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CHAPTER I

Introduction

Chaucerian acholars 1nvariably note and commenrt
upon the poet's interest in the prol:lem of dlvine foreknowledge
and human free will. Some of thelr rumber, namely, H.R. Patch,
W.C. Curry, and especlslly B.L. Jofferson, in his Chaucer and

the Consolation of Phllosophy of Boethius, have studied with a

degree of thoroughness the passages in Chaucer's poetry in
which interest is displayed. The present wrlter, however,
believes that a more detalled and more accurate trentment of
the matter can be made by examining the views expressed by the
poet not only in the light of Boethiua's De Consolatione

Philosophiae, but also with roforence to the patrlstic and

scholastic teaching which influenced directly or indirectly
the minds of Chaucer snd his contemporaries. ToO make such an
examirnation is the purpose of this thesls.

Since Chsucerts pri:cipsl source for his observa-
tiona on foreknowledge and free will is Boethlus, the thesis
will begin with a su mary and an elucidation of the latterts
views as contained in the fifth book of the De Consolatione.

Then will follow successlively an explanation of the two chief
passages in whi h Chaucer deals with the subject, namely,
that of Troilus end Criseyde (Book IV, ll. 9563-1078), ard

that of the Nun's Priest's Tale (1l. 3234-3250). Subsequently




" there wlll be ¢lven a ré@umé ot the satristle and achclastic
teachin touching the problem together with an exposition of
chauoér'a attitude toward that teachin;:e This method of procedure
should result in raking more intellisible the passages in
chaucer's writings of which there 18 question. In the foliowing
chapter, therefore, the solution of Boethius will be .resented.

In the third chapter the Troilus passage will be discussed, and
in the fourth the pertinent lines of the Nun's Priestt's Tale.

The fifth chapter will give the patristic and scholastic answer,
send the sixth will pﬁt forward certain conclusions whirh the
writer has formed in the course of his study.



CHAPTER II

The Solutior of Boethius

Anicius ¥anlius Severinus Boethius, a Roman stateaman
and philosopher, was born at Rome in the year 480. and died at
Pavie In 524 or 525. He was descended from a consular famlly.
As early as 507 he was known as a learned msn, and as such was
entrusted by King Theodoric with several important missioc: s.
When, however, his enemies accused him of disloyalty to the
Ostrogothic king, alleging that he plotted to restore "Roman
liberty," and adding the accusation of aacrilago'(tha practice of
astrology), he was cast into prison, condemned, and executed by
order of Theodoric. During his imprisonment he reflected on the
instabllity of the favors of princes and the inconstancy of the .
devotion of his friends. T ese reflections suggested to hir the
theme of his best known philosophical work, the De Consolatione

Philosophiae.

| By the eighth century a tradition, which became con=-
stant, that one reason for his condemnation was his Catholic
Falti:, had assumed definite shape. In recent times critical
scholarship has gone to the opposite extreme; and it has been
held that Boethius was not a Christian at all, or that, if he was,
he abjured the Falth before death. A saner view, which scems at
the prese~t time to be prevalent among scholars, is that Boethius
was a Christian and remained & Christian to the end. It is nog



easy, however, to show from documentary sources that he dled a
m;ftyr for the Catholic Faith; nevertheless value should be given
to the constanrt tradition that he did.

He produce: works on mathematics, music, philosophy,
and theology. Hls philosophical works exarcised very grcat ine
' fluénce on the development of medieval termlnology, method, and
doctrine, especially in logic. 1In fact, the schoolmen, down to
the beginning of the twelfth century, depended entlirely on Boethlus
for thelr knowledge of the doctrines of Aristotle. They adopted
his definitions and -ade them current in the schools.

The best known work of Boethius 1s the De Consolatione

Philosophiae, which was written during his imprisonment., It is a

dialogue between "Philosophy" and Boethius, in which the Queen of
Scilences strives to console the fallen statesman. The main
argument of the discourse 1s the transitoriness and unreality of
all earthly greatness and the superior desirablility of the thinga‘
of the mind. There are evident traces of the influence of Neo-
Platonists, especlally Proclus, and 1little, if anything, that can
be sald to reflect Christian influences. The recourse to Stoicism,
especially to the doctrines of Seneca, was inevitable, considering
the nature of the theme. It astonishes us that he should have
falled in his moment of trial and stress to refer to obvious
Christian sources of consolation. Perhaps he felt that a strict-

1y formal dialogue such as the De Consolatione should adhere

rigorously to the realr of "naturdl truth," and leave ont of con=



a'deration tialk ason Lo ve derived irerm the moral maxirs of .
éhristianity, ®supernatural utruth.”

The work takes up many problems of metaphysics as
well ag of ethilcs. It treats of the being and nature of God, of
providence and fate, of the origin of the universe, and of the
freedom of the wilill, In medieval times 1t became one of the most
popular a d influential philosophical books, a favorite study of
statesmen, poats, hiatarianaQ philoaophéra, and thoologiaﬁa. Its
influence may be traced in mch of the literature of the Middle

Ages. That the De Consolatione was a favorite study of the theo-

logians as well as of the literary men is evidenced by the numer=-
ous imitations under the title "pDe Consolatione ‘heologiae” ihioh
were read widely during the later Middle Agol.l

¥ow that we have considered these few facts about
the life and works of Boethius, we are ready for the msin labor
of the present chapter, a sumary and an elucidation of the Fifth
Book of the De Consolatione Philosophime. However, before this

matter is taken up svecifically, a somewhat general su rary of
the whole Fifth Book would seem to be holpful. Therefore, agter
some necessary introductory detalls, this poeneral suamary wi 1l be
given. But first let us consider the introductory details.

The disciple lies aslck in his prison bed, and a nodble
and beautiful woman, the Lady Philosophy, 1s at his bedside
instructing and oonsoling him. In their conversation she ahowa'

that what mer think to be chance is nothing more than the action
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of hidden causes, and that this action does not proceed from the
'wills of men but from God, Who wills it and guldes 1ts course.
This explanation prompts the diéciple to ask whether or not
Providence in His prearrangement of the action of all causes
holds the world in the grip of necessity, so that there can be no
fraé will, The lady answers by proving that man has a free will.
She s0es on to ssy fhat there are desrees of free will, and that
men destroy it when they sin. While speaking of sin, she rene
tions thc divine fcreknowladge of men's siniul voluntary acts,
and by =0 doing raises a great 4difficulty in the ind of the dise
ciple., He states his di ficulty. He cannot understand how free
will in man cen be reconcliled with the foreknowledge in God. Thus
he opens up the subject of the Fifth Dook, the reconcillation of
mant's free will w th the divine foreknowledge. With this ex~
position of the introductory matter, the general su:mary of the
Fifth book can now be given.

Belleving his difficulty to be unsoluble, the dias«
ociple now proceeds to give his reasons for thinking so. It
should be noted well that in the whole of his argument he is‘evér
anxious to defend the foreknowledge o' God. To him the question
is not, "Can the divine foreknowledge be reconciled with ffbo
will in man?" but rather, can human free will be reconciled w th
the foreknowledge of God?” fThe divine foreknowledge must be
defended at all cost, even if it require the denial of free will,

In the course of his reasoning he also considers a certailn
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solutior of the problem offered by other phllosophers accérding to
which free‘will is reconclled with divine foreknowledge. 4his
aolutién he holds to be unsound. He concludes by commenting on the
sad state 1n which mankind 1s 1f there be no free will..

It is now Lady Philosophy's tuen to speak. >She {lrst
She first fefutes thoroughly the arguments of the disciple. YThis
done, she provea to be sound the sclution to the problem vhich he
had rejected, and finally enters into a long explanation of 1t.
Her explanation concludes the Fifth Book. The fore;oing, then,

is a brief, general surmary of that part of the De Consolatione

in which we are presently interested. We are now ready to take up
the various arguments of the Fifth Book in more detall.?

The disciple begins by putting forth hls proposition:
humen free wili is Incompatible witr the foreknowledge of God.
Proceediry to his proof, he sayn'that his proposition 1s true if
two principles are true, first, that God foreknows all things,
and, secondly,by that God cannot be deceived in what He knows, l.e.
cannot have false kpowledge; Assuming that these principles are
self-evident, the disciple continues. He points out that ac-
cording to the first principle all the acts of mm's free will
must be mown by God, and that according to the second He sannot
have false foreknowledge about these acts. Next the disciple
states that if a man 4id have free will, God could not have
certain knowledge of his future free will scts, but only
"uncertaih expoctationa.“3 The disciple gives no yroof for this
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assertion hoero, but puts 1t off until :uch later in his sppech.
For the .resent Le merely makes the assertion, snd draws a cone
clusién from it as 1f 1t were true. This conclusion 1a.thnt it
would be "impious" of us to attribute to “od the possibility of
having "uncertain expectationa”" (as men have oonoorn;ng the
future). It would be so because 1t would violate the principles
already put forward. It would violate the first, because 1t
would not know all things; for if I am uncertain about the outcome
of some event, I canriot be sald to know its outcome. It would
‘violate the second in that it would edmit the possibility of God
haviag false knowledge of future free will actsj for if I have
only "uncertain expectations” about something, it is possible that
my judgement about its outcome be false.

The disclplets next step 1s to cona;dar an adversary's
attempt to reconcile free will with the divine foreknowledge, in
order to refute the latter'!s arguments. Before expatiating onv
this matter, let us return to the disci-:le's unproved assertion
that "1f man had free wiil, God could not have certain fore-
knowledge of hie free will acts, but only "uncertain expeota- .
tions." As'wa have already stated, the disciple puta off the
attenpt to prove this assertion until later in his speech. How-
ever, the prasent stage 15%80re logical place for this"proof®,
and as 1t i1s basic to the whole position of the disciple, it will

be given here.4



put briefly, the proof is this: God would have

}!gtnin foreknowledge of a thing which of its very nature
uncertain, and this would be false knowledge. ( By "certaln®

18 meant absolute certainty, not a high degree of probability.)
On tr-e one hand, God must have certain roreimowled e of future
freo will acts~-~ the two principles l:id down at the beginning,
namaly, that God nmai: mow dll things, and that thls xnowledge
mast not be false knowledge, require divine certitude concerning
free will actse-« and on the other He rmust have certitude about

a ihtng which of 1ts very nature is uncertain, a free will act.
This apparent contradiction is wihat the disciple offera as the
bed-rock foundation for his whole position. It is the véry
heart of his line of srguments If :xan had free will, his free
will acts as future things would be un-ertaln in thelr ocutcome.
The eaaehce of freé wlll ia the éowor to choose between two or
m@re possivilitiea. It is uncertain how a man will choose until
the time comes wrhen e actually makea'his cholce. Hence, if God
foreknew with certitude that He wouda eventually make a choice,
such foreknowledge would be false., My choice of A instead of B

~ does not beeome a certaln truth until half-past nine otclock of
the morning of the second da, of March, 1938, at which time I
actualiy choose A. All abong through the thousands of past years
wntil now, it is just as possible that I shall choose B as A.

If you wish to be certain how I shall act in & given circume
stance, ybu rast walt until I actually act. Thus Goes the
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aisoiple (ive faasona for his basic assertion.® Let us now take
the disciplets speech where we left off, ramely, where he begins
to conaidar an adversary's attempt to reconcile free wi'l with
God's foreknowledge.:

The adversary's arguncnt is this, that thincs do not
come to pass because (God fureknows them, but God foreknows them
becsuse they will come to pass. The dlsciplets posltion, ac-
 goprding to the assumpilon of the adversary, 1s that an act of
the will whiéh od forekmows must come to rass because He fore-
knows it. God!'s very forsknowladge of th~ act creates the
necesel ty of the act's coming to pass. The adversary argues that
this view is incorrect, since the act does not at all come to
pass because Cod forakhows it, but on the ¢-ntrary, God fore-
 knows 1t because it will come to pass. |

The adversary ls concerned with rindinglout where the
esusality of the necess'ty 1s. He knows that the cause can only
be in two places: elther 1t is @he foreknowledce of God, so that
this foreknowledge causes the n;cessit; of future things hsppen-
ing; or on the contrary, it is the future events themselves, so
that they cause a kind f necessity in the foreknowledge of God,
the necessity of God having foreknowledge of them. By comins
into exlstence they make 1t necessary that God for eknow them,
With this reasoning in mind the adversary lays down his
propogitions It is not necessary that those things happen which
are foreseen by God, but nscessary that God foresee those thingé



11
which sre to come; or to put it unother way, things do not come
;o pass because Providence foresees them, but Providence foresecs
them because they will come to pars. with thls yroﬁoaition the
adversary belleves that he can save free will.

