapatheia of a failure to be
“passion’s slave” because of disengagement fronsolieces of passion. Horatio’s
co-meddling of blood and judgement has, in HamMgsv, enabled him to detach
himself from the effects of passion, from passi@herery. Rather than a form of
behaviour to be used for effect in a particulartegty Horatio’s temperance is an
inner state of mind and being. Hamlet moves ndiufiedm one variety of
temperance to the other, as if their similaritesind him of their differences — in
looking for temperance on the part of the actoesisireminded of the inner
temperance he admires in his friend and may désit@mself, an inner temperance
that would pre-empt the need to force a reactianteinperance in Claudius.
Insomuch as Stoic detachment leads to wisdom aittti then, there is a sense in

3



which both of the different aspects of temperamteduced at this point in the play
can be associated with a desire for a speciesithf. tr

To point out both similarity and difference in tedsvo treatments of
temperance is to point in an opening way to th@s@nd complexity of the resilient
conceptual envelope that is temperance. Temperanteas a constant state of mind
but as the need for active self-control, is revedlg Hamlet's own lack of control,
his lack of basic good manners (or temperance er@iian decorum) in his speech
to Ophelia while watching the “Mousetrap” play (32-120). This lack of self-
control finds some point of measure against Hamlgw of the “better self”,
Horatio, whom he would wear in his “heart of héarhe implied comparison
between the two friends, that Hamlet recurrentlkydseself-control and Horatio (in
Hamlet’'s eyes) does not, suggests the Aristotelistinction between continence
and temperance. For Aristotle the continent pefacks the inner integrity of
character that makes self-control habitual. Wepatated, then, in the short
sequence of preparation for and delivery of the tBk&irap” play irHamlet towards
the temperance of the rhetorician, the habituapemance that is absence of all
desire of the Stoics, and the subset of Aristateigmperance that looks for
moderation in all behaviour, continence. The rel&hip of temperance to self-
knowledge — or lack of self-knowledge on Hamlegstpas Edwards’ note implies —
is the critical matter of the play that lies behthd sequence. Even Hamlet's
dismissal of his praise of Horatio’s temperancaemething too much of this”
(3.2.64) — amounts at once to a witty injunctioaiagt excess in emotion and
speech, and as such, a both profound and brisksgrdent of temperance in daily
life; and at the same time a dismissal of the Sl@engagement from life, in this
particular case court politics, thepatheiarequires. Horatio’s temperate detachment,
while praiseworthy, is not, at this particular mardor Hamlet.

Further on in his notes, after explaining the techl dramatic meanings of
“action” in the lines “Suit the action to the wottle word to the action, with this

special observance, that you o’erstep not the mipdésature”, Edwards continues:

As with his advice on temperance, Hamlet findsier to order things in the
theatre than in his own life. He has the greatéfcty in acting in
accordance with the ‘word’ he has been given (1®).,land in suiting his
words to what he has to act (e.g. 2.2.535- 40p6)(16

The preoccupation with intellectual processes (tlaattraditionally been seen as a

defining characteristic of Hamlet — we need onipktof Laurence Olivier’s



lugubrious Hamlet the story of a man who could not make up his fiadd the

gap between intellectual processes and actiofsasaapreoccupation of Spenser’s
Legend of Sir Guyon or of Temperaunaed as such an essential ingredient in
Spenser’s broad treatment of the virtue of tempmrabynette Black, in “Prudence
in Book Il of The Faerie Queeneis concerned to present the indispensability of
prudence to the perfection of temperance, and ledtab the relationship of
prudence to action. She presents the ability toedisgood from evil as an important
attribute of prudence. She then discusses delibarbased on Wise Counsel (and |

have italicised the phrases that show the relatipn® action):

Aquinas writes “...the gift of Counsel corresponaptudence, as
helping and perfecting it.” A second concept ralatediscernment is the idea
thatvirtuous actiorresults from choices based upon Good Counsel eRogd
is the virtue thahctivatesthe others because the person perfected in pradenc
naturally performs actionthat are virtuous; furthermore his deliberated
choicesmply action The idea that action follows counsel underlies th
balance between speed and deliberation which pagsgsroverb in the
Renaissance. In the words of Erasmus’ adesggina lenteone combines “the
speed of diligence and the slowness of deliberatitime balanced tension
between the opposites which characterizes the meaaplicit in this attribute
of prudence. (Black 70)

In Spenser’s legend of temperance, according tokBlargument, the titular
hero has trouble conquering allegorical repressasf intemperance. The models
of temperance, such as that of the mean at Mednmaise, also demonstrate the
insufficiency of temperance, until Guyon encountbesthree sages who represent
prudence in the turrets of Alma’s castle. This emter, especially an active
involvement with memory through reading historichfonicles, leads to a
disposition to virtue.

This disposition to virtue is the mark of its pe&tfen because it evidences a
natural inclination to virtuous action. Harry Bergeses the concept that
“temperance can be perfected into a natural intiinaf being” to show a
shift in focus in the last five cantos away fromAaistotelian temperance to a
Christian temperance. Good Counsel as a gift oHiblg Spirit perfects
prudence that activates the other virtues. Thdilastantos operate
fundamentally according to this paradigm in thatdence makes it possible
for temperance to triumph over her enemies...On tepthie House of Alma,
Guyon launches the assault on the Bower of Blessburce of the wrongful
domination of the lower passions. His assault refitore the subordination of
the lower orders to the rule of reason, as Artlas previously done for
Guyon personally in defeating Cymochles and PyexHi76)

Hamletis also deeply concerned with the role of prudengeerfecting
temperance, and various failures of virtue in tlagy gan be seen as failures of



prudence to perfect temperance. The play’s preattupwith the relationship of
thought and action, and its treatment of violenogamal outbursts and breakdowns
of emotional self-control, as well as its constamtice-giving, can all be accounted
for with reference to temperance’s relationshighvpitudence, the relationship seen
in FQIL.

Hamlet, for example, demonstrates the relationshgounsel to temperate
action in his advice to the players. The playeestaract more temperately because
he counsels them to do so. Temperance in HarryeBsrgense of a “natural
inclination of being” is then praised in the chaea®ften described as Hamlet's
better self, Horatio — one “[w]hose blood and judgat” are “so well commeddled”
(3.2.59), and there is a hint that this is due twerthan Stoi@apatheia Hamlet can
praise temperance on the one hand and advisdlieasther. But ironically, as
Edwards points out, he has failed to take his ogwica to “acquire and beget a
temperance” (3.2.6). If we follow Black’s argumettiat the early parts ¢fQIl
show failures of temperance resulting from failuséprudence, a similar set of
failures can also be seenHiamlet Let us look briefly at two other examples. First,
the second scene of the play centres on Claudiosissel to Hamlet to temper the
outward manifestations of his grief for his fathdamlet’s actions are described as
both immoderate and imprudent, and in this way fiyodj immoderate and
imprudent behaviour becomes an announced subjdoe aést of the play. Hamlet in
turn sees his mother and uncle’s behaviour as imeate and imprudent.

In the second, much later but strongly thematidatlyed example, Hamlet
takes on the role of counsellor to Gertrude after‘Mousetrap” play. In a variant of
the “acquiring and begetting” of the temperanceeshalready given to the players,
Hamlet argues, in a very Aristotelian way, thatcticee will make Gertrude’s habit of
continence, and through this her moral temperamoee natural. Hamlet's delivery
of this advice is of course ironically flawed byetpreceding irascibility that results
in the death of Polonius, an irascibility that klasived in part from Hamlet's own
inability to form a resolved counsel for action fevenge against Claudius. The
pattern, of advice to act temperately deliveredldyed counsellors, dominates the
play, and points to a series of imbalances in thegr relationships of prudence and

temperance.



Methodology

The initial approach of this study was to ré&imletmore systematically “in the light

of” FQIl as an announced Elizabethan treatment of tempey#o establish a pattern of
similar thematic concerns. Parallels between tloetéxts were immediately clear; what
was not so immediately clear was the relationshguoh parallels to temperance. To
understand how systematically both Spenser andeSpeaére (itdamle) have arranged
variations on the theme of temperance requireditimination of Helen North’s
comprehensive study of temperar8ephrosyne: Self-Knowledge and Self-Restraint in
Greek Literaturel am indebted at all points to North’s rich arehskely packed study, a
study which did not easily render up its treasuaad,which | have failed to exhaust as a
source. North finishes her study with Augustineds inDe Moribus Ecclesiaé’let

this be said abot¢mperantialittle enough when one thinks of the magnitudéef
subject, but perhaps too much in proportion testhe of this book” (379). 1 find

myself, then, in the best possible company in ¥pekence that temperance is a hard
virtue to contain adequately. Readi@QIl and Hamletagainst Helen North made
explicit many aspects of temperance that were wa¢ebin both the deeply significant

and relatively trivial moments not only BOII, but also ofHamlet To take a significant
example, one that will be explored in depth inftheth chapter of this study (and one
that does not naturally appear in relatiortomletunlessHamletis seen in terms of the
virtue of temperance): Hamlet's self-styled rolésaourge and minister” (3.4.176)
reflects the role in Greek literature of #@phronistesthe one who, though not
necessarilgophronor temperate themselves, brings temperance tocsothgenser’s
Guyon, in destroying the Bower of Bliss, performsaaallel role. Having initially
understood the basis of this aspect of temper&ncegh Helen North, its use by a range
of other writers then became more transparenhdmatristic writing of Ambrose, for
example, the role of the Gres&phronistess overtly linked to the role of the Old
Testament prophet. As Tudor and Elizabethan cleitgyand echo the Church Fathers,
these old associations of ideas resonate for cgatijpas contemporary with Spenser
and Shakespeare. When, in the official Easter lyothié Elizabethan congregation is
ordered to “kill and offer...up” (Of the Resurrectjérart 2) their varied intemperate
tendencies, a specifically Christian theologicairfe is at issue, but the injunction is also
essentially to do with an act of temperance, withElizabethan preacher in the role of
sophronistegor his congregation, leading the individual sintzetake revenge on their
own intemperate behaviour. It became clear, inratloeds, that any attempt to

understand the treatment of temperance in theoz€alyon’s destruction of the Bower
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of Bliss, and Hamlet's mission to reverse the rotéss in the state of Denmark, would
need to draw on deep classical and Christian romits that had in many cases grown
together, not to be easily separated.

Working from sources concerning temperance cornbeanp with Spenser and
Shakespeare made clear how naturally the orgamsattiaspects of virtues into
categories lends itself to the striking of the fisanthematic note in Spenser and
Shakespeare. | will use the apparently unimpoespéct of dress as an exampl@ll
makes a point of the dress of Guyon and his Pdlimetatter in black, like Hamlet the
scholar), and of the neatness of Medina’s attirmean between wealth and
understatement, paralleling Polonius’s sartoriglcdto Laertes. Excess and disarray of
garments represent forms of intemperance in botksyblamlet’s feigned madness is
displayed by a disarray of clothing; Medina’s naaffure and clothes are disarrayed as
she is torn between two warring personified extienmeontinence, personified as
Acrasia, is described as “disarayd” (l1.xii.77.8) lver bed of roses.

That clothes and the appropriate wearing of clogiesild be related to
temperance, and naturally find itself as a subsedf a category of virtue associated
with temperance, has long historical root®@prosynevas demonstrated in popular
Greek culture by modesty in dress, particulariyiomen. By the time of Cicero,
modesty in dress has become part of that spedadisgect of temperance, decorum.
Appropriate dress is a topic in the New Testampitties, reflecting both Hebraic
tradition and the merging of Greek and Hebrew tibirg the Wisdom books of the
Bible. In the early patristic writings of ClemeritAlexandria, the link between
Scriptural and classical injunctions over cosmetiag dress is overt. By the time of
Aquinas, and the systemisation that influences/tbw of the virtues of the early
modern as well as the medieval period, modestyassd(and the associated lack of
cosmetics) has become one of the categories okgidssociated with temperance in
the SummaNot to use cosmetics has, in other words, thasre in an official way
an aspect of temperance for the Church. When Hamlates Ophelia, “I have heard
of your paintings too, well enough. God hath giyen one face and you make
yourselves another” (3.1.137-8), he is making (canssly or not) a philosophically
and theologically orthodox attack on intemperaft®t we can work to this point
not only from Aquinas, but from Elizabethan comparaf virtues and fronkQII,
makes it less likely that the note of temperandeeiag rung unconsciously in

Hamletthrough its treatment of apparel.



While it is unnatural for us to make this connectietween cosmetics and
temperance, on the one hand, or to connect arkaitacosmetics with Hamlet's
praise of Horatio on the other, the connectionkisly to be much more transparent
to an educated audience of the period. It is, pscis because we have not so easily
made such connections that the full relevancernptance télamlethas been
overlooked (although critics have, like Edwardsgleid around facets of its
importance for a long time). The source of a patéicreference to temperance in
Elizabethan and Jacobean writing is sometimes @kpli easily established. The
source may be Cicero or Seneca, or Aquinas or Aungyshe New Testament,
Horace, Virgil and so on. And so it can be conglletransparent that the ethical
thought of classical, Biblical and scholastic tinaé®ut temperance is speaking
directly to the period. Sometimes the route tordi@dar compilation of
characteristics associated with temperance is nasshclear, as paraphrasing and
synonyms and vagaries of translation disguiseectreference to temperance, or
the fact that a set of ideas clearly lies insidedbnceptual envelope of temperance.
The most important example of this phenomenon duhis study was when, only
after a period of dipping in and out of the texd darther immersion in a range of
treatments of temperance, it became apparent tthaiethe section of Calvin’s
Instituteswhich will be looked at in the next chapter waslinessential respects a
Protestant treatment of temperance and, as supbytiamt for understanding
Spenser’s treatment of temperance.

It also quickly became clear that to support thplications of seeing any
particular aspect of temperanceHamletthrough recourse to one set of definitions,
or to explore the treatment of temperance by aqudatr school, or in a particular
period, would become problematic. Lynette Black&dssion of prudence, the
stimulus for the initial examination of temperamcéiamlet provides a case in
point. Black looks at prudence as derived from ttle, through Macrobius,
Caussin and Aquinas, and in Lodowick Bryskett. Blegpresents, in other words,
logically and cogently, the scholastic view of peade. From a scholastic
perspective, prudence is the central piece in tb@hjigsaw puzzle that must be
properly arranged before temperance can be pedfethe Stoics and Aquinas see
prudence as the central virtue in the hierarchthefcardinal virtues, with
temperance very firmly at the bottom of this hiehgt, limited to control of the
desire for pleasure. The problem with seeing tearper in this way, however, is that
it does not account for Spenser’s naming of hissé@llegorical book as a legend

9



of temperance rather than a legend of prudenceshwhust be addressed in other
ways. Black (80) acknowledges in a footnote thatperance and not prudence is
sometimes seen as the mother of the virtues insgpsmeriod.

A different approach to temperance involves undeding those strands in
Reformation thinking, particularly in Luther, thain strongly counter to an ideal of
moral perfection achieved through a perfected meabbe Augustinian theology that
influences the Reformation gives a less clear legé to prudence as the key virtue
in the acquisition of virtue, placing temperancéraes more centrally. Prudence is
naturally a pivotal virtue when wisdom is seenhaspath to God, as it is in the
intellectualist tradition of Aquinas. But when Igube heart, and the action of the
will come to the centre theologically, as they ddhe tradition of voluntarism
associated with Augustine, then reason on its osaoimes less central. Calvin allies
himself with the Augustinian emphasis on the hedwn he argues imstitutes of
Christian Religion“Doctrine is not an affair of the tongue, buttbé life; is not
apprehended by the intellect and memory merelg, dither branches of learning; but
is received only when it possesses the whole sndl finds its seat and habitation in
the inmost recesses of the heart” (CalvistitutesvVol 2, 4; bk Il ch.VI, sec.4). In
the light of such debates, being aware of the idiffestreams in the development of
temperance as a concept is not just a pedantiegspbut one with wider
implications for the interpretation of its use. Tieéationship of prudence and
temperance is just one key area of difficulty, aadingHamletin the light of
temperance i QIll brings with it all the knotty and still often uesolved problems

associated with interpreting temperance in Spesisegend of temperance.

Temperance from Aquinas to Hume

According to the ethical philosopher Alasdair Magite, temperance is far from a
stable concept across time. Maclintyre traces thereinces between popular Greek
senses ofophrosynat the time of the Greek dramatists (Maclntyrea?y the
philosophical approaches to temperance of Aristéibe Aristotle, temperance is
something that can be learned and acquired adsrallesgoal in its own right, a
virtue with a teleological purpose. There is anodite quality of temperance which
it is desirable to achieve and which is reachedutjn the active suppression of the
appetites by the virtue of continence until theimsic and habitual moderation of
temperance is reached. “There is in the backgraurmhception of the virtues to

each other and more especiallyptoonesigprudence), in the light of which the
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choices and preferences of virtuous pergbfier systematicalljrom those of the
vicious and from those still in the process of nhexucation [my emphasis]”
(Macintyre 6). This philosophical formulation @mperance is carried into the
medieval period through the influence of Aristaile Aquinas and the schoolmen.
But, Maclntyre argues, by the time we reach theghténment period, any
sense of temperance as an absolute virtue hasbegtetely overturned.
Temperance in the philosophy of Hume becomes agsdawith a different sort of
teleology, that of the greatest happiness of teatgst number, and so the Aristotelian
and Enlightenment views of temperance are in campleposition to those of
Aristotle and Aquinas. Maclntyre notes that “fromAxristotelian standpoint, it can
never be right to weigh preferences in such a Wwateveryone counts as one and
nobody for more than one” (6). For Hume (in Erequiry Concerning the Principle of
Morals LX, ii) temperance “restrains overindulgence iagsure for the sake of utility”
(Macintyre 10), especially the kind of overindulgerwhich will “draw ruin upon us,
and incapacitate us for business and pleasure”I(ae 10). In other words, one
restrains one’s indulgence in pleasure to achieme pleasure, to increase the
opportunities for pleasure — the polar oppositdefAristotelian development of a
self-educated approach to an eventually habitsalai@t and moderation in relation to
all pleasure and pain. What Aristotle and Aquiress &s the purpose of temperance is

anathema to Hume.

It follows that to put restraint upon what pleasespeople generally are
pleased, and what is accounted useful, as peopkraly reckon utility, is

not a virtue but a vice. Celibacy, fasting, penanoertification, self-denial,
humility, silence, solitude, and the whole traimadnkish virtues; for what
purpose are they rejected by men of sense, buthtbgtserve to no manner of
purpose?Enquiry Concerning the Principles of MoralX,i, qtd in

Maclintyre 10)

Macintyre’s conclusion is that virtues such asiggsor temperance cannot be
seen as stable across time, as “fundamentally oaatsee, preservative of the
functioning” (11) of any society. On the contrattye virtuous may be at odds with
established life, and temperance can be the virtwevolutionaries. “Any follower
of Aquinas would exhibit virtues which are dysfunoal to the common life” in
Hume’s time, and conversely, in Aquinas’ time, “a@ygtematic Humean would be a

dysfunctional deviant” (Macintyre 10).
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Ethics and diversity in the Elizabethan period

Temperance may not always be a conservative viotue supportive of the existing
order. If we accept this argument in ethical plojasy, we must proceed with
caution as we attempt to understand the tempearare Elizabethan period that is
in transition between the ethical world-view of Agas and the ethical world-view
of Hume. This caution must apply both to the aggian of primary sources dealing
with temperance and to the evaluation of secondagussion of Spenser and
Shakespeare’s treatment of virtue. The recent toémistorical and some literacy
criticism of the Elizabethan period has been toemmine any view of the period as
homogeneous. Studying the literary and theologlsadourses of the period, for
example, Debra Shuger warns against any undereagimn the diversity and
contradictions of its perspectives, not only betvesiters but within the work of
individual writers themselves (Shuger 8). The hist work of Norman Jones,
among others, points to the complex diversity stems of belief at the level of the
individual household in the Elizabethan period &33- Such diversity is also
apparent in views of rules for ethical behaviour.

Norman Jones describes a great shift in the vievirtofe of the period to one
paradoxically more concerned with outward formbetfiaviour, as ecclesiastical
sanctions against vices covered previously byehrersdeadly sins (sanctions such as
confessions, contrition, and penitence) had bemoved, and the burden of
moderating behaviour shifted to the individual @dasce and the two tables of the
Decalogue, which gave less clear direction on lwhehave in daily life (Jones 134).
This gap was filled in part by the official homgief the church, which (along with
many pamphlets of the period) explicitly condemaeer-consumption of food and
drink, and excess in dress, three core topicsgbéeance. Preachers also warned
against the dangers of moral complacency in the déathe doctrine of election.

Such sermonising and pamphlet-writing was necedszgguse for the
average Elizabethan, Jones argues, once the linkebe salvation and “works” (that
through one’s moral actions one might in part m&alvation) had been severed in
Calvinist theology, moral behaviour became lesa cbncern for many (161). Either
one was saved anyway, and so did not need to vaboyt behaviour, or one was
reprobate and damned and might as well do as @ased. On the other hand, for
those who believed themselves part of the chosant, @/hile moral uprightness
might be seen as a sign of such election, an uidgnincertainty could lead to
much anxiety about behaviour. The emphasis onieteand a total rejection of
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works was a topic of active dispute within the Blizthan church, with theologians
such as Hooker and Whitgift (Jones 186) workingvabyt to limit the effect of the
rejection of works in established practice. Suchflocd among the leaders of the
church was reflected in diversity at the levelled parish preacher, and on the
foundations of ethical advice to be offered to gl@inners (Jones 174). Or there
might be little spiritual and moral leadership lt@source of great anxiety for the
reformed leadership in the church, as Elizabethsed to redress the problem of an
inadequate number of clergy, and actively suppceasg spiritual and moral
leadership on the part of lay people in the chupelnticularly the so-called practice
of “prophesying” (CollinsonElizabethan42).

The importance of temperance to the Elizabethangean also be seen to
be based less on good spiritual guidance thanybdiguised economic imperatives
and problems of economic solvency. The Elizabetin@esled to consume less exotic
imported goods (displayed for example in the skaypsind London Bridge (Hutson
31)), and to support their own national industrfeshiing and the production of
woollen goods, for example. Lorna Hutson, in hadgtof Thomas Nashe, argues
that “Elizabethan homilies against gluttony andnttkenness, against idleness,
against excess in apparel, and on the benefitdish aiet (i.e. the sanctity of
fasting) were clearly composed in response to xigeacies of economic recovery”
(22-3).

Reading Shakespeare in the light of virtue ethics

Studies such as Geoffrey MileéShakespeare and the Constant Ron{a8986) show
the value of reading particular Shakespeare playsa light of particular virtue
ethics. Miles argues that in the Roman plays, Stjadare is concerned with intrinsic
differences in Seneca and Cicero’s treatment oftbe virtue of constancy. David
Beauregard, iVirtue's Own FeatureShakespeare and the Virtue Ethics Tradition
(1995) reads Shakespeare’s tragedies in term&dfttbmist treatment of the
cardinal virtues. Miles approaches the Roman pilaymigh Roman ethical
philosophy, Beauregard the tragedies through mati@éatholic ethical theology, a
view of ethics and psychology that, he argues, stidsstrongly influential in the
Early Modern period. The effect of the work of bethters is to highlight the
importance of virtue ethics to the “matter” of tReakespeare play, but both use

different virtue ethics in the process.
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While | will consider Thomist virtue ethics clogeh one chapter of this
study, and Stoic ethics in another, my overall apph has been more eclectic than
that of Miles or Beauregard, because this is wteahletseems to demand. The play
throws up conflicting clues about which philosogtior theological system it
follows. Hamletscholarship is puzzled about which systems ta tefea point | will
support through a representative sample of positiBrauregard takes a Thomist
position; Eric Plumer (“There’s a Divinity That §yes Our Ends: An Augustinian
Reading oHamlet) takes an exclusively Augustinian line. Alan S@i argues in
“Hamlets Special Providence” from the perspective of @t materialism for an
unresolved conflict between Stoicism and Calvini$ime seminal work on cultural
materialism in Shakespeafadical tragedy: Religion, Ideology, and Powerhe t
Drama of Shakespeare and his Contemporabgslonathan Dollimore, does not
treatHamletat all. Stephen Greenblatt, iHamlet in Purgatoryargues for the
importance of a yearning in the play for the o#lbr abandoned forms of
Catholicism; Michael Neill lays the groundwork filis approach ifssues of Death:
Mortality and Identity in English Renaissance Trdge

Three articles and book chapters show the posgkilbf readindHamlet
from both sides of the religious divide in recemriv Mark C Sweetnam inHamlet
and the Reformation of the Eucharist” sees the atagnobilising the “extraordinary
signifying power of the Eucharist” (1). Jennifer®Rin “Wittenberg and Melancholic
Allegory: the Reformation and its discontentddiamlet finds a “monstrous parody”
(261) of the Eucharist in Hamlet’s discussion owerms eating the body of
Polonius aHamlet4.3.18-25 and a reference to Luther and the Di¢¢arms.

R. Chris Hassel Jr. in “The Accent and Gait of €tiains: Hamlet’s Puritan style”
finds the language of the puritan preacher in Hdmtbscourse.

D. Douglas Waters outlines the play’s Christiamrfesand references, but
argues that these should not interfere with a mawmeading of the play. My own
approach will be that Shakespeare creates a cati@rdetween varied approaches
to temperance. Shakespeare is pointing to aspkckassical and Christian virtue in
this particular playHamlet because this is appropriate to a virtue strontggsical
in some ways and strongly Christian in others. ffeatment of temperance naturally

invites reference to both the classical and Clamstvorlds.
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Spenser’s eclectic treatment of temperance

The internal logic of referring to both classicableChristian sources is precisely
what we see in Spenser’s announced allegoricahtiesd of temperance. Spenser
alludes widely to classical and Christian treatrearittemperance, and his critics do
the same. Although Spenser’s theological allegisiace less open to speculation
than those of Shakespeare, scholarly discussié®tfvaries in its emphasis on
Thomist, Augustinian, classical and cultural matkst lines of thinking about the
virtue. Thus, to briefly name a few of these posii, Harry Berger’s view of
temperance in Spenser {iihe Allegorical Tempgiis influenced by the Thomist
ethical philosopher Josef Piep&o(titude and TemperangeCarol Kaske provides
a reading of the Mordant and Amavia episode in $eofmAugustinian negative
suggestibility. Richard Mallete alerts the reaade€alvinist lines of interpretation,
and Darryl J Gless reads Spenser’s treatment gideance in terms of Reformed
theology. James Nohrnberg argues that temperaocddsbe seen as a “classical”
virtue.

James Carscallen’s study of Spenser’s temperanidee Spenser
Encyclopaediayives us an initial sense of the wide sources biclwSpenser draws
as he develops his allegory of temperance. Caeschégins by arguing that Spenser
draws on a range of traditions (680). The firsthafse is Aristotle’s view of
sophrosynes moderation in bodily pleasures, and alssophrosynes virtue in
general, the harmonising of appetite with reascactieve a mean between excess
and defect. The person whose appetites are haretbisisemperate, while one who
needs to exercise self-control is continent, &taic doctrine. Self-control is central
to Plato’s view of temperance — temperance isdbpect of virtue by which the
spirited aspect of the soul helps keep the appatiteer the control of reason.
Carscallen argues strongly for a Platonic aspeSpenser’s view of temperance,
including temperance as wisdom and the Pythaga@eghasis on the mathematical
or musical character in harmony (681).

As well as classical sources of temperance, ther€hristian ones. From the
Platonic derives the Christian sense of temperaadeeavenly wisdom, and
temperance as a virtue of purity and self-denialved from grace. Carscallen sees
the focal emblem of temperanceR@Il as that of the medieval House of Alma — the
body controlled by its ruler the soul (Alma). Siarlly Guyon is ruled by his guide,
the Palmer, with honour as his goal. Another matafdr governance in the book is

that of horsemanship, a metaphor with Platonics.obbhe House of Alma is also a
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harmony of its members, while a failure of suchni@my is seen in the humoral
excesses of Cymochles, Pyrochles, Mammon and Haatder phlegmatic, choleric,
melancholy and sanguine aspects of the soul (8@) varied elements of the early
part of Spenser’s narrative lack unity and harmiomythese elements resolve into a
series of opposed extremes closely linked to tharlgiopposition of concupiscence
and irascibility. Carscallen argues that unlikesfotle’'s extremes, Spenser’s
extremes are meant to be brought into harmony gir@uprocess in time (noting the
etymological link oftempusandtemperantiq. Guyon, unlike Redcrosse Knight, is
concerned to perfect his virtue in the contexiragt The integrity of the self is
represented in the book by the virginal integrityh® body (680).

Following a line of argument that has become conpteme in Spenser
scholarship since Berger’s studlige Allegorical TemperCarscallen sees a change in
temperance, and the temperance of Guyon, witih, and a movement to an
ultimate dependence on Christian grace. Guyormpéeate from the outset, but the
book also shows the inherent frailty of the fleSh.Carscallen sees Guyon’s
temperance as a “lost primeval virtue” (682), akdris his faint and rescue by an
angel to martyrdom. “Arthur and Guyon are tempeb&teause they do their best in
spite of their frailty” (682). Guyon must prove hienperance alone, like Aeneas and
Christ in the wilderness.

The deaths of Mordant and Amavia, associated withinal sin, present a
more serious challenge than the story of Medinathedjovernance of Perissa and
Elissa, deficiency and excess. Furor and Occasmsimilarly seen as simple
figures to be defeated, and Mammon and Phaedrierklsvas parodic of care and
carelessness. Maleger represents the Pauline lhdliig odeath, Acrasia a false world
of health and temperance. Guyon may intemperattglathis falsely temperate
world in the interests of temperance pursued ferathds of grace. Temperance is
thus a virtue allied to holiness but giving humuiitis integrity. While on the one
hand, temperance, as an intermediate virtue, disagreeable necessity”, on the
other it can be seen as “creation praised foritelence, a marriage and incarnation
itself,” the “body of grace” (682).

Some varied approaches to temperance iHamlet

This study is not the first to compdf®Ill and Hamlet and | present the study in the
spirit of uncovering the underlying logic that lsasbme critics to naturally make
smaller-scale comparisons between the works, dretoto discuss particular
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aspects oHamletin terms of temperance. The variety in the discunssf
temperance iHamlettends to reinforce the underlying premise | hawesented to
this point — that it is temperance as a virtue batgs together a range of literary,
philosophical and theological ideas.

James Nohrnberg’s seminal 1976 stutlye Analogy of ‘The Faerie
Queeng’ for example, finds itHamletthe following natural points of comparison
with Spenser’'d.egend of Sir Guyon, or of Temperauncediscussing the
allegorical figure Pyrochles iRQ Il, Nohrnberg notes: “The pagan is said to be the
grandson of Phlegethon, and the rivers of hell geraetimes taken for types of the
painful and distressful passions. Thus Pyrochlesptains that he is consumed:
“damned ghoste / In flaming Phlegeton does noely foste” (11.vi.50) (Nohrnberg
303). The player's Pyrrhus Hamletis “roasted in wrath and fire” (2.2.419). A few
pages later, now discussing the allegorical figumd=QIl Maleger, Impatience and

Impotence, Nohrnberg reaches againHamlet

As something that happens to the mind, as web #iset body, Maleger

produces a crisis of doubt. The Renaissance cdonoapt pathological

melancholy, aglamletreminds us, includes impairment of the will, reser

of conscience, anxiety about the future state,aasalsceptibility to

apparitions, as well as an obsession with the inyagfedeath and corruption”.

(314-5)

Nohrnberg also compares a focus on controlling imisoth works, seeing Hamlet
as “a man caught between Impatience and Impotenc&audius and Polonius”
(315).

Each of these brief comparisons contains challengnd different
perspectives on the role of temperancelamlet To see Shakespeare’s Pyrrhus in
terms of Spenser’s Pyrochles is to glimpse thengtyonon-mimetic character of this
Pyrrhus. As he does in tiAeeneid this Pyrrhus exemplifieiror to the point that he
is an allegorical figure, a type of revengeful ra§penser’s Pyrochles represents
forces of irascibility that lie latent in the tiaulhero, Guyon, and must be controlled
by him, and a very similar relationship appliesW®Edn the Senecan stage Pyrrhus
and Hamlet — that Pyrrhus is everything Hamlet bétome if he succumbs to the
raw urge to revenge. The imagery used by both kgritesimilar, and so is the
narrative purpose for introducing the figures, ahdimilar points in the narrative.

Nohrnberg’s discussion of the similarity betweke tlepiction of Maleger
and Hamlet’'s melancholy is interesting in a différevay — its effect is to use the
mimetic nature oHamletto throw light on Spenser’s allegorical purpos@bat
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Maleger represents QIl is what we see acted out by Hamlet — thinkinguab
what is said and happensHamlethelps us understand Spenser’s allegorical
purposes, and conversely helps us see melanchaly aspect of intemperance in
Hamlet. The usefulness of the study that follows liesaomdy, | would suggest, in
establishing the internal logic of the treatmenteshperance ikamlet,but in, by so
doing, throwing light back on Spenser’s prior treaht of temperance, and
especially in giving mimetic and dramatic form tieas represented allegorically by
Spenser, helping us to glimpse and understand oleady some of their
complexity. Finally, while | will take a differentiew of the placement of the mean
between impotence and impatiencédimmletthan that of Nohrnberg, that the play
suggests the need to find means between extreragsswpws the centrality of its
preoccupation with temperance.

Eighteen years earlier, in 1958,3hakespeare and ‘The Faerie Queene’
Abbie Findlay Potts argued for a series of corresieoces between Spenser and
Shakespeare’s plays, and in particular for a corspaibetween Hamlet and the
titular knight of temperance, Sir Guyon. “Sir Guy&ilumbring fast / In senseless
dreame’ (2.8.4.8-9), is the type of Hamlet, ‘lapsidime and passion’. Both Sir
Guyon and Hamlet illustrate intemperance on itsatieg side; both are, as it were,
defective; and to both heaven sends ghostly h&lPd). Potts compares the “faire
mirrhour” of the prologue of Spenser’s Book of Teargnce with the players’
holding of the mirror up to nature kiamlet(130), and points to Hamlet’s ranting
over Ophelia’s grave and his mockery of Osric aagXes of the intemperance he
advises the players to avoid and praises in Ho(&a8a). Her list of examples of

intemperance illamletremains convincing. They include

the intemperate wrath of Pyrrhus against Priamtexliba, the drunkenness

of Claudius, Hamlet's own defective and excessassjon at the end of the

second act, his anger against his mother, rebukélaebGhost in the Queen’s

closet, and his soliloquy beginning “Rightly to ¢peat”. (131)

More common than direct comparison betwe&il and Hamletis a strand
of Hamletcriticism that either directly or implicitly dealgith temperance iflamlet
in the manner of Philip Edwards’ notes — alreadgdssed — to his edition of the
play (Shakespeare 164). Such criticism uses a raihdiéfering philosophical and
theological premises.

Robert Miola’s 1992 studghakespeare and Classical Tragedy: The

Influence of Senecargues for the conflict and interaction of theiStdeal of
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apatheiaand the active impulse to Senecan revendgtaimlet Miola sees Hamlet's

advice to the players as intrinsically Stoic.

Hamlet's advice to control passion and to begeperance expresses
fundamental Stoic principles and resembles thelairadmonitions of Seneca,
Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius, and their descendantonventional Stoic
topos, the storm metaphor, recalls the similar gdrasome whirlewind and
tempest of misfortune’, appearing in Stradlinganslation of Justus Lipsius
(1594). What is more, the Stoical idiom of Hamlesommendation
reverberates throughout the play and defines hisdilemma. After the
reappearance of his father’s ghost, he says tmbiker, ‘My pulse as yours
doth temperately keep time’ (lll.iv.140). The eafdnis earlier advice,
following hard upon his extreme agitation, reveddsnlet’s archetypally Stoic
struggle with ...passion. (Miola 55-6)

What is implicit here, as Miola links Shakespearess of “temperance” and
“temperately”, is that the Stoic struggle with passs the struggle of temperance.
After considering the focus on passion in Hamlatlsice to the players on their
initial arrival in Elsinore, the treatment of passin the scene of the Player King and
Queen, in Hamlet's praise of Horatio and in Hansleiology for his ‘tow’ring
passion’ towards Laertes, Miola points, like Edveartd the irony of Hamlet’'s
advice-giving to the players:

At times Hamlet strives to enact the great passibtise Senecan avenger; at

others he subscribes to the Stoic idea that pags&minfirmity, an emotional

perturbation, ephemeral, savage, extreme, crugg, mot to trust. In context,

the Stoic advice to the players has a certain irbaywho struggles to express
his great passion in action warns against the fassion of overacting. (55)

In a series of recent articles, Eric P Levy teaddbe issue of the role of
reason irHamlet drawing on Aristotelian and Thomist sources tiglo&tienne
Gilson’sHistory of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Agddis discussion often
parallels Lynette Black’s discussion of prudencé@il, previously cited, and this
congruence of concern is explained if temperanteeisinderlying topic. In “What
should we do?: The Predicament of Practical Reasblamlet” Levy’s concern is
with the reason that leads to moral action. Leguas that in the fallen world of
Hamlet,a world signalled by the echo of the postlapsam@mo claudansr limping
creature in the naming of Claudius, “practical cgasannot properly perform its
function of directing action” (48). So, in Levy’'sew, a breakdown in the
Aristotelian / Thomist chain — deliberation leadschoice and consentdnsilium,

electio, consensiis- leads to “rash” or “mad” behaviour (49). In tH® be or not to
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be” soliloquy, Hamlet’s deliberation rejects bofttwo choices, and this failure of
consiliumleads not teonsensubut a weakening of the will (50).

In “ Things standing thus unknown’: The Epistemologyjgoiorance in
Hamlet, Levy turns to the Socratic association of igma@ and self-knowledge, an
association that leads Levydophrosyndor temperance). The knowledge Hamlet
most urgently needs is self-knowledge, and irofyda is the source of self-
knowledge in others — Claudius, Gertrude, and keaeith Plato’sCharmidesself-

knowledge

requires a “man to know what he knows and whatdes ¢chot know”
(Charmides167a). Here, awareness of ignorance awakens thmitomant to
gain knowledge; for in this context ignorance in@yymous with
“emptiness...of soul’Republi¢ 9.585b) or malady: “for you will do me much
greater benefit if you cure my mind of ignorancartlyou would if you were
to cure my body of diseasd’dsser Hippias373a). Once the defect of
ignorance is recognized, enrichment of self-knogéetdecomes the defining
purpose of life. Indeed, according to Socrate®lwelted dictum in the
Apology(38a), “life without this sort of examination istrworth living.”

(200)

This brings Levy to theophrosynef theCharmides

It is the virtue enabling character to subduemgortunities of the lower self
(variously denominated iHamletas “ nature,” “blood,” “passion,” or “the
worser part” [1.5.12, 3.2.69, 3.4.159]) and therabtualize the higher self.
Throughsophrosyngright moral “order and arrangement” of character
achieved: “the temperate soul is the good” (Gordi@ée). As a result,
personal identity is literallyationalized— ordered, that is, in conformity with
the rational principles of balance and proportidrereby “excess in either
direction” from the mean is restraind@epubli¢ 10.619a). Thus construed as
respect for limitssophrosyneenables the self-knowledge, enjoined by the
Delphic inscriptionNosce teipsurtKnow thyself), cited by Socrates in the
Charmides(201)

Going back to the Greek roots of temperance Levalisost explicitly, arguing that
Hamletis concerned with temperance. Levy’s focus, howeeads to be less on the
nature of temperance as self-control than on theeguences of lack of knowledge,
and the conclusions of this dissertation divergenfhis. For Levy, Hamlet is defined
by the need to know himself and for others to kimwv. He also “strains against the
limitations of ignorance” and is “characterizedthg enigmatic gestation of his own
thought” (201). Levy’s ultimate conclusion is thdéamlet “achieves epistemological
self-control through acceptance of the limits obwtedge, an attitude echoed in his
last four words: ‘the rest is silence™ (209). mmdess convinced that these final

words so unambiguously convey self-control in aomy.
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In “The Problematic Relation between Reason andteman Hamlet, Levy
has developed his understanding of the role obreasHamletto the point of seeing
reason as itself a source of emotional responsbkodgh Levy (6) sees Hamlet's
advice to Gertrude and his praise of Horatio asmgtes of Aristotle’s view that “the
appetitive element in the temperate man should baize with the rational principle
(Aristotle 15-16)”, and Aquinas’s agreement thag&rtains to the perfection of
man’s good that his passions be moderated by ré&$ion.24, a.3, resp.)”, he
argues with respect to Hamlet himself that contbees ultimately associated with
the role of reason not in moderating emotion (astéile emphasizes), but in
transforming it.

As previously discussed, David N. Beauregard'ditirtue’s Own Feature:
Shakespeare and thartue Ethics Traditiodooks at a range of Shakespeare plays
through the lens of Aquinas and the ethics ofS3bmma Theologia&ven though
Beauregard sed$amletas primarily concerned with the virtue of justibe¢ause of
its focus on revenge), he still discusses Haméatigce to the players in his
introductory chapter on “Aristotle and the restt@mms of both “avoiding extremes
of excess and deficiency in order to achieve tHdegomean of virtue, in this case
the virtue of temperance,” and (in relation to oeérstepping “the modesty of
nature”) to “the virtue omodestiawhich has to do with the regulation of external
bodily actions, either serious or playfModestiais particularly appropriate to the
exercise of temperance, being recommended hemnaslto the profession of
actor/player” (Beauregard 54).

Temperance iklamlethas thus been seen over a period of time by scholar
in relation to the portrayal of temperance by thatgstant poet Spenser, or through
Senecan Stoicism, or Aristotle and Aquinas (orrehtr rejection of them). It has
also been more recently seen from the perspectieeltnral materialism. John
Guillory in “To Please the Wiser Sort’: ViolencadPhilosophy irHamlet” notes
that Hamlet is concerned with both sexual incomaseand the incontinence of
anger. In his article he chooses to consciouslylovk the sexual and focus on the
social parameters surrounding the sublimation gfession. Guillory sees in
Shakespeare’s treatment of violence a pre-Cartesaarialism (and so represents a
movement in recent Shakespeare scholarship tdnegeetiod more from the
direction of Hume than Aquinas), focussing on thadow of the Essex rebellion
falling onHamlet Guillory sees the “modernity” of the Elizabethayurtier “in the
fact that they had to resist the impulse to resdlgputes within their class stratum
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by an immediate and unreflective resort to violefides internalized self-restraint
was the principal mechanism of social control soart that dispensed with the
armed retainers of its medieval predecessors” (&Qillory gives the example of
Essex almost drawing his sword on Elizabeth asa wénen such internalized self-
restraint broke down, and then makes the analogyMamlet’s situation itHamlet
“The sublimation of politics into culture” (100) isflected in the “Mousetrap” play.
Guillory’s focus on irascibility is intrinsicallyl@out self-control and sharpens, for
our purposes, our sense of the latent and sometimesviolence of the play, the
irascibility for its own sake represented in SpemsePyrochles and in Shakespeare
by Pyrrhus.

Finally, inPassion’s Triumph over Reason: A History of the &flor
Imagination from Spenser to Rochedjaublished in 2007) Christopher Tilmouth
places a treatment of rational self-controFi@ll next to a similar treatment of
Hamlet Tilmouth does not (as | have done) biEnld as a systematic treatment of
temperance. Tilmouth’s wider argument is that “astarely rationalist model of
self-governance, one centred on ideas of psychamaakl a hostility to the
passions,” (a model represented in his study priynay The Faerie Queenes
replaced by alternative traditions “grounded in Asignianism and a reinterpretation
of Aristotle”, traditions demonstrated in HerbendaMilton, and finally by the time
of Hobbes by “a libertine ethic of indulgence” (T)lmouth is thus tracing a shift to
a valuing of emotions and passions in their owhtragross a hundred year period.

Tilmouth finds Spenser’s concern with the badkst flesh and the
asceticism of Guyon’s continence in Hamlet: “then&® vilifies the flesh and man’s
passions, embracing the very same austere etBewletre celebrated by sixteenth
century moralists” (3). This is particularly soHtamlet’s attack on his mother. “To
save [Gertrude] is to begin to save himself andribemk — or so Hamlet imagines”
(111). In contrast to Hamlet's unleashed moral jpasat this point in the play,
Tilmouth finds (rather like Eric Levy and followirigiola’s treatment of Senecan
Stoicism inHamletpreviously discussed) a use of reason to stiragsipn and a
valorizing of Senecan fury that amounts to a btk the (as Tilmouth styles it)
“pyschomachian” model of Spenser and the moratikss period. For Tilmouth,
Shakespeare’s treatment of reason and the pagbimboth reflects and moves
away from that of Spenser. | see a much strongarergence in the treatment of
self-control in the two works, explaining the shiéts those belonging to a pendulum
swing between irascibility and concupiscent slotd back again.
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Tilmouth points to a “Calvinist” vilification oftte flesh and moral
backsliding in both this aspect dhmletand inFQII, and describes the Calvinist
view of dependence on grace. He limits CalvinisicgrinFQIl to something that
both only appears “fleetingly” and at the same tirakdates rationalist endeavours
to obtain virtue. It is this limitation that modearly distinguishes his approach from
my own. Tilmouth transfers what he terms a moreustigian approach to grace to
the period of Herbert and Milton. Instead he meastine progress (or, as he sees it,
lack of progress) of Spenser’s titular heroes ajaire ideal of Aristotelian
habituation. For Tilmouth, the Aristotelian idedltemperance is most strongly
represented in Guyon’s response to avarice in thee ©f Mammon. Tilmouth
allows Arthur to represent Christian virtue unden@d by grace (without, however,
identifying this virtue with temperance), but stibncludes that “co-operating grace
is not, perennially, aine qua norof virtuous attainment. Rational autonomy — the
proposition that the agent has the capacity to gokiemself unaided — is the
prevailing assumption, if not of Book |, at leaktlee later books of the poem” (72).
Thus while we traverse similar content and somediowverge in our
interpretations — as on incontinence and intemperanthe Phaon / Phedon episode
— Tilmouth’s conclusions are ultimately opposednioe. My extension of the
theological into the episodes of the Castle of Madind the portrayal of Alma are
symptomatic of this — as is my rejection of a ostamdard view (a view accepted by
Tilmouth) of Guyon'’s faint as testifying to his kaof physical sustenance. | read this
episode in the light of Augustine’s prayerGonfessions X]Iseeing Guyon as an
Augustinianparvulusfallen from the nest of faith and requiring thérispal
sustenance of the Word.

While Tilmouth canvasses the positive emotionthefwiderFaerie Queenge
it seems to me he underestimates their functioseelthem as a major chord
resonating against the minor keys of Spenser’desabt acute portrayal of human
weakness and depravity. Importantly, | believe FQil, the theological virtue of
hope is one of these emotions.

In acceptind=QlIl, i. 58. 1-5 as “Spenser’s definition of temperah(51)

(and in so doing identifying Spenser’s view of tiegure of virtue with the humanist
Erasmus) Tilmouth fails to appreciate this earlgffdition” is much challenged
within FQII. While, | have argued, it is impossible to plgggenser on a continuum
between, say, a Calvinist like William Perkins angroto-Laudian like Richard
Hooker, Spenser must have been acutely aware ophavocative any valuing of

23



the primacy of reason would have been in a perfadformation strongly concerned
to reject the doctrine of justification by works (geen in Articles Xl and XIII of the
Elizabethan articles of faith). A “proposition ththe agent has the capacity to govern
himself unaided” (72) would be equated with justtion by works by many of
Spenser’s contemporaries. Influenced (unlike Tilthpby the scholarship of Carol
Kaske, | have been prepared to recognise the cont&pgustinian negative
suggestibility (and thus the importance of the virllthe opening sequenceskll,
thus taking my discussion of temperanc&@il in a different direction. Most
importantly it contradicts Tilmouth’s view that Jfacially, for all man’s
imperfections, the value of the rule of reapen se of Spenser’s psychomachic
mission, is never challenged in this poem” (73).

These examples can only be representative ofgalisinof treatments of
reason and the passionsHamletand inHamletas seen in relation ©QIl.
Beauregard, working directly from Aquinas, and @uy, approaching the period
from the perspective of cultural materialism, destoate two extremes of current
scholarship. In attempting to steer my path betwbenScylla and Charybdis, | have
erred, temperately, on the side of seeing theentte of the past as requiring more
weight than a projected movement into the futuwg not, | trust, to the extent of
failing to recognise a process of change in opamnati

Structure

Each chapter of this study takes a different apgrda temperance, using different
strands in the historical development of the cohaapd drawing on what have
seemed the most relevant primary and secondarge®tow do so.

The chapter immediately following this establishrea preliminary way
some of the breadth of the concept, and populassdo the concept in the
Elizabethan period, and examines some issues iniitttai. Chapter Three looks at
the roots of the Greek conceptsaiphrosyngthe early Socratic association of
temperance and self-knowledge in Glgarmides and the treatment of temperance
and self-knowledge in Greek tragedy.

Chapter Four moves to the most Protestant appioaobth works, seeing
temperance in terms of the injunction of the Eastetor homily for revenge on the
weaknesses of the flesh, and thus in terms of ehjetfallen human nature. Chapter
Five then examines the problem of conflicting diessand Christian frames in both

works, with a focus on grief and suicide. Chapt@rl&ks outward, seeing
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temperance in political and social contexts, iatieh to the Aristotelian mean, the
via mediaof the Elizabethan church and social decorum. @negeven looks
inwards to emotional self-control and the origipdtlatonic division of the soul into
rational, irascible and concupiscent elementspjilias Aristotle and Aquinas to the
presentation in both works of conflict in the sdbhapter Eight sedQIl, and
Chapter NineHamlet in terms of their reference to the epic and gpicneying.
These chapters make comparisons with Augusti@eigessionsand Cristoforo
Landino’s exegesis of theeneidas the journey of a soul tossed neo-Platonically

between continent and incontinent urges in thetdgoesilitimate wisdom.
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Chapter Two:

Modern and Renaissance temperance: issues of defian

When Edmund Spenser dedicated a whole book oflkggoaical poeniThe Faerie
Queendo the virtue of temperance, he drew on an oldrardvein of thought, one
of immense importance in the western intellecttadition. Temperance reaches
back to the precepts of the Seven Wise Men anxténsively treated in Greek
tragedy. Definitions of temperance are tightenedhieygreat Greek and Roman
philosophical schools. Temperance is both resisyeahd assimilated into Christian
thought in the early Christian period and then agomdated by the systemisations
of the Middle Ages. Finally it becomes part of teshuffling of ideas that occurred
in the Renaissance, with the rediscovery of sommehts of the classical. Because
of these many historical shifts, we must draw ordei® like that of Wittgenstein’'s
family resemblances (there is no one definitiort daam account for all occasions of
the use of the word “game”, but family resemblantas be found between different
types of games (Wittgenstein 27)) to account fqraaently disparate aspects of the
virtue. In the case of temperance, we have to antmhate such apparently disparate
ideas as the role of the ‘scourge’, rules for appate dress and the use of cosmetics,
Platonic assimilation to God, rules for the midpié&h in oratory, the Aristotelian
mean of virtue, credibility in an intellectual argant, arrangement of music and
pleasant weather.

The metaphor of the varied streams in a braide=t is/a helpful way of
making sense of, and accounting for, some of tmeeptual complexity.
Temperance as a concept arises from one sprifg ihigh mountains of Greek
thought, but as it travels down to the plains antsracross a bed of stones, it spreads
out into a set of streams that sometimes dividerandeparately for a period, and
then reconnect or cross over each other and recenalnid become wider and
narrower in different combinations.

Very broadly, the pattern followed by this braidecr is the following.
Sophrosyndas the primary sense of “soundness of mind” thisdrelates to the
inner unity and harmony of the individual (North 8)second meaning of
sophrosyngthat of moderation, attaches to the responseeo¥ittuous person
encapsulated philosophically in Aristotle’s doctriof the mean. Temperance in
Aristotle becomes a moral rather than an intelkgctirtue, to do with behaviour
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rather than understanding (North 197-211). WherGtreeksophrosynes translated,
primarily by Cicero, into the Romaemperantiaa further layer of connotation is
added to the virtue, that of “proper mixture” (No&83), applied to human
psychology. In Stoic thought decorum — proper ddmhaviour — becomes an aspect
of temperance. The early Church Fathers assoeatpdrance with purity and
chastity (North 312-380). Throughout the developtéithe virtue there is a
process of narrowing its range from a wider intglial virtue that encompasses
prudence and self-knowledge to (at the narroweseme) the moral virtue that
controls only the desire for pleasure. The develaps not uniform, however, and
philosophers and theologians alike may refer tontlter sense of temperance in one
work and the narrower in another. Spenser’s aliegbireatment of temperance
often reflects this historical complexity, and aspeof temperance also divide off
and recombine in unexpected ways within his allggor

This chapter will deal with the difficulties of agigately defining temperance,
looking first at some modern usages, and thenraedearly Modern treatments of

temperance.

How Hamlet’s advice to the players still speaks tas

The noun temperance is associated, even todaypleitiyes to abstain from the
consumption of alcoholic liquor, the heritage of Wictorian Temperance
Movement. But the concept that gained its initiportance in the development of
the Atheniamolis retains its resilience and importance in conterapointellectual
debate. One example that can be pointed to isoteerr social and political
discourse of “moderate” as a houn to designatesopaevho does not take an
extreme position, and “extremist” to designate is@e who does. “Moderate” —
“political moderate”, “economic moderate”, “religis moderate” and so on — is a
term that may carry both approbatory (as reasonabtesible) and disapprobatory
(as conservative, timid, reactionary) connotatiovis)e “extremist” — “political
extremist”, “religious extremist”, “economic extresti — tends to be pejorative (with
“radical” as a sometimes approbatory term). Modenan all things, and self-
control in moral and social behaviour, remain cartty our way of seeing the world,
even though the noun temperance has gone outtobfathrough a narrow Victorian
application of its meaning.

In the final weeks of the 2008 Presidential rackhenUSA much editorial
and op-ed comment focussed on issues of self-doiitrs included the self-styling
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of Barack Obama as calm and unshakeable, sometbemgas a strength by his
supporters, on the one hand, and as a Machiaveligapon of attack by some
commentators on the other (as it is in Patrick fsadiece in theNew Y orkTimesof

16 October: “Staying cool and irritating your oppaii’). The McCain / Palin
campaign came under attack for encouraging emdtexteemism, and for praise
when they moderated this approach. The verb “teinpethe sense of moderate or
tone down, was common in election reporting (witbhlrsheadlines as “Palin tempers
attacks”). This sort of usage reflects a long tiadiof temperance that goes back to
classical rhetoric, where establishing the temperai the speaker is an integral part
of establishing moral character and so credibilityclassical oratory, including that
of the courtroom, the moral character of the speakd a temperate style of delivery
(in a famous example, not taking the hand outgidddga) and modesty (as with the
“unaccustomed as | am to public speaking” trope)fiast established, and then the
intemperance of the accused or person under attack.

In intellectual discussion, avoidance of extremsesill central to our
methods of establishing the truth of intellectwgdits, and Shakespeare criticism
provides example of this. For example, when Jamamiigham irShakespeare’s
Tragedies and Modern Critical Theogyiticises the attacks of Jonathon Dollimore’s
Radical Tragedyn previous humanist criticism, he uses the laggud temperance
and extremes: “Had he concentrated on neo-Bradéeyach as Bower and
Honigmann, his case would have been more persyasveis, it is compromised by
being pressed beyond reasonable limAtsnore temperate judgemastprovided by
Dollimore inPolitical Shakespeargl985) [my emphases]’ (Cunningham 49-50). It
is more temperate, in Cunningham’s opinion, becéusé¢much more consonant
with the evidencgmy emphasis].”

Cunningham’s use of the language of temperanaat@tiectual debate, like
Hamlet’'s advice to the players, raises a raft efiés. First, there is the issue of the
relationship of intellectual temperance with théhrof the argument. Cunningham is
implicitly claiming a sort of tipping point, aftevhich if an intellectual claim is not
sufficiently moderated it loses credibility. Thaeia runs parallel to Hamlet's advice
to the players, in which histrionic delivery, atextain critical tipping point, not only
loses efficacy but does so by moving away fromtthth of nature. Ironically a less
strained intellectual argument, or more tempeiaatrical delivery, strengthens a

more radical case or purpose.
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In contemporary discourses, whether those of liyecdticism, or politics, or
economics, or other fields of intellectual deb&tezhallenge innovative ideas may
have the positive connotation of reasonablenestheone hand, or risk the label of
“moderate” in a negative or pejorative sense, egbnse of the person who rubs off
the sharp edges of the argument and smoothesattitferinto similarity. To be
“moderate”, in this sense, is to be essentiallyseovative. The “extremist,” the
radical, is the one who causes intellectual (oitipal) change to happen. The debate
between the moderate and the extremist or radieah, becomes one of who is
closer to the truth, the innovative thinker or thne who “tempers” the position of
innovation; and whether they are seen in a posttiveegative light resides with the
onlooker’s view of the truth of the argument (andascorresponding set of
intellectual beliefs). The problem may then becavhether or not the holder of
beliefs is, in Maclintyre’s phrase, a “dysfunctiodaliant” or revolutionary in
relation to the commonly held intellectual beliefghe time. The issue is seen in
Elizabethan politics (as we will see) in discussidavho is “forward” and who

“froward” in relation to a relative mean.

Contemporary definition

The definitions of th®xford English Dictionarywith accompanying etymological
citation from the Tudor period, prove very helpfulestablishing the conceptual
envelope of temperance. TOED definition has four distinct categories of
temperance. All are of importance to any studyafyEModern English literature
(except for the particular application to the Vitam Temperance Movement already
discussed). They cluster together more naturalafoElizabethan readership than
they do for us.

The central definitions apply to temperance baoth range of daily contexts,
and to more philosophical senses of the word. EHmegal category for temperance
given by theODED is: “The practice or habit of restraining oneselprovocation,
passion, desire, etc.; rational self-restraint. ©hthe four cardinal virtues).” The
definition then divides into two parts.

lais closer to the broad sense of intellectuaptsance already discussed:
“Self-restraint and moderation in action of anydkim the expression of opinion,
etc.; suppression of any tendency to passionai@naa early use, esp. self-control,

restraint, or forbearance, when provoked to angeanpatience.” Hamlet’'s advice to
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the players, if paradoxically because it concextgeene emotion, clearly comes
under this first category. Hamlet's purpose — tifgirovoking Claudius to anger —
shows an application of the second half of therdkgdn, as an attempt to override
temperance as self-control, restraint or forbeara@taudius shows such restraint
when confronted with Laertes and his mob (4.5.1444, Gertrude exhorts such
temperance in return from Laertes (4.5.117). OBE® citesFQI.viii.34 as its
example: “He...calmd his wrath with goodly temperah&éuch of the action of
Hamlet in fact, revolves around moments of lack of selfitrol, or more or less
successful attempts at self-control, of these sm¥slving anger or forbearance.
Seen in the light of this definition, when Hamlays “[bJut break, my heart, for |
must hold my tongue” (1.2.159), he is making a&joithodox expression of a need
for temperance. (Itis interesting to note thademthis category, th@ED also gives
an example of the use of temperance as decoruness,dn a sermon of 1511 by the
English churchman John ColéfThe lawes that commaunde sobernes...and
temperance in adournynge of the body”).

The second subdivision is: “Self-restraint in ih@ulgence of any natural
affection or appetency; moderation in the purstié gratification, in the exercise of
a feeling, or in the use of anything; in early ofien = chastity.” It is with this
aspect of temperance that Spenser’'s Guyon is rasstlg concerned in the Bower
of Bliss, and with which Hamlet is most concernedhe behaviour of his mother
and uncle. Th©ED gives an example from the English humanist Abraham
Fleming’'s 1576A Panoplie of EpistlesShe forgetteth temperance and waxeth
incontinent”, and these are words Hamlet couldligasive used to describe
Gertrude’s behaviour in marrying Claudius, or tlogeptial risk that Ophelia can
escape only by joining a nunnery. A citation ie @ED from Philemon Holland’s
1603 translation of Plutarchioralia contains both the sense of appropriate
measure, and the sense of governance of the aspetitvhen it ruleth and ordereth
our lust or concupiscence, limiting out a certaimesasure, and lawfull proportion of
time unto pleasures, it is called Temperance.”

It will be the purpose of much of this study tgixe further the historical
and philosophical backgrounds, and so their relesdan our works, of the
temperance described in these last two definitidhse. etymological note to theED
definition of temperance provides a useful signposhis work. This note states that

the Latintemperantia
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(whence F. and Engemperancgwas used by Cicero to render Plato’s
sophrosyng‘'soundmindedness, prudence, moderation, sobsetfscontrol’,
in Plato and in the Stoics, one of the originalrfaardinal) virtues...
rendered in L. by Jerome and Augustamadentia, iustitia, fortitudo,
temperantiaalso in Albertus Magnus, Aquinas, and the medieviers
generally, and in the med. L. version of Aristal&licom. Ethics. Thence the
use oftemperauncéy Grossesteste, and the earlier Eng. use.

The meanings of 1a in t@ED definitions correspond to the Gresbphrosyng
while the meanings in 1b correspond to the Gexdiateia,"self-mastery or
restraint, esp. of certain sensual impulses, ieommonly,continentia”

This apparently simple explanation hides a wealflitomplexity and some of
the landmines of this topic. As t¥ED note recognises, in Greek usage temperance
is often directly equated with prudence throughdtyenological basis cfophrosyne
in the health of thephrene$ (a mysterious organ associated with the mind)sTh
relationship is critical foHamlet,elucidating why health of mind, and the dangers of
loss of health of mind, losing contact with reglityould naturally be a focus of a
play concerned with temperance. It also explaiestie of temperance as a sort of
meta-virtue, a virtue that can be equated withueiitself, and why rational self-
control is so integral to temperance, even whedgmuae is placed at the top of a
hierarchy of cardinal virtues by Plato, Cicero #&wglinas, and temperance at the
bottom. Particularly for Plato, temperance is &amarthat is concerned with the
proper functioning and harmony of the soul as alaf®obriety in its widest sense is
perhaps the best synonym to convey this sensengfei@nce asophrosynea
synonym that arose naturally in Latin because eftlbseness of pronunciation of
the Greek adjectiveophron,and the Latirsobrius(North 264). We may be most
familiar with this sense of sobriety from the wordfs'heForm of Solemnization of
Matrimonywhich in the Elizabethan period (and in a veryikinform in modern
Anglican weddings) states that marriage shouldrizketaken, “reverently,
discreetly, advisedly, soberly and in the fear ofi3 with “soberly” here having
connotations of a reflective and calm state of mindHamlet this calm, poised state
of mind is best seen in Hamlet’'s speech praisinatitws temperance, a speech
which becomes a kind of touchstone for all Hamletilsl swinging away from, and
attempted returns to, such a “soundness of mind.”

