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ABSTRACT

Faith for Milton is primarily a matter of man's access to God. Such access entails God's
involvement in mankind. Faith is that which guarantees that God is accessible to men
and also that God actively participates in the lives of his people. Milton's work exhibits
a preoccupation with such a concept of faith, and wavers through the course of his life
between dualist and monist formulations. Monistic faith suggests that God is directly
accessible to man, while dualistic faith means that God may only be accessible in a
mediated way. '

In the course of his career, Milton proceeded from an early dualistic faith to the declared
monism of De Doctrina Christiana. This thesis examines the monistic impulse within
Milton's poetry, focusing on the poems written during his mid-career (c. 1637-1653)
when his outlook on faith turned. The thesis finds that although Milton expresses his
monism in increasingly clear terms, he is never quite able to eliminate dualistic
implications or tendencies from his faith.

The thesis focuses on two strategies which Milton employs in his attempts to define a
monistic world view and a monistic faith, namely, tradition and translation. These
strategies represent points of confrontation between dualism and monism. They both
assert monistic continuity in the face of dualist disjunction. Tradition attempts to
overcome the disjunction perceptible between two remote events in time. It incorporates
both the recovery of lost history as well as geographical and linguistic translation.
Translation (taken as separate from tradition) attempts to overcome the disjunction
between languages. It manages, however unsuccessfully, to carry meaning over from a
source text to a target text while simultaneously altering every single word in the source

text.

Both these strategies thus provide textual and linguistic means for examining Milton's
faith or his sense of divine access. This thesis examines Milton's deployment of tradition
by means of a close consideration of Lycidas as well as several other early poems. It
examines his 1648 and 1653 psalm translations and the unique manner in which they
reveal Milton's understanding of faith. The thesis concludes that Milton's monistic faith
never quite breaks free of the dualist tendencies against which it struggles.



Hear this, all ye people; give ear, all ye inhabitants of the
world: Both low and high, rich and poor, together. My
mouth shall speak of wisdom; and the meditation of my
heart shall be of understanding. I will incline mine ear to
a parable: I will open my dark saying upon the harp.
Psalm 49:1-4
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PART ONE

DUALISM, MONISM AND FAITH



CHAPTER1

"The Letter Killeth but the Spirit Giveth Life:"
Milton and the Problem of Faith

The subject of this thesis is Milton's monistic faith. Milton grew up in an
environment which accepted theological dualism in one form or another as a given, and
it is only during his middle to late career that his monism becomes evident. The dualistic
belief that a human being is made up of two inseparable and yet entirely different entities,
an immortal incorporeal soul and a mortal body, had been a corner-stone of Christian
thought ever since the early Councils of Nicea, Ephesus and Chalcedon decreed the
various early forms of monism to be heretical.' Whether one tended towards the Platonic,
the Aristotelian or the Pauline form,’ dualism dominated Christian thought throughout
the middle ages. The seventeenth century saw an increased interest in monism with
illustrious names such as Hobbes and Descartes engaging it head-on.” When he wrote
De Doctrina Christiana Milton declared his monism, but excused himself from the
consequent charge of heresy by insisting that his monism had nothing to do with his faith.

His monistic heresies, he insisted, were not heresies at all, being matters of opinion and

'The Arian, Nestorian and Monophysite heresies dealt with respectively at these ecumenical councils
are all strongly monistic.

These forms of dualism have had various expressions as they have been adopted by different
theologians and philosophers throughout history. So by Platonic dualism, I refer primarily to the
neoplatonic view that souls descended from the realm of the immutable forms to be unhappily trapped in
matter. By Aristotelian dualism, I am referring to the dualism of the formal cause and the material cause.
By Pauline dualism, I refer to the belief that dead matter is animated by a vital soul. It may be seen that
there is a continuum of increasing subtlety from Platonic, through Aristotelian to Pauline dualism. The
distance separating the soul from the material body in each version becomes smaller and smaller, but the
two remain distinctly discontinuous.

*While Descartes is usually associated with the dualism of extensive matter and intensive mind, much
of what he had to say about extension resonates very well with monistic arguments, such as that of Hobbes.
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not of faith. The fact, however, that the De Doctrina Christiana lay unpublished and
hidden in a government archive for a hundred and fifty years is clear evidence that he did
not have much faith in his own apology and that others certainly would not have tolerated
it. Given that Milton attempted to hold his faith and his monism apart, this thesis asks
whether his monism did, after all, affect his faith, and if so, it considers what

consequences his monistic beliefs may have had upon the constitution of his faith.

In his early career, Milton held an unequivocally dualistic concept of faith. An
example of his dualism may be seen in his early poem, "At a Vacation Exercise," in
which he describes language and the use to which he aspires to put it.

I have some naked thoughts that rove about
And loudly knock to have their passage out;
And weary of their place do only stay

Till thou hast decked them in thy best array;
That so they may without suspect or fears

Fly swiftly to this fair assembly's ears;

Yet I had rather, if I were to choose,

Thy service in some graver subject use,

Such as may make thee search thy coffers round,
Before thou clothe my fancy in fit sound:

Such where the deep transported mind may soar
Above the wheeling poles, and at heaven's door
Look in (11.23-35).

The dualism implicit in Milton's "deep transported mind" is underpinned, in this passage,
by an overtly dualistic conception of language itself. As we shall see, the constitution of
faith is contingent, to a large extent, upon the way in which one understands language to
operate.4 Even later on, in the middle of his career, Milton describes his sense of faith
in strongly dualistic terms. In Of Reformation, Milton seems as yet unaffected by the

monism which was to emerge only a couple of years later in his divorce tracts of 1643-4.

“This will be discussed in greater detail in chapter III.
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He begins his first pamphlet (in 1641) by bewailing the state of unreformed religion

which he believes is not spiritual enough.

Sad it is to thinke how that Doctrine of the Gospel, ... Faith needing not
the weak, and fallible office of the Senses, to be either the Ushers or
Interpreters of heavenly Mysteries, save where our Lord himselfe in his
Sacraments ordain'd; that such a Doctrine should, through the
grossenesse, and blindnesse, of her Professors, and the fraud of
deceivable traditions, drag so downwards, as to ... stumble forward ... into
the new-vomited Paganisme of sensuall Idolatry, attributing purity, or
impurity, to things indifferent, that they might bring the inward acts of the
Spirit to the outward, and customary ey-Service of the body, as if they
could make God earthly, and fleshly, because they could not make
themselves heavenly, and Spirituall: they began to draw downe all the
Divine intercours, betwixt God, and the Soule, ... till the Soule by this
means of over-bodying her selfe, ... shifted off from her selfe, the labour
of high soaring any more, forgot her heavenly flight, and left the dull and
droyling carcas to plod on in the old rode and drudging Trade of outward
conformity.’

When Milton speaks of the soul, under unreformed religion, having "overbodied herself"

and become overly earthly, he seems to be specifically attacking a kind of monism which

he himself could be accused of. The impressive strength of the invective here seems

perhaps to protest a little too much. Indeed, as this thesis will proceed to demonstrate,

Milton's monism may have affected his faith from as early as 1637, but, even so, never

seems to have broken entirely free of dualistic constraints and problems. The real

problem that Milton faced as he contemplated an increasingly monistic notion of faith as

his career progressed, was the very difficult problem of the source of faith. The more he

relied on scripture as this source, and the more literal his notion of scriptural

interpretation became, the more were the problems his monism needed to solve.

Milton's monism has received a good deal of recent critical attention. In his

5 Works of ilton, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953), vol.I, pp.519-
22.
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unpublished doctoral dissertation, Jeffrey Padgett sets out to demonstrate that Milton's
four major heresies (his antitrinitarianism, creatio ex deo, mortalism and monism) form
a logical system developed in accordance with his monistic conception of the cosmos.’

While Padgett convincingly demonstrates the monistic basis of the Miltonic heresies, he
fails to comment upon the consistency of Milton's theological beliefs in general. Padgett
makes no attempt to explain whether the heresies are essential to Milton's thought or to
gauge the depth of their influence upon the rest of his work. Whether Milton's poetry is

significantly monistic is one of the questions which this thesis addresses.

The vocal centrality of Milton's monism in his theological treatise has attracted
other more prominent critics. Stephen M. Fallon and Jason P. Rosenblatt have both
published recently on this question. Each has characterized Milton's monism in a
different way by placing it within two very different seventeenth-century traditions, and
by interpreting (and re-interpreting) his poetry according to the resulting illumination that

such placing provides.

In his book, Milton among the Philosophers,” Stephen Fallon characterizes

Milton's particular kind of monism as an "animist monism.” He places Milton's "animist
monism" firmly within the contemporary philosophical tradition of the seventeenth

century, unlike earlier critics who had argued that Milton's heretical monism had been

SJeffery Lynn Padgett, "The Monistic Continuity of the Miltonic Heresy," Doctoral Dissertation, Ball
State University, Muncie, Indiana, 1987. It must be noted that "monism" is used by Padgett, and in this
thesis, in two senses. It refers both to the specific Miltonic heresy of the consubstantiality of body and
soul, and, more generally, to all of the Miltonic heresies which are based upon a monistic cosmology.

’Stephen M. Fallon, Milton among the Philosophers: Poetry and Materialism in Seventeenth-Century
England, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991).
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inspired by his ancient and patristic readings.® His point is thus that Milton's formulation
of monism represents a particular philosophical response to the major challenges of the
seventeenth-century philosophical debate. Fallon's characterization of Milton's monism
emerges out of the seventeenth-century mechanist debate. Mechanism threatened such
beliefs as the freedom of the will and the immortality of the soul by insisting exclusively
upon causal necessity and the sole existence of matter. In a universe governed by
necessity there could be no free choice, and where matter only exits there can be no
immortal soul. Fallon includes within the contemporary seventeenth-century
philosophical tradition such names as Descartes, Hobbes, the Cambridge Platonists (of
whom Henry More and Ralph Cudworth are representative), William Harvey and Anne

Conway.’

*For example, the following critics have made various arguments for different ancient or patristic
influences on Milton's conception of his monism. Denis Saurat, Milton: Man and Thinker (New York:
Dial Press, 1925), traces Milton's monism to the Zohar and to the cabbalistic theories of Robert Fludd;
William Hunter, in "Milton's Materialistic Life Principle," Journal of English and Germanic Philology, 45
(1946), 68-76, links Milton's monism with Gregory of Nyssa; A.S.P. Woodhouse, "Notes on Milton's
View of the Creation: The Initial Phases," Philological Quarterly, 28 (1949), 211-36, links Milton with
Eusebius, the Stoics and Fludd; Harry F. Robbins, If This Be Heresy: A Study of Milton and Origen,
Illinois Studies in Language and Literature no. 51 (Urbana: Univ. of Illinois Press, 1963), links Milton to
Origen; J.H. Adamson, Bright Essence: Studies in Milton's Theology (Salt Lake City: University of Utah
Press, 1971), pp.81-102, links Milton to the ex Deo tradition including: Plotinus, Gregory of Nyssa,
Pseudo-Dionysius, Scotus Erigena, Meister Eckhart, Nicholas of Cusa and Jacob Boehme; John Peter

Rumrich, Matter of Glory: A New Preface to "Paradise Lost" (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
1987), pp.147-66, links Milton to Duns Scotus.

Much of the writing of this tradition was published during Milton's maturity. Descartes' Discourse on
Method was published in 1637, the year in which Milton wrote Lycidas; Hobbes published his Leviathan
in 1651; Henry More published his The Immortality of the Soul in 1659; William Harvey published his
two Anatomical Disquisitions on the circulation of the blood addressed to John Riolan in 1649 and Anne
Conway's The Principles of the Most Ancient and Modern Philosophy was published in 1690 (11 years
after her death). Fallon points out that while there is no way of knowing whether Milton had read these
books (Conway's, clearly, in particular), the arguments set down by these thinkers had in fact inhabited
informal philosophical discourse long enough for Milton to be well aware of them even before many of
them had published. For example, Henry Oldenburg, a close acquaintance of Milton's, who kept up a close
interest in contemporary philosophy and corresponded with many philosophers (e.g. Spinoza) about their
work, may well have given Milton access to much of the contemporary debate which was yet to be
published. Marjorie Nicolson, in "The Spirit World of Milton and More," Studies in Philology, 22 (1925),

433-52, in "Milton and Hobbes," Studies in Philology, 23 (1926), 405-33, and in "Milton and the
Conjectura Cabbalistica,” Philological Quarterly, 6 (1927), 1-18, too, ties Milton's monism to the

contemporary philosophical debate, but unlike Fallon, Nicolson associates Milton with Henry More and



Viewed from the perspective of the middle of the seventeenth century,

Milton's views on the soul's relation to the body broke ranks with the

[mainstream orthodox] defense against the materialist Hobbes, who

denied free will and the natural immortality of the soul. Descartes,

Cudworth and More viewed the existence of a separable, incorporeal soul

as an essential pillar of the free-will defense and of the metaphysical

warrant of immortality. Milton, on the other hand, was willing to drop

natural immortality and was confident that freedom could be defended by

other metaphysical means."
Fallon argues that Milton's "animist monism" is precisely the reason why he is prepared
to drop natural immortality. Fallon describes Milton's monism as "animist” because
matter for Milton is alive. This is Milton's main departure from Hobbes for whom matter
remains dead. For Milton, matter is continuous with the living God himself. For this
reason, Milton's "animist monism" is almost a pantheism. However, Milton avoids
pantheism by distinguishing God from matter. The two, Milton insists, are not identical.
It would seem that dualism threatens to encroach upon Milton's monism at this point.
Despite this problem (which will be discussed at greater length later in this chapter), the
philosophical advantage in conceiving of the natural condition of matter as already and

always vital is that Milton avoids the resulting deadness which results from dropping the

soul as an immortal life principle.

Jason P. Rosenblatt, in his recent book, Torah and Law in Paradise Lost,"
describes Milton's monism in terms of his textual hebraism. Rosenblatt thus casts
Milton's monism into a purely theological debate (as opposed to Fallon's mainly

philosophical one) which focuses mainly on the relationship between the Old Testament

contrasts his monism with that of Hobbes.

'Fallon, Milton amon Philosophers, pp.98-9.

"Jason P. Rosenblatt, Torah and Law in Paradise Lost (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1994).
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and the New. Rosenblatt places Milton firmly within a burgeoning hebraic tradition
whose primary seventeenth-century exponent was John Selden (who Rosenblatt refers
to as "Milton's chief rabbi").'"> For Rosenblatt, Milton's monism becomes Milton's
"hebraic monism," a term which he uses primarily to expunge Pauline dualism from what
he considers to be Milton's most forceful and passionate work (namely, the 1643-5 prose
tracts and the middle books of Paradise I.ost). In his chapter entitled "Milton's Hebraic
Monism," Rosenblatt states the thrust of his argument:

Milton's Hebraic monistic texts - particularly the prose tracts of 1643-5

and the middle books of Paradise I ost - are entirely incompatible with the

Pauline epistles, which are among the most dualistic of Western texts.

The monistic prose texts employ a specific comparatist historical-

philological exegesis to demonstrate the vitally fluid unity of natural law,

the Mosaic law, and a gospel from which Paul's devaluation of the law

has been excised.”
Milton's "hebraic monism" is thus a direct result of Milton's "comparatist historical-
philological” exegetical method which he took directly from the scholarship of John
Selden. For Rosenblatt, Milton's monism is an expression of his desire to valorize the

Hebrew scripture,'*

a desire which resists the New Testament's tendency towards
supersession. Rosenblatt concentrates on a particularly textual manifestation of Milton's

monism, namely that natural law, Mosaic law and the Gospel are united in a way which

'?Rosenblatt's book reworks and expands much of what he had already said in his article, "Milton's
Chief Rabbi," Milton Studies, 24 (1988), 43-71.

'*Rosenblatt, Torah and Law in Paradise Lost, p.73.

“George N. Conklin, in his book, Biblical Criticism and Heresy in Milton (New York: King's Crown
Press, 1949), argues that Milton's heretical beliefs in monism and mortalism are entirely dependent upon
his interpretation of the Hebrew bible and in particular his translation of the two key terms X721 (bara') in
Gen i.1 and V9) (nephesh) in Gen ii.7. Harold Fisch, in his chapter on "Milton and his Heresies" in
Jerusalem and Albion (London: Routledge, 1964), demonstrates that Milton's heresies emerge out of the
seventeenth-century hebraic tradition. Thus Rosenblatt's argument is not entirely innovative. What is new,
however, is the precision with which he describes the seventeenth-century hebraic tradition and his
elucidation of the relationship between John Selden and Milton.



is diametrically opposed to the Pauline (or dualist) relationship of supersession.
Paul's Epistles as well as Hebrews, the principle sources of the
postlapsarian books, can be read only with reference to the Old Testament
in a hermeneutics of supersession, but Genesis 1-2, the source of Milton's
paradise, and, not coincidentally, of his most forceful monistic arguments
on the indivisibility of soul and body, can be understood without

reference to the dualistic and hierarchical oppositions that constitute
Pauline interpretation (p.79).

Although Rosenblatt's argument for Milton's hebraic monism is not at all
tentative, he is the first to admit that such "hebraic monism" does not pervade all of
Milton's thought. Indeed, Rosenblatt draws our attention to the fact that within the very
text where he declares his monism, the De Doctrina Christiana, and in which we expect
to observe it at its most consistent, Milton invokes Pauline dualism. Milton bases his
chapter "Of the Gospel, and Christian Liberty,"" upon Pauline duality. What emerges
from Rosenblatt's fascinating study is that Milton was finally unable to reconcile the Law
with the New Testament's hostility for it, even though this was precisely the task he set

himself in the 1643-5 prose tracts.

Rosenblatt's argument points us towards a contradiction in Milton's literal view
of scripture, as will be come more apparent later on in this chapter. His argument leads
us to question how Milton read scripture and consequently how he derived his faith from
it. For if Milton took scripture as literally and authoritatively as he claims in De Doctrina
Christiana, then how indeed does he cope with a scripture so openly hostile to itself as

Rosenblatt indicates - how indeed does Milton's hebraism integrate with his sense of

'*Chapter 27. References to the De Doctrina Christiana are taken from The Complete Prose Works of
John Milton, trans. John Carey (Hew Haven: Yale University Press, 1973), throughout.
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Christian liberty? These questions lie at the heart of the problem of understanding
Milton's monistic faith. It is the view of this thesis that Milton became increasingly
monistic while struggling against a pervasive dualism throughout his lifetime in a similar
but reverse way to St. Augustine who struggled to achieve his dualistic faith in the face

of the Manichean materialism which haunted him over a thousand years before.

Already as a student at Cambridge, at least thirty years before completing the De
Doctrina Christiana, Milton takes a playfully materialist view while scoffing at Platonic
dualism. In his De Idea Platonica guemadmodum Aristoteles intellexit, Milton asks the
Muses to tell him

who was that first being in whose image skilful Nature has modelled the

human race: the first, eternal, incorrupt, single yet universal being, as old

as the heavens, the pattern used by God?*¢
Stephen Fallon argues that Milton's youth may be characterized by a Platonic dualism
which he demonstrates by pointing his readers to numerous examples in the early poetry
which all scorn the flesh.'” It is the depth of the scorn, which Fallon perceives in the
early poetry, that convinces him of Milton's Platonic hankering after a separate soul.
However, in De Idea Platonica," it is the Idea which is scorned. After observing that no
one (not even mythical characters, who should know) is able to locate or even describe

the form or pattern used by God, Milton accuses Plato (the one "responsible for

introducing these monsters into philosophical discussions") of being the "greatest

'T have cited John Carey's translation taken from John Carey (ed.), Milton: Complete Shorter Poems
(London: Longman, 1971), p.68.

""See Stephen Fallon, Milton among the Philosophers, pp.79-82.

"®Although there is some controversy over the dating of this poem, it is definitely an early work. Carey
suggests that the poem was composed in 1628, Parker suggests 1632.
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fictional writer" of all the poets expelled from his Republic. For the Aristotelian poet,
the Platonic Form is absurd. However, the ironic tone of this short poem complicates the
conflict between the literal-minded monistic attitude of the poet and the Platonic dualism
which the poet ridicules. The irony renders it difficult to place Milton himself with
respect to the two views expressed in the poem, by making it difficult to decide whether
the mockery is directed at the absurdity of the Platonic Idea or at the confining monism
of the mocking poet. John Carey points out that this poem was most probably composed
for use in a highly contrived philosophical disputation at the Cambridge Commencement,
and 1t is thus impossible to know anything of Milton's personal feeling on the matter
debated. However, that the debate addresses the conflict between monism and dualism
here is significant. Much later in Milton's life he declares himself unambiguously to be
a monist in the careful decidedly unironic prose of De Doctrina Christiana. And yet even
there his formulation is not free from the conflict which he so playfully expresses in the

De Idea Platonica. It is as if the conflict between the two arises of necessity.