The disciple replies to this argumentation by allege
ing that it 1s not to the polnt. Admittedly, the necessity is
caused by.the foreknowledge of God, or it is caused (in a senase)
by the future event. But, so the diasciple says, the question at
issue 1s not vhere the necessity fa; that is beside the point,
Further, it mares no difference where the caure is; for wherever
it 1s proved to be, foreknown thinge must happen of necessity.

He can fully admit his adversary's proposition, and still prove
his own the#is. This he labors to do by means of the example of
s man sitting. In this example one knows an event that is taking
place in the present time Lefore one's very eyes. The disciple
6rtars this example, although dealing with the present, as a
perfect parallel to God's tcraknowiadge of a future event.

A man 1s sitting there beforec me. Since he is
litting there, 1t 1s necessary that my Judgment that he sita be
true, So far as my oxample 1s in perfect accurd w.th the proposie
tion of the adversary. An event exiaﬁa‘ That event causes
necessity in ry knowledge of it: first, the necessity of me
having knowledge of it (it is before me, T am attentive to 1t, i
cammot help but know it); and aecdnﬁly, the necessity of ny

knowledge of 1t being true. Therefore, the causality is all on
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the side ol the eveni. Just as the adversary can say it 1is
‘necessary that God foreknow a thing because 1t will exist,so I
ocan aéy in this case it 1s necessary that T know this event
pecause 1t exists now.

Bubt T can also reverse the orocess. If uy knowledge
18 true, and true necessarily, it ia'alao neceasary that the man
sit there., Therefore, I inow the man sits there of neceasity.

I am certain of 1t. Dut does my knowledge cause that necessity?
Fot at alll And so T fulfill the athﬂi‘part of the adversary's
proposition. As the event of the future does not of necessity
exist because God rarak?dws it, so this event of the present does
not exist of necessity because I know 1% nows Thus I have in
thies example agreod perfecily with the adversary, a.nd yet from
1t I can prove that foreknown.thinga st hagpen of necessity.
When all 1s sald and done, my knowledge of the man sitting there,
which 1s recessarlly true knowledze, tells me that the man must
be sitting there, I am positive it !s8 necessary that he be
altting. there. _

A few linea further on.tha disciple aprlies the ex~
ample to the foreknowledge of future events. "As whén I know
anything to be, it muzt bej so when I know anything shall be, it
mist needs bocoma.“av As when I know a man sits, sit he must of
necesasity, so 1f I know he will sit 1In the future, he muat of
necessity sit In the future. He has not the fwes will to avold
sitting in the future, necessity foreins him to sit, My fore=-
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gnowledge of the event is true, and true of necesslity; therefore
1 can &rgue that the event itself must happen of necessity. If
1t doés not, my foreknowledge of it is false. But God must mow
all things, past, present, snd future, and His knowledge of these
must be true. To conclude what must be s8:id on the application
of the example, = what 1s true of my knowledge of a present or
future event 1s equally true of God's knowledge of a prese-t or
future event. The adversary has attempted to reconcile the free
will of man with the foreknowledge of God by the proposition, "It
is not necessary that thin s come vo pass beca:se God foreknows
them, but it 18 necessary that God foreknow them because they will
come to  ass. The dlisciple has shown that even 15 this proposi-
tion be true, the fact remains that forekncwn things must come to
pass.

Thus far the disciple has been merely defending hils
position agminst the ad#ozsary. Now he tates the offensive. The
adversary clearly wishes to say that future events cause the fore-
knowledge of God, in the true sense of *he word "cause.”

The disciple ¢luims 1t is "absurd" to say thai temporal events
should be seid to cause Cod'a everlaating foreknowlsedge. The
disciple does not tell us why 1t ls "absurd,” but from what Lady
Philosophy says about this later on, hils reason probably 1s that
if the foreknowledge were caused by fu-ure events, it would depend
on them, because causallity implies decenderce. But the very ides
*Goad" implies absclute independernce from 21l other lLelngs; hence

it is "gbaurd," that is, 1i 18 a contradiction in terms, to say
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that the foreknowledge of s :ch an absolutely independent beling
srould depend on temporal events. 7,6

wWith this the disclple leavea the adversary as en-
girely reofuted, and offers the argument {or his own po#iticn,
wiich hss alreaﬁy boes ivern and explained in tuia gaper much
earlier as fittlng logically there rather then here where the
disciple actually puts it. JThis argument is the basis of his
whole position, and it is very iaportant for the understeanding of
that position. It is the argument that if man had fres will, cod,
in order to foreknow his iree wi:l acts, would have to have cer-
tain foreknowledge of & thing which of its very nature rust be une
cortain; in this hypothesle Godts foreknowledge woi:ld be false.
After giving this argument the disciple considers that he has
proved sufficlently that free will cam.ot be reconciled with
God'e foreknowledgze. He concludes ihis speech by enumerating the
woeful consequences whiuyrmﬁat follow i1f man hag no free will,
There can bLe no_reward for virtuous conduct, or punishment for
evil corduct. There caniot even be a difference between virtue
and vice. Iurthermore, i{ there could be sin, God would have to
be the author of 1t, since all thinge happen of necessity by the
will of Him Who prearﬁanged man's eve Yy w.ll action. . Lastly, men
could not hope in God, and it would be useless to pray to Him.
From this 1t would follow that all mantkind would be separated
from yim, since it ie hope and grace alone that bind men to God.

It 1is only after she has listened to the long dise
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course Of the disciple that Lady Philosophy i:egins to express
hgrvvia'a'g The whole difficulty in this matter, according to
her, ia that we do not understand the way in which God knows
things. If we did have this understanding, we would have no
trouble in comprehending how God foreknows future things, and how
sonsequently free will can be reconciled with the divine fore-
knowledge. Later she will explaln God's intellect insofar aes it
i{s humanly possible. In the meantime she will clear up the

pocial difficulties proposed by the disciple.

Lady Philosophy first asserts that the position of
the adversary, which the disciple rejected, 1s indeed the correct
one. Be 1t recalled that the adversary's solution to the problem
was that things do not come to pass of necess ty becsuse God fore-~ .
knows them, but We necessarily knows them bockuaa they will come
to pass. ©She goes on (o0 consider the difficulty, proposed by the
disciple, of the man sittings In putting fort: this example the
disciple admitted that foreknowledge did not at all cause the
necessity of fut:ure acts, but held that it indicated as a sort of
sign the presence of the noceasipy. The Lady meets this 4iffi-
culty with two answers. The first 1s that one must prove the
oxistence of the necess 'ty before proclaiming snything as a sign
of its exlstence. (One might justly question the probative force
of this reason.) The second answer is that we should argue
rather from intrinsic causes from signs. (The Lady designates
arguments from signs as "far-fetched” arguments.)lO Thus she
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responds to the disciplets argument from the example of the man

sitting.
Fow the Lady goes a step further. She says that the

disciple has only one difficulty a ainst the adversary's princi-
ple (later ghe will show there are two important errors, one
depending upon the other, buried beneath this difficulty). The
disciple's difficulty consists in hls thinking that free will 1is
repugnant to forenowledge of 1ts own acts. If Lady Philosophy
can show there 1s no repugnance, the discliple muat accept the
principle. Her method of proof 1s to argue from s parallel ex-
ample. She will first demonstrate there 1s no repugnance in the
existence of free will szets and a simultaneous kgawiedga of them,
She will then make the proper spplication to foreknowledge of
future free will acts.

Lady Philosophy regards as self-evident the existenqe‘
of free will acta which we can know while they come into being
before our very eyes. One might indeed ask her how she can take
such free will acts for granted, when the whole question urder
debate is whether or mot human free will exists. Let it be sald
in her defense that the existence of Cod's foreknowledge is never
‘doubtec. The point at 1ssue 1s whether or not this foreknowledge
negatives the possibility of human free will. Now the diaciple
has'no desire to deny the existence of free will, His dAifficulty |
lies in the reconciliation of it with a known truth. This truth,
the fact of God's foreknowledgs, has been established earlier in
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the De consolatione. The disciple is quite willing to admit the

existence of human free will, if demoﬁatrnbly it 1s not repug~
nant td the divine foreknowledge. The l.ady 1is perfectly justi-~
fied, thefefore, in consldering free will a self~evident'truth,
4¢ she can remove the épparant contradiotion of its coexisting
with God's foreknowledge.

Lady Philosophy argues from the example of a coach~
man driving his horses. His actions sre rfee, and I know them to
be suchs I cannot argue from the knowledge I have o: them, as
from & sign, to necessity in them, (as the dincip)av has done in
the case of the sitting man), because the Lady has already re-
jooied that 1;ne of argument as invalld. Cdn@aquently, here 18
a case in which free will can stand wlth a knowledge of its acts.
Row as frae‘will acts are not repugnant to this present knowledge
of them, s0 future free will acts .re not repugnant to fore-
knowledge of them. The parallel, so the Lady alleges, 18 perfect.

Raturally enough, the disciple objects astrongly. He
denies theparailel, and he denies it on accou:t of that basic
reason behind hils whole position which the wrlter made =o much of
in treating the disciple's own speech. His reason, it wiil be
remembered, was that 1f God foreknew the event of some free will
act, that foreknowledge would be false, since a free will is of
its very nature unéertain, and uncertalin things cannot be known
with certitude. There is no uncertainty concerning the acts of
the comchman, for I behold them coming into being before my eyes.
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From & great number or possivle iree acts tie ariver has now
selected particular ones. DBefore he made his selection, 1t'waavun»
cortlin which he would choose, but now that he has made his chaice‘
all uncerta nty has vanished. Real things, i.e., free ﬁilllaots,
come into exlisterce, and I can know thew wit. all eertainty. But
the case ls qulite different with future frec will acts and fore-
knowledge of them. A man has not yet made hls actual cholce. It
is uncertain what he wlll choose until the intervening time goes
by and the moment comes when he actually makes his cholce. Then
only can his act be the object of certaln knowledie. If before
that time I have foreknowledge of 1t, my forelmowledge 1s false,
since the object of 1t is a thing whose very nature 1t is to be
uncertain in its issue. Hence there 1s no parallel between knowle
edge of present free will acts and foreknowledge of future free
wilil avtis.

. Nothing dsunted, the Lady replies that though free
will acts are admittedly uncertain in themselfes, nevertheless
they can be foreknown with ceaxitudo. The disciple's error, she
pointe out, lies in his believing that things are known in ac~
cordance with thelr natures., In actual truth they are known age
cording to the facuity knowing thems Of this assertion she giveés
the following proof. C(Consider, she says, some knowable object.

In itaeif, tccording to its own nature, it is individual, con~
croto, and present to ua. 1In the scale of being, ranging from

the lowest hypa of animal all the way up to the highest intele.
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jectual belng (God), there are four kinds of knowing faculties.
First there is mere sense faculty, capable only of sense
kna'ledge of our object, ardl that only when the object is present.
gecondly, there 1s imagination, which also "as but sense
knowledge of the object, but which has the added power ~f knowing
the object when it l1s &bsent., So far we have two faculties which
are limited to the sensible, the singular, and the concrete. The
third faculty, man's intellect, cen know our object in the
abstract, l.e., it can have universal knowledge of it. The fourth
and higheat faculty, that of God, has powers of knowing the object
far above thosc pecullar to the human'intellect. .Thus each of the
four faculties knows one ard the same object, but differently |
from the other three, and in a manner pscullar to its own nature,
All this goes to show that a glven objJect 1z not known according
to its nature, but aocﬁrding to the nature of the faculty knowing
1t.11 Therefore the diaéinlo cannot reject the parallel on the
ground ﬁhat a future free will act 1s by 1ts very nature uncertain
in its %asue, and so precludes all certain foreknowled e ofvﬂmmlf.

