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23. According to Ebbesen 1g99ob, 386, Boethius “understood Porphyry’s
de-ontologising of logic and his economy of assumptions so well that
on occasion he refused to follow his teacher when the master forgot his
own principles.” This interpretation depends on the view that Porphyry
was concerned to strip logic of its metaphysical connections, an inter-
pretation which is based on a reconstruction of Porphyry’s logic put
forward in different ways by Lloyd 1956 and 1990, and Ebbesen 199ab.
Both hold that Porphyry’s doctrine of imposition provides a sufficient
semantics for his logic. This interpretation has been recently challenged
by Chiaradonna 2007 and 2008, and the interpretation offered in this
article is sympathetic to Chiaradonna’s position. The appearance of
ontological neutrality in Boethius seems to be driven by pedagogical,
rather than logical, considerations. The semantic theory on which his
logical theory is based, as interpreted here, is ontologically rich. Settling
this debate, however, stretches beyond the limits of this article.

24. Marenbon 2003a rightly objects to the suggestion in Tweedale 1976 that

Boethius’ ideas are so confused that nearly anything can be based on or
drawn from them.

25. See for example Travis 2004.

26. Compare Travis 2004: “Accuracy conditions come into the picture only
after you take the environment as it is presented to you to be some
specific way.”

27. For a more detailed analysis of Boethius’ philosophy of language in con-
temporary terms see Martin, forthcoming. I would like to thank both
Chns Martin for sending me a copy of this yet unpublished paper, and
Riccardo Chiaradonna for his excellent, yet-to-be published, critical
notice of J. Barnes’ Porphyry: Introduction.

DAVID BRADSHAW

5 The Opuscula sacra:
Boethius and theology

The Opuscula sacra are a collection of brief but dense and highly
influential theological treatises. Their unquestioning commitment
to Catholic orthodoxy, not to mention their concern over issues of
dogma, has seemed to many to be at odds with the philosophical
detachment of Boethius’ other works. For a time in the nineteenth
century scholars almost unanimously denied their authenticity, but
this situation was reversed in 1877 with the publication of a fragment
from a hitherto unknown work by Cassiodorus. The fragment states
that Boethius “wrote a book concerning the Holy Trinity and certain
dogmatic chapters and a book against Nestorius.”” This description
corresponds nicely to the first, fourth, and fifth of the treatises that
have come down to us. Although the others are not mentioned, since
they are included in all the manuscripts, and all save the fourth are
explicitly attributed to Boethius, there seems little reason to doubt
them as well. Our concern here will be the relevance of the treatises
for revealed theology, as distinct from their relevance for metaphysics
(to be discussed in the next chapter). Accordingly we will set aside the
third treatise, the so-called Quomodo substantiae or De hebdomadi-
bus, and focus upon the others.

The only treatise for which we have definite knowledge concern-
ing the circumstances of its composition is the fifth. Boethius tells us
in its preface that he was concerned by the hasty reaction in Rome to
aletter from some Greek bishops about certain points in Christology.
This letter survives and can be dated to autumn 512, so that the fifth
treatise was probably written in late s12 or early 513.> The other
treatises give no certain information about their own composition,
but scholars have generally accepted the argument of Viktor Schurr,
in a ground-breaking study, that the first and second were prompted
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106 DAVID BRADSHAW

by a further interchange between Rome and the East in 519.3 In that
year a delegation of Scythian monks was sent to Rome by Justinian
bearing a proposal for certain theological formulae which they
thought might succeed in reconciling the disputing factions in the
Church. Among them was the theopaschite assertion that “one of the
Trinity suffered in the flesh.” This assertion was controversial, not
only because of its apparent rejection of divine impassibility, but
because of its assumption that the persons of the Trinity can be num-
bered and treated as distinct subjects of experience. Apparently it was
this aspect of the controversy which led Boethius to cormnpose his first
and second treatises, which deal with the issue of numeration in the
Trinity. The fourth treatise stands apart in that it does not deal with any
particular controversy. It is sometimes assumed to precede the others
because it is comparatively elementary; however, this assumption is at
best rather tenuous, since an accomplished scholar might well choose
to write an elementary treatise at any point in his career.

The chronological order, then, was that the fifth treatise was written
first, followed by the first and second, with the timing of the fourth
unknown. Nonetheless I have chosen here to follow the order in which
the treatises are found in the manuscripts and in which they are
generally printed. This is partly because the fifth treatise is the longest
and raises distinctive issues which are most easily reserved until the
end. In addition, the manuscript order may well reflect Boethius’ own
wishes. Three of the five treatises (the second, third, and fifth) are
addressed to the deacon John, who later became Pope John I {523-6).4
It is plain from the manner in which John is addressed that he and
Boethius were on close terms and discussed theological matters
together frequently. Boethius also seems to have entrusted to John
the compilation of his writings, for he asks him regarding the fifth
treatise, “If YOou pronounce it to be sound I beg you to place it among
the other writings of mine” {77). Thus it seems likely that the manu-

scri.pF order is due to John, who in turn would have been in a good
position to know Boething’ wishes, if he had any.

ON THE TRINITY

?C_co‘fdlflg to Some manuscripts the full title of Boethius’ On the
Gngity 18 Trinitas unus deus ac non tres dii, “the Trinity is one
od and not three gods.” This title brings to mind a short treatise

v
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by St. Gregory of Nyssa, Quod non sint tres dii, “that there are not
three gods.” Gregory’s treatise is representative of the Trinitarian
theology of the three Cappadocian Fathers - Gregory, his brother
§t. Basil, and their colleague, St. Gregory Nazianzen - whose writings
helped pave the way for the formulation of orthodox Trinitarian
doctrine at the Second Ecumenical Council in 381. A brief glance at
it will be helpful in situating Boethius’ work in relation to the larger
history of Trinitarian theology.

Gregory seeks to answer the question of why the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, three divine persons who share a common nature, are not
three gods in the way that Peter, James, and John are three men. He
begins by observing that, properly speaking, the divine nature cannot
be named: “that nature is unnameable and unspeakable, and ... every
term invented by the custom of men, or handed down to us by the
Scriptures, is indeed explanatory of our conceptions of the divine
nature, but does not include the signification of that nature itself.”$
The term ‘god’, theos, is a case in point. Gregory derives it from thea,
an act of beholding, and takes it to indicate the divine operation of
overseeing or superintending the cosmos. Since that operation is
shared equally by each of the three persons, each is equally God. No
doubt it is true that we often refer to those who share in a common
labor as many - as, for instance, many carpenters or shoemakers. The
difference is that in such a case the joint action can be resolved into
separate actions performed by each agent, whereas the action of the
Trinity cannot similarly be resolved into three separate actions. As
Gregory observes, “although we set forth three persons and three
names, we do not consider that we have had bestowed upon us
three lives, one from each person separately; but the same life is
wrought in us by the Holy Spirit, and prepared by the Son, and
depends on the will of the Father.” He concludes that “the name
derived from operation cannot be divided among many where the
result of their mutual operation is one.”

Given that the three persons are one God, however, in what sense
are they three? Gregory’s answer is deliberately brief and cryptic.
“One is the Cause, and another is of the Cause; and again in that
which is of the Cause ... one {the Son] is directly from the first Cause,
and another [the Spirit] by that which is directly from the first
Cause.” In other words, they are distinguished solely by their rela-
tions of origin, Gregory emphasizes that such distinctions do not
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constitute a difference of nature, and indeed do not pertain to nature
at all. He offers as an analogy the question of whether a given tree was
planted or grew of itself. In answering such a question one makes an
assertion only about the manner or mode of its existence, not about
what it is.

These remarks illustrate both the content and the style of the
Trinitarian theology of the fourth century. Gregory writes in simple
language intelligible to any educated layman. The center of gravity of
his argument lies in Scripture rather than philosophy, and his funda-
mental premise is the separate personal existence of the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, which he considers a datum of revelation. The ques-
tion of how these three can be one God is answered by an analysis of
the meaning of the term ‘god’. This in turn begins by positing the
unknowability - and hence, in the relevant sense, the unnameability -
of the divine nature. Apophaticism is thus woven into the fabric of
even such kataphatic assertions as those of Trinitarian doctrine.”
Gregory is at pains to underscore that, however the individuating
characteristics of the three persons are understood (and he gives
somewhat different accounts of them elsewhere}, they do not under-
mine this apophaticism, for they do not shed light upon the funda-
mental mystery of the divine nature.®

Even a superficial acquaintance with Boethius’ On the Trinity will
reveal that we are here in a different world of thought. Boethius, like
Gregory, seems to have written in response to an immediate practical
need within the Church. Unlike Gregory, however, he prefers to
present his results as a private theoretical inquiry. He emphasizes
that he writes only for his father-in-law Symmachus, whom alone he
judges capable of understanding the subtleties of his argument.
Indeed he warns that he will deliberately use philosophical jargon to
put unlearned readers off track: | purposely use brevity and wrap up
the ideas I draw from the deep questionings of philosophy in new and
unaccustomed words such as speak only to you [Symmachus] and to
myself ... The rest of the world I simply disregard since those who
€annot understand seem unworthy even to read them” (s). Such
elitism may offend modern sensibilities, but we must remember
that Boethius was not a bishop, as were Gregory and most others

who had participated in the fourth-century debates, so he had no
gy publicly. No doubt he was aware of how
y been done by irresponsible or premature

obligation to teach theolo
much damage had alread
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speculation, and he sim::ere1‘y wito.hed for the approval of a guide
whom he trusted before putting his thoughts before others.

Boethius also informs us - or, rather, Symmachus - that the trea-
tise will reveal “whether the seeds of argument sown in my mind
by St. Augustine’s writings have borne fruit” (s). It is striking that
Boethius, whose facility in Greek could have opened for him the
entire world of patristic theology, mentions only the work of
Augustine. As we shall see, there is little sign either here or elsewhere
thathe read any of the other Church Fathers. Thus from the outset we
are alerted to two salient features which set his work apart from those
of earlier writers on the subject. One is that it will draw extensively
from technical philosophy; the other is that, apart from philosophy,
its main inspiration will be Augustine.

Atfirst glance this might seem an unlikely combination. Augustine,
after all, was not a professional philosopher, and his works employ a
combination of exegesis, argument, and prayerful meditation quite
unlike the scholastic style preferred by Boethius. Yet Augustine did
know well the Categories of Aristotle, and he had pioneered the appli-
cation of the Aristotelian categories to the Trinity. Even more impor-
tantly, he had developed a natural theology which emphasized the
simplicity and intrinsic intelligibility of the divine essence, however
much our current bodily state prevents us from knowing it directly.?
This was a new departure within patristic theology, one sharply at odds
with the apophaticism of the Greek tradition, and even of earlier Latin
authors such as St. Hilary of Poitiers. Boethius correctly recognized
that this Augustinian natural theology was largely compatible with
Aristotle’s theology of the Prime Mover.° To place Augustinian wine
into Aristotelian wineskins was therefore not an unpromising project.

Signs of this synthesis are apparent from the outset. Boethius
begins with an assertion of the sole validity and authority of the
Catholic faith, which teaches that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
¢ one God. The cause of their union, he says, is simply “absence of
difference” (7). This leads him to a brief analysis of the types of
sameness and difference, including the important observation that
“numerical difference is caused by variety of accidents” (7). Next he
invokes the Aristotelian division of sciences into physics, mathe-
matics, and theology, with theology understood as the study of form
which is independent of both matter and motion.** He adds that “in
theology we should not be diverted to play with imaginations, but
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110 DAVID BRADSHAW

rather apprehend that form which is pure form and no image, which
is very being (esse ipsum) and the source of being” (g). In essence
Boethius here inserts an Augustinian description of God into an
Aristotelian understanding of the nature and methods of theology.
For Augustine, too, God is “the uncreated and most perfect form”
which gives being to all things, and can equally be described as being
itself, ipsum esse.’® The warning against being misled by imagina-
tion — that is, by the reliance of our thought on S€nsory images -~ js
also a familiar Augustinian theme, '3

Next we learn that since the divine substance is form withont
matter, it has no parts, and is thus identical with its own essence or
id quod est {11). The strong emphasis here upon divine simplicity is
characteristic of Augustine, although Augustine typically describes
this simplicity not as the identity of God with His own essence, but as
the identity in God of that which He is with that which He has ™
Boethius also argues that since forms cannot be substrates save insofar
as they are present in matter, and God is form entirely without matter,
God can take on no accidents, This too is a solidly Augustinian con-
clusion, although reached via an Aristotelian argument.’s It allows
Boethius to apply to God his earlier assertion that the cause of numer-
ical difference is variety of accidents. He concludes that “in God, then,
is no difference, no plurality arising out of difference, no multiplicity
arising out of accidents, and accordingly no number either” {13).

If there can be no plurality or number in God, however, the obvious
question is how God can be a Trinity. Even Augustine, despite his
strong emphasis on divine simplicity, had conceded that it is neces-
sary to speak of three persons in God in order to avoid the modalism
of Sabellius.™ Boethius’ initjal attempt to address this point is per-
haps best seen as an exploratory gambit. He distinguishes two kinds
of number, that which consists in numerable things {one, two, and so
forth} anfi that in virtue of which things are numerable, such as unity
and dl_mhty. The mere repetition of the former, he says, does not make
pluraht)'f. Apparently by this he means that a single item can be
named in many ways, for he goes on to give as an example “one
sword, one brand, one blade” (1}, Unfortunately this is of little help
;n.tl‘unkmg about tht? Trinity, for to regard Father, Son, and Holy
: :Hmntoz;s l;};zﬁ;nr; c;:;:f}tl named in three different ways would be 2
will not dor 1US recognizes that the analogy ultimately

0, tor he concedes that whereas the brand and blade are
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identical, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not, Apparently revers-
ing his earlier conclusion, he states that “there is not, therefore,
complete lack of difference between them; and so number does
come in ~ number which we explained was the result of diversity of
substrates” (17).