We must begin with Milton's understanding of faith as expressed in his
theological treatise. In Book I, Chapter 20 of De Doctrina Christiana, Milton declares
what he understands faith to be. For him it is

the firm persuasion implanted in us by the gift of God, by virtue of which

we believe, on the authority of God's promise, that all those things which

God has promised us in Christ are ours, and especially the grace of eternal

life."

In explaining this formulation Milton denies that Christ is the true object of faith. He

declares, "the ultimate object of faith is not Christ, the Mediator, but God the Father."

"*De Doctrina Christiana, p.471.
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This 1s why, as Milton explains, there are lots of Jews and Gentiles who are saved even
though they believe in God alone and know nothing of Christ's revelation. This is a
radical departure from Christian orthodoxy and explains Milton's relative philosemitism.
Hobbes, for example, is totally clear about the inadmissibility of Milton's conception of
faith as distinct from Christ.

The (Unum Necessarium) Onely Article of Faith, which the Scripture
maketh simply Necessary to Salvation, is this, that Jesus is the Christ.*’

Hobbes emphasizes that faith without Christ can bring salvation to no one. This is, of
course, the view of reformed orthodoxy. Calvin, who may be taken as a standard of such
orthodoxy, identifies Christian faith with faith in Christ:

we are justified by faith, inasmuch as by it we apprehend Jesus Christ the
Mediator given us by the Father.?!

Milton focuses his conception of faith directly on God and even by-passes the Son. It is
for this reason that Milton says, towards the end of his brief chapter, that "faith is, as it
were, a receiving of God and an approach to God." Faith is not a way of approaching
Christ; rather, faith is itself a mediation between man and God the Father - God bestows

the gift of faith, and man approaches Him by means of this miraculous gift.

Characteristically, Milton demotes Christ in relation to God the Father. He
demotes Christ, here, by removing the necessity of his active role from the working of
faith. Surprisingly, Christ the Mediator (as Milton terms him) plays no role in the

relationship between man and God as it is mediated by faith. It is this concept of faith

*Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. Richard Tuck, (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1991), p.407.

*John Calvin, "Brief Confession of Faith," in On the Doctrine and Worship of the Church, trans. Henry
Beveridge (Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd, 1849), rpt. 1958, pp.132-3.
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as itself a mediator which is interesting in the Miltonic context. Faith, for Milton, is in
a way, parallel to Christ because both Christ and faith mediate between God and man.
Faith and Christ, however, mediate in different ways. In Book I Chapter 15 of De
Doctrina Christiana, Milton defines the mediatorial office of Christ.

His mediatorial office, for which he was chosen by God the Father, is the

office by virtue of which he willingly performed, and still performs all

those things through which peace with God and eternal salvation for the

human race are attained.”
Christ's mediation is the action which, as it were, purchases salvation for humanity
regardless of whether one is actually aware of this or not. Faith, however, divorced from
the action of Christ, is parallel to and in some respects analogous with Christ. The
precise relationship between the kinds of mediation represented by faith and by Christ,
for Milton, may be demonstrated in an indirect manner, by considering the relationship
between faith and hope. Milton defines hope as follows.

Hope has its origin in faith: by hope I mean a completely confident

expectation of those future things which, through faith, are already ours

in Christ ... Hope differs from faith as effect from cause. It differs also in

its object, for the object of faith is the promise; the object of hope, the

things promised.”’
The cause and effect relationship between faith and hope bears some similarity to the
relationship between faith and Christ. Christ is the means whereby those future things
which we hope for are guaranteed to us now. Faith is the means whereby we know that
those future things which we hope for are guaranteed to us now. Both Christ and faith

can be considered to be causes of hope. Christ is the cause of hope in a very physical or

objective sense. It is because of the physical reality and action of Christ that there is

2De Doctrina Christiana p.430.
De Doctrina Christiana, p.476.
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cause for hope. Faith, on the other hand, is a cause for hope in a mental or subjective
sense. It is because of a subjective mental act that faith causes hope. Thus Milton
connects the mediation of faith with knowing God the Father and not the Son. He says,

faith springs from a true knowledge of God, though this may at first be
imperfect. Then faith progresses towards good from this beginning. It
may be deduced from this that the seat of faith is not really the intellect
but the will (DDC, 476).

The true knowledge of God cannot be intellectual; for Milton it can only be an act of the

will, an act of choice.

What is interesting about Milton's separation of Christ and faith is that a dualist
distinction between mind and matter seems to be taking place. And what is surprising
is that Christ seems to occupy the place of matter in the dual structure. God can be
approached in two different ways, according to Milton, or so it seems from the above
argument. God can be approached mentally, in the absence of Christ, by Christian and
Gentile alike, by means of an act of will, of true knowledge, which begins and ends with
God the Father himself. On the other hand, God may be approached in a physical sense
by means of the salvation He offers through the mediation of Christ. The salvation
offered by Christ's mediation is meant in the most literal and physical of terms. It is
Christ's physical incarnation and redeeming sacrifice which begins his mediation and it
is his judgement of the righteous and the wicked which ends it. After Christ's physical
mediation, men and God will be physically united in Paradise without the need for
mediation in eternity.”* This salvation, being of an essentially physical nature, occurs in

the absence of faith because faith is not required for its operation. It is provided by the

#Milton's conception of Christ's mediation as beginning with his first coming and terminating with his
second coming is described in the De Doctrina Christiana in the final chapter of Book 1, pp 624-6.
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mediation of Christ, through his incarnation and his redeeming sacrifice, whether one has
faith or not. (Of course, whether one gets to enjoy the salvation thus purchased is
definitely a matter connected with one's faith in God the Father. Exactly how it is
connected with faith may vary with doctrine). The mediation of Christ, for Milton is thus
a bodily mediation, of faith, a mental one. Thus, if we are to understand Milton's

monistic faith, it will have to be in terms of this mental access to God.

A problem which arises from considering faith as a mental mediation, as a mental
appreciation of and approach toward God, is the question of how this mental condition
is attained. It is most certainly not something which we are all born with, because there
are all too many who lack it. It is puzzling indeed to consider exactly how one can enter
into the state of having faith. Milton gives us a clue when he says that faith is a matter
of the will (of choice) and not of the intellect. It is certainly helpful to consider faith in
terms of will rather than of intellect because the intellect balks, quite naturally, at the
miraculous enigma of faith. How, indeed, are we intellectually to cope with the promise
of salvation and resurrection and judgement and of unity with God, when these things

occupy a realm beyond experience and beyond even imagination?

Milton makes it quite clear that God himself is the origin of faith. Faith, he has
said, 1s a God given gift. As he says in his introductory Epistle to De Doctrina
Christiana,

I decided not to depend upon the belief or judgement of others in religious

questions for this reason: God has revealed the way of eternal salvation

only to the individual faith of each man, and demands of us that any man

who wishes to be saved should work out his beliefs for himself (118).

If God has revealed the way of eternal salvation to the individual faith of every man, then
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why should it be necessary at all to work out one's beliefs for oneself? The passive role
of receiving faith and the active one of developing one's own beliefs are markedly
contrasted in this passage. In fact Milton goes on to emphasize the diligence and exertion
that he puts into precisely this project of working out his own beliefs.

So I made up my mind to puzzle out a religious creed for myself by my

own exertions, and to acquaint myself with it thoroughly. In this the only

authority I accepted was God's self-revelation, and accordingly I read and

pondered the Holy Scriptures themselves with all possible diligence,

never sparing myself in any way.”
Faith is certainly not as easily obtained as a freely given gift from God. As is evidenced
by Milton's own commitment to the task, it is attained by means of intense individual
effort. The object of this effort is God's self-revelation in Scripture. The intellectual
effort is necessary because, although God's gift is freely given, it is not transparently
available to every individual. Rather, it is mediated through Scripture. The mental act
of faith, which is an act of the will, is thus based upon an intellectual grappling with a
written text. Milton expresses the clash between the active and passive views of faith in
his sonnet, "When I consider how my light is spent." The first half of the sonnet
describes Milton's sense of how it is up to man freely and spontaneously to develop his
faith. He presents this on the model of the parable of the talents, "And that one talent
which is death to hide, / Lodged with me useless, though my soul more bent / To serve

therewith my maker." The second half of the sonnet presents a strongly Calvinistic

passivity of the will, "who best / Bear his mild yoke, they serve him best." Instead of

resolving these two approaches to faith the sonnet, finally, only lays them side by side,
Thousands at his bidding speed

And post o'er land and ocean without rest:
They also serve who only stand and wait.

**De Doctrina Christiana, p.118.
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Milton has been careful to mark the distinction between the roles that intellect and
will play with respect to entering into faith, but clearly faith cannot be entirely removed
from any action of the intellect. In the preface to chapter 5 of De Doctrina Christiana, in
his famous apology for "heresy," Milton tries to emphasize the distance between human
intellect and faith.

I am one of those who recognize God's word alone as the rule of faith; so

I shall state quite openly what seems to me much more clearly deducible

from the text of scripture than the currently accepted doctrine...I take

upon myself to refute, whenever necessary, not scriptural authority, which

is inviolable, but human interpretations.
Thus Milton asserts that the role of the intellect is to determine and to argue matters of
doctrine. Faith, however, begins, as stated in this passage, to take on a slightly different
definition from the one offered at the beginning of this chapter. Faith is no longer simply
God's gift, but is in effect God's word as expressed in Scripture. The moment faith shifts
from being the immediate gift of God to being mediated by God's word, intellect and
interpretation begin to encroach upon it, as Milton feels the need to refute certain
interpretations and to affirm others.  Thus, even though Milton tries to keep

interpretation (or doctrine) and faith apart, the line between the two becomes very thin

and blurry.

The textual base for faith in Scripture brings problems of its own. The main
problem is really a recurrence of the problematic relationship between faith and Christ
which has already been touched upon. Here this problem has the following form. Milton
refers to Scripture, which is the rule of his faith, as the word of God. Now Christ is the

Word made flesh, and is thus also the Word of God. Clearly Christ and Scripture are not

*De Doctrina Christiana, pp.203-4.
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the same things, yet we need to draw the distinction precisely so as to avoid any
confusion which might arise out of the sharing of this term 'the Word of God.' Referring
to John 1:14, Thomas Hobbes attempts to clarify the ambiguity of this phrase. He tries
to separate the Word (meaning Christ) from any linguistic attachment.

Our Saviour is there called the Word, not because he was the promise, but

the thing promised. They that taking occasion from this place, doe

commonly call him the Verbe of God, do but render the text more

obscure. They might as well term him the Nown of God: for as by Nown,

so also by Verbe, men understand nothing but a part of speech, a voice,

a sound, that neither affirms, nor denies, nor commands, nor promiseth,

nor is any substance corporeall, or spirituall; and therefore it cannot be

said to be either God, or Man; whereas our Saviour is both.”
Hobbes clearly wants to distinguish the Word of God from the word of God as having
no meaning in common. The one is a very meaningful, real, physical substance and the
other is mere wind. The strategy that Hobbes employs, however, is problematic. It must
always be problematic for the unique meaning of any word to insist that it is not a

linguistic entity. To do so is to deny that such a word is a word at all. To insist that the

Word is a thing and in no sense a word like any other word is bizarre.

N%gel Smith suggests that the two decades, 1640-60, covered in his book,
Perfection Proclaimed, may be characterized by the debate around the dualism of the
Word/word.”® He argues that radical Puritans became more and more inclined to equate
the Word with the word, thus increasingly blurring any distinction between language and
the divine. The declining distinction between Word and word taken to its logical

conclusion turns the dualism which Hobbes sought to defend into a linguistic monism.

’Hobbes, Leviathan, p.289.

%See the Chapter "Theories of Divine Signification" in Nigel Smith,

lai : u
and Literature in English Radical Religion 1640-1660 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), pp.268-307.
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John Saltmarsh and John Webster, for example, both tended to deny the dualism of Word
and word, rendering Scripture transparently divine. This equation of Word and word had
a profound impact on the way scripture was read. It did not argue for a pedantically
faithful reading of the letter of scripture because the Word, being a spiritual entity, was
accessible in one's own heart. Thus the equation of Word with word tended to devalue
Scriptural authority. More orthodox Puritans, like Thomas Hall and Samuel Fisher,
tended to retain the dualism between the Word and the word. The debate between the
radicals and the orthodox was really about the exact relationship between the letter of
scripture and the spirit of interpretation - between literal language to be taken at face
value and figurative language to be interpreted. For the radicals, there was no distinction
between letter and spirit, and consequently no distinction between what is written in
scripture and what is written in the heart. The radicals thus spiritualized language in such
a way that it no longer had a face value. The orthodox insisted on a sharp distinction
between letter and spirit and emphasized the difference between literal and figurative

language thus limiting the individual's freedom to interpret and expound the Truth.

The problematic relationship between letter and spirit was crucial in the
seventeenth-century religious debate precisely because faith looked to written scripture
for its authority. The fundamental biblical text in this debate is II Cor. 3:6. In this
characteristic attack upon the Hebrew scripture St. Paul speaks enigmatically of the
interiority of the New Testament. Paul's description of this interiority makes use of
reading and writing as images for something spiritual which ultimately tries to do away
with the letter altogether:

Ye are our epistle written in our hearts, known and read of all men: ... ye
are manifestly declared to be the epistle of Christ ministered by us,
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written not with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God; not in tables of
stone, but in fleshly tables of the heart... the new testament; not of the
letter but of the spirit; for the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth life.”
This passage devalues the written law, the Old Testament, precisely because it is a
written law. The "tables of stone" are quite clearly the stone Mosaic Tables with the Ten
Commandments or Words (7127) carved into them by Moses' hand. Although the
writing of the Words may be taken as one of God's miraculous interventions in human
history, these Words of God are clearly not the same as the Word in John 1:14. Even
though Paul devalues these Words in the strongest terms, it emerges, from many other
places in Scripture, that it is not exactly the Ten Words that the New Testament wishes
to reject. Several of the Ten Words are actually endorsed by the New Testament.” It is

rather the whole burden of the written Hebrew law (to which the stone tables refer

synecdochically), which the New Testament intends to supersede, replacing the old law

2 Cor. 3:2-6. The Authorised Version of 1611 is cited here. It must be noted, however, that the bible
of Puritan England was the Latin version of Franciscus Junius and Immanuel Tremellius and was the text
Milton cited throughout his De Doctrina Christiana. Theodore Beza's Latin version of the New Testament,
usually published alongside the Junius-Tremellius version, was sometimes preferred by Puritans because
it was based upon the Greek text while the Tremellius version was based upon the Syriac New Testament.
Despite this, I have cited the Authorized Version (the version preferred by Episcopal Orthodoxy), since,
in this instance, it disagrees neither with the Greek text nor with the Junius-Tremellius or Beza versions.
The agreement of these versions indicates the ecumenical nature of the biblical problem under discussion
here. Slight differences in the Latin and Greek texts are, however, interesting here. Verse 6 in the Greek
text ends as follows: ov¥ ypdappatog, &AAd nvebpatog T Ydp ypéupo &mokteiver, 1o 68
nvelpe (womolel. While Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago:
Univ. of Chicago Press, 1979), tr. Arndt and Gingrich, notes that ypé&ppa frequently refers specifically
to the Old Testament; it is only capable of this because it also refers to textuality in general. Bauer also
notes that nvedpa is always distinct from matter, even though, here, nvebua is written on the fleshly
heart (kapdiag oa pKw o1¢). In the Junius-Tremellius Bible verse 6 is rendered, non in Scriptura, sed
in Spiritu, Scriptura enim occidit, Spiritus autem vivificat. The use of scriptura suggests that all of
Scripture kills while the Spirit gives life. Junius and Tremellius defend against this suggestion in their
annotation upon their use of scriptura: Id [in scriptural est, In Lege Mosi seclus Evan li ; they go on
to identify the Gospel with the spirit of Christ: Id [in Spiritu] est, in Evangeli ju um spiri

Christi. Beza's translation uses the safer word litera (as does the Vulgate): non Luerae sgd Spiritus, nam
litera occidit, Spiritus autem vivificat.

%.g. in Luke 18:18-21 Jesus lists five of the ten commandments as necessary to be obeyed.
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with what has been termed "Christian liberty."' Although this freedom from the old law
tends to breed considerable contempt for it, the text of the Old Testament has always
been of great importance to the fundamental Christian concepts of renewal, renascence
and resurrection.”® The sharp distinction between the New Testament and the Old,
between the scripture of the spirit (life) and the scripture of the letter (death), which Paul
draws here, ironically binds the two texts tightly to one another. Renewal, renascence
and resurrection are only possible given a prior death and thus the New Testament can

never rise above its foundations in the Old, no matter how high it leaps.

Christianity has developed a hermeneutic strategy designed to cope with the
chasm which paradoxically divides and binds the two texts. This strategy may be termed
Typology, as distinct from allegory. Barbara Lewalski explains how the two were
distinguished in medieval times.

Allegory was understood to involve the invention of fictions, or the

*'For biblical reference to this point see 2 Cor.3:17 (cited on p.23 below), as well as Gal.2:4, Tfv
gAevBeplav nuav fiv Exopev év Xprotd 'Inood, and Gal.2:16. On the implications this liberty has
for Puritanism, see also John S. Coolidge's The Pauline Renaissance in England: Puritanism and the Bible
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1970).

*Indeed, 2 Corinthians 3:2-6 takes its cue from Jeremiah 31:31-33. "Behold the days come, saith the
Lord, that I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, and with the house of Judah: Not according
to the covenant that I made with their fathers, in the day that I took them by the hand to bring them out of
the land of Egypt; which my covenant they break... But this shall be the covenant that I will make with the
house of Israel; After those days, saith the Lord, I will put my law in their inward parts, and write it in their
hearts." Both Paul's "epistle of Christ" and Jeremiah's "law" are internal as opposed to external, written
in the heart as opposed to written on stone or parchment. The difference between Paul and Jeremiah,
however, is that Jeremiah makes no radical distinction between internal and external, while Paul does.
Jeremiah uses the word NN (torah) to refer to the new covenant (NYTN N72), the same word which
refers, throughout scripture to the covenant which was "made with their fathers in the day that I ...
[brought] them out of the land of Egypt." The clear implication is that the law, the torah, itself undergoes
no change in the process of being made internal, and thus the old and the new remain continuous. For
Jeremiabh, the internalizing of the law is most probably a metaphoric expression of a greater intimacy which
will be realized in the future. Paul, by distinguishing between ypdppa and nvedpe, is clearly making
a qualitative distinction between the old and the new covenants, and thus he reads the internality of
Jeremiah in a more radical way than Jeremiah does himself. It is ironically as if Paul reads Jeremiah more
literally than I have just done.
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contrivance of other systems of symbols, to represent underlying spiritual
truth or reality. Typology by contrast was recognized as a mode of
signification in which both type and antitype are historically real entities
with independent meaning and validity, forming patterns of prefiguration,
recapitulation, and fulfillment by reason of God's providential control of
history.*
Thus the Old Testament type is just as real as the New Testament antitype in a historical
sense. The difference between the two is that the type foreshadows the antitype which
fulfils it. Such a cyclic view of history bestows a symbolic meaning upon the Old
Testament which can only be realized in the knowledge of the New Testament. The
effect on the Old Testament of such a realization is that its literal meaning becomes
translatable into another meaning entirely, a meaning which is governed by the New

Testament. It is precisely this government which Rosenblatt terms the Pauline tendency

toward supersession.

The Old Testament, under a typological reading, becomes a dualistic text.
Governed by the dualism of the Pauline Epistles and of Hebrews, the Old Testament may
be read twice yielding a different understanding, a literal and a spiritual, each time, and
yet it seems that the New Testament has only a single and literal meaning whose sole role
is to interpret the text which it now supersedes. The paradox in this will become clearer

with a discussion of an instructive example.

For textual evidence of Typology, Lewalski directs us (among several

alternatives) to the third chapter of 2 Corinthians, to the continuation of the passage cited

»See Barbara Kiefer Lewalski, "The Biblical Symbolic Mode: Typology and the Religious Lyric,"

Protestant Poetics and the Seventeenth Century Religious Lyric (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1979),
p-111.
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on page 19 above.

Itaque, quia est nobis haec spes, magis revelato oculo nos gerimus: Et

non _si sche. super cuj faciem situm erat velamen. ne

intuerentur filii Israjel in finem ejus quod aboletur, Sed excaecati sunt in
mentibus sui: na in_hodiernum die ndo Testamentu[m

vetus legitur, illud ipsum velamen manet super eos, neq[ue] discooperitur,
quonia[m] per Christu[m] aboletur. Et in usque hodiernum diem. quum

legitur Musche, velamen super cor eorum positum est. Et quum aliquis
ex eis conversus fuerit ad Dominum, auferitur ab eo velamen. Dominus

autem, ipse est Spiritus: & ubi est Spiritus Domini, libertas est. (Junius-

Tremellius version).