The OED etymological note also lists some of the variamtBiblical
translation into English, where both temperance@minence can stand for
enkrateig and abstinence and chastity also appear as syrsoofyit. It is important

to note that the Aristotelian distinction betweemperance and continence is not

31



necessarily reflected in the range of translatenrelable in the Elizabethan period.
Direct uses of continence and other synonyms (a¢hvbobriety is an important

one) may disguise a direct or indirect referencemnoperance. To be chaste can also
convey a particular state of mind synonymous wathpgerance, as well as a more

narrow sense of the control of sexual impulses.

Some other uses of temperance in ethics and litetae

The other aspects of temperance seem more immlgdiateliar but also have very
long historical rootsOED 2: “The avoidance of excess in eating and drinkasp.,

in later use moderation in regards to intoxicastdriety. Now often applied to the
practice or principle of total abstinence from &lolic drink; teetotalism.” We can
disregard the aspect of total abstinence as thaloeady mentioned that belongs to
the nineteenth century Temperance movement prdyidiscussed, and the
definitions in 2.b. and 2.c. (which | will not cjteelate to this. But it is wrong to
overlook the importance of the early part of thedimition to our discussion.
Moderation in drink and eating was always parthef isage asophrosynen daily
Greek life (North 21), of temperance in its popudanse, and a preoccupation with
both is reinforced in a swath of Elizabethan mpahphlets. That it is a key of
temperance for Spenser is made clear whérQih Guyon’s triumphal and
purposeful entry to the Bower of Bliss is markedhigyoverturning of a winecup
held up by a figure called Excesse (11.xii.56). féfere, once we begin thinking of
Hamlet in terms of the virtue of temperance, itlddaot come as a surprise that
Claudius marks Hamlet’s forbearing agreement ta¢ljeest that he stay in
Denmark with a promised drinking bout, in which eans will sound (1.2.126), and,
on their doing so in a subsequent scene, that Halef@unces the Danish tendency
to drunkenness and its negative effect on the maltieputation (1.4.16). More
importantly still, Hamlet complains that his fatlvesis murdered by Claudius when
he was “full of bread” (3.3.80) and so unshriverhisf sin of gluttony, and this then
hints at a habitual intemperance in the older dsasehe younger brother.

OED 3a is “The action or fact of tempering; minglingoombining in due
proportion, adjusting, moderating, modificatiomitay down, bringing into a
temperate or moderate state.” This category owggdate in the braided river of
temperance to the definitional shift from the Greeghrosyneo the Latin
temperantiaand the Latin vertemperarewith the underlying idea of mixture
(North 262). When Horatio commands Hamlet in Ace(@tene Two to “season
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your admiration for a while with an attent ear”ie@equesting this form of
temperance, a toning down of amazement and exaitewith attention. The verb
“season” here could easily be replaced with “tenigéoratio himself is the
consequence of such temperance, his “blood anejndgt are so well
commeddled” (Q2 has “comedled” and F “co-mingledid it is partly this phrasing
that gives this praise its Stoic connotations. foiseas in part responsible for the
development of Latin synonyms feophrosynéNorth 268). Mixture is a conceptual
aspect of temperance that is, | suspect, oftesiiviei to the modern reader as an
overt expression of temperance. T)ED also gives an example of a temperate
political constitution, and so seeift@amletin terms of this aspect of temperance
provides a cogent explanation for Shakespearessarte to election in Denmark.
The OED reference is to James Dalrymple’s 1596 translaifdreslie’sHistory of
Scotland “A Forme of commoune weil, quhair the people htheshail authoritie,
...bot wt sik temperance, that chief vpon thair kiaggd counsel...the Repub. does
depend.” Although without the aspect of electidwg, England of Elizabeth 1 and
James VI also had a temperate or mixed constituwicth required the monarch at
inconveniently frequent intervals to refer to tle®ple through Parliament.

OED 3b is “A tempered or properly proportioned coresise, constitution of
state; temperate condition, moderateness.” The Qs an example of bodily
balance from 1533 in Sir Thomas ElyoTke Castel of HeltHThey be in the
highest degree of heate and drithe, aboue theteisteeraunce of mannes body.”
This entry helps us realise how clearly Gertrudigisnction is a request for
temperance, including both mixture and toning dawthat properly proportioned
temporal sense: “O gentle son, / Upon the heaftlante of thy distemper / Sprinkle
cool patience” (3.4.121-3).

OED 3c is “The keeping of time in music.” If we thialbout this, we realise
how significantly it is used by Hamlet in his deterof Gertrude’s accusation of
ecstasy: “My pulse as yours doth temperately kiamp,t/ And makes as healthful
music” (3.4.141-2). To be played on like a pipetigh false flattery will not,
however, result in healthful music, as Hamlet t@lisldenstern (3.2.333). False
harmonies of music are an important ingredientp#rser’s parodic bower FQII,
and part of their parody relates to the higher loaryrof the spheres.

OED 4 gives the definition related to weather: “Moate temperature;
freedom from the extremes of heat and cold; mildreésveather or climate;
temperateness.” In Shakespeare’s quintessentiale®@8 the loveliness of a young
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man, and by implication his character, is compaoettie temperate nature of a
summer’s day. When Spenser’s Bower of Bliss is editky its temperate climate, a
problematic relationship is developed between ¢hgperance of nature and moral
behaviour. The temperateness of climate then staiscome more central to the
action than we may have allowed. Shakespedrerspests set in an island “of
subtle, tender and delicate temperance,” while ¢dare’$lamletbegins in an
Elsinore of such intemperate cold that it makes siek at heart.

Recognising temperance

As we have seen, terms can cross over in transtatiom Greek and Latin into
English, in translations of the Bible, differenhgynyms may be in play, or have
taken on completely opposite connotations (in tesisroad or narrow) from the
original Greek or Latin usage. Sometimes the conakefmperance is at issue, with
no useful vocabulary signposts like those provide&hakespeare of “temperance”
and “temperately”, or without synonyms like moderat chastity, sobriety,
continence, abstinence. Unless we are aware dhtiyee of temperance in the period
of the source we easily miss associated connotgtand these can vary within the
work of the same writer. For example, as Helen Npdints out, irDe Inventione
Cicero associates temperance with the subdivisi@masitinentia, clementiaand
modestid (271), subdivisions drawn from the Greek StolasDe Officiis(a work
that Shakespeare would probably have studied abs¢Baldwin 590)), temperance
includes Verecundia, ornatus vitae, temperantia, modestanis sedatio
perturbationum animimodus rerunanddecoruni (269). This introductory section
of the study will conclude with an attempt to copeemething of the resilient
conceptual envelope of temperance for Spenser aakkeSpeare’s period through

works that cluster associated ideas of temperance.

Renaissance views of temperance

The work that follows does not aim to be comprehendut rather to deliver a
representative flavour of Early Modern temperai@eo recent studies exemplify
the difficulties involved in any narrowing of themain of temperance in the late
Elizabethan / early Jacobean period and so itscgpioin toHamlet

Joshua Scodel, iBxcess and the Mean in Early Modern English Literat

(2002), makes a conscious decision to restrictre&ment to the primarily
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Aristotelian mean. He talks about the golden méamean and extremes,
mediocrity (as a synonym of the period for the meard moderation, but in his
introduction does not often refer to either tempeeaor self-control. An exception is
when he talks about Milton’s treatment of Adam &we, arguing that “Milton has
his Edenic couple discover in temperate self-redtkath a moral discipline and the
source of truest pleasure” (17). In his final deap Scodel deals with early modern
treatments of erotic excess, drinking and the piedie restraint of Milton’s
Paradise LostBut even with these foci Scodel is primarily cemed with the mean
and extremes in a public context, and the earlytena particularly focus on the use
of the mean in the religious and political conteoftshe period.

Michael Schoenfeldt’'s 1999 studgodies andselves in Early Modern
England also deals with matter that falls into that enpassing conceptual
envelope that is temperance. Schoenfeldt looKseainiagery of the containment of
the self in the period, and the humoral psycholibgy makes temperance, self-
control and the mean repeated touchstones of refer&choenfeldt makes this point

about Galenic medicine:

In its emphasis on temperance as a central strédeglye maintenance of
physiological and psychological health, locatinghbat the mid-point of
unhealthy extremes, Galenic physiology providesrapelling model of just
how good health could emerge from good living. é&mperance became a
central ethical virtue for the Renaissance, hesddumed the role of a moral
imperative, just as it still is in many ways for. (Schoenfeldt 7)

Both works study what Spenser would have considemregerance, and temperance
in the Early Modern period; but there is little de@ between the outward-looking
political and social focus of Scodel’s work and tbeus on interiority of
Schoenfeldt’s. Both also acknowledge the difficdfyestablishing terms in a period
of competing influences. Scodel comments on thecticism that brings the
Aristotelian mean and Stoapatheiatogether in writers like Plutarch, Cicero,
Seneca and Augustine, and the pattern of early may@cretism that tends to
dissolve some of the distinction of the source8)(2-le also argues for the mean to
be seen as “a quintessential example of what pasgg&¥dsteinian philosophers call a
“fuzzy” concept whose borders are hard to defir®)” The result in the period was,
Scodel argues, that “the ideal of the mean thuarbhean intense source of conflict,”
and Aristotle’s proximate extreme could easily tisp the mean (4). He gives the
debate about means and extremes of grief in thecgbas an example. Schoenfeldt,
by contrast, is developing an understanding of ittlv@sion of social and
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psychological realms by biological and environmeptacesses” (8) in the

description of the self in writing of the perioddaargues:

The philosophical question which such a notionedf entails, for us and for
the Renaissance, is just how the physical bodynanephysical spirit interact.
The Renaissance inherits and elaborates an enomfisaahance and
inconsistency in the available doctrines of thatiehship between bodies and
souls, and between reason and the passions. (8)

Any attempt to recapture a Renaissance undersigoditemperance must
incorporate the approaches of both Scodel and 8&lde to demonstrate an
understanding of the mean and extremes in soeiajous and political contexts,
and of self-control in terms of interiority andterms of the dissonances of the
period about the relationship of body and soulseeaand passion. As both writers
indicate, this is not an easy task. But the rarfgdeas accretes together more
naturally in a period used to the compendium apgrebhat was part of daily

education.

Renaissance temperance through the lens of somermpary sources

The compendium of cardinal virtues of Simon Harward

An illuminating source for this study has been 8@ .katin compendium of
quotations, organised around the cardinal virtbgsSimon Harward, chaplain of
New College. Hi€ncheiridion Moraleis a collection of quotations from Greek,
Latin, French, Italian and Spanish writers and iméended for use as a text for
translation by schoolboys (Harward 3-6). This congdem provides a fast route to
erudition in knowledge of the cardinal virtues, @kes a sense of the way a range
of ideas about temperance could easily have besnaseyoked together by those
with even superficial claims to higher educatidmg imore educated sections of
Shakespeare’s audience for example, or even Shedkespimself. Such compendia
provide insight into a conceptual organising pipheithat translates easily across to a
play or allegory written to explore closely theuratof a particular virtue or vice.
Harward’s categorisations in the sectid@ Temperantigprovide some
contrasts and additions to the categories of teamoeralready canvassed in this
introduction. This section aims to describe thecfioms and effects (fiunera et
effectd) of temperance. The first category concerns titernal appetites —
ira, odium, philautia andcupiditas— and how they are to be brought under the

control of reason (Harward 99). This is, then, joet the Aristoteliarenkrateiaor
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continentiathe control of the desire for pleasure, but alécontrol over anger,
hatred, self-love and desire more generally. Tlcerse category is “how in external
matters, in games as in serious things, we camabsemperance”. And third is
“how we can avoid the obscene pleasures of tha$bath in mind and body, and
how by contrast we can embrace the true delight®pést scholarship” (99).
Harward cites ‘Il conte Baldassar’ (Castiglione}cgbing reason overcome
by appetite as a rudderless and anchorless vasgah dy the windsdome nave,
percossa da troppo furioso impeto de v€h@i0)). An echo of this commonplace is
seen in Phaedria’s little rudderless vessel in Sgeri-rom Horace comes the idea
that anger is a brief madness (furor brevis es{100)), demonstrated perhaps most
clearly inHamletin the wrestling over Ophelia’s grave. From Pledmes the
argument that the greatest victory is victory oweeself fion alios sed semetipsum
superare victoriarum omnium praecipua €801). No-one conquered by anger
(devictus ira(102)) can think properly, according to Menandavo things most
lead men to evildoing, according to Cicero: extgarece and greedukuries et
avaritia (109). Horace provides a quotation that remindsfuke imagery of
feculent waters in Spenser and of the watery dea@phelia, but which is
essentially about greed. “He who needs only whaetessary for the job won't
drink water fouled with mud, and nor will he loss hfe under the waves” (112).
The second category, of decorum in serious thingsrmaplay, is broken into
a series of sub-categories. The first sub-cateigothings not repugnant to nature
(naturae non repugnantesThe second is “doing what is suitabléidientes quae
conveniuntin youth and age, and in public and private livieso interesting
quotations from Castiglione fall into the categofydoing what is not contrary to
nature. Both run counter to St@patheia “It is not necessary to do away with all
emotions in order to stop them disturbing us exeeBs (Non tolle affectus, ut
perturbatio possit / Auferrf115). That “would be like trying to prevent dramness
by decreeing that no-one should ever drink”. Theepts that emotions rightly
controlled give great help and strength to virilieey provide hatred of wickedness
and help for justice, and anger revives the stroag fortem suscitat ira virum
(116)). If you take away the emotions, the mintikis a ship stuck on a high sea
without any wind yentus ubi omnis abegl16)). In quotations about youth and age
come variants in Italian, Spanish and French ahamction to govern yourself well
while you are young if you want to live into an @de (119). From Isocrates,
Claudian and Menander come variants of the ideztliesking must rule himself
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(Non e buon Re qui non regge(¢€1). From Castiglione comes an image, a variant
of which helps explain Hamlet’s punning on “suntldison”; “As in the sky the sun,
moon and other stars show to the world as in aom&icertain image of God, so on
earth those princes who love and serve him showa@mmore living image of God,
and they show the splendid light of his justicéh® people, accompanied with a
shadow of his divine reason and intellect” (123rom Zenodotus in Greek comes
the quotation, “I hate the vile hypocrite with @nky heart, who is a friend in words
but a bitter enemy in deeds”. The treatment of kyigg in Hamletbelongs naturally,

it seems, in a treatment of temperance.

The final category of quotations contrasts “begilabsure” with “the true
delights of study”. Hamlet and Horatio, the sche|drelong naturally in a treatment
of temperance. The forms of intemperance to bededotovered by the quotations
are all condemned in some wayHamlet They include drinking, gaming, women,
excessive eating (126). Moderation is a keynotalfmking, and a quotation from
the second-century Greek philosopher Athenaeusarsée this ancient theme: all
those who drink moderately lift the pain from thiegarts; whoever drinks
immoderately fills his breast with vicgifiis sua pectora replet33). According to
Phocyllus, virtue brings honoutlécu$ but love brings great disgracedecu}s
According to Menander the wickedness of womensge@et damnation to men. As
with the emphasis on drinking there is a largeiseaif such misogyny. Hesiod says
trust women as you would an imposter (140), sugggsbmething of Hamlet's
accusations of hypocrisy directed at Ophelia.

The work concludes with the contrasting power amh& of study. This
section includes a direct referencestphrosynen Euripides; temperancéo|
sophror} is everywhere a great virtue, and gives greatygio man (144). From
Plutarch comes the little gem, “When the bow iststred it breaks; the soul when it
relaxes — this was the epitaph for Theophrastus, ditd immediately after he
stopped studying” (146). That Hamlet is preventgdhils uncle from returning to his
studies in Wittenberg must, in these terms, leadoigble. From Isocrates comes:
“Work is good for the body, philosophy for the soul

Perhaps most significantly for this study, the is&con temperance ends with
a brief group omemento morjuotations, again casting helpful light on why the
episode of Spenser’s Maleger and Hamlet’s discassier Ophelia’s grave belong
in the category of temperance. From Cicero comesdia that nature gives us an
inn to stop at but not to live in ((150). From Pandif anyone is rich and handsome
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and shows he is first in contests of strength Hueilsl remember that nevertheless he
carries mortal limbs and that the end of all igdobeneath the earth (150). The end
of Hamletexemplifies the point. Hamlet wins the physicak tf the fencing, only to
die.

Such tracts make it difficult not to sekamletas a dramatised compendium
of temperance, as if Shakespeare is methodicatlyaatimes in a contrived and
pedantic way pulling out all the stops that willkeahe concept reverberate in the
play with an educated audience used to this kirgtafiping of allied ideas.
Rosencrantz, Guildenstern and Hamlet’'s wordplayaling “in the middle”
(2.2.206) of fortune’s favours is just such a joketreating temperance, both
Spenser and Shakespeare were devising elabor&ééores on what were, for their

readers and audiences, well-established themes.

Sir Thomas Elyot’s The Governor

The book of moral education was another popularcgoof knowledge about the
cardinal virtues in the period. Sir Thomas Elydittse Governois probably the best-
known Tudor example of the genre. Elyot combinesAhistotelian system of
virtues with the cardinal virtues of Plato, thei&sand Aquinas. Temperance, “a sad
and discreet governess, awaiting diligently, thaany wise voluptuousness or
concupiscence have no pre-eminence in the soubaf (209), is presented in the
narrow form of the Aristotelian control of senspéasures in the section of the
book on temperance. But Elyot also deals with widsss of temperance in other
places. He has a Platonic view of the tripartiteireaof the soul, in which reason is
brought into harmony with the spirited element g €ducation of the mind and
body, and from this point can command the appetit@sstice in the soul leads to a
form of civil strife among the three elements agtRlatonic soul. Distemperance of
the elements of the body leads to sickness of botty and mind. The general
Aristotelian doctrine of the mean is also applieall the virtues in the book. In
politics, drawing heavily on PlatoRepubli¢ temperance can be seen when the
rulers and ruled live together harmoniously. Thpanmance of everyone maintaining
their place is important to this harmony.

In looking at temperance more narrowly, Elyot bediy making Aristotle’s
distinction between temperance and continencegrteea virtue of habit and the
other of necessary repeated control (209; IIl.Ekyot also cites Plotinus in this

discussion: “the wonderful philosopher” who “makatinexcellent definition of
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temperance, saying that the propriety or officegbgis to covet nothing which may
be repented, also not to exceed the bounds of régicand to keep desire under
the yoke of reason” (209; Ill.xx). Elyot also noteat “there be many other virtues
which do seem to be as it were companions of teamgef’ (209; 111.xx), and then
chooses to address only two of these, moderatidrsaberness, essential for
wisdom. He gives a series of examples of moderatidhe rule of famous leaders.
When we reach the example of the young Alexaneéusing titles unfitting for his
years and also refusing to let his wife wear moggeasive jewels than other ladies,
we are now clearly in the domain of temperance egdasty (211; Ill.xxi). This
includes moderation against wrath or appetite &argeance. Thus a man who had
offended Hadrian in his private life was dismisseth “thou hast well escaped”,
because Hadrian would not pursue private vengeartue public capacity when he
was emperor (211; l.xxi).

Elyot’'s book then moves on to “the ancient tempeeaand moderation in
diet, called sobriety or, in a more general temugdlity” (213; I11.xxii). Augustus
set his people a proper example of moderate fepstia time of famine. But at the
opposite extreme, “in a nobleman much pinchingragdardship of meat and drink
is to be discommended” (215; lll.xxii), and we $kee sentiment of Hamlet’s ironic
statement: “Thrift, thrift, Horatio. The funerallesd meats / Did coldly furnish forth
the marriage table” (1.2.180-1). A series of extasand picky feasters are then
admonished, including Cleopatra’s dissolving of pearl earring in vinegar (217;

[ll.xxii). Claudius’s similar act irHamletrecalls an iconic example of excess.

George Turberville’s translation of Dominic Mancinus

Dominicus Mancinus, a 5century neo-Latin poet, wrote a work on the four
virtues,De Quatuor Virtutibuswhich became standard fare in the English grammar
schools of the 6century (Baldwin 642-3). | cite here George Tuvilkr's
wonderfully rollicking 1568 Elizabethan translatjdyut Spenser and Shakespeare
are likely to have read the Latin original. Tempee, in this work, takes its place as
the last virtue in the Stoic hierarchy for whicle tbrder is: Prudence, Justice,
Fortitude and Temperance. Stoic decorum is thedeyof the section on
temperance. “He temperate may well be termde fcaftk a modest man / That
bridle motions of the mynde / with Reasons snaffle: / And keepe Decorum in his
words, / and eke in erye deede” (1.1505-10). Tihepierate man should pursue the
good alone, making do with the simple things natatpiires, and avoid pride and
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ambition. The self is sufficient and this is thesigaof self-knowledge: “The man that
owes and hath himself / not many things doth miskker deemes he hath suffising
store / that hath hymselfe ywisse” (1.1521-4). Dpposite of such self-sufficiency is
avarice: “But he that deemes his own too scamtd/seekes for foraine stuffe, / A
misers life doth euer leade / and neuer hath yh(ffe533-6), including a yearning
for all the things he does not have. Like a maimeah, “[eJuen so the wight whose
inward mind / and wits are woxen dimme, / And cahsee what Reason wills / for
Errours foggie cloude, / Is compted not to havedaife, / nor for a man allowde”
(1555-60).

The injunction is clearly to self- knowledge: “Wieésre at first possesse thy
selfe...” (1561), and to respond quickly to any dissrof the soul: “Then why if any
griping griefe / thy sense and soule possesseksEret with care to cure the same /
and quickly to redresse?” (1589-92). The solut®toicure the mind: “Wherefore
especially thou must / the sicknesse of the soRkenoue, that nothing want, and
that / thou mayst be perfect whole” (1633-6). Wraiperly belongs to the soul and
mind is “[tjo hope for that alone which still / ssire to bee a stay / And such a great
surpassing good / as neuer will decay” (1645-8u ¥eed to avoid the things that
will lead to harm, and so the flames of eternaleeXiThose passe into their countrey,
[i.e. heaven] that / by meane of wittie braine dAReason, ridde themselves of yll, /
and did the Good attaine” (1689-92). We then hawversion of Ovid’s maxim, “I
see and approve the good and pursue the bad”:Miihge doth rouing runne astray,
/ as often times as it / Not gouernes, and dottiregood, / but followes not a whit”
(1697-1700). Temperance is called “a Motion ofMiade” (1706).

Having both established temperance in terms of ealcthhealth of the soul,
and a Christian threat of hell-fire for the intemgie, Mancinus then moves to
Cicero’s modesty and decorum. Honesty, which guildesnotions of the mind and
covers the body like another skin, consists infhageisture, measure of voice,
“bashfull blushing hue” (1761), and “robes, timedaseemely place” (1762). It is
important not to disdain the world’s opinion of ydaehaviour. Decorum is not just
of the body but also of the mind. “It is an easimg the Minde / to frame and
fashion fit, / As long as Reason rules the roahd in her seat doth sit. / Or (though
by happe she be displaste / a litle) if she gat blde and sacred roome againe / and
raigne deuoide of let” (1791-8). The recipe fostkiate of rational control follows.
This is firstly refraining from anger, and seconfityn too much delight in dalliance
and play. Too much laughter makes boys look likgliilgg dames that Reason want /
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and haue but slender witte” (1929-30). While pegangerous, especially for young
men, exercise is acceptable in moderation. It'sdgoovary study with conversation
with the learned (1955-58).

Mancinus then moves to the sub-category of temgeratontinence, the
bridling of “Venus part,” (1961-2) and avoiding axating and drinking. If you do
fall, you need to fight back quickly, because “[&lsd is farre from fleshe, so thou /
from fleshe must farre decline” (2029-30). Evefthiou in secrete do offence / and
no man see thy face,” the conscience knows theofubie flesh (2031-34). In this
and all things, age should guide youth, and yohtukl do reverence to the aged.
Old men should also avoid lust and boys shouldabgtit to do their lessons (2048-
50), even though the fruits of them may not be egpdor years.

There is then an injunction to modesty in dressr‘féare thy outwarde
garment doe / thine inwarde kinde bewray. / Fodsynice vnmanly men / by nice
attire are spid /...For sure it is a filthie thing man to be too nice” (2121-42). But
this should not go too far: “Yet let thy garmengmtsom bee / not sluttish...” (2151-
2), and the mean is appealed to: “Keepe thou ameidvto extremes” (2155). The
same applies to diet (2169-90). Observing and figgiour right place in life is also
covered at some length, not being over-mild andoeotg altogether without
ambition.

Mancinus then shifts to a Stoic concern with degom speech. He cautions
to avoid flatterers (2779-87). On the other harmly ghould not boast but you can
modestly establish proper praise of yourself (28Y.9n Christian terms, wanting
glory is vain: “It is not wee, but CHRIST, our Kirghat doth atchieve the same”
(2893-4). Mancinus then returns to decorum, tadle&ul admonishing of friends
and then to means in types of housing and othdr issaes, familiar from Cicero’s
De Officiis

Calvin’s rules for “The Life of the Christian Man”

A Protestant version of Cicero and Aquinas’ rulestémperate behaviour is
provided in Chapters VI-X of Book Il of Calvintmstitutes of the Christian
Religion.These five books amount to a little enchiridion@hristian behaviour, a
smaller version of the work on Christian living coited by Erasmus. They amount
to a definitive statement of the nature of Calvitesnperance, and as such, | believe,
provide an important key to the spirit in which 8per adopts temperance as the
second topic of his allegorical poem to follow helss.
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Calvin clusters Chapters VI-X of Book Il of thestitutestogether in his
introduction to Chapter VI, under the heading “Thie of the Christian Man” (Vol
2, 1). While Chapter X contains content that is /magurally identified with
temperance (as seen for example in the cited widrkaovard, Elyot and Mancinus)
as a guide to daily life, the other chapters previte context for applying
temperance in a specifically Christian and Protestay. To be temperate as a
Christian in thdnstitutesrequires an understanding of Christ as the madékeo of
the Scriptures as the path to this model; of theglrfer Pauline self-denial and
humility; of the relationship of self-denial andachy to others; of the difference
between the patience resulting from total depenelenche Cross and Stoic
apatheiag and of the need to temper the weariness ofifeisvith Pauline hope in
future salvation. After understanding these Claisprrinciples, other more classical
approaches of temperance to daily behaviour cappked.

First, Calvin argues strongly in Chapter VI for theripture and the model of
Christ as the right source of moral guidance (gum@ent which will be returned to

through patristic sources in Chapter Eight of gtigly):

Come, then, and let them show me a more excelletéra among philosophers,
who think that they only have a moral philosophlydund orderly arranged.
They, when they would give excellent exhortatiansittue, can only tell us to
live agreeably to nature. Scripture derives itoesdtions from the true
source...Christ, through whom we have returned toudawith God, is set before
us as a model, the image of which our lives shexfitess. (2,3; lll.vi. 3)

A key Biblical quotation for temperance, Romarg and the need to be
conformed to Christ, is cited in support, and thisontrasted to the reference to the
nature of classical moral philosophy. Instead, ¢hografted into the body of Christ
through baptism “should anxiously beware of cortingcany stain or taint” (2, 4;
[1l.vi.3). And no-one “truly has learned Christ whas not put off ‘the old man,
which is corrupt according to the deceitful lustsd put on Christ’ (Eph.4.22)" (2, 4;
[ll.vi.4). Calvin, in line with Augustine, makespavotal statement supporting the

heart over the intellect.

Doctrine is not an affair of the tongue, but of life; is not apprehended by
the intellect and memory merely, like other brarscblearning; but is
received only when it possesses the whole soulfiadsl its seat and
habitation in the inmost recesses of the heard;(R].vi.4)

Calvin emphasises the difficulty of achieving pgoghristian moral virtue,

but this should not prevent the attempt. “No onk travel so badly as not daily to
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make some degree of progress. This, thereforaslaever cease to do, that we may
daily advance in the way of the Lord; and let usdespair because of the slender
measure of success” (2, 5; Ill.vi.5).

Chapter VII brings us even closer to temperan@sasnmary of the Christian
life; it is related to self-denial and containseaies of Biblical quotations that should
also be seen as central to Christian temperantésgsortrayed by Spenser. The first
is Romans 12.1, which says it is the duty of beliswo present their bodies “as a
living sacrifice, holy and acceptable to God, whigkheir reasonable service” (gtd 2,
7; lllviii.1). And so there is the Pauline exhdita, so important to Augustine’s
treatment of temperance : “Be not conformed towladd: but be ye transformed by
the renewing of your mind, that ye may prove whdhat good, and acceptable, and
perfect will of God” (gtd 2, 7; lll.viii.1). Beliegrs should live and die to Christ (as in
Romans 14. 8). Pauline spiritual renewal, thewamg of the mind, “that by which the
mind, divested of its own carnal feelings, implicibbeys the call of the Spirit of God”
(2, 7; lLviii.1) was unknown to the philosophe@alvin argues, and this is why they
believed reason alone could be listened to. “Butsithn philosophy bids her [reason]
give place, and yield complete submission to thiy ISpirit, so that the man himself
no longer lives, but Christ lives and reigns in l@&al. ii. 20)"(2, 7; lll.viii.1).

While self-denial should not be avoided, it shaubd be indulged in from a
sense of pride. The fault of the philosophers ®ilowing virtue for the sake of praise
(2, 8; lll.vii.2). After God’s grace removes ungoeiss and worldly lusts, the action of
human lives is reduced to three branches, sobrighteousness and godliness, and
with sobriety we are clearly in the conceptual éope of temperanceSobriety
undoubtedly denotes as well chastity and temperastiee pure and frugal use of
temporal goods, and patient endurance of wan®@;(R1.vii.3). Avoiding self-love
becomes the source of moderate behaviour towahndssot The only way by which
you can ever attain to true meekness, is to havehgart imbued with a humble
opinion of yourself and respect for others” (2,M0yii.4). Calvin makes a list of
possible calamities, sickness, mildewed crops,lfamémbers carried off by disease
and so on: “[W]hatever happens, knowing that d@riered by the Lord, he will receive
it with a placid and grateful mind, and will notrdamaciously resist the government
of him, at whose disposal he has placed himselidiridat he has” (2, 15; 11l.vii.9). In
this way, pious minds achieve something which agaimds like that calm of
temperance, “tranquillity and endurance” (2, 14yiil10). Above all the Christian
will not attribute adversity to fortune, as the @agdo (2, 15; Ill.vii.10).
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Chapter VIII, on bearing the cross as a form tffdenial, describes the
necessity of the constant reminder of human frasitythat we do not “estimate our
virtue against its proper worth”, and directly alta Stoic philosophy. The solace of
the cross should lead to not only patient but aleerful endurance, an endurance

devoid of expressions of excess.

Were there no hardship in poverty, no pain in disgao sting in ignominy,
no fear in death, where would be the fortitude maadleration in enduring
them? But while every one of these, by its inhebitt¢rness, naturally vexes
the mind, the believer in this displays his fodiy that though fully sensible
of the bitterness, and labouring grievously, hiéwtihstands and struggles
boldly; in this displays his patience, that thostiarply stung, he is however
curbed by the fear of God from breaking forth iatty excess; in this displays
his alacrity, that though pressed with sorrow aadhess, he rests satisfied
with spiritual consolation from God. (2, 21; llliv8)

This Christian position is then contrasted to Ssonc

You see that to bear the cross patiently is nbiatge your feelings altogether
blunted, and to be absolutely insensible to paiopading to the absurd
description which the Stoics of old gave of thedrdvas one who, divested of
humanity, was affected in the same way by advessity prosperity, grief and
joy; or rather, like a stone, was not affected bything. (2, 21; Il1.viii.9)

Calvin, in an often-cited rebuttal of Stoicism, leeges its “iron philosophy” with the
example of Christ's weeping (22; lll.viii.9). Accigmce of the justice of the cross
leads to the need to “temper” its bitterness wtnitsial joy.

Chapter IX establishes a dichotomy between theepteand future that is
strongly Augustinian and is used by Spenser irChee of Mammon episode.
Calvin presents it as intemperate, in a Christerss, to place the goods of the

present above the future life, but this is whatgbealo.

Hence our stupidity; our minds being so dazzledhwie glare of wealth,
power, and honours, that they can see no fartler hEart also, engrossed
with avarice, ambition, and lust, is weighed dowd aannot rise above them.
In short, the whole soul, ensnared by the alluremehthe flesh, seeks its
happiness on the earth. (2, 25; 1l ix.1)

The dichotomy is absolute: “For there is no medhetween the two things: the
earth must either be worthless in our estimatiofkeep us enslaved by an
intemperate love of it” (2, 26; lIl.ix.2). The pes# life, particularly in Calvin’s
French, sounds very like the witchcraft of Spersss€ductive Bower of Bliss:
“pource que la vie presente a tousiours force tleedepour nous attraire, et a grand

apparance d’amenite, de grace et de douceur pogramieller, ils nous est bien
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mestier d’estre retire d’heure en d’heure, a cerques ne soyons point abusez, et
commeensorcelezle telles flatteries [my emphasis]” (2, 26; 111ix.

Calvin then compares classical contemplation otihde#h Christian
comfort. “If we see a funeral, or walk among gra\esthe image of death is then
present to the eye, | admit we philosophise adryirab the vanity of life...But, at
the best, our philosophy is momentary” (2, 26-FixI2). While constant reminders
of the miseries of this life are essential, Cabdllows that the present life does
acquaint us with the goodness of God and so shmile despised on this account.
As the improper love of this life diminishes, thesde for a better life increases, and
with this, the fear of death decreases. For thésGdun, death and so “the advent of
the Lord” will be “the most propitious of all evesit(2, 30; I11.ix.5). The Christian is
not afraid of death, but looks forward “with joytiee day of death and final
resurrection” (2, 29; 1l.ix.5). Even more strongfthe whole body of the faithful, so
long as they live on the earth, must be like sheefhe slaughter, in order that they
may be conformed to Christ their head” (30; lIBX.It is this attitude of mind that
enables the Christian to renounce the intemperahite world (30; 111.ix.6).

Following this theological framework, Chapter X,0W to use the present life,
and the comforts of it,” could easily have beeteddlOf Temperance.” Calvin gives a
version of the mean: “[I]f we are to live, we muse the necessary supports of life; nor
can we even shun those things which seem morersidrgdo delight than necessity.
We must therefore observe a mean, that we mayasewith a pure conscience,
whether for necessity or for pleasure” (2, 31xI1l). Although life is a pilgrimage to the
heavenly kingdom, and Paul admonishes the faitbfuse the world without abusing it,
the world is a “slippery place”, and our feet mosstplanted securely. But this does not

mean going to ascetic extremes (presumably of nioisas).

There have been some good and holy men who, wiegrstw intemperance
and luxury perpetually carried to excess, if ndtdy curbed, and were
desirous to correct so pernicious an evil, imagithed there was no other
method than to allow man to use corporeal goodgiardo far as they were
necessaries: a counsel pious indeed, but unneitgssetere; for it does the
very dangerous thing of binding consciences inarifstters than those in
which they are bound by the word of God. Moreoweessity, according to
them, was abstinence from everything which coulevaeted, so that they
held it scarcely lawful to make any addition todaend water. (31-2; 111.x.1)

Calvin explicitly does not go as far as the typ@lilosophy later to be
expounded by Hume, but clearly describes the ghifbnscience over prescription.

He does not mean that
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liberty is not to be restrained by any modificatibat that it is to be left to
every man'’s conscience to use them [the gooddofwbrid] as far as he
thinks lawful...Scripture having laid down generdkesuifor the legitimate use,
we should keep within the limits that they preser{B, 32; 111.x.1).

Calvin then establishes the following precept aaacordance with Scripture: “Let
this be our principle, that we err not in the utéhe gifts of Providence when we
refer them to the end for which their author maade destined them, since he created
them for our good, and not for our destruction”32; 111.x.2). This then is the
Calvinist rule for temperance. The beneficence odl 3 not designed in the beauties
of nature to be responded to as if man was a bBakconversely, gratitude to God
for his gifts is not shown (and | list here exansplgven separately) “if you so gorge
or stupefy yourself with feasting and wine as tauhét for offices of piety, or the
duty of your calling”; “if the flesh, boiling fortin lust through excessive indulgence,
infects the mind with its impurity, so as to loke discernment of honour and
rectitude”; “if on account of sumptuous raiment bath admire ourselves and
disdain others,” “if, from a love of show and splenr, we pave the way for
immodesty”; “ if the glare of these things captesthe minds” (2, 33; 11.x.3). These
parallel the injunctions of the later Elizabethamrfilies.

The Christian should avoid all excess:

He who makes it his rule to use this world as itieed it not, not only cuts off
all gluttony in regard to meat and drink, and &émninacy, ambition, pride,
excessive show, and austerity, in regard to hie talis house, and his clothes,
but removes every care and affection which mighihdvaw or hinder him

from aspiring to the heavenly life, and cultivatithg interest of his soul. (2,
33; lll.x.4)

The final section of the chapter is against ambjtand enjoins acceptance of proper
limits in the callings of life. “Every man’s modé¢ ldfe, therefore, is a kind of station
assigned him by the Lord, that he may not alwaysriven about at random. So
necessary is this distinction, that all our actiarsthereby estimated in his sight,
and often in a very different way from that in whigcuman reason or philosophy
would estimate them” (2, 34; 111.x.6). Calvin therakes the pronouncement so
significant toHamlet “There is no more illustrious deed even amondogbphers
than to free one’s country from tyranny, and yetphivate individual who stabs the
tyrant is openly condemned by the voice of the babvJudge” (2, 34-5; 111.x.6).
Finally Platonic conservatism is paired with a Ghain rationale, “[e]very one in his
particular mode of life will, without repining, def its inconveniences, cares,

uneasiness, and anxiety, persuaded that God ldesriahe burden” (2, 35; 111.x.6).
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Chapter Three: Excess and self-knowledge

Pursue the good, and long for that,
and let alone the rest.
Those things are good that simple kind
and Nature doe require,
Not that wherto Ambicious mind
and Pride would faine aspire.
The man that ow[n]es and hath himself,
not many things doth misse:
He deemes he hath suffising store
that hath himselfe ywisse.

(Mancinus, 1515-1524).

As argued in the introduction, the virtue of tengrere in Spenser and Shakespeare’s
period is contained in a flexible but firm and hesit conceptual envelope. This
chapter will explore the extent to which b&t®QIl and Hamletretain the
preoccupations that surround the early Greek usesphrosynelt will also, looking
particularly closely at Claudius’s failed repentaspeech and at Hamlet’'s encounter
with Gertrude in her chamber, and using Euripidéippolytusas a model, develop a
reading ofHamletas a play about conflicting aspects of temperamcke
intemperance.

The roots of temperance go back beyond the GrekktpdHesiod and the
Seven Wise Men. The virtue is given voice in theabmmation of Delphic maxims:
“Know thyself,” and “Nothing in excess,” (North 8) displayed on the temple of
Apollo at Delphi (as any self-respecting tour guielés modern tourists to Delphi),
and the associated maxim “Think Mortal ThoughtieThree precepts interact
naturally, and their combination must be seen @®me sense essential to both
Greek thought and the Western intellectual traditidnich builds on it. To go to
excess involves a lack of respect for the limitpased by the gods and so involves a
lack of understanding, of self-knowledge, of thmeitations of being human.

Sophrosyn@as a term in general usage, and as a conceperatlire,
philosophical and political writing, came into pauiar prominence at the time of the
polis, in part because it countered the individualisrthefheroic. It provided
stability and safety following a period of rapidiiternating success and disaster

(North 150). In this sense it was a political viifwsed at different times by the
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aristocracy and by the emergent middle class. ila@ps of the seventh century,
military prowess is balanced with patriotic dutytimes of peace, the physical is
balanced with the intellectual, and for this vatsaof sophrosyneare used. It
becomes an antonym faybris which itself becomes an attribute of tyrants, aad
sophrosynés the virtue of constitutional government. In theetry of the sixth and
early fifth centuries, two early senses of the wawghrosyngprudence and
soundness of mind, start to develop moral andiceiggconnotations (North 16).
Sophrosyn@lso becomes a civic virtue, as it will later beaasardinal virtue. From
early times it is associated particularly with ffoeing, although also the hard-won
self-control of old age. It is associated with sety;, restraint and abstinence and is a
virtue with particular application to both unmadiand married woman (including
with it the characteristics of thrift and manageimehastity, quietness in the home
and not being noticeably in public more than neamgggNorth 21).

More intellectually, Heraclitus directly linkophrosynand self-knowledge.
“Sophroneins the greatesirete and wisdomgophig consists in speaking the truth
and acting in accordance with nature, paying heetd {(North 26). Helen North
gives us the following commentary, which may staaa sort of bench-mark for all

discussion of self-knowledge that follows.

...by self-knowledge Heraclitus seems to mean a Ba@y@examination into

the soul to discover the universal law common to 1sead the cosmos. If he
connectsophrosynavith this deep and essential self-knowledge, tsamuld

be nothing startling about the statement sugthroneins the greatesdrete. |t

is another name for the faculty by which man magiathat wisdom whose
object is the universddgos Through this process man comes to know the law
that governs his own soul and the rest of the use/g27)

This teleological aspect of temperance, and ifsontance as a precondition
of wisdom, present from the early dayssophrosyngis essential to the study to
follow, and easy to lose sight of once the disaursshifts to moral behaviour and the

control of the passions.

Self-knowledge andsophrosyne in the Charmides

In Plato’sCharmidesan early and hence very Socratic dialogue, theeseof
sophrosyné¢hat belong to the Delphic code and the Dorianesysif ethics are
examined and discarded in the search for a de@gemare intellectual
understanding. It is useful to discuss this diatkbguithis point, because it both gives

a glimpse of some popular viewssaphrosyndy the time of Socrates and as seen
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in the work of the great Greek writers of tragealyd the beginnings of the search for
a more philosophical interpretation of the virtbkelen North comments that Plato
exposes “as superficial the most widely acceptaditional definitions of
sophrosynend employs characterization in such a way asawel@an impression of
the difference between false and true, superfamal profoundophrosynemore

lasting than the memory of any mere process ofragguiation” (158). | would like

to draw attention to this sense of a hierarchy ednings osophrosynas an

important one, one which can also be applied t;mSgreand Shakespeare’s treatment
of temperance.

Charmides, a physically beautiful and blushing yporan who shows the
natural modesty we see in the encounter of Spen&aeryon’s with Shamefastnesse
in the House of Alma, is examined by Socrates Wishuncle Critias (Plato
Charmidesl3; 154C). The setting of this dialogue in a psileeforegrounds the
relationship of health of body and health of mihdttmust also be associated with
temperance (and is seenHamletin the preparation for the fencing scene). The
dialogue is also underpinned by knowledge of therudeath of Socrates and of
Critias’ later role as leader of the Thirty Tyraraad of Charmides’ death in the
oligarchs’ brutal revolutionGharmidesintroduction, 4). Socrates (himself identified
with sophrosynen a range of ways) demonstrates the ethe®phrosynen the
dialogue, as he directs hasosto the intellect of Charmides and not his physical
beauty (13; 154E). The moral sensesgphrosyneas self-control is established first.
Charmides represents a natuwaphrosyngthe self-restraint of some animals and
children, which however it is not possible for therexplain. Socrates by contrast
representsophrosyne&s an inner philosophical virtue.

Socrates begins by arguing that Charmides’ headeahnot be cured
without curing the whole body (19; 156C), makingkoit the link between health
of body and health of mind. The dialogue moves fouter to inner and from
popular morality to intellectual analysis. Socsaiaitial aim is to prove to
Charmides that his knowledge siphrosynés mistaken and limited. He rejects the
popular ideas odophrosynes a kind of quietness in walking, talking andiEm
activities (33; 160C); as modesty (35; 161B); asmgone’s own work and attending
to one’s own affairs (a fundamentally aristocradiea)(39; 162); as general utility
and the Delphic command of self-knowledge: “pracsisphrosyng (49; 165) — all
traditional definitions osophrosyneThis dialogue in fact provides an important
instance of the Delphic identification of self-knledge andophrosyneSocrates
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then moves to more intellectual eleme®sphrosynés knowledge of itselfgnothi
sautor), knowledge of other sciences (51; 165C), knowetthgit one knows and
does not know, and knowledge of what one knowsdames not know (55; 167).
Critias reaches the conclusion that the knowletigermakes us happy is the
knowledge of Good and Evil (83; 174B), and at gomt the subject of the dialogue
becomes the relationship of virtue and knowledd¢feeratharmsophrosynatself as a
virtue. Although Socrates rejects Critias’ viewtthaphrosynes not useful (85;
175B), the status afophrosynétself is left unresolved (85; 175D).

Sophrosyne in Greek Tragedy

In Greek tragedy we see enacted the conflict betwlee heroic individual and the
world order that curtails heroic freedom. This arideexpressed through the concept
of sophrosyneEach of the great tragic poets treats the cardiféerently. For
Aeschylussophrosynés a strongly masculine virtue involving respeustf for the
limitations imposed by the gods, and then thoseosed by society. “Aeschylus
associatesophrosynevith a set of key ideas — freedom, justice, defesgainst
aggression, masculinity, Hellenism — to which hpages a set of antitheses —
tyranny, injustice, aggression, femininity, barbarj and above aftlybris’ (North
33). Not overstepping limits, especially thoselsethe gods, and so not failing to
“think mortal thoughts”, is at the heart of AesashsophrosyneThe forces
opposed to good in Aeschylus’ plays are often seéerms of an ambitious and
arrogant barbarism that threatens moderate andnmable values. Different senses of
sophrosynare at work at different places within the plaiise Danaids in the
Suppliantsare chaste, in the sense of naturally temperateesin Plato’s
Charmides but they fail to be modest, calm and self-cotewbin their defence of
this chastity. Two different aspectssaphrosynechastity and self-control, are thus
put in direct conflict with each other in the plalis causes a wider failure of
sophrosyneas moderation and balance, leading to ultimatalyi¢ consequences.
At the conclusion of th®resteia sophrosynémoderation) is explicitly seen
as a defining characteristic of Athens, and “emggethe force that will save the
polis from the two extremes of anarchy and despotisra).(Apart from the
barbarity of the foes that oppose such moderatigkeischylus, and his disdain for
irrational emotional display by women, the momefnost relevance to my study
may be thdwybrisin Agamemnon’s decision to step onto the bloodeaget in the
AgamemnonAgamemnon makes this choice knowingly; he is awl@aeto step on
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the carpets laid out as a welcome by Clytemnestia ¢hallenge the gods and to

literally trample orsophrosyneFirst he attempts to reject this attention:

For the rest, pamper me not after woman’s wisg,lik@ some barbarian,
grovel to me with wide-mouthed acclaim; and drawdmwn envy upon my
path by strewing it with tapestries. ‘Tis the geds must honour thus; but for
a mortal to tread upon broidered fineries is, tojutigement, not without
ground for dread. | bid thee revere me not as algatdas a man. Foot mats
and broderies sound diverse in the voice of Runmouhink no folly is
Heaven'’s best gift. Only when man'’s life comest$ceind in prosperity dare
we pronounce him happy. (Aeschyltig, 918-929)

When Agamemnon reverses this decision, it then atsdo a very clear-sighted
rejection ofsophrosynend the injunction to “think mortal thoughts”, anid
subsequent murder becomes a natural consequettee dfoice: “As | tread upon
these purple vestments may | not be smitten franlaf any glance of Heaven’s
jealous eye” (81; 946-7). The choral odes inAljamemnotink sophrosynavith
pathei mathoslearning through suffering, and what is learreesbphrosynéNorth
45).

In Sophocles it is the individual and their fadarofsophrosyngrather than a
conflict betweersophrosynandhybris that characterises the presentation of the
virtue. For Sophoclesophrosynes associated with self-knowledge and the power
to recognise reality. What oppossaphrosynes when “heroic self-assertion is
carried to an extreme” (North 32). The centralifggin a Sophoclean play
“encounters disaster through a weakness thatxsrioably connected with his
strength” (North 51). He or she is also prone tigien, the failure of self-
knowledge that goes back to the etymological “soxsd of mind” osophrosyne
Helen North makes a particular point of descriliimgwaysophrosynean be seen
as both a low-level and higher virtue in Sophocéesl this reinforces the sense of a
virtue with different potential value already raise the discussion of the
Charmides Thus some characters only display a habituaératian philosophical
virtue, one that “consists mainly in obedienceuienrs and control of appetites” (54).
She then establishes a hierarchy across the @agen inOedipus the Kings on a
second rung, one step higher than those employinmthinking habitual virtue.

“He abides by all the rules: he is cautious in @g&ses (569); he thinks mortal
thoughts; he refuses to act without consultinggibes (1438-39); he prefers to enjoy
untroubled the power of a king rather than to hatvence the name and manifold
troubles of a king (he calls this prefereisophron[589]); and he refuses to gloat
over the downfall of Oedipus, who has so brutdihgatened him” (North 54-55).
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Odysseus in thAjaxis on the third rung of the ladder. Higphrosynéis of an
enlightened character, and unlike Creon, he i®eotighly sympathetic
character...generous and magnanimous” (North 55)hBuiacks a heroic quality.
“Only one of all Sophoclesophronedoil characters may properly be called heroic:
Theseus in th®edipus at ColonusTheseus welcomes the outcast Oedipus to
Athens and he uses the “commonplaceagfhrosyne. ‘I know | am mortal™
(North 55). His own demonstration of self-contrakas it legitimate to urge self-
control on Oedipus. This sense afagphrosyneas potentially a low level virtue of
caution and safety, or in stages a more noblee/oflgenerosity grounded in self-
knowledge, is significant for the works at stakenp study.

TheOedipushuilds to a self-knowledge North describes as &bsence of
Sophocleasophrosyne.healing as well as wounding” (North 64). Oedipingial
lack of self-control, his pride and irascibility lvis encounter on the road with an old

man, as reported in the play, is the source ofltwenfall.

Making my way toward this triple crossroad

| began to see a herald, then a brace of colts
Drawing a wagon, and mounted on the bench...a man,
Just as you've described him, coming face-to;face
And the one in the lead and the old man himself
Were about to thrust me off the road — brutederc
And the one shouldering me aside, the driver,

| strike him in anger! — and the old man, watghine
Coming up along his wheels — he brings down

His prod, two prongs straight at my head!

| paid him back with interest!

Short work, by god — with one blow of the staff

In this right hand | knock him out of his highase

Roll him out of the wagon, sprawling headlong —

| killed them all — every mother’s sor®édipus884-898)

It is in Oedipus’ slowness to see the applicatibthe story of this encounter to
himself, to see how central it was to his natued tinounded pride would lead to an
immediate and excessive response of irascibiliigt is his problem of self-
knowledge.

Euripides’ plays involve conflict between the oaal and irrational, and so
sophrosyneés seen more as a moral than an intellectualejidnd the action is more
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psychological (North 69)50phrosynés also given a wider range of meaning by

Euripides. North distinguishes the three poetsienfollowing way:

To Aeschylus, who found the source of tragedigyibris the arrogant
transgression of the Divine and human laephrosynevas essentially
religious, an acceptance of mortal limitations.Saphocles, whose tragic
concept was rooted in the imperfection of the lenaiture sophrosynevas
the self-knowledge that enables man to come tegvith reality. To
Euripides, who saw in the triumph of the irrationaér the rational the
primary source of tragedy for the individual andisty, sophrosynes one of
several names for the rational element. It is doatlity, intellectual in origin,
but predominately moral in its application and effevhich controls and
moderates the passions, whether lust, anger, ampdiuelty, or even
something so trivial as gluttony or drunkennes8) (6

Sophrosynén thelphigenia in Aulismeans moderation, sanity, chastity, modesty
and good sense (69). North argues that Euripidasofsophrosyndor aspects of
self-control shows the influence of sophistic thiouig the period, and that
sophrosyneavas popularly seen “as a kind of spoilsport widelprives life of all that
makes it worth living” (70). In his dramas Euripgdexamines the downfall brought
by wicked and passionate women, but alscstihronwoman like Andromache,
quiet and tactful (71). Euripides also developstipalarly in his choruses, the idea
of sophron eroslove in moderation, without the extremes of passjealousy and
violence (73). IBacchaeandHippolytus different meanings cfophrosynere
played off against each other. | propose to sketale closely this interaction in the
Hippolytus because it shows the way a conflict of differipges of temperance
might be taking place inlamlet

Hippolytus issophronin the sense of sexually chaste. Such chastay the
one hand a natural virtue of the type we have dirsaen with Charmides, and see
with Spenser’s Guyon - that of the blushing yourapnBut it is a virtue Hippolytus
pursues with a passionate conviction which corsfheith meden agamandgothi
sauton moderation and self-knowledge (79). Phaedraumsyng Hippolytus, her
step-son, demonstrates a contrary lack of nathadtdty. She knows what is right,
and the consequences for her reputation of purdwengassion, but cannot combat
it. The nurse uses a distorted and sophistic argtitnesay that it is a form diybris
on Phaedra’s part to resist the poweems and so she should give in to it (81).
When Phaedra does approach Hippolytus, his rejeofiber is fanatical and cruel,
lacking, in other words, in all temperance. Thiemperance leads to Phaedra’s

revenge and suicide. Theseus then pursues amivaatmpulse for revenge,
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demonstrating another form of intemperance as $gorels to Hippolytus with anger
and rash judgement.

Greek tragedy may not have been a direct souragtfeer Spenser or
Shakespeare, although the path from Euripides ¢ir@eneca to Shakespeare is
reasonably direct. My purpose in this section heentio show some of the
complexity ofsophrosynen the Greek period, and before its developmeipiaasof
the great philosophical systems. It will probabbpnbe clear in advance how these
ideas can be applied to a readinddaimletas a play concerned with temperance, a
reading | will attempt in the final section of tidkapter. The application of these
ideas is less immediately apparent in Spenseraiads more problems, and | will
turn to this first.

“Know Thyself” and “Nothing in Excess” in Spenser

The Delphic injunction to “know thyself” is perhapgre commonly associated with
prudence than temperance in the Renaissance pasi@art of the conceptual
narrowing of temperance discussed briefly in thentuction. Spenser, however,
very clearly links the injunctions “know thyselffd “nothing in excess” when
Guyon approaches the boundaries of the Bower ssBiFQII.xii. Guyon first
encounters a porter calle@énius (11.xii.47.i) who is not (to summarise the stajza
the celestial power to whom the care of life andegation pertains and who lets us
see “wondrous things concerning our welfare” (1144.5) and “ofte of secret ill bids
vs beware” (I.xii.47.7). He is not (in a charmipghutological couplet) “our Selfe,
whom though we do not see, / Yet each doth in telie $t well perceive to be”
(I1.xi1.47.8-9). In defeating this genius who istrfour Selfe”, Guyon seems, in his
own response, to be demonstrating the power of awgdtf in action. He can see
through the (rather transparent) ruse that thisugaepresents as “Pleasures porter”
(11.xii.48.8). Guyon'’s destruction of this portemsazer bowl of wine, and the staff
by which the porter “charmed semblants sly”(1148.8), suggests an ability to see
through the false, allied to the self-knowledgekegbby the use of “Selfe.” One way
of seeing Guyon’s response to the guardian of thedB of Bliss is as a signal of
Guyon’s own self-knowledge, and so of resilienceetaptations of pleasure
acquired by Guyon in the previous cantosQil. Guyon then encounters a figure
calledExcessewho sits under an overburdened arch of grape$alas in her left
hand a cup of wine, into which she squeezes grfapesan outstretched right hand.

Guyon violently smashes this offered cup.
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This sequence is like tableau vivant versionswof figures from a book of
emblems representing the Dephic injunctions “knbyseélf” and “nothing in
excess”, and it is the sequence of one followirggdther that suggests most strongly
that it is these precepts that Spenser is invokerg. Guyon, knowing who he is, is
enabled to identify and reject excess, and so le=hay a knight of temperance
should. On the surface of things, however, hisrdestve response seems excessive,
and establishes in little the larger sequenceet#nto, with its cumulative
destruction of the entire bower.

How to view the apparently intemperate destructibthe Bower of Bliss is
of course one of the vexed topics of Spenser sdtofa Michael Schoenfeldt
provides the following approach to this problem:

Although frequently defined as a middle groundiestn disagreeable
opposites, temperance is continually driven toesrity by the situation in
which it is enacted. The enforcement of temperdnacens to demand forms
of extreme violence that replicate the forcestitiinls to harness. The more
ethical pressures Spenser puts on temperancet@veotirse of the book, the
more its maintenance requires intemperate actibis. frocess reaches its
apotheosis in the troubling destruction of the BoufeBliss where we are
made to experience Spenser’'s immense ambivalence ahether extremity
in defence of the virtue of temperance is a vidd) (

One way of approaching the conundrum of the eraedgstruction of excess is
the cross-cutting of types of temperance just s@aén the conflicting types of
sophrosynén Euripides’Hippolytus Temperance as control of the urge to pleasure
requires strong and forceful action — somethinfgdht from temperance as equitable,
mild and moderate behaviour. Part of the seductidhe bower is its apparent mildness
and equanimity, reflected, as we have seen, inda®f temperance as a word for
mildness of climate. In the Bower of Bliss it ieaf, however, even from the first
artificiality of the grapes ovdexcesss porch — “So made by art, to beautify the rest”
(11.xii.55.2) — that it is appearance rather theality that is at stake. The ability to
distinguish the false from the true is being asged with self-knowledge from Guyon’s
first encounter with Pleasure’s Porter at the extdo the bower, and this association
governs Guyon'’s final destructive responses. Toeschot in itself resolve the problem
Schoenfeldt and others have raised for so longt bives it a slightly different shape.
The issue is further complicated when we relaténjo@ctions “know thyself” and
“nothing in excess”, signalled so clearly by Speagé¢he entrance to the Bower of Bliss
with that other important Greek maxim, “think méttaoughts”, and realise that this is

the focus of the centre BRII.
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The Greek injunction, “think mortal thoughts”, igrsalled most strongly by the
presence of Tantalus at the end of Guyon’s paskemegh the Cave of Mammon.
Tantalus’ presumptuous desire to feast with thes gegresentsybrisin the sense of a
challenge to the divinity, a direct refusal to gtaeortal limitations. The classical
injunction is then given a specifically Christiaevelopment when we find Pilate
accompanying Tantalus. Pilate’s hand-washing irstbey of the crucifixion has all the
features of apparent equitability and reasonaldeesl in this sense parallels the
apparent mildness of the Bower of Bliss. Underndattveneer of reasonable
governance, Pilate lacked the self-knowledge o€finstian terms) the ultimate/bris
He thought he could judge divinity and so “Deliwkup the Lord of life to dye”
(1.vii.62.6). Spenser represents the deepestifiltblved (on the model of a reverse
ladder down to deepest intemperance) in Pilateshing of his hands, a washing that in
the Cave of Mammon becomes a washing in deepeséf®e, to indicate the soiling of
the soul with “fowle iniquity ” (I1.vii.62.9). Intenperance at the deepest geographical
depth of Book Il is, then, all about the failuré‘tisink mortal thoughts,” a form of
failure of self-knowledge. That Pilate is foundtas end-point of the journey through
the Cave of Mammon then shapes our view of thliniescent into the cave,
suggesting that the territory traversed by GuyahénCave is not just to do with a desire
for worldly goods, but a deeper senseuwgfiditas associated with pride that is itself the
source of The Fall. One of the consequencesiaiflitasafter the Fall was the loss of
clear judgement, the natural moral prudence sud/byd ynette Black and critical to
self-knowledge. Avarice, an expression of excessasire, the pride of the failure to
“think mortal thoughts” and an accompanying lackeif-knowledge become
differently but just as importantly interconnectedChristian thought as they have been
in classical thought.

Spenser uses a strong allusion to Boethiusisolation of Philosoph®
Prosa 5 (Hamilton 215) to convey the source of humesery in a sense of an
avaricious desire for more than is provided by reatAll three Delphic precepts are
violated in the Fall, whether in the Christian sensthe more classical loss of the
golden age. The injunction “nothing in excess”leacly violated by excessive desire
for things that are not strictly needed; and theriation to “think mortal thoughts” is
violated by théhybristhat lies behind such a desire, the pride of wagntio be more
like the gods, which Agamemnon displays in steppinghe red carpets. The failure
of self-knowledge demonstrated at The Fall is thkife to recognise the deeper loss

that follows from the apparent gains of excessnSees Boethian allusion makes

57



this excess the source of all the imagery of feduiéh in FQII (215). Guyon

answers Mammon'’s initial temptation to wealth well:

Indeed (quoth he) through fowle intemperaunce,
Frayle men are oft captiu’d to couetise:

But would they thinke, with how small allowaunce
Vntroubled Nature doth her selfe suffise,

Such superfluities they would despise,

Which with sad cares empeach our natiue ioyes:
At the well head the purest streams arise:

But mucky filth his branching armes annoyes,

And with vncomely weedes the gentle waue acclofkeii.15.1-9)

As Spenser echoes Boethius in Guyon’s respong&atomon, we are left
free to read the sentiments in terms of a paga&haistian frame, as we are with
Boethius. The dwellers in the antique world thoudletequivalent of “mortal
thoughts.” They found no defect in the Creatoracgy; but accepted the gifts of
“soueraine bounty” (I1.vii.16.4) with thanks andtin. It was pride, “like corn-fed
steed” (Il.vii.16.6) that led men to abandon a ftiat was “like Angels” (I1.vii.16.5),
and to “exceed the measure of her meane, and Hditstaneed” (11.vii.16.8-9) — in
other words, to fail the injunction “nothing in egs.” This led to the “sacriledge”
(Il.vii.17.4) of wounding the womb and tomb of mamjreat Grandmother, the earth,
seeking for gold and silver from avarice and “pounmppride” (11.vii.17.7).

When Guyon, then, subsequent to this Boethian aggumefuses
Mammon'’s offer of wealth until he has seen it i$ taonted by some kind of blood-
guiltiness, and Mammon responds that the goods Ibe®e kept safe from “heuens
sight” (11.vii.19.9), it is hard not to see Guyos guilty of a similar lack of self-
knowledge to that of Oedipus, of failing to sed tiha case clearly before him also
applies to him. Or, more seriously, to see hisyeagrthe wilful act of an
Agamemnon, who knows that stepping on purple cariged challenge to the gods
but does so anyway. If it was an act of pride &kder gold and silver in the earth in
antique times, Guyon will not be exempt from a skdor a commodity that is
intrinsically blood-guilty (in the sense of beirggrt from the womb of the earth) to
meet ends already described by Guyon himself asagssary. Once in the cave,
Guyon'’s situation becomes morally complicated. Blenss to show self-knowledge
in never actually accepting the offered wealtlh@mg aware that if he does so he
will be torn to pieces, and so seems to be beiotgpted by the self-knowledge of
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the good genius “that oft of secret ill bids us besti (11.xii.47.7). But this
temperance of resistance disguises a deeper frategf thinking that, as the titular
knight of temperance, the exemplar of moderateraasionable behaviour, he is
exempt from the consequences of The Fdilylarisin some ways similar to
Oedipus’ inability to recognise the implicationstbé stories brought to him by the
messengers of the play, or Pilate’s failure to gatse the Lord of life when he stood
before him. Anne Lake Prescott, in her article loan€ave of Mammon ifihe
Spenser Encyclopaedialso highlights Guyon’s presumption in Christiarms in
reprimanding Tantalus as if he himself was freenfin, and this reprimanding act
leads us naturally to the hand-washing Pilatehasgh Guyon too can wash his
hands of the problem of innate sinfulness and Xicessive desire that goes hand in
hand with the failure to “think mortal thoughts’5@). Guyon’s own fall at the end of
the sequence of the journey through the Cave of Mamthen indicates the need for
a deeper self-knowledge, a higher form of tempexaihis higher form of
temperance is the teleological one seen at thabiegj of this chapter in Heraclitus,
the relationship of self-knowledge to the govermaotthe whole universe and the
individual soul, or in Christian terms knowledge@dd and in Protestant terms
knowledge of innate human sinfulness. Guyon, ins@ian terms, requires the divine
intervention of grace to establish such self-knalgks and so collapses.