How are these two incompatible positions ~ the denial of plurality
in God and its recognition — to be reconciled? Boethius does not
immediately answer this question, but instead turns to a more sus-
tained investigation of the Aristotelian categories. Its main point
consists in a distinction between what he calls objective (secundum
rem) predications, which “point to a thing as being something,” and
those which instead “attach something external to it” {25). The first
class includes predications of substance, quality, and quantity, and
the second those in the other seven categories. Boethius observes that
two categories in the latter group {situation and passivity) do not
apply to God at all, and that the others change in meaning when
applied to Him; for example, to say that God is everywhere means
that every place is present to Him, and to say that God ever is means
that His “now” embraces all of time. (It is in the course of this
discussion that Boethius makes his famous distinction between the
eternity which is proper to God and “sempiternity,” that is, contin-
uance through endless time.) Secundum rem predications also
change in meaning when applied to God, but in a different way, for
because of divine simplicity any predication of quality or quantity
to God is in fact a substantial predication. Thus God is not only just
but is the Just itself, He is not only great but is the Great itself, and
soon,'? o

The importance of this distinction for Trinitarian doctrine l‘1es in
its application to the category of relation. Boethius regards relatl?n as
pethaps the paradigmatic example of an external predication. In illus-
tration he cites relations such as that of a master and slave or of one
man standing to the right or left of another. Such relations eI‘(hlblt
two features which seem to be clear signs of externalit)lr: (a) if one
term is “suppressed,” the other is as well [e.g., if the slave is freed, the
master is no longer a master); (b the relation can change without any
intrinsic change in the object (e.g., one who is to my left can come to
be on my right without himself changing in any way). The personslof
the Trinity, however, “are predicates of relation, and, as we have said,
have no other difference but that of relation” {27).*® It follows that
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each such relation “will not imply an otherness of the things of which
it is said, but, in a phrase which aims at interpreting what we coujd
hardly understand, an otherness of persons” (27-9). In effect, Boethiys
has now reconciled the denial of plurality in God with its affirmation:
the only cause of plurality in God is relation, and relation is always
merely external, so that the plurality introduced by relation leaves
unity of essence intact. He summarizes his view in the dictum, “the
substance preserves the unity, the relation makes up the Trinity”
{20-31).

How should we assess this argument? Perhaps its most trouble.
some feature is that Boethius has so little to say about “otherness of
persons.” He does not explain why the otherness he has identified
must be specifically one of persons, nor what the term ‘person’ (per-
sona) means in this context.’® This is not merely an oversight, but a
serious gap in the argument, for a thing can be related to itself. (For
example, to borrow Boethius’ earlier illustration, there is the relation
of a brand to a sword when the two are the same object.) Because of
this possibility, it does not follow merely from the fact that there are
relations in the Trinity that there is a difference of persons; we need
some independent description of what the relations are between.
Far from amplifying on this point, however, Boethius instead returns
to his earlier claim that “in concrete enumerations the repetition of
units does not in any way produce plurality” {29}, and goes on to
describe relation in the Trinity as “a relation of identicals” (31).
Such assertions heighten rather than alleviate the worry. Precisely
how is it that a “relation of identicals” is supposed to introduce
plurality - and if jt does not, in what sense are there three persons?*®

Another doubt concemns whether Boethius’ key premise, that pred-
ications of relation are external, is actually correct in the case of the
Trinity. The trouble is that examples such as the relation of master
and slave or the relations among spatial objects are not cases where
the things related differ only by their relation. (In fact it is hard to
think of examples of thig type, although identical figures in geometry
may be a candidate.} If two things do differ only by their relation,
surely it is plausible that the relation is essential; after all, one role of
41 essence is to constitute a thing as what it is, and in such a case that

role is Pbyed by the relation. Thug it seems either that Boethius is
wrong in holding that relations in the T

rinity are merely external, or
at least that he has failed to establish his case.??
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I shall have more to say regarding the general character of Boethius’
Trinitarian theology. First let us look at the second treatise, which
continues the investigation begun by the first.

WHETHER FATHER AND SON AND HOLY SPIRIT
ARE SUBSTANTIALLY PREDICATED OF THE
DIVINITY

The second treatise (known generally by its abbreviated Latin title,
Utrum Pater} is the briefest of the five, and is generauy _regarded as
either a sort of appendix to the first or perhapsas a prehrr‘nnary essay.
Since the two works make no reference to one another, either order is
possible. Whatever their relationship, the Utrum Pa.ter can be read on
its own and raises important questions in its own right.

The first pertains to its title. When Boethi‘uﬁ r‘efers to the names f’f
the three persons being “predicated of the divinity,” .does he ha:e in
mind statements such as “God is the Father,” “God is the Son,” and
“God is the Holy Spirit”? That would be odd, for such' statements
have never been part of Christian teaching about the Trinity, and in
fact Boethius never makes such a statement. What hf: seems to
have in mind instead is a question which had bgen discussed by
Augustine: whether each of the three is called by H1sz;:ersonal name
in relation to Himself or in relation to the others.>* On the first
answer the names are predicated in the categon.f of su_bstance {or
“substantially”), and on the second they are predicated in th; catte(i
gory of relation. Augustine’s answer is that the names are pre -1c31 :t
in the category of relation, and Boethius agrees. The dlffereflce is ! ’
whereas Augustine was content to argue for thls’concilusu:in.mlrnprz
from the meanings of the terms ‘Father’ and ‘So_n (whlf:h plainly (;1
relative to one another), Boethius does so on phllosophxcfal grlc))un s.e

The argument runs as follows. Each of the tI:ree is sx;t S'taﬁf)t
(substantia), yet, when they are taken together, “the result is f
several substances but one substance” {33). HCI?CC the subfstimce.:)
the three is perfectly one and indivisible. ThlS substadr:tla tsn; ;
provides a test for whether a given predication is made.u? e c]:: tfnce
of substance: “everything ... that is predicated of the dl'Vl]-.’lC su ds; e
must be common to the three” {33), in the sense .that 1:315 pre cael
both of each individually and of the three col.lecuvely. Con_\ée;? t}?é
anything said of one of them individually which cannot be sai
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others is not predicated in the category of substance. Obviously this
includes their personal names, so that “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
are not predicated of the divinity in a substantial manner, but in some
other way” {35} - namely, in the category of relation.

There are also a number of corollaries which Boethius interweaves
into his discussion. The unity of substance of the three persons
implies that anything predicated of one of them individually in the
category of substance can be predicated of the others, as well as of
the three collectively. Thus it is true not only that the Father is God,
the Son is God, and the Holy Spirit is God, but that the three together
are one God; likewise, not only is the Son truth {as artested in the
Gospel of John), so are the Father and the Holy Spirit, and the three
collectively are one truth. Furthermore, given the test mentioned
earlier, anything predicated of the three collectively which is not
predicated of them individually is not predicated in the category of
substance. This means that the term “Trinity’ is not predicated sub-
stantially of God, since it cannot be predicated of each of the persons
individually; it is instead, like the personal names, predicated only
relatively.

Taken as a whole, this is a remarkably compact and tightly woven
piece of reasoning. If it goes wrong it is likely to do so at the beginning,
and that is indeed where difficulties arise. What precisely is meant in
saying that each of the three is substantia? Owing to the absence of
the indefinite article in Latin, this could mean either that each of the
three is a substance {using ‘substance’ as a count noun) or that each
is substance {using ‘substance’ as a mass noun}.** In support of the
former interpretation is the fact that Boethius goes on to say that the
three taken together are “not several substances but one substance,”
where substances are clearly things that can be counted. In support of
the latter is the fact that he also speaks of “the one substance of the
three” (33) and of whether terms such as ‘Trinity’ “belong to sub-
stance” (37). In locutions such as these, substance would seem to be
an ontological component of that to which it belongs, much like an
Aristotelian essence or a Platonic Form 25 If we take the term in this
way, then, in saying that each of the three is substance, Boethius
means that each is simply substance, i.e., identical to that which
makes it what it is.>S

Presumably one should adopt whichever reading produces a valid
argument. The trouble is that neither actually does so. On the first
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together are a substance, how does it follow that “the one substance
of the three” (which must be taken in the second sense, as an onto-
logical constituent) is indivisible? One can readily imagine three
substances which together make up one substance, without the one
substance being simple in the relevant sense.*” On the second read-
ing, the initial premises of the argument turn out to be about quite
different subjects: the first says that each of the three is substance
li.e., identical to its own essence), whereas the second says that the
three taken together make up a substance. These premises do not
yield the conclusion that the substance of the three {which, again,
must be taken as an ontological constituent} is one and indivisible,

Thus there are serious logical problems in the Utrum Pater, as
there were also in On the Trinity, In light of these difficulties, what
conclusions should we draw regarding Boethius’ Trinitarian theol-
ogy! The high status which these treatises later came to be accorded
should not obscure how radical they are from the standpoint of the
earlier Christian tradition. Boethius attempts to demonstrate the
coherence of Trinitarian doctrine on purely philosophical grounds,
without reference to Scripture, and without the apophaticism or the
careful attention to the limitations of language which had been char-
acteristic of earlier authors. It is an audacious enterprise, and if it ends
in failure, perhaps the lesson to be drawn is that the undertaking itself
is misguided. Boethius himself probably had a better sense of the risks
accompanying his enterprise than did some of his later commenta-
tors; as he remarks at the end of On the Trinity, “if human nature has
failed to reach beyond its limits, whatever my weakness takes away,
my prayers will make up” (31].

ONTHE CATHOLIC FAITH

On the Catholic Faith is the only one of the treatises whose Boethian
authorship is still widely doubted. The main reason is that in the
manuscripts it is not explicitly attributed to Boethius, as are the
others; in addition, some have felt that as a mere dogmatic statement
it is not the sort of thing which one might expect to come from the
penof Boethius. The first objection has been met by the reply that this
treatise, unlike the others, has no particular addressee, and therefore
would not normally receive a superscription.® The second objection
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has led several scholars to make a detailed comparison of the trea.
tise’s style and content with those of Boethius’ other writings. These
investigations on the whole support the conclusion that the treatise
is authentic.?® There is also the important point that the Anecdoton
Holderi refers to Boethius as the author of “certain dogmatic chap-
ters,” and, of the writings which have come down to us under his
name, only the fourth treatise fits this description.

Assuming Boethian authorship, it would be fair to say that in the
fourth treatise, more than any other, Boethius speaks in the voice of a
Roman senator. The tone throughout is measured, confident, and
authoritative. Indeed, authority (auctoritas) - its marks and proper
locus - is perhaps the treatise’s most fundamental theme. The first
sentence begins, “The Christian faith is proclaimed by the authority
of the New Testament and the Old” {53); and the second sentence
continues, “Now this our religion which is called Christian and
Catholic is supported chiefly on these foundations which it asserts,”
proceeding then to a string of dogmatic affirmations. Despite the
confident appeal to Scripture, Boethius makes no attempt to support
his assertions on that basis, resting instead on the authority of religio
nostra.*® Trinitarian doctrine is presented without any effort to show
either that it is internally consistent or that it is the best [if perhaps
mysterious and paradoxical) interpretation of Scripture. Instead we
are simply told, “our religion calls the Father God, the Son God, and
the Holy Spirit God, and yet not three Gods but one” (53). The
manner in which the Son is begotten by the Father, and how proces-
sion differs from generation, are among the things which cannot be
understood by the human mind but must be accepted because they
have been “laid down for our belief” (s5). Here and throughout,
Boethius seems deliberately to be challenging his reader to believe
the Church’s teaching for no reason other than that it is the Church’s
teaching,

Why he adopts this procedure is a matter for conjecture. E. K. Rand,
in his classic work Founders of the Middle Ages, suggests that
Boethius wrote On the Catholic Faith to summarize for himself his
own beliefs, with no intention of circulating it further.>® Another
suggestion is that of William Bark, who proposes that it was written
to explain Christian doctrine in a simple way for an audience con-
fused by theological debates 3? Neither of these conjectures accounts
either for the work’s tone or for the balance of its content, which
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inclines more toward biblical history than controversial theological
issues (although several heresies are discussed briefly). A more likely
suggestion is that of Henry Chadwick, who remarks that “the tract
reads almost like a gage of challenge to the educated, late Roman,
aristocratic reader, emphatically, even defiantly insisting on the
supernatural and distinctive elements in orthodox Christiar1ity.”~"3
That would explain why Boethius adopts such a dogmatic and per-
emptory tone: he is deliberately underscoring for a proud and sophis-
ticated audience that Christianity requires an act of intellectual
submission.

Yet there is an irony in the work which seems to have gone
unremarked by previous commentators, Although Boethius claims
to be presenting the faith of the Catholic - that is, universal ~ Church,
what he presents is in fact the faith of the western Church. Signs of
this limitation are apparent from almost the beginning, when he
asserts that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son
[s5). This is the famous doctrine of the filioque, which later became
one of the primary bones of contention between the eastern and
western halves of Christendom. Since he addresses the subject in
only half a sentence, Boethius is apparently unaware that the Greek
Fathers held that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone (or, in
some variants, from the Father “through the Son”).3* He also seems
unaware that the notion that the guilt of Adam’s transgression {and
not only its debilitating effects on human nature) is physically propa-
gated to Adam’s descendants is specifically western, and indeed
Augustinian.>* So too is the notion that mankind was created to
replace the ranks of the fallen angels.3® More generally, the heavy
emphasis that Boethius places on the “arrogant disobedience” of
man, and the justice of the consequent punishment, is alien to the
outiook of the Greek Fathers, who tend instead to see the Fall as
the consequence of ignorance and immaturity, and the subsequent
punishment as a kind of medicine given to heal our fallen nature. The
difference is most marked in the strange assertion that God allowed
Abel to die before Adam so that Adam, “doomed to death himself,
might be the more powerfully tormented by the apprehension of
it" {61).37

These differences must also be seen against the background of
what Boethius does not say. Admittedly, since On the Catholic
Faith belongs to no particular genre one cannot say precisely what
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should be expected of it; it is not a catechetical instruction, nor 2
refutation of heresy, nor an exhortation delivered for a particular
occasion, nor an enchiridion of the sort composed by Augustine,
Nonetheless, the exclusive focus on what the Church asserts, as
opposed to what she practices, is certainly striking. There is no
mention of prayer, or liturgy, or monasticism, or reverence for the
saints, or the elementary duties of charity and almsgiving. A brief
mention is made of the sacraments, but it consists only in the state-
ment that Christ “instituted certain health-giving sacraments [so]
that mankind might recognize that one thing was due to it through
the fault of nature, but another thing through the gift of grace” (69).
This statement is striking on two counts: first for the typically
Augustinian dichotomy between nature and grace, and second for
its reduction of the role of the sacraments to a teaching function.
Faced with such a strange concentration on what the sacraments say,
as opposed to what they do, one may legitimately wonder whether
any account of Christian belief, presented wholly in isolation from
Christian practice, can succeed €ven as an account of belief.