Therefore, because this is our hope [that the glory of the New will be
greater than the glory of the Old], we [the disciples of Christ] conduct
ourselves, in greater measure, with unveiled eyes: And not as Moses,
upon whose face a veil was placed, lest the children of Israel look to the
limit of that which is taken away: but they are blinded in their minds, for
until this very day, when the old Testament is read, this same veil remains
upon them, and it is not taken away, but it is abolished in Christ. And
until this very day, when Moses is read, the veil is placed upon their heart.
But when someone turns away from them towards the Lord, the veil is
taken away from him. Now the Lord is that Spirit, and wherever the
Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.*

The Mosaic veil to which this passage refers is described in Exodus 34 where Moses
ascends Sinai for the second time and writes down the law of the covenant. When he
returns to the children of Israel gathered about the foot of the mount his face is seen to
be gloriously radiant, which provokes the nation's fear. The fear, it would seem, is based
upon the notion that the divine radiation would cause instant death, since God warns,
"Thou canst not see my face: for there shall no man see me, and live." (Exod. 33:20).
Moses responds to the fear by putting a veil (velamen) over his face, obscuring the

terrible radiation with an essentially protective gesture.”® Paul's interpretation of the

MLewalski directs us to verses 13 and 14. I have cited verses 12 to 17 for the purpose of providing a
wider context so that we may interrogate the Typological method in its relationship to the problem of letter
and spirit.

»Jewish legend attributes the radiation not to God's divine rays, but to the ink from the pen used to

write the holy Torah. Louis Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, tr. Paul Radin, (Philadelphia: The Jewish
Publication Society of America, 1968), vol 3, p.143, tells us that when Moses finished writing the Torah,
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purpose of the veil is, surprisingly, the opposite of this. For Paul, the veil does not hide
the divine glory on Moses' face, rather it hides a shortcoming, the fact that the law (which
Moses has just written and perhaps wears like a phylactery on his forehead) is transitory,
that its seeming clarity is to be rendered obscure by a later plainer truth, by the new
dispensation;*® and, ironically, this plainer truth, this unveiled light, will not bring death,
as Exodus warns, but life. Thus the veil which remains "when the old Testament is read"
but which is then "abolished in Christ" is the very emblem of Typology. To read
typologically is to read twice, once with the veil in place and once again with it removed.
But how, precisely, is this to be done? Indeed, what exactly is the object of the reading

in each instance?

In answering this, the above passage shifts the veil three times: from Moses' face,
to the minds of those who are "blind," and finally to their hearts. After this shifting, the
veil no longer obscures the object that the people are looking at, but it now occupies not
only their minds but also their hearts. During this shift from exterior to interior, the veil
changes its nature. It no longer interferes with the object of perception (Moses' face), but
it has entered the perceiving subject (the minds and hearts of the "blind"). The advantage
of this alteration in the veil's nature is that the perceiving subject gains a potential power

over the veil. For if the veil is internal then the subject may find power enough from

he wiped his pen on his forehead, and thus his face shone. This legend suggests that the veil obscures the
penetrating brightness of the original Mosaic script, which unattenuated is too much to bear. Aside from
suggesting a humble awe for the law, this legend is compatible with Christian typological interpretation.
The suggestion in this legend of an intention to obscure, albeit protectively, will be discussed in more
detail with respect to Jesus' parabolic method (see page 27). The obscurity of parabolic method, being part
of God's revelation, can have no association with Typology, since the parabolic method is inscribed
entirely within the New Testament.

3¢See J.H. Bernard's commentary on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians in The Expositor's Greek
Testament (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1903), p.56.
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within to shift it aside. The passage asserts in seeming simplicity that "when someone
turns away from them [those who are blind in both mind and heart] towards the Lord, the
veil is taken away from him;" or, in other words, when the literal heart of the Hebrew
(who is concerned with objective externals) turns to the spiritual one of the Christian
(who is concerned with subjective interiors), there is no longer any veiled obscurity.”’
However, the actual process of this miraculous turning occurs out of sight, behind the
veil, in that moment just before it disappears. This miraculous turning is an act of
translation. It occurs prior to the revelation, and is indeed what makes the revelation

possible. What enables the translation to take place remains simply miraculous.

We must not forget that this passage has been describing the process of reading
scripture. At some point the letter (which is dead, external, and veiled) of one's reading
is translated into something which is alive, internal and unveiled. This translation takes

place behind the veil covering one's heart. It occurs by sleight of image, for the change

Gershom Scholem, in his The Messianic Idea in Judaism, (New York: Schocken, 1971), p.1, suggests
that the most fundamental difference between Christianity and Judaism (and thus, indirectly, between the
New and the Old Testaments) is that each religion locates the realm of redemption differently. Judaism
locates it in the public domain, on the stage of history, while Christian redemption is an event in the
spiritual and unseen realm - it effects an inner transformation and need not correspond to anything outside.
Gabriel Josipovici, in The Book of God: A Response to the Bible, (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1988), pp.271-5, both concurs with and expands this notion. He says that the New Testament's (NT)
driving inward of events from the Old Testament (OT) is characteristic of the NT's hermeneutic
colonisation of the OT. The insistent message of the OT, according to Josipovici, is "Remember!," while
that of the NT is "Know!" The difference is between an orientation of mind toward the exterior and toward
the interior. C.S. Lewis, in his The Allegory of Love (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1936), pp. 321-4,
discusses a similar difference between Catholicism and Protestantism. The root out of which all other
differences between the two religions grow, says Lewis, is that "the one [Catholicism] suspects that all
spiritual gifts are falsely claimed if they cannot be embodied in bricks and mortar, or official positions, or
institutions: the other, that nothing retains its spirituality if incarnation is pushed to that degree and in that
way... Hence Plato, with his transcendent Forms, is the doctor of Protestants; Aristotle, with his immanent
Forms, the doctor of Catholics” (p.323). Lewis' point is that Catholicism is fundamentally committed to
the embodying of spiritual truths in images, institutions or bricks and mortar, while Protestantism is
particularly suspicious of this form of expression. Taking Scholem and Lewis together, it seems that the
three religions can be placed on a descending scale of expressive realism, from the realism of Judaism
through the allegory of Catholicism to the highly problematic spiritualism of Protestantism.
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in one's heart is opaque to all those who remain "blind." It is only visible to those who
already have "unveiled eyes." In this sense, it is impossible to learn from the above
passage how to read correctly, because in order to understand its message, one must
already know what the message is. Thus it is impossible to learn from it what it means,
or how one is practically to read in the freedom of the spirit. The veil in Paul's passage
obscures the very conversion, or translation, which the hermeneutical strategy of
Typology requires to be plainly visible if it is to be learned and mastered as a practical
method. Paul does away with the exteriority of the written word and drives it towards
the interior by means of a particularly mysterious process of translation, a translation

which is ungraspable since it depends purely upon a fillip of faith.

To suggest that reading in the freedom of the spirit is simply to read the New
Testament as the fulfilled anti-type of the Old, is far too simplistic and, perhaps, even
absurd. This will soon become evident. From what has been said above, it would appear
that the Old Testament is incurably literal; it, on its own, allows no possibility of a
typological reading. Furthermore, it would appear that the New Testament embodies "the
spirit,"” since it empowers typology. And yet, when we shift our perspective away from
identifying with the disciples listening to Christ and actually try to read typologically as
a faithful Christian, it becomes clear that it is the New Testament which we have to take
more or less literally, for it is to the New Testament, in all its plainness or literality, that
the Old Testament mysteriously or typologically points. For the faithful Christian reader
the New Testament seems to equate its own literal meaning with the spiritual meaning
which lies occluded within the Old. This suggests that, from the perspective of the New

Testament, there is no difference between the word and the Word, which has been already
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identified as a monistic position. By extension, the Old Testament, having both a literal

and a spiritual reality, is dualistic.

The problem which emerges from this pattern of dualism and monism is that it
assumes that the New "monistic" Testament has no separation between spirit and letter
within its own limits. However, that there is a distinction between letter and spirit in the
New Testament, becomes evident in Jesus' parabolic method. In Mark 4, Jesus exposes
this method while explaining the parable of the sower:®

Unto you [the disciples] is given to know the mystery of the kingdom of

God: but unto them that are without, all these things are done in parables:

That seeing they may see, and not perceive; and hearing they may hear,

and not understand; lest at any time they should be converted, and their

sins should be forgiven them. And he said unto them, Know ye not this

parable? and how then will ye know all parables?”

Jesus makes a distinction between those who are already converted and "know the
mystery of the kingdom of God" and those "without" who are outside this in-group and
who have none of the in-group's spiritual knowledge. It is clear from this passage that
the parabolic method, surprisingly, seems to be designed for the purpose of excluding

those "without," of keeping them out: "that seeing they may see, and not perceive."* In

*The full parable may be found in Mk.4:1-20. I have cited here only verses 11-13 which lie at the very
heart of the parable, in between the parable and Jesus' interpretation of it.

*I have cited the Authorized Version here since there are no significant differences between it and any
of the more Puritanical versions. See note 44 for a more detailed comparison of the various versions of
this passage.

“This interpretation depends upon a purposive reading of iva in: éxeivoig 88 toic #£w &v
nopaPoraic T& mavta yiveroar iva PAEmovrteg PAénwor, kal puf idwotr... There is
considerable argument, as to whether iva in this passage has a final or a consecutive sense. Clearly, if
iva is consecutive rather than purposive, then it would be difficult to argue that the parabolic method is
intended to exclude. The Latin translations of Junius, Tremellius and Beza throw little light upon how
seventeenth-century puritans would have interpreted iva, because they render it ut...non, which can, of
course, be either purposive or consecutive. (Indeed, Latin differentiates between the negative form used
for the purposive sense, ne or ut ne, and that used for the consecutive, ut non. However, as Gildesleeve's
Latin Grammar points out, ss. 545 note 2, ut non is used for the purposive sense when only a specific word
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a particularly illuminating chapter of his book, The Genesis of Secrecy, Frank Kermode
discusses this surprising purpose of exclusion.*’ He lists a long tradition of resistance to
this purpose, a tradition, beginning with St. Matthew, which is unable to reconcile this
purpose of exclusion with Jesus's supposed didactic intention. Matthew, for example,
substitutes the word 611 for Mark's iva yielding, "Therefore speak I to them in parables:
because they seeing see not" (Matt.13:13). This interpretation of Matthew's diffuses the
surprising exclusionary purpose in Mark by turning the parable out of obscurity into
revelation. Mark's excluding Jesus is distinguished from Matthew's including Jesus:
hina and hoti distinguish them. One says the [parable is] obscure on
purpose to damn the outsiders; the other ... says that [the parable is] not
necessarily impenetrable, but that the outsiders, being what they are, will
misunderstand them anyway. (p.32)
And yet, Kermode reminds us, despite the resistance, iv e« remains "a silent proclamation

that stories can always be enigmatic, and can sometimes be terrible. And Mark's gospel

... 18 ... enigmatic and terrible" (p.33).

Having established his exclusionary purpose, Jesus begins to undermine himself

and not the whole clause, as in this case, is negated). Walter Bauer, in his Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament, sets out the problem of Mark 4.12 (and of other contentious instances of ive): "In many
cases purpose and result cannot be clearly differentiated, and hence iva is used for the result which
follows according to the purpose of the subject or of God. As in Jewish and pagan thought, purpose and
result are identical in declarations of the divine will" (p.378). Thus Bauer seems to opt for the consecutive
reading of iva. However, "the result which follows according to the purpose of the subject" gives the
consecutive a concomitant purpose. It is for this reason that Bauer concludes, "the iva of Mk.4:12..., so
much in dispute, is surely to be taken as final" (p.378). Furthermore, Gerhard Kittel, in his Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament, tr. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids, Mi.: Eerdmans, 1966), argues
that the consecutive reading makes no theological sense: "In the xo1v1j, iva can take on consecutive and
even causal significance. In the NT, however, this shift of meaning is less common, and it is of no
theological importance. The main passages which can be adduced for consecutive or causal significance,
Mk.4:11 f. etc., are robbed of their oxdévdaAov, but also of their codica, by this weaker interpretation.
They display their ultimate theological seriousness only when they are understood as final clauses in the
strictest sense" (p.323).

*!See his chapter entitled, "Hoti's Business: Why Are Narratives Obscure?" in The Genesis of Secrecy
(Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 1979), pp.23-47.
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in the two rhetorical questions which immediately follow as well as in the interpretation
which he then proceeds to elaborate. By suggesting that his disciples (the in-group) do
not actually understand this nor, indeed, any other parable, and that they are in fact
outsiders when they were insiders before, these questions begin to alter our understanding
of what it means to be "without." Furthermore, Jesus' interpretation of the parable as a
simple analogy between seed and word diffuses our sense of surprise and mystery since
this interpretation is incapable of excluding even the dullest wit.** It now seems that the
exclusion principle no longer applies. It is worth puzzling why Jesus talks against
himself here; why he defines the in-group, and then re-defines it; why he promises to
exclude, and then includes. The self-referential content of the parable is relevant here.
Jesus describes the different fates of seeds sown by a sower. The seeds fall on different
soils and sprout in different ways. He then goes on, after reflecting on the nature of the
parabolic method (in the cited passage), to provide the interpretation that the seeds of
which he had spoken are the word of God. Thus their differing fates in the different soils
are analogous to the differing fates of the word of God in different groups of people.
Describing the word of God as a seed which may or may not metamorphose into a bloom,
depending upon where it grows, makes the word of God into a classificatory principle

3

which includes and excludes. This abets his exclusionary purpose.”” Again, these

“The relationship between seed and word has been fruitfully described by Jacques Derrida. See his
Disseminations (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1981).

“}0On the classificatory aspect of the exclusionary purpose of the parabolic method, see Gerhard Kittel's
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mi.: Eerdmans, 1966), p. 327, where he
discusses the dual effect of revelation: "Where no faith is kindled, unbelief is hardened by the very same
act or word of revelation. For the Word and work of Jesus put an end to secret uncertainty in the world.
They bring on a crisis of decision for or against him. From the very first the twofold goal of His mission
is to bring about faith or hardening according to the predestined decision of God. Hence iva clauses must
be taken in a final sense no less when the reference is to hardening than to the awakening of faith: év
napoPoraig ta wavia yivetar iva BAfnovieg PAénwor, xal pn idwor..ufimote
g¢miotpéPwor, kol adedyy avtoig. (The Greek citation is Mark, iv.12-13). Thus, it is a matter of how
the word of God is taken: if one translates it correctly one's faith is kindled, if not, one is hardened. The
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different groups of soils/people may be divided into two: those who know how to take
the seed/word of God and those who do not. It seems that Jesus is saying that only those
who already know how, who are naturally suited, will understand it, will see the seed
bloom. And yet Jesus makes this point in a didactic effort to teach precisely that which
must already be known for the teaching to be meaningful. The key to this puzzle lies in
the double meaning of the word "without." "Without" can refer to exteriority in two
ways: publicly, as outside a particular group, and personally, as outside one's spiritual
self.* It seems that as we read the parable from beginning to end we are required to
move from the first meaning of "without" to the second. The disciples begin the parable

as those within and end it as those without, and yet they cannot be the same as the first

group of outsiders.” What distinguishes the disciples from "those without" is that they
know that Jesus' narrative is a parable with a hidden meaning, that it is not to be taken

literally as the old law, presumably, is. What the disciples do not know is what the

problem inherent in this is, of course, how one is to know how to translate correctly.

* The doubleness of "without" is supported by the Greek which has ¢xeivog 8¢ Toi¢ ££w for "but
unto them that are without." According to Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979), p.279, the adverb ££w, when used with the article as a
substantive, refers to the public meaning. However, ££w remains undeclined retaining its adverbial
meaning differentiating outer from inner. Thus ££w sustains both public and personal reference. The
double reference of "without" is supported by Beza and by Junius and Tremellius. Beza renders, iis autem
qui foris sunt and explains, in his annotation to foris, that it means both exteris and alienis et non nostris.
Junius and Tremellius translate the whole phrase in the single word extraneis, which according to White
and Riddle (Latin-English Dictionary) may be taken both ways.

“Morton Smith, in his book The Secret Gospel, provides a fascinating interpretation of what it means
to "know the mystery of the kingdom of God," and thus throws light upon what it means to be "without."
Knowledge of the mystery, Smith suggests, is the result of a secret baptism conducted by Jesus upon select
disciples. By being baptized into the knowledge of the mystery, the disciples become insiders in a very
close in-group. The puzzle in this parable, however, is why those in the in-group require an interpretation
of the parable as if they were outsiders. Smith suggests an arrangement of the groups into three concentric
circles: an inner circle of disciples who know because they have been initiated; an outer circle of
uninitiated disciples who require interpretation; and an outermost circle of non-believers who will never
attain the knowledge of the mystery. It makes little difference to the problem of how the mystery is to be
communicated in words, whether there are two inner circles, as Smith suggests, or only one in which there
are two different kinds of consciousness. This is to say that there is little difference whether division is
made between different disciples or between different parts of the same disciples' minds.
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hidden meaning is. Jesus, interpreting, makes the simple connection between seed and
word of God, thus revealing the hidden meaning. And yet, far from bathing the whole
parable in clarity, this interpretation only serves to deepen the mystery, to darken the
obscurity. For, by interpreting, Jesus provides a literal alternative for the parable which
all the disciples knew from the first to point towards the non-literal. Jesus' interpretation
seems to place us back where the disciples began. We learn that the parable is about the
Word, but what the Word actually is, it does not seem to say. It is as if in telling us
something, Jesus has said nothing. We never find out literally what the Word is, only
that it represents something spiritual. The parabolic method, then, seems to point to a
spirituality beyond any words that it may use in order to indicate the way. Thus, the
gospel is by no means as clear and transparent as light is itself. It, too, suffers from

obscurity. It too requires a relevatory act.

The possible reason why Jesus goes through such convoluted manoeuvring in his
exposition is that he is at pains to describe an internal and subjective process of
translation by means of language which is necessarily external and objective. The
disciples were only insiders in the first place because they denied the literal and desired
a spiritual look inward, and yet the moment this inward look is rendered in language the
interior spirituality slips back out to the exteriority of the merely literal. The moment
something is formulated in language it becomes external and lost to the interior. It takes
on arigid resistance to the inner translation of faith. The "letter" is indeed dead, but more

than this it kills the spirit. This is why Jesus expounds the parable about the Word of

God, but never seems to say precisely what it is. He has been trying to colonise by means

of language something which is ultimately closed off to it. Jesus' method in this
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supremely difficult task is to set language against itself (by defining and then
contradicting the definition, by positing a purpose which he immediately fails to observe)
in the hope that it will dislodge people from their dependence upon the letter and

encourage their faith in the spirit.*®

The problem which Typology and the parabolic method seem to be engaging is
the dualistic nature of language. Both try to provide a way for language to reach beyond
itself, to break its literal limits and provide access to the spiritual realm which faith
thrives upon. However, both Typology and the parabolic method are deserted at the very
last minute. The letter is able to define its own limits but it seems unable to draw the

non-literal into its own domain.

It is with this unwritten, unwritable, spiritual faith, or divine inspiration as he
alternatively may have called it, that John Milton takes issue in his theological treatise
De Doctrina Christiana. Milton is aware that access to the Word is through the word of
Scripture and that the dualism which this implies pushes the Word beyond the realm of
linguistic comprehension. Milton avoids taking an extreme view of either absolute

literalism or absolute spiritualism in the matter of finding a way of speaking about

“The above argument is repeated in contracted form in Mk.4:33-34. These two verses contradict each
other spectacularly, again insisting on an unmentionable realm beyond language. Beza renders, Et talibus

1ti bolis loguebatur eis sermonem Evangelii: prout poterant audire. Absglue] parabola vero non
loguebatur eis: privatim autem discipulis suis explicebat omnia. [And he told them the word of the Gospel
with many such parables, according as they were able to hear. Indeed, he did not speak to them without
a parable: but he explained everything to his disciples privately]. The use of the adverb privatim amplifies
the argument since it suggests that Jesus not only explained in private but also privately. The mode of
explication is rendered less problematically by Junius and Tremellius as inter se et illos. The question,
nevertheless, obtrudes why Jesus bothers to talk to the outsiders at all if they never will have any hope of
inside knowledge. Indeed, even the disciples require interpretations of the parables. Clearly, the process
of encryption and subsequent revelation to the disciples seems to indicate an attempt to speak beyond
language.
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Christian faith. He struggles with a rather contorted middle way.” Milton discusses the
problems of how the written scriptures relate to that which lies beyond in two places in
his theological treatise. In Book I Chapter 2, he discusses what has become known as

"the theory of accommodation," and in Book I Chapter 30 he discusses Holy Scripture.