Conflicting types of temperance inHamlet

A strong consequence of seeldgmletas a play thematically concerned with
temperance is to see characterisation in terms#fefeht aspects of temperance. As
Othello and lago convey different aspects and tygb¢salousy, Claudius and
Hamlet can be seen to demonstrate different aspéotseemperance (in a similar
way to the different failures gophrosyneonveyed in Euripidediippolytug and
different attempts to control intemperance. Theaffn turn of this approach is to
bring Claudius more strongly into the centre of pheey and to increase a sense of his
status as a tragic character.

Claudius may be seen as a sort of walking versi@penser's Bower of
Bliss. He is overtly associated with excess aedéit points of the play. In the
centre of the play, his covetousness for both rogher's crown and his brother’s
wife wins out against the eternal soul that cowdddgained through repentance. His
excessive desires cost him his soul, an act sésgoalally in Spenser as Acrasia

sucks out the soul of Verdant in the heart of the/@r of Bliss. Like Acrasia’s
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Bower, Claudius is characterised by his artificeadifice of which we are aware,
and by which we are still in part seduced. Speunses the metaphor of art for his
Bower; Shakespeare’s Claudius is revealed througlcantrived and seductive
artifice of oratory. Even after his speech confegsiis murder and his failure to find
a path to repentance, Claudius retains his appeax#reasonableness, and this
reasonableness muffles our response to the exXtérg orime.

Claudius can be seen from the opening of the iplégrms of ehybrislike
that in an Aeschylean play. He promises as he getiheestage in Act One Scene
Two to celebrate his “accord” (1.2.123) with Hantgtfiring off a volley of cannon
each time he drinks. It is an act that implicithaienges Jove the thunderer. With
the King'’s rouse, “the heaven shall bruit agaiRespeaking earthly thunder”
(1.2.127-8). He thus associates himself with exeessrinking, the barbarity of
which is spelt out by Hamlet in his speech agdimstational reputation for
drunkenness (1.4.15-16). We are in a kingdom thedugh attention to one of the
common aspects of intemperance (as seen in tlogludtion), is characterised by its
intemperance. The intemperance of the kingdomti:ew and has not been
established by Claudius, who in one sense merelireees its traditions. Hamlet’s
father also showeldybris of an Aeschylean kind in his challenging of oldtifdras
to single combat, a clash of Titans over natio&ketousness for land that
establishes the pattern of adversarial clashethé&oplay. Old Hamlet also dies “full
of bread” (3.3.80), so that Danish drunkennesedsto Danish gluttony. The
strongest image of excess, of a very Roman luxutiie play, is similar to that of
Spenser'€xcesseWe have already noted that when Claudius dissde union,”
a pearl, “richer than that which four successivegki/ In Denmark’s crown have
worn” (5.2.244-6), he is echoing an act of Cleopapecified by Sir Thomas Elyot
as one of intemperance. Again, like Agamemnon’g@tey on the blood-red carpets,
there is a challenge to the gods in such extravagdnke Spenser’Excessgwith
her cup into which she squeezes grapes, Claudiup’'ss held up in one hand, the
pearl in the other. This act (sometimes seen asa@ly of the mass) clearly falls into
the category of a failure to “think mortal thoughtSpenser’s Guyon smashes the
cup ofExcesséo the ground. Claudius warns Gertrude verbally,dmes not
intervene physically to dash his cup of poisonousess from her hand. Hamlet
responds too late to Claudius’s murderous intenmaer,gpicking up the cup only

after it has delivered its knowledge (and arguakelf-knowledge) to Gertrude.
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The picture we gain of Claudius’s behaviour thitottamlet’s report is one of
habitual excess, of an archetypally intemperate iamlet (in his own version of
extravagant desire) hopes to execute the king §wite is drunk asleep, or in his rage, /
Or in th’ incestuous pleasure of his bed, / At gaassvearing, or about some act / That
has no relish of salvation in’t” (3.3.89-92). It yriae possible to dismiss this description
as a characterisation of Claudius, both becausawiet's possible or probable
unreliability as a reporter of Claudius’s behavj@ar that (echoing the discussion of
intellectual argument in the introduction), the aigmt excess of the description weakens
the sense of accompanying veracity, and because tiehaviours are not directly
enacted in the play. What is presented is Clausiligamemnon-like defiance of mortal
limits in the centre of the play. Like Agamemnomwl éike Phaedra in Euripides’
Hippolytus Claudius is clear-sighted about his intemperamckthe consequences of his
failure to act against it. Agamemnon knows he allehging the gods in stepping onto
the blood-red carpets and failing to be temperatioing so, and, the play suggests,
suffers the consequences. Phaedra knows her tusipjoolytus is morally
unacceptable, that it involves lack of self-contanid could have disastrous
conseguences, and yet cannot summon that selbtdi@udius knows the extent of
his sin. “O, my offense is rank, it smells to hegvdt has the primal eldest curse upon't,
/ A brother’'s murder” (3.3.36-8). The roots of Glaus’s sin, by his own comparative
admission, lie in the earliest historical act of&ousness, Cain’s murder of Abel, and
like the imagery of Spenser’'s Boethian stanza, saghtousness, the wanting of what
does not belong to you and is superfluous to nHeegiresulted in rank filth. Like
Phaedra’s dilemma, the full pathos of Claudius'sitim cannot be realised without
some sense of a strong, clear-sighted but failestienal struggle. He is trapped by the
filth of the human condition that follows The Falhd that has its roots in excessive
desire. He also knows clear-sightedly the potepbaler of grace to those who confess:
“What if this cursed hand / Were thicker than ftsath brother’s blood, / Is there not
rain in the sweet heavens / To wash it white a&/8h¢3.3.43-6). But he cannot give up
“my crown, mine own ambition, and my queen” (3.3.%% is, then, in Spenser’s terms
“captiu’d to covertise” (ll.vii.15.2). Mammon, asu§fon says, confounds both realms
and rulers: “Witnesse the guiltlesse blood pouteonfground, / The crowned often
slaine, the slayer cround, / The sacred Diaderpeéges rent...So mak’st thou kings,
and gaynest wrongfull gouernment” (l1.vii.4-9). Gthus has failed to realise, in the
Boethian sense, “how small allowance, / VntroulNetlure doth her selfe suffise”
(11.vii.3-4) — the sense demonstratedHamletby the man who is not “passion’s slave”
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(3.2.62), Horatio, who “no revenue hast but thydyspirits / To feed and clothe thee”
(3.2.48-9). But like Phaedra, and in part (ansl@ne of the puzzles until the end of the
play whether desire for Gertrude or the crown praédates) because of a similar
passion, Claudius’s “bosom black as death” (3.3@d)“limed soul” (3.3.68) is trapped
in the filth of desire that has overstepped botéu and divine limits. Claudius’s
intemperance, in the Aristotelian sense to whiefil return in subsequent chapters, is
entrenched.

But this view of Claudius’s intemperance comeggan the main through the
(I am arguing) genuine pathos of his central sglipand Hamlet’s report. The face
Claudius presents to the court is one of admirabtereasonable self-control. As
with Spenser’s Bower of Bliss, Claudius’s intempeeis disguised by the
appearance of temperance. His speech in Act OneeSago wins over the court to
his succession; he is decisive in his actions theethreatened war; he is calm and in
control: he is, in other words, kingly. He represestability in the face of potential
disorder, and it is easy to overlook the fact thatunplanned succession for which
Claudius is directly responsible has itself caubedpotential for disorder and
external attack. The sequence of threatened disaradkcalm authority re-
establishing control is replayed after the deatRabnius, when Laertes brings a
mob demanding justice to the gates of the palalzeidiis epitomises kingly calm
and reasonableness, even in the face of Laerteseder revenge and a direct threat
to his physical safety (4.5.116). Following thefassion, the audience now knows
that, in Hamlet's phrase, Claudius is a “smilingphed villain” (1.5.106), and any
early distrust of him is confirmed, but neverthsléss understanding is experienced
more intellectually than emotionally because ofgkil of Claudius’s oratory. It is
only when Gertrude sees through the mechanismegbdisoning at the end of the
play that the spell of the reasonable responseafiyf broken on stage.

The audience’s experience of Claudius’s reasonab$e and the sense that the
scale of his own tragedy is hidden, is partly cdusethe overwhelming projection of
Hamlet’s contrasting expressions of lack of ematiaontrol. And if Claudius is like
Phaedra in showing a clear self-knowledge of thieraaf his intemperance, Hamlet
is like Hippolytus in his inability to see the intperance in his own acts of chastising
the intemperance of others. One of the large issestical commentary ohlamlet
(like that on the status of Othello) surroundsekint of his self-knowledge at the end
of the play. When Barnardo questions Horatio alimeitneaning of the appearance of
the ghost at the beginning of the play, Horaticssais “a mote...to trouble the mind’s
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eye” (1.1.112). The difficulty with the Biblical n®is that seeing one in another’s eye
can prevent you seeing the plank in your own. Hgnmeseeing the intemperance of
many of the other characters in the play, has teos#eing his own responses as
intemperate. Hamlet's rejection of Ophelia is nalike Hippolytus’ rejection of
Phaedra: it sees all women as a threat to purinaditional aspect of temperance as
we have seen in the introduction), to temperandtlearsense of chastity, and it is life-
denying, like Hippolytus’s speech to Phaedra, eflifie-affirming procreative power

of love. It is (and again in watching the “Mousetralay when Hamlet also breaches
social decorum) cruel in its effect, like Hippolgtawlenunciation of Phaedra. This cruel
rejection contributes to Ophelia’s tragic end. Hetrslgrief over Ophelia’s grave is
real, but does not include any overt acknowledgemesny personal responsibility

for this tragic outcome, and so an accompanyirfgkeewledge. And this lack of self-
knowledge may have at its root something like tbph®clean lack afophrosyneas
delusion, a failure of “soundness of mind.”

Hamlet’s bad faith, hypocrisy, or lack of self-kmedge is most strongly in
evidence in his chastising of Gertrude in the dlgsene, and it is also here that the
question of his sanity becomes most pointed. Likedjection of Ophelia, his attack
on Gertrude is also unnecessarily cruel and imgylit breaches all decorum, and
goes in every way to excess. Hamlet is unableléderdis own self-righteous excess
in denunciation, or his own immediately precedinga impulsive irascibility and
murder, to the moral excess he condemns.

But just as the audience is made to feel uneasyjidydius’s oratorical
justifications but are also ensnared by the moaerand self-control of his delivery,
sympathy for Hamlet is maintained even at his nrostionally excessive, in part
because of his moments of quiet and calm, eydeistorm of his emotional
frenzies. One of these moments is his central @@i$ioratio, and the passionate
control of his advice to the players. Another et beginning of the play, is his quiet
appraisal of his dead father, balancing deep aedtainate respect and sorrow with
realism. ““A was a man, take him for all and all,shall not look upon his like
again” (1.2.187-8). Hamlet’s ironic mockery of Pailas and Osric, his wit, also
arises from a controlled intelligence. The speedwes the skull of Yorick are also
calm in their reflection, and may be part of a dggpocess of developing self-
knowledge. Trying to ascertain where to place Hamea continuum between calm
insight and delusion in most other moments is phttie puzzle of the play. The

closet scene presents the conundrum most intensely.
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Hamlet's desire to chastise his mother is a stedament of the Saxo
Grammaticus source. That the remains of the spyiateorupts this counsel in Saxo
Grammaticus are fed to the swine is suggestivaabestiality of Acrasia and her
victims inFQIl, and Shakespeare may have incorporated thisaepthe original
when Hamlet berates his mother for living “in tla@k sweat of an enseamed bed, /
Stewed in corruption, honeying and making love e nasty sty” (3.4.93-5).
The scene of counsel remains key in Shakespedes/sagnd when read in terms of
temperance can be seen as an extraordinarilygaof sontrasting variations on a
theme. Hamlet’'s desire (against the direct admamitif the ghost) is to bring his
mother to self-knowledge. If the ghost can be seemy sense as parallel to
Spenser’s “Selfe,” the inner voice “who wondrousi¢ls concerning our welfare, /
And strange phantomes doth lett vs oft foreseend @éfte of secret ill bids vs
beware” (11.xii.47.5-7), then Hamlet is acting agstithis voice, one that has urged
leaving Gertrude to “heaven / And to those thohad in her bosom lodge / To prick
and sting her” (1.5.86-8). Hamlet is guilty, theha failure to “think mortal
thoughts” in taking on heaven’s role and attemptogring his mother to the point
of repentance to which his “Mousetrap” play has@knownst to him) brought
Claudius.

The conclusion of the play, however, shows the nrgef this reformation
of Gertrude, an issue of both her mortal life amdniortal soul. Hamlet (to use the
analogy of Guyon’s knocking away the cupExicessgattempts to intervene
between Gertrude and what he sees as her readgsogpce in incontinence, to
knock away in Spenser’s terms the poisoned chafiéerasia. This desire to
reform, however, is presented in a form that ig8amnious in the extreme, and that
escalates to breaches of social decorum lacedonittity. Like Hippolytus, Hamlet
IS excessive in every way. The delivery is ladetihwlramatic irony, because it is
preceded by Hamlet’'s own impulsive and recklessh@nsense of failing to reckon
consequences) act of murder. That reforming hiseras such an act of urgency for
Hamlet explains in part his lack of initial resperts this act of murder; that he sees
it as a trifle in the way of his higher purposetgelf signals a lack of self-
knowledge. Gertrude’s actions have, in his viewh@$egins to berate his mother,
sullied all pure love, a view with which Hamlet ioles heaven would agree.
“Heaven’s face doth glow; / Yea, this solidity asmimpound mass / With tristful
visage as against the doom, / Is thought-sickeatitht” (3.4.34). Hamlet follows the
comparison of the two brothers with the accusdtian Gertrude herself is guilty of
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something close to a lack of “soundness of min8&rise sure you have, / Else could
you not have motion, but sure that sense / Is &gegl for madness would not err, /
Nor sense to ecstasy was ne’er so thralled / Bes#rved some quantity of choice /
To serve in such a difference” (3.4.71-6). Hamlatsusations escalate the sense of
a lack of controlling reason to the point wheresma(using the line of metaphor
already established with Ophelia) prostitutes sgbeset action. If a comparatively
elderly mother cannot see the difference betwesbdnd and brother and resist
temptation (and we have seen that old men fallinfynw to Venus is a conventional
example of intemperance), what hope is there faumg man like Hamlet?
“Proclaim no shame / When the compulsive ardorgthe charge, / Since frost

itself as actively doth burn / And reason pandal$ (8.4.85-7).

Hamlet’s desire to trigger self-knowledge in Gedie appears at this point to
be successful. Gertrude’s response replays thegtitel confession we have just
seen from Claudius in a minor key. “O Hamlet, speaknore. / Thou turn’st mine
eyes into my very soul, / And there | see suchklauwl grained spots / As will not
leave their tinct” (3.4.88-91). But Hamlet canntaisthere. His emotional excess
becomes counter-productive, for the very reasorfsabagiven the actors against
histrionic acting. It loses credibility as it re@sha tipping point of extremity from
which Hamlet cannot pull back. This extremity nfasis itself as a lack of
soundness of mind, of the delusion we see in SdpsotAlas,” responds Gertrude,
“he’s mad” (3.4.105). Her response is to request (ais previously discussed) to
“[u]pon the heat and flame of thy distemper / Sklercool patience” (3.4.121-3).
The ghost has just offered the same advice forr@tthrough Hamlet, a projection
perhaps of Hamlet's sense of his own tenuous holstason over imagination: “Oh
step between her and her fighting soul: / Conocefteakest bodies strongest works”
(3.4.112-3). Gertrude’s diagnosis is unequivocahis is the very coinage of your
brain. / This bodiless creation ecstasy / Is venyning in” (3.4.138-40).

Upon the exit of the ghost, Hamlet returns tolenea admonition of
Gertrude. He claims a temperate harmony of bodynaind. He is most concerned
that an accusation of madness should not deti@at fis message of temperance to
Gertrude: “for love of grace, / Lay not that flaittey unction to your soul, / That not
your trespass but my madness speaks” (3.4.145h@)pioblem of seeing what is
true and what is not becomes urgent, for rejedtiegnessage because of the
messenger has the potential to “skin and film ferous place / Whiles rank
corruption, mining all within, / Infects unseen”.43148-150). The metaphor of rank
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corruption mining all within also stands in Hamsethind for the problem with
Elsinore. It is essentially the same metaphor oh#ying and making love / Over
the nasty sty” (3.4.93-4), a metaphor that coutad sktand for the activity of
Spenser’s Bower of Bliss. But Hamlet's advice —tadtspread the compost on the
weeds / To make them ranker” (3.4.152-3) — is atrimomediately undermined by
his own self-styling as “virtue.” It is possibleatithese lines could be delivered
ironically, but even so, they still convey Hamldgsk of self-knowledge, his sense
that he is exempt from the intemperance of otH€&i@give me this my virtue, / For
in the fatness of these pursy times / Virtue iteélice must pardon beg, / Yea, curb
and woo for leave to do him good” (3.4.153-6).

The apology, though, has a tenor of a more moderegraction, as if Hamlet
is returning to himself. Hamlet then argues foahituation to abstinence on
Gertrude’s part, an echo of the process of acquaimd begetting temperance
demanded of the players. It is not until this pdivat he returns to the body of the
man he has himself slain. Now he is calm, he hrasi@nal, if despairing, self-
justification for the murder — it signals his rase “scourge and minister,” (and it is
about this role that some of the deepest issukmofliet’s self-knowledge or lack of
it will revolve, and which the next chapter willigue more fully). At this point he
has sufficient distance from his passionate defitejustify his excessive language,
a justification that must essentially be that ofyGuis destruction of the Bower of
Bliss: “I must be cruel only to be kind” (3.4.178)is foresight into the implications
of Polonius’ death is accurate: “Thus bad begind,\&orse remains behind”
(3.4.180). Now calm, he tells Gertrude that hensd in craft” (3.4.188), but with
no apparent insight into how the appearance oftlost has made him seem to
Gertrude. But then some remnants of his rage retough in a controlled and
mocking form. He creates a strong visual imagent#mperate lust in his request to
keep the secret of his contrived madness hiddertrde should not “Let the bloat
king tempt you again to bed, / Pinch wanton on yahaek, call you his mouse, /
And let him for a pair of reechy kisses, / Or paulglin your neck with his damned
fingers, / Make you to ravel all this matter out(3!4.183-7). As a result, it seems,
of this potential image, Hamlet then resorts teagsm. Gertrude is not in Hamlet's
eyes “a queen, fair, sober, wise” (3.4.190) (theetygf a Euripideasophronwoman
like Andromache), and must be implicitly threatemed to pass on the secret.
Hamlet ends the scene calmly, with wit and judgemerPolonius, but again with

no sense of any possible intemperance in the cimgskee has himself just given.
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“Indeed, this counsellor / Is now most still, mestret, and most grave, / Who was
in life a foolish prating knave” (3.4.214-6).

At the end of the play, when Gertrude proclaime,‘No, the drink, the drink
— O my dear Hamlet — / The drink, the drink — | paisoned” (5.2.290-91), there is a
strong suggestion of an underlying self-knowledge/ich Hamlet's counselling in
the closet scene has brought her. She has at théeast seen the justice of Hamlet's
accusation of murder against Claudius, and herappdiamlet may acknowledge
the rest of his case. Laertes’ final appeal to H#nal sort of repentance, results from
some insight into his own entrapment in Claudimsigderous purposes, and may
amount to a form of self-knowledge: “Mine and mth&xr’s death come not upon
thee, / Nor thine on me” (5.2.309-10). The difficgiestion about Hamlet is whether
he has also moved to a deeper Sophoclean self-kdge/lin the second half of the
play, a preparation for the death that awaits loinwhether he has in some sense
changed places with Claudius (once Claudius has bexight to the self-knowledge
that cannot guide his action in the centre of thg)pand become seduced by his
own oratory into all separation from moral respbiisy for the effects of his actions
on others: whether, in other words, he dies lackihgsight into his own forms of
intemperance. Shakespeare’s judgement on Hamketntike his judgement on
Othello, or Euripides’ judgement on Hippolytus affteseus, may in some ways be

reasonably hard.
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Chapter Four: Archetypes, revenge and original sin

In this chapter we will move from an essentiallymatic reading of temperance in
Hamletin terms of conflicting aspects of the intempeeaotindividuals, to favour the
allegorical basis of Spenser’s legend of temperandats use of archetypal imagery.
We will also move from the furthest historical r@of temperance as a classical virtue to
sources of Christian theology immediate to thedbBithan period, its state articles of
faith and official Church homilies. ReadingsHtdmletin terms of archetypes of original
sin are debated but not new — a comparisonkh makes it harder to ignore their
presence in Shakespeare’s play without in itsetiluing the issue of the balance of
weight to give the archetypal or the mimetic. Tomparisons in this chapter will deal
particularly with its imagery of corruption and theisonous effects of concupiscence,
and will focus on temperance as action taken -ngve against the fallen self.

Both FQIl andHamletend in acts of violence. Guyon and his Palmer bind
Acrasia in adamantine chains and then destroydhtriced beauty of the Bower of
Bliss. Hamletends with bodies strewn across the stage anddetthption
uncovered. In both works there is a tension betwieemeed to become temperate
oneself and the desire to reform others, and | Baggested in the previous chapter
this tension involves problems of self-knowledd®ll is clearly delineated as a
Christian and Protestant allegory. Its narrativienised to the narrative &fQl, the
Legend of Holiness, and an angel descends to Hteeeof its protagonist in the
centre ofFQII. The theological dimensions bfamletare less easily established, and
are rightly open to debate, but it cannot be awbitiat the play contains a series of
Christian references which lend themselves to gaar archetypal readings,
readings made by different critics in the lightfafgustinian, Calvinist and Thomist
theology. Most problematic of the Christian allusads Hamlet's styling himself in
the role of “scourge and minister,” because th&gtetion blurs the lines between
secular personal or political revenge and religichisstisement. This chapter then
pursues the overtly religious dimensions of botlmkspand in the case bfamletthe
most archetypal elements, and their relationshipeovirtue of temperance.

Both Guyon’s zealous act of destruction of the Bowf Bliss, and Hamlet’s
self-styling as “scourge and minister,” seem itlifigo be incompatible with the
moderation and self-control that are associateld thig virtue of temperance. In
Christian theology, Christ’s action against the eytenders in the temple is cited in

defence of violent acts of purging corruption. Tt&ce of violent admonition in a
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legend of temperance and a tragedy concerned &itpdrance also becomes clearer
when we realise there are classical precedenwufdr zealous and sometimes
violent admonition as acts of bringing temperarcethers, that this is in fact a
traditional aspect of temperance as a conceptGrhek concept asophrosyne
always allowed for the role of the chastiser, taespn whose role it was to make
others temperate. Apollo often has this active, raéehe does in his punishment of
Agamemnon in théiad and, it is important to note, such a chastiser mgds

required to act temperately himself in the proeadgsaking others temperate (North
From Myth tolcon 63). In AeschylusPersians(as Helen North explains) it is Zeus
Kolastes(the Corrector) who is offended by Persmrisand impiety (North 35).
On the other hand, in ti&even against Theh@hebes is saved because its cause is
just and its champions are temperate, while tteelkdtrs are hybristic. The discourse
of thesophronistagwho correct the behaviour of others, also opdrate¢he politics
of Athens; sometimes it was the oligarchs who gttechto correct the behaviour of
others, and sometimes the democrats were insiyphronistador the oligarchs. In
Plato’sLawsthe connotations of this aspectsoiphrosynare seen when the
reformatory for those accused of impiety by reasiiolly is called the
Sophronisterior{House of Correction) (Northrom Myth to Iconl15). The officer
who supervised the morals of the Athenggrinebesvas calledSsophronistesThese
men over forty years, one from each tribe, lookiter theephebesvho were
expected to learn discipline, orderliness and setitrol (North 195).

Two strands of thinking, Greek and Hebraic, conggeetioer when this act of
reforming others is Christianised, and it is thasnbined tradition that feeds into the
constant language of admonitionF®ll andHamlet When Ambrose presented a
bridle containing a nail from the True Cross to §tantine as a symbol for the ruler
of the need to curb his insolence and restraituisis he is described as a
sophroniste$367). Thus a classical tradition feeds into the Testament tradition
of the prophet as scourge, a tradition that is afgaied to Christ in the overturning
of the tables of the money-lenders in the Temple dct of bringing moderation and
self-control to others, whether through direct@ttor the language of admonition,
does not in either tradition need to be in itsgffressed moderately. A clear
example of the violence of the language of admamitn the early Christian church
is seen in ClementBaedagoguswhich emphasises the salutary importance of
reproof in Christian life, to bring a health of $authe tradition of the original
etymology ofsophrosynes health of thphrenes
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Reproof is, as it were, the surgery of the passibrtise soul; and the passions
are, as it were, an abscess of the truth, which brisut open by an incision
of the lancet of reproof. Reproach is like the aggion of medicines,
dissolving the callosities of the passions, andjipgy the impurities of the
lewdness of the life; and in addition, reducing ¢iterescences of pride,
restoring the patient to the healthy and true sthtfeimanity. Admonition is

as it were, the regimen of the diseased soul, pbasg what it must take, and
forbidding what it must not. And all these tendsédvation and eternal health.
(Clement 225; 1.viii)

Clement directly links Christ as Instructor wittetrole of scourge. “For the
Instructor also, in virtue of His being good, witbnsummate art glides into censure
by rebuke, rousing the sluggishness of the mindlisysharp words as by a scourge”
(226; L.viii). The further step of denunciation cause the sleeper from deep sleep.
John 15.1, 2 — “l am the true vine, and my fateghe husbandman” — is used as an
example. The Word as a knife “clears away the wastwots; compelling the
impulses of the soul to fructify, not to indulgelust” (226; 1, viii).

Clement, however, quite specifically rules out Goddgement as a form of

revenge.

Now hatred of evil attends the good man, in vikfiélis being in nature
good. Wherefore | will grant that He punishes tlebedient (for punishment
is for the good and advantage of him who is punisfar it is the correction
of a refractory subject); but | will not grant tHae wishes to take vengeance.
Revenge is retribution for evil, imposed for theantage of him who takes
the revenge. He will not desire us to take reveng® teaches us to ‘pray for
those who despitefully use us’. (227; Lviii)

But it is “not inconsistent with the saving Word,administer rebuke dictated by
solicitude. For this is the medicine of the divioee to man, by which the blush of
modesty breaks forth, and shame at sin supervéd28? l.viii). Instead the actions
of the Instructor proceed in the following way: ‘testifies to the good, and
summons forth to better things those that are @atlsssuades those that are
hastening to do wrong from the attempt, and exhbds to turn to a better life”
(228; l.viii). Thus the Divine Word “devotes Hims&b the saving of the children,
admonishing, upbraiding, blaming, chiding, reprayvithreatening, healing,
promising, favouring; and as it were, by many reasbing the irrational impulses
of humanity” (228; 1.ix). Curbing the irrational palses of humanity with many
reins has strong overtones of the Platonic chaiaad the discourse of restraint
that traditionally surrounds temperance.

Admonition, as the censure of loving care, produseterstanding. Clement
gives the example of the Gospel (Matthew 23. 3Wtbften would | have gathered
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thy children, as a bird gathers her young ones ninelewings, and ye would not!”
(gtd 228, 1. ix). Reproof is defined as the brirggiorth of sin and laying it before the
sinner. Proverbs 3. 11-12 is also given as a spwitie the explicit use of the
language of scourging. “My son, despise not theuctmastening of the LORD; nor
faint when thou are rebuked of Him: for whom theRIDloveth he chasteneth, and
scourgeth every son whom He receiveth” (qtd 229). 1.

The Easter Sermon (“Of the Resurrection of Oun@aesus Christ”) in
the official Elizabethan homilies, directly familito Spenser’s readers and
Shakespeare’s audience, contains language of viatenonition that follows this
patristic tradition. Easter is seen as the timlialt@nd offer up the sins of the body
as Christ was offered up for redemption.

Trueth it is that sinne is strong, and affectionseuly. Hard it is to subdue and
resist our nature, so corrupt and leauened witlsdleer bitternesse of the
poyson which we have received by the inheritancauofold father
Adam....Though your power bee weake, yet Christsgrriagaine to
strengthen you in your battaile, his holy Spiriaihelpe your infirmities. In
trust of his mercy, take you in hand to purge dhite leauen of sinne, that
corrupteth and sowreth the sweetenesse of ourdiiere GOD, that yee may
bee as newe and fresh dow, voyde of all sower reatizrickedness. (Pt 3)

What is perhaps most unexpected is the sermoniessipn of the need for this

purgation in terms of killing.

| say kill & offer you vp the worldly and earthlyfactions of your bodies. For

Christ our Easter Lambe is offered vp for vs, ttyshe power of sinne, to

deliver vs from the danger thereof, and to givexample to die to sinne in

our lives”. (ibid)
The rebuke is also explicitly not for the unregeter but delivered to those, already
saved, who risk regression away from righteousness.

In FQII the act of killing allegorical representativefstioe “worldly and
earthly affections of the body” occurs when Artfights and kills Pyrochles and
Cymochles (usually interpreted as the concupisaedtirascible appetites), and
when Arthur strangles and subsequently drowns Malgga standing lake (usually
interpreted as an act of baptism). Both acts amtautite battle through which the
risen Christ strengthens the weak human to fightresg the poison of the Old Adam,
the worldly and earthly affections of the body.

To escape from the filthiness of the world can asawy overtones of neo-
platonic purification in writers like Augustine. Hesuch purification is not only
Christianised, but directly associated with tempeea In the early Augustinidbe
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Ordine, temperance, conversion and purification away fthen“mud and filth” of

the body are identified with each other.

After all, from what things do you think we praylie turned towards
[convertamuf God so that we can see his face, if not fromntivel and filth

of the body, and similarly from the shadows in whécror wraps us? And
what is it to be turnedcpnvert] if not to turn away from the excesses of vice,
and to be raised into ourselves by virtue and teamue? (1.8.23)

In De Moribus EcclesigeAugustine’s central definition of temperance Véaogiving
itself entire and incorrupt for God,” (15.25) isvgn in terms of a delivery from the
Old Adam in us. “The whole duty of temperance...iptb off the old man and be
renewed in God — that is, to scorn all bodily deigy and the popular applause, and
to turn the whole love to things divine and unse®.36). Temperance, as an act of
rejecting everything that is associated with thd &tflam, thus becomes pivotal in
the moment of conversion to God and spiritual realeihis Augustinian view of
temperance as Pauline spiritual renewal achieveah @t of love underlies
Spenser’s conception of temperanc&@il in my view, a point to which | will
return in a range of ways.

The complication for a battle of temperance witd ©ld Adam in the fallen
self in Christian and particularly Calvinist theglois that the effects of original sin
always remain, even in the regenerated. The offfiiaabethan church line is given

in the ninth article of the Elizabethan churchleatent.

Original sin standeth not in the following of Adafas the Pelagians do vainly
talk) but it is the fault and corruption of the Nt of every man, that
naturally is engendered of the offspring of Adarhgneby man is very far
gone from original righteousness, and is of his oature inclined to evil, so
that the flesh lusteth always contrary to the §pand therefore in every
person born in this world it deserveth God’s wratll damnation. And this
infection of nature doth remain, yea in them thiatragenerated; whereby the
lust of the flesh, called in Greek, phronema sasddich some do expound
the wisdom, some sensuality, some the affectiamesthe desire, of the
flesh), is not subject to the Law of God. And altgb there is no
condemnation for them that believe and are baptizeicthe Apostle doth
confess, that concupiscence and lust hath of itiselhature of sin. (Articles

of Religion, 1X)

This article, written as it is in a highly-chargealitical context at the
beginning of Elizabeth’s newly Protestant reignpamnts to a kind of theological
compromise that leans strongly towards the Calvposition, and is noticeably less

optimistic than the Easter homily. While the Eas&rmon proclaims the potential

for the believer, in partaking in Christ’s crucifix and resurrection, to become “as
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newe and fresh dow, voyde of all sowe leauen okedoess” (Pt 3), the article is
more cautious, claiming only that “there is no cemahation for them that believe
and are baptized.” But it is also making it cldattno complete extirpation of innate
concupiscence is possible, that even in the regémé@nnate concupiscence both
remains and has the nature of sin and cannot lapedc

The tension between the relative optimism of thet&ahomily, and the
pessimism in regard to the lingering effects ofitenconcupiscence in the ninth
article of the official articles of faith of thetablished church, is reflected in Spenser
criticism, with an increasing tendency to move to¥gahe Calvinist position, and |
will provide here some representative examplesisfttend. We see this in the
movement away from reading Guyon’s action agairtsasia in the Bower as an
absolute victory. In 1958, in “A Theological Reagliof The Faerie Queen@&ook
II,” A.C. Hamilton argued “that the bloody-handedl stands for mankind which
from its infancy has been infected by original $§Blood upon the hands being the
usual token of man’s guilty state),” and definedasta as “Intemperance, seen as an
enchanting woman” (156). As an analogy, Acrasi&isHamilton, Eve in her
Garden of Eden, and Eve is seen as the sourceashAdieath and the stain of
original sin on the human race. Guyon’s quest sndo the effects of the Fall, and
“to assert the power of the temperate body oveér(456). Guyon, in Hamilton’s
view, successfully triumphs over this second Ewel, Arthur over a Maleger who
represents the Old Adam of the Thirty-Nine Artictéted above, that is original sin.
Arthur’'s defeat of Maleger cleans the blood of orad) sin from the hands of the
babe, and so Guyon can proceed triumphantly (uthi&esryll who refuses to be
made regenerate). Patrick Cullen, similarly, sawdbuas performing a complete
imitation of Christ in the Bower of Bliss, sometgihe fails to do in the Cave of
Mammon episode (Cullen 68). This final triumph asgible through a dependence
on grace.

Harry Berger, drawing particularly on Augustinidmotight (and the Thomist
interpretation of temperance of Josef Pieper)pth loptimistic and pessimistic about
the ultimate outcome of temperance achieved threpgitual renewal. He sees
grace, signalled by the arrival of the angel hafwhrough the legend, as leading to
“a moral harmony which yet reaches down to ‘thesexitial core of man,” a
perfecting and reordering even of instinct, withiethman may have nothing to do,
of which he need not even be aware” (Berger 62¢. dffect of grace is “a profound
process, working beneath and above and in spiteredciousness” (62). But despite
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the at times unconscious operation of this prod@sgger clearly sees human action
as in co-operation with grace in the acquisitioteshperance, an acquisition which
he sees as the duty of all Christians, in a manaeunlike the Easter homily but
which for the Calvinist may smack of a Catholigaete on works. This point

emerges in his discussionkyfsisor “proper mixing.”

Krasis as a blending, an ethical climate in thd,dmcomes more than a
starting point, more than an accidental happinéggsposition; it comes as
the result of a course of action on the part ofilsman will — aracquired
virtue which may be perfected by grace. As a godle reached, the result of
Temperance, it is not merely the gift of a fortengw, but the obligation of
Everyman. (Berger 67)

Berger clearly sees temperance as a moral imperfmall, and one for
which every Christian should actively strive. Heatees the flesh as something to
be celebrated and not repressed, directly rejetiitly the neo-Platonic and Calvinist
in discussion of the House of Alma. Instead, Bedgscribes Spenser’s portrayal of
the body as Pauline and Augustinian, and citesppartThe City of GoXIV.5:
“There is no need... that in our sins and vices vweise the nature of the flesh to the
injury of the Creator, for in its own kind and degrthe flesh is good” (qtd Berger
68). Like Augustine, Berger’s focus is on the cptron of the will, and he stresses
that it is this corruption, and not just that o thody, that Christian temperance must
combat. Guyon, in the Bower of Bliss episode, i®lwned, in Berger’s reading, not
in a Platonic struggle of reason against lust,atprimal Pauline battle with an
enemy of God competing with the Divine Creation.

Carol Kaske’s analysis of the episode of Mordamt Amavia in terms of
Romans 7 and Augustinian psychology complicatesdmeghens Berger’s portrayal
of a primal battle in the soul between the spiréttis of God and the spirit of the
world by showing how the dice are, as it were,lgtdcagainst the will, both because
of original sin and through the revelation of irmatnfulness by the Mosaic Law.
Kaske looks at Augustine’s interpretation of Romars “I had not known sin, but
for the law: for I had not known lust, except thevihad said, thou shalt not covet.
But sin, taking occasion by the commandment, wrougme all manner of
concupiscence. For without the law sin was dead! fa@s alive without the law
once: but when the commandment came, sin revived died” (Kaske 93). The
Augustinian negative suggestibility of t@@nfessiongneatly summarised by Kaske
as “if you tell a boy not to pick pears, the fitlsing he’ll want to do is pick pears”
(93)) explains why Amavia’s attempt to reform Mantlafter his seduction by
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concupiscence in itself leads inevitably to higifyeal death. Moral reformation, in
the classical sense of the action of rational @ntannot account for the moral
paradox that people will still pursue an immoralwhile understanding it to be
immoral. More strongly, in Pauline terms, knowledigat an act is immoral becomes
the occasion of sin, a paradoxically active seduactd sin. The only away around
this paradox is the action of grace to releasaviidrom the restrictions of the Law.
Acrasia’s poisoned stirrup cup of wine thus becordestified by Kaske with the
forbidden fruit that brought death to Adam and $eeis Mordant as Mortdant

(“him that death does giue” (11.i.55.4) (Kaske 95).

The odds of moral reformation are stacked aganesChristian, both if what
must be reformed is not passion by reason, butraateé corruption that affects body,
soul and will, and if a rational understanding adral prohibition increases rather
than diminishes the likelihood of the will choosifog ill. The Augustinian and
Calvinist doctrine of election predetermines whdl ehoose for good, and who for
ill, and makes the ability to choose for good @tyia matter of the operation of
divine grace. Richard Mallette demonstrates theabkethan position on election
through William Perkins, who in 1598 describesshmer as a prisoner who is not
only sick but “starke dead”, and who cannot stirls own release until God
implants a new soul in him (Mallette 2).

Richard McCabe’s study,he Pillars of Eternity: Time and Providence in
The FaerieQueeneargues that “Calvin’s doctrine of the relatioqshetween grace
and will was one of the most contentious tenetefafrmed theology” (171), and
also the issue that most clearly distinguished i@dhom his Anglican and Catholic
opponents. For Calvin, free will means being ereflato sin and free to commit sin.
McCabe cites thinstitutes “simply to will is of man; to will ill, of a compt nature;
to will well, of grace” (qtd McCabe 171). Througbgeneration, election recreates
the will: “Because of the bondage of sin by whikhk will is held bound, it cannot
move towards good, much less apply itself theretoa movement of this sort is the
beginning of conversion to God, which in Scriptigr@scribed entirely to God’s
grace” (qtd McCabe 171-2). This accounts for Gugarscue by divine grace at the
end of the Cave of Mammon episode while in a sthtomplete dependence, while
the Pyrochles who dies at Arthur’'s hand represingseprobate whose heart has
been hardened against accepting grace.

But we must note McCabe is not completely confiderattributing an
absolute Calvinist position to Spenser. Arguingrfrd View of the Present State of
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Ireland, he sees Spenser’s application of the doctriredemtion as a generous one:
“Spenser has no doubt, for example, that ‘manyhGlats will receive saving grace
despite the corruptions of their Church” (175)haligh they may first need to
convert to the Protestant belief system. In hisuision of the differences between
Calvin, on the one side, and Hooker and Erasmubenther, on | Corinthians
15.10 —“I laboured more abundantly than theyyadt:not I, but the grace of God
that was in me,” — McCabe also sees (in what nthgiebe a generous fudging or
quite acutely help us to see where Spenser isigosd), “many apparent
inaccuracies in Spenser’s treatment of grace” #fectang “unresolved tensions in
Reformed theology compounded by the artistic dermafén intricate story-line”
(176). On the one hand, the position that “nothéngurs but sin” becomes
deterministic (and McCabe cites Hooker’s words)akimg man little more than a
block” (177). On the other hand, McCabe arguesetfSpr...greatly values human
endeavour and the concept of spiritual trial wreelbms to inform most of the quests
bespeaks a keen interest in the workings of thié (#if7). Because in cases of trial
attention becomes focussed on the painful proddsscomes hard not to want to
talk in terms of free will: “however efficaciousdlgrace, its recipient feels isolated”
(177). But this would be to misread Spenser, in Blo€s opinion. “The most that
may safely be said is that Spenser pursues a osutaurse between the second
book of thelnstitutesand the articles of the Established Church, thérasestrongly
influenced by Calvinism” (177).

Daryl Gless also favours a more Calvinist positoSpenser’s treatment of
temperance, and highlights the problem that eviam efgeneration, the reason will
always be operating in the dark — unless diredtiyninated at a particular moment
by divine revelation. The effect is that “Guyon rifasts blindness to issues that are
too deep, theology would maintain, for reason’s arudlality’s reach” (Gless 182).
Gless gives Guyon’s “pat” (182) response to theldeaf Mordant and Amavia as
an example of the limitations of temperance agmnati self-control from a Reformed
perspective. In Gless’s reading, Guyon’s destraabibthe Bower of Bliss, his
tempest of wrathfulness, cannot be entirely equaiddthe execution of a just
dispassionate anger, because Guyon “corrupts e \gorks he performs” (191).
But Gless argues this both ways, claiming that Gustdl “remains a true colleague
of the knight of holiness” (191), in the same wayha sees both sinfulness and lack

of sinfulness in Guyon’s entry into the Cave of Maan. Gless concludes that the
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fact “neither the knight nor his palmer perceiviasvt in their achievement provides
a final reminder that temperance is a limited &ft(191).

Gless, Mallette and McCabe have moved a long way the triumphant
view of Hamilton and Cullen of the conclusionkIl. The theological position
they present is closer to the cautiously wordedcheriX of Elizabethan faith, than
the confident exhortation of the Elizabethan Eastenily which promises that by
killing and offering up the passions of body the&bethan churchgoer can be made
as new dough, void of all wickedness. It is witbgé tensions in mind that we will
begin to trace some of the imagery of concupiscématthreads its way through the
legend of temperance and contributes to its proaliendenouement. As Spenser
points out in the_etter to Raleighhis poetic approach is different from the offgrin
of “good discipline deliuered plainly in the waymfecepts or sermoned at large”
(Hamilton 716). And one of his poetic tricks, | glegt, is, through the operation of
what | would like to describe as a poetic caresseduction of language, to take the
reader inside the skin of concupiscence, showingoussubtly it operates to infect

the will.

“Hard it is to subdue and resist our nature”

Mordant, “him that death does giue”, dies in thistfcanto oFQIl, when he drinks
from a charmed cup given to him by Acrasia andltuthe charm Sad verse, giue
death to him that death does giue, / And losseus,|to her that loues to litie
(11.i.55.4-5). One way of seeing this episode &t tMordant gives death in the way
the old Adam in man brings death. Carol Kaske, ahave seen, has elucidated this
passage in terms of knowledge of the Law (95). Aimdescribes attempting to
reform her wayward lord: “through wise handling danle gouernaunce, / | him
recured to a better will” (11.i.54.6-7). But as thaw brings an overwhelming
knowledge of human sinfulness, Mordant is overcarhen the cup of Acrasia
comes into contact with the pure waters of a W&llyon and the Palmer bury the

bodies of Mordant and Amavia and swear an oatlie#/‘vengeance.”

Such and such euil God Guyonreare,

And worse and worse young Orphane be thy payne,

If I or thou dew vengeance doe forbeare,

Til guiltie blood her guerdon doe obtayne:

So shedding many teares, they closd the eartmagéy.i.61.5-9)
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This “dew vengeance” for the deaths of Mordant Anthvia becomes transformed
into a project of education for their offspring. yam and the Palmer leave the Babe

with the blood-stained hands with Medina and,

Did earnestly committ, and her coniure,

In vertuous lore to traine his tender youth,

And all that gentle noriture ensueth:

And that so soone as ryper yeares he raught,

He might for memory of that dayes ruth,

Be calledRuddymangand thereby taught,

T’auenge his Parents death on them, that hacbiig¥t. (I1.iii.2.1-9)

To be trained in “vertuous lore” and to avengefdasents’ death become associated
if not identical tasks, if both are directed at @ld Adam in humankind. When
Guyon has been unable to wash the blood from tlaetis hands he has become
puzzled, and we are given the first indication thatbodies of Mordant and Amavia

have not remained securely buried.

He wist not whether blott of fowle offence

Might not be purgd with water nor with bath;

Or that high God, in lieu of innocence,

Imprinted had that token of his wrath,

To shew how sore bloodguiltinesse he hat'th;

Or that the charme and veneme, which they dronck,

Their blood with secret filth infected hath,

Being diffused through the sencelesse tronck,

That through the great contagion direful deadbynek. (I1.ii.4.1-9)

The babe’s training in vertuous lore is to combé&t tgreat contagion,” the operation
of “the veneme.” The blood remains on the babefslbas a “sacred Symbole” to
“mind reuengement” (11.ii.10.7-8). Guyon gives tBabe to the Palmer to bear — the
carrying we see in theetter to Raleigh- and instead “his sad fathers armes with
blood defilde, / An heauie load himselfe did lightéare” (11.ii.11.3-4), and we are
told in the next stanza “[h]is double burden dichtsore disease” (l.ii.12.4). The
role of Guyon, as one who buries the bodies of Moténd Amavia and swears to
avenge their deaths, and who leaves Ruddymane &dbtle of Medina to be
educated, is complicated by this bearing of thelearof the armour of Mordant that,

with his own armour, “doth him sore disease”(IL#.4).
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The imagery of disease that begins with the deattsurial of Mordant and
Amavia and that is transmitted to Guyon throughbaring of Mordant’s armour
permeates the imagery of the poem in a range af.\ildye most obvious is the
description of the water across which PhaedriaegmnGuyon. She first disposes of
Cymochles on “The slouthfull waue of that greaggyilake” (1.vi.18.7), and then takes
Guyon “[tlhrough the dull billowes thicke as troallimire, / Whom nether wind out of
their seat could forse, / Nor timely tides did @raut of their sluggish sourse”
(1.vi.20.7-9). Pyrochles and Atin are describethatend of the canto as wrestling in
these thick waves, which “so slow and sluggish weagrost with mud, which did
them fowle agrise, / That euery weighty thing tdel/vpbeare, / Ne ought mote euer
sinck downe to the bottom there” (1l.vi.46.6-9). ¥vhwe come to the Cave of
Mammon, we find the “blacke flood” of the “riuer @bcytus deepe, / In which full
many soules do endlesse wayle and weepe” (Il.vii:-9% and whose sad waves
“direfull deadly stancke” (l1.vii.57.3), as has ttieoncke” of Mordant and Amavia.

Both Tantalus and Pilate are found in this rivéat®s carcase “deepe was drent /
Within the riuer, which the same did hyde: / Buttbleis handes most filthy feculent, /
Aboue the water were on high extent, / And faynaidsh themselues incessantly, / Yet
nothing cleaner were for such intent” (1l.vii.6I72-As he explains, “[tlhe whiles my
handes | washt in purity, / The whiles my soule s@gd with fowle iniquity”
(11.ii.62.8-9). Guyon seems to stand aloof frons tborruption, and openly condemns
Tantalus. In so doing he is guilty (as | have sstggkin the previous chapter) of Pilate’s
own sin, that of thinking that his own soul hasloegn soiled by “fowle iniquity.” And

so a pride that also belongs to Guyon lies at ép¢hd of the Cave of Mammon.

The taint of the Old Adam thus flows through thetemwvays ofQIl to the
judgement that leads to the crucifixion. In Cantptie dead “troncke which direful
deadly stoncke” (the less than securely burieddsooli Mordant and Amavia) returns to
life to fight the champion of the pure body of thastle of the Soul. The captain of the
forces is Maleger. “Full large he was of limbe, ahdulders brode, / But of such subtile
substance and vnsound, / That like a ghost he dearhbse graue-clothes were
vhbound” (11.xi.20.7-9). He is etymologically desptely diseased and (as we have seen
Gless argue) the Pauline “body of this death” ith#ie Old Adam in man. The battle
with Maleger, fought by Arthur and his squire omaléof the soul in Canto XI, runs
parallel to Guyon and the Palmer’s journey to tbe/& of Bliss. While Maleger and his
forces bring the diseased quality of fallen humaiire out into the open, the Bower of

Bliss disguises the insidious and seductive natficencupiscence.
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The admonition of the Elizabethan homily to killdaoffer up the worldly
affections of the body proves difficult in both eashowever. Maleger will not die
and keeps rebounding from the earth, so that Adbubted “least it were some
magicall / lllusion, that did beguile his sens®r/wandring ghost, that wanted
funerall, / Or aery spirite vnder false pretend®@r hellish feend raysd vp through
diuelish science” (11.xi.39.5-9). Maleger is “magtong in most infirmitee”
(11.xi.40.8), but curiously lacks substance. But&ese he draws his strength from
the earth, from his carnal nature, he must be bamnee from hope of succour
vsuall” (11.xi.45.9) and cast into a standing laKéis is usually seen in Spenser
criticism in terms of baptism. By casting Malegetoi the standing lake, Arthur

brings spiritual renewal.

Concupiscence and the Bower of Bliss

The Bower of Bliss requires a different sort of sthieg, this time with the attraction
to pleasure. Guyon is attracted to the wanderilagds, as we have already seen him
wander in the earlier cantos. Even after the Palngructs him “doe them shonne; /
For they haue ofte drawne many a wandring wightd most deadly daunger and
distressed plight” (11.xii.11.7-9), Guyon respontiget well they seeme to him, that
farre doth vew / Both faire and fruitfull, and tgeownd dispred, / With grassy green
of delectable hew, / And the tall trees with leaappareled / Are deckt with
blossoms dyde in white and red” (I1.xii.12.1-5).€Thsk of following their
seductions, however, is of wandering “euer moreevtain and vnsure” (11.xii.12.9).
Inside the Bower, the temptation of the two maiderthe fountain is even more
seductive to Guyon, as the maidens see: “Now wheyn $pyde the knight to slacke
his pace, / Them to behold, and in his sparklirog faThe secrete signes of kindled
lust appeare, / Their wanton meriments they didesae, / And to him beckned, to
approch more neare, / And shewd him many sigh#és$ dbrage cold could reare”
(11.xii.68.4-9). The Palmer’s rebuke to Guyon fas distraction and sensual arousal
is followed immediately by an admonition to surpriscrasia, “[e]ls she will slip
away, and all our drift despise” (I1.xii.69.9). deeare the two sides of the same
coin. Seduction prevents restraint.

And Guyon and his Palmer do successfully restrairagia, with adamantine
chains. But the process of creeping up on Acrasgtprise her, from stanza 70 to
stanza 81, when the pair throw a “subtile netk({ili81.4) over the entangled lovers,
is redolent with Spenserian ambiguity. The paéremtangled in the seductions of
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the lovemaking process. Firstly they hear soundsale described as almost the
sounds of heaven: “All that mote delight a daietee, / Such as attonce might not
on liuing ground, / Saue in this Paradise, be hel@where” (I.xii.71.2-4). If itis a

parodic paradise, it is also parodic of a harmosiimoment of sexual fulfilment.

The ioyous birdes shrouded in chearefull shade,
Their notes vnto the voice attempred sweet;

Th’ Angelicall soft trembling voyces made

To th'instruments diuine respondence meet:
The siluer sounding instruments did meet

With the base murmure of the waters fall:

The waters fall with difference discreet,

Now soft, now loud, vnto the wind did call:

The gentle warbling wind low answered to all.xill171.1-9)

This is sensuality in action, the power of concopige at work, the sexual act of
Acrasia, “greedily depasturing delight” (11.xii.Z8, and “[g]uite molten into lust and
pleasure lewd”, rendered as an aesthetic consayayody of the kind of internal
order and harmony that temperance brings to thiedesaribed by Berger and Josef
Piper (Berger 61). Guyon, | am arguing, in whom‘exrete signes of kindled lust”
(11.xii.68.6) have already appeared, is drawn fertimto the Bower to visualise and
vicariously experience the act of lovemaking on &vel, while a fiction of non-
engagement with the sensuous environment is maedan another. He, like the
rose, has begun peeping forth with “bashfull moskgs(ll.xii.74.5), and now
through sight and sound experiences the “barednbesshown with “broad display”
(I1.xii.74.8). The singer of the Carpe Diem songuas: “Gather therefore the Rose
of loue, whilest yet is time, / Whilest louing thowayst loued be with equall crime”
(11.xi1.75.8-9). Spenser then describes the “comspayre” of the Palmer and Guyon
who “swarued not” (11.xii.76.4-5), but keep thearivard way towards the reform of
the fallen lovers. But then it seems that this famdwvay is far from straightforward,
but involves a more circuitous path “[tlhrough mampert groues, and thickets
close,” (11.xii.76.6) until they find the place thaid at last display / That wanton
Lady” (II.xii.76.7-8). There is also some Spense@anbiguity when the “noble

Elfe” and “carefull Palmer” draw close to the disgted Acrasia and her sleeping
swain “minding nought, but lustfull game” (11.xiil81-2): it is not entirely clear who
is not minding what. The apparently self-controlRalmer and Elfe are not as
disentangled from this self-absorbed love playhassurface narrative suggests. And
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this is the problem of the concupiscence that cebe@ntirely extirpated even in the
regenerate.

Neverthless Verdant and Acrasia are eventuallyaiestd “[ijn captiue
bandes” (11.xii.82.5), and Verdant is almost imnadly released, and instead (and
the use of the pronoun is ambiguous and couldagpty to Guyon) “counsell sage
in steed thereof to him applyde” (11.xii.82.9). Tredease of Verdant and his
counselling leads immediately to Guyon'’s suddeglgased righteous anger. And so
we return to the violent language of the Easterihom/hat has to be broken is the
seductive spell of the Bower, and for Guyon, pesh&jpm arguing, as well as for
Verdant.

Their groues he feld, their gardins did deface,
Their arbers spoyle, their Cabinets suppresse,
Their banket houses burne, their buildings race,

And of the fayrest late, now made the fowlest @l4t.xii.83.1-9)

As the Palmer and Guyon retrace their steps \wgh'sorrowfull and sad”
(11.xi1.84.2) Verdant and Acrasia, they come acrtvsswild beasts that had “rag’d
with furie mad” (I1.xii.84.5), and whose anger ismmrevived with the desire to
release their mistress Acrasia. Even when tramsddrback from beasts to men, they
“did vnmanly looke, / And stared ghastly, someifavard shame, / And some for
wrath, to see their captiue Dame” (11.xii.86.3-6uyon’s pronouncement on Gryll
has been seen to represent, as we have seenntedent the reprobate whose very
reprobation shows that they had not had acce$gtadtion of grace. But the

reference to “the mind of beastly man” may be monwersal.

SaideGuyon,See the mind of beastly man,
That hath so soone forgot the excellence

Of his creation, when he life began,

That now he chooseth, with vile difference,

To be a beast, and lacke intelligence. (I1.xii18%)

Guyon'’s tone is very close to that of the Easteniho

For what shall it auaile vs (saith Saint Petet)eée escaped and deliuered
from the filthinesse of the world, through the kneslge of the Lord and
Sauiour lesus Christ, if wee be intangled agaieecthith, and bee ouercome
againe? Certainly it had beene better (saith heeg¢mto haue knowne the way
of righteousnesse, then after it is knowne andiuedeto turne backe againe
from the holy Commandement of GOD giuen vnto vs.déoshall the
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prouerbe have place in vs, where it is said: Thggdads returned to his vomit
againe and the Sowe that was washed, to her walipwithe mire againe.
(Of the Resurrection Pt 2)

The problem of temperance in its Christian forma@ombat against innate
concupiscence, lies in the fact that battling agfatoncupiscence must always
involve some form of engagement with it. And if Bltoncupiscence always remains
“yea in those who are baptised,” as the articliaih of the Elizabethan Settlement
has it, then the entanglement of struggling agamstcorruption of the will can
ultimately be won only in death. The destructioroné occasion to concupiscence

that the Bower represents will not suffice.

Revenge and fallen human nature irHamlet

Hamletis in one sense a straightforward revenge tragedghost asking for an
actual act of revenge for the actual murder of@nad father. But its archetypal
associations also invite a reading of the playrms of the poison received by the
inheritance of our father Adam of the Elizabethast&r homily, and the injunctions
of this homily to kill and offer up the worldly arehrthly affections of the body. The
end of the play in this sense re-enacts the tragéordant and Amavia, with
everyone dying of the delayed action of the poisbknowledge of inherited sin. All
die from actual poison, Gertrude from the poisothefcup, Hamlet and Laertes
from the poisoned bait on the duelling foil, ané@@lius from both. Each of these
poisonings is associated with revelatory knowledgeGertrude proclaims to
contradict Claudius’s “she sounds to see them bléBd, no, the drink, the drink —
O my dear Hamlet — / The drink, the drink — | anispaed” (5.2.289-90), her appeal
to her son suggests her understanding of the @ustibis claims about her husband.
Laertes discovers he too is poisoned by his owmfsaHamlet and proclaims
himself “justly killed with mine own treachery” &287). And Hamlet executes a
revenge that is finally made possible by the aliedtnowledge of Claudius’s
treachery given by Gertrude and Laertes, a knoveldmigught with his own death.
Claudius, Laertes claims, is “justly served” be@aitiss “a poison tempered by
himself’ (5.2.306-7). The wordplay with “temperingfgues that the poison is in
some way intrinsic to Claudius, that his inner nats in the mix, that he is
figuratively as well as literally the source of theisoning of the state. There is in
this final scene a strong sense that death andlkdge of evil are in some way

simultaneous.
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“O proud death,” proclaims Fortinbras coming iritis scene of assembled
poisoned bodies, “What feast is toward in thinenetiecell / That thou so many
princes at a shot / So bloodily hast struck?” @12:6), as the entire dynasty,
including an adopted “brother” Laertes, lies deadfthe same poison. In Spenser’s
allegory of Mordant and Amavia the two figures tdiecome one “senceless tronck”,
that from the contagion “direful deadly stonck’.i{#.8-9). Fortinbras enters a scene
of carnage in which the bodies, already linked akylihrough Hamlet's wordplay on
Claudius and Gertrude being one flesh, are singitamke in death.

That knowledge of human frailty and poisoning sireultaneous acts is also
strongly suggested in the ghost’s recalling ofrhigder. The parallels between this
retelling and the description of the deaths of Mmttand Amavia are too close to
avoid, once the archetypal association of poisdh woncupiscence and the Old
Adam in human nature has been established, andi@idet’s death is seen in this
sense as a re-enactment of the Fall. Old Ham&xtpsig in his Eden-like orchard, is
in a state of obliviousness to both the infidefitshether current or to come is never
resolved by the play) of his wife, and the covetand murderous nature of his
brother. He is also, it seems, oblivious to his @mwriulness, his gluttony (as Hamlet
later describes it, he is taken “full of bread”pasioth. Both burst in on him with the
act of poisoning. He was, he tells Hamlet, “[c]tfteven in the blossoms of my sin, /
Unhouseled, disappointed, unaneled; / No reckomiade, but sent to my account /
With all my imperfections on my head” (1.5.76-9helghost also portrays the
seduction of Gertrude in language very like Spesskascriptions of the seductive
witch Acrasia, who Circe-like turns men into beaSikudius is a sort of Acrasia in
Old Hamlet’s denunciation of him: “that incestuotigt adulterate beast, / With
witchcraft of his wits, with traitorous gifts — / @icked wit and gifts that have the
power / So to seduce — won to his shameful luste/ Will of my most seeming
virtuous queen” (1.5.42-46).

Gertrude then becomes the Acrasia figure, idedtifie the ghost with a
personified “lust” in contrast to a personifiedrtue.” The discourse has moved to
something like a morality play: “But virtue as gwer will be moved, / Though
lewdness court it in a shape of heaven, / Sotlastigh to a radiant angel linked, /
Will sate itself in a celestial bed, / And preygarbage” (1.5.53-7). It is easy, in fact,
to overlook the full force of Old Hamlet’s disguthis wife, who has thus become
“lust” in his eyes. The mingling of purity and bégauand the corruption of lustful
feeding in old Hamlet's essentially hideous poralayf the inexorable action of
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concupiscence has parallels in the descriptioscadsia’s Bower. Here we have
descriptions of the men transformed into beastew/Nurned into figures hideous, /
According to their mindes like monstruous” (I.8k.1-5); of the satiated and
sleeping Verdant, who, “in lewd loues, and wasttukiuree, / His dayes, his goods,
his bodie he did spend: / O horrible enchantméuat, him so did blend” (11.xii.80.7-
9); and of the enchantress Acrasia herself, la@hupbed of Roses, “as faint through
heat, or dight to pleasant sin” (11.xii.2); who lggnover Verdant, “greedily
depasturing delight”, until she “through his hureiges did sucke his spright, / Quite
molten into lust, and pleasure lewd” (11.xii.73.)1.-9

The archetypal aspects of Old Hamlet’s report ekterhis description of
Claudius as serpent: “The serpent that did stigdather’s life / Now wears his
crown” (1.5.39-40). This serpent seduces the pui®, and so the parallel to the
corruption of Eve in the Garden of Eden could retiore explicit. Old Adam is
poisoned by concupiscence, his wife becomes arohtlye corrupting Satan, he
becomes aware of his sinful nature, innocencests émd death comes into the
world. The ghost’s description of the effect of ghason itself has two parallels in
FQII. The first is the description of Maleger, assted by some commentators, as

we have seen, with the Pauline Body of this Death.