AGAINST EUTYCHES AND NESTORIUS

As mentioned earlier, Against Eutyches and Nestorius was the first of
the theological tractates, being written in late 512 or early 513 in
fesponse to a letter from some unnamed Greek bishops to Pope
Symmachus. More precisely, it was written in response to what
Boethius saw as the hasty and ill-informed reaction to the letter
when it was read in the Senate. In his preface Boethius gives us a
vivid picture of the reading and the subsequent commotion, but
without going into detail regarding what was said. He does mention

Council of Chalcedon {451). The Council affirmed that Christ is
“made known in two natures without confusion, without change,
without division, without S€paration, the difference of the natures
being by no means removed because of the union, but the property of
€ach nature being preserved and coalescing in one person {prosopon)
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and individual being (hypostasis) ~ not parted or divided into two
persons, but one and the same Son, the only-begotten, divine Word,
the Lord Jesus Christ.”*® This emphasis on the continuing distinction
of the two natures is the hallmark of a dyophysite Christology such as
that advocated by Pope Leo the Great, whose Tome formed part of the
basis for the Council’s definition.

Dyophysitism is opposed to a monophysite view such as that
advocated by St. Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria (412-44). Cyril’s favor-
ite formula was that there is in Christ “one incarnate nature of God
the Word,” that nature being both human and divine, Cyril’s explan-
ations make it plain that by “nature” he had in mind not a common
essence or set of properties, but the individual concrete being who
was Christ. Eventually Cyril was persuaded to accept that, as regards
such terms, “theologians employ some indifferently in view of the
unity of person [in Christ], but distinguish others in view of the
duality of natures,” and thus that to speak of two natures in Christ
can be perfectly orthodox.3* Although Cyril died before the Council
of Chalcedon, his concession on this point offered some hope that
the Council’s description of Christ as one person in two natures,
although superficially dyophysite, would be acceptable to monophy-
sites as well. In the event this hope was not realized; the monophy-
sites instead rallied against the Council, leading to a further round of
debate in which the two sides grew increasingly polarized.

This is not the place to recount the complicated history of the
Christological controversies in the sixty years between Chalcedon
and the time of Boethius’ treatise.®® Suffice to say that the two
persons against whom Boethius wrote, Eutyches and Nestorius,
were by 512 long dead and had few followers, at least within the
Empire. Each was instead an emblem for a certain type of theology,
and to be called a follower of either was a kind of smear {much as
today Hitler and Stalin are emblems for a certain type of politics, and
to be called a Hitlerite or Stalinist is a smear}. Nestorius had been
patriarch of Constantinople from 428 until he was deposed in 431.
The hallmark of his theology was the view that Christ was of two
natures and two hypostases, which were united in what Nestorius
called the “prosopon of union.” Prosopon would seem to mean here
Dot 50 much “person” as “face or outer aspect,” so that Nestorius
found in Christ only a unity of action and outward manifestation, but
not of being. After his condemnation Nestorius was widely seen as
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representing an extreme and untenable dyophysitism, and the accu-
sation of Nestorianism was a favorite charge used by monophysites
against their opponents. Eutyches had been the archimandrite of a
monastery outside of Constantinople, and was an extreme follower of
Cyril. He was known for his express denial that Christ was of two
natures “after the union,” and for apparently teaching — although this
is less certain - that in Christ the human nature was “swallowed up”
by divinity. He was deposed at Chalcedon in 451, and became there-
after the emblem of an extreme and untenable monophysitism.4*

We now are in a position to appreciate the letter of the Greek
bishops. Despite his reluctant acceptance of the notion that Christ
is “in” two natures, Cyril had preferred to say that Christ is “of” (or
“from,” ek) two natures, thereby leaving room for speaking of one
nature after their union. The bishops at Chalcedon had, in fact,
originally used the more ambiguous “of,” and had changed it to
“in” only under pressure from the Roman legates. The significance
of the letter of the Greek bishops lay in its seeking the Pope’s approval
for a modest compromise, one that would use both the Cyrillian “of”
and the Chalcedonian “in,” and would thus offer hope of reconciling
the more moderate monophysites. Although Boethius does not say so
explicitly, part of what moved him to write was apparently his frus-
tration at the intransigence of Pope Symmachus, backed by the curia
and the Senate, in refusing any such compromise. Their attitude is
illustrated by the statement some years later of the Roman presbyter,
Trifolius: “The apostolic see of Rome has never permitted a single
syllable or a single dot to be added to or subtracted from the faith of
the Synod of Chalcedon. Beware lest anyone deceive you with empty
philosophical fallacies!”** The carefully reasoned support which
Boethius gave to the compromise played an important role in chang-
ing such attitudes. Eventually the compromise formula was accepted
officially at the Fifth Ecumenical Council {553).

Let us turn now to Boethius’ text. The first issue addressed is the
meaning of ‘nature’. Boethius distinguishes four meanings of this
term, of which the first three are each progressively narrower in
scope. Nature can be all those things which exist and are in some
way apprehended by intellect; substances alone, i.e., those things that
can act or be acted upon; or the internal principle of movement
present in corporeal substances. He then adds a fourth definition,
which will turn out to be the one most relevant to Christology: “the

The Opuscula sacra: Boethius and theology 121
specific difference that gives form to anything” (81). A “specific
difference” is here the defining characteristic that distinguishes one
species from another in the same genus; it “gives form” in the sense
that it determines the actual content of the genus, to which it stands
as form to matter. As Boethius observes, it is this fourth sense which
is at issue in the debate over whether Christ is of one or two natures,

Next is the definition of ‘person’ {persona). Here Boethius reverts
briefly to the second sense of ‘nature’, identifying person as some-
thing predicated of nature in the sense of substance. But which
substances? In answer Boethius analyzes the types of substance, con-
cluding that ‘person’ is said of both rational corporeal substances
fhuman beings) and rational incorporeal substances (God and the
angels). He thereby arrives at his famous definition of person as “the
individual substance of a rational nature” (85).

Both the procedure by which Boethius arrives at this definition,
and the definition itself, raise important questions. The procedure
seems to place God within a genus, that of rational incorporeal sub-
stance, whereas traditionally God is held not to belong to a genus.
More specifically, to identify God as a type of substance runs afoul
of Boethius’ own recognition, in Chapter 4 of On the Trinity, that
properly speaking God is “beyond substance” (ultra substantiam)
because He is identical with His own attributes.*? It is true that, a
few pages later in the present treatise, Boethius will defend the appli-
cation of the term ‘substance’ to God on the grounds that “He is as it
were the principle beneath all things, bringing it about for all things
that they have existence {ousi6sthai} and subsist” (93). However, this
makes God substance in quite a different sense from that of creatures,
whereas the procedure of dividing the various types of substance and
locating God among them requires that ‘substance’ be univocal.

Another problem is that Boethius seems to treat God as a single
person, whereas in Trinitarian doctrine God is three persons rather
than one. This difficulty is linked to another, namely that, on
Boethiug’ own showing, the names of the divine persons are said in
the category of relation rather than that of substance. How then can
person itself be a kind of substance? This apparent inconsistency has
led many critics to reject Boethius' definition as fundamentally mis-
guided.** Yet Boethius has some eminent defenders, among them
Thomas Aquinas, who argues that the Boethian definition can be
reconciled with his own view that the persons of the Trinity are
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subsistent relations.** We cannot enter into the intricacies of this
topic here, save to note that the ambivalence of Boethius regarding
whether God is one person or three may in part derive from a similar
ambivalence of Augustine.*

Boethius next adds that by persona he means the same as what the
Greeks call hypostasis, that is, “the individual subsistence of a
rational nature” {87). This claim could be challenged on two counts,
one of which Boethius addresses and one of which he does not. The
issue he addresses is that persona is etymologically closer to prosapon
than to hypostasis. Boethius observes that both of the former terms
originally signified a mask worn by an actor, and came thereby to
mean someone designated according to his appearance or social
role.*” However, he sees this as merely an etymological point, not
one that should bar him from defining persona as strictly an onto-
logical category. The other concern is that hypostasis in fact did not
mean what Boethius alleges, the individual subsistence of a rational
nature; it meant an individual subsistence of any nature, including,
for example, a horse or a rock. This is partly why it had regularly to be
paired with prosdpon in the Trinitarian and Christological debates.*®
However, it is true that because of their frequent association the two
terms had come to be seen as more or less equivalent within these
limited contexts, and it is this context-dependent sense that Boethius
no doubt has in mind.

There follow a number of further claims about Greek and Latin
equivalents. Boethius cites as an axiom of the Greeks that “essences
can indeed exist (esse, einai) in universals, but they have substance
(substant, hyphistantai) in individuals and particulars alone” (87).4°
He adds that one must distinguish having subsistence (subsistere) from
having substance {substare): the former refers to not requiring acci-
dents in order to be, whereas the latter refers to providing other things
with a substrate enabling them to be. Thus genera and species have
subsistence only, whereas individuals have both subsistence and sub-
stance. Surprisingly, whereas up to this point Boethius has explained
hypostasis in terms of individual subsistence, he now states that
hypostasis is equivalent to substantia as he has defined it, whereas
the equivalent of subsistentia is ousiosis. This is surprising not only
because it is a shift from his earlier usage, but because ousiésis nor-
mally refers to the process of bringing something into being rather
than to the thing which results from that process.’® However, the
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equivalencies between verbs cited by Boethius (ousisthai for sup-
sistere, hyphistasthai for substare) are more plausible, and he has
probably chosen the nouns as necessary to correspond to the verbs.

However interesting they are in their own right, these equivalen-
ces play little role in the subsequent arguments against Eutyches and
Nestorius. Boethius understands Nestorius as teaching that Chrigt
was two persons, one human and one divine. From this view Boethius
rapidly deduces a number of absurdities. Nothing can be formed out of
two persons, which means that for Nestorius Christ is either nothing
atall, or he is two Christs, one man and one God. Alternatively, if only
the human person is to be called Christ because God worked through
him, then why should not any thing through which God works also
be named Christ? Finally, on Nestorius’ view there can have been
no true Incarnation, for “so long as the persons remain, we cannot in
any wise believe that humanity has been assumed by divinity” (99),
Unfortunately all of this deals with something of a straw man, since it
ignores Nestorius’ emphatic teaching that Christ was a single person,
the “prosopon of union.” It is true that Nestorius also held that each of
the natures retained its own prosapon. Surely what this means is that a
prosopon is not for Nestorius, as it is for Boethius, a strictly ontological
category; it is instead a form of appearance, the concrete presentation
of 2 nature ad extra. Boethius’ argument is thus less a critique of
Nestorius than of a view which had come to be popularly associated
with his name.

The critique of Eutyches is more elaborate. Boethius focuses on the
puzzles raised by the notion that there were “two natures in Christ
before the union and only one after the union” {103). First, when did
the union occur? If at the time of Christ’s begetting, one is left with
the odd supposition that Christ possessed 2 human nature before he
existed, which seems plainly absurd.’' The other possibility is that
the union occurred at the other terminus of Christ’s earthly life, the
resurrection. Boethius deals with this possibility through a complex
argument by division. First, on this view did Christ receive human
flesh from Mary? If not, then he was not truly human, and there was
o Incarnation. But if he did, then there are three possibilities: “either
divinity was translated into humanity, or humanity into divinity, or
both were so modified and mingled that neither substance kept its
Pfolper form” {rog). The first possibility can be dismissed because
divinity is by nature immutable. The second requires more attention,

Pl
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but Boethius argues against it on the grounds that for one thing to be
changed into another requires that they possess a common substrate,
and neither the human body nor the human soul possesses a common
substrate with God.’* The most interesting possibility, and the one
which Boethijus thinks the Eutychians actually hold, is the third. On
this view the fusion of the natures produced a third thing in which
each nature lost its separate identity, as when honey is mixed with
water. Surprisingly, Boethius does not argue against this view, merely
observing that it is contrary to the Catholic faith (115).

Instead he turns to expounding the Catholic view. He explains that
there are two meanings of the preposition “of”: one, assigned to it
by the Eutychians, in which it implies that the two natures do not
retain their separate identity, the other, assigned to it by Catholics, in
which the two natures endure like the gold and gems in a crown. In
effect, Boethius here sanitizes the preposition “of” from its contam-
ination by Eutyches. He also observes that the preservation of
both natures in Christ implies the legitimacy of theopaschitism:
“God may be said to have suffered, not because manhood became
Godhead itself but because it was assumed by Godhead” {119). As
mentioned earlier, the legitimacy of theopaschite language was the
question that would provoke Boethius to write his two treatises on
the Trinity, although he addresses it explicitly only here.

The last chapter of the work is a kind of appendix addressing the
relationship of Christ’s humanity to original sin. Certain unnamed
persons had objected that if Christ’s human flesh derived from Mary
he would be subject to original sin. Boethius takes this as the oppor-
tunity to clarify precisely what sort of human nature Christ assumed.
Was it like that of Adam prior to the Fall, after the Fall, or as he would
have become apart from the Fall? In reply he offers a carefully bal-
anced account granting a place to all three. Christ’s mortal body was
of the condition of mankind after sin; his command over his body of
the condition of mankind Prior to sin; and his will {i.e., his absence of
all desire for sin) of the condition mankind would have achieved had

the Fall not occurred.s3
CONCLU SION

I have observed that each of the four treatises discussed here is
problematic. The problems derive in part from Boethius’ desire to
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treat theological issues using a purely philosophical method, and in
part from his exclusive reliance on Augustine as 3 theological author-
ity. In addition, there is a certain tendency to exaggerate the ole of
authority itself within theology, as if theology’s sole task were to
make authoritative pronouncements which it is then the job of phi-
losophy to render rationally coherent. This is not 4 very fruitful way
to think of the relationship between the two disciplines. Despite such
problems, however, the treatises remain a remarkable achievement.
Boethius almost single-handedly made philosophy into theology’s
indispensable handmaiden, in the process raising theology to a new
level of sophistication.** Anyone who finds his views unsatisfactory
would do well to consider the challenge posed at the end of the Utrum
Pater: "if you are in any point of another opinion, examine carefully
what has been said, and if possible, reconcile faith and reason” {37).