The discussion of "accommodation" centres around the anthropomorphism of
God in scripture. He begins by saying that

when we talk about knowing God, it must be understood in terms of
man's limited powers of comprehension. God, as he really is, is far
beyond man's imagination, let alone his understanding... God has revealed
only so much of himself as our minds can conceive and the weakness of
our nature can bear... It is safest to form an image of God in our minds
which corresponds to his representation and description of himself in the
sacred writings... Indeed he has brought himself down to our level
expressly to prevent our being carried beyond the reach of human
comprehension, and outside the written authority of scripture, into vague
subtleties of speculation.*®

This would seem to authorize a very literal conception of God since "he has brought

himself down to our level." This places God, and indeed any other aspect of the eschata,
legitimately within the grasp of language and poetry. Language, it would seem, manages
to be successfully monistic, in that there is no such "beyond" to which it points and
cannot itself encompass. However, Milton finds himself in trouble with this formulation
because it is immediately obvious that in certain places in scripture God is described in

unacceptably anthropomorphic ways. Milton here refers specifically to passages

“Milton's earlier struggles with the relationship between Christian liberty and the letter of the law has
been well noted in his divorce tracts of 1643-45. Emnest Sirluck, in his introduction to the second volume
of the Yale edition of The Complete Prose of John Milton (1959), describes Milton's dilemma of wanting
to uphold the Mosaic defense of divorce while sanctioning the Gospel's higher status and seemingly
antagonistic stance. (See pp.153-8 especially). The resolution of this dilemma involves Milton in finding
a way of reading both testaments literally, imparting a higher status to the old "letter" and implicating the
"spirit" in a new literalness.

“De Doctrina Christiana, pp.132-6.
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describing God's "anthropopathy."” This word sticks in Milton's throat because it
suggests that God truly feels human emotions, and that in bringing "himself down to our
level" God has undergone a change in nature. This is a descent which Milton is unwilling
to allow. He dismisses it with "this is a rhetorical device thought up by grammarians to
explain the nonsense poets write about Jove." Milton, here, shies away from the
anthropomorphism which his literalist argument seems to require by trying to take a step
outside language and into dualism. He seems to require a kind of poetic licence which
admits that God is something more than the language He uses to describe Himself. Such
licence allows Milton to think of Godly emotions which are entirely different from
human ones, even though the two kinds are described by means of the same words, such
as "anger," "repentance" or "fear."* Clearly, this creates a problem of signification, as
the Godly emotions are not what they are described to be. Thus the gap between
language and divine knowledge which Milton seemed to have closed earlier begins here

to open once again.

And yet Milton cannot dismiss the anthropopathic passages in the Bible, quite
simply because they are there. So he proceeds,

if God attributes to himself again and again a human shape and form, why
should we be afraid of assigning to him something which he assigns to

“Milton refers to Gen.6:6, "he grieved in his heart,” Exod.31:17, "[God] rested and was refreshed," and
Deut.32:27, "[God] feared his enemy's displeasure,"” etc. See De Doctrina Christiana, p.135.

*Milton argues in De Doctrina Christiana, "if Jehova repented that he had created man, Gen.vi.6, ... let

us believe that he did repent. But let us not imagine that God's repentance arises from lack of foresight,
as man's does, for he has warned us not to think about him in this way" (p.134). When God describes
himself in scripture as having seemingly human emotions, says Milton, we are to take God at his word
"provided we believe that what is imperfect in us is, when ascribed to God, utterly perfect and utterly
beautiful” (p.136). Thus, when thinking about God, we are to translate human emotions beyond their
realm, in a typological sort of way. And yet it seems impossible, to me at least, to imagine what complete
and fulfilled and perfect anger might be, other than a supremely intense form of the anger we know.
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himself, provided we believe that what is imperfect and weak in us is,
when ascribed to God, utterly perfect and utterly beautiful?... Let there be
no question about it: they understand best what God is like who adjust
their understanding to the word of God, for he has adjusted
[accommodated] his word to our understanding, and has shown what kind
of an idea of him he wishes us to have. In short, God either is or is not
really like he says he is. If he really is like this, why should we think
otherwise? If he is not really like this, on what authority do we contradict
God?
In a rather convoluted fashion, Milton binds himself even tighter than before to God's
written word and thus to a monistic view of language. We are to take Him at His word
even if His words describe something uncomfortably human, because "he has adjusted
his word to our understanding." However, this adjustment or accommodation is highly
problematic, since it requires us to take God at His word, and yet to propose
accommodation is already to have violated this requirement.”' Far from dealing with the
problem of divine description, accommodation intensifies it, forcing us to ask how we

are to gain access to what is beyond language if the only authoritative descriptions that

we have of this "beyond" never manage to break free of their shackles in the literal.

Michael Lieb, in his article, "Reading God: Milton and the Anthropopathetic
Tradition," recognizes the literalism produced by Milton's theory of accommodation.
Citing Paradise Lost III:383, Lieb tries to explain how this literalism does not in effect
bring God down to earth and to the level of the human by interposing Christ as the agent
of accommodation.

As the visible manifestation of God's embodying of himself in discernible

form, the Son represents the way in which the deity as the author of all

being is also the author of all meaning. Implicit in the Son's presence is

that categorical imperative by which the Father authorizes himself in the
text. In the self-consciously literary (as well as theological) terms that the

51See A.D. Nuttall's comments on this duplicity in Overheard by God (London: Methuen, 1980), p.99.
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language adopts, the Son accordingly becomes a "Divine Similitude."...
In him is embodied all that is otherwise unknowable in God. If such is
true of God's essential ineffability, it is especially true of his passible
nature. In this respect, the Son is a primary vehicle for the expression of

theopatheia.*

For Lieb, it is the Son who feels human emotions; for God, it is the Son who feels anger,
repentance and fear. It is the Son who may be encompassed in language on behalf of the
Father; it is the Son who is accommodated. But in order for this to acceptably provide
us with any knowledge of God, the Son must be equal with the Father; the Son must be
the Father accommodated. It is in this sense that Lieb cites Milton's words, "Begotten
Son, Divine Similitude." However, the problem of anthropopathy is not quite so easily
solved. Although he makes a strong case for the Son's equal status with God the Father
as his "Divine Similitude," Lieb neglects Milton's famous denial that the Son is part of
the deity at all, in chapter 5 of De Doctrina Christiana. If the Son is not part of the deity,
and thus not equal with God, then the Father's passibility cannot be conveniently passed
on to the Son. Indeed, it is in order to redeem the sins of man that the Son is incarnated,

and not to justify the "sins" of the Father.

Milton tackles the problem of monistic literalism and dualistic spirituality with
even greater vigour in his chapter "Of the Holy Scripture" in De Doctrina Christiana.>?
He finds it necessary to argue in favour of a double scripture in order to embrace both
poles of the problem, the literal and the spiritual. Again, Milton is constrained to make

his point in convoluted fits and starts. He begins, "what we are obliged to believe are the

“Michael Lieb, "Reading God: Milton and the Anthropopathetic Tradition," Milton Studies, 25 (1989)
p-234.

$See pp.574-93.
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things written in the sacred books, not the things debated in academic gatherings.” This
assertion of scriptural authority Milton undermines only one paragraph later,

every believer has the right to interpret the scriptures, and by that I mean
interpret them for himself. He has the spirit, who guides truth, and he has
the mind of Christ.

It is not the individual right to interpret which undermines his argument for scriptural
authority, but rather the authority which he cites in support of this right: "the spirit...and
the mind of Christ." Milton is thus committed to two authorities as he later states
explicitly:

We have, particularly under the gospel, a double scripture. There is the
external scripture of the written word and the internal scripture of the
Holy Spirit which he, according to God's promise, has engraved upon the
hearts of believers, and which is certainly not to be neglected.

The implication here is clearly that the internal scripture has less authority than the
external as it is merely "not to be neglected." But now Milton goes on to assert the
primacy of the internal scripture:

The pre-eminent and supreme authority for our faith ... is the authority of
the Spirit, which is internal and the individual possession of each man. ...
the external scripture...has often been liable to corruption and is, in fact
corrupt. This came about because it has been committed to the care of
various untrustworthy authorities, has been collected together from an
assortment of divergent manuscripts, and has survived in a medley of
transcripts and editions. But no one can corrupt the Spirit which guides
man to truth, and a spiritual man is not easily deceived. ... Thus ... on the
evidence of scripture itself all things are eventually to be referred to the
Spirit and the unwritten word.

Milton's shift from taking the external scripture to taking the internal as his primary
authority has far reaching implications. Regina Schwartz points out,

it seems that Milton cites the Bible in order to authorize it and in order to
be authorized by it, and the more insistently Milton cites the Bible, the
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more it becomes clear that he appropriates that authority he also grants.>
Schwartz, here "exposes" the very obvious relativity in Milton's argument. For her,
Milton authorizes the Bible in the name of the Spirit and in turn accepts its authority as
the literal word of God. Schwartz goes on to wonder why Milton himself refused to
acknowledge the relativity of his own argument, why he apparently believed in the
logical cogency of basing a "higher" authority upon a "lower." Milton makes no mystery

of his agenda in De Doctrina Christiana:
If I were to say that I had focused my studies principally upon Christian
doctrine because nothing else can so effectually wipe away those two
repulsive afflictions, tyranny and superstition, from human life and the
human mind, I should show that I was concerned not for religion but for
life's well being.>
His dubious move of appropriating the authority he grants serves his polemic in the name
of liberty. He has a number of heterodoxies to justify,” and in order to accomplish this
he requires the powerfully persuasive authority of the written word of scripture. But if
there is any freedom to be granted in one's interpretation of scripture, one needs to invoke
an authority even higher than that. Milton's well intended spiral of alternating

authorization is really but one strategy of coping with the problem we have been

discussing. By showing the letter and the spirit as authorising one another, a link is

34 "Citation, Authority and De Doctrina Christiana" in D. Loewenstein and J.G. Turner (eds.) Politics
Poetics and Hermeneutics in Milton's Prose (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 231-2.

3See the Epistle in the Yale edition, 1973, p.118.

%]t is interesting to note, here, that Milton's project in Paradise Lost, to "justify the ways of God to
men," must have been shocking to seventeenth-century readers. A.D. Nuttall, in his Openings: Narrative
Beginnings from the Epic to the Novel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1992), p.83, notes this suggesting that
Protestants would have expected any talk of justification to relate to God's justification of mankind, not
the reverse. By using the term in its secular sense ("to explicate") Milton is able to avoid an outright
accusation of heresy. But the highly charged theological debate, at the time, about the meaning of
justification would have tended to keep the theological meaning ("to make just") uppermost in the mind.
The "double-take" that the reader feels impelled to make upon encountering Milton's justification of God,
is analogous to the effect that his authorization of the Bible has.
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tacitly forged between the two. The dualism is ostensibly tamed and the movement from
letter to spirit begins to seem graspable. However, the link seems to elude our grasp,
since the moment a stable connection between the letter and the spirit seems to be made,

one 1s forced to reverse it.

The preceding discussion of Milton's faith and the implications of its double basis
in scripture and in the "Mind of Christ" has identified two locations of conflict between
monism and dualism. The philosophical contest takes place over the issue of materialism
while the theological contest takes place over the interpretation of scripture. The
theological debate is clearly rooted within language itself with the dualism of Word and
word, or of Spirit and Letter, at its centre. The philosophical debate is not entirely based
in language itself. However, in this thesis, the two merge because the source of both
Milton's theology and philosophy is scripture (whether it be the written or the unwritten
scripture). The difficulties we have been experiencing in trying to pin down Milton's
faith arise out of Milton's double sense of Scripture. He argues eloquently for a monistic
literalism in reading Scripture but is constrained to puncture this literalism with subtle
moments of spiritualism. In an impressively convoluted conclusion Milton shows his

desire to embrace the two incompatibles in a bold declaration of conciliation.

Thus the scriptures are, both in themselves and through God's
illumination absolutely clear. If studied carefully and regularly, they are

an ideal instrument for educating even unlearned readers in those matters

which have most to do with salvation. (578-9). [My emphasis].
There are two sides to the clarity of scripture - what it says in itself, and what God
illuminates. Clearly, what is at stake for Milton is the accessibility of faith itself. Milton

wants desperately to found his faith upon scripture. The extent to which scripture may

be literally (and therefore, clearly) understood is also the extent to which it may be
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trusted as an authority for faith. When scripture is interpreted, when it is taken to be
figurative, when it is authorized by the Spirit, the limits of its meaning are by no means
easy to determine. When interpretations proliferate one needs some assurance, other than
the unstable material under interpretation itself, that one is on the right track. Milton tries
to evade this demand for certainty by embracing a liberating monism and yet finds

himself from time to time confronted with a dualism that simply will not go away.

Milton's attempts at defining a liberating monism and his confrontations with an
ever encroaching dualism may be seen in his formulation of his heretical beliefs in
mortalism, materialism and antitrinitarianism. In his discussion of mortalism, Milton
describes what he believes to be the death of both body and soul. First, he refutes the
claim of Protestant orthodoxy that death means the separation of the dead body from the
living soul:

The death of the body, as it is called, is the loss or extinction of life. For

the separation of body and soul, which is the usual definition of death,

cannot possibly be death at all. What part of man dies when this

separation takes place? The soul? Even those who adhere to the usual
definition deny that. The body? but how can that be said to die which

never had any life of its own? This separation, then, cannot be called the

death of man.”’

Having thus rejected orthodoxy, Milton goes on to demonstrate with numerous citations

that "the whole man dies," this "whole man" being "made up of body, spirit and soul,

whatever we may think about where one [of these] starts and the other leaves off."®

’De Doctrina Christiana, p.400.

**Book I, Chap. 13, pp.400-1. George N. Conklin, in his book Biblical Criticism and Heresy in Milton
(New York: King's Crown Press, 1949), argues that Milton's proof for his entire argument essentially
depends upon his translation of the Hebrew bible's W93 (nephesh) in Gen.ii.7. Translated into English in
his psalm translations Milton has "soul" for nephesh, but Conklin insists that Milton means this to be taken
in the Hebrew sense of the word, inclusive of both body and soul. Conklin points out that, philologically,
Milton's understanding of pephesh is unquestionable. Indeed, all the major lexicographers of the period,
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Norman Burns places Milton in the company of Thomas Browne, Richard
Overton and Thomas Hobbes, under the banner of the "interregnum mortalists.” These
mortalists were immortalists at bottom since they believed in the eventual resurrection
of the soul along with the body, at some point after death. While their belief in the death
of the soul along with the body is based upon both philosophical reasoning and upon
scripture, says Burns, their belief in resurrection is based upon the claims of scripture
alone.” Thus, according to Burns, the everlasting life that the "interregnum mortalists"
hoped for, is entirely dependent upon what scripture may literally describe. The
mortalists' basis of resurrection in the letter of scripture is interesting because it denies
the commonly assumed spiritualism that the soul persists after the death of the body. The
resurrection thus takes on a worldliness which is thoroughly monistic. Indeed, one may
well wonder, in the face of the literal claim for resurrection, in what sense the "spirit

giveth life."

Mortalism is indeed a harsh belief. It does not allow for any form of survival
after death. Only at the resurrection do they admit a second life. For Milton there can
be no life in between death and resurrection. This cannot prove consoling when
compared with the dualist belief that soul and body merely separate at death and reunite
at resurrection. The consolation which dualism contemplates is the absence of extinction,

while Milton and the mortalists stare extinction in the face. With a belief in mortalism,

Schindler, Buxtorf and Leigh, support Milton's translation of W9) as being both body and soul together.
However, Milton was fully aware that another interpretation of nephesh was current at the time and thus
insisted in De Doctrina that "there are plenty of texts which prove that the soul also suffers both natural
and violent death, whether we take the term soul to mean the whole human make-up, or whether we take
it as synonymous with spirit” (p.404).

*In Christian Mortalism from Tyndale to Milton (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 1972),
p-149.
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even the resurrection itself lacks a fully satisfying consolatory force. A mortalist cannot
rely completely upon resurrection at the second coming of Christ for consolation,
because, once both body and soul die, one has the terribly difficult task of explaining
what the connection is between the man that has died and the man that will be
resurrected.* The whole thrust of Christian consolation lies in the promise of presence
in the face of a very palpable absence. Mortalism conceives of a dead person only as
having been present in the past or as still to be present in the future. The actual continued
presence, now, of a dead person, is incompatible with a belief in mortalism. For the

dualist, of course, the dead person continues now by surviving as a disembodied soul.

Another way of stating the mortalist dilemma is by asking in what sense the dead
man and the resurrected one are one and the same. For resurrection to have any meaning
or for it to hold any promise whatsoever, Milton must insist on the identity of the dead
and the risen person. But the internal tendency of mortalism is to break the substantial
continuity of the subject upon which the efficacy of consolation depends. If the person
who dies is not the person who rises, how then is the first to be consoled by something
available only to the second? Thus mortalism dispels the consolatory force that a belief
in resurrection offers because it undermines the very continuity that the consolation
depends upon. Mortalism raises the problem of what may be termed the "intermediary

state."

%This problem is touched upon in St. Paul's discussion of the resurrection in I Cor. 15:40-44: xai
oopate ETovpavia, kel copate Eniyela ... el £0T1 oOpa Puyikov, ETL Kol TVELHATIKOVY.,
[There are both heavenly bodies as well as earthly bodies ... if there is an animal body, there is also a
spiritual one]. Paul seems to insist upon the great difference between earthly and heavenly bodies, between
before and after resurrection. This reinforces the terrible sense of disjunction that a mortalist must feel
when faced with the need to explain just how the fallen and the risen are one and the same.
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Although mortalism cannot ultimately escape this enormous problem of
discontinuity, it does have a slight poetic advantage over the orthodox view that body and
soul separate at death. By insisting that body and soul are really one entity, inseparably
united, Milton is able to eliminate the problem of having to juggle two entirely separate
realms, the physical and the spiritual. In fact, the elimination of this dualism argues for
a continuity between the physical and the spiritual and, by extension, between the literal
and the spiritual. Indeed, the belief that the united body and soul of the earthly dead is
identical to that of the heavenly risen, renders heaven no different in kind from earth, and
thus enables the two no-longer-different realms to be described in similar terms without
involving any hermeneutic gymnastics. It would seem that the problem of
accommodation and of God's anthropopathy has been solved by this monistic belief in

the inseparable unity of the physical and the spiritual.

However, the advantage which mortalism seems to offer cannot prevent a
dualistic recurrence from emerging in a new form. Although dualism has been
eliminated with respect to the nature of earthly and heavenly men, it creeps back into the
picture when we ask in what form the two are physically linked, in what form a person
exists during the time between death and resurrection. Although the man who dies on
earth will be the same as the one resurrected in heaven, there is a worrying time-lag
wherein this man has no presence, no existence at all. More orthodox Puritans such as
Calvin, have a ready dualism which deals with this problem. Their argument runs
something like this. The man dies, the body decomposes and the soul flies off to be with
Christ immediately. Milton answers this dualistic onslaught and glosses over the time-

lag of nothingness in a single argument. He says that the immediacy of the soul's union
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with Christ is only a perceived immediacy and invokes the Aristotelian theory that "there
is no time without motion." He explains,

Aristotle illustrates this (Phys 4.11) by the story of those men who were

said to have gone to sleep in the temple of the heroes and who, on

waking, thought that they had gone to sleep one moment and woken up

the next, and were not aware of any interim. It is even more likely that,

for those who have died, all intervening time will be as nothing, so that

to them it will seem that they die and are with Christ at the same moment.

(409-10).
In this passage, Milton both insists upon the existence of the time-lag and tries to deny
its worrying relevance by appealing to the absent consciousness of the dead person. The
Aristotelian simile that Milton uses drives him dangerously close to a belief in

psychopannychia (soul sleeping) which he contemptuously rejects.

The lifeless body ... does not sleep, unless, that is, you could say that a
piece of stone, for example, sleeps. (406).

Milton's argument, however, does not eliminate the implicit dualism that enters with the

time that a person spends as nothing, in between the grave and resurrection.