As pale and wan as ashes was his looke,

His body leane and meagre as a rake,

And skin all withered like a dryed rooke,

Thereto as cold and drery as a Snake,

That seemd to tremble euermore, and quake:

Allin a canuas thin he was bedight,

And girded with a belt of twisted brake,

Vpon his head he wore an Helmet light,

Made of a dead mans skull, that seemd a ghagthy. gil.xi.22.1-9)

The second is the description of the bodies ofddont and Amavia (already
cited), now one “senceless tronck” in whose bloadid®mane has dipped his hands,

thus gaining symbolically the taint of original sin

... the charme and veneme, which they dronck,

Their blood with secret filth infected hath,

Being diffused through the sencelesse tronck,

That through the great contagion direful deadiyisk. (l1.ii.4.6-9)
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Similarly, when Claudius pours his both literal andtaphorical poison into the
porches of Old Hamlet's ear, a rapid corruptionoiek, as the poison, the ghost

explains,

Holds such an enmity with blood of man

That swift as quicksilver it courses through
The natural gates and alleys of the body,

And with a sudden vigour it doth posset

And curd, like eager droppings into milk,

The thin and wholesome blood. So did it mine,
And a most instant tetter barked about,

Most lazar-like, with vile and loathsome crust,
All my smooth body. (1.5.65-73)

The suddenness of the translation of poisonous lauge into death is seen in the
moment of Mordant’s drinking from his poisoned capg its charm, which deceives

Mordant at the moment of his apparent restoratipArnavia:

Which when the vile Enchaunteresse perceiu’d,

How that my Lord from her | would repriue,

With cup thus charmd, him parting she deceiud,

Sad verse, giue death to him that death does giue,

And losse of loue, to her that loues to liue,

As soone as Bacchus with the Nymphe does lincke:

So parted we, and on our iourney driue,

Till comming to this well, he stoupt to drincke:

The charme fulfild, dead suddeinly he downe dittlee. (I1.i.55.1-9)

As we have seen, Carol Kaske (93) reads this@pisoSpenser in terms of the
negative suggestibility of Romans 7. It is thisderhess of the fulfilment of a
predetermined charm that we see in the poisonioilsdi Old Hamlet, at his moment of
revelatory knowledge, and of his dynasty at theddride play. Behind the knowledge
of Claudius’s direct wickedness, then, there sesssto lurk inHamleta more
universal understanding of the innate corruptioarifinal sin (which, Old Hamlet is
more than hinting, Claudius represents), and wteaetmot ultimately be escaped.

Reading these moments of poisoninglamletagainst the poisoning of
knowledge of sin i-QIl opens up a way of seeing the world of the cotiElsinore as
one limited to an understanding of morality in terofithe Mosaic Law, rather than New
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Testament hope and the promise of spiritual renéhéther the ending of the play
portrays Hamlet as one open to redemption or reobban one of the central theological
iIssues irHamletinterpretation. To see Hamlet's end in terms ofdsiinian negative
suggestibility, and the knowledge of sinfulness$ bnengs spiritual death, adds a useful
dimension to this aspect of criticism of the plagcause it explains how Hamlet can be
seen at the same time both hardening into a forsmbfl action that replicates that of
Claudius (the stabbing through the arras and tlcalated sending of Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern to their executions), and can alstobging to a closer understanding of
the nature of divine providence. Amavia was ififiable to change Mordant to a better
will through a process of moral correction. Butthi@ contact with the waters of a pure
spring, he relapses to sudden death. Somethin@sislhappening to Hamlet, torn
between his desire for revenge and his incipiederstanding of a higher order in which
“there is a special providence in the fall of arspa.” It is as if, as soon as Claudius’s
sinful treachery is made explicit through the tastiy of its victims, its poison also
takes effect on Hamlet, and he is seduced intaizof aevenge that replicates rather
than redeems the original act of murder.

That Elsinore represents the fallen world andaisrt, the fallen human
condition, in an archetypal way, is suggested fthenbeginning of the play, and
gives resonance to Hamlet’s self-styling as a ggwand minister who should in
some way redeem the innate human condition. Otigegiroblems with this sort of
reading is disentangling what is a self-styling artht a deeper thematic concern of
the play. We should not underestimate the extethinaurkiness of Hamlet’'s
justifications for revenge. On the other hand, idoargue that readingamlet
against=QIl makes it clear how systematically the same ebtes of fallen human
nature, innate corruption, and the seductive naitioencupiscence are developed
across characters and scenes, and almost indeplymafehe needs of
characterisation and the development of the acfidre beginning of the play
establishes the murkiness of the fallen worlds thie dead of winter on the
battlements; the soldiers cannot see each otheémast struggle to discover each
other’s identities. By line 9, Francisco has aleealed that he is “sick at heart.” At
the end of the scene, Marcellus sets out a conditidwholesomeness” against

which the unwholesomeness of a night in which ghast walking can be measured.

Some say that ever ‘gainst that season comes
Wherein our Saviour’s birth is celebrated,

This bird of dawning singeth all night long,
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And then, they say, no spirit dare stir abroad,
The nights are wholesome, then no planets strike,
No fairy takes, nor witch hath power to charm,

So hallowed and so gracious is that time. (1.1:168

The calm of this speech has an immediately redeengffect. It brings in the
dawn to the dark world of the night, a lightenirighe hills that is also a lightening of
the spirit. “But look, the morn in russet mantlactl Walks o’er the dew of yon high
eastward hill” (1.1.66-7). Two archetypal extreraaderpinning the play are thus
presented at either end of its first scene. Omtiechand, there is a dark night when
identity is uncertain, doubt is the key note, thggof the body stand in need of
protection, fortification and healing, the walkiafhghosts argues the material hoarding
of avarice, the times can be compared with thossnvi#oman portents of disaster are
announced, and rumours of preparation for war asedbon the replaying of archetypal
single combat. All suggest the conditions of afallvorld, a world that, however, the
end of the scene suggests is redeemable, if treedfdpe nativity can be applied to it.
Yet near the opening of the next scene there @l word play by Hamlet on “son”
and “sun” that mocks the redemptive hope of Hoatiomble imagery of sunrise, and
gives it a bitter taste.

For Hamlet, all the uses of the world are “weatgles flat and unprofitable” and
the world itself is an unweeded garden “[t]hat gsdw seed, things rank and gross in
nature / Possess it merely” (1.2.133-7). Hamlether is herself (in imagery that
conveys at once a tender closeness and a morsivehutlinging and concupiscent
nature) a parasitic weed; she would hang on Oldletdfa]s if increase of appetite had
grown / By what it fed on” (1.2.144-5). The workifallen, and Hamlet’'s mother is both
innately, and in the act of a second marriagehtastband’s brother, directly fallen. The
next scene moves to Ophelia, Laertes and Poldmiispontinues Hamlet’s imagery and,
to return to the point just made, creates a seamlegression that is not entirely
accounted for by characterisation. Laertes condbaésurrently “no soil nor cautel
doth besmirch” (1.3.15) the virtue of Hamlet's willit argues that both personally and
politically Hamlet’s will cannot continue to remaimder his own control. He will fall,
and so Ophelia must not “[her] chaste treasure pperhisunmasteredmportunity”
(1.3.31-2). Laertes then delivers his cliched gres;enes that continue the thematic

view of the fallen world as a decaying garden.
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The chariest maid is prodigal enough

If she unmask her beauty to the moon.
Virtue itself scapes not calumnious strokes.
The canker galls the infants of the spring
Too oft before their buttons be disclosed,
And in the morn and liquid dew of youth
Contagious blastments are most imminent.
Be wary then, best safety lies in fear:

Youth to itself rebels, though none else neaB.86-44)

Like the description of an apparently temperateaemsal harmony (already
discussed) in the Bower of Bliss that evokes tha@aleact, Laertes’ formulaic
imagery also conveys his own murky preoccupatioitis thie “liquid dew of youth”
and youth that “to itself rebels, though none elksar,” with a transparency that leads
to Ophelia’s rebuke not to “[s]how me the steep tnwiny path way to heaven, /
Whiles like a puffed and reckless libertine / Hitihslee primrose path of dalliance
treads, / And recks not his own rede” (1.3.47-3hpat “best safety lies in fear,” will
become translated in subsequent scenes into Hardiet’ction of Ophelia to a
nunnery as the safest course of preservation fnoraté concupiscence. But before
this, Hamlet considers the nature of innate coromptself. (That this speech is in
Quarto 2 not in the Folio is tantalising, and itempting to see in it elements of a
philosophical superstructure for the play). In édesng the hypothetical nature of
an innate flaw that might break down “the pales famt$ of reason” (1.4.28), Hamlet
is exploring in this extremely conditional way (amgke where the conditions do not
somehow personally touch him) what it means faueito be overcome.

The initial analogy is with the reputation of thate, and sets up,
importantly, the idea that ridding the state ofu@iais rids it of its source of inner
corruption, although the corruption must also hasgen from Hamlet's father if the
firing off of cannons to accompany drinking is ‘iastom / More honoured in the
breach than the observance” (1.4.15-16). And thaxknowledged reality, that if
flamboyant drunkenness was a characteristic dionebears he might also not
escape it, may also underlie Hamlet’'s apparentlgaieed concern with innate flaws

and loss of reputation as a hypothetical problem.

So, oft it chances in particular men,
That for some vicious mole of nature in them,
As in their birth, wherein they are not guilty,

89



Since nature cannot choose his origin,

By their o’ergrowth of some complexion,

Oft breaking down the pales and forts of reason,
Or by some habit that too much o’erleavens
The form of plausive manners — that these men,
Carrying | say the stamp of one defect,

Being nature’s livery or fortune’s star,

His virtues else be they as pure as grace,

As infinite as man may undergo,

Shall in the general censure take corruption
From that particular fault. The dram of eale
Doth all the noble substance of a doubt

To his own scandal. (1.4.23-38)

Hamlet is concerned with one small fault destroyimgreputation of a good man,
just as the ostentatious drinking of the courtmgstDanish credibility as a nation,
but he is also preoccupied with whether such faudtee from a “vicious mole of
nature” or “by some habit that too much o’erleavembe form of plausive

manners”. Behind this lies the concern with whethah a “vicious mole of nature”
is fixable. And behind this lurks the problem of mmother’s, uncle’s, father’s and his
own faults as having the same inherited sources.

On cue, as an answer to this concern about iramatenherited faults, the
ghost appears. His “canonized bones” have “buest terements” (1.4.47-8), and so
although the ghost comes in armour he also cometsphorically at least, trailing
grave clothes like Spenser’'s Maleger (“of such igiBtibstance and vnsound, / That
like a ghost he seem’d, whose graue-clothes wesewmd” (11.xi.20.8-9)). In Canto
XII of the Faerie Queengand as already discussed in terms of self-knaydethe
false genius is compared to the true Genius wioaiisSelfe” and “who wondrous
things concerning our welfare, / And straunge pbwaais doth lett vs ofte forsee, /
And ofte of secret ill bids vs beware” (ll.xii.4 77, while the false genius “secretly
doth vs procure to fall, / Through guilefull semttlg, which he makes vs see”
(11.xi1.48.5-6). Hamlet'’s first concern is whichgg of ghost this is, one that will bid
him beware of secret ills, or one with wicked iritdn either case, the ghost is an
invitation tohybris, to “thoughts beyond the reaches of our soul<t.8b). For
Horatio, the possibility that the ghost will thrdufalse semblants secretly procure
Hamlet to fall, leads almost immediately to the gimof madness. When Hamlet
“waxes desperate with imagination” (1.4.87), we also reminded of Spenser’s
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Phantastes in the first turret of the House of Almigh his “[b]ent hollow beetle
browes, sharpe staring eyes, / That mad or foskgmd” (11.ix.52.6-7). Spenser’s
Phantastes’ room buzzes with his collection oféitoughts and fantasies, /
Deuices, dreames, opinions vnsound, / Shewesngisgmoth-sayes, and prophesies;
/ And all that fained is, as leasings, tales aes’l{I1.ix.51.6-9). The ghost itself may
be a vision that inspires helpful insight beyonel ttormal reaches of human souls, or
it may unleash an unbalanced condition of the mihdre fantasy or imagination
dominates reason. What the ghost also brings witiang with its trail of grave
clothes, is the sins of which it is being purgée, tfoul crimes done in my days of
nature” (1.5.12).

By the end of Act One we have encountered the dargfeoncupiscence,
drinking, gluttony, sloth, curiosity for prohibitdchowledge, accusations of adultery
and murder and injunctions to revenge. Archetypgesiginal sin are the logical
extension of such a survey. Old Hamlet is murdandds orchard and a serpent
stings his life. As the murder is committed in giest’'s word by “that incestuous,
that adulterate beast”, the Old Testament archetfpdultery as idolatry or
“fornication against God” (or more vividly in theig James translation of Psalm
72, “a-whoring away from God"), is brought to mirad it must also be in the story
of Mordant’s straying with Acrasia.

The ghost has also given Hamlet an impossible atijpm Hamlet should not
“[l]et...the royal bed of Denmark be / A couch fokluy and damned incest” (1.5.82-3).
Hamlet must address and remove “lust.” The ghasgheen Hamlet an open brief —
“howsomever thou pursues this act” — but the ghadtalso enjoined him to “taint not
thy mind” (1.5.84-5). Having been given these tmioimsically opposed injunctions,
Hamlet is immediately if unconsciously concernethwhe problem of sudden internal
disintegration: “Hold, hold, my heart, / And you sipews grow not instant old / But
bear me stiffly up” (1.5.94-5), as if his body anthd have in fact been tainted. It is
again a moment of sudden corruption by knowledbe.ghost’s revelation is, in little, a
loss of innocence that parallels the Fall. And Harsées himself in an archetypal way.
It is not just a local matter of restoring a justeession to Denmark and finding justice
for his father’'s murder, or executing this justiomself, that is at issue. More grandly,
“[t]he time is out of joint: O cursed spite, / Theater | was born to set it right” (1.5.189-
90), as if Hamlet can single-handedly redressffieets of a disruption to the cosmic

order of the type caused by the Fall.
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The first Act ofHamletends with the swearing of oaths, just as the first
Canto ofFQIl ends with the swearing of a solemn oath. Guyaath, which follows
a mysterious meddling of blood and earth and Ih&n thrown into the grave, and
which he “gan deuotely swear”, mentions vengeahbe.oaths at the end of Act
One are for the silence of the watchmen. Hamletsviamowledge from the ghost, so
that “with wings as swift / As meditation or theotights of love” (1.5.29-30) he may
sweep to his revenge; he wants to keep his minel @od “[ulnmixed with baser
matter” (1.5.104), so that he can respond to tlesighfinal injunction, “[rflemember
me” (1.5.91). But he is almost immediately concdméth the corruption of
memory, itself a sign of the Fall, and reachesaforid to memory: “meet itis | set it
down” (1.5.107). It is only when it is written thia¢ can say: “It is ‘Adieu, adieu,
remember me.’ / | have sworn’t” (1.5.111-12).

After burying Mordant and Amavia, Guyon takes k@ Ruddymane, the
innocent Babe who smiles on Guyon. The Babe’s iance is what Guyon, through
his encounter with the poisoned Mordant and suigiai&avia, has lost. Guyon'’s grief
over the Babe’s innocence is portrayed as a wogralth of pity: “ruth emperced
deepe / In that knightes hart” (I1.ii.1.9). He thaslivers a speech over the Babe that

portrays the human condition as a vale of tearhout any hope.

Ah lucklesse babe, borne vnder cruell starre,
And in dead parents balefull ashes bred,

Full little weenest thou, what sorrowes are
Left thee for porcion of thy liuelyhed,

Poore Orphane in the wide world scattered,
As budding braunch rent from the natiue tree,
And throwen forth, till it be withered:

Such is the state of men: Thus enter we

Into this life with woe, and end with miseree.i{l2.1-9)

Attempting to wash the Babe’s hands, he cannahget clean, and this is usually
read as a sign of the innate condition of origswal Guyon’s view of the condition of
humanity, that we enter “life with woe, and endhamiseree,” is completely contrary
to Christian redemption, which overturns such nyiserough the hope of a future life.

Guyon'’s set speech over Ruddymane is paralleléthmlet’'s famous set
speech on the nature of the world. The knowledgehhs come to Hamlet through
the ghost, which like the deaths of Mordant and Mmaas destroyed any hope of
an innocent and secure parentage, has taintedelwso¥ the nature of the world
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itself. Although he can convey a view of a bealitorld and a noble human nature,
he can no longer emotionally identify himself wailach a view. There is of course a
range of ways this speech can be delivered, inotudiconsciously self-parodying
one, and it is delivered for a particular strategjfect. But it still brings to this
moment of the play a view of fallen physical andanam nature not unlike Guyon’s

despair over the Babe:

this goodly frame, the earth, seems to me a stgmdmontory; this most
excellent canopy the air, look you, this brave loégrging firmament, this
majestical roof fretted with golden fire — whyaippeareth no other thing to
me but a foul and pestilent congregation of vapotisat a piece of work is a
man! How noble in reason, how infinite in faculti@sform and moving how
express and admirable, in action how like an arngelpprehension how like a
god! The beauty of the world, the paragon of anémadnd yet to me, what is
this quintessence of dust? (2.2.282-90)

Man delights not Hamlet, and that women delight hwh (although this quickly
becomes a form of boys’ joking interplay) is cehteethe action with Ophelia, and

is a direct result of his view of humanity as iwesably tainted, despite the injunction
of the ghost that he should “taint not his mindtieTgenie of the idea that humanity
is not always noble cannot be put back in the &ottl

Tainted youth

And so we progress to the ways young men can bettanéed.” A somewhat
cynical view of the inevitable fall of the younguwtier to pleasure is established at
the opening of Act Two. Polonius, beginning theyfddahemes of spying and
entrapment, wants Reynaldo to pretend that Laestgsilty of “such wanton, wild,
and usual slips / As are companions noted and kmastn / To youth and liberty”
(2.1.22-4). Reynaldo is not to go to the extrenad thight suggest Laertes is “open
to incontinency” (2.1.30). But his faults may se#he taints of liberty, / The flash
and outbreak of a fiery mind, / A savageness irclarmed blood, / Of general
assault” (2.1.30-4). Reynaldo can lay these “sigyilies” (2.1.39) on Laertes in
others’ hearing. A list is given, including gamimginking, fencing, swearing and
quarrelling, to which Polonius adds “drabbing”, Réynaldo then draws back: “My
Lord, that would dishonour him” (2.1.27), and so @& some sense of the limits of
what is socially acceptable high spirits for théledDanish visitor to Paris and his
Elizabethan equivalent, and what falls into theaapptly more serious category of

“incontinency”. Laertes can indulge in some *“taiatdiberty,” as long as he does
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not go too far. Hamlet, by contrast, in Poloniugw, bursting in on Ophelia, seems
to be falling under the “very ecstasy of love, / & violent property fordoes itself, /
And leads the will to desperate undertakings / As® any passion under heaven /
That does afflict our natures” (2.1.100-4). Botinfs of falling away from some
state of innocent sinlessness, those of Hamletteos® of Laertes, are apparently
still in the incipient stage.

Hamlet’'s despair over man’s status as a “quintessef dust” takes a more
fully shaped form in his attack on Ophelia. Althbuge himself is “indifferent
honest” (3.1.120), he is also “proud, revengefuibdious” (3.1.120-2), and with a
range of potential other offences just a call avayould have been “better my
mother had not borne me” (3.1.121). As with Guyonésv of the state of men, “thus
enter we / Into this life with woe, and end withseriee”, Hamlet identifies himself
with a generalised crabbed and pointless humareexis: “What should such
fellows as | do crawling between earth and heav€d2.125). This leads to the
central attack on Ophelia, the admonition to ga taunnery. Because “virtue cannot
innoculate so our old stock but we shall relislt'of3.1.116-7), no-one should be a
“breeder of sinners” (3.1.119-20). Corruption vaillvays win over attempts to
reform: “the power of beauty will sooner transfonmnesty from what it is to a
bawd, than the force of honesty can translate lgeatd his likeness” (3.1.111-3). A
fear about himself, and the ease of his own pakodirruption, becomes the
spearhead of his rejection of Ophelia, but as lks tais potential threat seems to
become an actual one. If Ophelia were to marryh(ttie subtext of, say someone
like me, Hamlet) she would “not escape calumnyl(B32-3). And finally she is
accused of being actively involved in the kindsedluctions that will undo a young
man’s tender defences: “I have heard of your pagstioo, well enough” (3.1.137),
and so on. Ophelia could become Hamlet’'s Acrasi@lasdius is the Acrasia of Old
Hamlet's Gertrude. Claudius wins Gertrude, accardmthe ghost (for no other
explanation is possible for the ghost), “with witchft of his wits, with traitorous
gifts” (1.5.43). Ophelia has the potential to dttélamlet’s defences with makeup,
lisping, nicknaming God'’s creatures (using formgeitle deception not unlike
those of Spenser’s Phaedria), and so a gentlerptisd could nevertheless lead him

astray. It is clear, however, that it is of his omature that he is essentially afraid.
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The bosom “black as death”

The imagery of concupiscence and corruption accateslin a similar way to the
imagery of concupiscence and corruptioi-@Il. When Claudius is brought to the
point of confession by the Mousetrap play, he @iocs his sin is rank and smells to
heaven and “has the primal eldest curse upon’tbfother's murder” (3.3.37-8), and
so he is “a limed soul that struggling to be fr@is]...more engaged” (3.3.68-9). His
bosom is “black as death” (3.3.67). As all thegexy of decay culminates in the
feculent dark waters of the Cave of Mammon in SperGlaudius takes at this point
all the blackness and rankness of human sinfuliwelsgnself. At this point he
attempts to pray.

Hamlet’s rationale for not killing Claudius at thpeint is complex. It
probably amounts to a kind of bad faith, a ratigaion for not executing a murder
when he still has underlying doubts about his figstiion for the act, and when he
knows at heart that the act of revenge is itsslhaHis spoken justification,
however, is as black as it could be in Christiamts and just as Claudius seems
about to open himself to Christian redemption, Hamloses the gate on such
redemption for himself by wishing to execute a reyethat will deny such
redemption to another. It is hard in fact in anyechbve way to distinguish the
blackness of the intentions of uncle and nephethistmoment, but if anything in
Christian terms the one who would deny Christiateneption to another must be
blacker than the one who is struggling to findway towards it. Hamlet has only
just ruled out the extremes of irascibility in mggcoming interview with Gertrude; he
will “speak daggers to her but use none” (3.2.36vV&n though he could “drink hot
blood, / And do such bitter business as the dapuM/quake to look on” (3.2.351-
3). He will rebuke only with words. But Claudiusseems to Hamlet, in praying for
redemption is pre-empting Hamlet’s role as “scowagé minister.” How will
Hamlet actually be revenged if he decides to takedius “in the purging of his
soul, / When he is fit and seasoned for his pag&8d§e3.85-6). And what sticks in
Hamlet's throat is that his own father was takero$gly, full of bread, / With all his
crimes broad blown, as flush as May” (3.3.80-1).w#mts then to murder Claudius
when Claudius is “about some act / That hath nshradf salvation in’'t” (3.3.91-2).

This speech cannot be seen as neutral in ternme @vients of the play, as not
without direct harm. When Hamlet shortly afterwangsirs a noise behind the arras
he acts immediately thinking it is the King andqanmably a Claudius now caught in
an act of spying, an act that “hath no relish défatson in’t.” Hamlet has, in effect, at
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the moment of not murdering Claudius at prayeregikimself prior permission to
murder when the occasion is more appropriate tpuingoses. The motivation of the
“purging” of the kingdom has in this case becomekyindeed. And part of what
must be suggested here is the inheritance of ttheTha primal murder of Abel by
Cain brought murder and violent death into the djcahd Hamlet is no more able to
escape this inheritance than Old Hamlet was withFairtinbras, or Claudius with
Old Hamlet.

Claudius does not, as it turns out, have accegsatze. But the deep irony of
the play is that his apparent potential accessaoegbecomes the fulcrum from
which Hamlet's actions will now swing to the exaountof others — first Polonius,
and then Rosencrantz and Guildenstern. Claudiss,i@nically, in turn now sees
his own motivations in terms of scourging. Hamktiot be directly acted against,
because Hamlet is “loved of the distracted mulgtud/ho like not in their
judgement, but their eyes; / And where ‘tis soptfgnder’s scourge is weighed, /
But never the offence” (4.3.4-7). Claudius is noantlet’s “scourge”. And Hamlet
rages “like the hectic” (4.3.62) in Claudius’ blood

The final act of the play then becomes one ofibisoning and purging of
blood, and one in which the common inheritancénefdharacters becomes most
marked. As | have argued, there is a strong séragevhen all die of the same
poison, it is a poison which, like that of Spenséctrasia, has been present from the
beginning of the action and has more allegoricadigne from within. This is seen
most clearly when Laertes identifies Claudius a&sstburce of the poison, an
attribution which can be read both literally andtapdorically: “[i]t is a poison
tempered by himself’ (5.2.307). Hamlet administelaudius’s own poison to
Claudius in retribution both for murder and for bancupiscent acts of incest. And
so both the dialogue and the imagery oftagnletinvite us to see the play in terms
of the concupiscence and original sin that is #iessubject of Spenser’s work.

96



Chapter Five: Suicide and the unfortified heart

The previous two chapters have established twodsafior the examination of
temperance iFQIl and Hamlet one originally Greek and one overtly Christiamg a
has thus made a case for both. But the issue alhwrame, classical or Christian,
should predominate is more problematic and stillresolved in Spenser or
Shakespeare criticism.

In The Analogy of the Faerie Queeiames Nohrnberg writes, “Temperance
Is a classical virtue, and the classical idea stragnt is surely to be understood in
relation to classical ethics” (301). More recenity2001, in The Faerie Queene
Books I-1lI"” Suzanne L. Wofford describ&®Il as “a book based on a classical
virtue, temperance, taken from Aristotl®&ls&chomachean Ethicand depending on a
model of balance that resists completely the npacalyptic implications of Book I”
(119). Such approaches to temperance as primacigsaical virtue ifFQII can be
counterbalanced by the theological approachesipdeance offered in the previous
chapter.

One way of seeing the openingFIl is that an overtly Christian legend
about holiness now gives way to a more seculankkgdout moral behaviour based
in classical ethics, without entirely removing ariStian frame. The shift was
described by Woodhouse in 1949 in terms of thendison between “the order of
grace, and the order of nature” (qtd Hamilton 1tOkas Melanchthon in particular
who applied Luther’s distinction between the spaltand civil to ethical behaviour.
As Jill Kraye explains iThe Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosgphy
Melanchthon thought Christ came to remit sins agldver the Holy Spirit to those
who believed in him, not to teach ethical precehtsady available to natural reason
and as seen in classical thought (Kraye 323-gp#nser follows Melanchthon, the
shift from Christian to classical betweE®I andFQIl is easily understood. But
Hamilton also cites Harry Berger, who sees a “shtirked by the intercession of an
angel sent to aid Guyon, from an Aristotelian cqua virtue to a Christian
concept” (Spenser 10). This is a different wayesisg the relationship of classical
and Christian — it assumes that the classical aghrto temperance is insufficient
and that Spenser replaces it mid-point in the ldgeith a better, Christian way of
seeing temperance.

The relative importance of classical and Chrispamts of reference is a

longstanding topic itdamletcriticism, with proponents on either side. To gasfew
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representative examples, Robert Miola (1992) pw#lue classical, finding echoes
of Senecan tragedy in the fabric of the speechékofletand the themes of Stoic
and neo-Stoic thought in its philosophy. Roy Bditarse (1994) argues for the
centrality of the Christian references in the pkayling in “Hamlet’s strategy for
seeing the world right” a “perverse imitation oétimethod of Atonement in
Christian story” (402). Other commentators acknalgkethe Christian references in
the play without allowing them to affect a secidamore indeterminate reading. D.
Douglas Waters (1994) considétamleta secular tragedy but one in which the
Christian setting plays a significant role. For AR&infield (1980), who looks
particularly at Stoic and Calvinist treatments ofydence, “Christian statements
supersede pagan ones in theologically precise foatthe action remains
ambiguous” (97). Millicent Bell (2002) finds theegaticism of Montaigne in the
play’s uncertainties of cause and effect. Hamigpsech about readiness in the final
Act reflects “a kind of stoic fideism” (50).

Another way of approaching this issue is to seddpe& of temperance as
one that, in the late sixteenth century, natunalytes a debate about the relationship
of classical and Christian world views. Spenser @hdkespeare can then be seen as
directly foregrounding the similarities and thegiems between systems of thought

that can sometimes be reconciled and sometime®tann

Conflicts between classical and Christian ethics

As Jill Kraye’s article “Moral Philosophy” explainthere was far from a consensus
in the philosophical thought of the Renaissancaiabow classical thought should
be accommodated to or assimilated into Christianght. The humanist tradition of
syncretism generously sees classical thought digreg Christian. Spenser often
uses classical imagery to allude to Christian treerAs Bartolomeo Scala (citing
Basil) saw it, Christians should take from pagaitess only what is right, like bees
selecting from certain flowers (Kraye 319). Thod®viollowed the approach of
Luther and Melanchthon preferred to keep the tvgtesys of revelation and reason
strictly separated. Others — Matteo Bosso, Lorarela, Vives and the Calvinist
Lambert Daneau — at times argued that Christianghbhad completely replaced
classical ideas, that classical ethics were basddlse premises and corrupt human
reason, with the philosophers wandering in the daaiking childish errors (Kraye
320-23).
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William Bouwsma in “The Two Faces of Humanism” fges particularly on
the tension between Stoic and Augustinian thougiding this tension present not
only between different writers of the Early Modgeriod but also within the work
of its writers, including Calvin. Part of the canflbetween Stoicism and
Augustinianism resides in the relative emphasisgaan reason or the will, the
head or the heart (the Augustinian “cor”). For 8teic, virtue is possible when
reason, through an obedient will, controls the bawlg its passions. The body is
intrinsically inferior to the soul, which alone caohieve immortality. For Augustine
human reason is not divine. Knowledge of God cothesugh the Scriptures. The
heart plays a more central role; the will is notrannsically obedient servant of the
reason and the body and its passions are accordedraspect (Bouwsma 26).

One area where the historical distinction betwebnsfian and Stoic thought
is particularly stark is on the topic of suicide.Tlhe City of GoXIX, Augustine
uses the Stoic case for suicide as a weapon tkdtta premises of classical ethics.
In Augustine’s argument the Christian sees theadvasl intrinsically miserable, but
through “true piety” and faith and hope in the wioid come they may still be happy
because they are safe in the promise of eternatsah. The classical philosopher
believes that the ultimate happiness of life isidrand can be achieved through
virtuous behaviour, particularly the cardinal vesuof prudence, justice, fortitude
and temperance. Augustine argues this means tegicdhphilosopher sees human
life as essentially happy. But if this is the casegustine thunders in an attack on
Stoic views of fortitude, how can the philosophalso argue for the option of
suicide if life becomes too miserable? It is afso,Augustine, deeply presumptuous
to see virtue as the ultimate happiness. Salvaditime ultimate happiness, and this
point underlies subsequent Protestant theology.

The efficacy of all the cardinal virtues for August (centrally “that virtue
which the Greeks caflophrosynegand we temperance, and which bridles carnal
lusts, and prevents them from winning the conséttiespirit to wicked deeds”
(511; XIX. 4)), lies in a proper relationship to &a\nd this proper relationship with
God, rather than a classical virtue based primanlyeason, is the basis both of the
cardinal virtue of justice, and of virtue itselfftfere is in man himself a certain just
order of nature, so that the soul is subjecteddd, @nd the flesh to the soul, and
consequently both soul and flesh to God.” In thamer Augustine makes the

classical cardinal virtues Pauline. “For the ssudo much less subjected to God as it
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is less occupied with the thought of God; and testfis so much less subjected to
the spirit as it lusts more vehemently againstshat” (512; XIX.4).
Calvin also uses the ideal of Stoic fortitudelssfocus of an attack on Stoic

philosophy, comparing it adversely with Christiaatipnce:

You see that to bear the cross patiently is nbitge your feelings altogether
blunted, and to be absolutely insensible to paiooaling to the absurd
descriptions which the Stoics of old gave of tligro as one who, divested of
humanity, was affected in the same way by advessity prosperity, grief and
joy; or rather like a stone, was not affected bythimg...But we have nothing
to do with that iron philosophy which our Lord aMi@ster condemned — not
only in word, but also by his own example. For béhlgrieved and shed tears
for his own and others’ woes. (Calvin2, 2; 111.\8)

It is such attacks that place the conflict betw8&ric and Augustinian thought, and
classical and Christian thought more generally,iméhe past but in the present in

Early Modern thought.

Temperance in early Stoic and Augustinian thought

Spenser’s focus on temperancé-@ll, especially in the early cantos, places the
tensions between Stoic and Augustinian thought madeagnifying glass. The
importance of voluntarism — the emphasis on thetlzal the will over reason and
the intellect in Augustine’s theology — is partiaxy apparent in Augustine’s central
definition of temperance, that e Moribus EcclesiaeHere temperance is defined
as an act of the heart, “love giving itself entired incorrupt for God.” Intemperance
is associated with the fall of Adam and avaricenglwith curiosity as avarice for
knowledge.

Temperance is also of considerable importancedic $1ought. It was
Stoicism that had returned the cardinal virtuea tentral place in philosophy after
Aristotle had widened the number of virtues awawyrfithis earlier Platonic
grouping. Because in the Old Stoa it veaphrosynéhat prevented the passions
from gaining control, and so was most importantaoinieving thesummum bonum
the extirpation of all passion, temperance is atiibart of the Stoic system (North
214-5). In Zenosophrosynavas identified with the act of choosing the mwigiue
that was in accordance with right reason (North)2ltés in other words temperance
that has the active agency in reaching the ultigate ofapatheia

In the writers of the Old Stoa such as Chrysipgaphrosynés strongly
prudential; it is the knowledge of things to be & or avoided, while its opposite,
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akolosia,is ignorance of things to be chosen and avoiBethxia(proper
arrangementkosmiotegorderlinesspidemosyngsense of shame) aedkrateia
(self-restraint) are aspects of temperance for §ippys, ancusteria(severity),
euteleia(frugality), litotes (simplicity) andautarkeia(independence) are aspects of
temperance for Andronicus. Both follow from a proti@ view of temperance
(North 216). The role of these aspects of temper@ater seen in Cicero’s
treatment of temperance @scorum and here Cicero particularly follows Panateius,
for whomsophrosynerose in the feeling for “order, propriety and raation”
(North 281). Behind this prudential aspect of e&hgek temperance lies the view of
the Old Stoa, that passion is a mistaken judgmietiiteoruling element of the soul. In
the later Cicero intemperance was the mother cfipas

In TusculansCicero equates the person whdrigyi, moderatusand
temperanswith the sage as one free from distress (North.ZB% mind that
meditates day and night on the order of the wantdl understands its own
relationship to this world order, is filled withyjpand the maxim “know thyself” is
interpreted in terms of this knowledge. “The oragtatesman cannot achieve
perfection without subduing his appetites and stilrjg impulse to reason” (270).
Thus temperance is essential to the idea of reasgovereign, to self-knowledge,
and to the ordered governance of the state. IryBéodern Stoic thought sovereign

reason becomes a path to God. Lipsius argues:

| am guarded and fenced against all external thimglssettled within myself,
indifferent to all cares but one, which is thatdyrbring into subjection this
broken and distressed mind of mine to right reaswhGod and subdue all
human and earthly things to my mind (qtd in BouwsS8a

Spenser irQIl and Shakespeare iamletrehearse some intractable
conflicts between classical and Christian, Stoit Angustinian thought, particularly

through the topics of suicide and grief.

Suicide and intemperance

The act of suicide is in one sense an obviousfaotemperance. This was true in

the classical world, as is made particularly cleavirgil's Aeneid when Dido brings
her life to an end in a state of bitterness arationalfuror that is close to complete
insanity. But in classical thought, suicide carodie seen as an act of nobility and as
the only rational choice in the face of extremdesudg or potential irredeemable
ignominy. Suicide is associated with such flawetldnceptable nobility in
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Shakespeare’s Roman plays, in the deaths for exaofiilleopatra, Mark Antony
and Brutus, and it is to such a view of suicidg tharatio refers at the end of
Hamlet when he wishes to style himself as “more an aetigoman than a Dane”
(5.2.320), and share Hamlet’s death. It is the kihdeath that is popularly
associated with Stoicism.

When, parting from the Redcrosse Knight, Guyonrsrites own story-line in
FQIl, he immediately encounters a suicide, AmaviagweRkhibits all the
characteristics diuror of a Dido, and who sees herself as abandoned lyoithe
That Guyon later refers to her “sad Tragedie” r@ioés our sense that she is to be

seen in classical terms. Her language is worthyesfeca as she justifies her suicide:

But if that carelesse heuens (quoth she) despise

The doome of iust reuenge, and take delight

To see sad pageaunts of mens miseries,

As bownd by them to liue in liues despight,

Yet can they not warne death from wretched wight.
Come then, come soone, come sweetest death to me,
And take away this long lent loathed light:

Sharpe be thy wounds, but sweete the medicines be,

That long captiued soules from weary thraldome.f(H.i.36.1-9)

Guyon seems to endorse her despair in classicastéfalccusing fortune, and too
cruell fate, / Which plonged had faire Lady in setghed state” (11.i.56. 8-9).

But these classical connotations are odd for tadeewho has previously
encountered suicide and despair in strongly Cangeerms irFQI.xi. Here the
Redcrosse Knight, in despair that his sins haveenhém unworthy of divine
redemption, a despair that follows the deflatiomigfprevious spiritual presumption,
encounters a suicide, and is tempted by the allegjdigure Despayre with the

following seductive argument:

Is not short payne well borne, that bringes loagge

And layes the soule to sleepe in quiet graue?

Sleepe after toyle, port after stormie seas,

Ease after warre, death after life does greatqag#. (1.ix.40.6-9)

Despayre’s argument is that suicide is the onlaesdor a much deserved divine
judgement: “For death was dew to him, that had gkbGods ire” (1.ix.50.9). The
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fallacious argument must be countered by Una, wiatcbes the knife from

Redcrosse’s hand, with the promise of Christiaemngation.

In heauenly mercies hast thou not a part?

Why shouldst thou then despeire, that chosen art?
Where iustice growes, there grows eke greter grace

The which doth quench the brond of hellish sn{aik.53.4-7)

That inFQII, the Knight of Temperance, far from condemnihg &ct of suicide,
commiserates with the suicide herself, “accusinmtufee and too cruell fate,” must be
worrying if suicide is seen in the theological terestablished iRQI. But in FQII,
Guyon pointedly reserves judgement on this suigtewing more concern for
Amavia’s proper burial.

But sith this wretched woman ouercome
Of anguish, rather then of crime hath bene,
Reserue her cause to her eternall doome,

And in the meane vouchsafe her honourable too(hkies8.6-7)

Guyon has a different solution from Una’s wordganth to the problem of Amavia’s
suicide, a suicide he sees as having been caus#itet] raging passion with fierce
tyranny / Robs reason of her dew regalitie, / Arakes it seruaunt to her basest
part” (11..57.4-6). Amavia represents a problemt abspiritual despair, but of the
inadequacy of “mortalitie, / And feeble nature hldtwith fleshly tyre” (11.1.57.2-3).
At this point, it starts to seem that what is atissis not an actual suicide, but an
allegorical presentation of the internal disintéigmaof the justice of the self. Guyon
offers a solution, not of faith, but of moral belwur, the solution of temperance. It
seems with this solution that we have moved away fthe spiritual rules that
applied in the allegory of faith ¢fQI, and into a world of ethical concerns where a
different set of rules apply, those more familraclassical philosophy such as the
ethical mean of Aristotle, suggested by the refegdn “measuring out a mean”.

But on the other hand, the portrayal of Mordant Anthvia as “the ymage of
mortalitie, / And feeble nature cloth’d with flegttyre”, sounds more Pauline than
classical, as does the name Mordant, one who “ckah bring.” It is puzzling to
know now how to read the allegory. The pagan owesaf the burial of Mordant
and Amavia do not help this confusion. We seem twhave entered the world of
epic, where proper burial is a matter of great irtgpme, as it is in th&eneid.
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The internal disintegration of the self

In Platonic and Stoic philosophy, the control aigen was paramount. Guyon’s
description to the Palmer of Amavia’s suicide carsben in this light.

Old syre
Behold the ymage of mortalitie,
And feeble nature cloth’d with fleshly tyre
When raging passion with fierce tyranny
Robs reason of her dew regalitie,
And makes it seruaunt to her basest part:
The strong it weakens with infirmitie,
And with bold furie armes the weakest hart;

The strong through pleasure soonest falles, tlakevéhrough smart.
(1.i.57.1-9)

In this speech, Guyon conveys an internal disnatig@n of the self that
touches base with all four cardinal virtues. In BHatonic and Stoic systems, reason
and the cardinal virtue of prudence is always atttip of the hierarchy. It has “dew
regalitie”. Temperance, as the control of fleshdgide, is at the bottom of the
hierarchy of cardinal virtues. But if temperancisfdraging passion” will disturb
the whole system. The rebellion echoes the poldgtenny of the masses in Plato’s
Republic(178-180; 1V.v.430-432). Reason then becomes &enti to the “basest
part.” The consequence of this disruption of thersd governance of reason by
raging passion is also to invert the proper fumstig of the cardinal virtue of
fortitude. And it is this disruption that enablég tact of suicide. The “strong,” both
reason as governor and fortitude as defender ebreare then weakened “with
infirmitie”; they cannot act justly to defend thelfs With the self's defences
disabled, the passions can now arise to attatket,weak hart” is instead armed
with “bold furie.” What is overturned is the justiof a system that requires reason to
rule in its own defence. The problem that faceskthight of Temperance IRQIl is,
in this case, the problem of the passions overcgmaason and destroying virtue.

Seen in Augustinian terms, Amavia’s suicide issealboth by the weakness
of the flesh represented by the wayward Mordard,kana lack of justice in this self
caused by the resulting failure of a just relatitopsvith God. The disorder in the
self both produces and results from a lack of faithseen in Amavia’s despairing

accusations that the heavens have abandoned hesoMortitude becomes a
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homicide in her case; her heart is armed with lalg, and she takes the path
allowed by classical philosophy, but rejected by#éstine.

This Augustinian way of reading the episode issavtctioned either by
Guyon’s cheerful pronouncement that measuring esnéan will make man “thrise
happy,” or by his refusal to judge Amavia’s suigidescribing her instead as
“ouercome / Of anguish, rather then of crime” (88.6-7). Both point, rather, to a
classical way of reading the episode. But when @ugies up the Bloodie babe in
his arms at the opening of the next canto withdiéagpairing pronouncement “[t]hus
enter we / Into this life with woe, and end withseriee” (11.ii.2.8-9), he seems now
to be seeing the world in terms of the Augustinieaw of life as intrinsically
miserable without faith. “What flood of eloquencéigustine pronounces, “can
suffise to detail the miseries of this life?” (Awgune,City of God 511; X1X.4).

Iron Stoics and Christian tears

In Stoic terms, Amavia may be seen to be takingldenpath in the face of
irretrievable misery when she “ended all her woguret death” (11.i.56.4). But on
the other hand, for the Stoic, grief is one of pleeturbations which should be
avoided througlapatheig and so Amavia may also be seen to have failechAars
“ouercome with anguish” and is also the “ymageanbther suspect emotion in
Stoic terms, “ruefull pitty.” Guyon’s responses a@trayed in tandem with
Amavia’s, to the point of complete identificatidhhe cannot effect relief for
Amavia’s pain, Guyon promises her “to die with yowsorrow, and partake your
griefe” (11.i.48.9). Guyon, in other words, failsigerably to exert Stoic fortitude in
the face of grief, and instead appears to be cdelpleaptured by emotional excess.
As he views the tableau of the fallen family, ateinal struggle develops that is won
by the (in Stoic terms suspect) “ruth and fraikatfon,” as internal fortitude is

overcome.

His hart gan wexe as stark, as marble stone,

And his fresh blood did frieze with fearefull cold,

That all his sences seemd berefte attone:

At last his mighty ghost gan deepe to grone,

As Lion grudging in his great disdaine,

Mournes inwardly, and makes to him selfe mone,

Til ruth and fraile affection did constraine,

His stout courage to stoupe, and shew his inwairtepél.i.42.2-9)
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Guyon, in other words, goes through a sequencentimedrs the problem he later
identifies with Mordant and Amavia. In terms of Btapatheia he has failed in the
sophrosynéhat prevents the emotions overwhelming inneittate. His “stout
courage” is forced to “stoupe,” just as in his tatescription of the tableau of
Mordant and Amavia, passions weaken the strong‘ivifimitie.” When Amavia

dies the complete identification and anguish asemed:

good SirGuyon could vneath
From teares abstayne, for griefe his hart did grate
And from so heauie sight his head did wreath,
Accusing fortune, and too cruell fate,
Which plonged had faire Lady in so wretched st@dte.56.5-9)

But then Guyon moves from this identification toamplete intellectual detachment.
It is as if Guyon with his Palmer at this point d@mtrates an ideal Stoic detachment
and the ruling control of reason that Amavia lackedich Stoic detachment, and not
emotional excess, is the desired outcome of tempera

But such Stoic detachment would not meet withajygroval of Calvin, who,
as we have seen, compared it adversely with Cémigtatience. To see Guyon'’s tears
in this more Calvinist and Augustinian light isread the sequence of Guyon’s
response to Amavia differently. Guyon’s grief otlee tableau of Mordant and
Amawvia, in this case, becomes closer to Christisstever Jerusalem, and his
mourning as a lion suggests an analogy with thés€Wwho protects his church. That
Guyon'’s initial goal is to return Amavia to “liuinglood” (11.i.43.5) and “liuing aire”
(11.i.43.9), suggests a concern with a spiritusthea than a moral fall. The emphasis
on the heart in this narrative also suggests thathe will rather than reason that is
centrally at issue in Amavia’s demise.

What is emphasised in the description of Amavimiise is the damage to
the heart. Amavia gives “a grone so deepe and/Idlwat seemd her tender heart
was rent in twaine” (11.i.38.3-4), dying from a kaistuck in her “white alabaster
brest” (11.i.39.5), so that the blood pours frorefibleeding hart” (11.i.40.3). In
seeing her predicament, Guyon takes on its chaistads. Guyon’s heart “gan wexe
as starke as marble stone, / And his fresh bloddrigize with fearefull cold”
(11.i.42.2-3). Amavia’s “frozen hart” (11.i.46.6)ds been seized with “stony cold”
(11.i.46.5), and as she breathes forth words fran“hiuen chest” (11.i.47.5), Guyon
is so overwhelmed by her death that “for griefeltag did grate” (11.i.56.6). What is
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problematic, in that the heart is weak or weakemeth infirmitie” (11.i.57.7), is that

it cannot act with the restorative love that chaeases Christ’s tears. It cannot enact
the temperance of “love giving itself entire andarrupt to God.” Instead it reacts
destructively, with the “bold furie” (11.i.57.8) duicide. What must above all be
strengthened to restore proper order to the sétieiheart.

That the status of Guyon’s own heart is at issusmderlined when Guyon
picks up the Bloodie Babe, and the wounding ofitbart that had been observed in
Amavia is now transferred directly to him as “reftmperced deepe / In that knightes
hart, and words with bitter tears did steepe”i(1l.8-9). And Guyon’s words are all
to do with a feeling of abandonment, with lossayd and self-pity. Seen in the
Augustinian way, it is not clear how these “bitiiears” are to be reconciled with the
previous confident pronouncement that “temperaunegh golden squire”

(11.i.58.1) can “measure out a meane” (I.i.58&)d that will make man “[t]hrise
happy” (11.i.58.5). And what is also not clear ifiieh of the opposed emphases on
head or heart, a Stoic rejection of emotion or Atiguan prioritising of the heart,
should take precedence in the legend of temper&utat is always important to pay
attention to shifts in tone in Spenser, and thegtbshift from an outpouring of grief
to confident ethical pronouncement must be a deltkéy puzzling part of the fabric
of this opening narrative.

Hamlet: a heart unfortified

In the opening oHamletthe bifurcation between head and heart is in some
ways simplified, as the head is associated witmtwe ruling regime and the broken
heart with HamletHamletopens with a greeting between Francisco and Baonar
and Francisco’s pronouncement, “tis bitter colhd | am sick at heart” (1.1.8-9).
While we seem to be initially directed to the (pbgsAugustinian) heart, the
entrance of the very Roman-sounding Horatio andc®llurs strikes a different note,
that of Shakespeare’s Roman plays, and so creategpéicit expectation that Stoic
rather than Christian concerns will be at issugalio develops the expectations of
the Roman with his descriptions of the portentsaurding the death of Caesar. But
then Marcellus tells a folk story of the singingtioé “bird of dawning” (1.1.160) and
the arrival of “that season... / Wherein our Sav®hbirth is celebrated” (1.1.158-

159), and the frame and expectations shift again.
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The mixed expectations created by referencesttodi@ssical and Christian are
used with slippery effect by Claudius in his spegehouncing Hamlet's grief.
Claudius’s description of Hamlet's faults runs flatéo Guyon’s description of the
overthrow of Mordant and Amavia. In the same way traging passion with fierce
tyranny / Robs reason of her dew regalitieF@ll, Claudius sees Hamlet’'s behaviour
as concerned with failures of temperance, leadirgilures in the governance of
prudence, which results in fortitude becoming thedd passion rather than reason,
which leads to a breakdown in the internal justicéne whole self. Hamlet’s grief is
“unmanly” (1.2.94) — in other words, it lacks fautie. His will is “most incorrect to
heaven” (1.2.94); in other words, it lacks justi&s.a result his heart is “unfortified”
(1.2.96) like that of Amavia, at risk of overthrday passion. He also lacks the
governance of prudence, showing instead “a mindii®ipt, / An understanding simple
and unschooled” (1.2.96-97). Hamlet is in shorGJaudius’s view) behaving
intemperately, and his intemperance is demonstthtedgh being out of tune with
heaven, nature and reason. In other words, beingf twne with the rational order of the
Stoic universe is reflected in the disruption & gnoper functioning of the cardinal
virtues.

But Claudius’s reference to the “first corse” (105} shifts the confident
portrayal of a rationally ordered universe to ayme of the human disorder that
inevitably follows the Fall, the disorder seenhe first act of unnatural murder of
brother by brother. Claudius’s reference to thet finurder is of course a Freudian
slip, a clue to his own guilty conscience and sodwn hypocrisy. But the natural
order of the universe, and the inevitability of theas less rational when death has
come through the intemperate violence of the speaketever Claudius’s sleight of
hand suggestion that this is otherwise.

When the King leaves the stage, Hamlet reaches thaety for the option of
suicide. That Hamlet desires suicide at this estdge of the play again suggests a
Stoic cast of mind, and the importance of Stoinggpiles to the play. That he rejects
suicide for the reason of Christian sanctions ajdinbecause the Everlasting has
“fixed / His canon ‘gainst self-slaughter” (1.2.23), suggests not so much an
acceptance of governing Christian principles agrdation with and underlying
resistance to them. His will is not “most incorrexcheaven” (1.2.95), in so far as he
does not now act on his impulses, but those impulsamselves show an injustice in

the natural ordering of the self that is incomgatilith Christian redemption and the
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hope and faith in the promise of eternity describgdugustine. His despairing
condition is not far removed from that of Amaviagdahe cause is also heart-sickness.

That his heart is “unfortified” is made clear irsluesire to dissolve into
nature without any act of will at all. Gail Kern$?ar argued at the Toronto Spenser
Studies Conference of 2006 that Amavia’s bloodyidermvolves a humoral
exchange with the natural elements as her “gorelloick” (11.i.39.7) leaks out into
and becomes one with the “grassy grownd” (11.i.39d09eing it a “deepe sanguine”
(11.i.39.9). Her heart-sickness becomes one wiehsitrrounding world, and it is
something like this kind of melting into the outeorld that Hamlet desires. Hamlet
sees his “flesh” as irretrievably “sullied” (1.29)2 (I am aware | am choosing a
textual reading here against Edwards’ choice ofid8oand this shows an
Augustinian concern with innate concupiscence. lanm other words, sees himself
as something like Amavia, trapped by a Mordant vadpresents the flesh. And what
Is then at issue is a lack of fortitude as a resiudt lack of internal justice of the self.
Hamlet is imagining that the worrying mortal fletstat causes all the problems in the
world could just melt away, and with such meltihg self, lacking all shape and
substance, would just internally disintegrate. atek$ the structure and defences of
the self provided by the cardinal virtues.

While the virtue of fortitude is often seen in terof bearing and
“forebearing”, Hamlet demonstrates contrary faitudde yearns, first, to give up
entirely in an ultimate act of cowardice, and themttack the self and overcome its
defences with something like the “bold furie” (|.¥.8) of Amavia. What he
implicitly wishes he did not have to resist, or kcbescape resisting, as is shortly
made clear, are the wayward human passions thatdwadisrupted the natural inner
justice of the self of his mother. And by the edhe soliloquy it is made explicit
that he is suffering, like the anguished Amaviapfran overwhelming heart-
sickness: “But break, my heart, for | must hold toiygue” (1.2.159).

The need for the defences of the self to resistmal dissolution is reinforced
in the play when Ophelia’s watery death shows tinesequences of the lack of such
defences. Her suicide comes close to enacting Handlesire for a watery melting
away. The water comes to her, rather than the ethgraround, as the grave diggers
describe it (5.1.15). And she has become so muche@ure native and indued”
(4.7.179) to the element of water that she is “faje incapable of her own distress”
(4.7.178). Passively, without an act of reasotherwill, she dissolves away into the

muddy water.
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Hamlet still yearns, in the central soliloquy, tbis kind of passive

dissolution.

To die, to sleep —
No more; and by a sleep to say we end
The heart-ache and the thousand natural shocks
That flesh is heir to — ‘tis a consummation
Devoutly to be wished. (3.1.60-64)

This seductive argument parallels that of Despayfedcrosse Knight iRQI, and
the parallel shows how strongly Hamlet's own swatigrge is that of despair.

Is not short payne well borne, that brings longega
And lays the soule to sleepe in quiet graue?
Sleepe after toyle, port after stormie seas,

Ease after warre, death after life does greatqag®. (1.ix.40.6-9)

But while Redcrosse Knight is in despair becaus@ofecognition of his own
sinfulness, a despair heightened by a vision osttiering of the damned in hell,
Hamlet is deterred from the act of suicide by thegibility of eternal consequences.

While “[t]lhe undiscovered country from whose botiido traveller returns”
sounds more classical than Christian, a placentiigitt be reached by a journey over
the River Styx, the “dread of something after deédhl.78) has stronger
connotations of the possibility of eternal damnatidamlet in essence realises that
“death after life” will not be identical to “sleegfter toyle.” He is not in the end taken
in by the (for him) seductive argument of SpensBespayre. Gertrude has claimed
that “all that lives must die, / Passing througlurato eternity” (1.2.72-3). If death
is in no way particular, its consequences are aemetdifferent to the individual,
and do not need to be too seriously consideredrugers stoicism in the face of her
husband’s death in this sense lies behinds hes segv of suicide as a desirable
option. Death in Gertrude’s description is a Swcnding return to nature of the
sort envisaged by Hamlet’'s melting, thawing analkésg into a dew.

But this is not the only view of death in the plaje ghost brings a different
view of the afterlife, a tale of a prison house b lightest word / Would harrow up
thy soul” (1.5.15-16). The tension between thesewaerld views underlies Hamlet’s
central soliloquy (despite its classical-soundimgguage and the contradiction
between death as a country from which no travedieirns and the appearance of the

ghost). In the end it is the possibility of eternahsequences that puzzles Hamlet's
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will, that prevents him from deciding to take ftutie to the level of homicide
against the self with a “bare bodkin”(3.1.76).

Hamlet’'s worry about “what dreams may come” (3.1 i8@Gpparently
interrupted by his concern with the civic injustaa the world, which any rational
person might seek to avoid. But it becomes cleatriths another sense of justice
that is really his underlying concern. Civic injgsts lead him to the potential for
other ills “that we know not of” (3.1.82). Whileig the “pale cast of thought”
(3.1.85) that leads to the disabling of the wilctiammit suicide, it is thoughts about
justice which cause the disabling effect. It iswik that is puzzled and paralysed
because of an underlying sense of right and wrAnd.so at this moment Hamlet is
closer to an Augustinian view of justice, as tlghtiordering of the self in relation to
the divine, than to a Stoic view of suicide as areptable release from the
vicissitudes of life. But it is important to noteat Hamlet does not see the puzzling
of the will which results from the “pale cast obtlght” as a victory for prudence,
but rather as a defeat for fortitude. The consecgi@f reflection is to disable action,
to make him a coward. As in the first soliloquy,riat cannot reject his knowledge
of a Christian world order and Christian sanctidng, sees this life-affirming
knowledge as an obstacle to action. If Denmarkgsson, for Hamlet so too is a
Christian world-view to his desire for both suiciaed revenge. The implicit
message is that he would rather be a Stoic. Bpdity an argument against suicide
because of eternal consequences, however nebukugiyconsequences are
expressed, becomes a morally doubled-edged swardld not having killed
himself, can now pursue revenge. But he has untbtike problem of divine
sanctions against any act of violence — againsselfeor others. It is, more
importantly, this problem of justice to which thing has led him rather than the act
of thinking itself that has become the obstaclkisoaction.

When we come to the only actual suicide in the ptiag death of Ophelia,
the terms of reference become initially stronglyi€ttan. The gravedigger opens
Act Five with the question of whether Ophelia dessra “Christian burial” (5.1.1).
The sanctions of the time against suicide weresextty strong. That Ophelia
deserves to have “[s]hards, flints and pebbled’.{®8) thrown at her should not be
seen as hyperbole or peevishness on the part pfigst or doctor of divinity,
whether Catholic or Protestant. Jeffrey Watt déssithe treatment accorded to
suicides in Calvinist Geneva. One who stabbed Hinrséhe woods after
contracting a venereal disease had his body draggechurdle through the streets
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by church authorities, and then impaled and exposéside the city as a warning to
others. Another, in dispute with a nephew and datteaccount for herself in front of
the Consistory Council, drowned herself. Her bo@dg\then dragged through the
streets, and she was buried shamefully at th@&@gecutions (Watt 463Hamlet’s
gravediggers hint that bribery has been involvedlliowing Ophelia’s Christian
burial. The priest states directly that “great coamof’ (5.1.195), presumably that of
the King, has overruled the Church. That such nreasuere required speaks for the
power of the underlying ecclesiastical sanctions.

It is curious to place this Christian burial ofiacsde against the classical-

sounding burial of Spenser’'s Mordant and Amavi&loyon and the Palmer:

The great earthes wombe they open to the sky,
And with sad Cypresse seemly it embraue,

Then couering with a clod their closed eye,

They lay therein those corses tenderly,

And bid them sleepe in euerlasting peace. (11.265).

But to see one as Christian and one as classinat isecure. For just when we might
feel we have established clearly Christian termefi#rence irHamlet the language
of Laertes’ grief takes a classical turn — he waiots to die with Ophelia in a grave

that sounds as if it belongs with the epic and isero

Now pile your dust upon the quick and dead
Till of this flat a mountain you have made
T'o’ertop old Pelion or the skyish head

Of blue Olympus. (5.1.218-21)

As with the burial of Mordant and Amavia, we aeeninded of the physical
nature of the grave dug out of the earth and opéhe sky to be filled with a mound
of earth. And although the gravediggers and thesprnay condemn her, an element
of doubt has been established in the play aboutdh&e of Ophelia’s death — it is
“doubtful” (5.1.194) because it is not clear thawas not chosen “wittingly”

(5.1.11). Her case, like Amavia’s, has been resefieeher eternal doom” (11.i.58.8).
There are strong overtones of compassion in bathaddurial that must sit
uncomfortably with the Christian sanctions of timee.

What is clearly the same in the deaths of Amavh@phelia is the ability
for grief to destroy life — they are studies of #ane aspect of intemperance.

Ophelia’s heart has clearly been “unfortified” (B@). She represents the “unmanly
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grief” (1.2.94) that Claudius condemns at the beigig of the play. Like the
womanly Amavia, she has died because the contr@asfion has been completely
undermined by her grief. All the play’s preachirgpat excessive grief in mourning
finds expression in her death; like the emblematiavia, she demonstrates the
unravelling of all the cardinal virtues and thesdisition of the internal justice, the
right order, of the self. What remains problemati©Ophelia’s as in Amavia’s case is
the proper judgement of this sort of suicidal inpemance, caused as it has been by
an act of injustice.

The dilemma represented by Ophelia — how to respatiohally to the
rejection of a lover and the death of a fathehat tover’s hand — is portrayed as an
intolerable one, one that in the play defeats naticontrol entirely. Hamlet's
dilemma — how to respond rationally to the deathisffather at the hand of an uncle
and the marriage of that uncle to his mother artdowmit sacrificing his own life — is
portrayed as similarly intolerable. If we viddamletin Stoic terms, Ophelia
demonstrates the argument that there are condioescessive misery that can
make the act of suicide acceptable. In Augustitéams, Ophelia demonstrates the
intrinsic misery of life and the need to seek folusons to this misery outside its

temporal conditions.
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Chapter Six: Means, Decorum and Mediocrity

In the fifty-eighth stanza of Canto 1 ®he Legend of Sir Guyon, or of Temperaunce
Guyon moralises over the dilemma of Mordant and Yenan terms of “a meane”
(1.i.58.2). Very early in this book afheFaerie Queend appears Spenser is helping

the reader by providing something like a definit@ritemperance.

But temperaunce (said he) with golden squire
Betwixt them both can measure out a meane,
Nether to melt in pleasures whott desyre,

Nor frye in hartlesse griefe and dolefull tene.

Thrise happy man, who fares them both atweene5@811-5)

Temperance is the virtue that finds a middle patfwben lust and grief, this
pronouncement suggests. But in typical Spenseasinidn, the “definition” of

temperance combines many elements that enrich@nglicate it.

The medieval measuring square

The use of the word “meane” points to Aristotle &imgldefinitions of temperance in
theNicomachearkthics we will return shortly to this primary meaninghd allusion
in “golden squire” to the carpenter’s square, apl@ment common in Renaissance
iconography of temperance, used to fix cornerstom&s connotations of holding

true. It is therefore recalled by Spenser at trenop of Canto xii:

Now ginnes this goodly frame of Temperaunce
Fayrely to rise, and her adorned hed

To pricke of highest prayse forth to aduaunce,
Formerly grounded, and fast setteled

On firme foundation of true bountyhed. (II.xii.15}-

This “true bountyhed” may be temperance firmlyugrded in prudence. It
may also be Christ as the cornerstone of faittherdock of the Church or both, an
insight | owe to Kathryn Walls’ work on the carperis square in medieval allegory
(Walls 261). In this case, the firm grounding o ttmperate and very medieval-
sounding fortified castle of the self that is theude of Alma begins with the golden
set-square of this early stanza. In this chapeefacus will shift to temperance in

social and political contexts, but such medieval @hristian connotations mean the
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debate from the previous chapter over the relathgortance of the philosophical

and theological cannot be entirely laid aside.