NOTES

1. See Usener 1877. The fragment is known as the Anecdoton Holderi after
its discoverer, Alfred Holder. Usener’s conclusion that it is by Cassiodorus
has been challenged by Galonnier 1997; even so, Galonnier 2007 con-
cludes, on other grounds, that the Opuscula are by Boethius.

2. See Schurr 1935, 108-27; Chadwick 1981, 18 1-3; Daley 1984, 178-80.

3. Schurr 1935, 136-227; cf. Chadwick 1981, 185-90, 211-13; Daley 1984,
183-5.

4. See Chadwick 1981, 26-9.

§. Quotations are from the Loeb translation by Stewart, Rand, and Tester
(Boethius 1973), with page references in the text. For the Latin see the
Loeb or the critical edition by Moreschini (2005} {which rarely differ save
in punctuation).

8. For Gregory’s treatise see Gregory of Nyssa 1952- i1, 37-57, and for a
translation see Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers Vv, 331-6. ] pass over
another argument offered by Gregory (pertaining to the unity of human
nature) which is not relevant here,

7. 'Apophaticism’ {from apophasis, denial] refers to the denial of predicates
to God, and more generally to an emphasis upon the inadequacy of
human language or concepts in describing God; ‘kataphaticism’ {from
kataphasis, affirmation) refers to the ascription of such predicates, and
mare generally to their acceptance as adequate.

8. For further discussion of fourth-century Trinitarian theology see Kelly
1978, 223~79, or [in greater detail) Behr 2004. 1 have discussed some
specifics of Gregory’s argument in Bradshaw 2004, 154-64.
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19. He does offer a definition in the fifth treatise (to be discussed below), but
its applicability within the Trinity is far from clear,

20. Asimilar point is made by Marenbon 20034, 86, in observing that Boethius
does not reconcile the notion that relation introduces plurality in God
with the claim that the relation is “like that of the same to the same,”

21. For a similar criticism see Stump 1983, 141~3. :

22. See Augustine, On the Trinity v.5.6.

23. Compare the similar rule in Augustine, On the Trinity v.8.9.

24. Both translations can be found, e.g., the Loch translation and the more
recent English rendering by Eric Kenyon (available at www.pvspade.
com/Logic) give the former; Galonnier 2007 gives the latter.

25. See particularly Phaedo 65e, where the Forms are the substance {ousia) of
sensible objects.

26. This is the meaning of the term in the passage of On the Trinity pp. 16-18
where Boethius says that only God is substance, since other things owe
their being to something other than themselves,

27. For example, a body and its parts {assuming that the parts of a substance
can be substances), or three water droplets which merge into one.

28. Cappuyns 1937, 372.

29. See Bark 1946, Chadwick 1980, and Galonnier 2007, 380~409; but see
also the cautionary note sounded on the basis of stylometric analysis by
Lambert 2003.

30. Later it appears that Scripture itself is merely a mark of the most com-
prehensive religious authority, the Catholic Church, The Church can be

known by three signs: “whatever is believed in it has the authority of the
Scriptures, or of universal tradition, or at least of its own and proper
teaching” {71). Thus there is no need to ascertain whether a given teach-
ing has the support of Scripture provided that it is taught by the Church.

31. Rand 1928, 157.
32, Bark 1946, 68-9.

33. Chadwick 1981, 17¢-80.
34. See Principe 1997. Galonnier 2007, 402 makes the interesting suggestion

that Boethius’ words {the Spirit is a patre quoque procedentem vel filio)
mean only that the Spirit proceeds from the Father as the Son is engen-
dered, thus leaving the Father the sole causal principle. It seems to me
that if this were what Boethius meant, he would have offered some
explanation; besides, as Galonnier notes, Chapter 5 of On the Trinity
states simply that the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, with-
out any such qualification.

35. See Williams 1929, 167-314; Meyendorff 1975, 143-6. Williams does note
some precedents for the idea in Origen, Ambrose, and Ambrosiaster, but
its later prevalence was unquestionably due to Augustine.
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36. See Augustine, Enchiridion Ch. 29, 61-2; City of God xxu.1. Here too
there isa precedent in Origen (Homilies on Ezekiel Xm.2), but the notion’s
prevalence was due to Augustine.

37. For discussion of the rather meager precedents of this idea see Galonnier
2007, 405-8,

38. Kelly 1978, 340.

39. The quotation is from the Symbol of Union accepted by Cyril in 433; see
Kelly 1978, 3289,

40. See, for example, Meyendorff 1975, 1 3-46; Gray 1979.

41. For more on Nestorius and Eutyches see Kelly 1978, 310~1 7, 3304,

42. Quoted by Daley 1984, 180; cf. Chadwick 1981, 190,

43. See also the hesitations of Augustine in applying the term substantia to
God {On the Trinity vu.5.10).

44. Forexample, Ratzinger 1990; cf. extensive discussion in Schlapkohl 199¢
and Hipp 2001.

45. Summa theologige L, Q. 29.

46. See Augustine, On the Trinity vi.6.x1.

47. This is not quite right, since prosopon originally meant “face,” and that
seems to have been the root of most of its later development; but it is true
that this development included the sense of “mask.”

48. For discussion of the complex history of these terms see Prestige 1952,
157-90; Stead 1994, 173-83, 1949,

49. The source of thig dictum is probably Alexander of Aphrodisias; cf.
Chadwick 1983, 193. (L have changed the Loeb rendering of substare to

50. See the relevant entries in Liddell and Scott 1996 and Lampe 1961.
51. Actually it may not be so absurd, if what Eutyches had in mind was

1994, 212). Boethius does not consider thig possibility.

52. For the requirement of a common substrate see Aristotle, Physics1.7, On
fl;eneration and Corruption 1.1 ; ¢f. Chadwick 1981, 199~200. Even grant-
g the fexpplicabiﬁty of this doctrine from Aristotelian physics to God and

mixed with, divine nature; and these natures correspond to the qualities

A anc'f B,' winey. or watery) not to the things {a and b, wine or water] in
Boethijus’s physical example” {2003a, 75).
53. For the sources of this divisj

54. As Daley 1984 observes,
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6 The metaphysics of individuals

in the Opuscula sacra

Three of the five treatises that comprise the Opuscula sacra contain
interesting philosophical material.” All three treatises attempt to
make aspects of God intelligible using Greek philosophical concepts.
The treatise Quomodo substantiae (OS m) discusses how something
can be essentially predicated of both God and His creatures. On the
Trinity {(OS 1} and Against Eutyches and Nestorius [OS v) are con-
cerned with the individuality and unity of, respectively, God and
Christ. Along the way to formulating his solution to his chosen
puzzles, Boethius presents some of the elements of a general theory
of individuals.

In this chapter we will concentrate on the general theory of
individuals that can be reconstructed from Boethius’ Oprfscufa.
The theological treatises are not the only places that‘ he discusses
individuals, and at times we will make use of Beethm.s' commen;
taries on Aristotle and Porphyry to flesh out some of his remarks.
Nonetheless, we will focus on the account of individuals that can be
reconstructed from the theological treatises for two reasons. First,
this account has exerted a tremendous influence on subse:quent
generations. Second, Boethius admits that his main rqie in thef
logical commentaries is to present a sympathet{c elucidation ;}
Aristotle’s or Porphyry’s views.* The doctrines in the Opuscula
presumably are Boethius’ own. .

After we have examined and reconstructed Boethius’ gf::neral treat-
ment of individuals, we will finish this chapter by asking whethher
this general account of individuals can illuminate the nature of the
Incarnation and the Trinity.
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THE METAPHYSICS OF INDIVIDUALS

A complete metaphysical theory of individuals should account for
the things that we pre-theoretically take to be paradigmatic cases of
individuals. Hence, the theory should be able to account for things
like Adam and Eve, Loti the cat and Leafy the tree, and individual
artifacts such as my car and my toaster. It may be that our theory will
tell us that these things are not real or that they are derivative beings,
Nevertheless, the theory will need to explain why Adam, Loti, Leafy,
and my car appear to be individuals.

In addition to these paradigmatic cases, we will need to entertain
the possibility that aggregates, such as flocks of geese, crowds of
humans, and piles of stones, are individuals. We will also consider
whether the constituents and properties of our paradigmatic individ-
uals can themselves be individuals.

When considering the nature of individuals, one must first disen-
tangle two dominant senses of the term “individual.” In one sense of
the term, Adam is an individual in that he is not a universal. As
Boethius puts it in his commentaries on Aristotle and Porphyry, a
universal is predicable of many, whereas an individual is at most
predicable of one thing.5 Adam is at most predicable of one thing,
because we can only claim that this thing is Adam. We cannot say
that both this thing and that thing are Adam.

Boethius is also working with this first sense of “individual” when
he claims that individuals are indivisible, whereas universals are
divisible, At first glance, the claim that individuals are indivisible
might sound strange. Adam is divisible into form and matter. Adam is
also divisible into his various organs. And if we were truly gruesome,
we could also saw Adam down the middle. But this is not what

Boethius means when he claims that particulars are indivisible {2IS
195.12~18; cf. CAT 174B):

However, “individual” is said in several ways. An individual is said to be that
which cannot in any way be cut - as is the case with a unity or mind. An
individual is also said to be that which cannot be divided on account of its
solidity ~ as is the case with a diamond, And an individual is said to be that
whose predication is not suitable for any other like thing {in reliqua similia
hion convenit) - e.g. Socrates, For, even though there are other men similar

[tOhSOcrates], the property and Predication of Socrates is not suitable for any
other,
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The last sense of “individual” mentioned is what is important for oyr
purposes, and it is a sense of “individual” or “indivisible” that is
distinct from the sort of division that occurs when one cuts Adam
into parts. The division of Adam into form and matter and the divi-
sion of Adam into his organs fall under a different mode of division,
namely, the division of an integral whole into its parts.®

In contrast to the divisions of an integral whole into its parts, the
divisions of the universal into universals and of the universa] into
particulars are logical divisions. It is not always easy to see that
logical divisions are a different sort of division because ancient
and medieval authors often describe universals as “wholes.” The
items that fall under a universal are called that universal’s “parts.”
However, Boethius, like most ancient and medieval thinkers, is not
proposing that universals are literally composed out of the items that
fall under them. So, for example, it is not the case that humanity is
composed out of Adam, Eve, and all the other human beings in the
world. In the case of universals and particulars, collection and divi-
sion are logical operations. When one groups things together because
they share a common feature, one is collecting together things. When
one itemizes the things that fall under a universal, this is known as
division. Accordingly, when I classify all things like Andrew and Eve
as humans, I am collecting a multitude under a single species,
humanity. When I classify all things like Adam, Eve, and my cat
Loti, T am collecting a multitude under a single genus, namely,
Animal. When I say that some animals are rational and some animals
are irrational, I am beginning to divide the genus into species. When
divide the species humanity into the things that fall under it, l.am
dividing the species into individuals. Hence, when Boethius claims
that Adam is logically indivisible, he is alluding to the fact that Adam
s neither a genus nor a species.

There is a second important sense of “individual,” which is alluded to
in the previous quotation from Boethius’ commentary on the Isagoge.
Adam is not merely non-universal, Adam is an integrated whole. Pr‘e-
philosophically, we think that the parts of Adam are glued together in
such 2 way that Adam can move about in and interact with tl?e .world
“as a whole.”” It is when we turn to this second sense of “individual”
that we begin to wonder whether aggregates are sufficiently integrated
to be individuals. This second sense of individual also seems to n?t
apply to many of the constituents of Adam. Adam’s humanity, Adam’s
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paleness, and perhaps even Adam’s matter may be individuals in the
first sense, but they are not individuals in the second sense.

When ancient authors focus on individuals in the second sense,
they often describe them as “unities.” Boethius himself does not
always take care to distinguish these two senses of individual. But
let us try to distinguish them by speaking of “instances” when we are
talking about individuals in the first sense, and “integrated unities”
when we are discussing individuals in the second sense.

A complete metaphysical account of individuals will attemnpt to
answer at least the following questions:®

{1) Ifxisanintegrated unity, what makes x an integrated unity?
{2) I xis an instance, what makes x an instance?

The second question can be broken down into two parts:

{2a} I xisan instance, what makes x an instance of a universal, or
kind? That is, why does x belong to a type that includes other
instances?

(2b} M xis aninstance, what makes x distinct from other instances
of that kind?

This last question also needs to be disambiguated, for we might be
asking for an answer to the question:

{2b"}  Whyisxan instance, which is distinct from all other mem-
bers of a kind?

Or, we might be asking

{2b?) Why is x this instance, which is distinct from all other mem-
bers of a kind?

The difference between (2b") and {2b?) is this: the former question is
asking for the reason why Adam is an instance of the universal human
being. The second question is asking for the reason why Adam is Adam,
and not Eve, who is also an instance of the universal human being.
Question (1) is asking for an account of integration. Question {2a) s
asking for the metaphysical reason why instances belong to kinds.

Question {2b) in all its forms is asking for an account of individuation.
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THE CONSTRUCTION OF INTEGRATED UNITIES

Some integrated unities do not have parts. We will say that these
entities are mereologically simple. Other integrated unities have
parts. We will say that they are mereologically complex. It would
seem at first glance that no account of unity is required for mereq-
logically simple unities. But as we will see, Boethius secems to think
that some mereologically simple entities are more unified than
others. But before we examine the grades of simple unities, let us
consider the construction of mereologically complex integrated
unities.

In On the Trinity Boethius tells us that the parts of a composite
give the composite its “being” {OS 1, 1, 94~7; Boethius 1973, p- 11 -all
references to OS in English are to this Loeb edition);

Eachand every thing gets its being from those things which compose it {ex his
ex quibus est] - i.e. from its parts. That is, [each composite thing) is this
and this (hoc et hoc) - that s, its parts conjoined - and not this or this taken

singularly.

As Boethius tells us in his On Division, material individuals can be
divided in any number of ways (D 888A-B).® But the parts that
Boethius is most interested in are form and matter — or, in the case
of a human being, soul and body.' Let us call these parts hylomor-
phic parts,

Boethius tells us in a number of places in his logical treatises that a
whole is “naturally prior” to its parts {D 879B-C; TC (Cicero 1833 m,
331.23-9 and i, 289.35-9). It is not entirely clear whether “x is natu-
tally prior to y” means that y is ontologically dependent upon x.'* If
that were the meaning of this rule and if the rule were entirely
general, it would have some perverse results. For a house would be
ontologically dependent upon its windows, and Adam would be onto-
logically dependent upon his finger.