The problem of continuity raised here by Milton's mortalism is in some measure
addressed by his accompanying doctrine of materialism.®’ Milton believed, in opposition

to orthodox Christian doctrine, that God did not create the world ex nihilo but ex deo, out

of a divine sort of matter:

it is apparent that God could not have created this world out of nothing.
Could not, that is, not because of any defect of power or omnipotence on
his part, but because it was necessary that something should have existed
previously, so that it could be acted upon by his supremely powerful
active efficacy. Since, then, both the Holy Scriptures and reason itself
suggest that all these things were made not out of nothing but out of

%!See Christopher Hill, Milton and the English Revolution (London: Faber & Faber, 1977), pp.324-33,
Stephen Fallon, Milton among the Philosophers, pp.79-110, and George N. Conklin Biblical Criticism and
Heresy in Milton, pp.67-74, for discussions of this subject.
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matter, matter must either have always existed, independently of God, or
else originated from God at some point in time. That matter should have
always existed independently of God is inconceivable.®
This materialism, which undermines the essential distinction between God and his
creation, argues for a heretically monistic cosmology. The dualism of orthodoxy required
God to be utterly distinct from his creation. Milton's materialism, of course, does not
hold God to be indistinguishable from his creation. Indeed, in the monistic view, God
has a distinct person, even though he and his creation share the same substance. Milton
distinguishes God's person from his creation in Book I, Chapter iii of De Doctrina
Christiana by opposing God's internal efficiency to his external. His decrees are internal,

his acts external. The fact that monism requires God's acts to be performed on himself

by no means makes those acts internal.

That God created the world out of himself suggests a slightly different kind of
monism from the one which emerges from Milton's mortalism. The monistic man of
inseparable body and soul, which emerges from Milton's mortalism may now be inserted
into a wider monistic cosmology which renders the separation between heaven and earth
merely spatial. Stephen Fallon has argued that the most important aspect of Milton's
materialism, which rendered him unique among the materialists of his day, was that his
was a pantheistic, vitalistic materialism.*

For Milton, soul, and the life which springs from it, are not anomalies in a dead

2De Doctrina Christiana, p.307. Part of the reason why Milton is so certain that there had to be some
matter for God's creative power to act upon, argues Conklin, Biblical Criticism and Heresy in Milton, p.68,
is that the Hebrew word for "create," 92 (bara), means, according to Leigh's Critica Sacra, to create ex

praejente materia.

SFallon suggests that Milton's vitalism may have been derived from that of Francis Bacon and William
Harvey (p.111). He also draws interesting parallels between Milton's animist materialism and that of Anne
Conway (pp. 117-23).
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material world; instead, life is the usual condition of matter. Milton gladly strips
the soul of its special status - and ... of its natural immortality - in order to
celebrate the vitality of all matter. It is as if he is saying that the deadness of the
material world is too great a price to pay for the immortality of a separable soul.*
Thus, it would seem that Milton's mortalism and materialism are, necessarily, to be taken
together, and that, together, they successfully eliminate the dualism which arose while
we were discussing mortalism. It would seem that the problem of the "intermediate
state” which was implicit in Milton's mortalism has been put to rest by his materialism,
for Milton's vitalistic materialism now enables us to trace a real continuity between the

dead and the risen during that time of extinction in which they had previously completely

disappeared.®

Perhaps the most disturbingly heretical of all of Milton's heresies is his
antitrinitarianism. In chapter 5 of De Doctrina Christiana Milton insists, on the basis of
his interpretation of scripture, that Christ is not coessential, or coeternal with God. In
fact, Milton thinks of the Son, in a very literal and natural sense, to be the Son of God.

To Adam, formed out of the dust, God was creator rather than Father; but

he was in a real sense Father of the Son, whom he made of his own

substance. It does not follow, however, that the Son is of the same

essence as the Father. Indeed, if he were, it would be quite incorrect to
call him Son. For a real son is not of the same age as his father, still less

%Milton among the Philosophers, p.107.

%Several critics have argued over the nature of Milton's mortalism and materialism. Denis Saurat,
Milton: Man and Thinker (New York: Dial Press, 1925); George Williamson, "Milton and the Mortalist
Heresy," Studies in Philology, 32 (1935), 553-79; Marjorie Nicolson, "The Spirit World of Milton and
More," SP 22 (1925), 433-52, "Milton and Hobbes," Studies in Philology, 23 (1926), 405-33, and "Milton
and the Conjectura Cabbalistica," Philological Quarterly, 6 (1927), 1-18; Nathaniel H. Henry, "Milton and
Hobbes: Mortalism and the Intermediate State," Studies in Philology, 48 (1951), 234-49, have argued
whether Milton's mortalism and materialism formed part of an Epicurean atomist tradition, were derived
from Kabbala, were consistent with or contrary to Hobbes' views on matter and the soul, or had anything
to do with the Cambridge Platonists. It seems to me that by far the most valuable study of this subject is
Norman Burns' isti ism from Tyndale to Milton (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press,
1972), in which he places the mortalist debate within the context of Christian dissent, in the context of the
sectarian biblicism and Scriptural debate.
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of the same numerical essence: otherwise father and son would be one
person. (209).

The Son shares the same substance with God, but Milton is quick to point out that this
does not mean they are of the same essence. Indeed, as we have seen from Milton's
materialism, the entire creation shares God's substance, for God creates ex deo. For this
reason, the distinction between Adam as created and the Son as begotten is a little
unclear. The problem here is not that Milton claims a difference between the natures of
Adam and the Son, but that the distinction between them is based upon the issue of
substance. The Son is of God's substance, while Adam is of dust, which is also Godfs
substance. But this is not a point upon which we should become stuck. There is only
need to remark that it demonstrates how problematic it is for Milton to take the Father -

Son relationship literally and to stick consistently to his materialist view of creation.

Chapter S of De Doctrina Christiana is a forcefully argued polemic against anyone
who would interpret scripture as arguing for a triune God. Milton waxes incredulous,

Who can believe that the very first of the commandments was so obscure
that it was utterly misunderstood by the Church for so many centuries?
Who can believe that these two other persons could have gone without
their divine honours and remained wholly unknown to God's people right
down to the time of the Gospel? (215).

He systematically disposes of the most seemingly cogent readings of scripture which
claim the equality of Father and Son, and places the Son in a secondary relationship with

the Father.

It is the Father by whom and from whom and through whom and in whom
all things are, Rom. xi.36, Heb. ii.10. The Son is not he by whom but

only through whom all things are - all things, that is, which were made,
John 1.3, but with this exception, all things except him who subjec ed a
things to him. I Cor. xv. 27. Evidently, then, through w int

whom all things are must be understood to mean "by whose secondary
and delegated power." Evidently, also, the preposition through, when
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referring to the Father, indicates the prime cause ... and when referring to
the Son indicates the secondary and instrumental cause. (217).

This passage clearly shows the Son his place with respect to the Father. Indeed, the Son's
place is so thoroughly subsumed by the Father that it is a wonder that there is any
necessity for the Son at all. Milton neatly clears up this problem by assuring us, in fact,
he insists, that the Son is not the product of any necessity. He is rather created by a free
act of the Father's will. The Son's role as mediator between the Father and his creation
is designated here by through whom. This through whom seems to make the Son into
a sort of conduit through whom the whole of creation passes from God. The Son, then,

is that which (unnecessarily) separates God from his creation.

For all the humbling secondariness that the Son suffers under Milton's pen, he still
provides a useful service. He is the point of access to the invisible God. Even though
the Son is an unnecessary point of access, this is how God has structured things. Indeed,
Milton makes use of this access and looks to the Son 1n order to understand what the
Father is. He takes John i.18 as his authority for this, "no one has ever seen God: the

only begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father, he has revealed him to us" (214).

A problem arises with respect to Milton's formulation of his faith. As we have
seen earlier in this chapter, Milton's faith is directly focused upon God the Father, to the
exclusion of the Son, His mediator. This is consistent with Milton's materialist view of
the cosmos. Since God created ex deo, it follows that creation is continuous with God
and that the true knowledge of God (faith) is directly accessible. But the question

remains, what about the Son? Where does the Son fit into the relationship between men
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and God? The answer which immediately pops into mind, that the Son redeems the sin
of man and satisfies divine justice, does not have much impact on Milton's sense of faith.
Milton notes,

the ultimate object of faith is not Christ, the Mediator, but God the Father.
Theologians have been forced to acknowledge this by the clear evidence
of the Bible. So it does not seem surprising that there are a lot of Jews,
and Gentiles too, who are saved although they believed or believe in God
alone, either because they lived before Christ or because, even though
they have lived after him, he has not been revealed to them. (475).

Although Christ redeems mankind, he does not seem to be the point at which man

accesses God.

The way in which faith operates has been discussed at some length in this chapter.
It has been seen that Milton's attempts at defining a monistic faith seem unable to free
themselves from recurrences of dualism. Although Milton claims that faith approaches
God without any intermediary, the way in which faith is attained remains highly
problematic. It may be attained, on the one hand, as a direct gift from God, and on the
other, by means of an individual's diligent study of scripture. If faith is to be attained as
a direct gift, it would seem that mankind may achieve direct access to God. The problem
with this is, quite simply, that it is not demonstrable. However, if faith is to be attained
through scripture, it may threaten to become bogged down in a limiting literalism which
seems to lack spirituality. Strategies such as typology, the parabolic method,
accommodation, and the doctrine of a double scripture all seem to fail in their attempt at
reconciling the letter and the spirit. Milton's monism seems to favour a scriptural and
literal approach to faith but never fully opts for this. In the chapters which follow, this
thesis will demonstrate how Milton attempts to reconcile the spirit with the letter of faith

through his monistic interpretation of the bible. Chapter Il will first deal with this in
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terms of the pastoral-elegy tradition, focusing mostly on Lycidas. This poem attempts
to deal with a crisis of faith brought on by the tragic death of Milton's colleague, Edward
King. It stares into an abyss of divine disjunction, and attempts to reason it away and
reclaim faith by means of monistic strategies. Chapters III-VI will deal with Milton's

attempt to reconcile letter and spirit in terms of translation, focusing on Milton's psalm

translations of 1648 and 1653.



CHAPTER 11

DEATH, RESURRECTION AND TRANSLATION IN LYCIDAS:
MODES OF MONISM AND DISCONTINUITY

Lycidas, Milton's famous pastoral-elegy, written in 1637 in response to the death
of Edward King, a fellow student of Milton's at Cambridge, is naturally preoccupied with
death. It raises the difficult question of how the Christian world view may deal with the
death of a young virtuous man who had decided to dedicate his life to God. King, as it
happens, had been on his way to taking up a ministerial position in Ireland when the ship
he was sailing in sank with all aboard. Milton's poem does not indulge a personally felt
grief but strains against the theological implications of this seemingly futile death. The
poem tries to deal with the disjunction that King's death raises in its broadest
implications. Much of Milton's poetry is organised around a perceived disjunction and
a gallant effort to find continuity. Indeed, Milton's stated object in Paradise Lost, to
"justify the ways of God to men," expresses Milton's desire to find a theological and

poetic continuity in the most fundamental disjunction, the fall of man.

(i) Death and Mortalism in Lycidas

Before we may identify even a hint of either mortalism or materialism in Lycidas,
we have to acknowledge that there has been considerable critical controversy as to
whether these heresies appear anywhere in Milton's writing outside the De Doctrina
Christiana. It would be natural to expect to find some evidence of them in Paradise Iost

since it was written just after Milton had completed his theological treatise. Maurice
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Kelley wrote his whole book, This Great Argument: A Study of Milton's 'De Doctrina

Christiana' as a Gloss upon 'Paradise Lost,' upon this common-sensical expectation. It

is generally with surprise that we read of any resistance to such common-sense.' And yet
C.A. Patrides resists Kelley's argument that mortalism is present in Paradise Lost. Kelley
and Patrides differ over the interpretation of a single passage. In Book X, Adam, coming
to terms with his punishment, tries to think through the meaning of death:

... Yet one doubt
Pursues me still, lest all I cannot die,
Lest that pure breath of life, the spirit of man
Which God inspired, cannot together perish
With this corporeal clod; then in the grave,
Or in some other dismal place who knows
But I shall die a living death? O thought
Horrid, if true! But why? It was but breath
Of life that sinned; what dies but what had life
And sin? The body properly hath neither.
All of me then shall die: let this appease
The doubt, since human reach no further knows. (11.782-93).

Kelley is ‘satisﬁed that this passage quite clearly comes down in favour of mortalism and
a monistic view of the nature of man.?> For him, what stands out in this passage clearly
is "All of me then shall die." C.A. Patrides, h().\.&ever, argues that Adam in this speech
is» ’v'ironically ignérant" of -the exact meaninngf deéth.- For him, Adam's conclusion that
"all of me s.h'all.di‘e" is ironiéally (jualiﬁed by the lines that immediately follow it, "let

this appease / The doubt, since human reach no further knows." Patrides goes further,
placing the above passage in a wider context in which "the doubt" refuses to be appeased.

Only a few lines later, Adam quakes,

'William B. Hunter recently found the relationship between Paradise Lost and De Doctrina Christiana
so wanting that he was moved to write a ludicrous article denying Milton's authorship of De Doctrina
Christiana altogether. See "The Provenance of the Christian Doctrine” Studies in English Literature, 32
(1992), p.129. Barbara Lewalski treats this surprising article with a characteristically thorough refutation
in the same issue.

*This Great Argument (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1941), p.154.
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- ay me, that fear

Comes thundering back with dreadful revolution

On my.defenseless head; both death and I

Am found eternal, and incorporate both.?
The thuhderiﬁg Vreu.lm of h1s féar, its persistence, esp‘evcially after it had been so neaﬂy
appeaséd only | a few lines earlier, seems to argue eloquently for the perpetuity of
suffering, for the "deathless death,” which Adam's mortalistvargument had hoped to allay.
That mortalism is at least mentioned in the poem is clearly indisputable. The Kelley-
Patrides controversy really seems to be about two different modes of religious thinking.
Kelley fastens onto Adam's» rational specﬁlations which lead to mortalism, Patrides onto
his supérstitious fear. It seems to me that there is no need at all to resolve the
contro;/ersy, but réther ‘it is necessary to ackn(;wledge Miiton's poetic achievement here.
| arﬁ sure that neithér Kelley nor Patrides would disagree that their controvefsy merely
acts out the psychofnachia which Milton wrote into Adam's rational but suffering mind.
Indeed, it will be observed again and again throughout this thesis that Milton himself was

not immune to a similar psychomachia, with respect to dualist and monist interpretations

of theological principles.

The question of whether moftalism and materialism are to be found in any of
Milton'svwor.ks written before-D'e‘ Doctrina Christiana is a great deal more difficult to
resolve. Theré is no independent evidence that Milton was indeed a mortalist or a
materialist before he had unequivocally declared himself in De Doctrina. It seems to be

common-sense to assume that these heresies would not have made their appearance in

*X.813-6. Patrides makes this argument in two slightly different ways; see his Milton and the Christian
Tradition (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966), p.266; and "Paradise Lost and the Mortalist Heresy" Nores &
Queries n.s. 4 (1957), 250-1.
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Milton's poetry until he had first formulated them in prose. I would, however, suggest
that, on the contrary, to assume that Milton first thought of these doctrines only moments
before he committed them to the leaves of De Doctrina would also be naive especially
since, as Maurice- Kelley has. shown (in his introduction to the Yale edition of D_e
Doctrina), Milton spent a great deal of time thinking about his theological system,
composing the treatise over a period of twenty years. Kelley, helpfully, tries to narrow
down this twenty year period of possible heresy hatching by dividing it into three stages.
The early stage, which consisted of the preparation of a "Theological Index" and what
Edward Phillips described as "A Perfect System of Divinity" (both now lost), was
composed in the later 1630s and early 1640s. The second stage began when Milton
started to tackle diffuse volumes of divinity on controversial heads of faith and ended
when he began to write his own system based on this study. Kelley dates the limits of
this stage at approximately 1645-55. The final stage, the actual writing of the theological
system, Kelley places in the late 1650s.* Although Kelley's stage divisions are based
upon remarkable erudition, his suggestion that Milton interested himself in controversy
only in the second stage, and actively engaged in controversy himself only in the third,
is pure conjecture. The protracted twenty-year procéss of preparation and formulation
of De Doctrina Christjana makes it impossible to estimate with any more cohviction than
that of a wild guess, precisely .When Milton first thought about any of the actual dpctﬁﬁes
which he finally sét down in the treatise. For, indeed, even though Kelley suggests that
Milton only began to research disputed heads of faith after 1645 (approximately), there

is no way of knowing how much Milton already knew and what he already had a

“Kelley's dating may be found in his "Introduction” to The Complete Prose Works of John Milton (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1973), vol.VI, pp.15-27.
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predilection for concerning these disputes.

It 1s necessary: to grope for hints in Milton's wider writings in the hope that they,
with perhaps more pin-pointable dates of composition, might satisfy our desire to know
precisely when (if not how) Milton's thought evolved. Milton's polemical pamphlets
provide a lot of useful evidence. Indeed, Stephen M. Fallon claims to be able to locate
the beginnings of Milton's monism between 1641, when he wrote Of Reformation, and
1643-5, when he wrote his divorce tracts. As we have seen in chapter I, Milton seems
to be stridently dualistic in the opening of his Of Reformation, but as we noted there, his
polemic seems to protest a little too much.” By the time Milton came to write his
divorce tracts, his monism, or at least an immature version of it, had begun, Fallon avers,
to become apparent. The following citations are two of several that Fallon believes
clinch his argument that Milton was visibly (if not finally) a monist in the early 1640s:
the "Metaphorical union of two bodies into one flesh, cannot be likn'd in all things to ...
that natural union of soul and body into one person," and "the deed of procreation ... of
itself soon cloies, and is despis'd, unless it bee cherished and re-incited with a pleasing
convefsation."6 Falloh hopes to show, in these citations, that Milton believed in the
"natural union of soul and body into one person” and that love must involve both body
and rmnd Fallon's evidence is not entirely unproblematic. In the first case, fhe statement
that body and soul are united ih dne person says nothing about whether the two separate

after death. Indeed, both dualists and monists alike agree that a person is both body and

’See page 4.

“These citations may be found in volume II, on p.734'and p.740 of the Yale edition of the Complete
Prose, respectively. For Fallon's entire discussion see Milton among the Philosophers, pp.83-98.
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soul. It is the manner in which these are united that differentiates each from the other.
In Fallon's second piece of evidence, it is difficult to imagine just where the soul comes

into the picture. Clearly, Milton is arguing for a commitment of both body and mind to

the "deed of procreation.” In order to argue that mind and soul are the same, as Fallon
seems to be doing, one would have to choose a more weighty moment than "a pleasing
conversation" in which to merge them. By their very nature, the divorce tracts cannot
contribute much to the task of pin-pointing the onset of Milton's mortalist and materialist
thoughts, since they are not so much concerned with mankind's relationship with God as

with the separate question of the nature of conjugal love and human intercourse. That

conjugal love may involve both body and soul does not mean that body and soul are
continuous or that they are of the same substance. Thus, Fallon's evidence for monism

in the divorce tracts may just as well be taken as evidence for dualism.

It would seem then, from the above discussion, that the divorce tracts and Of
Reformation provide suggestive evidence but are by no means conclusive about precisely
when Milton began thinking about mortalism or materialism. It is not surprising that this
should be our conclusion as these tracts were not written with a view to making.
statements about these heresies. Indeed, Of Reformation reproaches episcopalian
faithlessness, while the main thrust of the argument in the divorce tracts, as Ernest
Sirluck tells us in his introduction to the Yale edition of The Complete Prose, is to
redefine the relationship between the Old Testament and the New, between the dead letter
of the law and the live spirit of Christian liberty. Sirluck adds that Milton's final
argument in the divorce tracts forges no new synthesis between the two Testaments, but

that "any interpretation of either Testament is wrong which contradicts the secondary law
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of nature as that is ascertained by the light of reason; and conversely that this law is the
best positive guide of scriptural interpretation."’ The argument of the divorce tracts
centres about the question of how the decrees of Scripture should be read, and has little
to say about either resurrection or cosmology. The evidence provided by these two
polemical pamphlets seems only to prove that the monistic heresies of mortalism and

materialism are very susceptible to dualist infiltration.

Norman Burns finds no evidence of monism in any of the poetry before Paradise

Lost.® William Parker similarly finds no evidence of monism in the poetry, and is only
able to suggest that Milton was a. mortalist at "some time" before 1658, when he began
writing De Doctrina Christiana and Paradise Lost.” There are few who argue for an
earlier onset. William Kerrigan argues that mortalism is present in Samson Agonistes
(which was written between 1648 and 1653, according to William Parker and John Carey,
but according to Mary Ann Radzinowicz, and many others, between 1667 and 1670).
Kerrigan locates the hint of mortalism in. Manoa's last speech (11.1721-44) in which he
refuses to lament Samson's death, but rather basks in its.glory. The mortalism, says
Kerrigan, is visible towards the end of the speech when Manoa describes the honours that
will be accorded Samson's dead body:

I with what speed the while...

Will send for all my kindred, all my friends

To fetch him hence and solemnly attend

With silent obsequy and funeral train
Home to his father's house: there will I build him

7 The Complete Prose Works of John Milton, vol. II, pp.145-58.
5N.T. Burns Christian Mortalism, p.168.

°See Parker's Milton, p.496.
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A monument, and plant it round with shade

Of laurel ever green, and branching palm,

With all his trophies hung, and acts enrolled

In copious legend, or sweet lyric song,

- Thither shall all the valiant youth resort,.