The Horatian “golden” mean

A further aspect of the opening “definition” staredd=QIl is the reference to the
“golden squire.” The goldenness of the squire esdke Horatiandurea
mediocritas’ the golden mean from Ode 2.10. And this in tevokes the
Romanisation of the GreaophrosyneAs Horace is strongly influenced by
Hellenistic philosophy, both originally Greek poauland philosophical meanings of
sophrosyngeand their particular uses in Greek lyric poepgrmeate his verse (North
293). By the Renaissance, “the golden mean” isnanconplace term in its own
right, and Spenser need not refer particularhheodriginal ode when he talks of a
“golden squire.” But Spenser is very likely to hastedied the odes in school
(Baldwin 498) and this ode was translated by hisopa Sidney.

Horace’s ode both contains what will become comnteurgs of temperance
as a mean between extremes, and addresses alpagmlitical context - probably
that of Horace’s friend Licinius who, accordingkenneth Quinn’s commentary,
appears to have got into political difficulties (@u216). Here is the ode in Philip
Sidney’s translation, (published in 1598, but entbefore 1586, the date of
Sidney’s death).

Ode I11.10

You better sure shall live, not evermore
Trying high seas, nor whole Sea rage you flee,

Pressing too much upon ill harbourd shore.

The golden meane who loves, lives safely free
From filth of foreworne house, and quiet lives,

Releast from Court, where envie needes must be.

The wynde most oft the hugest Pine-tree greeves:
The stately towers come downe with greater fall:
The highest hills the bolt of thunder cleeves:

Evill happes do fill with hope, good happes appall
With feare of change, the courage well preparde:

Fowle Winters as they come, away they shall.

115



Though present times and past with evils be sparde
They shall not last: with Citherne silent muse
Apollo wakes, and bow hath sometime sparde.

In hard estate with stowt shew valor use,
The same man still in whom wysdome prevailes,

In too full winde draw in thy swelling sailes. (@a-Ross & Haynes, 73)

All of these Horatian metaphors are suitable fofusion in a compendium
of precepts of temperance. The allusion to theofatligh towers, and the risk to tall
trees and mountains may amount to a complimefigstature of the Licinius who
has fallen under political attack (Quinn 215-1&)eTest of the ode contains
prudential advice — portraying temperance as a natide that prevents harm in the
contingencies of daily and political life. This pdar prudential view of the mean
and moderation, present from the origins of thecephof temperance, prefigures the
teleology of Hume.

The ode is also an expression of a deeply desieatnlehabitually temperate
cast of mind. The painstaking perfection of themp#scuriosa felicitag(as
Petronius styled Horace’s poetry) reflects the deepetaphysical harmony of
sophrosyneThe person who is safe in loving the golden nisaafe in both an
urgently required immediately political sense, andore personal sense of tranquil
inner happiness. Spenser, like Horace, also inuge® see the deeply philosophical,
the immediately political and the socially usefuhis treatment of the mean, and

this chapter will pursue all three aspects@il and Hamlet

The Platonic mean

We have already seen that the maxim “nothing ireextis central to Greek thought.
While Aristotle systematically applies this precepethical philosophy, some of this
work is prefigured in Plato. Plato gives philosagahiweight to the mean in the
Statesmaras a way of measuring excess and defect (North k8fhePhilebus

each part of the good life can be judged by thedsted of the mean, and limit is
involved in the classification of pleasures (Ndt8b). Beauty is identified with
symmetry and a mixture of knowledge and pleasuessential for happiness in this
dialogue. Thesophronman gives obedience meden aganthe traditional
association we have examined in the introductiahraore closely in Chapter Three
(North 186).
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Spenser’s “temperaunce with golden squire” measaurea mean between
“pleasures whott desyre” and “hartlesse griefe @widfull tene.” There is a Platonic
basis for this formulation ifheLaws where virtue is defined as a harmony of
reason and emotion in terms of pleasure and pRiea%ure and pain, you see, flow
like two springs released by nature. If a man driéngsight amount from the right
one at the right time, he lives a happy life; futa draws unintelligently at the
wrong time, his life will be rather different” (6836 D-E). Virtue is also the concord

(symphoniaof reason and habit in relation to pleasure aaid.p

| call ‘education’ the initial acquisition of vireuby the child, when the
feelings of pleasure and affection, pain and hatieat well up in his soul are
channelled in the right courses before he can gtalai the reason why. Then
when he does understand, his reason and his emsa@tipae in telling him that
he has been properly trained by inculcation of appate habits. Virtue is this
general concord of reason and emotion. But theveeéselement you could
isolate in any account you give, and this is theem formulation of our
feelings of pleasure and pain, which make us hatg we ought to hate from
the first to last, and love what we ought to lofRlatoLaws653; 86)

The ultimate Platonic instrument for the measunartue in theLawsis
God, and Spenser’s golden squire may carry thigiaddl metaphysical
implication, but only if it is seen in Platonic andt Aristotelian terms. As the
passage in theawsthat linkssophrosyndo the divine was in turn influential for the
Church Fathers, the idea of Christ as the corneesbdd faith has this Platonic root.

What conduct is dear to God and follows after Hint?od would be for us
the measure of all things...and he who would be tteblim must become
like Him, so far as possible. According to the preégeasoning, theophron
among us is dear to God, for he is like Him, arerttan who is natophronis
not like Him, but different and unjust. (Pldtaws716C-D; quoted in North
194)

The Aristotelian mean

In one of the great historical divides in ethidadught, the Platonic metaphysical
dimension osophrosynes overturned by Aristotle. God is nebphronfor Aristotle;
rather the activity of God was pure contemplatldthile Aristotle was concerned

with the process of assimilation to God, the pathuch assimilation was not moral
behaviour but reason. The mean and the self-kn@&ledl ‘gnothi sautohwere
important for Aristotle in terms of ethics, but stotle renounces the injunction to
“think mortal thoughts.” Man should instead trynh@ke himself immortal, and to
exercise the reason that is the divine elementan, that alone enables man to share

in the life of God. Moral behaviour however is niatAristotle’s system, to be
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measured against God, but becomes relative tothi@dual as practical morality is
separated out from contemplation. One of the camgplications of this is that for
Aristotle temperancesophrosynebecomes no longer a path to assimilation to God
(North, 210-11).

Aristotle’s definition of the mean derives in paiam medical parallels, and
he looks in the manner of a biologist for distinos between virtues rather than
attempting, like Plato, to look for points of untigtween virtuesSophrosyngin the
larger sense aheden agaystill lies behind Aristotle’s doctrine of the meand it is
in this sense that temperance and virtue can batedj(North 200).

All moral virtue in theEthicsis related to pleasure and pain, and as Aristotle
establishes this point he distinguishes temperandecourage. The end to which
courage aims may be a source of pleasure but eeisggimarily to do with
enduring pain. “And the more completely a man pssse virtue, and the more truly
happy he is, the more painful death will seem m"H{Aristotle 102; Iil.ix.4). The
intemperate man “is called intemperate becausedis &n undue amount of pain at
missing pleasures — here you have pleasure actallging pain — and temperate
because he is not pained by the absence of pléq30& 111.ix.5). Aristotle divides
the soul into three faculties, the vegetative abpetitive and the rational. Moral
virtue belongs to the appetitive faculty (whichnone respect irrational and in
another rational), and is acquired through hakitnaintellectual virtue belongs to
the rational soul and is instilled through teachifgmperance and fortitude are
moral virtues for Aristotle; prudence an intelleadtuirtue (North 199).

Moral virtue is a habit of choice in Aristotlelsinking, and this view of
morality permeates the scholasticism of the Midljes. The agent’s state of mind
determines the moral quality of his act. Pleasade@ain become an index to the
possession of virtue. For Aristotle the pleasur @ain surrounding a given action
will reveal the moral character of the agent. “Amissophron for example, not
because he abstains from excessive bodily pledsurdecause he enjoys
abstaining” (North 202). The one who does not esjash abstinence, but has to
overcome base desires in order to obey the dicthtesmson, is continent.
“Sophrosynés the effortless, because habitual, harmony oétigpand reason, the
perfection of the healthy soul that needs no plgsiqNorth 202-3).

As Aristotle broadens the number of virtues awaynfthe four Platonic
cardinal virtues, he correspondingly limits theunatof each particular virtue.
Sophrosyneés limited to the pleasures of the body, thoseeshavith the lower
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animals, eating, drinking and sexual intercourge fivo opposed vices aa&olosia
(which might loosely be defined as wantonness)araisthesiginsufficient
enjoyment of pleasure). Unlike St@patheia sophrosynen Aristotle does not
mean abstinence. “Thsmphronperson enjoys pleasures in moderation; he merely
avoids the wrong pleasures and any pleasure irseX&ophrosynérenders the
appetitive element obedient to reason” and Aristddscribes theophronman as
having an appetite for “what he may desire, inrtget way, and at the right time”
(North 200-202).

Another main distinction between Aristotelian d@Mdtonic ethical
philosophy lies in Aristotle’s attack on the Somradentification of virtue with
knowledge and so the paradox that no-one can dogkoowingly. Aristotle shows
this in his distinctions betweaophrosyn@ndenkrateia(continence). The person
who has lost all principle igkolastesthe opposite asophron Akrasiais the
condition in which the appetite for excessive bpgieasure overcomes the dictates
of reason. Thakratesperson is incontinent and morally weak, “mastdrggassion
to the point of abandoning principle, but not te goint of forgetting it” (North 203).

Spenser establishes the quest of his knight of éeamge as vengeance on
Acrasia, and in this sense makes the focus ofadlo& the more narrow battles
against the desire for pleasure. On the other Bgeehser’s description of
temperance as a mean between “whott desyre” antlétise griefe, and dolefull
tene,” refers us to the wider usesophrosynef both Plato and Aristotle, a mean

distinguished in terms of pleasure and pain thatbeaapplied to all virtue.

The Reformation and Aristotle

The end of Guyon’s presentation of a “temperauticat can measure out a mean
between desire and grief with a golden squiregsoaise of happiness, “thrise
happy man, who fares them both atweene.” Ariswftemula for happiness, as
seen by the Renaissance, was “life-long activitgdoordance with virtue
supplemented by sufficient bodily and external gdd&raye 330). While
Aristotle’s Ethics an important cornerstone of scholastic teacthengtinued to
dominate ethics throughout the Renaissance, there some strong theological
points of conflict. Luther denounced tkéhicsin 1517 as incompatible with the
Christian doctrine of graceTota fere Aristotelig€thica pessima est gratiae inimica
(gtd Kraye 343)). Luther’s denunciation associ#tastotelian virtue acquired
through teaching, practice and the developmentarbhhabits with the (from the
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Protestant perspective) Catholic doctrine of wosaks] the attack on Aristotle is part
of a more general attack on scholasticism. Thelpmolarises in thinking that one
can merit God’s grace through one’s own actiongyKr343-4). It is interesting to
note that Gabriel Harvey, in trouble at Cambridgredisagreement with Aristotle,
made one of his points of disagreemaernttlis non est in nostra potestaf@irtue is
not within our power) (Stern 22).

The objection to Aristotle does not rest on thedatant side alone. For the
Catholic Vives, Aristotle was less compatible withristian thought than Plato and the
Stoics, “first, because Aristotle limited happinasthe present life; and second, because
the earthly felicity which he described not onlffetied from but actually conflicted with
the beatitudes of this life recounted by Chrighim Sermon on the Mount” (Kraye 344).
There was also strong disagreement among Chnistitars with Aristotle’s contention
that sufficient bodily and external goods were eeitr happiness. Those who
defended Aristotle used Melanchthon’s separatidghetiomains of faith and ethical
behaviour, and the argument that following the ¢dwweason was in accordance with the
law of God (344). Between the two extremes —jetct®n of theEthicsout of hand,
and a view of their complete compatibility with @tian doctrine — a range of points of
compromise were reached, including seeing Ariséotgdrecepts as a path to the higher
morality of the gospels. Spenser’s early introaucof references to the mean iRQIl,
and his development of the mean in the episodeecCastle of Medina, must be

approached with some caution in the light of tlaiskground.

Aristotelian means and extremes and Spenser’s Castbf Medina

From this point, and through the next chapter, wkfellow Guyon’s progress into
the narrative oFQIl and up to the point of his collapse and rescparangel. As
we do so, we seem initially to be dealing withmperance concerned with moral
behaviour in social and political contexts andpbkgchology of temperance as self-
control, and to have mostly left theology behindeser moves from the tableau of
Mordant, Amavia and the Bloodie Babe, a passagbkave seen in terms of original
sin, to the sequence in the next canto of the €a$tMedina’ The Babe will be left

at this Castle and Medina is asked “in vertuous tortraine his tender youth,” a

% A version of the argument that follows was préseras an unpublished paper. Gillian Hubbard,

“Two so mighty warriors’: Calvin’'s Stoicks and Epires in Spenser’s House of Medina,” Session
sponsored by the International Spenser Societyte&ith Century Studies Conference, Crowne
Plaza Hotel, Geneva, 29 May 2009.
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phrasing which suggests the Aristotelian develogroérirtuous moral habits. In
the argument for Canto I, Medina is describedthe face of golden Meane” with
her sisters “two Extremities,” who “striue her tarish cleane.” Aristotle’s
discussion of the nature of the mean and extrem€&hapter Eight of Book Two of

the Ethicsis helpful for this conflict.

Thus there are three dispositions, two of thermtpk vicious form (one

in the direction of excess, the other of defect) ane a good form, namely,

the observance of the mean. They are all opposedg@nother, though not

all in the same way. The extreme stages are oppmgado the mean and one

another, and the mean is opposed to both extrdfoegust as the equal is

greater compared with the less, and less compaitbdive greater, so the

mean states (whether in feelings or actions) aexoess if compared with the

deficient, and deficient if compared with the exates, states. Thus a brave

man appears rash when set beside a coward, anddipwden set beside a

rash man; a temperate man appears intemperatetzesidn of full

sensibilities, and dull if contrasted with an inf@mate man. This is the reason

why each extreme character tries to push the mearenthe other. The

coward calls the brave man rash, the rash mantiaille coward. (72;

[1.viii.16)
In the Castle of Medina, “[t]he eldest did agathst youngest goe, / And both against
the middest meant to worken woe” (11.ii.13.8-9) el$wains of these sisters, Huddibras
and Sansloy, first attack each other and then, Vidwgmon intervenes, Guyon. Our
protagonist initially seems to evade this attaokl, l&ke a breaking wave, “[d]oes ride on
both their backs, and faire her self doth sauafi.24.9). But as the battle proceeds, it
becomes unclear who is being pushed where: itdsrtain who is “[nJow forst to yield,
now forcing to inuade” (11.ii.25.7). The role of Mma, rushing between them all, is
conciliatory, looking for them to “misseeming disdaneekely lay aside” (11.ii.31.9).
While the two swains are more generally opposeldarawlessness of Sansloy and
Huddibras’ opposition to all things (who in a worfdeSpenserian wordplay “[h]ardly
could endure his hardiment” (11.ii.37.8)), the twisters are more clearly the extremes
opposed to temperance, trgisthesiaof insufficient enjoyment of pleasure of Elissa,
who “euermore did seeme / As discontent for wambhefth or meat” (11.ii.35.3-4), and
theakolosiaor abandon of Perissa, who had “[n]Jo measurenmoed, no rule of right,
/ But poured out in pleasure and delight” (11.i.8&). Medina’s process is to restore a

balance to each pair to bring them closer to therme

That forward paire she euer would asswage,
When they would striue dew reason to exceed,;
But that same froward twaine would accorage,
And of her plenty adde vnto their need (l1.ii.38)-
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One side needs to be dampened down, the othersivdrggthened with courage or

fortitude.

The mean and religious dispute

Finding concord in a tension between the “forwaaddt the “froward” has strong
political connotations, and in Spenser’s periodriavoidably associated with thia
mediaof the Elizabethan Church Settlement. One waeing the Elizabethana
mediais as a middle path between Catholicism and exreértestantism, and this is
particularly true for its roots in the reigns preicey the accession of Elizabeth | to
the throne. Critics have over the years attemptekmrecise political allegorical
correspondences. Daniel Doerksefire Spenser Encyclopaediaes the allegory

of the House of Medina in terms of the descendaiittenry the Eighth, with Elissa
as the discontented and austere Mary Tudor, Meafiridizabeth, and Perissa as the
(in Elizabethan eyes) debauched Mary Queen of Selotddibras is seen by
Doerksen as Phillip of Spain, Sansloy as eitheryMauween of Scots’ lover

Bothwell, or John of Leiden, the leader of the Amgatitst revolt in Munster in 1533
(Doerksen 464). Hamilton’s edition ®he FaerieQueenesuggests two opposed
possibilities: that “Elissa...represents the ChurcRame or, in her austerity, the
Puritans; and the younger Perissa representsaiwéeds’ Anabaptists or, in her
sensuousness, the Church of Rome” (Spenser 174).

If it is possible to see Perissa as either AnabagptiPapist, there are
obviously difficulties with assigning precise oreedne political correspondences to
Spenser’s allegory, and the problem is increasee iharrow the field from the
extremes of Catholic and Anabaptist to the divisiwithin the Established Church
in the years subsequent to the settlement andebferpublication of the first three
books ofThe Faerie Queeni@a 1590. Joshua Scodel’s stutkcess and the Mean in
Early Modern EnglisiLiterature makes it clear how relative a term the mean could
be in a political context, with many Protestant @pgnts of the church settlement
proclaiming that they represented the middle wawben “popery” and Protestant
extremism, and so attacking “opponents as hypoalitepresentatives of a vicious
extreme” (Scodel 5). In the middle, moderates ctnaldeen as fundamentally
lacking in conviction, because they were unwilltogargue strongly for their
position, and to be condemned in the Biblical teahRev.3.15-16 for being
lukewarm. For a zealous proponent of one or otpposed position against thia

medig the “louely concord, and most sacred peace” @Liil) made by Spenser’s
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Medina — if this allegorical figure is to be iddm@d with the fledgling established
church — would be highly suspect, and this prirecggplies for any other context of
disagreement where the mean is not also establehaderm with some absolute
force. Aristotle establishes temperance as an atesvirtue as well as a mean, but

placing it absolutely in any given situation rensaarelative business.

Stoic and Epicurean extremes

As Guyon moves away from the Castle of Medinacthr@rasting episodes of the
Cave of Mammon and Bower of BlisseIl can be seen to follow the pattern
established by the opposed pairs of Huddibrasss&land Sansloy / Perissa. The
Bower is clearly about lawless excess; the joutheyugh the Cave is presented as
one where absolute resistance to its temptatioparesmount. Here another opposed
pattern of discourse associated with the church Inesgt work, a conflict between
Stoicism and Epicureanism, the Porch and the GaRieid Barbour irEnglish
Epicures and Stoics: Ancient Legacies in Early BtGalture argues that “early
Stuart culture is diacritically obsessed with thei& and Epicureans, apart from and
in relation to one another;...the Stoics and Epiawsesdford early Stuart readers and
writers with the most impressive yet vexatious arswo many of their most urgent
political and religious questions” (Barbour 2-3)hilé most of Barbour’'s argument,
like that of Scodel, is presented through refersmmegside our period, the pattern he
is suggesting also fits Spenser’s opposition afarjey dependent on a denial of
worldly goods for the sake of virtue through thev€af Mammon, on the one hand,
and on the other, of a journey to an island of denaself-indulgence that is harder
to resist. In one stereotype in the Stuart peridth®two contrasting philosophies,
Stoic extirpation of the passions is associated thié Protestant campaign against
self-indulgence, and Epicureanism with hedonisimgiam and any echoes of papist
idolatry. Barbour includes the following from Heridplland in the Elizabethan
period, giving this view of the two opposed camphis commentary on Acts 17.
The Epicures “deny providence in order to ignoredkentuality of judgement,” and
the Stoics claim that God is so chained by proweéehat there is no space for God
to exercise his own will (Barbour 233).

Acts 17 is also directly relevant to the House @diha episode. When we
examine Calvin’s commentary on the passage in A¢tsn which Paul is confronted
in Athens by the Stoics and Epicureans, we finddivay close to Spenser’s portrayal
of the battle with Huddibras and Sansloy. Calvingisixteenth-century English
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translation of his commentary) allows only thoseowglave their name to the God of
Israel to be religious; all other religions are demned with “the reproach of
atheism, howsoever they toil and moil in superstiti

Neither is it to be doubted but that the Epicuaesording to their wonted
frowardness, did trouble the holy man; and thatStwecs, trusting to their
subtile quips and cavils, did stubbornly deride;hyet the end shall show that
he did not dispute sophistically, neither was heied away unto any
unprofitable and contentious disputation, but dideyve that modesty which
he himself commandeth elsewhei@ofnmentaryi8)

Calvin adds advice that would serve Guyon weltl eould issue from Medina.
“And thus must we do, that by refuting meekly anodestly vain cavillings, we may
utter that which is sound and true; and we musagbravoid this danger, that
ambition or desire to show our wit do not wrapusuperfluous and vain
contentions” (18).

Calvin’s definitions of the two schools, diameditig opposed in his opinion,
both show knowledge of the original philosophied ezinforce the more stereotypical
view of them in the period. According to Calvinethhilosophy of the Epicures “was
to feign that the sun was two feet broad, thatntbed was madexatomis(or of
things so small that they could not be divided admsmaller), and by deluding men
thus, to blot out the wonderful workmanship whigpeareth in the creation of the
world” (18). Although the Epicureans accepted thate were gods, they imagined
them as idle in heaven, and believed there wasumeedprovidence or governance of
men’s affairs. Spenser’s Sansloy is naturally &dwith such a philosophy, and so is
the Perissa who lives for pleasure, along with Bha&nd the Acrasia of the Bower of

Bliss with theircarpe dienmsongs about the rose that lives for only a day:

[P]leasure was their felicity, not that unbridletddilthy pleasure; yet such as
did more and more corrupt men by her enticemegisgtalready, of their
own accord, bent to pamper the flesh. They couthiednmortality of their
souls but a fable, whereby it came to pass thgtghge themselves liberty to
make much of their bodies. (18)

The Stoics are, according to Calvin, guilty of @posed problem with

providence:

though they said that the world was subject tapttawidence of God, yet did
they afterwards, through a most filthy surmiserather doting, corrupt that
point of their doctrine. For they did not grantttsod did govern the world by
counsel, justice, and power, but they forged ariably of the compass or
agreement of the causes, that God himself beingdwith the necessity of
fate or destiny, might be carried violently witketframe of heaven, as the
poets do tie and fetter their Jupiter with goldettelrs, because the Fates or
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Destinies do govern when he is about something €lsaugh they placed
felicity in virtue, they knew not what true virtweas, and they did puff up
men with pride, so that they did deck themselveh thiat which they took
from God. For though they did all abase the grd¢heoHoly Ghost, yet was
there no sect more proud. They had no other fdeitbut a certain rash and
immoderate fierceness. (18)

Pleasure is, in this Calvinist formulation, thad#y of the Epicureans; “a
certain rash and immoderate fierceness” of forétutle mark of the Stoics. This
chimes with the Elissa / Sansloy and Perissa / Huasl dichotomy in Spenser. The
first pair demonstrates both love of pleasure agdreeral lawlessness, the second a
love of abstention and resistance for its own gake this dichotomy is played out
in a range of ways in the wider legend of tempegarteaul, in Calvin’'s commentary
on this episode in Acts, stands as a mean betweenvd philosophical schools as

opposed forces.

Therefore there was in Paul wonderful force of $péit, who standing
amidst such beasts, which sought to pull him tofamdstood firm in the
sound sincerity to the gospel, and did valiantlthatand and endure, as well
the dogged malapertness of the former sect, garithe and crafty cavillings
of the other.

The “wondrous great prowesse and heroick worthii.25.3) that Guyon “shewed
that day, and rare ensample made, / When two shtynwegarriours he dismade”
(11.1i.25 4-5), in all probability echoes this Sgtural battle. To see the Medina
episode in terms of Calvin’'s commentary on Act®ipoint to Paul and the Pauline
defence of gospel truth as the source of the realhnof temperance FQII, an
argument | am not aware has been made expliciftyrée

In the realpolitik of the Elizabethan Settlemehgre are two flash-points in
the struggle of the “forward” camp of reforminggjg after what was hoped by this
camp to be a transitional rather than a final setéint of ecclesiastical policy in
England. One was over vestments, and in relatidghisdVedina’s garments evoke
an ecclesiastical compromise between opposed @ositiMedina is “a sober sad,
and comely courteous Dame” (11.ii.14.5) who is triarayd, and yet in modest
guize” (I1.ii.14.6), suggesting the Elizabethan dielway to canonical dress. There
was much defiance among many Protestant minigiarscularly those who had
returned from the Protestant communities of Eusper the accession of Elizabeth,
of the injunction to wear ecclesiastical garmeriitarty sort, and this injunction
became one of the tests of the strength of theB#ithan Settlement itself. Medina’s

hair is a model of order. “Her golden lockes shendily did vptye / In breaded
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tramels, that no looser heares / Did out of ortlelysabout her daintie eares”
(111.15.7-9). The strength of the forces oppose@n ecclesiastical middle way are
made apparent by Medina’s subsequent disarrayempting to calm the discord
between Huddibras, Sansloy and Guyon: “The faireiNewith her tresses torne, /
And naked brest, in pitty of their harmes, / Emdrigem ran” (11.27.2-4), and
something closer to the actual discord within tinglEsh church of Spenser’s period
Is suggested.

There is a theological problem from the first witimeaded trammels,” as
Peter 3.3 proclaims: “Let not yours be the outwaatdrning with braiding of hair,
decoration of gold, and wearing of robes”, and gerSer’s use of braiding hints that
Medina is to be associated both with a compronfiaefavours the old Catholic
forms, and with pride. In the section of themma Theologiashich considers the
virtues associated with temperance, Aquinas ugeAtigustinian argument of
following local custom to soften Peter’s injunctjamd makes a special distinction
for priests to be allowed to wear clothes thatinigtish them, “not for their own
glory, but to signify the nobility of their officend of divine worship,” and it is from
similar arguments about appropriate clothes forcteegy that the position of the
church about vestments under Elizabeth proceeddinds “lovely concord” would
thus be suspect from the perspective of those peigrio the “forward” reforming
clergy.

From the perspective of the Queen, who sought iataia the stability of
her throne against external threat, and to estatili®ugh church spokespeople like
Hooker, and later Whitgift, a church that was {te teformers) more Erastian than
Calvinist in its leanings, the “forwardness” of ttedorming parties was irksome and
met with increasing resistance. When Archbishomezi (the “Algrind” of
Spenser'shepheardes Calendarefused to rein in the practice of prophesying in
his parishes (the discussion and exegesis of aagtassages to which laypeople
could also contribute), he was punished with semaigsn, and had scarcely regained
the Queen’s favour at the time of this death. Gafisdetter of defence to the Queen
marks him as “froward” in his act of stubborn rémmse to the Queen’s will,
“forward” in his defence of continental Protestpractice, and straight-out foolhardy
in terms of his own political safety. Using Ambrtsarguments for the right of a
bishop as an ecclesiastical representative of Gatidllenge the monarch, he casts
himself in the role of theophronisteslescribed in Chapter Four. He also argues,
citing the prophet Ezekiel, that ministers of theich should be watchmen
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[speculatorek not flatterers §dulatore$. “If we see the sword coming by reason of
any offence towards God, we must of necessity gi@ming, or else the blood of
those who perish will be required at our hands’t{isison 377).

It becomes difficult to see the House of Medinsege as a defence of the
via mediaif this is to make Grindal a forward Sansloy figur a froward Huddibras
figure, given Spenser’s known sympathy for Gringlglosition and his allegorical
treatment inThe Shepheardes Calend#s a shepherd of his ecclesiastical flock, a
good shepherd who comes under violent attack.isénctise, we must see the “louely
concord and most sacred peace” achieved by Medinzoae of an ideal to be aimed
for than the reality of current practice at thediof the writing ofFQIl. And this
would chime more closely with the reading | hav& given of Paul in Acts 17, torn
between the Stoics and the Epicureans. In this ea$euely concord” would best be
achieved by the Pauline interpretation of the Wofdhe kind of privileging of the
Scripture favoured by the reforming camp and ermhbictéhe practice of
prophesying. Reading the House of Medina lessrmgef the virtuous Aristotelian
mean, and more in terms of challenges (both phillosal and theological) to the
centrality of the interpretation of the Gospel, Wbalso explain why Guyon and the
Palmer would entrust the Bloody Babe to Medinarattt” with the injunction to

train his youth in virtuous lore.

Cicero and temperance as social decorum

The Castle of Medina episode can, we have seemdoephilosophically, politically
and theologically. It can also be read in termsazfial behaviour and the rules for
decorum of Cicero and (in many ways following hitguinas. What Medina seeks
among the warring parties is among other thingeoprgety or decorum of
behaviour. “Betwixt them both the faire Medina saith sober grace, and goodly
carriage: / With equal measure she did moderabe/strong extremities of their
outrage” (11.ii.38.1-4), and in this way, “[s]o keghe them in order, and her selfe in
heed” (11.ii.38.9). In Cicero’s formulation of theardinal virtues iDe Officiis
temperance is broadened to a virtue “in which wd ionsiderateness and self-
control, which give, as it were, a sort of polisHite; it embraces also temperance,
complete subjection of all the passions, and maigderan all things. Under this head
is further included what, in Latin, may be callietorum(propriety); for in Greek it
is calledprepon Such is its essential nature, that it is insdgarcom moral
goodness; for what is proper is morally right, artht is morally right is proper”
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(Cicero 97; 1.xxvii.94). Although Cicero argues thidne nature of the difference
between morality and propriety can more easilydbetiian expressed,” true
propriety can only be found when there is a pretexg moral rectitude. In this case
all the cardinal virtues evince propriety. “Foramploy reason and speech rationally,
to do with careful consideration whatever one daes, in everything to discern truth
and to uphold it — that is proper. To be mistalenthe other hand, to miss the truth,
to fall into error, to be led astray — that is mproper as to be deranged and lose
one’s mind” (97; 1.xxvii.94). Fortitude is similgrian aspect of propriety; its
contrary, cowardice, is clearly seen in Spenséifsl canto, in the actions of
Trompart and Braggadochio. “What is done in a mamlg courageous spirit seems
becoming to a man and proper; what is done in &ragnfashion is at once immoral
and improper” (97; 1.xxvii.94).

As we saw in the preceding chapter, for the Staidse is involved in
agreement with the laws of nature. Cicero hereiephis principle particularly to
temperance, defined in terms of the control ofappetite by reason:

[T]he essential activity of the spirit is twofoldne force is appetite (that is,
ormein Greek), which impels a man this way and tHag; dther is reason,
which teaches and explains what should be donevaatishould be left
undone. The result is that reason commands, appdtiys. (103;
I.xxviii.101).

The spirit of the “sober grace, and goodly carrigg¢ieii.38.2) of Medina is seen in
Cicero’s corollary statement: “[E]very action ougbtbe free from undue haste or
carelessness; neither ought we to do anything faclwwe cannot assign a
reasonable motive” (103; I.xxix). The appetites tmesther run ahead nor lag
behind the control of the reins of reason, andCigero Stoicapatheiais the goal:
people “should enjoy calm of soul and be free frary sort of passion” (105).
This underlying philosophy leads to a set of rdtedehaviour. Humour, to
begin with, should not be “extravagant or immoderaut refined and witty.”
Sensual gratification should be kept “strictly viftlthe limits of moderate
indulgence” (109; 1.xxx.106). In more general teyimhss wrong “to abandon
ourselves to excess and to live in luxury and vimlapsness”; on the contrary it is
right “to live in thrift, self-denial, simplicity ad sobriety” (109; 1.xxx.106). A
harmony is also needed between the more univexaal of propriety, and a holding
fast to each person’s peculiar gifts, a not goigairast the grain of one’s own nature.
The young and old, magistrate, private citizen i@sident foreigners all need to

behave appropriately to their station in life (1R&xxiv.122), and this deeply
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socially conservative strand of thought that beginBlato’sRepublicandLawsis
strongly echoed in Calvin. Propriety should alssbewn in bodily actions, in
modesty. The rule here is to avoid extremes: “[@umduct and speech should not
be effeminate and overnice, on the one hand, remseaand boorish on the other”
(131; I.xxxv.109). The same is true of dress (afeh@nacy in male dress and
gesture is particularly singled out to be avoid&idina’s neatness represents a
Ciceronean ideal: “We must besides present an appeaof neatness — not too
punctilious or exquisite, but just enough to aviowbrish and ill-bred slovenliness”
(133; 1.xxxvi.130) and decorum in movement is aklsguired. Decorum is also
needed in oratory, in conversation, and in therwoffeof reproofs (135-9;
[.xxxvii.132-135). As we have seen in the Horatmale, moderation should also be
seen in one’s home, and for Cicero, one’s occupaimuld also be fitting to one’s
station in life.

In theSumma Theologiaé\quinas echoes some of these Ciceronean
categories in the virtues associated with temperaag he sets the rules later to be
associated with temperance in the medieval pemaodnell into the Renaissance and
Reformation. Aquinas cites Cicero in placing mogest a part of temperance rather
than to be equated with it (2.2ae.160.1). For Agsimodesty is the virtue required
“where moderation is not so difficult” as in mattef sex and food. He gives as a
sub-category of modesty humility which tempersdhbsire for self-excellence, and
studiousness which is the opposite of curiosity @hath tempers the desire to be a
know-all (160.2). Finally there is decorum in bgdilctions and dress. Here Aquinas
offers a compromise, citing Paul in 1Timothy 2.8mnending women who adorn
themselves modestly and sensibly in seemly appawelyith braided hair or gold or
pearls or costly attire (169.2). For Aquinas, wisdbrbidden is extravagant,
shameless and immodest, not sober and well-stgdehment. Cosmetics are also
condemned. The young Perissa of the House of Medtioas the excess in attire
condemned both by Cicero and Aquinas: “In sumptuwashe ioyd her selfe to
pranck” (11.ii.36) and is in accompanying fashiaof her loue too lauish (litle haue
she thanck)” (11.i.36.9). The ultimate failure lobth modesty and moderation of
dress is found in the Bower of Bliss, when Acrasidiscovered upon a bed of roses,
where she “was arayd, or rather disarayd, / Al wele of silke and siluer thin, /
That hid no whit her alablaster skin, / But rateleewed more white, if more might
bee” (I1.ii.77.3-7).

129



Spenser’s Elissa and Perissa are drawn in termstames in clothes, in

entertainment and lovemaking and eating. Elissa:

ddieeme
Such entertainment base, ne ought would eat,
Ne ought would speake, but euermore did seeme
As discontent for want of merth or meat;
No solace could her Paramour intreat
Her once to show, ne court, nor dalliaunce,
But with bent lowring browes, as she would threat,
She scould, and frowned with froward countenaunce,

Vnworthy of faire Ladies comely gouernaunce. (3%)
While Perissa “was of another mynd”:

Full of disport, still laughing, loosely light

And quite contrary to her sisters kynd;

No measure in her mood, no rule of right,

But poured out in pleasure and delight;

In wine and meats she flowd aboue the banck,

And in excesse exceeded her owne might. (11.ii.3§.2

Medina as a mean between indulgence and recalcétbstinence, where “[o]ne
thought her cheare too litle, th’other thought teotch” (11.ii.34.9), is thus
established as a theme for Spenser’s study of t@mpe.

The mean and economics

As canvassed briefly in the introduction, theral$® an economic argument for the
Elizabethan concern with excess in consumptionf@de with an increasing import of
material goods and the need to support Englistceswf production. Over-
consumption is often associated with enervatiod,zacorresponding loss of the
capacity to labour. Joshua Scodel reads the Bogirss episode oFQIl in terms of
the contrasting treatments of the “hard” and “seéf'sions of the country life in Virgil's
Georgicsand the Elizabethan preoccupation with idlenessdé 81-3). “Spenser
presents true temperance in ‘hard’ georgic ternaslalsorious struggle against the dual
excesses of the self and the external world. Hesgwpit to a ‘false’ temperance,
conceived in ‘soft’ georgic terms as harmony witheaeficent nature” (84). When
Spenser has Guyon destroy the “soft” Bower of Bisss, in Scodel’s view, essentially
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concerned with the moral destiny of Britain andaatity developed in the face of
adversity. The “temperate” climate of the Bowersthecomes suspect (85).

Those who preached moderation in the period dichecgssarily practise it
themselves. Burghley condemned the extravaganite giractice of wearing
elaborate and heavily starched ruffs, (a practicielvsupported industries to grow
wheat and produce starch and metal poking stickdpan Thirsk explains (Thirsk
88)), arguing that the wheat required to staralffd'would staunch the hunger of
many that starve in the streets for want of bré@aaves 160). At the same time,
Burghley spent a fortune entertaining the Queedijdathe courtier preferred by
Spenser, the Earl of Leicester.

While all the aspects of the mean and extremesritbesl so far in relation to
FQII will, as we will see, resonate witdamlet there are some further political
dimensions that belong particularlyttamlet or arise from the period subsequent to
the publication ofFQIl. These have to do with the difficult years o&th590s, as the
Queen with increasing ruthlessness suppressedlalitmliscussion of the issue of
her succession and of further reform of the chuftte first is the concern, described
by Patrick Collinson, that the wisdom of the oldlwbt contain the recklessness of
the young, that the suppression of wise head<Gikedal (who argues to the Queen
that prophesying will, by strengthening the indiadl conscience, essentially
strengthen support for the monarch) will lead ®\bry thing it seeks to avoid, the
rise of the Puritan faction.

Collinson cites a strongly “forward” Job Throckmuntin a speech in
Parliament in 1586.

But alas ye see when gray heares grow sylentyibenge headdes grow
venterous...When they that shoulde speake bee nibetiéburst out they that
shoulde be stille. It is wondred at above, thajpénmen of the countrey
shoulde be so forwarde, and it doeth amaze usiodhntrey that wise men
of the Courte should be so backeward. (Collin&izabethan$9)

The two issues that Throckmorton wants discusyetid“gray heares” are
the reformation of the church and the successien’\terie pillers and grounde
workes of all our blisse and happiness, and wittioeitvhich...dreadefull despayre
will bee the end of our foolishe hope,” (ibid), lthese are the very topics precluded
from discussion by the Queen. The recklessnedseofdung is most shockingly
displayed in the behaviour of Essex, with the fasghnexamples of his bursting in on
the Queen before she was properly dressed, amqddeisig his hand on his sword
when she had crossed him, and the ultimate aetbailion, the attempt to raise the
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people against her. Michael Graves, in his studguwfjhley, argues that after the
rise of the Earl of Essex the previous checks abanges in the court break down.
As the earl manoeuvred a shift towards a more si¥epolicy in the mid-1590s, the
Cecils ‘in an uncharacteristically imprudent manmemnipulated supplies and
information’ in order to thwart him (Graves 203).

The increasingly autocratic behaviour of the Queembines with this failure in
the checks and balances of the “mixed” or tempe@aistitution. Archbishop Whitgift
hardens ecclesiastical resistance to reform anettbeners become embattled. Andrew
Hadfield sees a consequent interest in a covarblieanism, and lists the following
reasons as those given more openly in the 15%igport of the mixed constitution:
“the need for counsel, for monarchs to obey the feason to be the key principle of
government, the fear that tyranny will erode thegbes liberty and the concomitant
fear of rebellion if a monarch treats subjectsharshly, the hope that religious
differences can either be solved or placed to miee and so on” (Hadfield 2005 93).
Hadfield reads the central concerrHaimletas “the dilemma of how they would act
when faced with an unjust and unpalatable sucagds@ving them governed by a ruler
who has obtained power by nefarious means” (203)ther words the topic of
succession so strongly prohibited by Elizabeth,thisdconcern as one more easily
addressed through a play about a country whosegtificonstitution included an
elected monarchy. We must note that the issuérafxaed” constitution belongs
naturally in a treatment of temperance.

It is also worth noting that in Platad®epublicthe varied forms of government
also represent the internal governance of thetdathletalludes to a range of forms of
government — a monarchy sanctioned by divinityoaanchy that arises from election
by an oligarchic ruling elite, the need to takeoartt of the will of the people (as in
Claudius’s inability to act against Hamlet), relogllby the people in Laertes’ attempted
coup, and finally what Hamlet regards as Claudityganny. Each aspect of governance

displays political failures of temperance.

Hamlet: “whott desyre” and “dolefull tene”

Act 1 Scene 2 dflamletplays both with the mean and with the conflictdemands
of “whott desyre” and “dolefull tene,” and thusarvery similar way to Spenser

announces temperance as a central concern oftiba &z follow. Claudius opens
the scene by announcing that it befits “us,” presbiyboth Claudius and his wife

and the kingdom, “[t]o bear our hearts in griefd aur whole kingdom / To be
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contracted in one brow of woe” (1.2.3-4). But irsthighly Machiavellian and
cynical speech, “discretion” has fought with “na&u1.2.5). This is deeply
ambiguous. Discretion should go with what is befgt but in this case it would be
an act of discretion to go on mourning. It is tlagainst “nature” that discretion
operates. If this is so, then it must be both ratamnd befitting to mourn for a
reasonable period. Claudius has had to fight theralanstinct of both himself and
his court to act more discreetly. This discretiownolves thinking of “ourselves”
(1.2.7) with a wise sorrow. The heavy ironic underpf this speech, the undertow
of interpretation open to a listener like Hamlstthat the battle with discretion has
been lost in favour of nature, though not the reatbat makes it natural to mourn
with appropriate decorum for a decent season, ithar natural desire that might
lead us to remember “ourselves,” and so to mariiage inappropriate season of
mourning. And this is the basis of the divide besawélamlet and the newly married
Claudius and Gertrude in the rest of the scenen$&pis Guyon argues that it is a
“thrise happy man” who fares between “whott desyned “dolefull tene.” Claudius
also pronounces a path between this Scylla andyGtiar His marriage to Gertrude
measures in equal weight “delight and dole” (1.2.48d so makes a series of
mixtures of unlikes: a “defeated joy” (1.2.10), ®auspicious and one drooping
eye” (1.2.11), “mirth in funeral and dirge in mage” (1.2.12). Claudius then shores
up his very slippery and murky combination of peand political motivation by
implying that he is himself a mean between twoemgs of impatience and
impotence. Claudius, by this hasty and necessditycabmarriage, has saved the
state from appearing “disjoint and out of frame!2(20), from a political version of
the internal disintegration we saw in the previohapter in the grieving Amavia.
Young Fortinbras holds, Claudius announces, a “wgeglosal of our worth”
(1.2.18), and has taken the opportunity to presslaim for forfeited land. This young
Fortinbras has already been sketched in the pregicene. He is “of unimproved mettle
hot and full” (1.1.96), and aims to “recover oflysstrong hand / And terms
compulsatory those foresaid lands / ...by his fdtbef (1.1.102-105). His enterprise is
portrayed as essentially reckless and based ars¢éhef a mercenary force. He has “in
the skirts of Norway here and there / Sharked ligt af landless resolutes / For food
and diet to some enterprise / That hath a stonmé&l{i.1.97-100). This young
Fortinbras has elements of both Sansloy and HuakliBihat he challenges an exchange

of land that has hitherto been seen as legitimatieesihim lawless. Sansloy is:
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...the most unruly, and the boldest boy,

That euer warlike weapons menaged,

And all to lawlesse lust encouraged

Through strong opinion of his matchlesse might:
Ne ought he car'd, whom he endamaged

By tortious wrong, or whom bereaved of right.i(18.3-8)
But Huddibras is also seen in terms of rashnesssH

...an hardy man,
Yet not so good of deedes, as great of name,
Which he by many rash aduentures wan,
Since errant armes to sew he first began;
More huge in strength, then wise in workes he was,

And reason with foole-hardize ouer ran. (1L.ii.1-7.2

Young Fortinbras combines both elements, a preferér fighting over more
peaceful methods of legal resolution, and a fodlim@ss that overcomes reason.
Both aspects can be seen in Claudius’s own moresattions, in the questionable
nature of his ascension to the throne and the ampdircefulness with which he has
overcome what, from Hamlet’'s perspective at leagjht be a more rational
approach to the question of succession. Claudisigdnieed the point and taken the
day.

He has done this by styling himself as reasors. fitot until late iFQII that
we encounter the two hags, Impatience and Impotevite oppose temperate action;
in Hamletthey are introduced in the beginning. Young Fortsbepitomises
impatience, leading to a corresponding “post-hasterummage” (1.1.106) in
Denmark, and what might be seen as the post-hadteuenmage of the subsequent
royal marriage, the need for which has been caedrbwy this post-haste and
rummage. Fortunately, as he styles it, Claudiusdstdoetween such impatience and
an impotence that fails to control it as the déd@anean of reason. Old Norway,
Fortinbras’s uncle, is “impotent and bed-rid” arsgtdrcely hears” (1.2.29-30) of his
nephew’s purpose, but Claudius’s decisive intefeanuill lead to Norway’s
suppression of “the levies, lists and full propamg” (1.1.31-32) of young Fortinbras.
So that the meaning of his role as the rationalmieween impotence and
impatience is not missed, Claudius then moves doesd Laertes with “you cannot
speak of reason to the Dane / And lose your vaite?.44-45). In one neat
movement, Claudius has now not only declared ‘1’étast moi” and that he is now
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officially “the Dane” and so regally stands for Deark, but that he also stands as
“reason.” Reasonably granting Laertes’ requestdave, Claudius is now poised to
make Hamlet look less than reasonable, as a catsaryorce and a recalcitrant, but
in his own way reckless Huddibras figure standiggiast necessary political
expediency.

As Claudius has already said that the royal maeriags a consequence of a
battle between “discretion” and “nature”, and tihatas in fact more naturally
“befitting” for the brow of the country to be coatited into woe, Gertrude’s initial
path of attack on Hamlet’'s mourning is redolentwiypocrisy from the first, the
hypocrisy deriving from the victory of nature owscretion on her own part. The
path of attack is in part a Stoic one, that Old Hdis1death accords with nature:
“Thou knowst ‘tis common, all that lives must di€assing through nature to
eternity” (1.2.72-73). Hamlet is cast as both gaagginst reason by going against
nature and going to an emotional extreme. By gtilving, Hamlet is cast as the
enemy of both Claudius (in his newly establishdd &3 “the Dane”) and the
national interest. Hamlet should “let [his] eyekdike a friend on Denmark”
(1.2.69), rather than as (with quite strong andatening implications) an enemy
opposed to it, and as someone (more awkwardlyraahveniently) who also
opposes the social decorum of the moment at court.

The opposition between the two camps mirrors teat/een Spenser’s Elissa
and Perissa, where “one thought her cheare teo fitlother thought too mutch”
(11.1i.34.9). The opposition is in some ways a siggsed one, like Spenser’s
metaphor of an inward grief of discord betweentihe sisters “as doth an hidden
moth / The inner garment frett, not th’'vtter tougH’ii.34.7-8). But the opposition
must also have had a strong iconographical forc8l@mkespeare’s Elizabethan and
Jacobean stage, where, as Roland Frye tells uspitemes were bought from the
discarded wardrobes of the nobility, and Claudius Gertrude were in all
probability presented in luxurious wedding finesyaposed to Hamlet's “inky”
(1.2.77) mourning cloak (Frye 88). If in fact Hamleears, as Frye argues, the long
black robe worn by mourners at a funeral procesg®) then continuing to wear
this cloak after the funeral would amount to alukslate and conscious pose of
dissonance with the decorum of the court, an odufityehaviour either intended to
provoke or revealing a real disorder, arising frgmef, that has disrupted normal
social conventions of behaviour. In either casg ihgoing to extremes in the face of

social decorum.
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There are other explanations for the emblematickinlass of Hamlet's
clothes. The most probable one is that they arelttbes of the scholar who yearns
to return to Wittenburg. In this case Hamlet'stklalothes associate him with
reason. Guyon’s Palmer FQII, explicitlyé identified in the text as Guyon’s
“reason,” is represented emblematically through‘bliack attyre.” Devotion to
learning is one of the virtues associated by Aguindh temperance. The scholar in
black is potentially threatening to the court ines@l ways. His scholarship enables
him to see things from a different viewpoint (argalready made in the play, as
Horatio is assumed to have ways to speak to thetghe soldiers do not). His black
cloak may associate him with a Puritan extremeeoial, and so he becomes a point
of conflict with the habits of luxury of the couHis association with Wittenberg
may be medieval and Catholic and suggest Dr. Faustu it also evokes the roots of
the Reformation. Hamlet’s orientation to Wittenbeamtrasts with Laertes’ desire to
return to Paris, about which no mention of studyéade. The references to
Wittenberg and Paris in themselves suggest thesggpBrotestant and Catholic
camps of Northern Europe at the time.

Hamlet’'s behaviour is being cast as extreme againsiative mean. This
mean has been styled as a rational one, one thdtdeam presented as determined by
political expediency — an expediency that may beuges, but that has nevertheless
disrupted a previously socially agreed patternesfdviour. Claudius presents a case

for Stoicapatheiathat amounts to a stereotype of this philosophy.

For what we know must be, and is as common
As any the most vulgar thing to sense,

Why should we in our peevish opposition
Take it to heart? Fie, ‘tis a fault to heaven,

A fault against the dead, a fault to nature,

To reason most absurd. (1.2.98 -103)

Hamlet’s grief is thus categorised as irrationallaacking in prudence as well
as lacking in piety. The roots of his identificatiavith scholarship are also attacked,
as Hamlet shows “an understanding simple and uéetid(1.2.97). A
philosophical gauntlet is in other words thrown daaw this speech. As previously
discussed, to see things in a Stoic way proveadhvery seductive for Hamlet, as

his immediate desire for suicide makes clear. Barnkét chooses a Christian world-
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view, if only one of prohibition. The Everlasting$“set his canon ‘gainst self-
slaughter” (1.2.131-132) in a way that Stagatheiadoes not.

Hamlet's view of Gertrude’s hypocrisy is built armuher different approach
to grief and joy. On the one hand, Gertrude caribéx$uch stoic detachment from
grief that “a beast that wants discourse of redstould have mourned longer”
(1.2.150-1), and on the other hand she was soddwitdamlet’s father that “she
would hang on him / As if increase of appetite gealvn / By what it fed on”
(1.2.143-5). Gertrude is, in Hamlet’s view, velkeliSpenser’s Perissa, who is “of
her loue too lauish” and who has “[n]Jo measureenrhood, no rule of right, / But
poured out in pleasure and delight,” (l1.ii.36.4-B)I these Perissa-like behaviours
are neatly contained in despairing description eft@de posting “[w]ith such
dexterity to incestuous sheets” (1.2.157). As Horanters, Hamlet’'s language
moves from the intemperance of sexual lust toritemperance of food and drink.
Elsinore can educate Horatio by teaching him tokddeep ere he departs, although
ironically the reason of his mother’s hasty mareiagas thrift: “The funeral baked
meats / Did coldly furnish forth the marriage tafjl€l.2.180-1).

As the play develops, Hamlet, not unlike like SgeissElissa who “ne ought
would eat, / Ne ought would speake, but euermateseeme / As discontent for
want of merthe or meat” (11.ii.35.2-3), allies hiatsstrongly with the extreme of less
and against the customs of the kingdom used taydbings to excess, traditions
seen in the firing off of cannons with each drirgklvout. There is a strongly political
aspect to Hamlet’s opinions about excess in thewoption of alcohol. The
reputation of the Danes for drunkenness spoilspasitive views of their strengths,
and so excessive drinking undermines the statd. @loeHamlet was poisoned by
Claudius when he was “full of bread” (3.3.80), dnsl sleeping off of over-
indulgence in the orchard also reinforces the sehaecountry undermined by its
excesses — precisely the kinds of excesses dermbbydbe Elizabethan homilies.
His overindulgence and reprehensible (for the g@ramnsequent sloth, in other
words, has left him exposed to attack. Intemperamtieis sense has weakened the
country. Old Hamlet’'s death in a garden, as wethasEden already described, also
carries connotations of the Epicurean Garden. &émpérateness and equanimity of
such a garden of pleasure has already been evdikea Mamlet describes his father
as “so loving to my mother / That he might not ketehe winds of heaven / Visit
her face too roughly” (1.2.140-2). The combinedrabterisations of Old Hamlet,
Claudius and Gertrude point to a Denmark in theltlof a variant of Spenser’s
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Perissa, who has no measure in her mood, “ [bjutgmbout in pleasure and delight;
/ In wine and meats she flowd aboue the banck,d iArexcesse exceeded her own
might” (11.ii.36.5-7). An excess of death as a tdagwhich the kingdom is
ultimately judged on the final entry of Fortinbra$O proud death, / What feast is
toward in thine eternal cell / That thou so manpges at a shot / So bloodily hast
struck” (5.2.343-346) — follows naturally from thigroduction to excess in the
play’s early scenes. Hamlet’s political uneaséatrhoral excesses of his kingdom
is, to this extent, justified in the event.

The archetypal model of single combat between ©ftirtbras and Old
Hamlet, set up in the first scenetlddimlet becomes, | would like to suggest, in the
second scene éfamlet,an action of single combat between opposed vidwdat is
reasonable, and this in turn is a battle for theahtwealth and the political stability of
the kingdom. Hamlet tells Horatio that he wouldhexthave met his dearest foe in
heaven than seen the day that his mother marmseghicie (1.2.182-3), and this
establishes one extreme of judgement. The othegragtis established by Claudius’s
rationale for the haste of the marriage, that withip the kingdom would be “disjoint
and out of frame” (1.2.20). Spenser’s Bower of 8fsovides the model for an
epicurean duplicity in Claudius’s argument. Clagdegtablishes motivations that are
reasonable, and their tenor is that in re-estabbystational control he brings a
temperate stability to the kingdom, overcoming hbothotence and impatience. But
the arguments are flimsy, and in their slipperyglaage scarcely attempt to disguise
the motivations of personal indulgence in power jgimgsical pleasure that are the
conseqguence of the political move. Hamlet's retraiece bursts into the temperate
harmony of Claudius and Gertrude’s political conmpise, and disrupts its promise of
comforting peace with a jarring and indecorous dtisharmony. Just as Guyon and
his Palmer move through the Bower of Bliss attagkis parts and finally its whole,
Hamlet’s discord finally destroys the careful buplicitous structure erected by
Claudius, a structure whose false foundations havertheless been apparent from
the first. From the perspective of Claudius andi@de, Hamlet’'s opposition smacks
of a sanctimonious resistance for its own sake ¢sdmat like Guyon’s progress
through the Cave of Mammon), an over concern withciple at the cost of the
harmony of the whole, a looking for the wrong & éxpense of embracing a wider
interest: the kinds of difficulties, in short, aseded by the establishment of the
Elizabethan court and church with “forward” partiesking for reform of state and

church. The minor characters in the play reinfdheenature of the extremes of the
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court and the conflict between Claudius and Harhke¢rtes seeks for occasions for
pleasure, and Fortinbras for occasions for war.

Claudius’s weapon of choice in the conflict thateleps into the play is the
appearance of equanimity and rational self-contidie Dane” continues to be
“reason.” Hamlet uses the weapon that has beem ¢iveim, an opposed view to the
consensus of the ruling party transformed intoreational extreme. He attacks with
a series of breaches of social decorum opposehtpdrance. To emphasise the
point, rules of decorum are provided to Laerte®blonius, and they include the
injunction to moderation in dress, familiar nowahgh the discussion of the
moderate dress of Medina and the opposed extrehtdssa and Perissa: “Costly
thy habit as they purse can buy, / But not expesséancy; rich, not gaudy. For the
apparel oft proclaims the man” (1.3.70-2). While&ea is often given as the source
for this clear reference to the mean, | will offiee Cicero to whom | have previously
referred. “We must besides,” argued Cicer®@aOfficiis “present an appearance of
neatness — not too punctilious or exquisite, bsit@nough to avoid boorishness and
ill-bred slovenliness. We must follow the same eghmin regard to dress. In this, as
in most things, the best rule is the golden meaB3( I.xxxvi.130). Hamlet's
appearance to Ophelia goes deliberately in the @ifgdirection: “[W]ith his doublet
all unbraced, / No hat upon his head, his stockiogked, / Ungartered, and down-
gyved to his ankle” (2.1.76-78). Attacking in Ophdhe injunction against
cosmetics (strongly associated with intemperandgainistic writing and in Aquinas
and an undoubted play on the theme of temperacogmesable as such for an
Elizabethan audience), he says, “God hath givenoyeuface and you make
yourselves another” (3.1.137-8), breaking all thles of acceptable social discourse.
We have, argues Cicero, “a most excellent ruleef@ry phase of life, to avoid
exhibitions of passion, that is, mental excitentbat is excessive and uncontrolled
by reason; so our conversation ought to be frem Boch emotions: let there be no
exhibition of anger or inordinate desire...We musbdhke the greatest care to show
courtesy and consideration toward those with wharcenverse” (139;
[.XXxViii.136).

Cicero does allow for occasions for reproof. “Oglsoccasions we should,
perhaps, use a more emphatic tone of voice and fomible and severe terms and
even assume an appearance of being angry.” Thisfsapproach, however, should
be very rarely used. “We may seem angry, but asigeuld be far from us; for in
anger nothing right or judicious can be done. Irshoases, we may apply a mild

139



reproof, so combined, however, with earnestness, While severity is shown,
offensive language is avoided” (139; l.xxxviii.13%-Hamlet's approaches are
insulting to the point of cruelty to Ophelia antelahis mother; the bawdy jokes at
Ophelia’s expense at the watching of the “Mousétpdgy demonstrate another
example of a strong breach of social decorum conéenby Cicero (and citing
Cicero directly in th&SummaAquinas [2a2ae.168.3]). Some jokes are unfittorg f
any gentleman “if the subject is indecent and tbheds obscene” (Cicero 107;
[.xxix.105). By contrast, the apparent reasonaldsmé Claudius and Gertrude is
accentuated to the point where they become thesafamsocial and moral
behaviour in the play. What further complicates waw of means and extremes in
Hamletis that Hamlet’s strategic lapses of decorum becdifficult to untangle
from less strategic losses of control. Temperasce @esirable quality of the state,
and temperance as personal self-control, thus beaoiertwined in a series of
complex ways in the development of the play. InrfSpe the presentation of the
mean is followed by a treatment of rational selfitcol challenged by intemperance
in the pattern of the Platonic model of the trigarsoul, of reason, irascibility and
concupiscence. Temperance and intemperance unfaldimilar pattern illamlet
and to this more “inward” and psychological waytaiking at temperance we will

now turn.
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Chapter Seven: ‘Towering passion,’ rational self-cotrol

and conflict in the soul

In the final scene dflamlet Hamlet expresses regret to Horatio about onésof h
emotional lapses in the play, “[t]hat to Laertdésrgot myself” (5.2.77). It is clear
nevertheless that part of him still clings to teagon for that forgetting of self, as a
sufficient explanation for loss of rational selfBut sure the bravery of his grief did
put me / Into a towering passion” (5.2.80). In agflal way toFQIl Hamletis
constantly concerned with temperance as ratioriatsstrol and usually, as in this
example, with the failure of such self-control. 3khapter will focus primarily on
two sources of the undermining of rational selftcoln The first source is the
passions of the sensitive soul. The second sosraddilure in the intellective soul —
a failure of the virtue of prudence, an error idgament and choice.

This chapter will work primarily with the Thomistadel of the soul as
representative of a range of scholastic modelsrsfiliencing the late sixteenth
century view of psychology. If temperance is tovdth emotional self-control, the
processes of such emotional control must be adetteBait as models familiar to the
period are examined, it becomes clear just how ¢exrguch processes can be. This
chapter can only begin to hint at some of the mses of conflict within the different
parts of the soul addressed by both SpengeQih and Shakespeare lamlet The
focus of the chapter will primarily be on CantottvCanto VIl of FQIl, which trace
Guyon’s encounter with two foes of rational selfitol, Pyrochles and Cymochles
(often identified with irascibility and concupisaa), and with the equivalent early
and middle sections ¢tamlet up to the ending of Act Three. In Aquinas’s syst
not only is there a set of intricate relationshapsvork within the tripartite soul, but
there is also a complex relationship between g and the operation of the
cardinal virtues.

Aquinas sees the virtues as dispositions, strengthaternal habits of will.
According to the philosopher Eleonore Stump (inrdeent studyquinag, “Habits
of will are conditions necessary for our carrying our volitions in particularly good
or particularly bad ways...and the habits that pkese crucial roles in Aquinas’s
moral theory are the virtues and the vices” (St@Bp When the will is strengthened
by habit to respond positively towards the var@tgood that may be presented to it
by the intellect, its determining activity will flolw more promptly, and the desired
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moral action that will lead to the good of the persvill be achieved. Stump neatly

sums up the roles of the cardinal virtues as halbitise will governed by reason.

Reason’s habit of good governance generally isgvce; reason’s restraint
which wards off self-serving concupiscence is terapee; reason’s
persevering rather than giving in to self-serviragcible passions such as fear
is courage; reason’s governance of one’s relatiotisothers is justice.

(Stump 25)

Thus while temperance is specifically the virtuaa@erned with
concupiscence, and courage (or more traditionaltytfide) is the virtue concerned
with irascibility, rational self-control can safdbg seen as an aspect of all four
cardinal virtues.

Spenser often uses the relationship between Garydrhis travelling
companion, the Palmer, and especially in thesg aad middle cantos, to represent
the processes of rational decision-making and dvemance of reason. The
advantage of allegory, in presenting the innerggfies of the soul, is that the parts of
the battle, and particularly the interaction ofs@aand passion, can be represented
by different allegorical characters — we can sesefhinner struggles acted out for us.
Shakespeare, on the other hand (as a dramatiss) soiloquy to allow us to hear
Hamlet describe his internal processes of emotim@sdonse and decision making,
and most of the charactersHiamletboth display their emotions in outbursts on
stage and spend considerable time discussing atkeats behaviour and the project
of self-discipline more generally. Neverthelesgthhqmoet and playwright must be
seen as facing some of the same problems as ticalgthilosopher or theologian in
their attempts to portray what actually takes piadie inner battles for rational

self-control.

Temperance and harmony or disharmony in the soul

Before moving to the dynamics of the battles betwtbe parts of the soul it is worth
alluding again to the point raised early in thisdis, that temperance carries a wider
set of connotations than just control of the comatgnt aspect of the soul, that it also
implies the deeper harmony of rational self-goveoea a certain integrity of the self.
In the mid-1950s the Thomist philosopher Josef &ielescribed temperance as
“selfless self-preservation,” opposing it to thelfsh degradation of the powers
which aim at self-preservation” (Pieper 49). Behinid view of temperance as a
virtue that focuses on the inner person lies Pisgamknowledgement of the earliest
Greek meaning adophrosyngthe one discussed so far in this thesis throbgh t
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work of Helen North as health of the mind fdwene$. Pieper argues that “the
original meaning of the Greek word embraces ‘dingcteason’ in the widest sense.
And the Latin stays close to this far-ranging digance” (47). It is to this wider
view of temperance as directing reason (or hedltheosoul) that the association of
temperance as a harmony of all the parts belongpePsees this underlying

connotation in the use edmperaren the Pauline Epistles.