When restricted to a discussion of the hylomorphic parts of an
integrated unity, it is clear that Boethius thinks that the composite
integrated unity ontologically depends upon its form and its matter.
Nevertheless, the integrated unity ontologically depends upon its
Matter in a different manner than it depends upon its forms. The
matter is only potentially the thing. It may (as we will see below] also
Playarole in individuating the thing. But while some matter needs to
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be present to combine with forms - and this matter may need to be
the right sort of stuff - the matter does not contribute to the thing’s
“being” in the strictest sense (OS 1, 1, 83~9; Loeb p. 11);

All being comes from form. For a statue is not said to be a likeness of some
animal in virtue of the bronze, which is its matter, but rather in virtue of jtg
form, which has been impressed into the [bronze]. And this is not said to be
bronze in virtue of earth, which is [the bronze’s] matter, but in virtue of the
[Aristotelian] form of the bronze [aeris figuram). And earth itself is not spoken
of kata ten hulen |sc. in virtue of its matter], but in virtue of dryness and
heaviness, which are its forms.

Clearly, Boethius is playing with several senses of “being” in this
passage. One sense of “being” is existential, The form is the cause of
the fact that the thing exists, since by itself matter is not the thing,
The matter is potentially the thing, but it needs the form to actually
be the thing. There is a second sense in which the form causes the
being of a thing. When a form combines with matter it makes a thing
of a certain type exist. In other words, the thing is an F - say, a dogora
human or pale ~ because a form is present, Hence, while a material
thing requires both form and matter in order to exist, its actual
existence and its being something are due to its forms, and as the
Passage above makes plain this holds at every level of analysis all the
way down to formless, or prime, matter. Because prime matter has no
form, it is hard to have an adequate understanding of it (OS v, i, 69-73;
Loeb p. 79). It is also for this reason that one could say that prime
matter is the lowest form of existence,

For many ancient and medieva] philosophers there is another way
in which a form can cause the being of a thing, for at least some forms
are the metaphysical glue that holds a thing together through time
and change. The forms that bind and preserve the unity of a thing
through change are the thing’s essential forms. For example, if a dog
were to lose one of its essentia] forms, the dog would cease to exist.
Granted, there would stil] be Some organic material - and this mate-
rial might still have the shape of a dog - but this material seuff and the
forms that it possesses would not be a dog. Other forms are accidental
forms, These forms can be gained or lost without compromising
the existence of the thing, For example, our dog might gain or lose

weight (i.e. change quantitative forms), or its coat might change color
fi.e. change qualitative forms).

—v—
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In the Aristotelian tradition, essential forms are often called syb.
stantial forms. This is due to the fact that, for many Aristotelians, the
only things that possess essential forms are substances. It is algg
claimed that only natural things are substances, Artifacts, no matter
how complex, are thought to have accidental forms, Hence, the unity
of a bed or a car is weaker than that of a tree, a dog, or a human.
Boethius alludes to this tradition when he tells us that one sense of
“nature” is that it is the “principle of per se, not accidental, change”
[0S v,1, 96-8; Loeb p. 81). Natural objects have natural ways that they
can change and yet stay the same thing. Artifacts do not have natural
motions. The natural motions that they do have are due to the sub-
stances, such as the wood in the bed or the meta] in the car, that
compose the artifacts {1, 101-8; Loeb p. 81).

Hence, form and matter are the constituents of an integrated unity,
and the binding of form to matter makes the composite individual
integrated and unified. In the Aristotelian tradition, unities come in
degrees. Both a crowd and Adam are unities. But Adam is more of a
unity than the crowd. A crowd is merely the sum of its parts, the
people. This means that if even one human is removed, that specific
crowd disappears. Adam, in contrast, can lose some of his parts and yet
survive, This difference is due to the fact that the crowd only has an
accidental form whereas Adam has a substantial form. A crowd has
some degree of unity, since the crowd exists when some substances are
located in relative proximity to one another. And, in alooser sense, the
crowd can endure the addition or removal of some humans, although
owr inability to pinpoint precisely how many humans it takes to form
this czowd and how many humans must leave before it disperses
suggests that this crowd is not a well-defined and well-integrated
individual. Moreover, the behavior of the crowd supervenes upon the
behavior of the people who constitute the crowd. The arrangement and
proximity of the humans does not change the nature of the humans
themselves. People may act differently in crowds, but they are still
humans when they act differently. In contrast, the matter of Adam
changes substantially when Adam’s substantial form binds with, or
imbues, the matter. The elements, which by themselves are substan-
£es, cease to exist except “in potentiality” when the form of a human
being imbues them. The notion that substantial forms cause substan-
tial transformation is at the heart of Boethius’ discussion of mixtures of
hatures in Against Eutyches vi-vn (Loeb pp. 109-23).

T L A S M TN
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In his Consolation of Philosophy, Boethius tells us that everything
subsists so long as it is one (3.11.1 3). As we have seen, there are grades
of being one. An aggregate is a weak unity. An artifact, such as a bed,
is a stronger unity than an aggregate, but a weaker unity than a
composite of substantial form and matter. But the truest sorts of
unities are mereological simples. Composites of matter and form
have parts. Hence, they are dependent upon their parts. But forms
do not have parts, and so they are not dependent upon their parts for
their existence, their being something, or their persistence. Forms,
then, are truer integrated unities than composites.

All forms are mereologically simple. However, the story does not
end here. Some forms are truer unities than others, for most forms are
distinct from their causes, whereas one form is identical to itg cause.
This one is the truest sort of integrated unity there is. It is God.

At the level of material beings, Boethius embraces Aristotelian
hylomorphism. But, in addition to Aristotelian forms and matter,
Boethius must find a place for Platonic Forms.™® (From this point
forward I will use the capitalized term to refer to Platonic Forms
and the lower-case version to refer to Aristotelian forms.) According
to Boethius, Aristotelian forms are “images” of Platonic Forms
[0Sy, 1, 113-17; Loeb p. 13}

Those forms, which arise in matter and body, come from those Forms that
exist apart from matter. We are accustomed to call the others, which are in

bodies, “forms” even though they are images, since they resemble the Forms
that are not established in matter,

We are allowed to call these images in matter “forms” because they
resemble Forms. But Boethius stresses that the true forms are the Forms.
And just as images depend upon their archetypes for their existence,
these Aristotelian forms depend upon Platonic Forms for their exis-
tence. Hence, Platonic Forms are more unified than Aristotelian forms.

Adam’s humanity is different from the Platonic Form Humanity
with respect to a difference between an effect and its cause.
Humanity has a greater degree of unity than Adam’s humanity. But
the Forms are not the highest degrees of unity, since they too are
caused by something external to their being. God provides the sub-
sistence of all other existing things {OS Vv, m, 261-4; Loeb p. 93).
Only God is identical with respect to cause and effect, for God has
no other cause than Himself. God’s Form ig Being itself (OS 1, v, 184;
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Loeb p. 19). Everything else gets its being by Participating in Being
itself (OS m, 37-8; Loeb p. 43).

God is the truest integrated unity. Even mereologically simple
entities, including it would seem the Forms, are lesser grades of
unity when compared to God. God is the truest sort of individual.
He is not only unique, in that He is not an instance of any kind, He is
the truest sort of unity. He is not only partless, He is not even
distinguishable from His cause.

HOW INSTANCES BELONG TO A KIND

We have seen that forms are the cause of 2 thing’s existence, persistence,
and unity. We have also noted that the form is the cause of 2 thing being
something, that is, the cause of a thing belonging to a kind of thing.

The default position of ancient and medieval metaphysicians is
usually that a form is a universal, that is, it is shared by many instances.
Accordingly, the default answer to the question why two instances
belong to the same kind is this: the instances in question share a
common form. In his theological writings Boethius does not appear to
shy away from this default position.!3 Although, we will press him on
this aspect of his thought when we tumn to the theory of individuation,

Hence, Boethius’ answer to question (2a) begins in this way. Adam
and Eve belong to the same kind human being, because Adam and
Eve share the Aristotelian form humanity. But, since humanity is an
image of a Platonic Form, the full answer to question (2a) must
include Platonic participation in the Forms, and ultimately in God.

We saw in the previous section that everything save God gets its
being from God. Most things get their being from God indirectly
through the Forms. The Forms make things exist and make those
things what they are. But Adam is not just human; he is also pale, tall,
and knowledgeable. Hence, Adam is also a pale thing, a tall thing, and
aknowledgeable thing. In other words, there are two senses in which
Adam is “something” (OS m, 35~6; Loeb p. 41);

To be merely something (tantum esse aliquid) is different from to be some-
thing in virtue of the fact that it exists. The former signifies an accident, the
latter substance.

Adam is “merely something” — for example, a pale thing - because he
has copies of accidental Forms present in him. Adam is “something in
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virtue of the fact that he exists” because he participates in Humanity,
that is, because a copy of Humanity is part of him.
Combining the accounts from the three philosophical treatises,

the metaphysical analysis of a material thing such as Andrew can be
summarized in this way:

In the case of substantial forms,

“Adam is human” is true because Adam is a composite of the Aristotelian
form human being and matter, and

human being composes Adam because human being participates in 9,
where ¢ is one of the Forms in God’s mind,

In the case of accidental forms,

“Adam is pale” is true because paleness inheres in Adam, and
paleness inheres in Adam because Adam participates in g,

It is not clear whether every Aristotelian form has a correlative Form.,
It might be that paleness Participates in the Pale and that humanity
participates in Humanity. But if Pressed, Boethius might follow some

Neoplatonists and reduce the Forms to some smaller set.”* Hence, it
might be that

paleness inheres in Adam because Adam Participates in @, 8, and v,
and, perhaps, even that

the substantial form human being composes Adam because human being
participates in ¢, 9, and V.

Boethius does not give us too many clues about what Forms the forms
Participate in (other than the Good, which is identical to Being). His
use of the common Platonjc metaphor of images and archetypes
suggests that the correlation is one-to-one, but he is not forced to
think this, and there are perhaps good reasons why one would not

Ve corresponding Forms. For instance,
there may not be such Forms as the Hot and the Tall.

INDIVIDUATION

¢ two related senses of individual. A thing
an integrated unity. Integrated unities, in
I, are instances of a kind of thing. We have seen

We have seen that there ar
s individual because it is
virtue of their fo
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why two instances belong to the same kind, We now must address our
last set of questions and ask what makes two integrated unities two
distinct instances of the same kind.

Boethius gestures at three theories of individuation in Op the
Trinity and Against Eutyches. The first suggestion is that individu-
ation is caused by accidents. The second suggestion is that individy-
ation occurs when forms occupy different locations at the same time,
The third suggestion is that individuation is due to matter, Let us
examine each proposal in turn.

Individuation by accidents or by location

In On the Trinity Boethius informs us that plurality is caused by
difference. There are three modes of difference: generic difference,
difference in species, and numerical difference (OS 1,3, 5 1-6, Loebp. 7;
cf. 2IS 191.21-192.16}. Generic difference occurs when two items
belong to different categories. For example, grey and cat are generi-
cally different. Likewise, and perhaps derivatively, my cat’s hair color
and my cat are generically different. Specific difference occurs when
two items belong to different species. My cat and I are generically the
same, since we are both animals. But cat and human are different
species, and, hence, my cat and I are different in species.

The important mode of difference as far as individuals are con-
cemed is nurnerical difference. Numerical difference is applied to two
items that are the same in genus and species, such as Adam and Eve.
Both Adam and Eve are human. But they are different individuals. We
have two of human, not one. The cause of numerical difference is that
Adam and Eve have different accidental forms (OS 1,1, 56-63; Loeb
pp.7-9; ¢f. TC m, 332.29-31):

But a variety of accidents make numerical difference. For three men differ
with respect to their accidents, not with respect to genus or species. Fjven
when the mind separates all accidents from these [men], there is still a
distinction among them with respect to place, which is something that
e can in no way pretend to be one. For two bodies cannot occupy one
Place. Accordingly, they are numerically many, since they are made many
by accidents,

Without much fanfare Boethius has suggested a theory of i_ndividu~
ation. Notice that the theory seems to assume the universality of the
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substantial form of a human being. Adam’s substantial form is
identical to Eve’s substantial form. But Adam is not identical to Eve
because Adam is a composite of humanity plus a bundle of accidental
forms, A, and Eve is a composite of humanity plus a bundle of
accidenta] forms, E, and A is not identical to E.

But buried in the passage that we just quoted is a hint of a second
theory of individuation. Boethijus proposes that we imagine stripping
all the accidental forms from Adam and Eve. The humanity in Adam
will still be distinct from the humanity in Eve because they occupy
two distinct locations at the same time. Occupying a place at a time
is, for Boethius, an accidental feature. This may explain why he does
not carefully distinguish between the proposal that a bundle of acci-
dents generates instances of a kind and the proposal that a special
type of accident, namely spatio-temporal location, generates these
instances. But it is important to keep these two proposals separate.
First, one could argue that spatio-temporal location is not a form, but
rather a grid on which one realizes forms. Second, even if spatio-
temporal location is treated as a form, the second theory effectively
proposes that some accidents are more important than others.

Both proposed theories lead to the same fundamental difficulty: as
Paul Spade puts it, these theories “freeze” individuals."s Consider the
first proposed theory. If Adam is individuated by all of his accidents,
then it seems to follow that any addition or removal of an accident
belonging to this bundle wi] entail the destruction of Adam. Adam is
the form human being plus a set of accidents A, Now imagine that
Adam gets a suntan. Paleness is now gone and brownness is now
present. But this means that the form human being is now connected
to a set of accidents that is not A, but rather B. But, by hypothesis,
Adam was individuated by A. Hence, it seems that Adam no longer
exists. The theory prohibits Adam from changing in any respect.
Adam, if he is to survive, must freeze,

The same problem in essence bewitches the second proposed
theory, which insists that spatio-temporal location is the true cause
of individuality. For example, imagine that the only difference in
accidental forms between Adam and Andrew is in fact their location.
Adam is at L, and Andrew is at L,. Let A be the set of all the other
accidents that Adam and Andrew have in common, and let H stand
for the form human being. According to the thesis under consider-
ation, Adamis H+ 4 4+ L;and Andrewis H+ 4 + L,. Now have Adam
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and Andrew switch locations. At this next moment in time, let us ask
who is H + A + L,? Intuitively, we want to say that it is Andrew, but
the theory forces us to answer that it is Adam.