And from his memory inflame their breasts

To matchless valour, and adventures high:

The virgins also shall on feastful days

Visit his tomb with flowers, only bewailing

His lot unfortunate in nuptial choice,

From whence captivity and loss of eyes. (11.1728-44).
Manoa describes a ritualized process of mourning. As Kerrigan points out, the mourning
in this passage is not grief-stricken. It is optimistic and empowering. The positive
enjoyment of the proposed rite coupled with the very palpable absence of Christian
conventions of consolation suggest a hint of mortalism, according to Kerrigan. Whether
one is willing to indulge Kerrigan's argument or not, one must admit that Manoa's speech

describes a very unorthodox approach to burial. Indeed, Protestant orthodoxy took a very

dim view of prayers for or any form of dotage upon the dead.

Barbara A: Johnson has suggested that mortalism is visible even earlier than this,
in Lycidas. She notices that by describing Lycidas visiting the bottom of the monstrous
world, having his bones hurled in unknown parts, and laving his oozy locks in a pastoral
heaven, all in the present tense, Milton seems to be asserting the simultaneity of these
events. There seems to be no transition between the dead and lost Lycidas who is washed
by the waves ahd the found resurrected Lycidas who washes his hair in heaven. In an
attempt to eXﬁlain how Lycidas can physically be both on the ocean floor and in heaven
at the same time, both "sunk low, but mounted high," Johnson invokes mortalism. She

argues that Milton's mortalism abolishes any intermediate state and thus no transition
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between the two locations is required.'® This understanding of mortalism is surprising
and erroneous, because, as we have seen, mortalism is characterized by the very presence
of the problematic "intermediate state." By explaining the poem's odd simultaneity in
terms of the abolition of the intermediate state between death and resurrection, Johnson
takes the perspective of the dead Lycidas, who perceives the time between death and
resurrection as immediate. This perspective is only possible if one also believes that the
immortal soul and the body separate at death. It thus argues against mortalism rather than
supports it. It requires the dead person to have a sense of death in death, which is only
possible -if one's soul survives death. Johnson's mistake is to look for evidence of
mortalism in simultaneity rather than in disjunction. Dualism, although it is governed
by a monistic relationship between body and soul, is in fact highly disjunctive when the

timing of death and resurrection is taken into account.

It would appear that there is scant evidence for the claims of critics such as
Kerrigan and Johnson that mortalism is present in Milton's poetry earlier than Paradise
Lost. However, that Milton may have struggled with an incompletely formulated form
of mortalism has not been excluded. It has been impossible to demonstrate in any

~definitive: manner precisely when Milton began thinking about mortalism. On the
evidence of dating alone, it has been shown that Milton could have entertained these
ideas throughout the twenty year period of his engagement with systematic theology.
Indeed, there is no good feason to believe that these heresies were not playing on his
mind as early as the latter half of the 1630s, when he first began work on his theological

system. It is true that the contemporary debate about mortalism only reached its full

'See Johnson's "Fiction and Grief," p.73.
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blown height in the mid-1640s after Thomas Browne and Richard Overton had declared
their beliefs in published pamphlets (though, in the case of Browne, this declaration took
the form of an abrogation of the monaiigm of his wild youth). However, that mortalism
must have been discussed and debated throughout the 1630s is clearly evident in che
repetitive refutations directed against it from as early as 1635. Alexander Gill published
his Sacred Philosophie of the Holy Scripture in 1635, providing both a taxonomy of
mortalism (dividing the heresy between thnetopsychists and psychopannychists), as well
as a refutation.!" Although Thomas Browne's Religio Medici was first published in 1642,
Browne claims that he had written it seven years earlier. So his mature abrogation of the
heresy was penned in 1636, dating the mortalism of his youth even earlier.’> George
Wither published his translation of Gesenius' The Nature of Man in 1636. Gesenius, in
Wither's translation, suggests one may believe that man was initially created, before the
fall, neither wholly mortal nor entirely immortal but somewhere between the two.” This
clearly implies that both body and soul share the same fate. It is reasonable to assume
that Milton was familiar with these writings. He was a close friend and student of
Alexander Gill's. He may well have read Wither's Gesenius in his research for his
"Perfect System of Divinity" during the late 1630s. It is possible too, that he had come
across Sir Thomas Browne's unpublished manuscript, since it was widely circulated

among London's intellectuals between 1636 and 1642, when it was published.

"'See Alexander Gill, Sacred Philosophie of the Holy Scripture (1635), pp.190-200.

"In his prologue 'To the Reader,' Browne explains that the work was written seven years before its
publication, and in Section 7 he describes three heresies, all relating to death, of which he had with

difficulty managed to rid himself. The three are mortalism, God's mercy for the damned, and prayers for
the dead. ’

"*See George Wither (trans.), The Nature of Man (1636), pp.23-6.
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Even if, unlikely as it seems, Milton was unaware of these documents from his
own reading, he must have heard discussions and refutations of mortalism from tub and
pulpit. Norman Burns has ably and convincingly demonstrated that Richard Overton's
Mans Mortalitie (the first unequivocal affirmation of the heresy to appear in print for a
hundred years) of 1643 could not have been Milton's first encounter with mortalism.
According to Burns,

Milton and Overton both drew ideas from the lively discussion of

mortalism that was conducted first among the sects and then, as the

orthodox preachers tried to combat the idea from their pulpits, more
generally among Christian Londoners as they tested against Scripture

what was told them from tub and pulpit. The oral tradition of soul

sleeping in Interregnum England did not depend on Mans Mortalitie."*

Burns adds that although mortalism was not defended in print from Tyndale to Overton,

the opinion must have been current enough in oral form to elicit continual refutations

from orthodoxy.

If we are willing to accept the possibility that, if not yet a mature mortalist, Milton
was at least aware of the debate as early as the late 1630s, it is reasonable to assume that
the heretical doctrine may well have played on Milton's mind enough to have had a
modifying effect on the imagéry and perhaps the time-structure of his early poetry,
especially those poems which are preocgupied with death. For mortalism brings home
the full threat of death. By interposing itself between one's life in the present and one's
future life in heaven, death interrupts or destabilizes the smooth continuity between the
two. This sense of death isolates one from one's Christian destiny; it undermines it, even

cuts one off from it. Even though one's united body and soul have an essential similarity

“Norman Burns, Mortalism, p.169.



62
in one's life and in one's destiny, the connection, the way in which one gets from the one
to the other, is clearly broken by mortalism. It is this broken connection, this sense of
alienation from one's future destiny.which is evident in Lycidas and compels one's
reading of the poem.

But the fair guerdon when we hope to find,

And think to burst out into sudden blaze,

Comes the blind Fury with th' abhorred shears,

And slits the thin spun life. (11.73-76).
The image of one's life as a thread of material which is slit, drives home the disquieting
sense of death as a discontinuity, as a break. Of course, the image of the Fates spinning
out, weaving and then cutting the thread of one's life is well developed in the classical
tradition, and it is often used to describe death. Milton's use of the word "slits" gives this
image of discontinuity a particularly sinister, disquieting, eveﬁ murderous tinge. The
image as a whole, intensified by this word, suggests death as discontinuity rather
forcefully. Death figured as slitting a thread, as interrupting its continuity, as.separating
it from the tapestry of which it has become part, certainly has a different texture from
death figured as an utter end, or, with finality, as the completion of the tapestry of life.
While this image figures death as a discontinuity, it also hints at épotential continﬁity.
The thread, being material, cannot simply disappear and may perhaps be reintroduced to
the weft at a later time. Thus the image, if not a declaration of mortalism, is at the very
least consistent with it. It is the discontinuity, the alienation from one's ultimate destiny,
that must be overcome if we are to feel consoled by the poem. The poem must indicate
how the dead Lycidas may maintain some form of continuity with his future salvation,

if we are to take any consolation from it. Thus the problem of consolation in the poem

is not merely a matter of giving adequate vent to grief, but a matter of great theological
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urgency.

This urgency is strengthened if we turn to the matter of Lycidas' resurrection. The
simile of the setting and rising sun in the poem both attempts to conceal but nevertheless
insistently reveals the central problem of discontinuity, and thus of mortalism.

So sinks the day-star in the ocean bed,

And yet anon repairs his drooping head,

And tricks his beams, and with new spangled ore,

Flames in the forehead of the morning sky:

So Lycidas sunk low, but mounted high (11.168-72).
Lycidas' death is likened to the waning day-star, which disappears into the sea at the end
of the day. His resurrection is likened to the rising sun, which, as we all know, reappears
out of the sea again the following morning. Lycidas' death and resurrection, then, are cast
by this simile into the time frame of an evening, a night, and a morning. What is most
striking about this simile, however, is that it entirely omits any mention of the night-time
between sunset and sunrise. Indeed, according to the word "anon," it would seem that
the sun immediate y "repairs his drooping head." This immediacy suggests that the sun
does not actually go down at all, and that day-time is perpetual. While this abolition of
the night powerfully suggests Lycidas' immortality, it nevertheless goes against the
structure of the simile, for the simile requires the existence of night (no matter how bﬁeﬂ
in order to distinguish between sunset and sunrise. The idea that there must be some
deléy between sunset and sunrise is supported, pafédoxically, by the very word which

seemed to argue for their immediacy. "Anon," ambiguously, also has a sense of deléy

inscribed within it, much in the same way as the word "prés_ently"'~ signifie‘s‘ both
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immediacy and delay.”” Indeed, the next lines talk of "new spangled ore" and "morning
sky." These terms insist that time has passed after the sinking of the day-star. They insist
upon an interposing night-time. By sleight of image, Milton deftly avoids mentioning
the night, and yet "new spangled ore" and "morning sky" are meaningless without it."®
In so far as the night is, so to speak, successfully suppressed in the simile, these words
may be held to be consistent with the orthodox view that there is no mortalism in this
poem. But because the suppression is in fact only imperfectly successful (because it is
natural that sunset and sunrise can only happen before and after an intervening night), a
sense of a dividing darkness is introduced by these lines. The suppression of night in
these lines explains why critics have read Lycidas as a poem expressive of an orthodox
theology. However, even if one is unwilling to acknowledge the delay between sunset
and sunrise, or, in other words, the gap between the moments of death and resurrection,
on the evidence of this simile, one finds this delay or gap palpably in evidence the
moment the "genius of the shore" is mentioned. For, as will be explained in detail in

section iii of this chapter, the "genius of the shore" occupies this delay. It fills the gap.

'*Milton makes use of the word "presently" in a similarly ambiguous-way, to the use of "anon," in Of
Reformation, in The Complete Prose Works of John Milton (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953),
p.519: "after the story of our Saviour Christ, suffering to the lowest bent of weaknesse, in the flesh, and
presently triumphing to the highest pitch of glory, in the Spirit, which drew up his body also.” Indeed, this
passage can be taken as a paraphrase of the Lycidas simile; it makes use of the same notions of lowness
and highness which are separated by the ambiguous "presently.” Clearly, here, too, the key word carries
a double burden: of immediacy (even simultaneity) and of delay. '

'Milton's-declared unfinished poem, "The Passion," in which he attempts to deal with the death of
Christ, is interesting in this context. The absent night of Lycidas is all too present here. He describes his
joy being swallowed up in "long out-living night" (1.7), and as he begins his lament proper, he invokes
night as his muse, "Befriend me night best patroness of grief" (1.29). First, his joy perishes in what
ironically is called “long out-living night," and then he plunges his whole poem into night. It is in deep
night that Milton abandons this poem, being at a loss, perhaps, to find his way to break of day.
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(ii) Revival in the Pastoral Elegy Tradition

The notion of revival is symptomatic of the whole period during which Milton
wrote. The two major movements in European intellectual life, the Humanist
Renaissance and the Reformation, magnified the problem of continuity, which we have
been glancing at, to an impressive intensity. Three domains (relevant to this thesis) in
which the intense debate on the issue of revival took place emerge: literae humaniores,
church tradition, and individual salvation. The Renaissance looked back upon the death
of literae humaniores, and indeed all arts, during the dark Middle Ages, and saw itself as
their glorious rebirth."” The Reformation of the Church provoked intense debate around
what Milton called "deceivable tradition," the idea of a false continuity with the past.
Indeed, the reformed churches saw the Papacy as Antichrist and as the death, even, of the
early apostolic church of which they themselves were the glorious revival. Milton refers
to this in his 1645 epigraph to Lycidas in which he mentions "our corrupted clergy" by
which he specifically means the Laudian episcopality, but it, of course, also refers to the
broader notion of church tradition in general. Milton believed the episcopal church to
have had a direct traditional link with the hated Papacy, and turned much of his polemical
energy against this "deceivable tradition." In Of Reformation Milton describes how this
"deceivable tradition" almost entirely alienated the reformed churches from their origins.

But to dwell no longer in characterizing the Depravities of the Church,

and how they sprung, and how they tooke increase; when-I recall to mind

at last, after so many darke Ages, wherein the huge overshadowing traine

- of Error had almost swept all the Starres out of the Firmament of the

Church; how the bright and blissfull Reformation (by Divine Power)
strook through the black and settled Night of Ignorance and Antichristian

'"See T.M. Greene's The Light in Troy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982) for an excellent
discussion of this nostalgia, which he calls "humanist pathos."
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Tyranny, me thinks a soveraigne and reviving joy must needs rush into
the bosome of him that reads or heares; and the sweet Odour of the
returning Gospell inbath his Soule with the fragrancy of Heaven. Then
was the Sacred BIBLE sought out of the dusty corners where profane
Falshood and Neglect had throwne it, the Schooles opened, Divine and
Humane Learning rak'd out of the embers of forgotten Tongues, the
Princes and Cities trooping apace to the new erected Banner of Salvation;
the Martyrs, with the unresistable might of Weaknesse, shaking the
Powers of Darknesse, and scorning the fiery rage of the old red Dragon.18

"Deceivable tradition” had gone through so many ages of error and was so
"overshadowing" that the reformed churches were completely alienated from their
apostolic roots, completely enveloped in the "black and settled Night." An interesting
parallel with Lycidas may be seen here in the deathly image of "Night." In Lycidas, as
we have just seen in the image of the setting and repairing sun, death, figured as night,
is anxiously but imperfectly suppressed by the insistence that evening is immediately
followed by dawn. Here, however, "the black and settled Night" is "strook through" by
the dawn light of the Reformation in a kind of mortalist resurrection of the apostolic
church. The exaltation of the dawning light of the Reformation revival gives way a little
later in the pamphlet to disappointment at England's lagging behind, at its persistent
resistance to revival, to light. The debate about how the church should look upon its
tradition, its origins and heritage, also led to intense argument over the nature of the soul,
an argument within which, as we have seen, Milton formulated his strongly heterodox
views, mortalism and materialism. Indeed, as wili Be seen in this section, the problem
of continuity in tradition is closely analogous to the theological concept of mortalism,
both in its problematic formulation and in suggested solutions to these problems. The

revivals of Latin and Greek culture, of the apostolic church, and of the.dead at

'®See Milton's Of Reformation in The Complete Prose of John Milton (New Haven:Yale University
Press, 1953), vol.I, pp.524-5.
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Judgement, raise the question of continuity, or of the "intermediate state," in closely
analogous ways. But while the renaissance of literae humaniores and the.Reformation
need to deal with a predominantly retrospective sense of continuity, the question of
individual salvation must, of course, deal with a predominantly prospective continuity.
The problem of continuity may thus be seen, because of these three domains, as double
edged. Both the past and the future lie similarly cut off from the present. Underlying
Lycidas, in which all three of these domains intersect, is the double challenge, then, of

finding continuity with both the past and the future.

In tﬁe passage from Of Reformation, cited above, Milton offers two ways (both
enabled "by divine power") in which the reformed churches forged their links with the
true undeceived past, thereby overcoming the sense of alienation from the past that
reformation implies. The enabling "divine power" is mysterious and eludes analysis. It
leaves what was manifestly achieved by human labour to the hand of God. This "divine
power" empowers two human agencies, textual revival and political action. Clearly, the
first sustains the second. Texts provide the fortitude and the faith of martyrs. Textual
revival gathers up the past which supplies the martyr with a stable and certain point from
which to fling himself into the instability of political change. Indeed, the martyr's
certainty of where his salvation will lie rests firmly on a revived past, the past of the early
apostolic church. By searching out the bible, opening schools and raking out divine and
human learning from the embers of forgotten tongues, Milton refers to the revival not
only of scripture but also of classical tegcts. Travnslatio.ns of the bible into the vernacular
as well as vemaculaf imitations of the classics abounded during the Renaissance, in a

broad effort to revive the past which had wandered almost out of reach over a thousand
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years of error.”” Indeed, Milton spent a great deal of energy reviving scripture. His
translations of the Psalms and his treatise on Christian doctrine are clear monuments to
his efforts. His revival of classical pagan texts is a little more diffused, appearing only
in allusions and imitations within his poetry. It is, however, ironic that his puritanical
mistrust of all tradition other than scripture should lead him into conflict with the
traditions of pagan antiquity which are richly represented in his works. Indeed, he has
a similarly ambivalent attitude to the scriptural tradition. At times he clearly favours the
liberty of the Gospels and reads the law in this light. But at other times, the law asserts
itself in his thought. In reclaiming the past Milton is unwilling to jettison either the Old
Testament or the pagan past. Indeed, his efforts at textual revival may be summarized
in the double strategy of biblical translation and classical imitation. His psalm
translations will be discussed at length in part 2 of this thesis. In this part, his

problematic relationship with the pagan past will be discussed.

As will be seen in what follows, Milton makes use of retrospective glances at the
classical (pagan) pastoral-elegy tradition, in Lycidas, as a context in which to effect a
Christian or prospective consolation. Classical tradition and scriptural revival intertwine
in the poem. The classical invades the scriptural, as Samuel Johnson noticed, to produce
the famous generic splits of Lycidas. However, the generic splits are, perhaps, only one
way of looking at the interaction of classical tradition and Christian prophecy in the
poem, for the two may be seen as essentially similar with respect to the problem of

#continuity. Indeed, prophecy, or prospective consolation, may in some respects be

“Thomas Greene, in The Light in Troy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), describes the
Renaissance sense of "historical solitude.” He describes both the pathetic alienation that this involved as
well as the classical imitation that it engendered.
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considered retrospective as the following example may illustrate.

The epigraph with which Milton heads his peem provides insight into his views
on prophecy and the continuity of history.

In this monody the author bewails a learned friend, unfortunately
drowned in his passage from Chester on the Irish Seas, 1637. And by

occasion foretells the ruin of our corrupted clergy then in their height.

I have emphasised the second sentence in this epigraph because it was absent from the

poem's first publication in 1638 and was added only in the 1645 Poems. The added

sentence identifies the poem as a prophecy and introduces the notion of the "corrupted
clergy." There is a compelling political reason why this sentence was omitted in 1638.
In 1638 the "corrupted clergy” were "in their height" and any unequivocal attack on them
would no doubt have been damaging to the author. However, the word "then" clearly
measures the distance between 1638 and 1645. Great changes had taken place in English
society between the two publications of the poem. Milton's addition in 1645, with the
benefit of comfortable hindsight, insists not only that the poem is prophetic, but also that
the poem's prophecies have been realised. It seems that what may héve been wishful
thinking in 1638 has becofne‘ fulfilled propﬁecy by 1645. Tﬁis is merely to say that
prophecy can only properly be validated from the perspective of hindsight. But when
there can be no‘hindsight, as in the case of Christian faith, one's hope for the truth of a
prophecy can only rely upon a strong sense of past continuity,_upon one's faith that this
poWerful v‘c"onﬁnuity rﬂay carry err into the future-. T his may be observed in the structure
of ﬁmy _psalms which cataiogue the pa.s't i"n_t‘ervent'ioﬁs of God in human history only to
ééll on him to intervene again. Milton's seléction of psalms which he translated in 1648

provides several examples of this. Psalm 85:1-4 is representative.
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1 Thy land to favour graciously
Thou hast not Lord been slack,
Thou hast from hard captivity
Returned Jacob back.
2 The iniquity thou didst forgive
That wrought thy people woe,
And all their sin, that did thee grieve
4 Hast hid where none shall know.
3 Thine anger all thou hadst removed,
And calmly didst return
From thy fierce wrath which we had proved
Far worse than fire to burn.
4 God of our saving health and peace,
Turn us, and us restore,
Thine indignation cause to cease
Toward us, and chide no more.?’

The psalmist spends three verses appealing to God's past mercy in the hope that a

merciful continuity may be established now and in the future.