Nevertheless, rejolns the disciple, 1t 1s selfevident
that men can-ot have certaln knowledge of uncert:in futura'eventb
such as'free will acts are. ?his wauld be against the nature of
the human faculty. Thua‘reasoning, he stillvdenies the parallel,
Lady pPhilosophy adﬁits that men cannot have certain f:reknowledge
of future events uncertain in their issue, since this 1s beyond
the natural powers of the human intellect. But 1t is otherwise
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with GoG. His intelliect 1s of such perfection that it can have
certalin forelmowledse of events uncertain in their issue, 1l.e.,
of frec vwlll acts. Thils pecullar powcr she calls the "aimplicity”
of the dlvine knowledge. If we could understand this 5simplicityﬂ
we counld also understand how (od 1s able to have certailn fore=-
imowlecge of events uncertain in their lssue. She will now
attompt to expl:in this simplicity, and by so doing will solve
the disciplets last difficulty against her "parellel,"” This done,
ahe will have removed the 1ast rrap of tho disciple!s contention
that hunan free will caﬁwot co-axist with @*vzne forelmowled: e.
ghe will nlso Lava refuted entirely his oblections against his
adversary's manner of émlving the ay,arent contradiction in freo
will end fareknowiedge, - ggainst the use of the principle,
"things dovnot of necessity dome to pass because God foreknows
them, but 0d of haceasity rast forelnow them becsuse they will
oome to pass.” | ,

After some romarks on other mattars, Lady Philosophy
proceeds to treat of the simplicity or God. In order, however,
to understand the dlvine aLuplicity, one rust have some notion
of the "eternity" of God. Tnie eternity of God she defirnes as

nl2 The

"a& perfoct possesmion altogether of an ondless life.
meaning of the definition becomes clearer if we consider temporal

things. A te-poral thing cannot embrace all the space of 1ts

life at once, ss can the eternal belng. Ihe life of temporal

beings can be divided 1:to three sectlo s, present, past, and
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future. - © presait section is that 1life alone which 1t really
possesses; its past life has gone forever, its future 1life has
not yet come. The eternal being, on the contrary, does possoss
gts past and future life, and that together with 1ts present l1life.
‘the fact of tie maﬁtar i8 that 1t does not have a past or future
1ife, but only life in the present, and this present is ever=-
jasting. What 1s present to men is a short fleeting moment, what
1s present to God is everlasting. Thus does the Lady explain her
definition of eternlty, l.e., "the perfect possescion altogether
of an emdloss 1ife.” |

‘ the now connects the idea of eternity with the Divine
intellect. II God's nature is oternal, it follows thet His
intellect mist be eternal. As Cod's 1life has no past or future,
but only an everlasting present state, =20 ~1lso Fis irtellect. VHe
does not know things as past, present, and future, but as present.
God's intellect kmows two bodies of trutﬁ, vis own everlasting
1fe, and the 1ife of komporal things. As the ds_vine 18 known as
something which is entlrely in é prosent state, so temporal thinéa
are known as something entirely in a present state, although
temporal things actually have a present end future state as well
as a present state. For example, a ran will live eighty years.

He will have performed in that ti:e a great mumber of actions.
At preso.t he is only forty years of are. At tho present he is

Performing certain actions. God knows these present actlon:.
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s tl'e Lady would put 1t, "now in doing," and God

 They are, &
13

xnows them as such. But in the forty years past he has also

p.rfgrmsd actions, and 1in the forty years to come he will perform

more.
the past and as of the future? No. He knows them as 1f they

cod knows these past and future actlions. Dut howt As of

were present. FHe knows them, to repeat the words of Lady
pPhilosophy, "as if they were now in doing."
In this whole mecter we are hot greatly concerned with

' man?s past and present actions., We wish to find out about his
future actlons. How does God foreknow these future actions? He
knows tham’"us 1f they were now in doing." Really it is incorrect
to talk of the foreknowledse or tind. We does not have roreknowi-
edge, but rather the knowlaagolax 8 never radin; present. All

the fore;olng has been for the purpose of explaining the
"aimplicity” of (God's knowledge. We can now define this
"simplicity" ss the power to know the past and future as 1f it
were the same as the present, as if the past and the future were

now in doing. It is this simplicity which engbles Uod to know

our future free will sots with certitude, 2lthough these in
themsalves be svents uncerﬁain in their i1ssue. Since CGod's
intellect has such a power, the discinle!'s last reason for
denying the parsillel between our knowlédgn of a coachman's rrea-
will acts and God's foreknowledge of future free will acts falls
flat., Further, the Lady's explanation of the simplicity of Godls
intellect has brought out how striking that perallel 1e. cod's
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roreknowledge 1s just as rmuch a knowledge of something goling on
4n the present as ls cur knowledge of the present 1tself. TILady
philéaophy has completed her argument from the example of the
coachman, wherefrom she has proved that there 13 no contradiction
petween free will and God's foreknowledge. There rerains, how-
ever, soms obscurlity which must be removed, some objections which
mat be answered.

The disciple can argue in this manner: God foreknows
free will acts which some day w!'1) actuslly éome to passQ Since
such is the case, why cannot I stlll argue that what Cod forew
knows will hsppen, and what actually w'll happen, must happen,
and 13 therefure necessary? The lady grantas the existence of a
necesslty, but denles that this necessity destroys free wlll.

The will act referred to the divine knowledge is necessary, but .
in itself is entlrely free. 3She explaine this astatement by her
distinctlion between conditional and ailrmple necessity. (As we
shall sse, Chaucer mentions both types of necessity in the

Yun's Priest's Tale.)

When the act 1s referred to the divine knowlédge, it
;10 necessary wlth conditionsal n@ceasity.14 What does this cone
ditional necessity meant We can understand 1t better by taking
the example of a man who 1s walking beforo ué, suppesedly of his
free will., If I know that he is walking, he must of necessity

be walking; for, as taﬁy.Philaaophy observes, "uhaf a nan kroweth

cannot be otherwise than 1t is known." The men is known to walk.,:
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Therefore, walk he must, but his walking 1s necessary only con=
al tionelly - DY the condition of my Imowledge. Conaequenﬁly, ﬁy
awlédg@ is the condition. And so 1t 1s with the foreknowledge
of God and our free +ill aots. QGod by virtue of the aiﬁplicity
of his foreknowledge knows the act as if it were heppening in the
presant vefore himg wnerefore it must reeds take place. .
The next step 1s to inform the diaciple how ﬁhié
eonditional necesslty ia,compgtiblu‘with free will, If I know
a men is walking, that‘man rmet be walkin:, because knowledge dobs
nothing more thaon mirror reality. But before the man set out he
might not lave walked., While the man wrllks, it is neceasary that
he walk; but before he set ou. it was not necessary that he should
walk. Dy the power of his own free will the man brought the aoct
of his walling into existence, and by riving 1t existence made it
necessary; fof all exlating things have g neceasitr. Thus it was
by his own froec wlll that he conferred necessity on this act.
Onee the act came into existerice 1t was necesasry that 1£ exlat.
But 1t denended on rmant's volition whether or not 1t should se=
quire the quallty of nocessity, l.e., coms into existence. As a
matter of fact, tho man actually has determined to brins it into
existence and Bod forexnew that He would. In this sense only 1t
18 necessary that what God foreknows happen. Thum does Iady
Milesophy explain coniitional nacaaaitysls
Bcsidea this conditional necessity there is another
®n8 . with which fﬁee will 1s not compatible, and thi= is
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"gimple” necessity. A good exariple of =imple necessl ty 1s the

sun rising. Of 1ts risinc we camnot say, "1t might not have
hgppoﬁed," and "there was no neceusity that it rise." ‘Bafore 1t
rose, the sun had to rise; there was no freo cholce in the natter.
Such is the nature of almple necessity. It ls really simple
necessity that the disciple has been deferding o1l along.

Now the Iady is fully prepared to meoet the difficulty.
God foreknows nen's free will acts; therefmre they must happen of
necessity. ©he makes a distinectlon. Thooe fron wlll aots mast
happen with condlitional nccesslity, yes. Thay st happen with
simple necessity, no. Cod foreknows both that the sun will rise
on & ziven morming in the year 1940, and ti:at or the same wnrning
a men vwill oo out walkinye The mar will wallr with condltional
necessity, therefcre, freely; the sun will rise with =imple
necessity, therefore, without freedom.

The second objection 1s that if I have free will T
ean charge my purpose, and thus can frustra®e the foreknowledge
of Gods I should make 1t falee, since what God thourht I would
do I will not do. The aolﬁtiun is that since the foreknowledge
of God 1s a knowledge of the présent, He lmnows whether or not we
will chansre our purpose, and, 1f we do change 1t, whet the new
purposé will be. |

Another guestion arlses. When we changs our purpose,
does Codts lmowledge change with it, so that He has a new kmowl-

®dge for iy new purpose? The snswer 18 "no." There is just one
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knowledge of the present in which both purposes are contalned,
gince in +od': knowledge our second purpoce does not follow the
first; 2oth exlat simultaneously, and hence there 1s no change.
Froe will carrot change (tod's foreknowledge of 1t. '

According to Lady Philosophy thils last solution also
answers that difficulty which the disciple urged in his discourse
sgainst the adversary's principle that thinss do not happen of
necessity becauvse God foreknows them, but that God forelmows them
of necessity because they will hapnpen. The reader will‘recall
the discinle's holding 1t to be unworthy of God to have free will
acts as the cauvse of ¥ils foreknowledre. Applylng agein the
answer just rivern, ILady Philosophy would aver that such is not
:unworthy of ﬁod, since those acts o not chenge his fereknowledge
and arc asvpreaent‘avents to Him. 8ince this is so, His fore-
knowledys does not depend on ocur acts. Such reasoning would seem
to make it cléar tat the Lady does not accept the word "cause"”
here in its nrdinary‘meaning, 1.e., ar Implying dependence. (on-
soquently, when she defenda the dictum, "our acts cause the foree-
knowledie of od," she uaea‘the word in a new scrse.

Thus once more does Lady Philosophy defend the ad-
versary's principle. <hus alsc does she meet the last diffioculty
standin; 1n the way of the reconciliation of free will with Cod's
foreknovledse.  She ends her speech by affirming that, sinca.we

truly haveAfree‘will, and since He foreknows sll our free will

acts, Cod car j:stly reward virtue ard punish sin. Further, man
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osn truly hope in God and pray to Him. She concludes by advising
thbe diaciple to live a good 1ife and to pray and hope, oifering
as 8 motivo the fact that he lives in the aight of his .mdgo,
~wyho beholdeth all things." So ends the dulcgua between Lady
philosophy and her dlsciple as set down in Book V of the

pe Consolatione Philosuphise.
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Yotes to Chapter II

cathollc Encyelopedia, Vole II, p. 610.

in t%is che ~ter an attempt has been made to render faithfully
the line of argurent proposed by nosthius in Rook v, without
reading into 1t scholastic philosophy for which there is no
warrant in the text. At times the writer i.as expanded what
geems evidently the thought of Boethius more fully than 1t

‘48 presented in the text.

In the discliple!s speech, for the most part, the apeciflic
ofder and the form have been preserved; however in Lady
philosophy's discourse only the general order has been
followed, Often the form has been changed s littls, but the
gupstance of the matizr has always been carsfully retalned.