There is another potential problem for these two theories of indi.
viduation. By suggesting that all or some accidental forms are the
cause of individuation, Boethius seems to contradict what he says in
Against Eutyches when he distinguishes between subsisting things
and substanding things.*®

Another theory of individuation?

In Against Eutyches Boethius draws a distinction between two mgdes
of existence. Some things merely “subsist” {subsistere), other things
not only subsist, they “substand” {substare]. Universals merely sub-
sist. But individuals not only subsist, they substand [0S v, m, 213~20;
Loeb p. 89). Boethius tells us that individuals do not require accidents
in order to substand. But because they substand individuals can be. a
subject, or substratum, for accidental forms. This clain} is c.learlyt in
tension with what Boethius proposes as the principle of individuation
in On the Trinity, for the first two theories of individuation seem to
be proposing that Adam and Eve substand because they are bundled
with either all or some accidental forms.

But if accidents do not cause Adam and Eve to substand, what
does? In Against Eutyches Boethius tells us that “now 'thgt .they
have been informed by proper and specific differences” individual
substances can be a foundation for accidents {OS v, m, 217-20; Loeb
p. 89). What are these “proper and specific differences” aqd whence
did they come? Boethius does not give us an answer. But l1f‘we turn
back to On the Trinity we find a hint at the cause of md1v1dltzat10n
1, 102~10; Loeb pp. 11-13). The Divine substance is a fo.rrr'1 \tnthout
matter. Hence, it cannot be a subject for accidents, and if {t is ncft a
subject for accidents, it cannot be many in number. Aristotelian
forms, on the other hand, can be subjects for accidents_ be.ca.use t_hey
are images in matter. This suggests a third theory of md‘wzduatmfz.
One creates individuals by making copies of a PlatomF Form in
matter. Matter is, therefore, the principle of individuatlgn. Adam
and Eve are different instances of Humanity because Adftm is hm‘nfm-
ity informing this hunk of matter and Eve is humanity informing
that hunk of matter.
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This third theory gets the relation between substances and acci.
dents right. The individual substance is an integrated composite of
form and matter. And this integrated unity is not frozen. It can take
on different accidental forms and it can move about in space and time.

But individuation by matter has its own problem to overcome:
what happens when matter migrates?'” Suppose that at t, Adam is
the substantial form H binding to a hunk of matter a, and Eve is the

substantial form H binding to a hunk of matter b. The follow
premises seem to be true:

ing

{1} Hisidentical to H.

(2}  aisnot identical to b.

(3) Hbinding with a [i.e. H+ a} is not identical to H binding with
bli.e. H+b).

{4) Att, Adam is identical to H +g and Eve is identical to H+b.

This entails
{s) Att, Adam is not identical to Eve.

So far, so good. But we believe that Adam can change his matter over
time through natural metabolic processes. Indeed, it is possible that
over time all the matter that constituted Adam at t; is now, at t,, ,
the matter of Eve, and vice versa. So, at t, .,
phic composites H+a and H+ b. It is still the
not identical to H+b. But the question no
composite, if any,

we have two hylomor-
case at t,,, that H+a is
w is this: at t,,,, which
is Adam? We would like to say that Adam is H+b.
But the theory does not give us the tools to say with confidence that
H+b is Adam. In other words, the theory gives us a satisfactory
answer to question {2b'): when H combines with some matter m,

we get an instance H+m. But it does not seem to give us the tools to
satisfactorily answer question {2b?),

This difficulty can be avoi
the form with individuality.
made in matter, this copy i
and it can now act as the me

ded if matter permanently contaminates
In other words, once a copy of a Form is
s an independently individual instance,
taphysical glue for further accidental and
material changes. So, instead of picturing individual substances as a
combination of universal form and matter (i.e, “H+m"), perhaps we
should represent individual substances as a combination of an indi-
viduated form and matter i.e. "H'+m"). The revised theory of indi-
viduation would look like this, When a copy of the Form of Humanity
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.« made in a hunk of matter a, we immediately create an individu-
g 'md form H. At the time of creation this individualized form plusa
allzctitutc:s Adam. So, at t,, Adam is H”+a. But, over time, Adam can
Zon(s)mg H%+b. What allows for this transformation is the persistence
of (t:he individualized substantial form H?.

Which theory does Boethius prefer?

This revised version of the third theory is the most satisfying_accoum
of individuation of the three. Is there any reason to think that
Boethius subscribes to this theory? There 1§ so'n'{e evu:ience that sup-
ports this reading. First, this third theory of md‘zvu'iu'atmn could make
sense of Boethius’ claim that a substa_ndl_ng mdzwd};lal has already
been informed with “proper and specific dlfferer_lces. Sfcond, reca.ll
that Boethius refers to Aristotelian forms as ”u_nages of P!atomc
Forms. It would seem that these images are particular. C0n51d.er 3[1;
analogy offered by the Neoplatonic philosopher Am;rmmus. 1
Suppose that I have a signet ring and er%m.}gh wax to make se\frer;;l
impressions. I take this ring and press it into two portzo:a; of t iﬁ
wax. Both impressions will resemble one another a.nd ey w
share a common cause (the ring}, but they will.be nu.xnencfally dm:cmct
impressions. In other words, they are pam‘culanzed impressions.
Ammonius likens the pattern in the signet ring toa I.’latolmc F(?rrn.
Just as the signet ring makes copies of its s..pec:lﬁc. sign in various
pieces of wax, the Form makes many copies of 1tse'lf in m_attt;ré
These copies all resemble their cause, but each of the images in
is individualized. .

wa;ul: while there is some reason to hope that Boethms: really prcifeés
the third theory of individuation, the evidence_is too thx.n t‘o ccmfti3 rl;es
definitively that individuation by matter is Qoeth;us prerecon.
theory. Indeed, if the third theory of ind.1v1duat1.on t 'St we oo
structed represents Boethius’ considered views on 1r_1d1v1 u?tltzj ;1 o
does he suggest that individuation is due to acc1d.ent.s 1:11 on ihe
Trinity, where we must remember the problem of 11‘1d1lvl;1i ua on 18
explicitly raised? We can only canvas some of the possible an

here, .

First, it could be that Boethius is confused, and he tlrun}llcs tl:::

all three theories are somehow equivalent, even though they
clearly not.
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A more charitable interpretation would be that Boethius changed
his mind. Ideally, he wrote On the Trinity first and then came to
realize that the theory offered there was flawed. But it could also be
the case that Boethius wrote On the Trinity after he wrote Against
Eutyches." I that were true, we would have to accept that Boethiug
took a step backward.

It could be that the accounts of individuals in the two treatises are
compatible, not because the two accounts are complimentary meta-
physical accounts, but rather because the metaphysical theory of

individuation in Against Eutyches is complemented by an epistemo- -

logical theory of identification in On the Trinity. While a bundle of
accidents might not be the cause of an individual being an instance, it
may still be true that we tend to identify an individual by fixing upon
the accidents that accrue to an individual.*® And, in extreme cases,
we can determine that there are two qualitatively similar things
because two regions of space are occupied at the same time.

Yet, appealing as the compatibilist line is, it does not seem to do -

justice to the texts. When Boethius proposes that accidents make
Adam numerically different from Eve, the most natural interpreta-

tion of these remarks is that Boethius is making a metaphysical

claim. Boethius wants to demonstrate that God is metaphysically
simple, not merely simple in our understanding. Part of his argument
for his claim that God is metaphysically simple is that the Persons of
the Trinity are not subjects for accidents, and hence they are not
numerically distinct,

This leaves us with one final possible interpretation. It may be that
Boethius’ considered view is more Platonist than Aristotelian.*” Two
Neoplatonists who probably exerted some amount of influence on
Bocthius, Plotinus and Porphyry, have been interpreted as bundle
theorists.*® Qur objections to the theory of individuation by accidents
had a distinctively Aristotelian bias. Our preferred theory satisfied a
fundamentally Aristotelian desideratum, namely that things like
Adam are independent entities capable of surviving accidental
change. But a Platonist need not share this belief. A Platonist thinks
that the material world is a pale reflection of the real world. One of
the signs that the inhabitants of the material world are reflections and
images of that which is real is precisely the fact that material beings
have ill-defined identity and persistence conditions, Hence, the fact
that it is hard to determine whether 2 bundle of forms is the same
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individual as a previous bundle of foms does not point to a failure of
the theory, it points to the fact that individuals in the sensible realm
are not beings, they are things that both are and are not (cf. Platg,
Republic v.478b-479d; Timaeus § Ie-s?.d}. . _
Unfortunately, Boethius does not give us enough information to
definitively choose one of these possibilities. This is due in no smal}
measure to the fact that, in the theological treatises, Boethius is

 notinterested in individuals as such. The bits of a theory of individuals
that he gives are presented as means to another end, namely to clarify
" our understanding of two special sorts of individual, God and Christ.

GOD’S INDIVIDUALITY AND THE LIMITS -
OF METAPHYSICS

" The two explicitly Christian problems that Boeth.iu-s tac}des in his
. Opuscula are both problems pertaining to the individuality of God
- Like Judaism and Islam, Christian orthodoxy den?ands that thf:re is
* only one God. Christian philosophers, like Boethius, whg are influ-
" enced by Neoplatonism also insist that God is absolptely simple. But,
" unlike the other two monotheistic faiths, Christianity asserts bo‘th{Tl
- that God is three persons and {2) that one of these persons, Christ, is
" . made of and consists in two natures. o

The notion of person is the link to our previous disc:lfssm_nfi oi
individuals, for as we will see a person seems to be a certain kind o

" individual. Father Joseph W. Koterski has observed that the notion

of a person must be flexible enough to distinguish the members of the
Trinity without dividing the unity of God, but sturdy enough to
describe the “single abiding identity” of Christ (2004, 206). In wl}at
follows, I will ask whether the notion of person, at least as Boethius
defines it, can meet both demands.

The Incarnation and the unity of a person

Let us start with the Incarnation, for it is in his p(,}em.ic agallimf:
the Eutychians and Nestorians that Boethius .offers his exp c;

account of personhood. The orthodox position 15 that o gerio c; '

Christ, is not only made out of two natures: Christ consists mti::\fal
' natures. Boethius attempts to defend this position from two here .

- positions.
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Boethius tries to demonstrate that two natures can be present in
one person by first defining his terms. In Chapter 1, he defines four
notions of nature. The fourth definition is the one that Boethiug
prefers for his present discussion. According to this definition, 3
nature is “the specific differentia that informs any one thing”
(OSv, 1, 111-13; Loeb p. 81). In short, a nature seems to be a substan.
tial form. At the beginning of Chapter 3, Boethius offers his consjd-
ered definition of person. A person is “an individual substance of a
rational nature” (m, 171-2; Loch p. 8 5). But the notion of a substance
needs clarification. A nature is an essence {ousia}, which Boethius
claims only subsists. A person is a substance {hupostasis), which not
only subsists but also substands (m, 254-64; Loeb p. 87). That is, a
person can be the subject for accidents. A person, then, is both an
instance and a composite integrated unity.*3

With these definitions in hand, Boethius first turns to the
Nestorian heresy. Nestorius agrees with the orthodox that Christ
consists in two natures. But he infers from this that Christ consists
in two persons (v, 275-7; Loeb P- 93). The claim that Christ consists
in two persons is equivalent to asserting that Christ is two instances
of a rational nature. But this undermines the unity of Christ. At best
Christ is now a universal. At worst, since there is no common under-
lying substance that unifies the human person and the divine person,
“Christ” becomes no more than the name of an aggregate (Iv, 294-301
and 356-8; Loeb pp. 95 and 99). Boethius thinks that neither result is
acceptable. Christ is clearly not a universal.>+ Indeed, He is not even
an instance, since there is no universal of which Christ is an instance,

{This is part of what Boethius means when he says that God is
“beyond substance.”} Nor can Christ be an aggregate. Boethius’ rea-
son for rejecting this possibility is that Christ would be “nothing.”
Clearly, Boethius is overstating his case. Christ would be an aggre-
gate. But the true point is that Christ would not be an integrated

unity. Orthodoxy demands that Christ is as much an integrated unity
as any other human,

Boethius next turns to the
assume that there is one
Consequently,
only be one nat

position of Eutyches. The Eutychians
person if and only if there is one nature.
since there is only one person who is Christ, there can
ure. The Eutychians do not deny the claim that Christ
m a divine nature and human nature. They merely

assert that these natures must have combined to form one nature.
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This is where Boethius attacks the Eutychians. Whir.;h nature is now
present in Christ? There seem to be only three options: (1} the two
natures combine to form a divine nature, (2} the two natures combine
to form a human nature, or (3] the two natures cor'nbme' to form a new
nature, which is neither human nor divine. Boethius thinks that none
of these options is acceptable (v1, 497-541 'Loeb pp. 109-13). The first
option is ruled out since a corporeal rational substance cagnot be
converted into an incorporeal rational substance. The second is rlrxled
out since an incorporeal rational subsFance c:.mnot be converted 1n_t0
a corporeal rational substance. Boethius r.emmds us that substantial
transformation occurs when one substantial form leave§ some matter
and another substantial form arrives in its place. But, in both cases,
there is no common matter that can stand under the change. The
third possibility is ruled out since a rati'onal SL}bstance must either be
corporeal or incorporeal; there is no t.h1rd option. A
Boethius thinks that the only option that is lc.?ft is to assert that
Christ is made from two natures, and Christ consists in two natures.
|He cannot deny that Christ is made from two natures. That would :e
blasphemy.) Boethius thinks that two natures, oI essences, ]((:anhie
present in one person, or concrete individual. He tries to make t ;
intelligible by resorting to an analogy. Two natures c;lan l;le ggx:n
together in such a way that they are lost. For ;?xample, when )crh i li "
and oxygen are mixed, they yield water, which has a natuz];e'm_ et
from both hydrogen and oxygen (v, 589—9_4; Loeb p. 117). is :
case of substantial change. Boethius’ previous argument was meanf
to show that this way of mixing natures cannot occur in the ca;e 31
the Incamation. But one can also mix two natures so thf.it t};eyh t:he
remain intact. For example, a gem-encrusted crown retains bot o
gem'’s nature and the gold’s nature {vi, §95-607; Loet‘> p. 117). }1;15 eas
the crown is one thing consisting both from and in two natures,
Christ can consist both from and in two natures. R
Such is the argument in outline. We cannot f_ully cn:m(ll
argument, but at least two difficulties should be bneﬂ})l{ noe:i1 .puzﬂe
First, it is not clear that Boethius has resolved tb et a; o
concerning the Incarnation, namely: how can two subs S
combine to form an integrated unity without ‘compzor;uﬂ ing e
existence of the two substantial forms? Thf:re is, after ” , ﬂ:efe "
reason to think that there is one nature if and only it o ot
one individual. Recall our earlier attempt to locate the princip
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persistence for Adam through accidental change. The most promising
principle seemed to be Adam’s substantial form. The existence of
Adam’s copy of Humanity is a necessary (and perhaps sufficient)
condition for Adam’s persistence. Now consider the persistence con-
ditions of Christ. Should we say that Christ persists only if both the
divine substance exists and a specific copy of Humanity exists? An
orthodox Christian will probably be wary of such a formulation, for it

implies that the Person of Christ exists temporarily,

not eternally,
But, aside from this worry,

notice that the persistence condition only
demands that the divine nature and the human nature coincide. In
other words, the tie between the two natures is contingent and
accidental. Clearly, this is also something that Boethius will want
to avoid. But how can we get a necessary and non-accidental unity
out of two distinct natures? Appealing to the example of a
has only limited value, for a crown is a man-
Aristotelians would argue that the mark of an
that binds together the parts is an accidental

There is a second wo

crown
made object, and many

form.