Milton's psalm translations will be dealt with in detail in part two of this thesis.
In what follows here we will see how Milton's often remarked upon imitations, or,
indeed, translations, of Theocritus and Virgil*' establish continuity with the past and
provide enough momentum to gesture toward the future. The imitation of both
Theocritus' and Virgil's pastoral elegies in Lycidas focuses the reader's attention upon a

whole tradition of death and salvation.?? Indeed, Richmond Hathorn has indicated that

the entire pastoral genre owes its origin to a ritual of death and salvation. Hathorn

* ®See also Ps.80:8-16 which asks God to tend his vine as he once did, and Ps.83:9.ff. Wthh asks God
to repeat now the kinds of things he did prev1ously to the enemles of Israel.

* #'See James Holly Hanford, "The Pastoral Elegy and Milton's Lycidas" in C.A. Patrides (ed.) Milton's
Lycidas: The Tradition and the Poem (New York, 1961), and J.M. Evans, "Lycidas, Daphnis, and Gallus,"
inJ. Carey (ed.) English Renaissance Studies (Oxford, 1980).

2The consolatory preoccupation of the pastoral elegy tradition has been well noted. Joseph Wittreich,
citing Thomas McFarland, says that the pastoral elegy "always strives to diminish, to soften, the fact of
death." See Wittreich's "The Genres of Lycidas," p.66.
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describes what Theon, the scholiast, called the "true account" of the origin of pastoral.
After a factional strife in the city state, or according to another version,
after a plague either of beasts or men, Artemis Lyaea was given credit for
‘bringing the catastrophe to an end; and a festival was instituted in
thanksgiving. The manner of its celebration was as follows: crowds of
rustics would flock to the theatre and engage in singing-contests.?
There is no resurrection of the dead in this account. Indeed, there is no actual death in
it. It describes the defeat of death, and the thanksgiving, which is the prototype of the
pastoral tradition, gives this defeat a mystical tinge. The ritualistic thanksgiving for the

end of a plague, in this case, represents the beginning of a trend which pushes further and

further towards the prophecy of resurrection.

Theocritus' first Idyll laments the passion of Daphnis (t& Aé&dpvidog &Ayen)
who begins to take on a semi-divine status.”* Daphnis dies when he is entirely consumed
by the river. He never reappears. And yet there are two factors in the idyll which hint
ever so slightly at resurrection. While arguing with Kypris, Daphnis mentions "seasonal
Adonis” (wpaiog..."Adwvig, 1.109) as someone who has resisted love, just as Daphnis
does. Daphnis thus alludes to the seasonal death and resurrection of Adonis the
agricultural deity. Furthermore, the river in which Daphnis disappears, besides
traditionally representing flux, also may carry a hint of continuity. The river Arethusa
becomes the muse of pastoral poetry as the tradition develops. Indeed, Arethusa does not
only répresent traditional éontiﬁuity, but she also gﬁérantees translation as will be seen

below. Thus, Theocritus' first idyll admits death and begins to hint at resurrection in two

2In "The Ritual Origin of Pastoral," TAPA 92 (1961), 236-7.

**David M. Halperin, in "The Forebears of Daphnis," places Daphnis squarely in the Near-Eastern
tradition of gods and demi-gods who are destroyed by a goddess who represents the generative principle
in nature: Dimmuzi, Tammuz, Adonis, Attis, Anchises, Gilgamesh. All of these become the objects of
ritual mourning and some of them are resurrected.
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ways: through the immortality of apotheosis, and through the continuity of the river.

The two glimpses of resurrection in this idyll may be neatly distinguished in terms
of dualism and monism. The suggested apotheosis tends towards dualism because there
is a clear ontological disjunction between mortal humans and immortal gods. Indeed,
Daphnis is not Adonis, no matter how allusively they may be linked. The river, on the
other hand, is thoroughly monistic, since Daphnis fades into it (ExAvoe diva). Adonis'
apotheosis as the seasonal deity is developed more fully in a later poem in the pastoral-
elegy tradition, Bion's Lament for Adonis. There, it involves an initial interruption in the
natural realm, even though "seasonal Adonis" is essentially natural. Just before Bion's
poem closes, the Fates make an abortive attempt at calling Adonis back to life.

yoaiMoipatl tov "Adwviv &vakieiovoly "TAdwviv,

kel viv éntoeidovoiv:- d 8é oprolv oY DTakoVEL:

oL pav ovk €0éAel, KOpa 8¢ viv obk &moAvet. (94-96)

[And the Fates weep for Adonis, calling up Adonis; they cast him repetitive

spells, but he makes no answer to them. He is not unwilling; the Maid will not

free him.]
The defeated call of the Fates suggests the impossibility of resurrection. It places Adonis
firmly in the domain of Persephone (K& pa). And yet the final two lines of the poem call
upon Cytherea to stop her mouming, for she will weep again and mourn again, come
another year (dei oe maAiv kAaboar, maAiv eig €tog &AAo dakpboar). The
promise that the mourning will have to be repeated in another yeaf is a clear reference to

"seasonal Adonis," to a resurrection in nature. Thus Adonis is alternately absent then

present, in Hades, then in nature.

Moschus' Lament for Bion makes an even more insistent denial of resurrection
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than Bion's poem initially makes. The poem makes a very vigorous case against the very
possibility of resurrection. It draws a sharp distinction between the death of men and the
death and rebirth cycle of vegetal life (11.99-104). And yet, even in this bleak poem, there
is the faintest suggestion that Bion may nevertheless live on. Singing, it seems, may
bring him back. In the last lines of the poem, Moschus entreats the dead Bion to sing a
pastoral song to Persephone so that
xw¢ Opdpéi npdobev £dwkev

adéa doppifovrti maricovtov Evpuvdikerav,

kel o0& Biwov méuyel toig Opeoiv. €l 0 TLKkNYQV

ovpiodwv duvapav, tapé [IAovtéi kK abtog erdov. (123-26).

[as she once gave back Eurydice to Orpheus when he played the phorminx

sweetly, so also will she send Bion forth to the mountains. And if I too could

play the syrinx, I too would play, myself, in Pluto's house.]
It is music, only, which may hope to achieve the return of Bion. If Bion's own singing
in Hades fails, then Moschus' singing for him will surely succeed. It would seem that
playing the syrinx may, ironically, not only effect Bion's escape from death, but also
Moschus' entrance into Hades. The closest that Moschus comes to an idea of resurrection
is the very weakest form of revival that imitation or even translation affords. It is as if
Bion is carried across the borders of Hades by Moschus' song. Translation literally

"

means "carrying across.” Thus Moschus' song, literally, translates Bion out of Hades.
In the pastoral-elegy tradition this revival through translation (through what is literally

"carried across") is represented in the myth of the river Arethusa.

Virgil picks up the idea of the river as that which carries across in his tenth

eclogue. Arethusa, here, travels under the sea from Theocritus' Sicily to Virgil's Italy.
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In doing so, Arethusa carries Sicily across to Italy.” This eclogue, however, does not
describe an actual death, only a struggle with death. We must thus look to Eclogue V for
resurrection. In this eclogue Mopsus laments Daphnis' death: "Extinctum Nymphae
crudeli funere Daphnin/ flebant" [The Nymphs mourn dead Daphnis with painful funeral
rites] (1.20). But by the time Menalcas is able to reply, Daphnis has been resurrected in
the stars: "Candidus insuetum miratur Jimen Olympi/ sub pedibusque videt nubes et
sidera Daphnis" [Shining Daphnis is unusually admired at the gate of Olympus; beneath
his feet he sees stars and clouds] (1.56). Not only has he been resurrected, but he has

become a god, "deus, deus ille." Virgil, following the lead of first Bion and then

Moschus, develops the two hints at resurrection from Theocritus separately in two
different eclogues. The river as that which translates is developed in Eclogue X and the
deity, in Eclogue V. Although it is difficult to impute motives to Virgil, it is not
surprising that these two different kinds of resurrection or revival should be developed
in different poems, since they are so different as to be practically irreconcilable. When
they both emerge in the same poem, as they do in Lycidas, we shall see their problematic

clash.

Lycidas, like Theocritus' Daphnis, disappears in the flood. Like Virgil's Daphnis,
he is resurrected as a kind of god. Although Milton invokes the rivers of antiquity twice,

these do not play a highly developed role in Lycidas' revival, since he dismisses them in

»Written in the late 1630s, roughly at the same time that Milton wrote Lycidas, Sir Thomas Browne's
Religio Medici (published in 1642) gives a beautiful description of tradition in terms of Arethusa: "like
the river Arethusa, though they [opinions] lose their current in one place, they rise up again in another ...
for as though there were a Metempsuchosis, and the soule of one man passed into another, opinions do
finde after certaine revolutions, men and minde like those that first begat them ... every man is not onely
himselfe, ... men are lived over againe, the world is now as it was in ages past, there was none then, but
there hath been some one since that parallels him, and is as it were his revived selfe" (Sect. 6).
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despair.”® However, Milton, developing Virgil, resurrects Lycidas in two ways. He is
resurrected bodily, in a pastoral heaven, and, with a surprising incorporeality, as the
genius of the shore. These two aspects of Lycidas' resurrection develop out of the earlier

prototypical resurrections in the tradition.

The two ways of encapsulating death and resurrection which emerge from the
Theocritus-Bion-Moschus-Virgil-Milton tradition will be discussed further in section iii
of this chapter. However, before this can be done, the tradition of the river needs further
elaboration. The idea that the river carries in its flood both death and continuity, even

resurrection, has its locus classicus (if not in the Milesian philosopher Thales) in Plato’s

Phaedo. More specific to the present discussion, Plato's Phaedo also represents the first
appearance of the idea of the underground river from which the Arethusa myth descends.
Towards the end of this dialogue about the immortality of the soul, Plato places the
immortal soul within a mythical geography; he provides a topography for the progress
of the soul from er to death and back again. He begins his myth by submerging
humanity in water. Human life thus hés the reaséuring continuity of a river eternally
ﬂowinvg in upon itself. Any apparent diséontinuity is explained away by the fact that the
river which humahity inhabits disappears into great chasms and flows underground only

to reappear at another place. He compares our existence in this river of a world with that

%Milton makes particularly powerful reference to the idea of translation which is inherent in the
reference to the streams of antiquity in the invocations of his two Latin poems which deal with poetic
survival, Ad Patrem and Epitaphium Damonis. Ad Patrem opens with a particularly somatic version of
this continuity; the streams are called to flow through Milton's heart and lips: Nunc mea Pierios cupiam
per pectora fontes/ Irriguas torquere vias. totumque per ora/ Volvere laxatum gemino de vertice rivum
[Now I would like the Pierian founts to turn their irrigating channels through my heart, and their entire
expanded stream to roll from the twin slopes through my mouth]. (11.1-5). Epitaphium Damonis makes
a less personal invocation, calling river deities of the Himera forth to mhablt the Thames ina gesture
towards what was called the franslatio studii: Himeri
carmen [Himeridean nymphs ... sing your Sicilian song through Thames-51de towns].
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of fish who live their lives in their watery element oblivious to the fact that there is
another entire world of air above the surface of the water. The world which souls occupy
in alternate carnate and incarnate form is the submerged watery one. It consists of four
great streams which all flow into the great axial chasm, Tartarus. In carnate form the
souls occupy the river called Okeanos, which accords well with the fish simile.”” After
death the disembodied souls occupy any one of three other rivers, Acheron,
Pyriphlegathon or Kokytos, depending upon their deeds during life. What is interesting
here is that the living and the dead are only separated spatially in the world; they merely
occupy different rivers. The continuity between the rivers leaves open the possibility of
translation between them. Plato does not dwell upon any difference in essence between
life and death; indeed, they are essentially similar. Both living and dead inhabit rivers
which ultimately join one another enabling continual cross-over from the one into the
other. Thus, Plato provides a picture of the earth in which life and death and rebirth are
merely alternating states in a continuous water-cycle. This picture is essentially monistic
in nature. For although Plato divides people into bodies and souls, these bodies and souls

are only spatially (not ontogenetically) separable.

A complex discontinuity, however, seems to enter the picture in the description
of those souls who somehow manage to escape, or transcend, the continuous alternating
cycle. With this discontinuity comes plafonic dualism. The souls of the exceptionally
good are delivered from this alternating carnate and incarnate flux of their fellows' watery

existence.

'This fish simile is not lost upon the Gospel tradition where Jesus declares that he will make his
disciples, Peter and Andrew, fishers of men (Matt.4:18-19). They will draw men out of this world into the
next as they draw fish out of the water.
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But as for those who are found to have lived exceptionally holy lives, it

is they who are freed and delivered from those regions within the earth,

as from prisons, and who attain the pure dwelling above, and make their

dwelling above ground. And among their number, those who have been

adequately purified by philosophy live bodiless [&vev...cwpé&twv] for

the whole of time to come, and attain to dwelling places fairer even than

these, which is not easy to reveal [&¢ oUte "pddiov dnAdowr], nor

is the time sufficient at present (114B-C).*®
The transcendent existence which Plato describes here is interesting. He seems to be
describing two different transcendent realms, one which is inhabited by those who have
lived exceptionally holy lives, and another, which itself transcends this first
transcendental realm, and which is inhabited by the bodiless (&vev...cwp&twv) souls
of pure philosophers. The implication in this stepwise transcendence is that as one moves
up the ladder one becomes less bodied (i.e. more and more separated from the body in
an ontogenetic sense). And, indeed, as one becomes less bodied (or more transcendent)
the harder it becomes for Plato to speak (&¢¢ olte "pgdiov dnAd®oawtr). Plato has
attempted to construct a sort of continuum of realms, in his multilevel geography, with
each realm relating to the one below in analogous fashion to the way in which the one
above relates to it. Four realms are evident: Tartarus, the four rivers, the true world of
the exceptionally good, and the true heaven reserved for bodiless philosophers.”” And
yet, for all his insistence to the contrary, these four realms are fundamentally

discontinuous. This puzzling simultaneous sense of continuity and discontinuity

becomes clearer when we consider Plato's hypothetical method, which he describes a

%[ have cited David Gallup's translation of the Phaedo (Oxford: Clarendon, 1975). It is a particularly
close translation of Burnet's Oxford Classical Text (1900).

®Plato has particular difficulty describing Tartarus as a distinct realm. On the one hand it is part of the
river system which is in eternal flux, and on the other, it has a remarkable stasis about it. The inhabitants
of this region are unlike those in the river system; the souls of the incredibly bad are confined to this place,
never to flow out of it in any stream. The incredibly bad seem to have descended a level into Tartarus, into
an eternal static parody of the uppermost and "truest” level, within the multilevel errancy of souls.
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little earlier on in the dialogue.® This hypothetical method, or geometrical analysis,”'
demonstrates a curious continuity between different hypothetical realms. Plato first
hypothesises, presumably by means of an intuitive leap of the intellect, and then verifies
his intuition by demonstrating that all the possible derivatives of this hypothesis are
consistent with one another. He then repeats the procedure. The two routes, the upward
hypothetical way and the downward derivative way, are, Plato insists, to be kept distinct.
The process of hypothesising comes to an end when he reaches "something adequate”

(Bw¢ éni t1 ikavov €A1001¢). In the case of the Phaedo myth, he reaches up to the

"dwelling places fairer even than these" - the utterly pure, utterly bodiless place of Ideal
Forms. Although Plato is constrained to make his upward route to this ti ikavov by
discontinuous leaps and bounds of his hypothesising mind, the downward route from the

T1 ik v ov is surprisingly smooth and continuous.

The difficulty of his disjunctive upward route is evident in his repeated apologies
for his mythical mode of discourse.. He begins his myth tentatively by saying, "if it 1s
proper to tell a tale..." (110B1) (ei y&p del xal poOov Aéyerv) and ends with a
strangely assured apology:

Now to insist that these things are just as I have related them would not

be fitting for a man of intelligence: but that either this or something like

it is true about our souls and their dwellings, given that the soul evidently

is immortal, this, I think, is fitting and worth risking, for one who believes
that it is so - for a noble risk it is - so one should repeat such things to

**David Gallup translates 100A and 101D-E: "this was how I proceeded: hypothesising on each
occasion the theory I judge strongest, I put down as true whatever things seem to me to accord with it, ...
and whatever do not, I put down as'not true. ... and when you had to give account of the hypothesis itself,

you would give it ... hypothesising another hypothesis, whichever should seem best of those above, till you
came to something adequate."

*'Kenneth Sayre locates the root of this theory in Pappus' mathematical method which Sayre calls
Geometrical Analysis. See Plato's Analytical Method (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969).
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oneself like a spell [¢ T ¢ derv]: which is just why I have so prolonged the
tale. (114D) [The italics are mine].

Plato here grépples With the problem that has been our subject all along. He is aware that
there is a.problem in insisting that »his hypothetical realms ére literally extant. Faced thus
with a disintegrating monism and an encroaching disruptive dualism, he suggests a
surprising solution. Plato relies on the incantatory (¢ t&deiv) effect of his mythical

language to do the trick. One almost hears Plato chanting the credo in a Roman Catholic

mass. By chanting his myth as if it were a spell (Gonep éngderv), Plato hopes to
reduce by magic the risk of failing in his project. The nature of this magic is a little
obscured by Gallup's translation. The Greek which Gallup translates as "which is just
why I have so prolonged the tale" is 10 81 éywye kel T@Aal pnkdvw tov uobov.
Gallup traﬂélaies Kl TaAol unkovow as 'l have SO -prolonged" even though the verb
unxOv w is in the present tense. It is because of kai m& A «t, presumably, that he renders
it perfect. H;)wever, kol TaAot could be translated more literally, "as well as long ago."
The phrase could thus be rendered, "which is why even I, as well as [those] long ago,

n32

prolong the tale."” xai méAat pnkdvw thus suggests both a repetitive incantation or

spell and tradition itself.”® Thus, Plato authorises his counter-inductive method, which

32There are two difficulties with this translation. The first has to do with the meaning of néAat.
Liddell and Scott list it as meaning both "a long time ago" and "a short while ago." They cite a number
of texts which use Td&Aa as equivalent to &pti (just now). They point out, however, that Plato uses
ndAo as the opposite of &pti referring us to Theaetetus 142A as the definitive example. (It is of
incidental interest that the word & Ao is used in its adjectival form to distinguish the Old Testament from
the New: ) taAaié 61001ixn). The second difficulty in this translation has to do with the use of both
ve in Eywye and kai: ye suggests Plato alone, kai may suggest others too. It is unclear whether Plato
is referring to his own repetition since ancient time (which is a little puzzling) or to the repetition of
ancients. Liddell and Scott's Lexicon notes the usage oi md Ao 1, meaning "the ancients.” It is not unlikely
that kai wé At should refer to the ancients as well.

*Benjamin Jowett translates the italicized sentence as follows: "the venture is a glorious one, and he
ought to comfort himself with words of power like these, which is why I lengthen out the tale." See The
Dialogues of Plato, vol.I, p.474. This translation, like Gallup's, argues simply for a long tale, making no
appeal to tradition. Indeed, Jowett's translation is even more hostile to the idea of tradition than Gallup's
because it translates €t ¢derv as "to comfort oneself with words of power." Gallup's translation of this
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is paralleled in his Phaedo myth as a reaching out to (or a prophecy of) the future, by

means of a traditional spell.

The appeal to tradition is, of course, evident where Plato talks of this watery
corrupt world. His geography is derived from Homeric epic. He even cites Zeus' terrible
threat of casting anyone who defies him down into "the deepest pit beneath the earth,”
Tartarus (Iliad viii.14). The four rivers, Okeanos, Acheron, Pyriphlegethon, and
Kokytos, are all described by Circe when she directs Odysseus on his descent into Hades
(Od.x.512-4). Furthermore, the notion of alternation between the carnate and incorporeal
immortal soul has its roots in a combination of Orphic and Pythagorean traditions.* The
appeal to tradition is perhaps more difficult to follow when Plato launches into his ideas
of an utterly transcendent future for philosophers and a partially transcendent one for the
exceptionally good. There is no literary precedent for this. This is because it is a
projection into the future and can only be seen to be continuous with literary tradition
from the vantage point of the future looking back. This is what Plato's Analytical, or
Hypothetical, Method tries to validate. It bestows provisional truth upon an hypothesis
from which everything which is already known may be reasonably derived in a
retrospective sort of way. This Analytical Method relates to tradition, to the past, by
projecting into the future an end-point (t1 ixevov) from which history in its entirety

may be found to be continuous in retrospect.”

word as "spell” carries with it a suggestion of tradition, as spells are always repetitive and therefore
traditional.

#See R.S. Bluck's commentary in Plato's Phaedo (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1955), p.127.
It is worth noting that, besides this retrospective sort of continuity that Plato gives his Ideal World

with this corrupt one, he insists upon a material link between the two. In the long list of perfections of the
"True Earth" as opposed to the corruptions of this earth, Plato seems to be creating an unsurpassable divide
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This retrospective kind of continuity may be seen most provocatively in the
"motto" (as John Carey terms it) of the volume of poems dedicated to the memory of
Edward King, Justa Edvardo King Naufrago, in which Lycidas first appeared in 1638.
The "motto," attributed to Petronius Arbiter is taken from the Satyricon and is embedded

in a highly challenging context.