Whenever the word %"certitude® is mentioned In this thesis,
sbsolute certitude is meant, never a high degree of probe
a‘z\ility;

The Lady's long proof later on that things are not known ace
cording to their natures but accordins to the nature of the
knowing feculty, and her careful explanation of the simplicity
of God's knowledge are both mostly Iintended to meet this
particular dilfficuliy.

Boethius, The Theological Tractates. The Consolation of
PRIIGa0phy, R.F. Stewart and B.Xe Rande (NEW TOTK: CsPs
1tnam' s Lonn Cou), pe. 376,55«~81.

This appli: ation in Boethius comes eight linea further on,
a new objection havifiy intervened., Stewart & Rand, p.
372,52x54.

The wrlters using this principle never reant that our free
will acts catse the foreknowledge of Cod in the true sense
of th- word ceuse. To them the free will act was the essenw
tial condition of God's foreknowledge. A condition does not
1 ply dependence, whereas a cause does. Fere as in other
places, Boethius uses terms loosely. %The exsct terminalogy
of scholastic phllosophy did not yet exist,.

Now comes the appllcation (cf. ¥ote €0), ani irmediately
follows the sectlon on the impossibility of an uncertsin
event becoming the object of certaln knowledge.

Lady Philosophy says that the discliple's disfficulty in recone
clling free will with the foreknowledge of God was vehemently
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pursued by Clcero in his Distribution of pivination.
stewart & Rand, p. 382, 1=-Z,

10. YNeither of the enswers sesem at sll to meet the difflculty.
However, the Lady's explanation of conditional and simple
necessity, which comes later, does meet it quite well.
Anot-er point to be noted ies the fact that even though she
dnes not ~ive a satisfactory answer, the reasoning 1s valid
because the necessity distinctlon, somewhat adapted, could
be introduced here.

11¢ This explanation is more lengthlly developed in Boethius,
12. Stewart & Rand, p. 400, 9-10.
13. Stewart & Rand, p. 402, 65, "Quasl jam gerantur.”

14. The Lady puts these ideas in a different form, but sube
- atantlelly her reasoning 1s the same as the explanation given

15. Boethius' explanation in this whole matter seexs quite
accurate, save that he mskes (od's foreknowledge the condle
tion of the necessity. The type of necessity he has exw
plained would appear present even if God did not foreknow
the act. In a word, God's foreknowledge does not seem
responsible for the necessity in any way, even by way of
corn?ition. '
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CHAPTER III

The Lamentation of Troilus

In Chapter II was given a summary and an elucidatian

of Book V of the De Consolatione Philosophiae, ﬁhe solution

offered by Boethius to the problem of the reconciliation of
human free will and divine foreknowledge. Ve are now ready to
take up the principal passages in the writings of Chaucer where-
in the poet treats this asoéald problem, and to explain what he
has written in the light of the teaching of Boethius, We shall
first conniﬁe& what we have entitled "The Lamentation of

Trollus,” an excerpt from Book IV of Troilus and Criseyde, llnes
983 to 1078. |
Mre Bele Jofferson, in his Chaucer and the Consolation

of Philosophy of Boethius, remarks that this long passage was
taken over bodily by Chaucer trem Boethius, that 1t is virtually

& poetical tranalation. In order to show how close the transe-

'lation 1;: ¥r. Jofferson compares 1t with Chaucer's own prose
;tr:nsXation of the same section in Béathiua,_painting out &
close similarity‘inAyhraeins,vand an almost indentical arrange-
ment of ideas. According to Mr. Jefferson, Skeat's observation
(0xford Chaucer I1I:490), "that a considerable portion of this
passage is ebpioﬁ, more or less ciosoly from Boethius,® is undﬁr-
‘stated and misleading, Indeed the entire passage, with the exe
ception of two lines, 1s copled directly from Boethius, Nr.
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Jeggersor rces on io say that the few changes made by Chaucer

qore 8117bts that they do not effect the subjJect matter, and that
they iere necessary to meet the requirements of rhythm and meter.
we shall have more to say later about these contentions.of Mre.
Jefferson. ror the present it wlll suffice to remark that they

ere accurate, except that they lgnore one important omission made

by Chaucer.
In the following commentary on "The Lamentation of

~ rroilus"” we shall refer to successive groups of lines as
ngections.,” This procedure, we hope, will make our commentary

more intelligilble, and provide for greater facility in eross-
1l

‘ raference.

Section 1

Goth Pandarus, and Trollus he =oughte,
Til in a temple he fond hym al allone,
Ags he that of his 1lif no lenger roughte;
But tc the pitouse goddes everichone
850 Ful tendesly he preyed, and made his mone,
To doon hym sone out of this world to pacs;
For wel he thoughte ther was non other grace.

Ard shortly, al the sothe for to seye,
He was so fallen in despelr thet day,
9565 That outrely he shop hym for to deye.
For right thus was his argurent alway:
He seyde, he nas but lorn, so weylawey!
"For al that comth, comth by necessitee:
Thus to ben lorn, it is my deatines."”

- Pandarus finds Troilus in a temple, alone and in
Sompletes despair. He is praying to the rods to make him soon

Pass out of this world. 8o fellen 1s he into despalr, that he
is utterly resolved to dle, for this is ever his argument: He 1s
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108t pecause all that comes, comes by necesslty, and 1t is his

destiny to be lost. Troilus has here stated hls position. All

ghe actions of a man's 1life are ordered beforehand Into s certain

ypon-bound plan. ¥hen his life-time comes, he must of neceasity

act according to this plans According to his own l1life plan he

must now be lost. There is nothing to do about it, and so logl~-

cally he despelirs, praying to the gode for release from life.

960

965

Criseyde.

Section 2

"For certeynly, this wot I wel,"™ he seyde,
frhat forsight of divine purveyaunce

Hath seyn alwey me to forgon Criseyde,

8yn CGod ‘seeth evary thyng, out of doutaunces,
Xnd hem disponyth, thorugh his ordinaunce,
In hire merites sothly for to be,

As they shul comen by predestyne.”

He knows well that Jod has foreseen that he will lose
("Being lost" to Trollus means, of course, his ime

pending separation from Criseyde.) «Cod foresees all future

eventes and ordsins and disposes them.

970

Section 3

"hut natheles, allas! whom shal T leeve?
For ther ben grete clerkes many oon,

Trhat destyne thorugh arsumentes preve;

And som men seyn that, nedely, ther is noon,
But that fre chols is yeven us everychon.

0, welaway. 80 slelghe arn clerkes olde,
That T not vhoa opynyoun I may holde.

We now find out somethling more about the extent to

vhich Troilus believes the arguments he has been giving. He

8ays that many great clerks have proved predestination;2 but, on
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. ;ther nend, sore men deny predestination entirely. Both sldes
the _

pave srev
b.‘”r of ito

ed 80 well that he does not know whlch side has the

nont natheles, allas! whom shal I leeve?"

Section 4 ‘
"For som men seyn, if God seth al biforn,
Ne God may naet deceyved ben, parde,

975 Than moot it fallen, theish men headde it sworn,
That purvelance hath seyn before to be.
Wherfore I sey, that from eterne if he
Hath wist byforn oure thougnt ek as oure dede,
We han no fre choia, as thise clerkes rede.

He tells what "som men seyn" 1.e,, tells how they
defend predestination. Before {(cf. Section 5) he stated that
there were many "grete clerkes" who proved predestination with
arguments., Now he is goling to give one of the arguments used by
soms. "hether or not those using this argument are of the number
of "grete clerkes"” he dces not say. If, firat, Uod foresees all
things, and, secondly, may not be decelved, 1.9.; may not have
false knowledge, then a future avent which God foresees must
happen of necessity, even though men had sworn it would not. With

this brief statement of the argument, Troilus dlso gives his

inttitude toward 1t. If the two principles put forward by these

men de true (Trollus states but one, but from the context, it
can be seen that the other is inmplled), then, as these clerks
declare, there is no free will, To him it appears that}this
argument provgs predestination, although he has already admitted
that the opponents of predestination can put up so strong a de-

fense that he 1s utterly unable to decide whether they or the
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aifficult to anslyze hls state of mind. IHe expresses evident
dpubﬁ: and yet seems Inclined more to predestination, gince he
13 scting on this hypotheslis., Until practically the end of hils
. soliloguy he argues to prove predestination.

In this sectlon begins the virtual translation of
Boothiuﬁts The addition of the phrases "for som men seyn,"
theigh ~en hadde it sworn," and "as thise clerkes rede,"

do not change the thought of the author < the De Consclatlore.

gp to thils section Trollus ls more or less introducing his sub-
jects Ils introiuctlon to the subject dliffers greatly from that

which we have seen in Boethius.4

Section 5
981 "ror other thought, nor other dede also,
Vyshte nevere ben, but swich ss purveyasunce,
Which may nat ben deceyved nevere mo,
: Hath feled byforn, withouten ignoraunce.
985 For yf ther myghte ben a varisunce
" To writhen out fro Goddls purveylnge,
Ther nere no presclence of thyng compynges.

"put it were rather an opynyoun
Uncerteyn, and no stedfast foraeyrge."

~ Men cannot have a thought or dead which God does ﬁOt
foreknow, because fod kmows all things and cannot be deceived.
These words merely restate the two princliplss givem In the
previous section, and apply them to man's thoughts snd deeds.
¥ow Troilus goes a step further. If men could escape this fore-

knowledge by any means, the only kind of knowledge left for Cod
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to have their future asctions would be uncertaln opinilon.

In all this reasoning Chaucer iz giving & virtual
translﬂtion of Boethius, A%t this point, however, he mskes an
smportant omlsal on. TLet us recall how Noesthius handled the
arguzent herc. Just as Troilus does, the discizle asserts that
there can be no free will acts, because 1f there were, God could
not have certain foreknowledge of them, but only uncertain
opinion. The disciple gives no immedlate proof for this asser-
gion, but puts 1t off urtil much later 1n his discourse. For the
present he merely makes the statement and builde his ~oxt step
upon 1t s If 1% were true, ‘It‘will be remembered that the poste
poned prbcf consiated In this that Cod would havse foreknowledze
of a frec will act, a. thing which of its rature is uncertain and
-thls would be false krnowledge. As was explained in Chapter 17T,
thle arpument was the fcandétion of the disciplats wholé position.
'Lady Phlléasphy spends a long tire refuting what she thinks is
the error at the root of 1t, namely, the bellief that things are
known according to their natures, when in reallty ﬁhey are lknown
| according to the nature of the faculty knowlng them. Further,
she spen! much time explaining how God's intellect has “he nower
of knowinz uncertaln futrre evexts‘with certitude, this hecause
He Imows the future as 1" 1t were presert. Thus we sece that this
Proof 1= of considerable imnortantce in the speech of the disciple.

The disciple introduces %t towards the end of hilas discourse.®

Just as Troilus, he, in the beglinning, merely makes a statement,
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and then bullds on this statement as if it were true. But
Troilus does not bring in the proof later on as does the dls-
ciple. &o Trollus' speech, despite kr. Jefferson's assertions,

is not guite a virtusl translation of Boethius.

Section 6

990 And certes, that were an abuslon,
That God sholde han no parfit cler wytynge
¥ore than we men that han doutous wenynge.
But swich an errour upon God to gesse
were fals and foul, and w kked corsednesse.

Troilus in this section advances to the next step of
his argument. It "were an abusion" if Yod had no more clear and
perfect knowledre than we have avout future frees will acts, 1.e,
if He had nothing more than doubtful conjectures concerning them.
To deny God's having perfect knowlsdge would be untrue, vile, a
wicked abomination. Chaucer 1s qulte close to his original in
this sectlon.