Boethius defines the person of Christ a
consisting of two natures. But is this und

consistent with the account of persons in On the Trinity? In his
treatment of the Trinity, Boethius will want to show that the persons

of the Trinity are real, but non-substantial, manifestations of the

Divine. Given that God is Form without matter, God merely subsists.

By asserting that Christ substands, has Boethius compromised God's
absolute simplicity?

$ a substanding individual
erstanding of the personhood

The Trinity

In the section on the construction
we saw that God is the
has no parts, and He is
also three Persons, the
face of it the doctrine o

of integrated unities [pp. 136-137),
truest integrated unity. He has no matter, He
not even distinet from His cause, Yet, God is
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. On the
f the Trinity threatens God’s unity and sim-

artifact is that the form

rry. In his treatment of the Incarnation,
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and God is a universal. But Goc} is neither a universal, nor for that
i iversal.
e l?zf)ﬁzebzfuan?:\z;ed if it could be shown that predications
’l;lhe ls?'fhe Father is not the Son” are not substantial predications.
—— hius needs to avoid another pitfall. In the fourth chapter
P 11;1 inity, Boethius tells us that the ten categories do not
o théodf for Ciod is “beyond substance” (0S1,1v, 184; Loeb p. 17}.
appé)" totions’that seem to fall within the ten categories must be
f;fntlgfpreted. Statements of the form “God is F’Lmust bet: }]j;t:arf;e::i
ither statements about God’s substagce or they mus
?isgilrative statements. For example, qualitative prcdmat‘;?;s, such as
. . {6 cations. .
“God is just,” must be remterpretgd as 1dﬁ:nt1f1cat10ns v en ;;i S:,e
is just, we are attributing justice to‘ Adam. L}t w |
:;tti?iag):lsillljus:t, we mean that God is identical t; Iust;(i:‘e: e(;v, ;:};;
12; Loeb p. 19). Other predications are to be talf’ep gura by oy
le, “God is everywhere” is true, not eca
t’-’afci!Sfefﬁnce- Fo;::(?? Eut’ because all places are present to Him (v,
God is in every 2
-8; . 21).
'124T118(’t Ii::ertc?ns a)re neither parts of God’s substance::1 n&zlrofxge:}l::i
accidents of God. But if the names of the Personsh ;}e not dencee
parts of God’s substance or accidents of God, then the

only two available options:’

|1} Contrary to orthodox belief the -lf’fltl}er is the Ec;n, the Son is
the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit 1s”the F‘z‘i;h e; .Holy Spict

(3} Claims such as “God is the father_ or he
proceeds from the Father” are figurative, not .

But Boethius wants to avoid the heterodox. option, a;iid h:;i?‘;ﬁz
deny that sentences pertaining to the Trmtzﬁa;fﬁerifce between
Persons are real features of God, and there is a real dit tion does not
the Persons. But he wants to show that this {eal dlls-fiﬁze If from this
compromise God's absolute unity. To ‘?thca?'d ay to predicate
dilemma Boethius proposes that there is a third way .
something of God: - o

. v, cf.
3} One can predicate non-accidental relations of God (0S1,°
OS 1, m). '

i sub
Relational predications do not compfomxse thfands S et of
things that are related.?® For example, if Adam s

stance of the




I50 ANDREW ARLIG

Eve and then moves so that he stands to her left, neither Eve nor
Adam has changed in substance. Likewise, if Abels father dies, Abel
is no longer a son, but Abel’s substance has not been compromised.
Abel is still what he is. Boethius proposes that the Divine Persons are
relational predicates of God. If the Persons are relations, then the
Persons in no way compromise God'’s substance. If the Persons are
relations, they also are real. “Adam is to the left of Eve” and “Abel is
the son of Adam” are both facts about the world. The relations that
obtain between Adam and Eve, and Abel and Adam, are real,
Likewise, the relations that hold between God and the Father, and
the Father and the Son, are real, not figurative. The main difference
between Divine relations and categorical relations is that the latter
are accidents of enmattered substances, The Persons, on the other
hand, are non-accidental relatives,

Boethius hopes that this solution will ward off the threat to God's
unity and simplicity, However, it is not clear that the relational
analysis of the Persons will preserve God’s simplicity. It seems
that, in order to have relations, one must have at least two distinct
relata. But how can God stand in a relation to Himself? In Chapter ¢
of his On the Trinity Boethius acknowledges this puzzle. His answer
is that it is not always true that a relative predicate is predicated of
something different. For example, the relation being the same as
oneself is not predicated of something different {OS 1, V1, 349-50;
Loeb p. 31).

It is not clear that the

property of being the same as oneself is a
proper relation.?” But ev

en if we grant that it is, there is a deeper
rsons of the Trinity do not possess accidents.
sibility that the Persons are numerically dis-

he actually bore accidents. So, w
possess accidents, or not?

Boethius is trying to satisfy two desiderata: first, that the Persons
of the Trinity are real, distinct manifestations of the Divine, and,
second, that these manifestations do not compromise the abhsolute

unity of the Divine, Unfortunately, it appears that these two desider-
ata cannot be mutually satisfied,

hich claim is true? Can a Person
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Boethius seems to be aware that his treatments of the Incarnation
nd the Trinity will not completely satisfy the philosopher. Aft'er he
agtes that an object can stand in relation to itself, he adds that, if one
n

~ cannot find a good example of an incomposite thing that is related to

itself, that is because one is lookir'lg at ntansitor,y Fh'mlgls witgsone’s
imagination, and not at eternal ‘thmgs with one’s inte e(‘:tc(l dx, i,
352-6; Loeb p. 31).** Our intuitions about relations, and indeed our
intuitions about sameness and diffe_:rence, are derived from exarr??(;
ing material, composite, and changing entities. WT}gn we a:iter;llp ¢
understand things that transcend matter, composition, an hf: fngt,
we should expect that these tools are hrmtf:d. L1kew1s¢?., 11}::1 is r:;se
ment of the Incarnation, Boethius gives a hint egrly on 1nf 5 t;:eaﬁrst
that at some point our human reason must give out,1 or the ;
definition of “nature” that he offers is this: a nature b; ong?1 ;ci)nani);
thing that, when it exists, can be captured by an uﬁl erst:laims fh "
some manner or other {OS v, 1, §5-7; Loeb p. 79). B(’)'et us cla ms that
he must add the caveat “in some manner or Othef, becalzlse the oare
some things that exist but cannot be grasped by a fu}ii anh COT;ES <
understanding. Instructively, the two examples that he gi

prime matter and God (1, 69—72 Loeb p. 79}

CONCLUSION

In his Opuscula sacza, Boethius presents some of tt;le eltc Ei?;igﬁ;
metaphysical theory of individuals. He .does not ﬂefs 10‘1 er that
But what he does tell us is tantalizing. It is h_tt ° wl tured
Boethius’ brief and incomplete treatments of md"’:f‘;‘;s ;?:nents
the imagination of numerous medieval phllosop.heﬂ; o Zscula are
of the theory of individuals that he pre§ents in the Op: elligible
marshaled in order to make the Incamation 3“4 Truuty 11.? unaided
inso far as these Divine truths can be made intelligible tot eomes up
human intellect. Our assessment has been t.hat BOthllé?ed e fail
short. But then again, Boethius admits that his task 1st ;1 the impor.
These inadequacies, however, should not detract. :lmetathSiCS
tance of Boethius’ Opuscula. The student of mechevmemS ot will
should begin with Boethius. Boethius defines the Pf(:: ward many of
inspire generations of philosophers, and he gestures to

th 1 L t —Litmnanhare will nffer.
[N o [ N iy (o S, h a mimm -
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NOTES

that an individug] # » Boethius repeats Aristotle’s claim

) 1s said of no sybjece”
1b6 7,and De Int. 17238 b1} n i cfr‘:m(CATI 70B; cf. Aristotle Cat.
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7. The sense in which an individual can move about and causally interact
with the world as a whole will need to be flexible enough to allow for
changes in parts over time, for intuitively Adam can lose some of these
parts and gain others (as humans seem to do when they eat, eliminate
waste, shed dead skin cells, and so forth).

8. Cf. King 2000, and also Gracia 1984, Chapter 1.

9. For Boethius’ treatment of other kinds of parts, see his On Division (esp.
879B-880A and 887D-888D). For an interpretation consult Arlig 2006
and 2005, Chapter 3.

10. Aristotle defines a soul as the form of a body (De Anima .1, 412a19-21).
For Christian thinkers a soul, while perhaps not a form, plays the same
role as a form in hylomorphic compositions.

11. For a discussion of the relation of natural priority see Arlig 2005, 89-96;
Barnes 2003, 24853, and 361—4; and Magee in Boethius 1998, 83-4.

12. For an overview of the Platonic elements in Boethius’ philosophy see
Chadwick 1981, passim and Gersh 1986 1, esp. 675-701 and 706.

13. See Gersh 1986 1, 655-7. Boethius’ position in the second commentary
on the Isagoge, which has been the source of much study, is somewhat
more ambiguous ([Tweedale 1976 and Spade 1996). In his commentary on
Aristotle’s Categories 1bas—2a10, Boethius discusses individual acci-
dents. This has led some interpreters to think that Boethius embraces
tropes, or individual forms. But we should be careful. First, Boethius is
discussing Aristotle’s views, not his own. Second, accidents are deriva-

tively individual at best, for Boethius tells us that Adam’s paleness and
Eve’s paleness are different because Adam'’s paleness is present in Adam
and Eve's paleness is in Eve (CAT 1704, 171D-1724; cf. oIS 184.1-11).
These claims are consistent with the position that if paleness were
stripped from Adam and from Eve, there would be only one pale form,
not two, In support of this interpretation, observe that the corresponding
individual substances are not particular humanities, but Adam and Eve -
i.e. composite substances.

14. For example, Plotinus reduces the ten Aristotelian categories, or highest
genera, to five categories {Enneads v1.1-3; of. Enneads v.1.4).

15. Spade 1985 1, Chapter 23. Cf. King 2000 and Gracia 1984, 204-10.

16. Spade 1985 1, Chapter 23.

17. See Fine 1994, 14-16.

18, Ammonius 1891 41.13-42.19; 68.25-69.2 {cf. Simplicius 1907, 82.35-83.20}.

t9. See Chadwick 1981, 180.

20. Cf. 21S 234.3~6.

21, Aristotle seems to endorse the view that matter is the princi

uation at Metaphysics Z.8, 1034a5-8. CL Metaphysics A.6, 1016b31-5.

ple of individ-

SR e mite b




29. On Boethius’ influence in general see t
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This is certainly a popular understanding of Aristotle’s metaphysics of
individuals from St, Thomas Aquinas to the present {see, e.g., Lloyd
1970]. For a critique of this interpretation see Gill 1994 and Furth
1978, esp. 642-4.

22. Plotinus, Enneads vi.8.19-23 [cf. Lloyd 1990, 94-5 ). In an earlier paper,
Lloyd attributes the bundle theory to Porphyry (Lloyd 1956). But see
Lloyd’s later revision of his view (1990, 45-7).

23. Cf Hadot 1973, 130.

24. C£.OS 1, 1, 9-15; Loeb p. 33.

25. Boethius’ own example is that of honey and water, which he thinks will
yvield a new nature. But clearly Boethius has in mind a case where
mixture brings about chemical transformation,

26. Foran overview of ancient and medieval theories of relations see Weinberg
1965, Chapter 2, 61-1 19; Brower 2005; and for the Scholastic Period
Henninger 198g.