Si bene calculum ponas, ubique naufragium est. At enim fluctibus obruto
non contingit sepultura. Tanquam intersit, periturum corpus quae ratio

consumat, ignis an fluctus an mora. Quiquid feceris, omnia haec eodum
ventura sunt. Ferae tamen corpus lacerabunt. Tanquam melius ignis
accipiat; immo hanc poenam gravissimam credimus, ubi servis irascimur.
Quae ergo dementia est, omnia facere, ne quid de nobis relinquat
sepultura? [The line in italics is the cited "motto."]

If vou reckon well shipwreck is everywhere. And, indeed, those whelmed
by the flood never reach a proper burial [or a funeral pyre]. As if it makes
any difference what consumes our dying bodies, fire or water or time.
Whatever you say, these all come out the same. Beasts will still tear your
body to pieces. Would fire treat it any better? -when we are angry with
our slaves, we believe fire to be the greatest punishment. What madness

~ is it then to do all this [i.e to bury the dead], for the grave relinquishes
nothing!*

The speaker of these lines, Encolpius, makes a bitter attack on funeral rites, heaping scorn
and derision upon anyone who imagines any value in them. He thus questions the very
conception of the anthology in which Lycidas appears.. Encolpius voices the well

rehearsed cynicism that death is death and resurrection is but naive fancy, which is

anathema to Christian thought. Milton and his colleagues in Justa, clearly, pick up the

gauntlet so contemptuously cast down by Encolpius. By making Lycidas into the "genius

between the two, and yet he says, "it is from these [the beautiful, transparent, smooth stones of the "True
Earth"] that the little stones we value, sardinian stones, jaspers, emeralds, and all such, are pieces” (112d-

e).

3¢The translation, or paraphrase, is my own interpretation. It should be noted that the "motto" of Justa
Edvardo King Naufrago has the word recte instead of the word bene. This is the difference between
"rightly" and "well." Using recte can only serve to reinforce the power of the nihilistic challenge, which
the anthology tries to answer.
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of the shore" who "[shall] be good/ To all that wander in that perilous flood," Milton
acknowledges Lycidas' place in the watery world (in Plato's Okeanos) of flux. The
"perilous flood" is obviously a reference to Lycidas' watery death, but the word that in

"that perilous flood" makes it also an epideictic reference to Encolpius’ fluctus, which

proclaims utter annihilation in death. Encolpius does not only deny the possibility of
anything cheating the grave. He also challenges the very meaning of the funeral rite

which besides burial includes obsequies.

The compilers of Justa Edvardo King, in citing Encolpius' challenge, defeat him
because it is just such citation that Encolpius insists is futile. Encolpius' "motto" has
itself cheated the grave, being cited and animated in a new context. Precisely what this

new context is needs to be clarified. By appearing as the motto in Justa, Encolpius’

discontinuous flux attains a sense of continuity, and begins to correspond with Plato's
continuous flux. In Milton's poem there is also a sense of utter loss, of hopeless flux.
Indeed, Lycidas' loss has a worrying finality about it.

- Whilst thee the shores, and sounding seas
Wash far away, where'er thy bones are hurled,
Whether beyond the stormy Hebrides
Where thou perhaps under the whelming tide
Visit'st the bottom of the monstrous world;

Or whether thou to our moist vows denied,

Sleep'st by the fable of Bellerus old,

Where the great vision of the guarded mount

Looks toward Namancos and Bayona's hold...
(11.155-63)

The proliferation of guessed locations only undermines our hope that he may be found.
And yet Milton says, "Henceforth thou art the genius of the shore," raising Lycidas ever

so slightly out of the watery flux, which both he and Plato hold in contempt. Milton
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raises him to the surface, which, in terms of Plato's Phaedo, represents something worth

dying for. (Indeed, Socrates was willing to drink poison because of his desire to reach
this surface.)

We are unable to pass through to the summit of the air; for were anyone
to go to its surface [én' &xpea], or gain wings and fly aloft, he would
stick his head up and see - just as here the fishes of the sea stick their
heads up and see the things here, so he would see the things up there: and
if his nature were able to bear the vision, he would realize that this is the
true heaven, the genuine light, and the true earth. (Phaedo, 109E-110A).

And yet to place Lycidas, as genius loci, at the platonic surface (¢xpe), at the threshold
which separates worlds proves a little problematic. For although Lycidas as "genius of
the shore" is bodiless, as are Plato's philosophers, Milton seems to insist that Lycidas is
in nature at the literal interface between sea and air, and not at the platonic limit at the
very edge of the world. For all his affinity with the platonic geogfaphy of flux Milton
seems to drag the platoﬁic limen back down into 'the very midst of the world. Milton
does not employ.Plato's aﬁalogic mode of narration, and makes no apology for his own
straightforwardly declarative mode. Milton is bafflingly literal where Plato reassures us
with allegory. "The genius of the shore" is literally incorporeal within auliterally natural

world.

(iii) The Resurrections of Lycidas

The climactic tenth verse paragraph of Lycidas contains Lycidas' resurrection and

apotheosis. It contains the crux of our discussion of the conflict between dualism and
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monism.

- Weep no more, woeful shepherds, weep no more,
For Lycidas your sorrow is not dead,
Sunk though he be beneath the watery floor,
So sinks the day-star in the ocean bed,
And yet anon repairs his drooping head,
And tricks his beams, and with new spangled ore,
Flames in the forehead of the morning sky:
So Lycidas sunk low, but mounted high,
Through the dear might of him that walked the waves;
Where other groves and other streams along,
With nectar pure his oozy locks he laves,
And hears the unexpressive nuptial song,
In the blest kingdoms meek of joy and love.
There entertain him all the saints above,
In solemn troops, and sweet societies
That sing, and singing in their glory move,
And wipe the tears for ever from his eyes. -
Now Lycidas the shepherds weep no more;
Henceforth thou art the genius of the shore,
In thy large recompense, and shalt be good
To all that wander in that perilous flood. (11.165-85)

What is most striking in these twenty one lines is that Lycidas is resurrected twice. He
is resurrected into a pastoral heaven where he attends the "unexpressive nuptial song" of
-the marriage feast of the Lamb, but he is also resurrected into a future of benevolent
service in an apotheosis as "the genius of the shore." Critics have often failed to
differentiate adequately between these two resurrections and have seen them as different
poetic manifestations of the same thing.”” However, it is evident that these two cannot
be so easily superimposed, because they clearly differ in their material substance and
occupy different realms and different times. In the pastoral resurrection Lycidas has a

palpable body which may be luxuriously "laved." Lycidas washes himself in a sort of

¥See Douglas Bush's review and commentary on the resurrection passage (11.165-85), especially his
comments on the "genius of the shore,” in Merritt Hughes (general ed.) A Variorum Commentary on the
Poems of John Milton, vol.2 part 2, p.730. He indicates that modern criticism focuses upon the continuity
suggested by "the genius of the shore.” The disjunctive quality of this figure was only concentrated upon
by early critics. o
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heavenly baptism. Significantly, the scene is described in the present tense. The "genius
of the shore" is bodiless; it inhabits the earth and 1s described in the future tense. The two
resurrections differ in time, in place and in substance. Dualist as well as monist

consequences flow from these differences.

With respect to the times of the two resurrections, it would appear that a sort of
progression takes place. Lycidas is described first as he is now in heaven, and then as he
shall be on earth. This reverses the orthodox Protestant view which holds that body and
sou] separate at death, with the soul then going to heaven, salvation and eternal life. It
1s surprising, in the light of-this reversal, that some critics, William Kerrigan especially,
have argued that Lycidas is Milton's most conventionally orthodox poem, perhaps even
his only one within the Puritan main-stream.” It would be foolish to try to salvage an
orthodox reading of the poem by insisting that the two resurrections merely trace the two
separate fates of the separated body and soul. Such an argument fails to explain why
Lycidas as "the genius of the shore" is both on earth and bodiless. If "the genius of the
shore" referred to the resurrection of the dead at the eschaton then it should be bodied.

If it referred to the survival of a separate soul it should be in heaven.

However, the tenses of the consolatory passage in Lycidas are not as simple as
the above analysis implies. The whole passage, with both present tense and future tense
sections, is thrown into the past by the line immediately following it, "Thus sang the

uncouth swain to the oaks and rills" (1.186). This gives the entire passage preceding this

**See Kerrigan's article "The Heretical Milton: From Assumption to Mortalism" English Literary
Renaissance, 5 (1975), 137.
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line a peculiar existence in time. As one reads the poem and comes upon this sentence,
one is forced to adopt a different sense of what is actually present, past and future in the
passage. What had been present and what had been future are shown now to have been
sung in the past. Thus with respect to one's own perspective as one reads "thus sang the
uncouth swain," what had only a moment previously been in the future tense should now
actually be taking place in the present, and, it would seem, that what had been present
should now be extinct and gone. It is quite reasonable to allow the future to slip into the
present in this manner and the present into the past, for, after all, this is how time flows.
But the present tense in which Lycidas in the pastoral heaven laves his oozy locks and
listens to the "unexpressive nuptial song," is no ordinary present tense. It is impossible
to imagine that this picture should be abolished in the sense that we have moved beyond
it in time. The very idea of Lycidas' resurrection, and thus the poem's Christian
consolation, would thus be abolished. Lycidas would thus have to be read as a poem of
utter theological despair.”® Clearly, we have to find an alternative explanation if heaven
and salvation are not to slip into the past and disappear. A possible alternative which
preserves Lycidas' resurrection is that there is a sense of timelessness, of being out of
hisfory, in Milton's present tense pastoral vision. Thé loptimism in "weep no more,
woeful shepherds weep no more,/ For Lycidas your sorrow is not dead" carries with it a
sense of eternity. And, indeed, as "all the saints above ... wipe the tears for ever from
his eyes," it feels that we are staring at eternity, even while we (as readers) occupy a
different time frame. Furthermore, the fact that there are no markers of sequential time

organizing Lycidas' activities in heaven (laving his locks, hearing the nuptial song, being

If one were to insist that the presence of Lycidas in heaven is abolished, and that, as the poem comes
to an end, Lycidas' only presence is as a diffuse, bodiless "genius of the shore" awaiting bodily
resurrection, then one would have no alternative but to read this as a mortalist poem.
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entertained by the saints, and having his tears wiped away), suggests that these activities
take place with a simultaneity of effect, which is only conceivable under eternal

conditions.

In the Christian tradition in general, there is powerful precedent for using the
present tense to figure eternity. This may be demonstrated in the way that Exodus 3:14
has been understood. This verse is significant in the tradition because it both initiates and
promises the exodus, which becomes the traditional archetype of God's promise of
salvation. When God calls upon Moses to be his messenger, Moses asks whom he shall

say has sent him. -In reply, God names himself.

And God said unto Moses, I AM THAT I AM: and he said, Thus shalt

thou say unto the children of Israel, I AM hath sent me unto you.
(Authorized Version).

- lisraelis, Eheje misit me ad vos. (Junius- Tremelhus Bible)

HRIY 2329 MINRT N MR TPNIR TWN PN IUNON DNON MR
D9°9N PINYY AR

The above four versions differ in the way in which they translate God's name, NMNX.
The Hebrew version is in the "imperfect" tense and is thus very open to interpretation.*
The Authonzed Versmn and the Clementme Vulgate render this present ("I am that I am"

and ggo sum ggl §um) Both thus assert that the nature of God's bemg 1s present, and by

“There are only two verb tense forms in biblical Hebrew. According to E. Kautzsch's Gesenius"
Hebrew Grammar (Oxford, 1910), Hebrew tenses refer to the aspect of the verb rather than to the sequence
of events that they describe. Kautzsch's "perfect" thus refers to what has been completed (or past), while

the "imperfect” refers to what remains open (or non-past). The imperfect thus incorporates a very wide
spread of time.
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this presence they imply an ever-presence. The Junius-Tremellius Bible, however,
retains a transliterated "Eheje" as God's proper name, but also supplies the translation,
qui sum. While the Authorized Version and the Vulgate translate PN TWN AN fully
into the present, the Junius-Tremellius version only translates half of the epithet into the
present. They annotate "Eheje" pointing out that this name proceeds out of God's eternal
essence which is a proper interpretation of the Hebrew imperfect tense.*’ Despite their
minor differences, these translations unanimously recognize that this passage refers to
God's eternal presence. Milton takes up the Junius-Tremellius version in his De Doctrina

Christiana, 1n his discussion of the meaning of God's name.

Lertlam afﬁms verb1 mutatur Iehovae. qui est vel erit idem gquod Iehova ut
quidam putant ... sed nomen Iehovae non modo naturae. verum etiam
promissionum eius existentiam, id est, impletionem, significare videtur.

[Exod.] ch.3:14: "Ehie that I am" or "I will be;" the first person changes
in the next verse into the third person of the word Iehova, "he that is" or
"he that will be" is the same as Iehova, as some think ... But the name
may be seen to signify not only the nature of Iehova but also the existence
of his promises, that is, their fulfilment.*

Milton, following Junius and Tremellius, retains the Hebrew transliteration, but he

translates it as well, rendering both present and future.* Clearly, the double tense of the

4! The annotation on Eheje reads: "hoc nomine se cognoscendum proponit ab aeterna essentia sua, qua
ab omnibus quae sunt in caelo terra & infra terram discernitur: quod explicatur Heb.13.8 & Apoc.1.8. qui
est fuit & futurus est. heri & hodie in perpetuum ... Hebraeum autem Eheje tamquam proprium retinuimus,

ropriu{m] nomen eodum ver. paulo post subjicitur. (He proposes that he should be known by this
name proceeding from his eternal essence, which is distinguished from all that is in heaven on earth or
below: as is explicated in Heb. 13.8 & Apoc.1.8. which is, was and shall be, yesterday and today for ever
... We have retained the Hebrew name Eheje as a distinguishing characteristic, because only a little later
[in the next verse] it is underlined by the same word as the proper name [Mi°]).

“*This is my own translation of De Doctrina Christiana taken from The Works of John Milton (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1933), Book I, Chap. 2, pp.38-40.

“*Such combination of two tenses in one word is one of the problems of the richly overdetermined
tetragrammaton. It has often been suggested that it is a combination of iV (yiheyeh, he will be present)
and "MN (howeh, he is present).
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tetragrammaton encourages Milton's belief that this characterizing name is the very
essence of prophecy, since it signifies both the existence of his promises now and their
futureAfulfilment. ‘Thus, Milton's belief in NN or MN> and the promise that these
names guarantee, authorizes the use of the present tense to refer prophetically to what

timelessly inhabits both present and future, the ever-present.

Thus, even though the pastoral resurrection in Lycidas is offered in the present
tense, we may read it as an ever-present tense. Joseph Wittreich suggests that this ever-
presence describes an apocalyptic prophecy when he comments, "like all prophecy ...
Lycidas is written in the future tense.” Wittreich must know that in fact the verbs in
Lycidas are in the present tense. He must therefore be assuming futurity in ever-
presence. This ever-presence, which may have no beginning and no end as far as God
is concerned, most certainly has a beginning for Lycidas. Lycidas spends most of the
poem lost "beneath the watery floor” like the sun during the night. Like the absent sun,

like the underground river of the Phaedo, and like Arethusa, Lycidas rises again, but only

after a delay. Thus the beginning of Lycidas' ever-presence lies in the future at the
apocalypse. Milton's rather odd use of the present tensé in his pastoral vision describes
something which is located both in the past (because it has prophetically been seen and
sung by the uncouth swain) and in the remote apocalyptic future. Embedded in the past,

Milton's present seems also to leap over history into the eternity beyond.

Milton's present tense pastoral heaven, which is really both in the past and the
distant future, neglects the more immediate future, the future which describes the time

stretching from now until the end of time. This actual or ordinary futurity is mentioned
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in the last three lines of the prophetic passage in Lycidas:
Henceforth thou art the genius of the shore,
In thy large recompense, and shalt be good
To all that wander in that perilous flood.
The present tense art, here, is controlled by henceforth, and it is thus flung forward i.nto
the immediate future. Because of this, it has a different status from the present tense
verbs of the pastoral vision discussed above. These three lines clearly refer to ordinary
futurity. Indeed, the only verb phrase which is inscribed in the future tense in the whole
prophetic passage, "shalt be good," is in perfect temporal agreement with the present
tense art governed by henceforth. These lines describe what Lycidas' existence will be
from now on up to the end of time, what it will be during that delay, that night-time
(which we have already noted), between sunset and sunrise, between death and
Judgement. Thus the two different uses of the present tense verb form distinguish
between the two ways in which Lycidas is found. He is found in a pastoral paradise
inhabited by "all the saints above" who sing and who, singing, "wipe the tears for ever
from his eyes." But he is also found as "the genius of the shore" where he will be good

"to all who wander in that perilous flood" during that perilous night after the sun has set

and before it has risen again.*

Besides operating in two different kinds of prophetic future-time, the two
resurrections of Lycidas seem to occupy two entirely different worlds. The first (which

is ever-present only after Judgement) is a pastoral paradise. Lycidas is described washing

“Barbara A. Johnson, in "Fiction and Grief: The Pastoral idiom of Milton's Lycidas," Milton Quarterly
(1984), 69-76, struggles to explain why Milton presents Lycidas floundering somewhere in the flood
simultaneously in the present tense with his bliss in the pastoral heaven. Johnson fails to notice the rich
ambiguity in the present tense which Milton uses and that these moments, although both described in the
present tense actually occupy entirely different times. Johnson's misunderstanding of the tenses also leads
her to misconstrue Milton's mortalism in this poem, as has already been pointed out (p.58).
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his hair and relaxing in the heavenly musical otium, which is little different from the
naive pastoral of the poets' youth.* Indeed, they are both filled with moist scenery and
music. The only difference between the pastoral paradise of Lycidas' resurrection and
that of his idealised youth is that the revived pastoral paradise is secure in a way that the
idealised pastoral of Milton's youth is not. What characterises Milton's youthful pastoral
is its vulnerability to "the heavy change" brought about by Lycidas' death. The youthful
pastoral is vulnerable to rupture in a way that the revived paradise never is. The
relationship of the two pastoral gardens in Lycidas is very much like that of Paradise I ost
to Paradise Regained. The one is ruptured, the other is invulnerable to such disjunction.
Beéides this crucial difference, the two pastoral worlds of Lycidas are substantially the

same.

The second world into which Lycidas is resurrected is that of the genius loci. It
is by no means heaven, but rather, it is very much within the realm of nature. As the
"genius of the shore" Lycidas undergoes a metamorphosis, a radical change. This is very
different from Lycidas' essentially conservative resurrection into the pastoral paradise.
As the genius loci Lycidas bears no resemblance to his former self at all. This
metamorphosis corresponds with the pagan idea of resurrection which is visible in

Virgil's stellar Daphnis in Eclogue V, and even in the vegetal Adonis of Theocritus I and

of Bion's Lament. It is also the very thing we find throughout Ovid's Metamorphoses.*®

*Described in lines 25-36.

“See Ovid's Metamorphoses, especially Book V, where the metamorphosis of Arethusa is related. This
metamorphosis is of crucial importance to the pastoral elegiac tradition,. as has been mentioned, and as will
be seen again in the course of this chapter.
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Although he describes two resurrections similar to those of Revelation 20:4-5
(one in history and one after Judgement), Milton's double resurrection has a terribly
heretical feel. A subtle mortalism arises out of the juxtaposition of the two Christian
pastorals, and a glimmer of materialism is visible in the blatantly pagan metamorphosis
of the genius loci. Indeed, the substantially identical pastorals of Milton's youth and of
Lycidas' salvation are powerfully suggestive of Milton's mortalism which requires the
man who is resurrected in eternity to be substantially the same man as the one that died.
Furthermore, the idea that Lycidas undergoes a pagan metamorphosis and lives on as an
animated coast, as a genius loci, corresponds entirely with Milton's pantheistic
materialism. It is no doubt these hints of mortalism and materialism which Samuel
Johnson recognized when he complained of Lycidas' "irreverent combinations" of trifling
pagan fictions with "the most awful and sacred truths.” Johnson, with a bizarre mixture
of orthodox indignation and tolerant indulgence, condemns Lycidas ferociously but
attenuates his criticism with a surprising magnanimity. "Such equivocations," he says
of the poem's "irreverent combinations,”

are always unskilful; but here they are indecent, and at least approach to

impiety, of which, however, I believe the writer not to have been

conscious.*’
I do not believe that Johnson would have been quite so generously indulgent had he had
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