In St. Paul’'s First Epistle to the Corinthians @4:) we readDeus

temperavit corpusThus God has established a harmony in the bgiging
special honor to that which needed it most. Theas t@ be no want of unity
in the body; all the different parts of it werenhake each other’s welfare their
common care.” The primary and essential meanirigraperaretherefore, is
this: to dispose various parts into one unified arttered whole. (47-48)

Pieper sees the most important secondary meanitggngferance for Aquinas
as ‘quies animii (serenity of the spirit), which he interpretstire following way:
“The purpose and goal tdmperantias man’s inner order, from which alone this
‘serenity of spirit’ can flow forth. ‘Temperancagsifies the realising of this order
within oneself’ (48). As a consequence temperasgcefiall the cardinal virtues, the
virtue that involves the person looking inwardshis*vision and his will should be
focused on himself” (48-9). If we accept Piepertsimist view of temperance, the
preoccupations of bothQIl and Hamletwith passions and their interactions with
reason and the will — the constant looking inwanfdlsoth works — have a clearer

internal logic.

The Platonic tripartite soul

The ideal of temperance as a unity in the soulsfitgl Platonic roots in thirepublic
where temperance is viewed as a type of concohduanony. “It is a kind of cosmos
somehow, and a control of certain pleasures andtaeg, as they say when they call
someone master of himself in some fashion” (PRepublic430e qtd North 172).

As Paul is later in Corinthians (above) to uselthemony of the body as an analogy
for the body of the church, Plato compares theaipmr of the state with the
functions of the body. When rulers and ruled hbolel $ame view of who should rule
the city, this consonance of view demonstratgshrosynen the sense dfarmonia
and sounds “the same note in perfect union throuigth@ whole” (432a, North 173).
TheRepublicis one source of the Platonic division of the sotd three, into

rational, spirited and appetitive parts that fihdit parallels in the state. Spenser’s
view of the ideal body in the House of Alma episedech “doth freely yield / His
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parts to reasons rule obedient,” echoes this viellaionic order as a state where
there is not just acceptance but willing agreenbetniveen ruler and ruled.

The relationship between the three parts of théawdithe cardinal virtues is
one of the complications we must deal with as wengpt to understand Spenser’s
treatment of temperance. Stump, as we have seewr,adees the role of all the
cardinal virtues in terms of something like Piepédirecting reason.” More
narrowly, temperance is usually the virtue concénnih the pleasures of touch, and
so tends to be associated with the concupisceerttspa tripartite soul, while
fortitude is associated with the irascible aspéthe soul and prudence with reason.
Justice is associated in Augustine with order tghmwt the soul (and the proper
relationship of the soul to God), but often jusiieeeserved for outward
relationships with others rather than the operatiotiie soul itself. For Plato in the
Republi¢c however, all three parts of the tripartite soedd to demonstrate all four
cardinal virtues if the proper order of the soulbide maintained. To spell this out
explicitly, reason must demonstrate wisdom (in daise wisdom rather than
prudence), justice, fortitude and temperance; pivtesd part of the soul must
demonstrate wisdom, justice, fortitude and tempsraand the concupiscent part of
the soul must demonstrate wisdom, justice, forétadd temperance. This view is
easier to understand in the analogy of rulers ateti— the ruled need to
demonstrate all the cardinal virtues and so doulers. And it is also easier to
understand if we see the potential destructiomefiarmony of the soul as a
consequence of the breakdown of any of the cardirtales in any part of the soul.
While temperance most naturally controls concupisegtemperance must be
strengthened to operate against concupiscencetiyde, must be directed by
reason in doing so and so on.

What is important to understand here is that tidigal virtues should not be
seen as contained in rigidly defined categoriesjrbaoonstantly changing dynamic
interrelationships (outside the perfection of thare soul), that inevitably involve
the virtues working together (and against varieahloimations of the vices opposed
to these virtues). Aquinas in t&eimmauses the metaphor of “overflow” to show

this mutually supportive interaction.

For the qualities of prudence overflow on to theeotvirtues in so far as they
are directed by prudence. And each of the othezsflow on to the rest, for
the reason that whoever can do what is harderdcavhat is less difficult.
Wherefore whoever can curb his desires for thespies of touch, so that
they keep within bounds, which is a very hard thimgo, for this reason is
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more able to check his daring in dangers of desitlas not to go too far,
which is easier: and in this sense fortitude id saibe temperate. Again,
temperance is said to be brave, by reason ofdddibverflowing into
temperance: in so far, to wit, as he whose mirsrengthened by fortitude
against the dangers of death, which is a mattgredt difficulty, is more able
to remain firm against the onslaught of pleasuks2ae.61.4)

As will become apparent, some of the interactidns@ll are usefully seen in terms
of such “overflow.”

In the more mysti®haedrusPlato provides a specific model for the
interaction of “spirit” and concupiscence. Here thetaphor of the charioteer as
reason is used with two horses, one “spiritedtimikg and one concupiscent
(epithumike (James 56). (James helpfully explains that theet@humikebecomes
theirascibilis of scholastic Latin usage through the translatibWilliam of
Moerbeke and it is important to note that the ceatians of these two terms are not
completely identical.) The spirited horse in Platoietaphor is more naturally an ally
of reason — and it is when the concupiscent h@adsl the spirited horse astray,
leading it in turn to pull against the chariotebgt the chariot of the soul goes astray.
Reason in turn must use the spirited horse to obtite concupiscent horse, but
when all work together the ascent of the soul eodbntemplation of ideal beauty
becomes possible. When Aristotle divides the sutol iational and non-rational
parts inDe Anima it is the non-rational part of the soul that hees divided into

thumikeandepithumikgthe laterirascible andconcupiscible)

Being pulled this way and that by emotions — currenphilosophy of emotions

Modern philosophy has found it no easier than Pltstotle, Aquinas and other
ethical philosophers of the deep past of the westdellectual tradition to describe
what happens when we experience emotions. Intiack tis an active division in the
way emotions are currently viewed (and some ofdkisate can be seen in the recent
Thinking about Feeling: Contemporary Philosophemstonotionsedited and
contributed to by Robert C. Solomon) about howefaotions should be seen in
terms of some form of judgement on the one handiesttified with changes in body
state on the other. Approximately the two campgddibetween philosophers such
as Solomon, who coined the phrase “emotions agejmeénts,” and those who, with
reference to current neurological study of the psses of the brain, concur with
William James’ earlier position that “our feeling[bodily changes] as they occur IS

the emotion” (Solomon 76).
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I intend briefly here to follow the argument of thlilosopher Jenefer
Robinson in this debate, primarily to contextuahse explanation of the “emotional
stream” (Robinson 38). Some of the dryness of Aggiend much of the interaction
of FQII and certain key sequencesHamletcome into sharper focus when the term
“emotional stream” is applied to them. The ternpbkals make sense of what
happens, or at least to understand the procestv@dse for the problem of
understanding how what Robinson designates astiafeand cognitive appraisals
and reappraisals interact with each other is isitcally difficult, in part because we
cannot rely on the accuracy of cognitive appraisssle when we are in the middle
of an emotional stream.

Robinson strikes a compromise position betweempds&ions | have roughly
attached to Solomon and James. On the side ohtb&ans-as-judgement case are
the following arguments. First, to be in love ob®afraid of a bear involves
judgements about a person we love or the thredig¢be presents. Secondly, a
change of cognitive evaluation changes our emati@sponses — we are angry if we
think someone has insulted us, but our feelingsahilnge when we find we
misheard them. Thirdly, we argue with people alvadutther their emotions are
justified. And fourthly, emotions (sadness, feager and so on) are distinguished
one from the other by evaluative judgements. HowdRebinson argues, you can
make evaluative judgements without being in theesgronding emotional state and
vice versa — for example, you can note that yowehmeen cut off in traffic without
getting angry.

On the side of the debate that views feelings dilipechange as the emotion,
there is evidence from psychological testing ofgblpgical changes that indicates a
process of “affective or non-cognitive” appraidat occurs very fast and below the
threshold of awareness. Such changes have a bds@agical survival and are
particularly seen in responses of fear. The probatim this approach to the
emotions is that it does not account for the sutiénctions between more complex
emotions such as shame and guilt or jealousy awg &rawing on the work of the
neurophysiologist Joseph LeDoux and the psychdl®&isebe Ellsworth, Jenefer
Robinson presents a form of compromise betweetwbeonflicting philosophical
positions, arguing that “even a simple episodenodton is aprocessinvolving a
number of different events, and, in particularaiwing both affectiveand cognitive

evaluations.”
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As her description of an emotional stream is paldidy pertinent to much of
the middle section dFQIl and some key sequenceddamlet,| cite her scenario
here in full.

Suppose Joe, my husband of thirty years, suddenky off with a twenty-five
year-old model. | will probably be overwhelmed bgteeam of different
emotions, by different affective appraisals, unpéed feelings, and a welter of
physiological changes: at one point | am raginghatext crying, at one time
I am lethargic, at another manic. | may be confusalit what | believe about
the situation, and about which wants of mine arstrabstake. At one time |
think | have been betrayed, at another | am wosthéad deserve to be
abandoned; at one time | think | have sufferedtrievable loss, at another
that such a scoundrel is not worth keeping. Ory tyabarely conscious of
thinking anything. In any event | can have only diramest of ideas about the
sequence of affective appraisals and cognitivepieagals that actually
occurred in temporal sequence. Later, however, whane had a chance to
reflect upon my various emotional reactions | catalog them in recollection.
| can describe my state in terms of the emotionatepts familiar to me in
English: | was resentful, grieving, depressed ges| frightened and so on.
How | catalog this stream of events in reflectisieirgely a function of the
emotional concepts at my disposal in the languagdecalture that | inhabit.
And of course | might be wrong in my assessmentgy decide that my
main emotion is resentment, whereas my behavitysiplogical states and
facial expressions show that my predominant reactidest described as
grief. (Robinson 38-39)

Robinson’s conclusion is that “a cognitive evaloatall by itself is not
enough to generate an emotional response; anigffegipraisal is required as well”
(40). The fast and automatic affective appraisaistantly produce the physiological
responses characteristic of emotion,” and thiscéffe appraisal is then monitored
by cognitive appraisal and reappraisal. A rangiactiors might influence the
strength of the initial affective appraisal, fastsuch as whether “the wants and
interests that are at stake in an encounter azasety important to us”; “the
vividness of the perception or mental image thatrpts the affective appraisal”;
and our current bodily and mood state, for examyiether or not we are tired,
“hyped up on caffeine or under the influence obhtw” (40). While Robinson is
arguing that an affective appraisal always iniss@ emotion sequence, “this
affective appraisal may itself be an appraisaloofie cognitively complex
information (‘My boss insulted me’)” (41). It “cave evoked by a complex learned
stimulus just as easily as by a stimulus thatepprgrammed to produce such a
response” (42).

What Robinson is describing here is not far fromtfew of the passions in
Aristotle and Aquinas as essentially passive stathst our initial emotional

responses happén us. Robinson herself points the comparison: “[Tjb&on of a
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noncognitive appraisal produced automatically antdrmaatically resulting in
physiological changes explains why traditionallyations have been treated as
‘passions,” as phenomena that act upon us andoaiirectly under our control,
rather than as ‘judgements’ that we consciouslydgiberately make. Noncognitive
affective appraisals are not controllable excegirectly” (43). In other words,
Robinson’s portrayal of an emotional stream islafiebridge between Aquinas’s
categories and the sequences@fl and Hamlet— it helps us think our way into
these categories as processes that happen ifeed\lodern students of the
Renaissance are often amazed,” Judith H. Anderstas in her essay “Patience and
Passion in Shakespeare and Milton”, “to discovat talation of passion to passivity
inhering in the traditional conception of passisrsamething that happens or is done
to you, and that you control by reason, or not"7/(2®Robinson’s contemporary
philosophical approach to the emotions, and beibjride work on the biological
processes of the brain core, blurs such disjuneti@tween the traditional and
contemporary views of emotions.

When Hamlet steps out from hiding and challengestea over Ophelia’s
grave we are warranted in seeing his sequencepbnses in terms of the
intemperance that is loss of rational self-consothree things: by his own later
self-report that he “forgot himself” and that theery of Laertes’ grief put him into
a “towering passion” (5.2.76-79); by Claudius’sgedhent, “Oh he is mad Laertes”
(5.1.239); and by Gertrude’s description of theusege as a “fit” that is working
upon him and will come to a natural end: “Anonpasient as the female dove /
When that her golden couplets are disclosed, sheace will sit drooping”
(5.1.253-4). Gertrude is claiming privileged knodgde of Hamlet’'s behaviour, as
though this type of emotional stream, concludinthwliejected silence, is something
she has seen in Hamlet before. We can acceptl do faccept any of these three
evaluations of Hamlet's behaviour. What JeneferifRsim’s careful philosophical
discussion of the nature of an emotional streaowallus to see is just how difficult
it is to describe at all accurately what is invalve such a sequence of behaviour
driven by emotion. For example, it is difficult tell what triggers Hamlet’s
emotional response to Laertes — love for Ophelehsangrief, pique, irritation at
Laertes’ hyperbole, an underlying guilt, calculakestrionics, or something else. We
can only guess, and if we apply Robinson’s modsgeipological and philosophical

argument tdHamlet it is likely Hamlet could not articulate the enoois accurately
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himself even if he attempted to describe them. Yéedapendent on report and action
to form our own judgements.

What we do see are the rapid shifts of the emadtstn@am, Hamlet’s initial
challenge to Laertes, his bold self-disclosure ki§Tis I, / Hamlet the Dane” (224-5)
— as well as the fighting that includes a directdh of harm (“Yet have | in me
something dangerous / Which let thy wisdom feaP9:30)) and defiance to the
Queen: “ Why, | will fight with him upon this thendéJntil my eyelids will no
longer wag” (233-4). There is also the claim ofloige for Ophelia, his return to
attack Laertes (“What wilt thou do for her?”) ahen the ranting tirade, “Woo't
weep, woo't fight, woo't fast, woo't tear thyself®Voo't drink up eisel, eat a
crocodile?” (242-3). This speech sounds irratiammabne level; on another it is
merely sardonic, a mocking extension of Laertegdngole of language and through
this sarcasm an attack on Laertes’ sincerity. ©Rabinson argues for such
emotional streams, some complex combination otaffe and cognitive processes
is at work. The emotional storm of the speech lndies away to the quieter appeal
—“What is the reason that you use me thus? /ddoxou ever” (256-7). We are left
puzzled about the balance of rationality and ioradlity in this interchange as well as
its inner nature, and when Hamlet later describesequence to Horatio we cannot
be sure that, as in Robinson’s scenario, he has than the “dimmest of ideas about
the sequence of affective appraisals and cognigiappraisals that actually occurred
in temporal sequence.”

As we turn to rational self-control through thedest Thomist ethics we must
take with us Robinson’s insight into the difficeli of pinning down the nature of the
emotions that reason would strive to control — thatprocesses Spenser and
Shakespeare attempt to convey do not, even todaly gield up their nature to

rational investigation.

The passions of the sensitive soul in Aquinas

Let us move now to ways of describing this sommiotional stream more familiar to
the late sixteenth century. Following Aristotle,uhgas divides the soul into rational
and non-rational parts (or souls), the intellecawnel sensitive souls. The sensitive
soul is divided into irascible and concupiscibl@etites. To complicate things
further, the intellective soul (unlike that of Axasle) now includes not only intellect
but also the will or rational appetite of Christithics. The intellect is concerned
with universals, and the intellective appetite d@t i& an inclination to pursue good
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and avoid evil, responding not to sensible goodanidbut to ultimate ends of truth
and goodness. The sensitive soul can only apprgbetidular things.

Eleonore Stump characterises the irascible andugpesaent appetites of the
sensitive soul as the competition/aggression/defappetite and the
pursuit/avoidance appetite, and in Aquinas theezigpassions of the soul are divided
between them (21). “As well as introducing a dartaughness into the passions,”
argues the philosopher Susan James, “[Aquinas/gdidn between the
concupiscible and irascible appetites aims to erspace to deal with conflict in the
soul” (James 58).

There are six passions in the concupiscible agpetitd we feel these
passions if there is no obstacle in the way. il idis way that they are like the
concupiscent horse of Plato’s myth of the chariotd@ch readily follows its own
inclinations as if anticipating no opposition. Thesx passions are love, desire, joy,
aversion, hatred and sorrow. If there are no oletan the way of the inclination to
good, the appetite begins with love and this ldadsmovement of the soul towards
the thing desired; this movement is desire, whidimmates in joy. If we see
something as evil, hatred leads to avoidance nt@eement away from the thing in
question (a movement that is the negative of deand finally to the pain of sorrow
if avoidance fails. The five irascible passionsopé, despair, audacity, fear and
anger — come into play when there is an obstadmoertainty. To be attracted to
something difficult to attain is to hope. To beeled by the good is to despair.
Audacity is the inclination towards a threatening,dear an aversion to the
threatening evil. Anger is the inclination to résisch an evil, and for Aquinas anger
orira carries the connotations of aggressiveness oluteso (James 57).

Once the division of the sensitive soul is increasem two to eleven the
potential combinations for conflict increase evesrendramatically. The
concupiscible and irascible passions can combieviariety of ways. The
concupiscible passions themselves may be opposddiaanes gives the example of
someone both liking and not liking a painting. Toacupiscible and irascible may
be opposed to each other, as in a ruler who irspioéh love and fear. The
concupiscent desire to stop working can be overoshemnira, an irascible passion,
strengthens the desire to keep working. For Aguyitiespassions always occur in
sequences, and these sequences always begin anitledncupiscible passions.
They begin with either love or hatred, which lesmiglesire or aversion. At this point
a range of possibilities opens up. If the goalasiaed, but whether or not it will be

150



reached is uncertain, the consequent passion maggee If the goal is surrounded
with obstacles the next passion aroused mayab&Vhatever the following
combinations, the ultimate conclusion must be eigineor sorrow (James 58).

In other words, we must see the potential for ¢oinith the soul as happening
not just between the rational, intellective soud #me irrational, sensitive soul
(reason attempting to control passion), but algbiwithe sensitive soul itself.
Because placing the passions in the sensitiversakés them part of the body-soul
composite, they are always associated with sonme &drbodily change (anger as a
boiling of blood around the heart), of “both fegiidentified as love, envy, hope
and so on, and of bodily changes to which thesessentially related” (James 56).
In this way they are like the affective apprais#ldenefer Robinson. It has been the
work of recent studies of the body and the humouEsarly Modern writing by
Michael Schoenfeldt and Gail Kern Paster to remisidf the importance of the
manifestations of such bodily changes.

As we have already seen, the passions are alsw@asshe Aristotelian and
Thomist systems — they happen to us, and this nthkes hard to control. “Faced
with a cherry tree in full leaf,” James explaini,i§ not in my power to perceive it as
orange rather than green. Similarly, Aristotle seéobe saying, when someone
insults me it may not be in my power to feel forgyrather than angry” (James 42).
Because the passions produce physical as wellyabqisgical effects, emotions
such as anger are hard to overcome even wheniesédr‘calm down,” and for this
Aristotle used the analogy of being unable to geing out of your head (James 42).
We must now add the disembodied intellective sotihis picture of the relationship

of the body-soul composite.

The intellective soul, reason and the will

As we add to the potential conflict between thespass (and so within the sensitive
soul), the complex interactions between the intélle soul and the sensitive soul,
and also within the intellective soul, we are npljing again the potential sources of
any moral action going astray. Aquinas, as we daWweabeginning of this chapter,
sees moral virtue in terms of habits of the wilk #he sensitive soul produces
passions, the intellective soul produces ratioppktites or wishes that move people
to rational action. While the passions of the deressoul do not affect the
judgements of the intellective soul directly (besathey are corporeal and the
intellect is incorporeal) they operate to do sargxctly in two ways — by working
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through the internal senses of imagination andgstmewhat mysterious cognitive
power (which discerns particulars rather than usials and prepares phantasms for
the intellect, judgements based on particulars whan be taken up by the intellect).
The passions (as Robert Pasnalihonmas Aquinas on Human Natyrets this)
distract the will from its own operations; theytéially do just distract us from
thinking clearly and putting matters into the properspective” and also “[i]n
affecting the imagination, the passions affectdinels of images we have in our
head” (253). Because of the very materiality ofsbasory appetites they can never
be fully controlled.

Reason operates to control the sensory appetitesgh the cognitive power,
by directing particular reasoning through universalson. It also controls the
passions through the will. “Even if the sensoryedfips get out of control, they still
cannot produce any action unless the will consgitasnau 258). Because
imagination is “to some extent under the mind’stoah (258), it can also lead to
control over the sensory appetite. But for Aqui(@smore strongly for Augustine
and Protestant thought) the only ultimate sourcactibn against the power of the
passions to lead reason astray is the gift of gf26e).

Aside from the passions there are two other paemternal sources of
immoral behaviour or sin in the Thomist system:iog(when the will loves more
what is less good) and ignorance, a failure ofaeadquinas views intemperance
(as opposed to incontinence which involves a teamyauppression of knowledge
of what is right) as a “species of malice,” theiloetate and habitual choice of
something known to be wrong. Pasnau argues thaAtjainas, a large part of
immorality is the result of failing to act on whaé know ‘in our hearts’ we should
do” (249). The incontinent person may fall victimthe problem of impetuosity,
giving in to the passions without reasoning at@llpf the weakness of inconstancy,
knowing the general principle that no sin shoulalbee but not identifying sin with
the particular pleasure to be pursued in a padiatdase. Incontinence is thus a
species of weakness of will (in the sense ofakrasiaof modern philosophy).
Intemperance is a much more serious proposition.

The incontinent person has in their mind two siemg#tous propositions, that
no sin should be done, and that every pleasurddébeypursued. In the case of an
individual occasion of both sin and pleasure, amdien the pressure of passion, the
first general principle remains but is not followeglthe conclusion that “this is a
sin, therefore this should not be done.” Only theraative conclusion — “this is a
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pleasure, therefore this should be pursued” —lisvied into action. But later, in
reflection, the first set of conclusions returnghte mind and leads to regret and
guilt. The intemperate person more seriously “isswayed by passion but chooses
the side of the passions, without regret” (Pasri);2he either fails to know or has
in some way successfully suppressed his knowletifeeainderlying principle of
virtue (no sin should be done), and it is in thesmhat the actions of the intemperate
person are more strongly associated with the seasippetite than those of the
incontinent person, while the actions of the ingwett person (counter-intuitive as

this may be) is more closely associated with tHe wi

Prudence of the flesh and the vices opposed to prexice

It is in the vices opposed to prudence in Aquin&ismma Theologiathat we see
many of the problems with rational self-controltt&fhakespeare presentdHamlet
and again as we examine this intellectual virtsspaiated primarily with the
intellective soul, we multiply the potential sousaef any wrong moral choice. It is
helpful to the application of these aspects of pnao@ to specific casesk®QIl and
Hamletto describe them in general terms to begin witk, smprovide some sense
of their interlocking nature.

Prudence is divided by Aquinas in tSamma Theologiaato eight parts
(63; 2a2ae.49,1). It includes the cognitive aspe@sory (nemorig,
understanding, insight or intelligendatéllectusor intelligentia), docility or
teachablenesslgcilitas), shrewdness or acumesol(ertiaor eustochig, and
reasoned judgement or reasonirgi¢). The three remaining aspects command and
apply knowledge to action and include foresighpr@vision providentig,
circumspectiondircumspectip and cautiondautio). It is through intuitive
understanding or insight (the gift of the Holy S$ipithat the general moral principles
that need to be grasped and their correct apmitad particular circumstance occur.
Prudence “applies the knowledge of general priesipb the particular incidents
with which the senses are occupied”, and so menomgy,0f the aspects of sensory
psychology, becomes an essential part of this peo(@3; 2a2ae.49,1). Docility or
teachableness is required because the particultenhavith which prudence deals
“are infinite in their variety, one person alon@weat consider them all sufficiently”
(69; 2a2ae.49,4). While the process of good cowsmehappen slowly, shrewdness

Is required when a choice needs to be made withartriing.
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Reasoning is necessary as people cannot intugghimthe way possible for
angels, because “the field of prudence is compo$edrticular things to be done,”
and these are consequently less certain and det#e(i’5; 2a2ae.49,6).
Circumspection is required because “it may happahda means good and suitable in
the abstract becomes bad and inopportune owingoondination of circumstances”
(79; 2a2ae.49,8). Aquinas gives the example ostispicion of flattery or pride
overriding an initial response of love. Cautioméeded because in contingent
actions “rights are often entangled with wrongg] amongs wear the air of good”
(81; 2a.2ae.49,8). Foresight allows us to set mgadse order towards an end, and
in this sense is central to prudence and alliet! wié idea of providence, the
application of universal truths to practice — fdrigh reason it requires rightness of
counsel, judgement and of command. As we have segopd disposition of the
appetitive power or will is required for prudeneed it is essential that true ideas are
not distorted ones — and it is this aspect of pnadehat is the gift of grace.

The wicked person may show a right judgement afiaansal principle but
corrupt judgement in a particular matter of actibhings may also go astray when
the judgement itself is right but its executionayeld or executed negligently or
inordinately. And then there may be failures of ahyhe aspects of prudence just
listed. Lack of memory, docility and reasoning léagbrecipitous action
(praecipitatio, the rashness that is a vice of imprudence lirikealfailure of
fortitude. Defects in judgement, intelligence ahdesvdness lead to inconstancy
(inconstantia) thoughtlessnesagonsideratig and negligencenggligentig (121,
2a2ae.53,1). The system continues in this elaboraye of which one example may
suffice at this point. Instead of rushing in, onglt to descend in an orderly fashion
through “memory of the past, insight into the presshrewdness in attending to
future results, reasoning in connecting one thirtg another, docility in accepting
the judgements of those more experienced: to gondbe/ scale in regular fashion
one has to be well-advised. But if one is driveadtion by an impulse of will or
passion to rush these steps he will be foolhardyleasty” (129; 2a2ae.53,3).

One category of vices associated with prudencariscplarly important for
Spenser’s treatment of the Cave of Mammon and Spalaee’s treatment of
Claudius. This is the category of vices opposegrtmience by way of resemblance.
Prudence of the flesh is the prudence of the permnlooks upon carnal goods as
the last end of their life, and this is a mortal i§iit entails turning away from God
(151; 2a2ae.55,2). Craftiness or cunniast(tig occurs when the purpose of the
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reason is directed to an end which is good natutihtbut in appearance, or when
fictitious or counterfeit means are used to obgagood or evil end. The thinking out
is craftiness, the execution guildo{ug, while fraud or cheatingr@us) is a specific
case of guile to do with the execution of craftm@saction. Craftiness, guile and
fraud arise from covetousness, as does over-snlgriess for temporal things,
excessive solicitude for the future and too mueln &bout lacking necessary things:
all involve a failure to accept God’s care and De/Providence, and draw the
individual away from spiritual things (153-167; 2&255, 3 — 55, 8).

Being overwhelmed by affections if-QIl — the Phaon episode

In Canto IV ofFQII we find an episode that operates as an exanipidat happens
if you let the affections overwhelm you. Guyon dmsl Palmer encounter a young
stripling, the hapless Phaon, being dragged algrfguibor aided by Occasion. He is
trapped in an occasion fafror. Guyon helpfully restrains Furor and Occasion and
Phaon tells a tale of betrayal, jealousy and hatalaiage to which the Palmer
provides the moral:
Most wretched man,

That to affections does the bridle lend;

In their beginnings they are weake and wan,

But soone through suffrance growe to fearefatl;e

Whiles they are weake betimes with them contend;

For when they once to perfect strength do grow,

Strong warres they make, and cruell battry bend

Gainst fort of Reason, it to ouerthrow:

Wrath, gelosy, griefe, loue this Squyre haueddiis low. (1l.iv.34)

These affections — wrath, jealousy, grief and lexaso run a natural course and “die
and decay,” the Palmer pronounces (ll.iv.35.9)idH#escribing something like the
sequence of the passions in Aquinas from love &t&)ho joy (or sorrow), a process
that gains its own momentum but also comes to dn'Bme sense of such a
completed sequence, ending in sorrow, is underkaselehaon ends his tale, and
“thus ended had his sorrowing” (Il.iv.33.7). Therstserves, it seems, as a
cautionary tale of how the passions overwhelm aayeho does not gain rational
control of them early in the sequence, and as ample plays a not dissimilar role

to Jenefer Robinson’s story of the emotional stréd@ahfollows the infidelity of the

hypothetical husband Joe as a kind of example mvihiethical textbook.
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The difference between the sequence described bing&m and that
described by Phaon is instructive. The Palmer’'scadwight be useful to Robinson’s
narrative persona, who is overwhelmed by a strela@motional and cognitive
reactions that flow irrationally one from the otfzerd whose judgements cannot be
relied on. But these responses are not acted amiy that causes harm to anyone
else. Phaon, on the other hand, commits one &st and impulsive and one second
more calculated act of murder. The story, howegenld in terms of the
overwhelming power of the affections. Lied to byil®mon about the fidelity of his
betrothed (in a sequence that demonstrates thpsetasf false prudence driven by
covetousness, cunning, guile and fraud), Phaarsisirifected with “gnawing
anguish and sharp gelosy” (Il.iv.23.1) and theoyted with false evidence, is
“assayd” with “horrour and tormenting griefe” (l.28.6-7). To this point he is like
Robinson’s persona tormented about Joe. But atfiigally “chawing vengeance,”
Phaon then kills his betrothed Claribel as sooshasappears: “With wrathfull hand |
slew her innocent” (Il.iv.29.2-4).

At this point a cognitive reappraisal is requirpdrsticularly when the maid
Pyrene confesses the innocence of her mistresenRigisters his guilt, it seems,
and is captured emotionally by a desire for seftdestion, seeking “Vpon my selfe
that vengeable despight / To punish” (I.iv.30.344ktead, in an act which no longer
seems entirely that of one consumed by passiogivies poison to Philemon and is
intercepted in the story chasing Pryene with a ‘tleuwus blade” (11.iv.31.7).
Captured and beaten by Furor and Occasion, Phamioymnces that “death were
better, than such agony, / As griefe and fury ym&odid bring” (11.iv.33.5).
Concupiscent grief and irascible fury, the passmirtte soul, are to blame for all.
What are implicitly exempted from blame by this soany are the judgements of the
intellect and the operation of the will that mustqede the decision to act.
Overwhelmed by passion, Phaon is demonstratinggeraf the vices opposed to
prudence. He is inconstant in his judgement obkisothed, he lacks
circumspection, failing to sift the true from trede, he lacks the shrewdness that
allows the prudent to draw rapidly on memory ardggment, he lacks caution, and
so on. Above all, he has not been guided by knoydext the true, and in particular
the knowledge that murder is a sin. The first myrthet of Claribel, follows the
pattern of the incontinent person overcome by iayslesires who, knowing what is

right, follows another path and regrets it latédre Thore calculated nature of the
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second murder by poison argues for something nikedhe behaviour of an
intemperate person and for the malice of the will.

The disjunction between this story and the advies offered by Guyon —
“Squyre, sore haue ye beene diseasd; / But afl lyoris may soone through
temperance be easd” (1l.iv.33.4) — is noted by {pdbtess, who sees the advice
offered by the Palmer (above), that “[a]ll Phaoedhbave done...is deprive his
violent passions of leisure in which to develop™laathetic” and based in “silly
word games” (Gless 184-5). Gless’s conclusionas tie story of Phaon “presents
so decisive an instance of the limitations of terapee that it almost produces
comedy out of extraordinary violence” (85). Whilagree with the general tenor of
Gless’s case, | suggest a modification of its aasioh. Aristotle is clear that a mean
of virtue does not apply to crimes like murder, ethare an absolute wrong, and the
Christian moral tradition based on the Ten Commaardmgives a similarly clear
directive. What is at stake in this story is theartance to temperance of the
directing power of reason, and prudence becomss falidence when it fails to
draw from true principles. In the case of theienaiction with the Phaon story,
Guyon and the Palmer generalise from a particideasion of intemperance and sin
to the need for earlier control of the passioneyltyeneralise away from a particular
story (that of Phaon) in which it is not just thespions that are at fault but also the
judgement of the will — in so generalising theyd@sght of the reality that
temperance and intemperance are enacted and enddadgeecific occasions, the
rights and wrongs of which will always be spectbadhemselves. It is in attempting
to apply a textbook generality of the type strongliggested by the Palmer’s oration
to specific occasion that the difficulties of etidibehaviour begin, and this is where
the disjunction lies.

The clue to the problem is contained in the intiahtainment of Occasion.
Occasion is “the roote of all wrath and despighiti;10.9) of Furor, the Palmer
tells Guyon. Without dealing with Occasion, “It'ath [Furor’s] ydle fury to aswage,
/ And calme the tempest of his passion wood; / Gdmekes are ouerflowne, when
stopped is the flood” (11.iv.10.9). After succedsficontaining Furor and Occasion,
Guyon and the Palmer then fail, in my view, to mgpto the particular occasion to
furor that the Phaon story contains. That this is afails made clear when,
immediately after Guyon has advised Phaon thatlsebken “[v]nlucky” to fall “into
mischiefe through intemperaunce” (ll.iv.36.1-2)jrAbursts onto the scene
announcing the arrival of Pyrochles and seekinga®on. Despite Guyon’s cheerful
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advice-giving to Phaon — “Henceforth take heedthaf thou now hast past, / And
guyde thy waies with warie gouernaunce, / Leasse/tetide thee by some later
chaunce”(ll.iv.36.1-5) — that Occasion has not b&gstessfully contained is shown
in the following canto, when she is released ad@amt of the consequence of their
failure to adequately judge this particular occasibsin will be Guyon’s own fall,

and one source of the problem lies in an excessooél self-confidence.

Canto Il — vaunting and failures of fortitude

The problem of over-confidence in the efficacy n&® own virtue is strongly
signalled earlier than the interchange with PhaahFuror by the sequence of Canto
Il (which appears otherwise oddly disconnectedlite other cantos &fQIl).

Pride, we should not forget, is one of the vicesbamted with temperance in
Aquinas’'sSummaAfter dealing briefly with Guyon’s loss of his s and its
discovery (I.iii.3), this canto deals with the twbaracters (so incongruous that this
canto plays almost as a comic interlude), who likseovered and claimed this
horse. It has become traditional to see it as uienoatic that Guyon loses his horse
early in his legend, that travelling by foot is simow appropriate to this pedestrian
virtue. But it cannot be unproblematic later in tbgend when, in Canto VIII, Arthur
enters to rescue Guyon and is forced off his hangeon to the ground by
Cymochles and left fighting on foot without his s@d[a]gainst two foes of so
exceeding might, / The least of which was matchafoy knight” (11.viii.34.4-5). The
fact of being off the horse and at the mercy ofdbmmbined forces of concupiscence
and irascibility go together in the way familiaoin Plato’s myth of the charioteer in
thePhaedrus- it is the combined strength of concupiscenceiastibility that

poses most risk.

Either it does not matter that Guyon loses botlséand weapons at the
beginning of his legend, or it is a signal that Gurg ability to control his irascible
and concupiscent urges will become problematiti@detgend proceeds. Spenser
gives us clues to support both possibilities. At dpening of Canto VI he announces
that Guyon is successfully continent. “A hardestas to learne Continence / In
loyous pleasure, then in grieuous paine” (Il.vi-:2)1the narrator explains (following
Aristotle) in the opening couplet. Apparently, haaee neither are a problem for our
hero; we are told as the stanza concludes, “Yeugerauntes in both her victories, /
And Guyon in them all shewes goodly maysteries.y@uis morally untouchable, it
seems; as the knight of temperance he is quinteagtemperate. Or maybe this is
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not so straightforward. The use of the verb “vauméikes an uncomfortable pair

with “vertue.” The combination “vertue vaunts” hestrong echo of bragging. And
this brings us back to the earlier loss of Guydrgsse to the braggard and vaunter of
the legend. While Guyon is preoccupied with a tableepresenting original sin, a
braggart, Braggadochio, goes off with his horse spehr, and Guyon must not only
pick up the burden of his own armour but also ttmecaur of Mordant that does him
“sore disease.” To think it is unproblematic to tohyour emotions even after you
are burdened with original sin is a foolish boast] in this sense Braggadochio’s
acquisition of Guyon’s horse amounts to a joke @ay@h’'s expense.

The sequence involving Trompart and Braggadochowal Spenser to reveal
some of the forces that undermine rational seltrobibby undermining the differing
cardinal virtues. Braggadochio is “puffed up withake of vanity, / And with self-
loued personage deceiu’d” (11.iii.5.3-4). He isiref representative of what we have
seen in Josef Pieper: selfish turning towards éifie such self-turning or self-love
that is inevitably in theological terms a form @&uogption. His companion Trompart
is presented at first in terms of the cowardice timgposes courage, throwing himself
prostrate before Braggadochio, but then is quietealed as duplicitous: “wylie
witted, and growne old / In cunning sleights anactick knauery” (11.iii.9.5-6). As
already discussed Aquinas sees craftiness as appmsed to prudence by way of
resemblance. Craftiness occurs when the purposasbn is directed to an end that
is not good in truth but in appearance, and whesrder to obtain a certain end
whether good or evil a person uses means whichargue, but fictitious and
counterfeit. Trompart thus represents one of dh$ of falsity that echo prudence
by a form of resemblance. Trompart’s cowardice redkim a comically ridiculous
figure, but the more serious nature of cunningguntk is underlined when the
description of the comic pair conjures up the ardgician and embodiment of evil
of Book |, Archimago. As Archimago seeks to useph#& against Guyon, what is
again introduced intéQIl (as it is at the beginning of the legend) is tbke of the
false logic of cunning as a weapon to underminemat self-control.

Braggadochio’s foolhardy boasting — that he coddtli§suyon and Redcrosse
Knight unarmed even when advised otherwise by Amelgio — links him with one of
the vices opposed to fortitude, that of rashneashRess comes, according to
Aquinas, when one is not directed by the reasasutiir an impulse of the will or of
a passion. Braggadochio’s actions are also oppiosaa important aspect of
prudence, the need to take counsel, and so remealfdhe vices opposed to
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prudence, that of precipitation. The transpareridyioboasting is immediately
destroyed when Archimago reveals his demonic stéusg off into the north wind,
and the pair flee in dread in a wood where “[e]laembling leafe, and whistling
wind they heare” (11.iii.20.4). Aquinas in tlfRummecites AristotleEthics iii.7: “The
daring are precipitate and eager to meet dangefayehen the danger is present”
(2a2ae.127.2).When Belphoebe appears (ll.iii.2@hear like a revelation of epic
divinity (Venus to Aeneas, for example), there ear disjunction of occasion, as if
the epic moment finds itself in a pantomime or ar&erian version of something
like Shakespeare’s mechanicals’ play. Instead wigoeverwhelmed with awe at
Belphoebe’s presence, Braggadochio hides himséffemushes, and so leaves
himself at risk of being mistaken for a woundedsbeand caught by Belphoebe’s
spear. Emerging from his state of cowardice lilkacock shaking his feathers,
Braggadochio then finds his feelings translatedoalnmstantly into lust. And here
Spenser provides an example of the interrelatipnghfailures of fortitude to
failures of temperance, of the kind of “overflonéstribed by Aquinas.
Braggadochio comically represents the man unfedifigainst the dangers of
death, and this leads to the cowardice of lusthalck (and so also to an act of
injustice). As Belphoebe lectures him on the damdeourtly life, “the foolish man,
fild with delight ...[g]an burne in filthy lust, aniéaping light, / Thought in his
bastard armes her to embrace” (11.iii.42.2-6). Ad@oebe leaves, and so the pair
lose the benefit of her counsel, the comic sequegtcens to a description of their
cowardice and the irritation of the horse whichhb@iount and which restlessly “to
be eased of that base burden still did erne”i(#1619). If the horse represents
passions that should be controlled by reason, thigiggm Spenser now presents
comically is that of cowardice and lust attemptiogontrol the passions. The
underlying messages of the sequence are more seRewuelation of divine truth is
likely to be mistaken by those failing in the caalivirtues. Those failing in the
cardinal virtues are also vulnerable to the mamijoth of demonic power — and in

one sense this amounts to the same thing.

Emotional streams — Canto IV to Canto VIII

At the opening of Canto IV we are told the rightbwner of the steed, Guyon, “well
could menage and subdew his pride” (Il.iv.2.2). Bseems this is only because the
Palmer will not suffer Guyon’s “wandring feete fas.” The Palmer is constantly
intervening to change Guyon'’s direction.
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But when strong passion or weake fleshlinesse,
Would from the right way seeke to draw him wide,
He would through temperaunce and stedfastnesse,

Teach him the weak to strengthen, and the stsapgresse. (Il.iv.2.6-9)

It is as if Guyon is being controlled by the Palrasrcharioteer, bridling Guyon’s
potential recklessness or waywardness as it oc€hed.such control is insufficient
in made apparent as Guyon becomes immersed ifea sélencounters that will
leave him rendered entirely powerless and at threeyrad the combined forces of
Cymochles and Pyrochles. There are two ways ofitgpt the conclusion of this
sequence. If Guyon is seen in terms of the appaweiidence of the description of
his continence that opens Canto VI, and the desmnipf the self-control exerted by
the Palmer on his behalf (cited above), then hilggse can be seen as the
extenuation of virtue without faith, the naturatlesf natural virtue without grace.
Guyon has been an exemplary knight of temperahwaya responding correctly
and with appropriate restraint and self-discipliog, it is in the nature of temperance
to be limited and need the spiritual support predithy the angel and Arthur.

I would like to suggest that, contrary to this mpositive view of Guyon and
working against the depiction of Guyon’s moral ¢dahce at the narrative level,
Guyon’s entanglements with Furor, Occasion, Atyroehles, Phaedria, Cymochles
and Mammon are similar to the experience of a fertlitemotional stream, such as
that described by Jenefer Robinson. Guyon’s intiena€ with the allegorical forces
that attack him follow the pattern of the affectaad cognitive appraisals and
reappraisals of Robinson’s description. Guyon aedPhalmer often seem to be
winning in the encounters of this stage of theirjey, first subduing Furor and
Occasion, and then later releasing them and abamgl®yrochles, Furor and
Occasion to their fates. But despite their appaveories in the battles, the ultimate
direction of the war follows a downward progressiliterally downwards in the case
of Guyon’s descent into the Cave of Mammon. At fire Palmer is able to
intervene to protect Guyon from mistakes, or (joresenting cognitive appraisal)
explain to him the emotional scenario with whichhias just been involved. But the
model of self-control which requires the Palmestiep in to retrieve Guyon’s
recklessness or waywardness unravels as GuyoroffaasPhaedria’s boat without
the Palmer. What is particularly helpful in Robinsoview of the person immersed
in an emotional stream is their loss of judgemewt iaability to correctly categorise

their responses or even to be properly aware of tfdis view of the emotional
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sequence should make us more cautious about aogeptiace value the Palmer’'s
judgements in the middle of the emotional streasiGAlyon encounters first
Pyrochles and then Cymochles, we see the wild sagngetween the manic and
lethargic that Robinson portrays as characterigtguch a stream. As we have just
seen, for Aquinas lack of fortitude leads naturtdlyack of temperance, and with
this lack of temperance a natural regression te#ssivity of the concupiscent state
of the soul.

Why does the apparently temperate Guyon become ligathén an
increasingly unravelling emotional sequence atpbist in the narrative? The
answer lies in the initial infidelity of the Bookjordant’s straying with Acrasia.
Guyon responds to the tableau of Mordant and Amaitlawild grief and the desire
for revenge. To put this another way, he is grtatken at his discovery of the
nature of original sin and the weakness of humeshfiness. On the other hand, he is
immensely confident about his own moral worthinasd his ability to combat any
occasion of human weakness he encounters. Somehbashot put the two pieces
of the picture together, that innate human weakimegeneral must apply
specifically to him: he has not gained the deeplsedwledge required by the Book.
In these early sequences, Guyon'’s obliviousnes$hande overconfidence is
presented in an exaggerated form in the episotleeafomic vaunters Braggadochio
and Trompart. Guyon is inevitably open to emotiattck (which is another way of
saying to the weakness of will that Acrasia repnese

That Guyon does not have the habit of virtue assediwith prudence is
made clear in his enactment of varied forms of idpnce. Of these, the one that
most strongly characterises Guyon is rashnessvadid @recipitation, the soul needs
to act in an orderly manner by degrees, not by Isguand Aquinas suggests one
may be rushed into action by an impulse of the ailbf a passion or from contempt
of the directing rule (and in this case this igsult of pride). Guyon, by contrast,
acts impulsively in rushing in with “impetuous fetqll.iv.6.3) against Furor, so that
he “ouerthrew him selfe vnwares, and lower lay:i{18.9). This overthrow leads to
the physical symptoms described by Aristotle a®apanying the irascible state of
rage. Guyon responds to both the physical attatksi@r, who now has him in his
power, and the verbal abuse of Occasion, and “elimgpiy his haughtie hart”
(Il.iv.9.6), breaks free and reaches for his swéndwn into the episode by the

concupiscent emotion of sorrow, Guyon finds hidifes have quickly escalated to
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full-blown rage and vengeful intent. He is aboub#have, in other words, as we will
find Phaon has behaved. It is only at this poiat the Palmer intervenes.

Guyon'’s tendency to rush in first and ask questlates, the imprudence of
rashness, is seen first in the encounter with Reder Knight. Here memory
intervenes, and Guyon recognises the meaning ofrBesk’s shield just before
attacking him. Guyon shows shrewdness, the aldityuickly sum up a present
situation based on the prior knowledge of memoxy @wod judgement. The case of
his encounter with Furor shows how quickly suchartying principles can be lost
sight of once one is entangled by one’s passionweder, all is not lost at this point.
Guyon'’s self is overthrown but he does at leagiord to his Palmer’s reasoning,
showing that important attribute of prudence, dbycih accepting guidance.

Negligence, concupiscent sloth and false prudence

What Guyon and his Palmer then display, in deahitg the general rather than the
specific in the particular occasion of Phaon’s @;ns a kind of avoidance strategy.
As the sequence moves into Canto V, avoidance besdme theme (or in Aquinas’s
terms, that defect of prudence which is negligeand,in Robinson’s emotional
stream the lethargy that follows the manic respprsttacked by Pyrochles, and
after “[tjlempring the passion with aduizement sldiv.13.2), he lets Pyrochles
escape and pronounces the lesson which now claaplies to himself (as one
foolish enough to release irascibility): “Vaine eth ouerthrowes, who selfe doth
ouerthrow” (11.v.15.9). As Occasion and Furor wheleased stir up trouble with
Pyrochles, and Guyon is appealed to, the Palm&anes him and pronounces: “He
that his sorow sought through wilfulnesse, / Anslfoie fettred would release
agayne, / Deserues to taste his follies fruit, népe payne” (I11.v.24.7-9). The irony
of this pronouncement to a Guyon who has just seléd&yrochles and allowed
Pyrochles to release Furor and Occasion must noh8erestimated.

The combined foolishness of the Guyon who standgefaperance and his
Palmer makes them at this point little differeminfr Trompart and Braggadochio,
and they show all of the comic pair’'s vanity analpras the Palmer withdraws
Guyon from the battle as if its elements no longercern them: “So him away he
drew / From needlesse trouble of renewing fightréady fought” (Il.v.25.1-3).
There are strong overtones of hand washing infttedrawal, and that they amount
to a failure on the part of the advice-giving Paliseshown as Guyon is soon
separated from him, stepping into Phaedria’s bodteatering the domain of

163



concupiscence with its Idle Lake. His absence tlweresponds directly to
negligence, the inability to choose the right {irstcase withdrawing instead of
engaging).

As Guyon struggles alone with both Phaedria and @jres, he is not
completely overcome. But his struggle is more the struggle of the passions
within the sensitive soul than a struggle of reamod the will with concupiscence,
and such a struggle is appropriate for one whddstgouch with his governing
reason. Guyon wins the inner struggle at the lef/éte sensitive soul of irascibility
against concupiscence, but his escape from Phaedaadering island only (or
inevitably, as it is a species of irascibility thnats enabled Guyon to stand up to the
concupiscence of Cymochles and Phaedria) servesntivoduce a still internally
burning Pyrochles to the narrative at the end oft€&I. That only Archimago (so
strongly associated with the demonic challengaitt in Book | ofThe Faerie
Queeng can restore Pyrochles at this point is a sigmatl & problem with ultimate
ends underlies the sequence. And so the narratwesmaturally into the territory

of prudence of the flesh.

The Cave of Mammon and prudence of the flesh

That the Palmer does not accompany Guyon into #we ©@f Mammon is consistent
with his earlier act of drawing Guyon away “fromeéesse trouble of renewing
fight / Already fought.” The sequence of the Ca¥&ammon ends with the
ultimate act of negligence, the hand-washing adtBiivho “deliuered vp the Lord of
life to dye.” Pilate appeared to have behaved matlg, even to have behaved
prudently. And this is the problem with prudencera flesh: its very resemblance to
prudence. The guile of Mammon does not lead Gugattept the material goods of
the cave. But it does lead him to neglect the thimithe spirit — it is a long detour of
negligence that ultimately leaves him both spitifuand physically defenceless.
Guyon’s debate with Mammon at the mouth of the ¢diwai.7ff) also
demonstrates the problematic syllogistic behavaduhe incontinent (the case in
Aquinas reported by Pasnau (246-7)). The incontiperson knows the primary
premise, “no sin should be done,” but instead tb¥ang through with the minor
premise “this is a sin” and therefore “this shontd be done,” he or she accepts
instead a form of the major premise — “all pleasireuld be pursued,” and the
minor premise and conclusion, “this is a pleastietefore “this should be
pursued”. Guyon explains to Mammon why worldly geatiould not be sought as a
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goal: “Indeede (quoth he) through fowle intemperayit Frayle men are oft captiu’d
to couertise” (11.vii.15.1-2). But Guyon is overcerby his curiosity, a form of
covertousness and one of the vices associatednaimperance by Aquinas and
Augustine. In this case, Guyon’s search for knogéedf the sources of the world’s
goods becomes an irresistible pleasure to himfluatdeads him to abandon the
general case he has himself already put to Mamifioa bargain the guileful
Mammon strikes with him is that Guyon may try higesgth in refusing the
temptations of the cave, but that if he is sucegssfresisting its goods he will no
longer describe them as a source of sinfulnessuttdng refused, doe not
afterwards accuse” (11.vii.18.9). Morally, in terragultimate spiritual ends, Guyon
cannot win.

If one aspect of irascibility is resistance, Guy®at this point strongly in the
grip of a passion, that of resistance for its oakes the demonstration of fortitude
for false ends. His disdain for the cave’s temptatileads him naturally to encounter
the allegorical figure Disdayne; his berating ohfiedus for his intemperance (as
though he was himself exempt from the risks ofmmgerance) leads him naturally to
the hand-washing of Pilate. Coming out of the cave collapsing, Guyon is
inevitably attacked again both by Pyrochles an€ipmochles. Guyon needs not
only to be restored to a controlling reason, butemmportantly to a reason properly
aligned to faith. And it is only this restitutior prudence to ultimate ends that

allows Guyon to emerge from this long emotionadatn as from a dream.

Rational self-control in Hamlet: “But break, my heart, for | must

hold my tongue”

As the court leave Hamlet alone on the stage inl Acene 2, he allows us to
experience through his soliloquy an internal enma@istream. In comparison with
the jealously homicidal Phaon, Hamlet is at thispof the play remarkably
restrained, and the need for restraint marks thelasion of the speech: “But break,
my heart, for | must hold my tongue” (1.2.159). Nedteless he goes through a
sequence of shifting emotions and thoughts, leaVerth exclamatory phrases (“O
God, God”; “Fie on't, ah fie,”; “That it should caeto this!”; “Must | remember?”)
that demonstrate the passion churning away bendathegins with the absolute
despair of suicidal wishes, moves to despairingudisat the world, shifts to the

source of the despair, his mother’'s marriage, enchecking the accuracy of his
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recollection of the time that has passed, movesdmory and then wishes he had
not remembered, abuses all women, returns to tlre tiieme of time passing and so
on. In the sequence, sorrow and despair creepysiawl anger and return to the
sorrow of “but break my heart.” It is a shorter seqce than that described by
Robinson, but of a similar type, and it both reseghk underlying passions that will
govern later action — Hamlet's disgust at the wayotipiscence has overridden
reason in the case of his mother — and somethihgsafeed to both express and
whip up his own passions.

The next two scenes introduce the play’s preoceupaivith concupiscence
and irascibility, the first through the “shot anaihger of desire” speech (1.3.35) of
Laertes to Ophelia; the second through the ghogtisction to revenge. The play’s
preoccupations with the concupiscence of lust eamstibility of revenge alternate,
combine and separate again throughout the rebegilay, and so do the behaviours
we associate with Cymochles and PyrochldsQil, the lethargy, impulsiveness and
penchant for vicarious pleasure of the first, dr@lliurning up with ungovernable
rage of the second. Laertes’ advice to Ophelisahasirient edge; Hamlet responds
to the appearance of the ghost with a fearlessibitisy that quickly develops into a
waxing “desperate with imagination” (1.5.87). Kein fact, rash, and the sequence
in which Marcellus and Horatio attempt to preveint from following the ghost
amounts to injunctions against the vices opposguitdence, against precipitation
and thoughtlessness, lack of caution and circuntigpec

Horatio’s description of the place allies it witletdestructive churning of the
passions: “The very place puts toys of desperatigvithout more motive, into every
brain / That looks so many fathoms to the sea / ewts it roar beneath” (1.4.75-
78). Hamlet also fails in that attribute of prudericat accepts the importance of
advice, docility, instead responding to his compasiwith irascibility: “Hold off
your hands” (1.4.80). He will not “be ruled,” eventhe point of threatening
violence to his friends, and is filled with a hagieexecute revenge worthy of
Pyrochles, and which the ghost contrasts with thd &f lethargy that belongs to
Cymochles, that of Lethe wharf (1.5.33). And by ¢mel of the sequence, having
sworn his friends to secrecy, he has also sepanategkelf from their potential to
advise him.

In Act Two we move into a world of cunning, guiledafraud — acting a part
becomes the modus operandi of almost everyonefal$eprudence of Claudius,

the vice that operates as we have seen by resepmlidence, has either slowly
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infected the whole court, or emerged naturallytsrenvironment. Polonius begins
this sequence by asking Reynaldo to play-act thennous acquaintance of Laertes,
assuming Laertes’ concupiscence will inevitablyeatself. Hamlet play-acts
madness, but in detecting the duplicitous playractif friendship of Rosencrantz
and Guildenstern reveals the extent of his owngmad. Aquinas gives the example
of someone initially responding to expressionsoetland then detecting signs of
flattery as an example of that aspect of prudenuetwis circumspection (Aquinas
79; 2a2ae. 49,8). Shakespeare at this point seebeseémploying a textbook case.
As if conjured up by the discovery of play-actimghis supposed friends, the
imminent arrival of the players is announced anidldy followed by the playing out
of the extremes of irascibility and sorrow at tleath of Priam. Pyrrhus Pyrochles
(one of the alternative spellings Spenser usegrithiécles) — “roasted in wrath and
fire” (2.2.419).

The Senecan bombast of the player’s version of A€eepeech to Dido
delivers a hyperbolic version of the feelings Harhles already expressed, sorrow at
the death of a father and anger at the betraylaisahother and uncle manifesting
itself as a desire for revenge. But by this stdgbeplay the passionate surge of
Hamlet’'s own rage has died down, in the natural described in the speech of the
Palmer — “wrath, gealosy, griefe, loue die and g€dde has settled into a more
melancholy kind of sorrowing, a version of the itedt@ Cymochles’ concupiscent
lethargy, or that feared by the ghost as belontrgethe wharf. The demonstration
of raw furor and naked grief in the player’'s spestwkes him aware how inadequate
his own passion is as a catalyst to violent act#ord so he begins the second
soliloquy, looking to reignite the passion thatdg#o the necessary impulse to
violence. The soliloquy builds from an initial disg at his own indolence (“O what
a rogue and peasant slave am 1" (2.2.502)), tozeamant at the artificial passion of
the player who could “[b]ut in a fiction, in a draaf passion,” show the physical
manifestation of passion, and from this to the gedton that he has a stronger cause
for such passion (“What would he do, / Had he tlo¢ive and cue for passion / That
| have? He would drown the stage with tears”, andrg. But the speech then
collapses from these beginnings of an artificiatytrived passion as Hamlet
describes his lethargy and inaction and views Hiimisethe wharf-like, as “[a] dull
and muddy-mettled rascal” (2.2.519). Hamlet théwe(Cymochles roused from
slumber, suddenly leaping up from his lethargy lmo#ing for a fight) starts
shadow-boxing with an unseen adversary: “Am | aa@® / Who calls me villain
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...Who does me this?” The issue now becomes counaigetitude — that all that
stands in the way of executing revenge is the td¢hke irascible backbone of Plato’s
spirited horse. As he moves into insulting the kimg passion returns; he has
successfully wound himself back into irascibilitiloody, bawdy villain! /
Remorseless, treacherous, lecherous, kindlesgwilkand from hence he goes into
the temporary grip duror: “Oh, vengeance!” (2.2.532-34).

But the artificial whipping-up of emotion cannot festained; a variant of
cognitive reappraisal quickly intervenes, and Harsées himself as an actor
whipping himself up emotionally, or worse than atoa What comes to the surface
as more intellectual processes take control ietfeetiveness of the acting of
emotion as a means of stirring up emotion, and ldambves to devise his own
strategy of cunning and guile, the “Mousetrap” plagd from this contriving comes
the dim consciousness that contriving itself isispgct business, that the
undermining effects of “weakness and melancholyi @astroy the proper
operations of rational decision-making. Hamletpiher words, is starting to exercise
the caution and circumspection recommended to hantiee by Horatio and
Marcellus. The logic of the moral ambiguity of ugicontriving to capture the
contriving of another to avoid being trapped by ¢batriving of a third agent (the
ghost) eludes him; but even so, what is winnintigtpoint is not the lethargy of
concupiscent passion but the caution of rationalagh The play’s internal moral
tension — built on the problem of how to resistithenoral behaviour of others

without oneself behaving immorally — is furtherttigned.

The puzzled will of Act Three

In Act Three Hamlet’s caution is again blown agmaripassion, and that selfless
preservation of the self which Josef Pieper assexiaith temperance is irrevocably
undermined. As Claudius begins the act acknowleagtiie hideousness of deception
we start to see the open face of false prudenkerinlet’'s adversary. Setting up

Ophelia as a stalking horse so they can spy on etaRblonius notes that “[t]is too
much proved, that with devotion’s visage, / Andysi@ction, we do sugar o’er / The
devil himself” (3.1.47-9). For Claudius, this isa@h to his conscience that will have
its ultimate effect in his attempt to repent in temtre of the act: it is to this scene
that the act in some ways must be seen as buildisiog imagery of concupiscence
that will next be employed by Hamlet against Ophelilaudius confesses: “The

harlot’s check, beautied with plastering art, ndé more ugly to the thing that helps
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it/ Than is my deed to my most painted word. /ga\y burden!” (3.1.51-4). In this
brief aside to the audience, Claudius paints hihasean Archimago figure — he is
the devil Polonius has just described, the devihié is afraid is hidden in the shape
of the ghost.

Claudius’s inability to retrieve his sin, the dewapral lethargy of the
intemperate whose passion rules action in sucm@arehed way that it makes them
unable to access the moral action of the will|a&@d in apposition to the suicidal
desire to avoid all moral choice of the Hamlet vembers next. Hamlet wants to
entirely renounce the act of the will, “to die, dleep,” and the lethargy he describes
IS so strong that it cannot access the fortitudeitber resistance to “the slings and
arrows of outrageous fortune” (3.1.60-63), or thetifude of a stoic suicide.
Concupiscent passivity remains unopposed by tiseilske. But where in the
soliloquy of Act Two rational reflection undermingge build-up of irascibility,
rational thought in this soliloquy intercepts thrdtdbf the concupiscent inactivity.
What intervenes is in fact foresight — the recagnibf consequences that are not
accounted for by allowing the passivity of the agmscent passion to take control,
the “dread of something after death” that “puzzheswill” (3.1.80).

And behind this, and in the same way we have et $or Claudius, lies an
acknowledgement of a higher right and wrong thatsceence has access to, the
natural basis of truly prudent action. But Hamlggdgement is still astray as he sees
in the action of the intellect a source of lacKatitude (“thus conscience does make
cowards of us all” (3.1.83); he is looking impllgifor irascibility to overcome such
rational insight and control. What he wants is¢bagainst the urges of his
conscience, for the irascible horse to gain theeuppnd over the reason of the
charioteer, seeing the “puzzled will” as the sowthis inactivity. Both Claudius
and Hamlet, in other words, begin the Act withetagnts that explicitly demonstrate
where the moral good in the play should lie, aredgioblem for both then becomes
the inability of the will to act in accordance wihch conscience, although the will
in each case is undermined differently, in accocdamith the difference between the
incontinent and intemperate individual. Hamlet'ssaence (in the analogy with
that of the incontinent person) has more potettialfffect his behaviour than that of
Claudius, but Hamlet is also more vulnerable ttnnass, to impulsive choices
driven by the passions, and this is in fact thé pé downfall takes in the Act.

In the exchange with Ophelia and his denunciatidmeo as the root of all

concupiscence, Hamlet'’s irascibility rises to aunatclimax, with its final threat
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against the king (and more latently against theegueéThose that are married
already, all but one shall live” (3.1.141-2). Itnist irrational for Claudius to see
danger to himself in what he has overheard, nantterstand the potential for the
underlying irascibility to tip into actual madnegsthe preparation of the players
and his praise of Horatio, Hamlet appears as ralfipin control as Claudius; in his
excited bawdy taunting of Ophelia before the opgmhthe play it is hard to judge
which of passion and calculation is in control. Ahts leads into the “Mousetrap”
play’s themes of inconstancy and its failures ofimogy, of the unreliability of
judgements driven by passion. “What to ourselvgsassion we propose,” says the
Player King, “The passion ending, doth the purdose” (3.2.175-6). The Player
King's speech is very similar in tone and meanmghiat of Spenser’s Palmer
(“wrath, gealosy, griefe, loue die and decay,”) atltbe ways the passions naturally
destroy themselves: “The violence of either griejoy / Their own enactures with
themselves destroy” (3.2.176-77).