Sectlon 7

995 "uk this 1s an opynyoun of souns
. That ha: hlre top ful helghe and smothe yshore:
“hey seyn right thus, that thyng is nat to come
For that the presclence hath sevyn byfore
Trat 1t shall come, thereoire tie purveyaunce
Woot 1t byforn, withouten ignoraunce;

"And in thls manere this necessite
Retorneth In hls part contrarie agayne
For nedfully byhoveth it nat to bee

100€ 7That thllke thynges fallen in certayn
That ben purveyed; but nedly, as they sayn,
Bynovetih it that thynges whiclhie that falis,
That they in certayn ben purveyed alle.
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Ir. this sectlon Troilus i1s ~oln: tc rive very briefly
o principle with whiclh tho defenders of the other side attempt to
r,condile free will with the foreknowledre of God. According to
this brlnciple an event does not come to pass because God knows
peforerend that 1t wlll heppen; but becaunse 1t will hsppen,
therefcre Cod inows 1t beforehand. They assume that according to
the positlon of those defendlng predestination an act of the will
which Jod foreltnows must come to pass because He foreinows 1t,.
god's very foreknowledse of the act createsm the necsssity of that
act's comlng to pass. 1In a word, the foreknowledge causes the
necessity of thirge happening. They on their side arpue that the
act does not atNall come to pass because Tod foreknows it (therce
fore that the foreknowledre does not cause the necessity of
things happening), but on the contrary, Cod foreknows it because
it will‘camc toe pass. Ve have now completed the matter of lines
995~1001. Iet us examine then lines 1002-1008: "And in this
manere this necessite retorneth in hie @art.contrarie agayn, ete.”
| In the futuré T shall perform some free will acgion.
Sirce Sod knows all thinga; He must foreknow this actlion; hence
the action, so Lo spealr, causes the necesslity of Codls fareknay-
Ing 1t, ond on this account the sdversaries can say that the
necessity passes over tc the other side. Tt is not necesaary
that those things haopen which are foreseen, but it is necessary
that those things be foreseen which wi 11 hanpen. |
In thlis whole ssctlon Chaucer, so far as the line

of argument 1s concerned is quite close to his original.
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g;turally enoug: , we 4o not look in Joethius for an equivalent
of Chaucer's "some that han hire top iul helghe and smothe

yshore.” Such a phrase ls typleally Chaucerlian.

sectlion O

"T mene as thoug! I laboured me in this,

1010 7o enqueren which thyng cause of which thyng be:
: 48 whelther that the proscience of 0od 1s

The certeyn cause of the necessite

Of thynces that to comen ben, parde;

Or if necesslte of thyng compynge

1015 7ne cause certeyn of the purveyinge.
"aut now ntenforce I me nat In showynge
How tuo ordre of causes stant; Lubt wel woot
- That 1t byhoveth that the bylfallynge
Of thynges wiele bylforen certeynly
1020 ¥Be necessarie, al scze it nat therby

“hat prescl:nce put fallynge necessalro

To thyng to come, al falle 1t foule or falre.

For iie sakc of clarlty, lct us conalder how
Boethius (w%.om Chaucer L1s followln, gul e closely in this sec=
tion) puts the matlter. According to the 3iselple, hWis adversary
1s miasing the pelnt at lssues %Tho quostion the adversary is
trylng toscttle 1s whether the foreknowledre of Jol causes the
necesalty of the future act, or whether the luture event, by the
fact that 1t will sowmc dey exlst, causes ile necesslity of {od'e
fareknowing it. vhat the disciple himsolif is trying to prove i1s
that whickever of the two possi.le answers ls _lven, the fact
reralne that o th'ng foreknown by Cod must heppen of necessity.
Even granting the cortontlon of the adversary that foreknowledge

4008 not csuse the necose’ty of the occurence of Iuture evente,
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nevertheless, foreknown things must necessarily come to pass.
The dlsciple then [oes on to prove from the exemple of the man
éitting that a thin; foreknown must happen of necessity, admitting
for the sake of argument that the foreknowledge does not cause

that necesslity.

Section ©
"ror if ther sitte & man yond on a see,
Than by necessite blhoveth 1t ’
1025 That, certes, thyn opynyoun sooth be,
That wenest or conjectest that he sit.
And further over now ayeynward yit,
1o, right so 1s it of the part contralrie,
As thus, - nowe herkne, for I wol nat tarie:
1030 " sey, that if the opynyoun of the
Be soth, for thet he sitte, thrn sey I this,
That he mot sitén by necesaite;
And thus necessite in eyther 1-.
For In hym nede of sittynge is, ywys,
1035 And in the nede of doth; and tlus, forsothe
' fhere mot necesaite ben in yow bothe.

Trolilus gives an examgle of onets knowing a fact
which is ﬁrasemt before him; this exsmple hic offers as a parsllel
to Godts foreknowledge of the future. A mon 18 sitting there
before yous It 1s-necessaf§ that your Jjudpement "the man $its™ be
true. (Telther Troilus nor the disciple tell us the reason for
this necessity; probably 1t would be the following: 1t is ner-
fectly o#ident that the man sits, and 1n‘the face of such strong
evidence one must of necessity have true krowledge.) PFurther,
Jou can reverge the process. I your Judgement of the sitting be

true, then the man of necessity must sit. There muat of
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noeoieity exist a fact to which yaur Jjusgement conformam. Thus
there is nscearity on elther slde, of your \gudgemmt'n belng
true, and of the men silttings. Chasucer adheres closaly to Boethius

in this section.

Seotion 10
*But thow mayet seyn, the nam ait nat therefors,
That wyopynyoun of I’zia sl ttyhege soth is;
But rather, for the man slt ther byfore,
1040 %herfore is thyn opynyoun scth, ywis.

A I seye, tiough the cause of soth of this

vomth of hia slttyng, yet necescite

ls ontrechaunged botn in hym amnxi tho.

But you mar say the causs of the sitting is not the
truth of your jufigement; but on the contrary, the truth of your
judgement s ceusad by the éif:ting* “he answer is that, although
the cause of the nececsliy comen only from one side, from the
man sitting, thers ia o commom necessity on both sides., In the
previcus section Troilus explained what he meant by that common
necesality. There 1s the necesality that your opinion be true, and
the necessity of the man sitting,.

Chaucer again is vary close to Hosthius. Concerning
the comron necessity, the words Bosthius uses to express 1t are
"Communis in utraque maaium“v Chauceyr renders these words
"yot nocessite 1s entrechaunged both in hym and the (lines 1043w
1043)," About this comon neceszity Yr.Jefferson says:

Boethius is forced to adait that A does not ait

down because #'s opinion was true, but that the

opinion was true because A sat Cowne Vet he re-
asperts lamely, that there was a common necessity in
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epinion caused the sitting. What he is attempting to prove

grom his example is that an existing fact which 1a lmown must be
_pecessavy’, even though the knowledge did not cause its sxistence.

ge it recalled that Lady Philosophy stated explicitly that the

aisciple argued as from a sign to the necessity of the mm

sitting, He bellieved that the sign indicated the necesslity; he

does no* say that Iit caused the necessity.

For a better understanding of the whole soliloquy of
rroilus, let it be said that it contains three fallacles: first,
1n the case of the man sitting, Trollus does not distinguls done
ditional necessity from simple necessity; secondly, he believes
that uncertain things cannot be known with certitude; thirdly, he
thinks that things are known in accordance with their natures,
vhen a8 a matter of fact thay are known according to the nature o
the knowing faculty.

Section 1;!,

"thus in this same wise, out of doutaunce,
1045 I may wel maken, as it semeth me,
Ny resonyng of (Goddes purveyaunce

And of the thynges that to comen be;

By which rescun men may wel yse

That thilke thynges that in erthe falle,

That by necessite they comen alle.

Now Trollus applies his example to the foreknowledge
of God. In the same way that he argued concerning one's knowle
odge of s man aitting, he reasors relative to God'a foreknowle

odge and the things to oome, holding consequently that everye

i



42

shing on earth happens by neceasity.

Section 12

"ror although that, for thyng shal come, ywys,

Therfore is it purveyed, certeynly,

Yat that it comth for it purveyed is;

Yet natheles, bihoveih 1t nedfully,

1055 Thst thing to come be purveyed, trewely;

Or elles, thynges that purveyed be,

That they bltiden by necessits.

"and this suffiseth right ynough, ccrtc{n,

For to destroye oure fre chols every desl,

Although Chauger is making a virtual translation in
this section, his matter is somewhat confusing. This is the fault
of Boethius, who himself is none too clur.m At this stage of
the dlscussion, the -.ﬁ:i,.aciph, and Troilus alse, has finished with
his example and has made his application, Now he gives something
of a summary of all that he has said since he proposed the prine
. 6iple of the adversary. Says the disciple: "It 1s necessary
el ther that the future events be foreseen by God, or that things
foreseen happen.® Trolilus puts his idea in the words of the
present section: "Yet natheles, bilhoveth it nedfully, that thing
to come be purveyed, trewely; or elles, thynges that purveyed be,
fh;t they bitiden by neceasite.® As the reader recalls, this 1»s
the question which Boethius held that the adversaries were trying
to solve whep they put forwgrd their principle. From his reason-
ing he has sesemingly proved that whichever way you solve this
Westion, the fact remains that things foreknown must happen of

A%8ensity, As Troilus puts it; "And this suffiseth ynough,
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e teyns for to destruye oure fre cholis every del."

In the words which begin this section, "Por although
that, 'fox' thyng shal come,ywys, therefore is it purveyed,
certeynly, nat that 1t comth for 1t purveysd is," Troilﬁa » 1like
the dileiplﬂ,’il merely recalling 'tha fact that in hls reasoning
grom the example ha. has granted for the sake of argument that the

event does not happen of necessity becsuse God foresees it.

Sectien 13
1060 "But now is this sbusioun, to seyn
That fallyhg of thynges temporel
In cause of (Goddes prescience eternsl.
Now trewely, that is a fals sentence, -
That thyng to come sholde cause his prescience.
1065 “"what myght I wene, and I hadde swich a thought,
But that God purveyeth thyng that 1s to come
For that it 1s to come, snd ellis nought?
So mythte I wene that thynges alle and some,
That whilom bam byfelle and overcome,
1070 Ben cause of thilike sovere purveysunce,
- That forwoot al wilthouten ignofsuncs.
_ Thus far Troilus has been defending his position
sgainst the prinoiple ,d'f the adversaries; now he takes the |
offense against it. It is absurd, he says, to say that the
happening of temporal things is the causs of God's eternal imowle
odge. The sdversaries, with thelr principle that God foreknows
things because they will come to pass, equivalently say that
future events cause His foreknowledge, and further that all the
Whings which have happened in the past have exerclsed this

m“m ‘11 ty »
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Seotion 14

"And over al this, yet sey I more herto,
That right as whan I wot ther is a thyng,

Iwys, that thyng moot nedfuly be 80}
1075 Ek right so, whan I woot a thyng comyng,

8o mot 1t come} and thus the bifallyng

e T T T el T

Furthermore, says Troilus, even as when I know there
4s & thing, that thing must exist of noeouity, o also whbn I
xonow & thing is coming, that thing mist come of nccéaa;ty; And
thus the coming about of things foreknown cannot be prevented in
anywise, In this section he 1s harking bm to the nictlns ox=
ample and applying it to foreknowledge o.{_' the futui'o, which ape=
plication he has already mé, thou@n implicitly. (Cf. lines 1044~
1047.) This spplication seems ligloslly out of place here, be~
cause the section immediately previous begins a new 11an of
thought. However, »11; is tzo"be noted that in this section, where
Chaucer fau«. mik original in all respects, the spplication ia
clearer and more explicit than in the furrer one.