Hamlet’s plot of cunning and guile is successf@laudius is goaded into an
exhibition of passion, he is “marvellous distemeravith choler” (3.2.273-5). And
Hamlet is cautiously aware of his own potentialdach distemper; he could easily,
like Pyrrhus or Pyrochles, “drink hot blood / And sluch bitter business as the day /
Would quake to look on” (3.2.351-3). He injunctabelf to “speak daggers” to the
Queen, “but use none” (3.2.357). And passion doesvercome him as he comes
across the king at prayers, although the dupliitialse prudence seems to be at
work in his rationalisation; but it does so hiddgwghen he hears the noise behind
the arras, enacting the response of rashnessthakieomicidal Phaon, Hamlet shows
in this act aspects of uncontrolled passion, lad Bke Phaon, behind the rashness
lies all the preparation of the previous “thinkioig the act.” Its impulsiveness cannot
disguise an element of calculation in the choicthefwill to act, and the absence of
that shrewdness of true prudence that would havidlyacalculated the true nature
of the potential threat. And, as with the caselwddh, any attempt to reach for self-
control from this point cannot undo the naturehaf ¢rime that has been committed.
And while Hamlet goes on to use the defence of teamce with Gertrude (as
previously discussed), it is irascible passion tiaat drives his verbal attacks on her,
and that tips him into the apparent or actual maslioé the appearance of the ghost.
He has, like Phaon or Pyrrhus, been captureditmy in an occasion of sin — that
Furor that in Spenser is “a mad man or who feigned to be,” and where the
difference between the true and the feigned hagrbedn some sense immaterial.
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From the point of the slaying of Polonius, theidigion between madness and
feigning madness, the appearance of loss of sali-alcand actual loss of self-
control, becomes harder to draw in the play.

In Act IV Laertes takes up the irascibility of rexge, Ophelia acts out the
madness of complete loss of rational self-contnol hhe concupiscence of a suicide
that takes the form of an absolute weakness of-wil the extent that the water will
come to her and drown her, as the grave diggeribesat (Laertes and Ophelia
become the play’s Pyrochles and Cymochles if ydl),wihile Claudius continues
to act out the path of false prudence from whiclh&® been unable to retrieve
himself through true confession. Failures of tresom directing rational self-control
and actions of the passions undermining ratiorigksatrol work together in an

inexorable manner to the play’s tragic conclusions.
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Chapter Eight: The journey of the soul: temperance,

assimilation to God and justice

FQII, Hamlet, and the violent end of theAeneid

Book Il is the book offhe Faerie Queenthat refers most directly to the epic. It does
this in a range of ways, and one is by replicatmg more minor tone the shocking,
decisive and merciless slaying of Turnus that atbywgmds theAeneid It is the
sudden, decisive and abrupt destruction of the BaivBliss that surprises the
reader. IrHamletthe shock and surprise are experienced dramaticallamlet is
poisoned, Laertes poisoned, the queen poisonedlamdiet now acts decisively
against the king, implementing the revenge reqddsyehe ghost at the play’s
inception. He acts mercilessly and dies.

R. D. Williams describes the ending of heneidin the following way.
Aeneas must straddle the heroic Homeric world AercRoman world that he must
inaugurate; he must become “a hero for an agemgelocheroic” (Williams xxii).
(This is the very problem that, as we have seekessbphrosynen important
virtue for the Greelpolis). While the bravery and resolution of an Achilteght fit
the new Rome, others of the heroic qualities sgchnapetuosity, proud self-
confidence, concern for self” (Williams xxii) witlot. The new hero must be
concerned more about the group than the individuad,what is required along with
the virtue ofpietas responsibility towards gods and men. Duty towantters may
involve (as Williams puts it) “subjugation of indidual passions (like the desire for
glorious death at Troy, or the love of Dido) to tteamands of duty” (xxiii). This is
the key lesson Aeneas is taught in a meanderinggguhat, with the central descent
into the underworld and its vision of the impefiglure to come, becomes a journey
of self-knowledge. In the final books of tAeneid a dichotomy is established
between Turnus, who represents the old heroicayperrior and so is associated
with a range of intemperate behaviour, and Aenshs,fights reluctantly and only
from duty. But still, on three occasions on thetlbéield “Aeneas becomes exactly
like Turnus” (Williams xxiv): after the death of Res; after he has been wounded;

and finally, at the end of the poem. Williams argue

Here, when Turnus begs for mercy, we expect Aettegsant it; but he sees
the belt of Pallas on Turnus’ shoulder and in affitury and a lust for
vengeance he kills him. If we remember the circamsgs of the death of
Pallas (10.441f), we easily understand why Aeneals fhimself justified —
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but the fact remains that at the last moment Aerseas different from the old
heroic type he is supposed to be superseding. iNpttuld have been easier
for Virgil than to avoid this dilemma — insteadling wounded in battle
Turnus could have been killed — but he wanteddaslers to be involved in
the dilemma. How righteous is righteous anger?weealad that Aeneas
yields to it? (xxiv)

Both Spenser ikQIl and Shakespeare iamletpose equivalent questions
at the end of their works. How righteous is théatggpus anger of Guyon as he
destroys the Bower of Bliss? Is he right to destt®ysimilarly, how righteous is the
righteous anger diamletwhen he first stabs Claudius and then thrustpoison
down Claudius’s throat? Does Claudius’ manifesttguid intemperance justify
Hamlet's act of impromptu justice? All three workise Aeneid,FQIl andHamlet
end with a victory over intemperance executed wittmperance. Given the degree
of direct reference to th&eneidin both the other works, it is not implausible that
both Spenser and Shakespeare are consciously imirtbe famously shocking
ending of the Virgilian epic. If this premise isroect, all the problems of Virgil's
ending also accrete to the works that are our sylged in Spenser these problems
are attached directly to an exploration of thewarof temperance. What is
highlighted at the end of each work is the relagiop of temperance to justice.

Part of what is shocking about Aeneas’ mercileagiisy of Turnus is its
disruption of the apparent progress of Virgil'sepero to the stature of a leader not
easily moved by emotional vicissitudes. The meandggourney around the
Mediterranean has tested and strengthened theshgersonal self-control. The
knowledge of the destiny that awaits him, reveahetthe underworld, has supported
his quest for self-knowledge. In terms of a fordvarogression to the virtue required
of the founder of Rome, Aeneas’ equanimity, hisgerance, should not be so easily
undermined byuror. Unless we subscribe to some form of argumentjtisite
sometimes requires that temperance is set asiadea&ébehaviour is regressive, a
return to a mode of behaviour the poem has cayeésliablished as undesirable. The
poem’s sense of an inexorable, if sometimes meargjdorward movement to
virtue and self-knowledge, is disrupted by the egdi

In the book ofThe Faerie Queenthat draws most strongly on the epic
tradition Spenser also establishes a sense okaorable, if somewhat meandering,
forward movement towards an ideal of temperancesatfeknowledge only to
undercut, | will argue, any sense of ultimate parée on the part of his protagonist
in the final canto, much as Virgil does in tAeneid This and the following chapter

will explore the dimensions of temperance as a pigtsical virtue. It will trace the
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relationship of temperance as an ideal to be aelispiritually and to be used in
turn to reach the spiritual perfection seen inrttegaphysical thought of Plato and in
neo-Platonism. It will outline a precursor of Sperstreatment of temperance as an
epic journey of the soul, the Italian humanist esg of theAeneidby Landino. It

will examine the influence of neo-Platonism on tbke of temperance and the
acquisition of self-knowledge in early patristicitivrg, in particular Clement of
Alexandria’s treatment of the exemplary role of Bhas the Word and Augustine’s
anguished attempts to be reunited, through the Wuathl God as the One in the
Confessionslt will examine the importance of the Pauline &rdtestant emphasis
on the Word folFQII.

While both Spenser and (I will argue in the nexdpier less overtly)
Shakespeare iHamletraise expectations of a successful forward joutoesards an
ideal of temperance, they are also preoccupied théhisks accompanying such an
enterprise. These risks become most apparent whamer state of temperance is
placed in tension with the intention to pursueigest the desire to reform, judge and
punish the intemperate. As it was for Virgil thisa worrying tension for an era of
reformation and counter-reformation. It cannot decuately understood without
some initial sense of the dimensions of temperasae spiritual and metaphysical
ideal in both classical and Christian thought. fiie tve will now turn.

Platonic assimilation to God and injustice

In previous chapters we have looked at the virfuemperance in terms of a tension
between the classical and Christian; in terms dfipal and social moderation; and
in terms of rational self-control. At the openinfigGhapter Three | alluded to the
need to eventually return to a more metaphysicatageh to temperance, and to the
self-knowledge that, for Heraclitus, involved arsbéng examination of the soul to
discover its relationship with the universal lawrmeoon to man and the cosmos.
Sophroneinto become temperate), as previously mentiondd,ttss sense for
Heraclitus the greateatéte “It is another name for the faculty by which maay
attain that wisdom whose object is the univelesgbs Through this process man
comes to know the law that governs his own soulthadest of the universe” (North
27). This metaphysical approach to temperance fisdgsay into the Early Modern
period through a Platonic stream in the braidedeptual river of temperance. We
see its importance in the struggle of the soukttead to God in the myth of the
charioteer in Plato’®haedrus On the one hand there is the risk to the asoceGbtl
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if the concupiscent aspect of the soul drags alagpirited aspect. Conversely,
concupiscence and irascibility combine when reasonrols the spirited horse and
the spirited horse controls the concupiscent h@se all work together to speed the
ascent. Temperance plays a pivotal role in the phg&ical quest for spiritual
knowledge of the divine.

In Plato’sLaws sophrosynes directly associated with the process of
assimilation to God. To be temperate is to be Gloel, because God himself is

sophron

What conduct is dear to God and follows after Hirdd would be for us the
measure of all things...and he who would be dearito idust become like
Him, so far as possible. According to the preseasoning, theophron
among us is dear to God, for he is like Him, ar@rttan who is natophronis
not like Him, but different and unjust. (Pldtaws716C-D; qtd North 194)

It is this Platonic relationship between temperaao justice that we must consider
if we are to see the endingldamletin terms of the virtue of temperance. In these
Platonic terms, if to become like God is to becdamperate, because God is
sophron then to become temperate like God, is also toinegust. The converse is
also true.

For Plato, temperance is also strongly associatddtihae self-knowledge of
the philosopher’s preparation for death, tnele thanatoumost clearly in the
Phaedo In this dialogue, the soul is weighed down bytstact with the body, and
SO to achieve purity the appetites must be suppdessdsophrosynégractised in
life. Itis such temperance that is demonstraie@dcrates as he awaits his own
death by poisoning. Temperance is also associgt&ddbo with divine love as a path
to the divine (North 165-6). In tHf&ymposiunthe metaphysical temperance of good
order within the soula sophron krasisis associated with the harmony of the
physical elements of the universe when the heavermygprevails. Thus in Plato the
human prepares for death by a temperate acceptatioe limitations of life; he or
she reaches for divine harmony as love accompliaistate of temperate harmony
within the soul. Inner temperance and inner judbeeome almost synonymous
(North 166-9).

Temperance as a cathartic virtue in Plotinus

Neo-Platonism took these aspects of Platonismmioi@e mystical direction, with
Plotinus in particular drawing on the idea in Bteaedathat the virtues are
purifications (North 237). In thEnneadsPlotinus elaborates the process of ascent to
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God into three stages. The goal of philosophy besoamification with the divine as
The One, the return of the soul to its origins. $teges are the civic, the cathartic
and the paradigmatic. All the cardinal virtuesiamdlved at each stage of the
process of purification. The civic virtues contaimd moderate the appetites and
remove passions and false opinions; the seconthartiat stage purifies the soul
from the taint of matter, and so goes beyond intcaty measure in the soul (in the
style of Peripatetic ethics) to becoming detachenhfthe sufferings of the body (in
the style of Stoi@patheid. This stage can be identified with the assinvlatio God.
The final stage involves imitation of the Divine i, and this imitation produces
exemplary (paradigmatic) virtues. All parts of 8@l are now united and one part
does not need to control the othe8ophrosyn@ow takes the form of a turning (or
conversion) towards the Divine Mind...for in the Diei Mind itselfsophrosyne

consists in a turning towards itself.” (North 239).

Renaissance neo-Platonism and LandinoAeneid as a journey of the soul

Plotinus and Virgil are brought together in Itallammanism. In th®isputationes
Camaldulensegl474), the exegesis of teneidby the Italian writer Cristoforo
Landino, the first six books of Virgil's epic jougg become a neo-Platonic journey
of the soul. What is most helpful for our purposethis particular exegesis (one of
many exegetical treatments of theneidfrom the first century onwards) is
Landino’s exploration of the obstacles to the asijon of temperance as a cathartic
virtue, a virtue that will purify the soul and bgiit to knowledge of the Divine Mind.
In Landino’s elaborate allegory, the soul journty#aly or true wisdom, and the
story, up to the arrival in the Elysium fields od&k Six of theAeneid is presented
in terms of the two stages of the civic and pukgafor cathartic) virtues. The first
stage of Landino’s journey of the soul involves thac virtues, and is completed
when the Trojans arrive in Italy; the second, ia jiburney through the underworld,
involves the purgative virtues. As well as a joyrt@vards asummum bonurof
true wisdom, Aeneas’s progress is implicitly chdnteterms of his development of
the virtue of temperance.

In Landino’s allegory (and from this point | wilite Stahel’s translation),
Troy is associated with pleasure, and that Aenda#tier Anchises must be carried
from it shows that the body prefers corporeal tmiporeal things (69). Aeneas’s
dual parentage represents the immortal part adlé (Venus) and the mortal part
(Anchises) which leads to the struggle of the spgainst the flesh (and Landino
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makes this explicitly Pauline by adding “as we Gtiains say” [69-70]). As is
explained when Anchises’ death is first mentiorfee will never arrive at true
contemplation until sensuality — to use the Charstvord — has not only died in us
but been completely buried” (110). The Trojans jay first to Thrace, on a sea
which represents the appetites, (72) because “wieethepart from pleasure but have
not truly contracted the habit of virtue we easdly from sensory pleasure into the
desire to possess” (78). The rest of the journesynmslarly explained, as representing
not only the flight from vice but also the erasaféust and avarice from the
memory.

As well as neo-Platonism, Landino also draws orAthgtotelian distinctions
between temperance and continence, describing sbeneas’ progress in terms
of regression. Why does Aeneas weep when he |daeg? “Because we are not yet
temperate but only continent, we do what we haw#otdout, accustomed for a long
time to pleasure, we are satisfied with its illiddlights, and are not torn away from
it except with reluctance” (74-5). So Aeneas mdwetsveen continence and
incontinence and back again, through mistakes as¢hose of Anchises’
misreading of the Oracle at Delos. The messageeoOracle to find the ancient
mother amounts, Landino claims, tedsce teipsuprKnow Thyself” (83), the ancient
Greek concept of temperance. Dido, who initiallgressents temperance (148), with
her kingdom of Carthage a state of Platonic harn{@Adg), then demonstrates a
pattern of complete regression. As she is tempyeidmeas she lapses first into
continence, needing to repress her desire; thennnbntinence, as she falls under
the influence of her sister’s counsel (76); andlfyninto intemperance (148). Aeneas
also falls from continence to incontinence in leationship with Dido. In leaving
Dido and Carthage he demonstrates the victory afimence over incontinence
(174-5). The struggles to this point are thosénefdivic virtues.

When the Trojans arrive in Italy, the battle becertiat of the purgative
virtues, equated by Landino with the Pauline battlthe spirit against the flesh
(193). And Landino sees this as a stage of greajetaWhile on the one hand we
may be “led by heroic strength to transcend what iman,” on the other we may
“degenerate into a beastly existence because ofi@sadind black bile” (193). The
journey through the underworld is identified as ohself-knowledge (198) in the
spirit of Dante’s journey through hell. Vice must bnderstood before the soul can
be freed of it, and the Sibyl’s leading of Aeneaa® ithe underworld represents the
mind descending into sensuality, but with learrigagding the way (205). It is hard
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to return from this journey — it requires the twaliatonic wings of religion and justice
(207-8).

Nevertheless, Landino is essentially optimisticuglibe soul’s ability to free
itself. Wicked people become the slaves of sinughohabit, and in the beginning
the actions of these people are voluntary. But remdlso sees human souls as born
platonically of a heavenly seed, “and unless thaydthemselves over to the folly of
cowardice (unless, that is, they will it themse)ydisey cannot be kept from
returning to their origin by any labour or diffieulor mischance of fortune. We will
emerge victorious from every battle against thitgg disturb us” (196). The soul
will return to God its father as to a terrestriad fand as it is illuminated by the rays
of this light, it will come to knowledge of itsedind all things inferior to it (bodies)
and receive knowledge of heavenly and superioggh(t99).

The unhappiness of the soul as it falls into mattet forgetfulness, dying
into a body where it is buried as in a tomb (2@ )epresented by the rivers of the
underworld encountered by Aeneas. The Styx reptesemnrow, the Cocytus
mourning and the Phlegeton frenzy and madness.(ZB&)darkness as we move
away from the light at the opening of the underdodpresents the movement from
incontinence into intemperance, and from intempegda the diseases of the soul.
Citing Plato’'sPhaedg Landino argues that because it is the body #dzatd the soul
into these problems, one should not fear deatly; tiel foolish suffer the dissolution
of the body with anxiety (226). But the person eailbd in vice is in a state of
discord with the self — pleasure pulls one wayyiaeaanother, and idleness conflicts
with ambition (227).

Among many suggestive parallels between Landinetsion of Aeneas’
journey through the underworld aR@Il the most important is that Charon the
boatman, who brings Aeneas safely through the wuatét to the Elysium Fields,
represents grace (233). Landino links this idethab of the purifying virtues, for
those “purged in soul” do not use prudence to nzag&leoice among things — they
recognise nothing but true goods (233). Achieving state of soul is a sign of grace,
and it is this condition of soul that is the objetthe journey.

At the end of his long exegesis of theneid Landino briefly praises his
patron Lorenzo for his moderation in feasting, abdtinence from excessive
consumption of wine, “as in the other aspects wiperance, Lorenzo, | think you
are worthy of great praise” (239). What is quiethderlined at this point is that
temperance is an essential quality in a leades.riot a rhetorical flourish at the end
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of an exegesis of theeneidthat has focussed largely on the virtue of tempeza
from a neo-Platonic perspective, but a logical dasion to it — the ruler exemplifies
the virtue whose significance has been expoundétkiallegory, and this in turn
reflects the Platonic view of the good ruler as ot reflects the model of the

temperance of God. | will return to this point hetnext chapter.

Scriptural temperance — renewing the mind and Romas 12

In the writers of the early church, neo-Platonigasd join another stream in the broad
braided river of temperance that comes from the Nestament, and thus already
combine the Hebraic and Greek — a process begine inooks of the Apocrypha.
Sophrosynés used in the Greek New Testament in ways tlatiréack to the Greek
origin of the word in the health of tiparenegNorth 316). In the Gospels the
association ofophrosynavith soundness of mind is clear in the healinghefman
possessed by demons who is returned to his righd mhen the spirits enter the
Gardarene swine (Mark 5.15). In Acts 26.25, whestlsecharges Paul with
madness, he replies usiagphrosyndor sanity. TheEpistlesrefer to being “beside
oneself” in contrast to beirgpphron(in 2.Corinthians.5.13); to the opposition
between temperance and pride; and to thinking maaesmortal thoughts in
relation to God’s gifts (in Romans 12.3). Paul associatesophrosynavith self-
control and mastery of the appetites, with sobraetgt conjugal love (North 317).

But in Pauline ethics (especially as interpretedhayProtestant
Reformation), having the right relationship to Gedot the result of a journey up a
ladder of increasingly pure virtues, but is thetfaind pivotal step in an ability to
behave virtuously that is dependent on God’s gra¢garticular importance to the
thinking of Christian writers such as Augustine tire first three verses of Romans
12:

| beseech you therefore, brethren, by the merdi€od, that ye present your
bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable untal@ehich is your reasonable
service. And be not conformed to this world: butybdransformed by the
renewing of your mind, that ye may prove what &t #jood, and acceptable,
and perfect will of God. For | say, through theagrgiven unto me, to every
man that is among you, not to think of himself mioighly than he ought to
think; but to think soberly, according as God hdhlt to every man the
measure of faith.{ing James VersigrRomans 12.1-3)

These three verses amount to a Christian reforioalaf the Platonic view
of God as the measure of all things, with self-klemge based in knowledge of God,
and with purification based in a turning away fraraterial things. But now it is the
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right relationship with God, one based in humilityat is the proper and only basis
for the rules for Christian behaviour that follohe commentators ihe Oxford
Bible Commentaryunder the heading “The Renewal of Your Minds g fudly
explain the way these verses underlie Pauline ®tfiige fitting human response to

“God’s extraordinary mercy” (of Romans 11.30) is

to present oneself wholly to God, from whom anddgh whom and in whom
are all things (11:36). Offering ‘your bodies arlig sacrifice’ connotes giving
oneself continuously and entirely. Any lesser resgamisprizes the greatness
of God’s own offering. (1103-4)

And it is on this basis that the eschatologicaldasPauline ethics is built with the
key injunction: ‘Do not be conformed this age” As the Oxford commentators
explain, in the old order described in Romans B28humans had “become futile in
their thinking, and their senseless minds wereats” (Romans 1.21). And so the
“new, eschatological righteousness overmasters hityfeancient, fallen nature.” It
is through such “eschatological righteousnessyetutn” or “conforming” to the
original order and a “recreation of human mindsitth

believers experience a ‘renewal of ...[their] minsis that...[they] may
discern the will of God — what is good and accelptabnd perfect
(12:20)...Paul does not expect his readers to obtain suexalted capacity
on their own. Rather, he believes that as possesfdne Spirit, they are
already equipped to live lives ‘holy and acceptdbl&od’ (12:1)...Paul asks
only that they be what they truly are: righteod4d.04)

It is this Pauline approach that underlies the lttggoof Calvin and the
approach to ethics introduced in Chapter Two of stiudy, according to which “the
whole body of the faithful, as long as they livetba earth, must be like sheep to the
slaughter, in order to be conformed to Christ the@md,” and that by raising their
heads above earthly objects the faithful will beeab withstand any attack by “the
wicked flourishing in wealth and honour.” The dieis between the old order of
temporal understanding and spiritual renewal umekeAugustine’s division between
the City of Man and the City of God and the Auguisin definitions of temperance
previously discussed.

Given Spenser’s preoccupation with Greek etymolaghhe Faerie Queene
it seems unlikely that he would not have been awéatke play on words in this
important passage for Protestant theology. In Reiam3 we find a use of
sophroneirthat is strongly suggestive for Spenser’s treatroétemperance because
of its association witimetron measure. This verse is something like a Christian
equivalent to Plato’s statement in thewsthat God must be the measure of all
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things, and that one like Godgsphronand so dear to Him, and those unlike Him
are notsophronbut different and unjust. The English used by thaslators of the
King James’ version fasophroneins “soberly” (in the sense | have previously
explained in relation to the marriage service). Kiveg James gives for Romans
12.3:

For | say, through the grace given unto me, toyes®n that is among you,
not to thinkof himselfmore highly than he ought to think; but to thimberly,
according as God hath dealt to every man the meaddaith. [The italics are
included by the translators to indicate thaft Himself is not present literally
in the Greek].

In the Greek of this verse there is a playpbnonein— to think. Thus “not to thinkf
himselfmore highly than he ought to think” translates hyperphroneiwhere
hyperadds the connotation of thinking arrogantly — viioris or over-thinking,
thinking too much, or more than one should. Ihishis sense a variant of the Greek
injunction to “think mortal thoughts”, and is in G$tian terms an injunction to
intellectual humility. “Than he ought to think” tralategpar ho dei phroneirfwith
thepar hoindicating something like “concerning which”) andra we findphronein
directly. “But to think soberly,” translatedla phronein eis to sophroneiand
sophroneinis the operative word for our purposes. “He shawtthink in an
excessive (implicitly arrogant) way about the thsrige needs to think about, but with
moderate (or temperate) thinking” renders thedit&reek more closely than the
King James, and makes more transparent the linketectual temperance. The
final part of the Greelyekastoi hos ho theos emerise metron pistamdd be
translated more literally as “to each as the Gateshout (or distributes) the measure
of faith.” The need to curtail arrogant thougtdkates to the gifts that differ
“according to the grace that has been given towsli’ every part of the body of
Christ that is the church or Christian communityf@ening different roles. Paul
emphasises the need for a collective humility amtlyuo the church of Corinth, “the
native habitat of spiritual pride and factionalidign” as theOxford Bible
Commentarexplains this (1104).

The remaining eighteen verses of Romans 12 gwveules for Christian
behaviour that underlie tienchiridion of Erasmus and the sections of Calvin’'s
Institutespresented in Chapter Two of this study. The rakesdifferent in type from
those of Aristotle and Cicero. According to Romag@sand Pauline ethics, everyone
should observe their different gifts as differeattp of the same body in Christ,

whether they are for prophesying, ministering, etdtoon, teaching, ruling, or
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showing mercy. These activities should be done siitiplicity and cheerfulness,
love should be offered without dissimilation, eafihorred. Brotherly affection and
lack of sloth in business are commended, as avecngg in hope, patience in
tribulation, prayerfulness, distributing the ned#ss of the saints, hospitality.

All these aspects of good Christian behaviour rasoatrongly witi=QlIl,
and especially the House of Alma episode. The fieades of Romark2 have
particular application télamletbecause they include the theological argument
against the impulse to revenge. Thus verse 14 aripa¢ good Christians should
bless those that persecute them, bless and na. dihvey should rejoice with those
who rejoice and weep with those who weep. They Ishioel of the same mind
towards one another, and not mind high things botescend to men of low estate.
They should not be wise in their own conceits, thleguld recompense no man evil
for evil, and provide things honest in the sighatbfmen, and as much as possible
live peaceably with all men. And they should na¢rage themselves, but give place
unto wrath “for it is written Vengeance is mineyill repay saith the Lord”. Instead
they should feed their enemy if he is hungry ane ¢iim drink if he is thirsty — this
is the way to heap coals on his head. Any discassidhe justice or injustice of
revenge irHamletin theological terms must be mindful of these &xpBiblical

injunctions.

Temperance and the Early Church Fathers

Another strand of the treatment of temperanceighfist seen in the Epistles and
becomes important in the writing of the early CluFathers (who in turn influence
the theology of the Reformation) is the associatibsophrosynevith hagiasmos —
purity (or sanctification). According to | Timott815 women will find salvation in
childbearing, “if they persevere in faithi¢tis) and love §gapg and purity
(hagiasmo¥swith temperancespphrosyng (North 318). In Thessalonians 4, the
drunkenness of the pagans is contrasted with telked by God not to impurity but
purity and sanctification (North 318). In a simikgirit, for Clement of Alexandria,
conversion to Christianity replaces profligacy wsthphrosyneand Clement
compares the drunkenness in Euripid@stchaewith the sobriety of salvation
(North 330). The need for purity in contrast to gagans is a unifying theme in the
treatment obophrosynef the early Church Fathers, but there are otheations.
Clement alludes to a strongly intellectual aspéatophrosyngof the sort just seen
in Romans 12.3, arguing that the object of the €iamLogosis not to make the soul
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epistemonikogwise) butsophron(temperate) (North 329). Temperance is thus a
direct result of the model of ChriSophrosynalso governs all the details of daily
life in Clement, as it does for Cicerolire Officiis

Most of the other Greek fathers develop aspecteplirosynehat are
intrinsically to do with moderation. For examplegtin claims that the Christians
surpass the pagan Greeksaphrosyngbecause Christian ethics aaphronwhile
pagan ethics “contains muamanid (North 322). Philo Judeaus uses both Plato’s
image from thé®haedrusof the horseman controlling the passions (325), and
associates the Sixth and Tenth Commandmentssefhrosyng326). Of particular
relevance tddamlet he sees Abraham’s resignation at the death @hSss a mean
between apatheiaand excessive mourning” (327). Of particular retesato the
opening ofFQIl is Gregory of Nazianzus’s view of the need inriGtian belief for a
mean between presumption and excessive humilitgoirof hope (342).

There is also a strong, not to say fanatical, tastrend in some of the
Fathers. Origen strongly favours virginity, equgtiwith martyrdom, believing the
passions are the source of sin, and &épaitheiamay be achieved through fasting and
celibacy (337). For Gregory of Nazianzus, virgingythe means of restoring the
image of God, lost through sin, ahdgnize sautofpurify thyself) replaces the
Apolline Gnothi sautorto express Christiasophrosyn€342).

Gregory of Nyssa, findingophrosyneén the Beatitudes, makes a variant of
the Neoplatonikathmoi(or ladder) a path to purity and martyrdom. Thstfi
beatitude “instills humility, because our downfahs the result of pride” (352). In
the second beatitude meekness “makes us slowrtaawards evil” (352). Man can
turn tosophrosyner wantonness. For Gregory meekness invaiyegheia
moderation and humility, but above all “controltbé passions” (35250phrosynés
linked with katharotesthe imitation by mankind of the Divine purity, tained by
purgation katharsig of what is evil (352). Neo-Platonic purificatiamd the
Christian ascetic life are thus identified: “Thenaof the ascetical life...is to restore
the image of God in the human soul which has bésowed by sin. Because sin
originates in uncontrolled passion and the domomadif the soul by pleasure, the
process of purification depends on the attainméapatheia the human imitation of
the Divine attribute of freedom from passion” (348d the Fourth Beatitude is
interpreted as “Blessed is he who hungerséphrosyngefor he shall be filled with
katharotesand this satiety will lead not to aversion, baolyao greater desire” (352).
In his interpretation of the Eighth Beatitude, Gyggequatesophrosynend
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martyrdom: “Blessed are they who suffer persecumoijustice’s sake” (353). The
torments of the martyrs heal the disease caus@iehgure. It is also important to

note that in Gregory’s view, divine grace is neettedchievesophrosyngwhich
Gregory directly equates with the phrase in thelloPrayer: “Thy will be done.”
“When God’s will is donesophrosyn@uenches the wanton and passionate impulses
of the mind, humility destroys conceit, and modera{metriote$ heals the disease

of pride. To cure these ills is hard, and we néednelp of God” (351).

Clement, the pure garment ofsophrosyne and the House of Alma

Carol Kaske has previously demonstrated that thed®hFathers directly influence
Spenser (96). In this section | will make a casdally for the influence of
Clement of Alexandria on the House of Alma episdde effect of Spenser’s

allusion to Clement is, | would argue, to make ess the orientation of the House of
Alma episode not only as that of the perfectiomo$totelian, Thomist, Stoic or
Platonic self-control, but also as representinghataion to God in the sense
developed by Christian neo-Platonism. The bodydrblethe soul is also the body
offered in Pauline terms as a living sacrifice twdand the soul itself is dear to God
in a Platonic sense becawssgphronand so also (and the allusion to Platonic ideas of
governance are very strong in this episode) just.

In the work of Clement, the Greek ideas of tempeggreviously discussed,
the precepts “Know Thyself’ “Nothing in excess” dfithink mortal thoughts”, and
the original sense aophrosyneas health of mind, are brought together very tlyec
with Christian ideas. In Clement there is littlpartion between rules for daily
behaviour — of the type we have seen in Ciceb@fficiis— and assimilation to
God; the two are clearly seen by Clement as aspéthe same thing. Assimilation
to God is achieved both through the model of Claingt the cardinal virtues; one
who is pure beholds God in a pure manner and assisnilated to him. As in the
First Alcibiadesof Plato,sophrosynés equated with self-knowledge by Clement —
the soul sees in itself its most Divine part, aa mirror — and this corresponds to the
paradigmatic stage of the neo-Platonic progresatdsithe One, when the human
soul turns to the Divine. In tHetomateigMiscellanie3 Clement relatesghothi
sautori (“knowing for what we are born”) with the Beatites, saying that “he who
becomes pure in heart (Matt.5.8) throggtosisis dear to God” (North 335).
Clement also adopts from tRmaedaothe idea that the practice dphrosyndin
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Clement’s expression of this being content withuredtdesires) is a preparation for
death and even martyrdom (335-6).

What resonates most strongly with the House of Adpigaode is Clement’s
use of the Greek “pure garmentsaiphrosyné,a description Helen North describes
as a commonplace of Greek writing and traces baé&kadicus’ Choice of Heracles
recorded in Xenophon®lemorabilia Il.i(North 331). In the opening of Book Il of
the Paedagogu€lement claims, (and | will use here Helen Norusnmary and

translation because it so effectively capturesctrdrality of temperance):

...the greatest lesson taught by tiogosis self-knowledge: if we know
ourselves, we will also know God and be like Hindaing what is good and
having as few needs as possible, and we will pl€agkby wearing the pure
garment osophrosyne(North 332)

This garment — in Greelagnen stolen, sophrosynerns the likely source of the
garment Alma wears in Canto IX BRII. Alma is described as “a virgin bright”
(and Clement argues that God likes to see us brghtthe ornament of intelligence
[111.i]). She is “full of grace and goodly modesteelhat euen heuen reioyced her
sweete face to see” (I1.ix.18.8-9). The footnotélamilton’s edition ofThe Faerie
Queendo this canto argues: “Since the soul [Alma] isoimoreal, Alma herself is
described as little as possible” (Spenser 238hiftegntly, then, the entire

following canto is dedicated to Alma’s clothing ahe dressing of her hair.

In robe of lilly white she was arayd,

That from her shoulder to her heele downe raught,
The traine whereof loose far behind her strayd,
Braunched with gold and perle, most richly wrought,
And borne of two faire Damsels, which were taught
That seruice well. Her yellow golden heare

Was trimly wouen, and in tresses wrought,

Ne other tire she on her head did weare,

But crowned with a garland of sweete Rosierex(l19.1-9)

Initially it would seem as if Alma’s “robe of lillyvhite” is everything that
Clement would reject in a garment, as a robe thiairig and embroidered with gold.
But it should then become apparent that for Speasedior Clement (and as a
typically witty Spenserian point), this ornamengatment is metaphorical. In the
previous section Clement has written, “for thosenga who have been trained
under Christ, it is suitable to adorn themselveswith gold, but with the Word,
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through whom alone the gold comes to light” (Cletr269; 11.xiii). The embroidery
of gold and peatrls in Spenser in this way direatigwers the injunction in the
epistles not to be decorated with gold or pearlgitr the braiding of hair, for these
are not literal gold or pearls or hair-styling. Adia hair is “trimly wouen” and
garlanded with “sweete Rosiere” (which Walter Rvi3dnas interpreted as a symbol
of divine love [24]). In adopting the metaphoriepproach of Clement, Spenser is
dressing Alma, the human soul, in both the wisdadhlave of the Word, the Divine
Logos With attendants holding her train (Hamilton’s e®here suggest the now
dutiful concupiscent and irascible parts of thelsshie is prepared like the bride of
Christ (Davis 24). As Clement moves straight frahme“pure garment of
sophrosyneto the rational, irascible and concupiscent dons of the soul, this
interpretation chimes with Clement’s approach.

It is the metaphysical implications of Spenser’'sifayal of Alma that
become most interesting when placed next to thassgges in Clement. While for
Clement, “lust becomes and fabricates all thingd, \@ishes to cheat, so as to
conceal the man” (271, IIl.i.), the opposite isetaf the man “with whom the Word
dwells” (271, lIL.i).

But that man with whom the Word dwells does nagrdiimself, does not get

himself up: he has the form which is of the Word;ifimade like to God; he

is beautiful; he does not ornament himself: hisdauty, the true beauty, for it

is God; and that man becomes God, since God s®. Widiraclitus, then,

rightly said, ‘Men are gods, and gods are men.'tRerWord himself is the

manifest mystery: God in man, and man God. AndMbdiator executes the

Father’s will; for the Mediator is the Word, whoasmmon to both — the Son

of God, the Saviour of men; His servant, our Teached the flesh being a

slave, as Paul says, how can one with any reasmon #tk handmaid like a

pimp? (271; 11L.i)

The ultimate consequence of the adoption of huress oy the Word is
immortality: “the compassionate God Himself setflesh free, and releasing it from
destruction, and from bitter and deadly bondagdpeed it with incorruptibility,
arraying the flesh in this, the holy embellishmehéternity — immortality” (271,

[Il.i). The other aspect of this true beauty isdot#or truth calls that its own which
belongs to it; but the love of finery seeks whatas its own, being apart from God,
and the Word, from love” (271, 111.i). To make tt#ference between literal and
metaphorical appearance completely explicit, Cldrogas Isaiah on the appearance

of the Messiah:

And that the Lord Himself was uncomely in aspewet, $pirit testifies by
Esaias: ‘And we saw Him, and he had no form or dorass; but His form

186



was mean, inferior to men.’...But it was not the higani the flesh visible to
the eye, but the true beauty of both soul and batlich He exhibited, which
in the former is beneficence; in the latter — ibathe flesh — immortality.
(272; 11L.i)

Thus if Alma wears the pure garmentsophrosyneshe also wears
immortality, and we must read her portrayal in @rity spiritual terms. Spenser’s
Alma, “faire, as faire mote euer bee, / And in tloerre now of her freshest age”
(11.ix.18.6-7) also demonstrates “beneficence, eeatining her guests with “gentle
court and gracious delight” (11.ix.20.3). The refashplay on grace in her description
— as well as entertaining with “gracious delightéss also “full of grace” (11.ix.18.8)
— underlines the spiritual qualities of this sanbed in the “lilly white,” that is
Spenser’s variant on Clement’s “pure garmergagthrosyng She is clothed in the
immortality that comes from the Word, and this atsakes her humble in her “lilly
white,” like the gospel lilies of the field, needinothing which the heavenly father
does not provide. What we are seeing in the patmafyAlma is the active effect of
the Word on the soul.

Like Spenser, Clement also has an opposed visitimredmpure woman who
clothes herself with artifice. Spenser’s Acrasiawealmost nothing, and in this
sense parodies the Alma whose clothes are nadllivet metaphorical. Acrasia’s
clothes draw attention to the body, in the manméhe® bad woman in Xenophon’s
legend of HeraclesMemorabiliall.i.30). She:

was arayd, or rather disarayd,
All in a vele of silke and siluer thin,
That hid no whit her alablaster skin,
But rather shewd more white, if more might bee:
More subtile threadrachnecannot spin,
Nor the fine nets, which oft we wouen see
Of scorched deaw, do not in th’ayre more lightbetl (11.xii.77.3-9)

The “pure Orient perles” (11.xii.78.5) that drip wa Acrasia’s “snowy breast”
(I1.xii.78.1) are in fact nothing to do with purjtiput are the beads of sweat from her
“late sweet toyle” (l1.xii.78.3) with her captiveoyng swain, Verdant. For Clement,
the soul is to be decorated with the ornament ofigess, the flesh with the
adornment of temperance. But “those women who fgdbe outside, are unawares
all waste in the inner depths” (Clement 272; NI.&€lement compares such women

with highly ornamented Egyptian temples which congacat or crocodile or snake
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to worship. So, “if one withdraw the veil of theriple — | mean the head-dress, the
dye, the clothes, the gold, the cosmetics, — thdhe web consisting of them, the
veil, with the view of finding within the true betyihe will be disgusted, | know
well. For he will not find the image of God dwellinvithin, as is meet; but instead of
it a fornicator and adulteress has occupied thaalof the soul” (272; 111.ii)

The underlying dichotomy Clement is establishinthet of 2 Corinthians 4.
18: “while we look not at the things which are seaut at the things which are not
seen: for the things that are seen are temporathbuhings that are not seen are
eternal.” The work of this study, particularly omdustine’s treatment of
temperance, has made unavoidable the conclusibth#harofound Christian
dichotomy between the carnal and the spiritual dredeSpenser’s approach to
temperance irQIll. Acrasia and the Bower of Bliss represent thiedgh that are seen
and that are, almost by definition, full of deceptiAlma in her metaphoric gown of
sophrosyneepresents the things of the spirit that are aendut that are
nevertheless real and true. The key (in this thggoéd approach) that unlocks the
things that cannot be seen and makes the undeirsgaredeptive to the things of the
spirit is the Word. And in lock-step, as it werathwthis development of
understanding, goes the need to move the self &eaythe things of this world.
Explicitly for Clement, commenting on the myth did&ton, what guides reason
away from the dangers of pleasure is the Word. #dealelights in two charioteers,
by whom alone the chariot of fire is guided. Fa thind is carried away by
pleasure; and the unsullied principle of reasoremot instructed by the Word,
slides down into licentiousness, and gets a falhaslue result of its transgression.
An example of this are the angels, who renounced#auty of God for a beauty
which fades, and so fell from heaven to earth” (2l4i).

In other words, Clement’s theological approachetagierance is that the
mind will escape from being directed to pleasurly arhen it is first directed by the
Word.

Augustine, temperance and Pauline spiritual renewal

Augustine’s treatment of temperance — particularligis earlier theology — contains
strong echoes of neo-Platonism. Following in thetspf earlier patristic writers like
Clement who combine classical and Christian, Augasissociates temperance,

assimilation to God and Pauline ethics — the rerhofveonformity to the world, and

the spiritual renewal that enables proving “thatdjcand acceptable and perfect will
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of God”. Augustine’s central definition of tempecannDe Moribus Ecclesiaes

“love giving itself entire and incorrupt to God” gfustine, 15.25). Romans 12.1-2,
which, as we have seen, demands that “ye presentogalies a living sacrifice,

holy, acceptable unto God which is your reasonabteice” helps us understand
what temperance as “love giving itself entire amebrrupt to God” might mean in
Augustine. In the earlpe MusicaandDe Ordinetemperance is strongly associated
with a neo-Platonic return to God as the One armhgtovertones of this view of
temperance remain in ti@onfessions

In the final book of th&€onfessionsAugustine develops a reading of the first
week of creation of the Genesis story as thatefadnmation of the Church, and
draws strongly on the dichotomy between the trangivorld and the spiritual
renewal of Romans 12.1-2 as he does so. In tlegaly, the wild animals, and
beasts and serpents of the Genesis story “sigméfaffections of the soul,” and must
be subdued through the both ethical and spiritt@gss of not being conformed to
the world. The three-fold sins of 2 John.10 —“tla@dhtiness of pride, the pleasures
of lust, and the poison of curiosity” — are seefitlas passions of a dead soul”, and
this spiritual death comes about when the souliefram the Word, “fount of
eternal life” — with the consequence “that it isafibed by the transitory world and
conformed to it” (291; XIlIl. xxi.[30]). What counte this movement away from the
spiritual fount is the message of the Word — thesage of Romans 12.2: “By your
Word through your evangelists the soul achievescagitrol by modelling itself on
the imitators of your Christ” (291; XIlIl.xxi. [31])

This “living soul,” the dry land that emerges frdhe bitter waters of
creation, is the Church — the community of thehfaitt Along with this process of
Pauline spiritual and ethical transformation ishai§€ian version of assimilation to
God. The believer should not be conformed to thddybecause in Genesis 1:26
humankind was made after the likeness of God. ®éw generates sons by the
gospel and does not wish to have permanently immdtelievers fed on milk and
cherished as if by a nurse, says ‘Be renewed im¢fnness of your mind to prove
what is God’s will, which is a thing good and wpleasing and perfect™ (292; XIII.
xxii. [32]).

The imagery of the believer as spiritually immatarel needing to be fed on
milk and not meat comes from Paul’'s admonitory edadthe Corinthians
(1.Corinthians.3:1-2), who have regressed to sduaphmong themselves and to
other forms of moral backsliding. The believer wkquires such spiritual
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sustenance and who is at risk of wandering away f&md has been the subject of
the first nine books of th€éonfessions- the story of the spiritual journey, from a
neo-Platonic falling away from the One, and theneto God through conversion of

Augustine himself.

The Confessions and the journey of the soul to spiritual “weakness

The first nine books of thEonfessiongrovide another model of the spiritual
journey based on the epic, in addition to the nkedeRic one we have seen in
Landino. Like Odysseus returning to Ithaca, or Asnleaving Troy to found a new
Troy in Rome, Augustine’s journey is a meandering tb many places. It is also a
spiritual journey away from and back to God, draywam the language of neo-
Platonic descent into matter and return to the @reeScriptural parable of the
Prodigal Son who finds himself eating the huskiheffood for the pigs; and the Old
Testament imagery of idolatry as adultery or faatimn against God (87; V.xii
[22]). There are some direct echoes of this sgitipurney inFQII. At the end of
Book Il of theConfessionsAugustine describes finding himself in a spiritual
location that echoes the neo-Platonic writer PorgghyAs an adolescent | went
astray from you, my God, far from your unmoved #itgb | became to myself a
region of destitution” (34; Il.x [18]). Approachirthe Cave of Mammon, the locus
of the material, Spenser’s Guyon finds himself éthwg through “wide wastfull
ground, / That nought but desert wildernesse shaledound” (ll.vii.2.8-9).
Augustine later describes this distance as aWadlyarom God, again in
language with echoes of the neo-Platonic descémtmatter. “I slipped down into
the dark and was plunged into obscurity” (251; XI[10]). But like the Palmer who
is reunited with Guyon at the opening of Canto WWla calling voice, Augustine is
returned by love. “Yet from there, even from theleved you. | erred and |
remembered you. | heard your voice behind me gaitie to return” (251; XIl.x
[10]). Augustine’s journey away from God and hitura to God is structured on the
dichotomy between pride and humility, and the qudyh back to humility for the
Christian is the divine weakness of the divine medion, and the need for a
complete submission to that weakness. Augustineritbes the Incarnation as
building a humble house of human clay, and a detach by which those willing to
be made Christ’s subjects are “carried acrossirg their proud swelling healed
and their love nourished. “They are no longer txplconfidence in themselves, but
rather to become weak. They see at their feet itpMecome weak by sharing in our
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coat of skin. In their weariness they fall prostrbefore this divine weakness which
rises and lifts them up” (128; VIl.xvii [24]).

Part of Augustine’s distance from God had beendaséhis rejection of the
Bible in favour of classical writers like Ciceroyr ét the Bible was composed in such
a way that as beginners mature, its meaning gratstiaem. | disdained to be a
little beginner. Puffed up with pride, | considemagself a mature adult” (40; Ill.v
[9]). It is the spiritual exegesis of Bishop Ambepshe Pauline “angel of God” (91,
VLi [I]) who helps Augustine to finally penetratiee inwardness of the Scriptural
message. And so the pride of his intelligent regditexts like Aristotle’sTen
Categoriess compared unfavourably with a more humble fai¥]hat serious
harm did it cause to your little ones that theteligence was much slower? They
did not wander away far from you. In the nest @& @hurch they could grow like
fledglings in safety and nourish the wings of ctyawnith the food of sound faith”
(71; IV.xvi [31]).

Journeying towards temperance or wandering away fron God

If we follow the model of the journey of the soeles in Landino, we will see
Guyon’s journey as something like that of Aenetabeyins with much grief. As
Aeneas weeps at the Fall of Troy, Guyon weepseastibry of Amavia and over the
Bloody Babe, as at a loss of innocence in the gmgoof the Fall of Humankind.
But gradually Guyon will progress, like Aeneas @ndino’s exegesis (with some
lapses from continence to incontinence and backagaa forward movement
towards the stage of the purgative virtues andnaltely to temperance, portrayed in
the House of Alma and the ultimate triumph of tlestduction of the Bower of Bliss.
But if we follow the pattern of th€onfessionsve will see something different — the
danger of misunderstanding the message of Gospel ¢itered by the Word, just as
Augustine failed to understand the depth hiddenrakits apparent simplicity, and
the danger of wandering away from God, the soufteie temperance.

The central icon of the Legend of Temperance is#rgying of the babe
with blood-stained hands. In thetter to Raleigtlthe subject of Book Il is described
in the following way: “the second day ther camaiRalmer bearing an Infant with
bloody hands, whose parents he complained to henue $glayne by an
Enchaunteresse called Acrasia” (Spenser 717). Tlee@ source for this carrying
or bearing is 2 Corinthians 4.10: “Always bearimgat in the body the dying of the
Lord Jesus, that the life of Jesus might be madsfest in our body.” This Pauline
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text could also be seen as a Christian statemdshgierance; in Christian terms
what the reformation of body and soul requires. Phimer carries the Babe whose
hands are stained both with the concupiscenceigihat sin and with the blood of
the redemption of that sin. The prayer that oppagbnfessiongsombines the
message of 2 Corinthians 4.10 (among other veva#is)a Christian variant on neo-

Platonic desire for union with the One.

Man, a little piece of your creation, desires taige you, a human being
bearing his mortality with him, carrying with hirhd witness of his sin and
the witness that you resist the proud. Neverthetegsraise you is the desire
of man, a little piece of your creation. You stiamto take pleasure in
praising you, because you have made us for youesadfour heart is restless
until it rests in you. (3; Li [1])

When Guyon picks up the Babe at the beginning ot of FQII, and so enacts
the iconography of thieetter to Raleighcarrying the Babe with bloodstained hands
in his arms, he does not have the deep humility@Gmistian self-knowledge shown
in this opening prayer of Augustine. Instead hes sedy rejection and abandonment.

This despair encapsulates his own spiritual coolisit this point.

Poore Orphane in the wide world scattered,
As budding braunch rent from the natiue tree,
And throwen forth, till it be withered:

Such is the state of men: Thus enter we

Into this life with woe, and end with miseree.i(12.5-9)

If, as we have seen in Clement and Augustine, Gamisemperance and self-
knowledge comes from the Word, what Guyon is fgilio see is the measure of
Christian hope that also comes from the Word. ApdrSer is presenting this failure
quite directly, as Guyon is misrepresenting thesags of Gospel hope of John 15 —
a passage which makes a quite opposite promisé vE&hse makes clear that it is
only those who fail to abide in the vine that is ffather who will be thrown forth
until they are withered and cast into the fire. 3davho abide in Christ will not only
be kept safe, they will also bring forth much frdihe spiritual condition evinced by
Guyon at this point is very like that of the HamMto proclaims that all the uses of
the world are weary, stale and unprofitable, arad the world is an unweeded
garden that grows to seed. The imagery of abandonglthndry also features in the

Elizabethan homily “Of the declining from God”, atids sermon gives a version
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contemporary with Spenser of Augustine’s preocdapatith the danger of falling
away from God.

The sermon contains some chilling doctrine. It thens that God will first
manifest his displeasure overtly to those who dor@main in the faith, with plague
and famine and other manifestations of his wratit.rBore subtly God will also
quietly remove his affection and support from tha$® have strayed away, so that
they are not even conscious of its loss. What s$adte, for the believer, is a
participation in the mercy of Christ that echoes délssimilation to God we have just

seen in the early Church Fathers:

GOD hath shewed to all them that truely beleeudSispel, his face of

mercie in lesus Christ, which doeth so lightenrtheirts, that they (if they
behold it as they ought to doe) be transformedgdrhage, be made partakers
of the heauenly light, and of his holy Spirit, dvek fashioned to him in alll
goodnesse requisite to the children of GOD. (DeujnPt 1)

Opposed to being transformed to the Image of Chwriste loss of his “holy word”,

if they after doe neglect the same, if they be@amnkefull vnto him, if they
order not their liues according to his example doctrine, and to the setting
forth of his glory, he will take away from them K&égdome, his holy word,
whereby hee should reigne in them, because thag bot foorth the fruit
thereof that he looketh for. (Pt 1)

They will be like the peoples of the Old Testame&hb ignored the warnings of the
prophets and so were “scattered into all kingdomwigish they neuer knew, and their
land was made desolate” (Pt 1). The wording ardieip Guyon’s description of
Ruddymane as the “poore Orphane” who is “in theawiarld scattered, / As
budding braunch rent from the natiue tree” (11.b-5). While a range of causes is
given (some to do with failures of temperance),deople not abiding by the word of
God but following their own persuasions, going lvaaids and not forwards, so that
“they goe and turne a way from GOD?”, the primarys&is moving away from the
message of the Word. Those who with their mindsjystdeeds, thought and care
apply themselves to God’s word, and think about hiss day and night, and give
themselves wholly to his precepts and commandmaregurned to God. But those
who in the time for thinking about God’s word anstead thinking about worldly
business, money and lucre are turned from Godgetbotangled with possessions,
covetousness of riches, or who study for the géongy honour of this world, are
turned from God (Pt 1).

When Guyon enters the desolate landscape of the @dMammon, he is in

the kind of spiritual world that belongs to onemeoccupied. Guyon denounces
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worldly goods (but not glory and honour, and whettifehe world or not is not
clear), but he still enters the Cave. In terms ofjéstine’s denunciation of curiosity
as a form of intemperance e Moribus Ecclesigavhat he is clearly doing is
replacing the contemplation of the spiritual witle tcuriosity and concupiscence of
the eyes. He is not, in other words, thinking aliéatl’s word. The Elizabethan
homily gives God'’s response to such behaviour. @ag show great wrath or he
may turn and hide his face. And this withdrawalalves the loss of scriptural
comfort: “But when he withdraweth from vs his Wotke right doctrine of Christ,
his gracious assistance and ayde (which is euaetbyo his word) and leaueth vs to
our own wit, our owne will and strength: he dedharen, that he beginneth to
forsake vs” (Pt 1). But all is not lost as yet aind this intermediary stage that is so

important to understanding the purposes of Spena#degory inFQII.

But when we begin to shrinke from his word, noteeeiing it, or not
expressing it in our liuings: first hee doeth seiglmessengers, the true
preachers of his word, to admonish and warne wsiptiuetie: that as hee for
his part, for the great loue hee bare vnto vsudedd his owne Sonne to suffer
death, that wee by his death might be deliueret fieath, and be restored to
the life euerlasting...so againe, that we for outgahoulde walke in a godly
life, as becommeth his children to doe. (Pt 1)

That this intermediary stage, the role of the pneain rescuing the spiritual
child who might stray from God, was of high impaorta to the reformers among the
Elizabethan clergy was made clear when Queen HEihatpught to suppress the so-
called practice of “prophesying” (a kind of formedplication of the scriptures in a
public forum) and refused to appoint more preact@éailinson,Elizabethan42).
Archbishop Grindal risked disfavour and worse ngtAmbrose in his defence (and
so consciously acting assaphronistesto admonish Queen Elizabeth in a letter.
What, according to Grindal, is at stake for the&ethan church, the kingdom and
the Queen is the risk of declining away from Gaatlgh lack of messengers of the
Word.

God hath blessed you with great felicity in yougng now many years;
beware you do not impute the same to your own tieseipolicy, but give
God the glory...Take heed, that ye never once thirdeolining from
God...For if ye turn from God, then God will turn aylais merciful
countenance from you. And what remaineth then tiodleed for, but only a
terrible expectation of God’s judgements, and aphey up of wrath against
the day of wrath? (Nicholson 390)

It is only for those who do not heed either Godrathwful or gentle warnings
that God will destroy his vineyard, and will no g@r “dig and delue” (Pt 2) around
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them, as the Elizabethan homily pronounces. Nbet&d such warnings is a sign of
carnal liberty. Those people who are so heedled®"it for a great benefit of GOD,
to haue all their owne libertie: and so they lia jf carnal libertie were the true
libertie of the Gospel” (Pt 2). It is this risk treurrounds Guyon, who first cannot
interpret and apply a Gospel message of hopepthlthn 15, and then proceeds as
if the consequences of the loss of such hope dapyy to him, cheerfully giving
advice on temperate behaviour to others. He regjtivetemperance of Gregory of
Naziansus — between lack of hope on the one hashgrasumption on the other.

The good Christian who, in the spirit of 2 Coriathé 4.10, will always bear
about in the body the dying of the Lord Jesus €lsis that death will work in them
but life in Christ) will, explicitly and for thiseason, “faint not.” While the outward
man of 2 Corinthians 4.10 may perish, the inward isaenewed day by day and
this happens “while we look not at the things i@t seen, but at the things that are
not seen; for the things that are seen are temgmrathe things which are not seen
are eternal.” That Guyon faints on emerging from @ave of Mammon signals that
his inward man has urgently needed renewal whilwdeefeasting his eyes on the
things that are seen. The beautiful homiletic sdarthat open Canto VIII are full of
comfort about God’s abiding and abounding mercy, they directly answer
Guyon’s despairing view of the Babe (and by imglmahimself) as one abandoned
and orphaned. He has been returned like a prottigas father’s care. But we
should also not underestimate the level of admamitn these two stanzas. Blessed
angels are sent to “wicked man, [God’s] wicked fd&Viii.2.9). And the speaker
asks despairingly, “O why should heuenly God to mane such regard?”
(Il.viii.2.9). The despair is Pauline, that of tRaul who admonishes the Corinthians
that he has had to feed them with milk and not rheatuse they were unable to
receive the food of the Gospels: “neither yet aalyle.”

Augustine inDe Diversis Quaestionibu4.6) establishes a particular
category for the carnally-minded believer who netedse fed with milk and not
meat. To be carnally-minded in a general and dntiregative sense is to fail to see
the world spiritually, and to be trapped (in theyvizarol Kaske argues for Mordant)
so that the injunctions of the Law become an agtigentive to sin. But there is a
specialised category for tiparvulus,the little ones who like the young church of the
Corinthians are as yet insufficiently spiritualtyengthened. Clement gives a similar
definition: “the carnal may be understood as thresently instructed, and still babes
in Christ. For he calls those who had already betien the Holy Spirit spiritual, and
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those recently instructed and not yet purified agrwhom with justice he calls still
carnal, as minding equally with the heathen thegsiof the flesh” (218; I.vi). What
is concealed from the “wise and prudent” of thespre world is revealed only to
babes.

It is for these reasons that & vulusdeserve an especial protection, as
seen in the injunction in Matthew 18.10 for thok&lé ones” whose “angels look
upon my father which is in heaven”. But those s#linal in this technical sense of
newly instructed face a very specific risk, onehwithich Augustine is often
concerned. That is the risk of falling away fromd3brough a failure to see beyond
the literal text of the Bible to its hidden spiatudepths, or in misinterpreting one
text failing to reconcile it with another and sargpastray. It is for such little ones
that the safety of the “nest of the Church” is mesjuired. And this is the case for
Guyon, who, | am arguing, has gone astray eartlysrown legend misinterpreting a
Gospel message of hope.

Towards the end of théonfessiongand in the Book concerned with God the
Son and the message of the Word), as Augustineuaxisaa spiritual interpretation
of the words of creation of Genesis, he rememhaB believers (such as he himself
once was) and the danger that, reading the desorgpdf God’s actions of creation
as happening in time and space, they might firgltthiso strain credulity as to reject
the message altogetHeFor these he prays for divine aid for the littteeavho like
an unfledged baby bird has fallen from the nedaivti: “Lord God, have
mercy...Send your angel to replace it in the nest can live until it can fly” (267;
Xll.xxvii [37]). Spenser’s sequence of Guyon'’s faraplicates this prayer quite
precisely. Guyon is described as a “chicken newalkgt” (11.viii.9.9). The Palmer’s
hands “cour” (“cover” but with a play on “cor” hephis pulse as the Christ of
Matthew 23.37 is portrayed as a mother hen protgdter chickens. And an angel
also descends to his rescue, an angel sent byatievBose mercy has just been
described. Seen in the light of Augustine’s praged the Elizabethan homily that
warns against declining away from God, this andfelrs a Scriptural rescue, a
rescue that comes through a messenger of the \Wiotldat is the Word.

John Michael Owen in “The Angel of the great colle$&od and the

Christology of thescots’ Confessioaf 1560” explains a long tradition of translating

“ A version of this section has been presented ampnblished paper. Gillian Hubbard, “Augustinian
nests and Guyon’s faint,” Spenser at Kalamazooswed session, Z1nternational Congress on
Medieval Studies, Kalamazoo, 5 May 2006.

196



megales boules aggelosthe Septuagint version of Isaiah 9.6.5 as “aofgreat
counsel of God.” In th&cottish Confessioof 1560 it is used as part of the
description of the birth of Christ: “and sa wasrmof the iust seid of Dauid / the
Angell of the greit counsel of God the uerray Masgromesit” (306). In the early
Church Fathers, this description of Christ relaelsis teaching ministry; he was the
messenger who delivered Christ’'s counsel as thermate Revealer, the angel, as
God’s Word who delivers Jacob by revealing the &af849). Owen explains that in
specified Church Fathers the “Angel of great colirdmes not refer to the “pre-
existent Son of God” but rather “the role of the M/&ncarnate in mediating and
effecting God’s revelation and salvation to humamg@s” (312). This is completely
consonant with the appearance of the angel in $psnsassage, who appears to
deliver the mercy of God described in the opentagzas of the canto. Calvin
describing Christ as a teacher says, “he was div@aman beings as the ‘Angel of
great counsel’ (1s.9:6)” (qtd Owen 314).

To see this angel as the Word delivering the hdpleeoDivine Incarnation is
(paradoxically perhaps) reinforced by the allusionthis passage to theeneid The
opening two stanzas of Canto VIl give a Christaaswer to the famous question
near the opening of th&eneid(1.11) when Aeneas and his boats are sent astray:
“How can there be so much rancor in heavenly heddstaene animis caelestibus
irae?)” Spenser says: “And is there care in heauen?saihére loue / In heavenly
spirits to these creatures bace, / That may cosigasf their euilles move? / There
is: else much more wretched were the cace / Oftmbeasts” (Il.viii.1.1). When
the calling voice restores the Palmer to Guyonetheay also be a weak echo of
some other famous words of theneid When Dido asks Aeneas to retell the story
of Troy, he replies (2.3): “You ask me, O Queerreioew an inexpressible pain
(infandum..doloren)”. The angel tells the Palmer, specifically foe tindividual life
of Guyon that hangs in the balance, but also meneilly and in an annunciatory
way for all humankind: “dread of death and doloae @gway” (ll.viii.7.7). This not
only answers the despair of the opening ofAbkaeidabout the carelessness of the
gods, but the suicidal despair of Amavia that og€@B, the despairing vision that
portrays Amavia as a “sad pourtraict / Of death doldur” (11.i.39.4). It has been
the mission of the first part of this journeyrIl, in other words, to overcome and
replace “dread of death and dolour” with the Scrigk hope in a promised eternity,
which cannot be seen but to which Christian tempmganust be orientated if the
body is to become the “living sacrifice” of Romalis2, and if the mind is to be
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renewed (to be “newly hatcht”) to know what is Godill. Only then can it move to
the fruits of the spirit that include temperancd gy.

And this is what happens when faith is restore@noperance. The Palmer,
we are told, “much reioyst” (I1.viii.9.8) when heund Guyon’s life “not yet
dislodged quight” (11.viii.9.7). The “not yet...quighconveys the immediacy of risk
— with “dislodge” suggesting Augustine’s image @edurning out of a nest. When
Guyon awakes after Arthur has battled with thederof intemperance — portrayed in
terms of birds of prey (and in Augustin®g Ordinethe powers of the air seek to
impede the ascent of the soul to God and are aefdnttemperance) — he exclaims
to the Palmer, “I ioy thy face to vew; / Firme g/ tfaith, Whom daunger neuer fro
me drew” (11.viii.53.8).