Thus does Troilus end his argument by which he tries
to demonstrate that free will cannot be reconciled with Godﬂ!
foreknowledge. As wo will recall, the disciple does not leave off
at this point. The latter next gives us that important proof for
bis assertion that God cannot have foreknowledge of fres will acts,
Wt only uncertain expectations. The proof was that free will
86ts, which are of their very nature uncertain,cannot be foreknown

"th certitude.ll Troilus omits this proof entirely from his
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speech, which otherwise 1s & lalrly close translation of
poethius. After this proof, as was pointed out in Chapter II,
the ditciple considers his position well enough dofopd.@, and
ooncludes by enumerating the woeful things that must be true of

man if he hes no free will.lg \

Section 15

Tharme seyde he thus, "Almyghty Jove in trone,

That woost of al this thyng the sothtuahnnnoo,

Rewe on my sorwe, and do me deyen sone,

Or bryng Criseyde and me from this doltroasoi"

And whil he was in sl this hevynesse,

Disputyng with hymself in this mstere,

Com Pandars in, and seyde a&s ye may here.

Troilus concludes with a prayer to Jove. "Jove, he
says, "you who know the truth of this ﬁnttdr, plty my sorrow and
bt me die soon, or else bring Criseyde and me out of this dise
tress. Chaucer then adds that, shiles Troilus was in the midst of
this sadness and self-disputing, he was interrupted by Pandarus.

It would be well now to sum up the attituds of mind
which Troilus manifests in his soliloguy regarding the
foreknowledge~free will problem. In lines 944-967, sections 1
and 2, Chaucer tells us that Trollus is all slone in the temple,
caring no longer for life, and praying to each of the gods to let
him soon pané’out of this world. He thinks there is no other
favor for him but death. HNe has s0 completely fallen into
" despair that he is utterly resolved to dle. Chaucer immediately
assigns the reason for this attitude (‘ror right thus was his

argument nlvuyl?). All things happen by necessity. It 1s
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necessary that he be lost, 1.e. be separated from Criseyde. He
knows well that God has foreseen that he will loee her, and there
isa no'daubt but that God foresees and ordains and disposes them
28 they have deserved to be.

S0 far Trollus ie quite certain about the whole
matter. But now doubt enters his mind. He remarks (sections 3
and 4) that sneiont clerks have so cunningly argued for and
against predestination that he is not able to judge which aside
has had the better of 1t. His attitude of mind has changed from
one of Qertitudo to one of doubt.

In this state of mind he proceeds to give a long line
of argument which seems to him to prove predestination (sestions
5 to 14). He does not give the arguments on the other side. Yet
presumably there are strong arguments for that side, atrong
enough to prevent Troilus from holding the necessitarian
philolaphy with certitude.

~ VWhen he has conoluded his reasoning, he offers a
prayer to Jove which ia perfpat;y in accord with hie doubtful
state of minds, Jove knows which side is true. If it i3 true,
therefore, that free will cannot be reconciled with God's fore-

- knowledge, and that all happens of necesslity, then he must be
separated from Criseyde. May Jove let him dle then as soon as
possible. If, on the other hand, there can be free will, and
consequently the possibility of avolding the separation, he prays
that Jove might "bryng Criseyds and me fro this destresse." Thus
his finasl state of mind remains one of complete doudt,
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Frdm this solliloquy of Trollus, what san we Jsarn of
Chaucer's own attitude toward the oroblem of resconciling fres
will uitn,thn divine foveknnjlodg«f We can learn but little. It
is always wroilui who speaks, never Chaucer himself, and since
Trollus is merely a figtitious character, we cannot attribute the
sentiments expressed by him to the author. Noreover, we must
‘remsmber that Trollus had suffered bitter miafortune at the time
of his rloomy soliloguy, and that 1t is in keeping with his
pressnt disposition to have a rauhar‘daapqiring view of the state
of munkind, _ 7 |
Pertinent, perasps, to the question of Chaucer's
attitude towerds the necessitarisn phllosophy put farﬁard by
Trolilus, 1s the manner in which he concludes his "litel tragedye."
After Troilus was slain by Achilles, his freed spirit ascended
blissfully to the eighth sphere of heaven. There, beholding the
wandering stars and listening to the heavenly melody, Troilus
began utterly to despise this wretched warld, and to hold all
mindane pleasures to be vanity in comparison to the full felleity
of heaven,

And down from thennes faste he gan avyse

This litel spot of erthe, that with the se

Embrgoed ia, and fully gen despise

This wrescned world, and held al vanite

That 16 ir hevene sboves  (V,1807-1819)

chnnaor»thoreuopn peints a!marnl. He advises young

folk to forego their w rldly vanity, and to cast thelr eyes upon
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the GddWho mﬁde them in His image. They should not seek
"feynede lé_vu” after f:ha manner of Trollus and Crii:bdi. but
rath‘ar' centei:' thelr whold affection upon their Creator and
Radae_me!;, Tsvn hs best to love 18." From the trasedy 61‘ Troilus
these ymnig folks may see of what little worth were the"payens
corsed a"ldq ‘rites," how‘nlyit'tlo uva:lied the iorship of the gods,
what little reward for toll was given by Jove, .Apollo, Mars, and
“swich rascet1le,” Such. reprobation of the whole pagan system
under which the r'iétit;iouav".rroilua has his being argues strongly
against the 'viav that Chaucer il. indicating his own opinion in
the soliloquy of Troilus wolch we nave been considering. We shall
have more to say later regarding Chaucerts own attitude towards
the problem of the reconciliation of divine forsimowledge and
human free will,
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Chapter IV

Chanticleer and Destiny

This ohapter will have to do with the second passage
in which Chaucer Gwells for some length on the problem of
reconociling the free will of men with the foreknowledge ot Ggod.
This second passage owours in the Nun's Priest?!s Tals, lines |
3850-3860. Agaln Chaucer is indebted to the De Cemsolatione.

0f the three different mnswera to the problem which he proposes,
as having _baon' offered by the clerics, two are derived from
Book V. As we will remembar, Lady Philosophy in her solution
distinguished between two kinds of negesalty, conditional and
simple. Moreover, the position defended by the disciple has
been shown as eQuivalent to that of one upholding simple
necessity. In the passage from the w'a?rluwa Tale, dondi-

tional necessity and simple napessity are given as representing
two of the three answers to the problem.

The whole of the Fun's Priest's Tale is in a humorous,
mook-heroic tone. The genial cheplein has just finished talung‘
.how Chanticleer, who had been warned by his dreams not to go out
into the yard that day, 1s persuaded by his wife, Dame Partlet,
to disregard them. Chanticleer is now in the yard with his hens,
and & fox lies hidden, awaiting his chance to spring on him.

Then follows the philosophical reflection which we have to cone

sider, and the first part of which we have called:
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Section 1

0 Chauntecleer, acursed be that morwe

That thou into that yerd flaugh fro the bemes!

Thou were ful wel ywarned by thy dremes

That thilice day was perilous to thee;

But what that God forwoot moor nedes bee,

3235 After the opinlon of certain clerkis.
‘ Witnesse on hym that any parfit clerk is,

Thet 1n scole is grest altercacioun

In this mateere, and greet disputisoun,

And hath been of an hundred thousand men,

The morning on whieh Chanticleser flew frem his
rafters into the yard is accursed. He was fuliy warned by his
dreams that the Aay was t0 be perilous to himj henoce he should
have remained at home ar not ventursd forth. 0f his own free
will, desplite evident warnings, he was walking into the face of
danger. But after all, was he really ascting with free willy Was
he not rather forced by necessity to act ss he did? God foreknew
that he would go into the yard that day, and "what God forwoot
moot nedes bes, after the opinioun of certein olerkis.*

| But these clerks do not have everything their owmn
way, The question has been hotly debated. Any olerk who knows
his busziness can bear w.tness to the fact thet thers 1s now a
great altercation and dispute about this mstter, and has been in
thepast. A hundred thousand have fought over 1t. Something will
sald in the next chapter concerning the historical aspect of this

disputing.

Seotion 2
But I ne kan nat bulte it to the bren,



AS kan the nooly doctour Augustyn,

Or Roece, or the Bisshop Bradwardyn,

wheither that Goddes worthy forwltyrng.

Streyneth me nedely for to doon a thyng, -

"rvedely" clepe I symple necessitee;

Or elles, if free choys be graunted me

o do that seme thyng, or do 1t noght,

Though Uod forwoot it er that it was wroght,

Or if his witying streyneth never a deel.

But by neoessites condicioneel. :

The Nunfs Priest "kan nat db.lte it to the dren,™ 1.0
he csnnot sift 1t to the chaff, He camnot decide which of the
three answers ls the correct one, s can the holy doctor
Augusitine, or Boomiﬁa. or Bishop Bradwardine. The firat view,
one which he has already proposed, is now put thus: "Welther that
Goddes worthy forwltyng streyneth me nedely for to doon a thing,”
1.e., whether God's fareknowledge compels me necessarily to do
saméthing: He oxplains 1ln a parenthesals amﬁy what he means by
"nedely.” "Nedely® cleps I symple necessitee. The second
answer 1s that free choloe 1s granted mar to do a thing or not to
do 1t, oven though God knows beforehand what kohoicc will be made.
In a word, there 1s no repugnance in free will and God's fore
kriowledge. The third snswer is that Cod's foreknowledge imposes
"oondl tional naoésaityu!‘

About those three m swers lr. Jerferson remarikss

It may be by accident, but the threé different views
nresented in this passage are 1n accordance with the
different positions held by the three philosophers
mentioneds Bishop Bradwardine ardently upheld foree
ordination arnd was opposed even bitterly to free will,
He thought 1t presumptuous for man to assume for hirme
' self the responsibility of freedom of action. He
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deemed all-sufficient for man the divine grace. The
bishop Bradwardine, therefors, might be supposed to
advocate "simple necessity," although he does not
use this term himself; the Nun's Prlest parenthet-
ically assumes that responsibility....8t. Augustine
occupied ths position presented in the second view.
He believed that free will was a gift from God to
men only in so far as God permitted; hence the fole
‘lowing line: "Or ellea if free choys be graunted me.
Bosthius.....entertained as his bellief the doctrine
of "oonditional nagoaaity,” mentioned here as the
third possibility.

A8 Mr. Jefferson indicates in the words "It may de
by accident,® Chaucer does not say that the three answers belong
respectively to the three dignitaries he mentions. He merely
gives the names of those vho oan "bulte it to the bren,® amd then
presents three solutions to the problem. |

¥r. Jefferson attributes the first answer, that of
simple necessity to Blshop Brndunrdina. In the following chapter
we shall have something more to say about the position of this
prelate, For the present it will suffice to remark that, though
his philosophic ideas are seeringly quite deterministic, he
neverthelsss maintained that man has free will., He could soarce~
1y have remained a Bishop of the Catholic dhureh, if he did not
maintain the free will of man.

The second answer, according to Mr. Jefferson, should
be attributed to 8t. Augustine. Commenting on his own observation

in a foot-note, he says:
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8t. Augustine consldered the subject of free will

in the 01t¥ of God, Book V, Chap. VIII-XII. He is
particularly conserned in disproving the view of

Cicero, who in the W has argued that
::d":h:mg;::ixglt:? m:n to :ﬂ::i:;‘gig}ﬁtfna:;(:od
& cholce between the two 1s nocessary, he prefers to
believe in the latter.2
If one consults the place mentioned by Mr. Jefferson, he does not
f£ind 1t difficult to see the similarity pointed out by him. B8t.
Augustine's views will be more fully treated in the next chapter.
The :?owka of the Nun's Priest concerning sinmple and
eonditional necessity undoubtedly come from Book V of the De
Consolatione. The reader will recall that lLady Philosophy in hoi'
snswer makes s distinction between the simple necessity of the
sun rising, and the conditional necessity of the man walking.
God foreknew both that the sun would rise on a certsn morning:
and that the man would walk, but nevertheless the former action
is necessary and the latter free. Lady Philosophy does not say
that the asimple necessity position would characterise the
disciplets views, but such is evidently the case.”

Section 3

I wol nat han to do of swich mateere;
My tale is of a cok, as ye may heere,
That tok his aomd.i of his wyf, with sorwe,
To walken in the yerd upon that morwe
3865 That he hadde met that dreem that I yow tolde.