The Platonic soul, the ruler, and the harmony of tke universe

The Pauline fruits of the spirit are seen in thaistoof Alma, in the temperance and
beneficence of the soul properly orientated to @oad the things of the spirit, a soul
dressed, as we have seen, in the “pure garmeetgfdrancespphrosyng” The
soul properly orientated to God includes in its reyrthe Divine Incarnation, as
does Alma in her turrets (although well hidden agstrttemporal history).
“[T]h’eternall Lord in fleshly slime / Enwombed wasom wretchedAdamsline /
To purge away the guilt of sinfull crime” (11.x.584). This action of purging is
enacted by Arthur in his battle with Maleger, wiepnesents something like the
“diseases of the soul” that develop from intempeeathe Pauline “body of this
death,” from which Christ will deliver the believer

Spenser’s portrayal of Alma, the ruler of her s the soul rules the body,
combines the Pauline with the Platonic. It alsmeisges temperance with justice.
Harry Berger argues: “it is clear that temperancstnbe conjoined to justice, and
intemperance to injustice, that the health of tiséde and the health of the outside
are inseparable. Christian temperance must beagsglat once as a limited cardinal
virtue, and as the broad harmony inherited frontddia sophrosyn&154). The
emphasis on the divine foundations of governmeiato’s thought is in turn
influenced by the Pythagoreans. In lamblichusfe of Pythagorasggovernment rests
on a divine foundation, and “the rule of the gaglpistified by man’s inclination to
hybris, which must be corrected lspphronisme andtaxis’ (North 235). Early
Pythagorean writing also suggested that the kingtine to the state as God is to the

universe and so the king must bring about harmattyimhimself. The king must
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achieve independencautarkeig which makes one self-restrained, and must avoid
extravagance, the sourcelgforis (North 235-7) Sophrosynén the state is thus
implicitly linked to the imitation of God.

In Canto IX ofFQII Spenser establishes a dichotomy between thii¢oirt

castle of the self and the attacking hordes of flén terms of governance:

Of all Gods workes, which doe this world adorne,

There is no one more faire and excellent,

Then is mans body both for powre and forme,

Whiles it is kept in sober gouernment;

But none then it, more fowle and indecent,

Distempred through misrule and passions bace:

It growes a Monster, and incontinent

Doth loose his dignity and natiue grace.

Behold, who list, both one and other in this plgtex.1.1-9)

The role of the soul as monarch is reinforced atgjpening of Canto XI. These two
opening cantos, with their reference to the “frligsh,” and “sinfull vellenage,”

sound more Pauline than Platonic.

What warre so cruel, or what siege so sore,
As that, which strong affections doe apply
Against the forte of reason euermore,

To bring the sowle into captiuity:

Their force is fiercer through infirmity

Of the fraile flesh, relenting to their rage,
And exercise most bitter tyranny

Vpon the partes, brought into their bondage:

No wretchednesse is like to sinfull vellenagex{l1.1-9)

The Pauline pessimism of this view of the “frailesh” and “sinful vellenage” is
then replaced with a more Platonic-sounding noteiathe potential triumph of
rational self-control.

But in a body which doth freely yeeld

His partes to reasons rule obedient,

And letteth her that ought the scepter weeld,
All happy peace and goodly gouernment

Is setled there in sure establishment,
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ThereAlmalike a virgin Queene most bright,

Doth florish in all beautie excellent:

And to her guestes doth bounteous banket dight,
Attempred goodly well for health and for deligfit.xi.2.1-9)

There is a tension between the Pauline pessimissirdgiill vellenage” and the more
Platonic-sounding triumphant rational self-goveg®rAgain, just as Guyon
cheerfully announces the solution of the “goldeniisj at the opening of the legend,
it appears that the harmonious governance of thkeisalso easily and cheerfully
achieved. The insufficiency of such optimism iswhan the allegory by the
continued need for the Castle of Alma to combaiatiteck of the hordes of Maleger.
What the remainder of Canto XI portrays is lesssingremacy of rational self-
control than the victory of the Word through thersanents of baptism and
communion.

In the threefold nature of the attempt of Arthudefeat Maleger (which
echoes Redcrosse’s battle with the dragon) Arthiinally successful only when he
casts the body of Maleger into a standing lakeg@msually taken to represent
baptism and the death of the “old man.” This lakeyrbe the Biblical Pool of
Bethesda, a body of water linked through patrigtid later Catholic and Lutheran
exegesis with baptism and the victory of grace ¢heMosaic Law. Arthur is then
returned to the castle of the soul with the help sfuire (identified with grace in the
passage of the wrestling match), and, bleedingilydée the wounded Christ on
the cross, is taken down in a scene reminisceatdaposition from the cross. The
final stanza of this canto is in turn strongly raiscent of the Corpus Christi carol, in
which a loving maiden weeps over a Knight then idiex with the body of Christ
of the Catholic mass. The carol, which describesutph allegory Christ’s
redemption offered through the mass, concludelsaridllowing way:

0
And in that hall ther was a bede,
Hit was hangid with gold so rede;
\Y
And yn that bed ther lythe a knight,
His wowndis bledying day & nyght;

> An expanded version of this argument has beesepted as an unpublished paper. Gillian

Hubbard, “The pool of Bethesda anle Faerie QueeneVictoria University School of English,
Film, Theatre and Media Studies Postgraduate Cendéer, Wellington, 13 July 2008.
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\Y
By that beddis side ther kneleth a may,
& she wepeth both nyght & day;

\
& by that beddis side ther stonditst@n,
‘Corpus Christi’ wretyn ther-on. (Rer 5)

Arthur is led to the Castle by a beaten way, suyggshe straight path and broad

gate to salvation.

Where many Groomes and Squyres ready were,
To take him from his steed full tenderly,

And eke the fayregglmamett him there

With balme and wine and costly spicery,

To comfort him in his infirmity;

Eftesoones shee causd him vp to be conuayd,
And of his armes despoyled easily,

In sumptuous bed shee made him to be layd,

And al the while his wounds were dressing, by biayd. (11.xi.49.1-9)

Arthur, to make this explicit, has fought for hagly/, Alma, the Christian soul, as
Christ for the Church through the crucifixion amgurrection. Having in the space of
two cantos conveyed the Divine Incarnation (annedras previously noted as if
hidden in the Histories of Briton) and the sacrate@h Baptism and Holy
Communion (the Reformed Church’s variant of the $§aSpenser has established a
different basis for the temperate soul than th&lafonic governance. This basis is
the bedrock of Christ as head of the Church. Sepeaing of Canto Xl announces
triumphantly:

Now ginnes this goodly frame of Temperaunce
Fayrely to rise, and her adorned hed
To pricke of highest prayse forth to aduaunce,
Formerly grounded, and fast setteled

On firme foundation of true bountyhed. (Il.xii.15}

Given this triumphant opening of Canto XII, the eggation might now be
that the progress of Guyon and the Palmer to thveeBof Bliss will essentially
enact in another way Arthur’s victory over Malegarthe way that Redcrosse’s
victory over the dragon portrays in a folktale sttte victory over pride that has
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already preceded it. But like the ending of Aeneid the triumphant ending & QIl

is more problematic. Another way of seeing theangif Canto Xl is as an episode
establishing an ideal of temperance from whichréadity then, as it were, rows
away towards the Bower of Bliss and its problematiempt to restrain
concupiscence. And so | will return to re-examime aspects d¥Qll that relate to

epic journeying.

The problematic ending of FQII

Hamilton’s notes to the beginning of Canto XIIFII establish the precedents for
Guyon’s journey: the voyage of Odysseus in@uysseythat of Virgil in the

Aeneid the journey of Carlo and Ubaldo to Armidas’s esndied garden in Tasso,
and other classical accounts of journeys suchsmdasearch for the Golden Fleece
(Spenser 270). A comparison of this episode wigdtlysseys particularly apropos
as Odysseus, especially in relation to the sedeigpwvers of Circe, is a traditional
exemplar of temperance. If we look back at the whefend of temperance,
however, we find that th&eneidis the predominant epic influence. The weeping
and suicidal Amavia, trapped in her ofanor and grief, is strongly reminiscent of
Dido, and Guyon'’s inability to comfort her echoesn&as’ encounter with Dido in
the underworld. The burial of Mordant and Amavia baertones of the burial
ceremonies in thAeneidsuch as that of Anchises and of problems of gettie
souls at rest of those not properly buried, suctaisof Palinurus. The encounter of
Trompart and Braggadochio parodies the appeardni¢enus, dressed as a
huntress, to Aeneas on the shores of Carthage.rGusatelling of his quest echoes
Aeneas’ retelling of the fall of Troy to Dido. Tliescent into the Cave of Mammon
has some parallels with Aeneas’s descent intonidemwvorld, as we have already
seen through the comparison with Landino’s allegrireatment of thA&eneid the
Histories of Briton play a parallel role to the @ades of Roman leaders to come
presented to Aeneas in Book VI. | have already ssiggl a parallel between the
destruction of the Bower of Bliss and the deatfiwius. And this is not an
exhaustive list.

After the battles for Pauline spiritual renewaldanto Xl previously outlined
it would be natural to look to the final canto bétwork for the ultimate triumph
against intemperance. And this may be a mistake.Platonic ascent to the divine
through love and beauty is essentially reserved®mnext book of Spenser’'s
allegory, that of the Knight of Chastity. In higdil canto of Book Il Spenser portrays
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thein maloversion of beauty and love, the parodic inversthefdivine, like that of
Clement’s serpent at the heart of the Egyptian termp theConfession&ugustine
describes his love of God in terms of what it is fWW]hen | love you, what do |
love? It is not physical beauty nor temporal gloog the brightness of light dear to
earthly eyes, nor the sweet melodies of all kinfdsoogs, nor the gentle odour of
flowers and ointments and perfumes, nor manna eeymor limbs welcoming the
embrace of the flesh” (183; X.iv [8]). Spenserhie Bower of Bliss is presenting a
parallel range of things that love of God is nathwlimbs welcoming the embrace
of the flesh” at its heart.

Reading Spenser, as we have been doing at poititsiohapter, in the light
of Augustine’sConfessionsalso opens the possibility that the Bower of 8Is
parodic of Augustine’s exegesis of the “dry lanfitlee Genesis creation story as the
“living soul” of the community of the faithful of &k XllI of the ConfessionsAs
Aeneas journeys to found a new Troy in Italy, Gugod his Palmer journey, in this
Augustinian sense, to create a new community ofatieful in a land that emerges
from the waters. Their mission is a transformatiwe, to return an enthralled group
of men from beastly to human condition. Once terapes has been “formerly
grounded, and fast setteled / On firme foundatioinue bountyhed” (ll.xii.1.4-5),
Guyon and his Palmer can set off on an evangehesgion of their own, to fight for
virtue. In Christian terms that firm foundatiorhdve suggested, is the model of
Christ, of whom Augustine can say “you yourself alfteny good qualities.” One
way of reading the progress of Guyon and his Palnh#ris point is as a completely
triumphant one. The Palmer carries with him a ‘weus staffe” (11.xii.86.1), made
of the same wood as Caduceus, the rod of Mercad/sa able to assuage fiends in
hell, and this suggests the evangelical power@itord. The Palmer uses this staff
to calm the sea, to calm the raging beasts outs&lBower and finally to transform
these beasts back into men. Like Charon as grate jjourney through the
underworld in Landino’s exegesis, the Palmer cangrise an attack of sea
monsters as figments of the mind, beginning thatitieation of the true from the
false that will be the focus of the attack on tlueBr.

But as well as establishing the bedrock of Chnistreorality in the model of
Christ as head of the church, Spenser also edtabls strong dichotomy in the
opening stanza of the last canto to which we shpaidcareful attention. That faith

is a “firme foundation” (l11.xii.1.5) does not insilf ensure that our hero proceeds
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from this point without risk. And it is to the naguof the risk that Spenser is alerting

us:

And this braue knight, that for that vertue fightes
Now comes to point of that same perilous sted,
Where Pleasure dwelles in sensuall delights,

Mongst thousand dangers, and ten thousand Magigthtsn (11.xii.1.6-9)

Peril is underlined again in the opening of thetreanza, when “Two dayes now in
that sea he sayled has, / Ne euer land beheldjing Wight, / Ne ought saue peril,
still as he did pas” (ll.xii.2.1-3). Augustine’segesis of the first six days of creation
in the final book of th&€onfessiongdentifies the “dry land” at times with the “livin
soul” of the faithful and at times with “affectiodssciplined by a strong continence.”
It also at times identifies the “bitter waters” imovhich the dry land emerges with
faithlessness, and the “whirlpools of the abysghwihose who hide their face from
God. Guyon and the Palmer emerge safely from tks wf the open sea but it is to
the “sacred soile, where all our perifjoow [my emphasis]” (11.xii.37.8-9), and we
should note that despite the apparent ease witbhvthe Palmer and boatman have
negotiated the dangers of travel hence, theirinsieases rather than decreases. The
“sacred soile” may be accursed, as the notes ikl#meilton edition suggest (276). It
is also ground to be redeemed, to become morevmgisacred, sacred bona

The weak defences of the Bower itself will be bresitby “wisedomes powre, and
temperaunces might” (11.xii.43.6-7) (the intelleat@nd moral combination of
temperance), “[b]y which the mightiest things effed bin” (11.xii.43.7). The easy
defeat of Pleasure’s Porter suggests a self-kngeléeht can judge true from false
in the manner we have seen in Landino’s Charore-séif-knowledge of one
informed by grace.

But, as | have argued in Chapter Four, once intsiddorders of Acrasia’s
domain, Guyon and the Palmer’s circuitous progressrds Acrasia becomes
entangled in the description of the harmonies efBbwer, which suggest the act of
love-making itself. Guyon’s failure to control legvn concupiscence as he is
attracted to the women bathing in the fountairesslindicative of self-knowledge
and the self-control of a truly established tempeeaWe are invited to see him as
aroused in an unknowing adolescent way, as oneatigttemperate like the
blushing Charmides (as we are in his encounter Slithmefastnesse) and in doing
S0, to see him as the kinddrvulusor little one previously discussed — one under
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special protection but also facing a particulak.rsnd if, as | have been suggesting,
Guyon’s encounters tend to indicate his own inciptendencies, his response to
Excesse, his breaking her offered wine cup, becamoes/ingly excessive. That
Guyon ultimately breaks down the Bower “with rigquittilesse” (11.xii.83.2), can be
seen in one way as the natural consequence ohinsig the false. In this case,
Spenser is representing Protestant zeal and tlieto@tear away the false to build
the new. The newly released Verdant again suggfestseginnings of the Pauline
spiritual renewal, so important, | have been arguiar this allegory. He begins the
blossoming Spring that will ripen in subsequentksoof the allegory into the
Pauline fruits of the spirit. But that we do noé say such rebuilding in this
temporal moment of the allegory cannot but leadriease. There are three aspects to
this.

The first is the problem of the relationship of feral reformation in the
context of temporal history. The Histories of Britare witness to the uneasy
relationship of divine revelation and the marclhoman events, at least in terms of
human understanding of these events. That therl@stare set in the turret of
memory underlines the problem. For Augustine inGbeafessionss,emembering had
the neo-Platonic connotations of recalling a pasgtadivine origin that had been
lost. But retrieving this lost past is a slow pregeand one that belongs to a long
providential plan. In this context, to think thaaven can be easily created on earth
by sweeping away the sins of the past and the preseries the risk of presumption.
The problem of presumption has shadowed Guyontem@almer in this book and
presents the second source of unease. The paegquted in the early cantos full of
confidence that they could apply solutions of terapee to all the situations of
conflict they encountered. The consequence wagaduglly place Guyon at the
mercy of his foes in the centre of the book, st tiearequired divine rescue. The
third source of unease lies with the nature offitned judgements in the canto.

Augustine, towards the end of tBenfessionsin an exegesis of the
judgement of humans over the birds of the air &wedbeasts of the field of the
Genesis story, describes two different types ofi@ndent. The spiritual person may
judge “by approving what is right and disapprowngat he finds wrong in the
works and behaviour of the faithful in their chahble giving — like the fruitful earth.
He judges the ‘living soul’ in its affections magentle by chastity, by fasting, by
devout reflection on things perceived by the bodédyses. And lastly he is said to

exercise judgement on questions where he possags®ger of correction” (294;
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XIIL.xxiii (34)). It is this sort of correction weee exercised by the Palmer
throughout the Legend of Temperance. But Augustise precludes another sort of

judgement:

Even a person who is spiritual and is renewedérktiowledge of God
according to the image of him who created him baseta doer of the law, not
its critic. Nor does he judge which persons aratsii and which carnal...To
us no works have as yet appeared so that we cam tkean by their fruits.

Yet you, Lord, already know them and have madevisidn. You called them
in secret before the firmament was made. The splrierson does not judge
the storm-tossed peoples of this world. How cajutige of those outside
when he does not know who will come out of the @anko the sweetness of
your grace, and who will remain in the permanetietess of godlessness?
(293; XIll.xxiii (33))

Augustine’s view of predestination prefigures thedlogy of Calvin, but it
creates a problem on one level for the ready detstruof the Bower of Bliss. The
problem of Guyon’s presumptuous willingness to pidthers is signalled in the
centre of the legend, in his ready condemnatich®@fyreedy Tantalus, just before
his own fall. At the end of the legend it is sigadlby his condemnation of Gryll,

who repines at being turned back from a beastaia

SaideGuyon See the mind of beastly man,
That hath so soone forgot the excellence
Of his creation, when he life began,

That now he chooseth, with vile difference,

To be a beast, and lacke intelligence. (I1.xii18%)

In the source of the Gryllus story, Plutarch useswisdom of the animal to point
out the folly of the man (in the manner of Erasnfaigise of Folly. Recent
attention to Plutarch’s use of irony by Joseph Lewestein (253) and Raphael Lyne
(172-3) warns us not to take Guyon and the Palne&xsy condemnation of Gryll at
face value. It is my own view that the easy and kitaccondemnation of Gryll by
Guyon and the Palmer, their readiness to judge,bmayjoke at their own expense.
The end oFQIl is not tragic asHamletis tragic. But it does present, from a
Protestant perspective, a limited, medieval, aseetd life-denying temperance that
needs next to be tempered by the Protestant clihatyaccommodates married love.
This will be the work of Book Three dthe Faerie Queendt is a failure of married
love in the story of Mordant and Amavia, both ity and metaphorically as
“fornication against God,” that needs still to leelressed. In the meantime, what

remains is the inherent problem that bringing mogtdrmation to others will
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inevitably be the task of those whose own handseaer be completely clean. As
Spenser portrays an ideal of spiritual harmony@hdstian temperance that comes
from the model of Christ in Canto Xl, at the end3anto Xll he also portrays the
difficulties of the implementation of Christian tperance in the real and imperfect
world by those for whom the taint of concupisceisceever completely washed
away. The problematic relationship between temperamd justice, so significant in
Euripides’Hippolytusand Virgil’'s Aeneid is not resolved by this book. The
apparently virtuous, godly, pius, and temperataaloeasily eliminate intemperance

in others.
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Chapter Nine: Hamlet and the journey towards temperance

The “infants of the spring”

The tragic parameters bfamletare signalled early in the play in Laertes’

admonition to Ophelia:

The canker galls the infants of the spring
Too oft before their buttons be disclosed,
And in the morn and liquid dew of youth
Contagious blastments are most imminent.

Be wary then, best safety lies in fear (1.3.39-42)

This formulaic piece of rhetoric is both almost harously portentous and sinister.
At the end of the play all its three “infants oéthpring,” Ophelia, Laertes and
Hamlet will be dead — they will have all failedlie sufficiently “wary.”

Both FQIl and Hamletare concerned with “little ones,” and the risks of
“imminent” and “contagious blastments.” It is aetpoint of ultimate consequences
that the allegory ofFQIl and the tragedy dflamletpart company. The victory of
Guyon and his Palmer may not be as absolute asms— they are, | have
suggested, gently mocked for their presumptiohaend ofFQIll — but they travel
on to fight the daily battles of the mostly natiyaontinent against incontinence. In
its tragic conclusiontlamletis closer to EuripidedHippolytusthan to Spenser, to
the tragedy of the young man who, disgusted ainitntinence of others, fails to
appreciate the intemperance of his own ascetiatiehlove and the procreation it
brings. The need to approach human desire andgatan with the wariness and
“fear” expressed by Laertes is catastrophic forkingdom of Denmark. Among
other things, it results in a failure to renew aaisty through marriage and the
succession of regal offspring. In Euripides’ plelyppolytus’ righteous attack on
Phaedra brings catastrophic destruction in its welkeenlet condemns his mother’s
concupiscence and rejects Ophelia’s love, eittmnfprinciples of aesthetic denial
and disgust or for reasons of strategy, or bothoddh strategy he discovers the
truth of Claudius’s intemperance and his fathengaher, and the cause laid on him
by the ghost becomes in this sense just. But stecpiof the cause does not in itself
make revenge the right path to redress the wroaglet’'s knowledge unleashes the

further catastrophe of death for the entire ruliegse and the family of its chief
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counsellor — the costs of his righteous anger &remely high. And this is the
underlying problem of the play, the problem of &mel of theAeneid- how do you
respond to intemperance without incurring the costatemperance in your own
response? In this particular tragedy, Shakespesaegains to make it clear that the
costs of intemperance are not only political andahlut also spiritual. The
metaphysical elements of the play belong to stoetinents of temperance and, |
will argue, as they do in Spenser, also alludeatliRe spiritual renewal.

As we have seen in Clement and in Spenser, Shakespatermeshing of
the moral and the spiritual reflects a long traditof blending the classical and the
Christian. This tradition underpins and is evokgdbme of the formulaic references
in the play. Laertes’ warning of the risk to thafants of the spring” seems
essentially about moral danger, but Ophelia makesvarning the work of the
“ungracious pastor,” and about “the thorny patheaven” (1.3.47-8). The “infants
of the spring” risk not only moral and social disge but also their immortal souls.
The division of thorny ways and primrose paths dusesk to Xenophon and
Prodicus’ story of the choice of Heracles — theesaource from which Clement’'s
use of the “pure garment sbphrosynéultimately derives, Heracles meeting with
two women, one bad and incontinent and one goodeangerateNlemorabilig
1.ii.21). Such congruence of original sources isswprising when temperance is the
underlying concern of bothQIl and Hamlet Ophelia is teasing Laertes; both are
mocking stock directions to temperance; and Oplsedipeech plays with the theme
of hypocrisy on the part of the advice-giver, sotca to the play. The ultimate
spiritual risks of “contagious blastments” (1.3.4@)ender buds and buttons has also
become a topic of the play, part of its fabric egderate risks accompanying
desperate choices.

Part of the pathos of the tragedyHtdmletcan be found in its hints of
counterpointing models of temperance, and jourrgepsths to redemption. The
motif of the soul under attack in a medieval catitd is the body, central #QII, is
also central tdtHamlet— it plays with the originally Platonic ideal dfe temperate
body ruled by the soul and is one of the ways S¢ad@re alerts the audience to the
theme of temperance in his play, from its opentene of watchers on the
battlements of Elsinore. The motif of the besiegastle of the self is associated
from the beginning offamletwith overtones of a diseased body politic, and the
metaphors are not dissimilar to those in SpenddrHamlet has been unable to

protect his body from a poison poured, literallglanetaphorically, into the porches
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of his ears and so the “whole ear of Denmark” feenld'rankly abused” by false
reports of its cause (1.5.36-38). The undermininip® body of the leader clearly
undermines the body of the state. This in turn rmak&rning temperance to the
kingdom Hamlet’s mission, an equivalent quest #i tarried out for Alma, the soul,
in Spenser’s allegory, when Arthur steps out thtfiglaleger.

Hamlet’'s underlying duty to the body politic, agnge and heir presumptive,
is spelt out in Laertes’ early speech to OphelipotyHamlet’s choices depend:

The sanity [sic] and health of the whole state,
And therefore must his choice be circumscribed
Unto the voice and yielding of that body
Whereof he is the head. (1.3.21-4)

Editors disagree (Shakespeare 95) whether “satggyictity” or “safety” is the right
word at 1.3.21. A reading éfamletin terms of temperance makes the case for
“sanity” very strong. It directly implies temperanealth of mindsophrosynef

the type related to health of body as seen irCt@mides It also implies the
indispensable role of the temperate prince to tte sAnd the ideal of the temperate
prince has a metaphysical dimension.

Cicero, inDe Legibusmakes a direct link between the self-knowledge it
knowledge of God, the knowledge of the divine eletie man, and the effect of this
knowledge on the person’s behaviour as a citizehettate. Theupiditates
principumis most dangerous not because of the direct effdats immoral
behaviour, but through the loss of his role asxamngle of temperance for the state
(North 284-5). For Livy, control of the lust for wer and libido in the ruler is one of
the remedies for sickness in the state (North 288t@mlet’s despair at Claudius
and Gertrude’s behaviour in Act One Scene Two,&tmakespeare’s use of the
metaphor of the diseased body politic, thus follostrong tradition of attack on
intemperance in Roman rhetoric that goes backddsiteek association of
sophrosynevith health of body and mind. The ideal of therapéary and so
temperate prince (in the style of Landino’s prageorenzo) underlies Ophelia’s
despairing speech of Act Three, about everythiag itamlet once was and no
longer seems to be. The prince will be “th’obseraédll observers” (3.1.148); he
will be the model of all righteous behaviour, “[¢]lglass of fashion and the mould of
form” (3.1.147). What has been lost when Hamletisldie mind” (3.1.144) is
overthrown is the role of the exemplar essentighéhealth of the state. Ophelia’s
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words describe something more strongly moral tleamtty elegance, something
more like a mirror of all forms of good behaviowith temperance implicitly at the

calm centre.

The courtier’s, soldier’s, scholar’s, eye, tongaeord,
Th’expectancy and rose of the fair state,

The glass of fashion and the mould of form,
Th'observed of all observers... (3.1.145-8)

As such a model, Hamlet has been beloved, to ttemethat Claudius fears (using
language of the transforming spring strongly resaant ofFQIl) those who have
seen him as their future king will forgive him alhs. Through their “great love”

they will “like the spring that turneth wood to sty / Convert his guilts to graces”
(4.7.20-21). As the ruler of the fortified CastleAdma represents the temperate soul
in FQII, soan ideal of the temperate ruler is presentddamletthrough such
glimpses of the Prince of Denmark, the humanisrrin waiting, before the murder
of his father.

As well as the motif of the fortified castle unddtack, Shakespeare also has
recourse in the latter stages of the play to thefrabtransformative epic journeying,
like that of Aeneas, and particularly as seen éngkegesis of a neo-Platonic writer
like Landino. The idea that Hamlet must, like Aes\estruggle againstiror is
introduced with great efficiency into the play thgh the speech of the Player
(2.2.409). Hamlet listens to and watches the dgtson of the “hellish Pyrrhus”

(421) striking down a father at a remove that esh@eneas’ own role as observer in
Virgil’s description of the death of Priam. Hamigtin other words, implicitly
identified with Aeneas, and his eventual journeyitngncated as it is in relation to
that of an Aeneas or a Guyon, emerges naturaliy och associations. Hamlet's
travels will also become associated with a quasamfonner harmony of soul.

“Blest are those whose blood and judgement are saceWcommedled”

It is in the centre of the play, as we have sdwt,the model of temperance is most
directly evoked irHamlet Here Shakespeare, like Spenser, draws on patristi
connotations of temperance. Hamlet’s praise ofaHoy as previously discussed,
tends to be seen in Stoic terms. Horatio’s poveldges him outside the flattery of
the court; he becomes in his detachment a figuft@tapatheia But the phrase
“blest are those / Whose blood and judgement aveeiccommedled / That they are
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not a pipe for Fortune’s finger / To sound whapstbe please” ( 3.2.58-61) clearly
echoes the Beatitudes as well as Cicero or SeAackin the Church Fathers, the
Beatitudes are directly conflated with the virtdéesmperance. Ambrose, for
example, in a funeral oration for his brother Sasyrequates the “Blessed are the
poor” of Luke with the “Blessed are the poor inrgpof Matthew. He associates
both Beatitudes with “Blessed are the pure in li¢hidrth 367). The relationship is
not hard to understand. The poor, hawieimperantiadespise the world and do not
seek its temptations, and so demonstrate puribeaft and soul. Hamlet plays on
“cor” as “heart” in his description of wearing thean who is not passion’s slave in
his “heart’s core, ay in my heart of heart” ( 33,6as Hibbard explains in the notes
to his edition oHamlet(251). Hamlet, in other words, is reaching folicdeal of
temperance as purity of heart. The promise of tbatiBides for the “poor in spirit”
is the kingdom of God; for the “pure in heart” thla¢y will see God. Other Church
Fathers similarly associate temperance and thetBées. Again it is not hard to see
why temperance, associated in Plato with knowledgad assimilation to God, so
that the temperate are beloved of God, would bestirin early Christian writing to
the Beatitudes. To see Hamlet's praise of Horatithése terms strengthens the place
of temperance as the metaphysical ideal of the ph&yideal against which all the
failures of temperance, and Hamlet’s journey towaelf-knowledge, can be
measured.

Horatio’s early metaphor of the “dawn in russet tfenlad” (1.1.166) has
linked him implicitly both with the Georgic ideaf the peasant farmer so beloved of
Virgil (Scodel 80), and the poverty of the humldé&en associated with being “poor
in spirit”. Russet was not only a colour but areative describing the homespun
cloth of the garment of the peasant or farm labQw®the dawn in Horatio’s image
Is russet-coated. And the image of the farmerrggtibout his day’'s labour conflates
a dawn of redemption (already suggested by Margedliscussion of the “bird of
dawning”) and Christ as the good shepherd or hushan. The description of
Horatio in the centre of the play as one who “sirffg all...suffers nothing” (3.2.56)
continues the overtones of redemptive sacrificeh&llusions may be resonant with
significance or lightly placed in the play, but yheannot be overlooked.

The special providence in the fall of a sparrow

| have arguedhat the imagery of the central passage of Guylairg and rescue by
an angel irFQIl can be explained by Augustine’s prayer in @@nfessionsfor the
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rescue by an angel of the fledgling chicken otldibne” who through presumption
falls from the nest of faith. Inlamlet a yearning for a similar divine protection and
intervention, an underlying appeal to the agencgrate, comes through imagery
whose Biblical provenance (despite the appareati$at of the language that
surrounds it) is indisputable; Hamlet's assurasdbat “[t]here is special providence
in the fall of a sparrow” (5.2.192-3). The promifeMatthew 10.29 is that nothing
happens without God’s knowledge, even to the mostlie: “Are not two sparrows
sold for a farthing? And one of them shall not @allthe ground without your
Father.” Like the allusion to the Beatitudes, teierence to the fall of the sparrow
points to the Christian virtue of humility, a vigahat Aquinas explicitly associates
with temperance in thBumma Theologia&od knows about the fall of the sparrow
precisely because it is so humble. If we Haenletas a play about temperance, such
reference to Christian humility becomes a logiéaiehsion of the play. That
Hamlet's scriptural allusion is carefully placednsde clear by the other central
allusion to birdlife in the play to which it musfer, Claudius’s grief over his “limed
soul.”

Guyon’s life leaves its “nest”, but it is returnieg the angel to its “home,” in
the centre oFQII. His life is “courd” by the Palmer, like the ni@r hen of Christ’s
promise to Jerusalem, with a play on “cor” likettbBShakespeare’s “heart’s core,” in
the praise of Horatio’s temperance. Shakespeataigdiis tries to pray for angels to
rescue him: “Help, angels! Make assay”(3.3.69-B0if.no angel comes to rescue him.
His “limed soul” is trapped; “struggling to be ffeé is “more engaged” (3.3.68-9).
The image of the struggling bird caught in quicldima a distressing one. Itis also
Biblical imagery with strong Augustinian overtongstheConfessiong&ugustine

associates the imagery of rescue from birdlime tighact of conversion itself.

| aspired to honours, money, marriage, and youHad@t me. In those
ambitions | suffered the bitterest difficultiesatiwas by your mercy — so
much the greater in that you gave me the less metasfind sweet pleasure
in what was not you. Look into my heart, Lord. lmedience to your will |
recall this and confess to you. May my soul howesidho youYou detached
it from the birdlime which held me fast in deftlty emphasis]. How unhappy
it was! Your scalpel cut to the quick of the wousad,that | should leave all
these ambitions and be converted to you, who arveeadll things and without
whom all things are nothing, and that by conversisiould be healed. (97;
VL.[8])

While for Augustine, “all these ambitions” — “honmsumoney and marriage” —
withheld from him made him less likely to “find setepleasure in what was not

you,” Shakespeare’s Claudius has already tastejpyseof the worldly, and because
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of this what he cannot renounce is “[m]y crown, enown ambition, and my queen”
(3.3.55). In theConfessionsAugustine’s desire for conversion has strong neo-
Platonic overtones, of ascent to and descent asgay God. His inability to return to
God before his conversion is described in ternth@felationship of truth and

falsehood.

You are the truth presiding over all things. Butng greed | was unwilling to
lose you, and wanted to have you at the same tinhwlaing on to a lie, in
much the same way as no one wants to become diachaa to lose all
awareness of what the truth is. That is why | Yaat: you do not condescend
to be possessed together with falsehood. Who dmufdund to reconcile me
to you? Was | to beg the help of angels? What prstyeuld | use? (218;
X.xIi[66]-xlii[67])

Claudius too needs to find a way to pray, to gamangelic assistance that comes so
freely to Spenser’'s Guyon. He uses language ofthelind conversion that is
essentially Pauline: “[A]lnd heart with strings ¢éal / Be soft as sinews of the new-
born babe” (3.3.70-1). Claudius is, in other worgressing a desire for spiritual
renewal, for the spiritual over the carnal. He gantbecome an Augustinian
parvulus a “little one” who can fly free or at the least kescued as he falls,
detached from the birdlime of carnal possessionslike the Amavia of the opening
of FQII, Claudius’s heart in the event is irreparablyzen; his words rise up to God
but his thoughts do not (3.3.97-8).

Nevertheless, in the centre of the play Clauditalsre to repent sketches
the dimensions of a potential path of return to @wd Hamlet struggles to find in
the rest of the play, and Hamlet’s struggle frois gfoint can be seen as a struggle
for the spiritual against the carnal. | have praslg argued that the Hamlet who
observes a Claudius attempting to repent and wisineke failure of such
repentance takes on some of Claudius’s charadtsridtintemperance from this
moment of the play. | also promised to return & goint in the discussion to a
counter-movement in the latter part of the plajmaement against the
entanglement with the birdlime of intemperance sindhat has so completely
enmeshed Claudius. One way of seeing this countement is through the neo-

Platonic journey of the soul.

Rescue by pirates as by angels: the new-born babe

As Claudius’s failure to repent lies at the verati®f the play, it is also the hinge on

which the play divides; after this failure, Hamtebves almost immediately to the
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slaying of Polonius. And from this point Hamlet aDghelia follow a parallel
process of unravelling and capturefbyor and madness, an unravelling that has
violent consequences for both. Hamlet adds tortipiisive slaying of Polonius, the
more calculated sending of Rosencrantz and Guitdem$o their executions.
Ophelia, driven mad by grief, rejection and deaaptallows her emotions to burst
forth in an irrational and disconnected monologue then lets herself be swept
away to a watery death. The timing of Ophelia’sematdeath and Hamlet’'s
miraculous rescue by pirates is not obviously a@yat the narrative level. But at a
more subterranean level the two events are cléakgd. Ophelia sings her sad song
of death — “he never will come again” (4.5.189)nd asks for God’s mercy on all
Christian souls at the end of Act Four Scene Fvsailor enters in Act Four Scene
Six, giving Horatio the letter describing his resdwy pirates as “thieves of mercy”
(4.6.17). A letter to Claudius follows, describiHgmlet’s return to the kingdom
“naked” and “alone” (4.7.50-1). The scene ends whthreport of Ophelia’s
drowning. “Too much of water hast thou, poor Opdie(#.7.185), pronounces
Laertes, “And therefore | forbid my tears.”

Hamlet returns to Elsinore with no possessionss imaked, in the sense of
destitute. Connotations of rebirth must also surdbtlhis moment of the play,
especially when the requirement for redemptiondtigeady been established in the
play as having “sinews softer than a new-born Bdtb@mlet is cast naked on the
shore (not unlike Odysseus appearing to NausicahDgphelia dies by water. The
equivalent moment iRQIl is the suicidal death of Amavia that follows thieth of
Ruddymane, the bloodie-handed babe. The death evimand of Mordant who
brings death, at the openingFIl, is mirrored and redeemed at its end in the
release of Verdant from the clutches of Acrasiathgyhope, in other words, of
renewal and new life. Ophelia dies through suiciig,it cannot be insignificant that
her watery tomb is garlanded with spring flowers] #ghat Elsinore has proceeded
from the heart-sickness of winter at the openinthefplay into a spring thaw.
Ophelia’s tragic death is surrounded, in other wply emblems of hope and
renewal. In thé\eneid Aeneas’ love for Dido is expendable in relatioritte destiny
of Rome, and Dido’s death is portrayed as a cruehbcessary sacrifice. In
Landino’s exegesis, Aeneas’ journey away from Do represents the desires of
the flesh, is associated with the progress of ¢l fsom incontinence back to
continence (174-5). Dido’s death is, in some seasecessary preliminary to the

movement from continence to temperance, the forwardement that involves the
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purgative virtues. After Ophelia’s death, Hamletisaculous rescue and return to
Elsinore comes freighted, in other words, with élxpectation of some form of
spiritual transformation. And this leads naturatiythe greamemento morscene of

Hamlet, the discussion over the skull of “poor Yéti(5.1.156).

Temperance and the preparation for death

In the centre oFQIl, in language that echoes both Aeneas’ speethdo and
Christian theology, an angel tells Guyon’s Palméread of death and dolour doe
away” (Il.viii.7.7). Placing this central Christianessage of hope in the centre of the
book, Spenser has made it a message of tempetarRiato’sPhaedo the life of
thesophronphilosopher is seen as a preparation for deattinadaleath is not
something to be feared. In Calvin, even more styorag we have seen, it is the duty
of Christians to be prepared for death “as sheefhtoslaughter.” In the patristic
writers we find an explicit comparison between sileal and Christian approaches.
Ambrose, for example, in tH@ration on the Death of Satyr(greviously cited for

its discussion of thBeatitude¥ argues that the Christian trumps the classical. H

begins by portraying Christ as the death of theylmdl the life of the soul.

We see, then, that this death is gain and liferalpg so that Paul say§o me
to live is Christ and to die is gaifhilippians 1.21. What is Christ but the
death of the body, the breath of life? And so &etie with Him, that we may
live with Him. Let there then be in us as it wergadly practice and

inclination to dying, that by this separation frawadily desires, of which we
have spoken, our soul may learn to withdraw itsaif], as it were placed on
high, when earthly lusts cannot approach and attaotlthemselves, may take
upon herself the likeness of death, that she inotithe penalty of death.
(11.40)

He also explains why the Christian treatment ofntiede thanatouthe classical
philosophical preparation for death, surpassesltssical. Paul's preparation for

death surpasses (implicitly) that of Socrates.

| die daily [1 Corinthians 15:31] says the AposBetter certainly is this
saying than theirs who said that meditation of ees true philosophy, for
they praised the study, he exercised the practideath. And they acted for
themselves only, but Paul, himself perfect, dietfaohis own weakness but
for ours. (11.35)

As Hamletmoves overtly to the topic of preparation for thedioth a
condition of tranquil temperate philosophical calnd a condition of spiritual
renewal are at issue. In the opening of Act Fiver®dOne, we are reminded by the
gravediggers of Adam, the origins of original simldhe need for Christian
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redemption as they joke about “Adam’s professidnl 26). Hamlet, observing or
picking up the skull thrown up by the gravediggenves from Adam to describe
“Cain’s jawbone, that did the first murder” (5.1-6% and so the inception of murder
and revenge into the world. And this leads natyrallithe mocking of intemperate
politicians and courtiers. As Hamlet and Horatikgavith the grave digger, the
previous urgent pace of the play is slackened amel $eems to stretch out, as though
to allow Hamlet time to come to a deeper metaplaysinderstanding. Picking up
Yorick’s skull, Hamlet is first concerned with womand cosmetics (concerns
traditionally associated with temperance, as weets®en): “Now get you to my
lady’s chamber, and tell her, let her paint an itigbk, to this favour she must
come” (5.1.163-4). He moves next to ambition, tite Of Alexander who had been
the leader of the world, and then, like the opemihthe play on the battlements, to
the fate of an “[ijmperious Caesar” (5.1.180). Wada seen ambition as the chief
impediment to Claudius’s repentance, and Hamldtjsnjoking about bung-holes, is
reaching towards the irrelevance of ambition inedaphysical order: “Alexander
died, Alexander was buried, Alexander returnettiust” (5.1.176-7). Remembering
you must return to the earth is, as we have sestoclt topic of compilations of
themes of temperance.

But rather than becoming resigned to the inevitéddie of all rulers,
Hamlet's own personal ambition seems to have blearpened at this point. This
preoccupation finally surfaces when he describesidius, almost as if in a moment
of confession, as someone who has “[p]opped in éetvih’election and my hopes”
(5.2.65). As a result, a tension between persanaltaon and the philosophical
acceptance of death — that “a man’s life is no ntloaa to say ‘one’,” (5.2.73) —

dominates the final stages of the play.

Wrestling with death

Any immediate philosophical calm that results frtiva discussion over the skulls is
completely undone by tHaror with which Hamlet responds to the specific occasio
of the death of someone he has loved. It is Ladniggerbole that infuriates Hamlet,
his rhetorical excess that thus smacks of insityean accusation not unlike that
made by Claudius and Gertrude about Hamlet ateélgenhing of the play. Hamlet’s
concern with Laertes’ desire to “outface” (5.1.248n seems peevish and more to
do with apparent status than anything else. Amnglhis status that he is keen to
assert, announcing himself as “Hamlet the Dandl’.224). Temporal ambition, it
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seems, at this point of the play has the immedipfeer hand over philosophical
calm and the philosophical perspective of readif@sdeath.

But there are also strong overtones of catharglgsrsequence. Hamlet
announces the love that he has rejected in the ‘pleoyed Ophelia; forty thousand
brothers / Could not with all their quantity of Y Make up my sum” (5.1.236-8).

If this declaration of love is sincere, its imphlicas are profound. For what is missing
in Hamlet as inFQII, is the redemption of happy married love. BBtQIl andHamlet
begin with the distortion of such married lovehe form of adultery. As adultery is
associated symbolically with distance from God famdication against God, marriage
Is associated with Christ’s union with his Churechdisrupting the fornication of
Verdant with Acrasia at the endBQIl, Guyon and his Palmer are preparing the
ground for the celebration of married loveHQIIl and FQIV, love that in Spenser is
both personal, and represents the spiritual. H&rdehial of love has been life-
denying in a manner similar to that of Euripidegpblytus. It has seen all life-
affirming loving as corrupting lust, and, in thestbric of the speech directing Ophelia
to a nunnery, has carried overtones of the exddb®®e Church Fathers who, like
Origen, placed virginity and self-abnegation befalfelse. That this denial of love has
been life-denying is underlined by Ophelia’s phgktteath. Love as a path to
redemption has also been cast aside, unless Heandihd a path to such redemption
through Ophelia’s suicide, which can then take wertmnes of sacrifice.

The actual wrestling in the grave (sanctioned bgattQ1) has the potential
to be cathartic in a range of ways. Laertes reptedbe freedom Hamlet is denied
when at the beginning of the play Claudius allowaeites’ request to return to Paris
and not Hamlet's request to return to Wittenbergmitét’'s own guilt at the death of
Polonius must surface at this point, even if nas acknowledged, and so Hamlet's
rage at Laertes amounts to a kind of emotionakteaance. His own denial of guilt
is clear in his question to Laertes: “What is teason that you use me thus? / | loved
you ever” (5.1.256-7). The burial of Ophelia alsoyides an occasion in which
Hamlet’s truncated mourning for his father is aléalito surface openly in a new
occasion of grief. Hamlet’s rage bursts out frooaan of pent-up and repressed
feeling.

There are also archetypal and so metaphysical dilmesto this wrestling in
the grave. Hamlet has moved from wrestling philbscgdly with the idea of death
over the skull of Yorick to wrestling over a nevdgad corpse, and the emblematic
effect of this battle on a stage is of wrestlinghwnortality. InFQII, Arthur’'s
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struggle with the death-like Maleger leads to Reusipiritual renewal, the victory of
temperance in a metaphysical sense. Like Hamlat&esttough naked return to
Denmark, Laertes’ and Hamlet’'s wrestling in thevgraould signal some hope for
redemption and renewal in the play, especiallynibaceptance of death is allied to a
replacing of the carnal with the spiritual.

But such a struggle can also be an occasion of gp&dtual danger. Landino,
in his discussion of temperance as a purgativeejgtates that the attempt to rid
oneself of the hold of worldly desires, physicaldand worldly ambition is one
fraught with the perilous risk of madness and blaitd (193). Augustine, in the
Confessionsdescribes attempting to rise neo-Platonicallyai@s union with God
and then crashing away, dragged back by the clafrtiee carnal and worldly; and
there are overtones of such an underlying spirthaétle in these final scenes of
Hamlet. Augustine describes his early failures in his Réatonic attempt to return to

God in theConfessions.

The consequence of a distorted will is passions@&yitude to passion, habit
is formed, and habit to which there is no resistdmecomes necessity. By
these links, as it were, connected to one anolbiegrce my term a chain), a
harsh bondage held me under restraint. The newwhiich was beginning to
be within me a will to serve you freely and to gnyou, God, the only sure
source of pleasure, was not yet strong enoughrtquar my other will, which
had the strength of old habit. So my two wills, ahd the other new, one
carnal, the other spiritual, were in conflict wahe another, and their discord
robbed my soul of all concentration. (140; VIII. {&0))

Hamlet, in his speeches in the graveyard, seerne tm the cusp of a
metaphysical understanding that would help himgside temporal battles. And this
potential is manifested in the moments of calmheffinal Act. But that Hamlet is
not moving away from, but embracing the intempeeawsicClaudius’s “limed soul”
is also made clear in his justification to Hordto sending Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern to their deaths: “Tis dangerous wtienbaser nature comes / Between

the pass and fell incensed points / Of mighty oppe5(5.2.60-2).

Is it not to be damned?

Hamlet’s desire to justify his vengeance againau@ius as an act of moral and
spiritual reformation (a justification which at $tpoint of the play seems to have
replaced all memory of the ghost’s injunction) s't‘'not perfect conscience / To quit
him with this arm? And is’t not to be damned / @bthis canker of our nature come

/ In further evil?” (5.2.67-70) — can be seen asirag out of this underlying spiritual
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struggle. Hamlet’s motivations, at this stage &f piey, have become intractably
muddled (and | use this adjective deliberately)peen the duty of the Christian to
combat their inner intemperance; the importanabefrince as a model of
temperance for the state; and an act of politindl@ersonal revenge. As previously
argued, Hamlet is confusing a metaphorical spiritleath and rebirth with literal
death, as though Claudius is literally the old Adarhim which must be killed
before he and his kingdom can be redeemed. Themewvan the play towards
spiritual renewal and redemption is distorted imaultimate justification for killing
Claudius. And so the “buds” of hope and renewal'bl&sted with contagion.”

In the Easter sermon, as we have seen, the Ellzabebngregation was
exhorted to kill and offer up the sins of the boay,Christ the Easter lamb had made
himself a sacrifice for them. For Hamlet, now gaibclaimed as “the Dane”, the
temperance of the kingdom will only be achieveatigh the death of its currently
intemperate head, a king who deserves such deatfude he has “killed my king
and whored my mother” (5.2.64), and “popped in leemvth’election and my hopes”
(5.2.65). Not to kill the king is thus conflated Bliamlet with not working to kill the
source of personal intemperance and sin. As treuprptive new head of the
kingdom Hamlet is also associating the destruadiopersonal intemperance with the
health of the kingdom. It is because of these etioths Hamlet sees the
consequence of a failure to kill Claudius as Halsleivn damnation.

Ambrose (in thé®ration on the Death of Satyrusiakes clear the distinction
between three distinct kinds of death in theolddieans:

[Alccording to the Scriptures we have been taulgat teath is threefold.One
death is when we die to sin, but live to God. Biesshen, is that death which,
escaping from sin and devoted to God, separatbsmswhat is mortal and
consecrates us to Him who is immortal. Another ldesathe departure from
this life, as the patriarch Abraham died, and taigrch David, and were
buried with their fathers; when the soul is se¢fitom the bonds of the body.
The third death is that of which it is said: “Leathe dead to bury their own
dead” (Matthew 8:22). In that death not only tresHi but also the soul dies,
for “the soul that sins, it shall die” (Ezekiel 18 For it dies to the Lord,
through the weakness not of nature but of guilt tBis death is not the
discharge from life, but a fall through error. 38)

What Hamlet seems unable to distinguish, what kennzddled together in
his justification for an act of revenge againstumsle, is this difference between
spiritual, natural and penal death. The oppositeobfbeing damned is dying to sin
and living to God. Hamlet’s logic is that living @od (“not to be damned”) can be

achieved through an act that will bring a natuestti to Claudius. Claudius deserves
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this death, according to Hamlet's logic, becauses lggiilty of the third kind of
death, the penal death that is the death of thie sou

In practice in the period, the underlying logicsofch justification was used in
plotting against monarchs by both sides of thgialis divide. Roland Frye cites the
example of Pope Gregory XlII's assurance, throughdidal Como, that those
Catholic plotters who attempted to kill Elizabetbuwd not, by so doing, be guilty of
sin (Frye, 53-4). Not only are the plotters assweexemption from the usual
sanctions for this sin, but they are also to batgihremission of all their sins (Frye
54). On the other hand Calvin, in a discussion ofahbehaviour that leads naturally
to the issue of the Christian prohibition of revemg Book 1l Chapter Il of the
Institutes,deals with the problem of deception in the appiicaof a general rule to a

particular occasion:

That homicide, putting the case in the abstractnisvil, no man will deny;
and yet one who is conspiring the death of his gngatiberates on it as if the
thing was good. The adulterer will condemn adulterthe abstract, and yet
flatter himself while privately committing it. Thignorance lies here; that
man, when he comes to the particular, forgetsulewhich he had laid down
in the general case. (Calvin Vol 1, 242; 11.ii.23)

Calvin relates this problem to the Aristoteliantitistion between

incontinence and intemperance.

Where incontinenceakrasia reigns, he says, that through the passion
(pathog, particular knowledge is suppressed: so thaintieidual sees not in
his own misdeed the evil which he sees generalgjilar cases; but when
the passion is over, repentance immediately suscéetemperance
(akolosig, again, is not extinguished or diminished by @sgeof sin, but, on
the contrary, persists in the evil choice whichas once made. (ibid)

| have previously suggested that one way of seieglifference between the
behaviour of Hamlet and Claudius is in this digimt between incontinence and
intemperance — that in the latter part of the pdang particularly in the more
calculating sending of Rosencrantz and Guildengtetheir deaths, Hamlet is
hardening from a more impulsive incontinence toititemperance that does not

repent of its actions.

Justifying revenge

When it comes to revenge, Calvin argues that wéhat fault is a failure to accept

clearly established Christian principles.
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Calvin does allow that avengers of tyrannical wroag act as the
instruments of divine redress. “Herein is the gasdn power, and providence of
God wondrously displayed. At one time he raisesnapifest avengers from among
his own servants, and gives them his command tshw@atcursed tyranny, and
deliver his people from calamity when they are stijuoppressed; at other times he
employs, for this purpose, the fury of men who hatheer thoughts and other aims”
(Vol 1, 674; IV.xx.30).The first act according teetlawful call of God; the latter
though they acted with divine sanction “had nougittevil in their thoughts.” The
possibility that, whether acting from pure or imgunotives such avengers could
arise should cause princes to fear. But Calvin ddel$ollowing warning that should
give pause to those who would take the role of ggenpon themselves: “Although
the Lord takes vengeance on unbridled dominat&trys not therefore suppose that
vengeance is committed to us, to whom no commasadéan given but to obey and
suffer” (674-5; IV.xx.31).

When discussing the inadequacy of human reasomect dnoral behaviour
without grace, Calvin puts this point even morersgty, seeing in the case of action
against tyrants both a clear distinction betweerisian and classical ethics, and a
fundamental failure to obey the injunction agakibing in the Second Table of the

Decalogue. In this case the reason that does rgtfoist principles is inadequate.

Every man of understanding deems it most absusdhmit to unjust and
tyrannical domination, provided it can by any mebashrown off, and there
is but one opinion among men, that it is the phaeroabject and servile mind
to bear it patiently, the part of an honourable higth-spirited mind to rise
against it. Indeed, the revenge of injuries isregarded by philosophers as a
vice. But the Lord condemning this too lofty spiptescribes to his people
that patience which mankind deem infamous.

In the case of revenge, at least for Calvin, tiileidince between classical and
Christian thought is very clear.

What is problematic ilHamletis the multiplicity of Hamlet's motivations. If
he is sent as the kind of scourge who has “noughéWl” in his thoughts (in
Calvin’s terms) his own eternal damnation beconre¢evant. That it is not
irrelevant to Hamlet becomes clear when he sess‘ito be damned” not to kill
Claudius. He must see himself in that case as thworstrument of God’s
judgement. But in this case the problem remains@aeudius has done nothing that
Hamlet himself has not now done himself — thabikil someone else’s father and
contrive the execution of other men. The dilemmshigrpened when Hamlet refers

to Claudius as “this canker of our nature.” In ttése the desire for revenge carries
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overtones of the need to restore a Platonic harrtmtiye Kingdom — to remove a
head of state that does not provide a model of éeamze to the body politic but
instead is the source of its disease. In committiegntemperate act of revenge
Hamlet can no longer himself qualify as a viabteralative model of such
temperance for Denmark. And that leaves open tlestgpn of how this act of
removing the canker will cure the kingdom. It iee\harder to see how Hamlet will
remove the canker of his own intemperate natuseoWwn “dram of eale” (1.4.18),
through an intemperate act of murder.

The unsettled nature of Hamlet’s thoughts is sedmeamoves from the
apparent acceptance of the philosopher’s readinesleath (“man’s life is not more
than to say ‘one’[5.2.74]), to the kind of ackn@abement that might follow such
acceptance, the repentance of the incontinent tham(very sorry, good Horatio, /
That to Laertes | forgot myself’[5.2.75-6]). Buighs followed by the justification
of intemperate response: “But sure the braveryioghef did put me / Into a
towering passion” (5.2.78-9). And this excuse lsadamlet with implicit

permission for another act committed in a simitawering passion.”

The readiness is all

That Hamlet is not entirely convinced of this jistition for the potential execution
of the King (“is’'t not perfect conscience / To ghim with this arm? And is’t not to
be damned / To let this canker of our nature comdurther evil” [5.2.67-70]) is
shown by his framing of it as a question. Whatperfect conscience” continues to
trouble him just before the duel, with the heakisass that is “such a kind of gain-
giving as would perhaps trouble a woman” (5.2.18&8@tween these two
references to the operation of conscience intessémearrival of the comic figure
Osric, the light relief between statements of gpeatent. The episode of the
mocking of Osric should, however, not perhaps Bendised too lightly. It stands in
Hamletin something like the role of the episode of Tromaad Braggadochio in
FQII. Osric’s preening and vacuous self-aggrandisé¢raeho Hamlet's own lack of
self-knowledge in a magnified and satirical way.

Cicero, Aquinas and Mancinus all warn against tiieeene of being “over
nice,” particularly in movement, speech and drébe attack takes a homophobic
form, against the risks of “effeminacy.” Hamlet'©okery of the “water-fly”
(5.2.82) Osric, the lapwing that “runs away witle ghell on his head” (5.2.164), also

reminds us of the intrinsic foolishness of youngmghe mocking word-play re-
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establishes for a moment in the play the comfoetabmpanionship of Hamlet and
Horatio that is most marked in the graveyard sceraso reveals their own
boyishness. They are in a sense little better tlagmvings” themselves. Osric’s
effete pomposity must also stand as one extrenselwtly behaviour that will be
balanced by the extreme of the forthright and rabRortinbras who enters at the
end of the scene. The crucial final sequence dérae is, in other words, book-
ended by Osric and Fortinbras, Sansloy / Elissa-aratibras / Perissa figures for
Hamlet That Osric in his self-absorption lacks the gi@viof perspective and self-
knowledge is a criticism that can be, less humdypuirected against Hamlet
himself.

Spenser plays a similar trick against Guyon, theggKinof Temperance. At
the opening oFQIIl Guyon is knocked from his horse in an encoumigh the
Knight of Chastity, and in a comic sequence thss lof face is accounted for by the
Palmer as being caused by a disarrangement of Gugaddle bags. If we look back
from this episode to the grand gesture of the destm of the Bower of Bliss that
concluded=QIl, Guyon’s apparently heroic behaviour is dimirgdhand what is
revealed are the inadequacies that belong to anlgmp young man lacking a
degree of self-knowledge. The temperance of clydstilt on the experience of love
will be of a different character altogether. Thegdking down what is wrong is
easier than building up what is right is intimabsdthe rapid departure from the
Bower of Bliss at the end &QIl. But what can be comic by the endrQIl tips
inexorably into tragedy iklamlet The humorous treatment of Osric points to the
inadequacies of Hamlet's own self-aggrandising asl¢he avenger who will bring
reformation to the kingdom by destroying Claudius.

Hamlet describes Osric as hollow, the kind of m&was “only got the tune
of the time and outward habit of encounter, a lohgesty collection, which carries
them through and through the most fanned and wiedaspinions; and do but blow
them to their trials, the bubbles are out” (5.2-16D). Hamlet moves from Osric to
his own fears — and this transition reveals a &rtinderlying fear that his own
justifications for action may also be intrinsicalhflated and hollowFQIl describes
the “Selfe, whom though we doe not see, / Yet @mth in him selfe it well perceiue
to bee” (11.xii.47.8-9). This same self “wondroudmsngs concerning our welfare, /
And straunge phantomes doth lett vs oft forseed éfte of secret ill bids vs
beware” (11.xii.47.5-7). But unfortunately, traglba Hamlet finds the inner voice of

this “Selfe” that should warn him of “secret illat this moment, the feeling of “how
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ill all's here about my heart” (5.2.186), only &ject it. He does so in the context of
his recent mockery of Osric, seeing the weaknes#iseoéffeminate in his heart-
sickness, making it “such a kind of gain-givingvasuld perhaps trouble a woman”
(5.2.188-9). Instead he will “defy augury” (5.2.3%lopting a defiant heroic pose
more suited to an Achilles, a Turnus, or a LaeBesng prepared to face death at
any moment is one of the characteristics of fadgtuand in choosing fortitude over
prudence Hamlet has chosen the extreme repredayteattinbras.

Hamlet’s portrayal of himself as philosophicallepared for death, seeing
himself as someone whose soul God will protect bs wvere a humble sparrow, is
directly dangerous in his case. The borderline betwthis apparent preparation and
the suicidal wish to “dissolve into a dew” of thesf act of the play is in one sense
very fine. Either Hamlet's judgement is so far resea from reality that he cannot
apply the lessons of Claudius’s calculation, tlesda learned in particular from the
letters he finds on the sleeping bodies of Rosezr@nd Guildenstern, to this
imminent encounter with Claudius and Laertes; oishe a calculated way choosing
likely death. And if he is consciously choosingtidae is doing so through the
language of the preparation for death, both clatsied Christian. Gregory of Nyssa,
as we have seen, equated “Thy will be done” withpierance (North 351). Hamlet
tells Horatio to “let be.” For Socrates part of fft@losopher’s preparation for death
is the knowledge that you know nothing; for Hamt&ince no man of aught he
leaves knows, what is’t to leave betimes” (5.2.895Ambrose, among other Church
Fathers, also saw at the ultimate extreme, in thigigation of themele thanatoua
preparation for martyrdom. The corollary of seeamgself damned in not removing
Claudius, the “canker” of the kingdom, is to seesmif potentially dying as a martyr
to save the kingdom.

But to do so in Hamlet's case is not necessarniglale or wise act. And it is
here that intemperance in the sense opposed tiy sanihealth of mind,” must
apply. Hamlet’'s muddle of rationalisations mayeeflat this point an authentic
movement to a genuine state of inner calm — aisdsiich a sense that makes us
want to believe in a Hamlet who is genuinely “ngbfeble because temperate in
the metaphysical sense discussed in this chapi¢it Biay also reflect something
closer to a state of Sophoclean delusion. In thé& ccaught in his own birdlime of
justifications, Hamlet displays both the foolishme$ an Osric and the recklessness

of a Fortinbras. In not acting prudently, he plaaessk both his life and his
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immortal soul. His impulses, in other words, aik stiicidal. And they are arguably
also not just.
In a recent Augustinian treatmenttédmlet,Eric Plumer cites Augustine’s

Commentary on Galatians

We should never undertake the task of rebukinghamist sin without first
examining our own conscience by inner questionimtyr@sponding —
unequivocally before God — that we are acting dlbee...We should not
proudly scorn the sins of others, since in the aatyof rebuking them we
ourselves sin when we find it easier to resporttiécsinner’s anger with our
own anger than to the sinner’s misery with our mefgtd Plumer 80).

The problem of hypocrisy is raised at the beginmhgamlet,when (inQ2)
Horatio describes the “mote” (1.1.112) that troghilee mind’s eye. In being unable
to see the plank in his own eye, Hamlet is in the most like Sophocles’ Oedipus,
trapped by his own lack of self-knowledge. For I®Bedipus, what Hamlet lacks
knowledge of is his own tendency to irascibilithoe who have themselves
committed murder are not in a strong position tiovdejudgement on others. But in
the end it is the justification — “is’'t not to bamned / To let this canker of our nature
come / In further evil?” (5.2.68-70) — that is eegged in Hamlet's final act &iror:
“Here, thou incestuous, murd’roudamnedDane, / Drink off this potion [my
emphasis]” (5.2.304-5). Claudius deserves to deabse he is damned.

Hamlet’s final act of murder shocks us as Aenelayisg of Turnus shocks
the reader at the end of tAeneid All our sympathies are with Hamlet. If he does
not kill Claudius and Claudius survives, the traththe initial murder of Old Hamlet
may not be revealed. Hamlet also acts from loveifermother whom he has just
seen poisoned before him, a mother who in the dwannot been rescued by the
timely intervention of her husband from this faaed whose love for Hamlet has
finally been fully expressed in the “O my dear Haththat acknowledges the justice
of his claims to her. We have sympathy with Laégpesnouncement against
Claudius: “He is justly served, / It is a poisomjeered by himself” (5.2.306-7). But
the tragedy of the play is founded on the basisttiia has all come too late. We
cannot exempt Hamlet from the corrupting influentéhe poison of intemperance
that Claudius has “tempered by himself” and debdeto the whole body politic.

The deep problem, the essential “matter of the’ptdyow to fight the
intemperance of others without becoming intempesatself — is not resolved by
the Aeneid,by Spenser’s treatment of temperance, drgnlet Laertes reaches for
an exchange of forgiveness with Hamlet, but howHfamlet reciprocates with his
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own knowledge of his wrong-doing is less clear. Kimgdom will be left to the
strong arm of Fortinbras, but it is less clear thattinbras will be the leader who will
model the “form of fashion” of temperance in thenrmer of the prince Hamlet might
have been. Fortitude alone, we have seen, cardaegerous thing. Horatio would
have “flights of angels” (5.2.339) accompany Harnmeartyr-like, to his death. But
the ultimate judgement of the play, like the endai§QIl, is inevitably

inconclusive. IfHamletis a play about temperance this is part of thatpdihe

frailty of human concupiscence ends only in deblftave argued that part of being
temperate, of knowing oneself, is to refrain froraking judgements about those

things that are not for the frail human to know.
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