The simpls chaplain will not venture further in high
philosophical speculation. After all, he has a tale to tell,
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that of a cock who to his sorrow took the counsel of his wife,
of onme who did not acoept the advice given him in a dream. 8o

ends the assage from the Fun's Priest!'s Tale on divine fore=
knowledge and human free will. '

What do these lines tell us about Chaucer's own
attitude towards the problem we have been studying? We know,
first of all, that he was interested in the problem. We know,
that he was cognigant of the contimied dlisputations concerning
1t in the schools. We know that he was soquainted with the
principal solutions put forward to solve the problem. We are a
little inclined to suspect that he found none eof the solutione
absolutely ﬁonvimixig. However, it is one tzhing to believe in a
tenet of a oreed, and another to be able to explain 1t. Prom
Chaucer's works we know that he bellieved in sin, in human
responsibility, in merit, in reward, and punishment. In other
words, he believed in human free will. Just how free will could
be reconcliled with God's undoubted foreknowledge, he apparently
daia nat see clearly. Perhaps the solution was apparent to great
minds} 1t was not so to hise 1In regprd to such profound quess
tions, like his mun's priest, very probably, he decided that he
would "nat han to do of swich matere." It was for him to be-
lleve in foreknowledge and free will and not to explain their

reoonciliation.
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Xotes to Chapter IV

Jefferson, loco citato, p. 79
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Chapter V

The Patristic snd Scholastic Answer

It w111 help greatly to understand Chaucerts attitude
toward the problem, and alsoc the placse the problem 1tself has in
scholastic philosophy, if a short historical sketch of it be
given.l The reader will recall the former chapter in which a
summary of Boethius's treatment was glven. 'It will be well 1f he
keep in mind some of the general points of that chapter while
reading the following sketch, and especially the fact that the
De Consplations Philosophise Was written in the egrly part of the
sixth century, whereas the Nun's Priest's Tale and Troilus and
griseyde were composed in the late decades of the fourtsemnth

sen tury.

The §ua¢tlon regarding the reconoiliation of ro'x;o«-
knowledge and ltroo will 43 a very old one. It has been meditated
upon by many of the wisest men in history. BSome thinking there
was no possible means of resoncilistion, donué either the fore-
knowledge of God or the free will of men, Ciloero, Marous, Celsus,
Stephamus Parisiensis denied that God can have foreknowledge of
free will scts. The Fathers of the Church defended the principle
that God has a perfect and certain foreknowledge of free will acts.
Among them are Tertullian, 8t. Justin Martyr, Cyril of Alexandrias,
Justin, Gregory the Great, Origen and St. Jeroms: Even none
Christian philosophers, such asz Ammonius, Plotinus, | and Philo



maous defended this princ.’:.pla's

We have noticed in Boethius the importance which tho
rinciple that God knows the past and the future as an eternal
resent plays in tho reconciliation of free will and foreknowle
Age. He is by no means 'tho only one who used this principle, nor
ndeed the firast one, This principle is important because on the
ne hend 1t saves the forsknowledge of God, since it pams.tq god
o have certain knowledge of what 18 in itself uncertainj and on
he other hand, it prepares the way for saving free will, because
noe we show that future free will ects are present to God, it is
ot ALfficult to explsin how that knowledge does not necessitate
hems Those who used this principle before Boethius ars Gregory
he Great and Cyril of Alexsndria, aml the non«Christian writers,
muenius, Plotimus, and Philo. Besides these can be erumerated
thanasius, Ambrose, and Orig n,d Orig n, when arguing againat
slsmis, one of the first to propose the difficulty qf reconciling
eecﬁnovlodga and frees will, used the example of one man beholding
nothe' falling into a holes As the faot, he pointed out, that
he one sees the other falling does not make the falling
soessary, 5o the fact that God has foreknowledge of our future
reeo wi)l scts does not meke them necessaryj for God knows them
ot as future events but as present ones. As we shall aia,
ugustine too uses this method of ergumentation. It should de
entioned that not all the writers listed were trying to prove
h.g foreknowledge does not impose necessity on future fres will
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acts, as Origen was in the example given. Some were merely en-
~deavoring to show that God has foreknowledge of all thinga, free
will “tu included. Their namss have besn given to show that t’.kiy
were acousinted wit' the prinoiple. |

Another principle which, as was shown in Chapter I1I,
was made much of by Bosthius was that things do not happen because
God forelmows them, but He foreknows them because they will happen.
Once you admit that God kmows future things as present, this
prinoiple is the next logiocal step. If God's foreknowledge of
future thimgs is the same as our knowledge of present things, we

oan oonclude logically that a future event does not happen bhacause
nd foreknows 1t, ’mt on the contrary, He knows 1t because it ‘will
mpon, jﬁat as the event taking place before ms does not hppcn
because I know it, but I kmow 1t because 1t 1s happening. But if
this 15 80, I cannot say that His foreknowledge makes the event
noeuurny happcn, any more than I can say that my knowhd.gc
makes the astion before me happen necessarily, since in both cases
the Enowledse presupposes the existence of the objest. Very much
used this second principle, among them the rouovlngs. Origen,
Jercme, Chrysostom, Epiphanius, Cyril of Alexandria, 8t. Ansélm,
8t. Augustine, Alexander of Hales, and Albertus Magnmus. In
general the explicit interpretation of the principle was that the
act is the ti'unuial condition of the foreknowledge of God, not
the cause of 1t.

We ars now prepared to consider the indlividual men
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who contributed to the development of the scholastic answer to
ph. problems The first will be St. Augustine. He considers the
question in the De Civitate Dei, cap. ix and x. Here he is

chiefly oconcerned with refutation of Cicero, who 1nugg_pivinntiono
denied that both free will and the foreknowledge of CGod can stand,
and who consequently denied the forsknowledge of Godg4

First of all Augustine differentiates types of

necessity. The necessity of death is contrary to free will. The
necessity of God's living does not destroy His free will., Man has
the necessity of willing or not willing, which does not destroy
the freedom of the action of willing itself. DBut congserning this
Catlon. does it not have a nesessity which is incompatible with
free will? It must be foresesn by God, and what is foresesn must
heppen. The Stoics thought that what has a certain, fixed order
of causes 1s nsoessary, and in such a way as tq_prooludt free
wille Cicero had a aimilar bellef, ﬁh argued that 1f God fore-
knew all things, such a cartain order of causes would exist. If
all things are foreknown by God, so says Clcero, they will come
in the order in which they are foreknown to come, and so will
have a fixed and certain order. Consequently what is foreknown
by God must happen by necessity. To this Augustine anawers that
it does not follow that because the order of the causes is certain
to God, consequently there is no free will. Ow wills also are
sauses, snd as such are a part of that order of causss which 1s
sertain to God and is contained in His foreknowledge. But if He
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can know these causes, 1l.e, our wills, He oan also know that it
is their nature to sct freely, and can know how that free asction
will ﬁake place; just as, although we must be niarc of an action
we are performing, our knowledge does not make it noeuiuv that
we perform that action. 8t. Augustine explains more clearly what
he means in his "De Libro Arbitﬁo."a Suppose it is- true, he
argues, that the foreknowledge of God imposes nesessity om future
things, so that on this account some one would sin of necessity.
If that were true, he would sin of necessity solely because of
God's foreimowledge. But this is absurd, for God‘s forsknowledge
no more imparts such a necessity of simning tham your foreimnowls
odgi would, Af you were to foreknow that someone would sin. Again,
as your memory of some action of the past does not impon |
negessity on that action, s0 neither does God's foreknowledge of
the future. |

In another puue Augustine says that it is not
necessary that a man sin, although it be necessary that God fore~
see he will sin, But if God foresees that he will sin, he most
certainly will sin, becsuse God's foreknowledge cannct be de-
seived. Cod foresees the fact that the ma deliberately will
choose to sin. If he 4id not wish to sin, he would not have to
do so. And 1f the man chose not to sin, God would also foresee
that. In the second book of the Qusestiones ad Simplicium,
Augustine, while speaking of the nature of God's foreknowledge,

lays down the principle that Cod knows the futurs as if it were
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present. We cannot help notiving how similar in many points is
the treatment of Augustine to that of Boethius. The latter mast
have dro.m hoavn.y on Augustine for his Book V.

, We will now examine briesfly the contribution of
Boethius. He first lays down the principle that God knows the
futures and past as an eternal present. Then he takea up the obe
Jection that what God forelmows must come to pass. There are two
kinds of nscessity, conditional and simple, only one of whirh {s
roﬁugmnt to free will., The sun's risine mum be an example of
uimph meoaslty- Conditional noénuity nrlun in the canse of a
man whom you see walking, for what is known cammot be othenin
than it is Jmown. This necessity does not coms from the nature
of the will sot, but from the addition of a condition, 1.e., the
knowledge of the beholder. Thus in itself the aet is perfectly
free. Referred, however, to the lmowledge of the bsholder, it is
unegesiary. 30 free will aots derive a kind of naoiuity from the
knoyhdgo of God. ‘Tﬁia mcessity is commonly called among the
scholastics conditional, or consequens, or o wosite: the other
1s termed s __i_g_l;g, or antecedent, or divided, or abaolutc. Manle
fnuy Booth.tun provod on the treatment of Auguatim.

The next importent name for our consideration is that
of Anselm. In his "De Concordia Praescilentiae Del cum Libertate”
he treats the question skillfully. The necessity implied by the
foreknowledge of God signifies nothing more than that because a
thing will exist, it cannot at the same time not exist. Anselm
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ocalls this necesaity consequent, and opposes it to the other

necessity, termed antecedent. The antecedent necessity comes

befors the existense of the thing and 1a within 1ts cause; the
consequent necessity is simultaneous with the existence of the
thing, and follows from its existence. He explains well the prine
ciple that the past snd future is an eternal present to God, shows-
ing that the free will aet, although changesble in time, is
shangeless in eternity, bcma.thinga are not in eternity ac»
sording to time. 8ince it is changelsss in eternity, God can
have sternal and immitable knowledge of itA.

Omitting Willlam of Paris’ who wrote exsellently on
the question, we pass on to ths prinoce of philosophers and
theologians, 8t. Thomas Aquinas. He expleins the ﬁrobl‘m lueidly
and ocompletely. In his treatment we f£ind much to remind us of
Book V of Boethius. In De Veritate® st. Thomss tells us that

thers are two ways in which men have gone wrong in trying to
deoide how God Imowe contingent beings. Some, reducing His
knowledge to the level of ours, denied that He kmows them at all.
This will not do because there could be no divine providence of
buman affairs which are contingent. On the other hand, some have
said that God fareknows all, and that d 1 things happen with
necessity. But this makes free will impogsible. It would render
unjust, punishiment for sin and reward for virtue. Therefores, we
mst say that God Imows all future things, and does ao without
hindering the event of any contingent being. This line of



thought reminds us of Book V of De Consolatlone.

Brror comes from. the fact that the objlest is not
Imown ie it is. Now nothing san prevent a necessary thing from
hsppening, since its causes are immtably ordered to its produsc=
tions. Consequently, necessary things can be lmown wlith certitude,
aven when they are future, in, for exsmmple, the rising of the asun.
However, it is possible to hinder the produstion of a oontingent
deing, becauss one san. interfere with the action of 1ts osuses,
But once it is actually produced, its producstion cannot be
hindered, and on this sccount it 1s possible to have certain
\mowledge about it For exampls, one has & certsin judgment that
Soorates sits when hs beholds Socorates sitting. From this it is
clear that one cannot havs certain imowledge about centingent.
things in so0 far as they asre svents of the fubture, but if thiy are
present to him, he can. Thun God can have certain knowledge of
future contingent things becauss He knows them u“it'\'thay wors
pmmt. This will be clearer, perhaps, from the following ex«
_ample, \ I see many peocple passing sucoessively through a gate, and
‘this for some e&h» Now the passage of each of these psople in
some particular mgt of the time X stood there was present to
me. Rowever, the passage of all 6f them sannot de present to ms.
If my knowledge was tota simil, 1.6., if my knmowledge could behold
all the past, present, and future in one sverlasting present set,
I sould behold the present passages of all of them in the same |
moment of time, and this despite the faot that they do not all
pass through the gate at the same times but successively. The
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di vine lkmowledge 1s tota simul, since 1t 1s eternal, and eterniyy
is tota simul; vyet God's knowledge embraces all time, 8Since

this is s6, it beholds whatever will take place in time not as
future but as presént. We behold the future as future, because
we are bound by time, and in time events sare future to us. As we
are not deceived when we behold contingent events happening in
the present, and nevertheless do not by our knowledge hinder them
from happening contingently, sc God can know future events with
certitude, and witrout interfering with their happening
sontingently. ‘ | |

| After this explanation St. Thomas refers directly to
Boethius. Boethius, hs says, oconsidered it incorrect tc spesk
of the 'for@knwlodgﬂ of God, because tjhm is really no knowle
sdge ,i.naaed of the future as futurs, St. Thomas next answers the
cbjeotions he proposed before he entered into the long explanation
Just given. In these answers he says a few things which should
bs mentioned here, A future contingent being has no determined
truth in itself, but it does have a cause, and God can mow that
.»nnu» It i35 necesanry, i.e., the future contingent being, in the
sense that once it exists, it cannot at the same time not exist.
God knows it. as if it existed, (This 1dea was noted in treating
‘ot 8t. Anselm's t“mng.) It ls.‘ necessary, not in itself, dut
in that it is known by God; therefore in the ordmr of an object
to 1ts cognition. What is atrridbuted to a thing according to its
own nature 1s s part of its being, but what is attributed to it
in so far as 1t is known, 1a attributed to it acoording to the
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nature of t;hp Imowledge of it. My intellect knows things 1ne
utnr.tglly, but this immateriality which the thing has is not of
1tself but of my intellsct. To CGod a future contingent being is
present and necessary, but this preszence and necessity i1s not its
own but is of God's intellect. Therefore, if I see Socrates
rumning, he runsj and if God knows a future thing, that thing will
bej both of these are nscessary while they are existing, and they
are existing in a sense because they are present.

St. Thomas adds more to his treatment of the problem

in his commentary In Perihermensias Aristotelis.? The valuable
matter 1t contains warrants its translation in fulls

god is altogether outside the order of time.

He is standing, as 1t were, upon the high citadel of
malterabl eternity., Before Him 1s spread out the
whole courss of time, which He takes in by one simple
intuition. Consequently, by one act of vieion, He
sees everything that happens in the ocourse of time}
and esch faot He sees as 1t 1s in itself, not as some~
thing that is to be present to His gase in the future,
and is for the present involved in the sequence of
causes on which it depends: at the same time He also
sees that sequence of causes. He sees every event in
s manner altogether proper to an eternal being. Each
fact, to whatever period of time it belongs, He sees
even as the human eye sees Socrates seated. The
‘sitting itself, not 1ts cause, 1s seen by the eye. .
But from the fact of a man seeing Socrates seated, it
mst not be inferred that the sitting 4is mn effect
flowing from 1its cause nscessarily. On the other
hand, the human eys sees most and infallibly
Soorates seated whilst he really is seated, because
everything, as it is in itself, is a fixed and do~

rmined fact, Thus, then, we must admit that God
knows with absolute certainty and infallibility whate
ever happens at any time. Nevertheless temporary
events do not happen of necessity, but are the effects
of causes that might have acted otherwisse, ‘
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In the augumentation of St. Thomas Just given the
readsr cannhot help but see much eimilarity to the matter of the
£ifth book of the De Consolatione.

We have now given brilefly the patristic and scholastic
solution of the problem of the reconciliation of Alvine fore-
knowledge and human free will., Let us hov revert to the lines in
which Chaucer msnifests his interest in this problem., As we saw,
the lamenting Troilus is 1n a state of doubt. He tends to believe
that all human actions are nooua’itaeéd. Yot he cannot be sure,
for there are strong nrgumehtu on the sther side. JNany a great
slerk has taught tomrdihuﬁ.en, but many an other has claimed
that nothing comes of neceasity. It is all very confusing. "So
sl eighe arn olerkes olde, that I not whos opynyoun I may holde."3
A certain similarity can be found in the Nun's Priest's attitude,
True, he 1s not at all despairing as is Troilus. But the answers,
and he is acquainted with them, of those who would solve the fore=
knowledge free will problem leave him at least seemingly uncone
vinced. &Such answers are contradictory. %he problem is aspparent=-
ly umsoluble. There has been great altercation in the schools,
snd great Alsputing ubout this question, snd ever has been among
& hundred thousand men., It is too much for him. He will not
have to do with the matter. FHe will proceed with his tale of
Chantioleer. )

Certainly, the lines from Troilus and ér&ng;d__g and
from the Yun's Priest's Tale manifest a certain scepticisms This
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scepticism does not necessarlly corcern the Cathollic dogmas of
God's fd:*eknowledge and mant's free wills It has to do rather
with the argwients, derived from human reasor, wrich men have
brought forward to show that there is no repugnance between such
foreknowledge anq free will. Whenée comes this sceptical attitude
of mind which Chaucer's characters display? It does not come
from Boethius, whom, as we have seen, Chaucer followed closely.
1t does not come from the 1llustrious fathers and scholastics
whoa§ views we hnve briefly sketched. The historical resume has
shown that they were well agreed on the whole matter. The work
of one develops and completes that of the other. What shall we
say then of the Hun's Priest!s hundred thousand clerks and thelr
wranglings?

Perhaps the history of those medlaeval phllosophers,
known as "Nominallists" will throw some light upon the matter of
Chaucer's attitude. According to Petavius, leading Nominalists,l
8. ch a8 Willlam Occam, Cabriel Bilel, and !regory Rimini, did not
hesitate to declare un=oluble the problem of the reconclliation
of God's foreknowledge and men's Iree will. <Yheir views were
sufficiently current in Chaucer's time; 80 that he could have been
nuquaintéd with them.

Monslgnor Pohle reminds us® that the death of Duns
Scotus marks the close of the golden ers of the scholastic system,
and that the perilod 13001500 represents iis decline. What this
period sccomplished in constructive work consists in preserving

and digesting the results of the former age.
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Simultanecus with this good labor are eleients of disintegration,
dus partly to the false ideas of mystioism of the Fraticelld,
partly to the aberations and superficialites of the Nominalists,
and partly to the distressing conflist of church and statss The
development and rapid spresd of Nominalism, in England at lsast,
mast be ascribed mainly to William Occam, who dled in 1347. The
tenets of Nominaliem were well known in England in the last
decades of the fourteenth a&mry, when Chaucer wrote grétln_a
and Criseyde and the Nun's Prieat's Tale. As the Nominalists
ﬁinuined that the rorcknmloasﬁrrdo will problem was insoluble,
1t may be that thelr teaching finds an echo in the sceptical
remarks of Chaucerts chargsters.

Perhaps snother source of 1ght on cmuéor's attltude
1s to be found in the tessching of Bishop Ersdwardine, referred to
by the Nun's Priest, together with Augustine and Boethius, as an
_mfherity on the question of the reconciliation of foreimowledge
and free will. Bradwardine was born sbout 1270 in London, and
died in the same city about the year 1348. He attained great
fame as s theclogian. His theological lectures, delivered at
Oxford, were expmded into his famous treatise on grace, aneit,hd'
] gontra Pslagium et de virtute causarum ad suos
Nertonenses. After holding various prominent offfices in the
shuroh and state, he was made Archbishop of Canterbury in 1349,
the year of his death., His Eurcpean reputation es a scholar was
bDased not only on the theologioal treatise mentlioned, but on his
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mathematical works as wall.ls

As R. Seeberg rives 1t, the sum of Bradwardine's
theolopical teaching is as follows:

God 1s complcto perfection and goodness, is good
sction 1tselfl, free from the potentiallty of ime
rfections XHe is not limited by mtality‘ He is
o first cause, the absolute principle of being
and motione Therefore, no one can act, nor can
‘ n%"mppm': god works or orders events., -
‘mvim oreimowledge is will exercised long before,
or predestination of (man's) will., Godts will,
moreover, is unchanging. Everything takes place by
virtue of the immutable antecedent necessity ocaussd
by the divine vollition. Henoe man can say nothing
*moyre useful or efficacious . » « than !'thy will be
donei!® The effects of predestination are the gift
of grace in the present, justification from sin,
sward of merit, perssverance to the ond, and unending
blias in the world to comes The ruult of this line
of thought h&.af course, determiniam of a Thomistio

type« In spite of this theory, Bradwardine Hh
Augustine, asserted the reality of free uitli..

With such deterministic teaching ourrent in England =~ and
Chaucer apparently knew tomﬁuna; of Bradwardins and his teaching
«~ 1t 18 little wonder that the traditional doctrine of the
‘fathers and scholastics should be obscured. Apparently too,
there 18 some reason fc the scepticism manifested by Troilus

and the Nun's Priest,
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1, This matter of this historical sketoh is taken largely
from the following books:
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» s 1, Book IV, (0Ce. VISVITY, (Paris, Vives,1886).

' e culs, Harder,
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3. Cf. Petavius, l.Cs, Ppe 364 ff,

4. Cloero, De Divinatione, II, 7.

B De liberc arbitrio, 0©C. TTT and IV.
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9. The translation is teken from Natural Theolo by Bernard
~ Boeodder, 8.J., (New York, Lommig' Co., 1899},

Ppe 878276,

10, Troilus and griseyde, IV, 972-973,

11, Cf. Petavius, page 366.

12. Cathollo Eucyclopedia, Vol. XIV, p. 592.

13. Ibld., P« 693.
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Chapter VI

Conclusion

The purpcse of this thesis was to examine the views
sxpressed in the works of Chaucer on the subject of divine fore- .
knowledge and human free will, with reference, especially, to the
tenets of Boethius and to the teaching of the Fathers and the
scholastic writers of the Catholiec Church. . This task has now
been accomplished, and it is to be hoped that the Chaucerian
passages in which such views are expressed have been made somew
what more intelligible.

It 1:1 nacouary. finally, to sum up, and perhaps to
amplify, what has olroq.dy been said regarding Chauncerts own ,
attitude to the problem of the reconciliation of God's foreknowle
sdge and man's free will. First of all, it must be stated that
undoubtedly Chaucer, as a Catholic believed in the existence doth
of dlvine foreknowledge and human free will. Many passages in
thepoet's works could be cited to illustrate his bellief not only
in an all-knowing God, but also in such matters as sin, human
responsibility, merit, and reward, all of which imply the exisgte
ence of free will in man. Moreover, even the Nominalists 61.‘
Chaucer's time, and Bishop Bradwardine, thougr their philosophe
ical speculations were rather awry, professed their ballef in hu-

msn free will,
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But, as we have said, there 1s a certain scepticism
displayed in the lines of Troilus and Criseyde and the Nun's
?riont'a Tale which we have examined. This socepticism does not

ooncern, s0 it seems to us, the dogmas of foroknovlcdgi and free
will. It has to do rather with the arguments, drawn from human
| reason, which have been brought forward to show thelr none
r;pugnlnce. Even allowling for the faot that what Chaucer's
oharacters say need not refleat the intelleotual conviotions of
their oreator, still it is hard to escape the impression that the
poet himself regarded the foreknowledge-~free will problem as a
sort of mystery, something not to be solved to one's camploté
satisfaction, even by ths greatest of clerks. It may well be
that Chaucer was influenced in his views on thie subdject by the
hﬂnehiné of the Nominalists; or that the rather deterministic
philosophy of men like Bishop Bradwardine (who nevertheless maine
tained their bellef in free will) obscured for him the traditional
pateristic and scholastic solution.

o '
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