27. Indeed, it is not clear that being the same as oneself is even a proper
property [see, e.g., Black 1952, 1 53-5).

28. Compare this claim to what Lady Philosophy asserts in the fifth book of

“ the Consolation. Philosophy tells her interlocutor that minds do not
comprehend x in accord with the “force” (vim) of x itseif, but rather in
accord with the faculty used by the mind to comprehend x (5.4.25).
Hence, what may be divided from one perspective {say, that of the
imagination) may be one from another, higher perspective (say, the
faculty of understanding) {5.4.26-29). Philosophy uses this principle to
show why it is hard for humans to comprehend that Divine foreknowl-
edge is compatible with the freedom of the human will {5.6).

he next chapter. For Boethius’
the metaphysics of individuals,
Spade 1985 1, Chapter 23; and King 2000.

influence on medieva] ruminations on
start by consulting Gracia 1984;
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7 The medieval fortunes
of the Opuscula sacra

Boethius wrote five treatises of Christian theology groupefi ;:n;ller the

title Opuscula sacra. At least three of them — among whlcEt e g;g

most important ones, the De Trinitate (O§ 1} and the.Conm'l aixtyc e

et Nestorium (OS v} - deal with Trinitanan_or Chr}stologlic 1stsumi
These treatises came to take a central part in medlevafl ;1 o;igh athe
had a surprisingly wide influence upon 1t Dunng the Mid ed ges, the
danger of heresies was a less urgent topic than it had been gn;ind
first centuries of Christianity,’ a time marked by ﬁ:equenfE o rnal
disputes, Arius and Nestorius were no longer a danger z;ged »
established dogma and, in the Latin West, the Church ::lsbecaus(; -
consequence, the Opuscula sacra were no longer topll S rtay
their rooting in doctrinal controversies; they appeaxe.d esls; as ey
of militant strength in the struggle of orthodoxy against ;l’etff}’- i

transferred into the intellectual context of the medlevﬁn aclgns tim;
they took on a new life, distant from the task of difeg ng ¢ e
dogma, but central to philosophical thought. From t ;1 egn:rn:igea(:hed
Middle Ages onwards, the influence of the O;_Jusc alsa a race
beyond dogmatic theology, into the fields of logic, olrfl:lc; Ogimdes e
physics. For 400 years, from the ninth to the twe.l c o béside
Opuscula were among the reference texts of phi 05_05 dec;m) .
Aristotle’s Categories (or its paraphrase, the Categfﬂflcal hought of
Peri hermeneias, and Porphyry’s Isagoge.” The tl.leo 0gl ity in dis-
Boethius came to be called upon as a philosophlcafl auts c;;lta)::counts
cussions on the problem of universals and coqlmox; On:lic’ipation and
of the individuality of individuals, in theories of par D rsence,
later, in the debate on the distinction between b?lgjg ;eatiscs o
The height of the influence of Boethius’ theologn:ften o ated
reached during the twelfth century, when they were o
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upon and became the centre of philosophical questioning. During the
twelfth century Boethius came to be evaluated as follows in the words
of Peter of Poitiers: magis fuit philosophus quam theologus.3 Even if
Boethius was greatly renowned as a theologian,* the medieval recep-
tion of the Opuscula sacra is true to this saying because its influence
on philosophical debate was so great. In the period before the gradual
entry of Aristotle’s Metaphysics into the Latin West and before it took
the central role it was to occupy subsequently, the De Trinitate and the
De hebdomadibus {OS$ m) contributed importantly in defining the
scope of first philosophy. The problems of Latin metaphysical thought
which were discussed before the rediscovery of Aristotle’s natural and
metaphysical writings — categorical ontology, the application of the
categories to God, ontological participation and dependence, and the
doctrine of paronymy (or denominative predication) — are related in
important ways to the Opuscula sacra.

It would nevertheless be a mistake to believe in a one-directional
and unitary doctrinal influence, Boethius’ authority was called upon
by thinkers whose theories were sometimes completely incompat-
ible; for example, his texts were taken to provide arguments bhoth for
accepting and rejecting the real existence of universals. The structure
itself of the Opuscula and their lack of strong doctrinal unity’® made
possible such a diverse influence, Medieval thinkers did not seek
faithfulness to Boethijus’ teaching, the coherence of which remains
difficult to ascertain, but drew from the Opuscula sacra the concepts
and theses they needed to expound their own thought.

The history of the medieval reception of the Opuscula sacra shows
that, like late ancient philosophy, medieval philosophy was often a
qQuestion of exegesis. Early medieval philosophy is characterised by
its frequent reliance on ancient, late ancient and Patristic texts, as a
basis for speculation, Commenting on an authority was often the
?C(.:ae_‘.ion of expressing original thought, as noted by John Marenbon:
It is in commentaries that much of the most important philosophical
work of the ninth to twelfth centuries was accomplished.’ Despite
its particular rules, the practice of commentary did not restrain phil-
osophical thought; on the contrary, it often stimulated it. Gilbert of
Poitiers and Thomas Aquinas are good examples of this phenomenon.

I'shall proceed in three stages: first, I shall give an historical over-
view of the medieva] reception of the Opuscula sacra; 1 shall then
consider the methodological and lexical influence of Boethius, and
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conclude with a presentation of some of the philosophical discussions
which Boethius initiated in the Middle Ages.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

e five Opuscula - OS 1, OS m, OS v — were particularly
i'lx‘th;sZn(ﬁatlhduring the Middle Ages. The way in which they were reai
and the use made of them was different from one century to amother.d
will consider the most important moments., and the more pronounce ,
influences.” Three particular periods constitute the ess‘enual sFaﬁes }{1}
Boethian influence: (1} the early Middle .Ages, dur‘mg V\thC lt e
Opuscula sacra, added to the set of treatises of.Anstot.e ian ho'gl(i
known as the Logica vetus, were thg textua.l basis of phllosiop ica
thought; {2) the twelfth century, during which the Op(;:s‘csu ;11 scic:}
became, particularly in the context of the. so-callf: | cdoohﬂo-
Chartres’, the reference text on which theologlcal, .loglca an phjch

sophical discussions focused; (3) the scholjetstic period, du;mg;v b
the Opuscula sacra remained an influential text, as testi 11 )in as
commentaries dedicated to two of the Opuscula by Th(?m:l;s quf th;
despite the fact that they were not par‘t of the cunilcu grfn :I)n
universities, which had by then reached its fully developed torm.

The early Middle Ages

The manuscript tradition testifies to a wide diffusion of theiﬁ:s:i;{z
sacra during the early Middle Ages.® More t};an _fqrty m trom the
copied before the twelfth century are extant, Onglf‘“;‘ll:f Touss,
scriptoria of important Carolingian cultural centres: kr?:;wn o
Saint-Denis and Corbie. Alcuin appears not to ha‘ve the Munich
Opuscula sacra, but they were used arougd Scnodmther diseinles
Passages, a collection of short texts by Cfindxdgs and oth on by
of Alcuin.*® The first example of sigﬂiflcant_ mﬁuencz lfingitions of
Gottschalk of Orbais {t 867). He cites extensively the de sbstantia
persona and natura, as well as the discussions m;essen;m, ts S ibes
and subsistentia, material originating in ‘OS v. Hea :;) d; diversis,
almost entirely the treatise Utrum Pa;e.r mrllus Respon
but without explicit reference to Boethius. TR,
OSvisalso c:refully discussed by Ratramnus of Corbu‘;lin I;Ss I: i‘f;ate
anima ad Odonem Bellovacensem |c.865). The book reprodu
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between the disciple of an Irish master called Macarius and Ratramnus,
on the soul understood as a species, which leads to a discussion on the
existence of universals.'* Whereas OS 1 would be used, during the twelfth
century, to uphold a realist theory, Ratramnus provides an interesting
example of a conceptualist position {universals are only concepts) which
makes use of the vocabulary and positions of OS v, Ratramnus uses the
Boethian notions of persona, subsistentia (to qualify generic and specific
universals| and substantia, which is used to refer to primary substances
only (Ratramnus of Corbie, 1952, 71: 19-30). According to Ratramnus,
universals have no ontological superiority over individuals; on the con.
trary, universals draw their subsistence from individual substances,
Universals are only concepts; they only exist in the mind. ! A species
is a resemblance among beings, which is perceived by the soul.

John Scottus Eriugena (t c.877) probably knew the Opuscula
sacra.®® E K. Rand attributes to him a commentum - in reality a set
of glosses ~ on four of the five Opuscula, the exegesis of the last one
{08 v} being, according to Rand, the work of Remigius of Auxerre
{t 908).%¢ M. Cappuyns questioned this attribution,’” and argued that
the whole text was written by Remigius of Auxerre: he noted the
absence of Greek authorities, the use of Latin Trinitarian formulae,
and doctrina) discrepancies.’® What is certain is that these glosses
originate in an intellectual context strongly influenced by Eriugena,
and contain several ‘Eriugenian’ doctrinal elements. In addition to
their Neoplatonic vocabulary (e.g. hyperousios), they deal with the
theme, central to Eriugena’s thought, of the procession of beings,
which are first hidden in God, then appear in genera et species,
Places and times (ed. Rand, 1906, 51: 22-52: 14}."? These glosses

on the'divine being (40: 19), on relations jn God {44: 23 and 45: ¢}, on
pluralitas (38: 17), and on the distinction between aeternitas and

sempitem'itas {42 30). These glosses were widely diffused; approxi-
mately thirty early medieval manuscripts are identified, 2°

The twelfth century

Man'e-Dorninique Chen

u rightly proposed that the twelfth cent
should be called an aetq M the

s boethiana.** Thig name is justified by the

—v——
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importance of Boethius in the philosophical and theological thought

o :;lle pearrioiientify two important philosophical debates during the

twelf(:hC century. Both dealt wi’:}? logical-ontological p.ro_blelrils

(mainly the status of universal entm.es) and were, at lef:’lSt originally,

exegetical in nature, and tried to decide on the correct mterprejcaui)]n

f ‘authoritative’ texts. The first set of discussions was held in the

:chools of logic in Paris during the first decades r.)f the f:entlur.y, zEnd

concentrated on the interpretation of wost of Ansto'tehan ogltc., ;.:.

Porphyry’s Isagoge, Aristotle’s Cat‘ego:;zes a.nd De interpreta zzus,
and Boethius’ On Topical Differentme: Various, O'ftﬁnd?nonyn; thé

of whether these logical texts dea :
ﬂrrgrbc;se TZH voce exegesis) or things (in re exeges‘i’i Amongwthﬂfifr?t;
inent philosophers in ]tjhils :iiebate we may identify
and Peter Abelard.
Chﬁi‘:ﬁhe middle of the tw.vel’llfth1 cegtl:r)_? at:}(::hz(rmdtizatti ft(:;(l)lt
in Parisian logical schools, but in

sizfz:il;lo’tsf;xool of Chartfes.’” This seconc% debate wastalgoofr:lef::é
ical, but the reference text ;nd‘ the al;:fll:)ig;Yo?%f;le‘:‘;;; Owusoula
i . It was centred on the interpr _

g;fjf:‘a;l; the Chartrian milieu, interested in the ?u;mell’ls a:;j (:ili)::ut:
Platonism, the Opuscula sacra became the basis (()ir eauniversals.
sions on the ontology of the sensible world an Eﬂon Geval ohi.
This debate was initiated by one of the most origin fcrg; e
losophers, Gilbert of Poitiers {t 1154). He wrote aset o rticular impor-
on the Opuscula sacza. These commentaries have Itaﬁ . e the exly
tance for the history of medieval phﬂOSOPng Sﬁ‘;‘:ﬁ seiz ot his own
extant exposition of Gilbert’s phiIOSOPhY-. (’3 crt He constructs a
philosophy through his exegesis of Boethlu:s tex'tsr;tion  common
strictly particularist ontology, notablc_a fo‘r its re}le Quidguidenim
entities. According to Gilbert, every thing is singular . of essences,
est, singulare est, 1371b). This is true Of'SUbSta'nieIa'rist osition,
and of properties. In order to set out his partict the Opuscula
which is different from that defended !DY Boethmsemhbenies with
sacra, Gilbert sometimes allows himself 8_(1)];11“’5 very original
Boethius’ text {see below, pp. 167, 179—1)- Gi eb th theological
commentaries attracted strong criticism, onOSOI was put into
and philosophical points. His commentary on

e __
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question, in particular by Bernard of Clairvaux, at the Council of
Reims (1148),* notably because of his distinction between deus and
divinitas. Basing himself on Boethius’ distinction between esse and
id quod est, Gilbert states a distinction between divinity, divinitas
quae est in deo, and God, Deus in quo est divinitas, in an analogy
with the distinction between humanity and man. He believes in the
causality of forms and therefore holds that God is God through
divinity.

Despite the recriminations of the council - Gilbert was not offi-
cially condemned - the manuscripts of Gilbert's commentaries circu-
lated widely.?® Gilbert came to acquire a privileged status in the
Boethian tradition and was even sometimes called ‘the comrmentator’
in the context of the Opuscula sacra. His commentaries gave rise to a
strong ‘conservative reaction’ (in the words of M. Gibson), as testified
by the commentaries originating in the circle of the disciples of
Thierry of Chartres [t c.11 55) and those of Clarembald of Arras
{t after 1170), Thierry’s student. From the circle of Thierry originated
a Commentum super Boetii librum de Trinitate, a set of Lectiones
and a Glosa on the same text. A fragment of a commentary on OS
{Fragmentum Admuntense) and one of a commentary on OS v
(Fragmentum Londinense)*” allow us think that Thierry of Chartres
taught on the whole set of Opuscula sacra. These texts probably
record the teachings of Thierry with additions by his pupils. They
develop for example a theory of creation based on the efficient cau-
sality of the forma essend; in OS . 2®

Clarembald of Arras wrote two commentaries, on OS 1 and on
OS m {around 1157-8].2° The texts originating in the circles of
Clarembald and Thierry are doctrinally close and agree in their
rejection of the particularist metaphysics of Gilbert {see below,
P. 171). On several occasions, Clarembald criticises Gilbert on uni-
versals and forms,3° and reproaches him repeatedly for postulating

oumerical difference among the three persons of the Trinity.?"
Clarembald insists particularly on two things in his commentary:
the secondary status of the forms of the sensible world (see below,
p- 168), and the unity of individuals (see below, p. I71}. A commen-
tary formerly attributed to Bede, edited by Migne in the Patrologia

0 agree with Clarembald. Because this

~ommentary mentions the Council of Reims and Gilbert, it cannot
de attributed to Bede.
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The thirteenth century

Although they remained respected texts,'the Opus‘cuIa sacra did not
retain their central position in philosophical practice. Tl.ley were not
included in the teaching programmes of the newly established univer-
sities. This explains, at least partially, 'why the Opuscul.'a sacra pIayeg
arelatively secondary role during the fu'lal part of the MldsﬂC Ages, e;)n
why next to no commentaries were written on them during the sc1 o-
lastic period. Other explanations can be given, such as the comp et;
restructuring of the set of logical texts which were us.ed', a }essene:.o
interest [in comparison with the twelfth century) for Trinitarian prob-
lems in theological debate, and the growing use - through translatmnsf
from Arabic and Greek - of the works of Aristotle and the entry o
Arabic philosophers, Avicenna princil.nally: §o 31;2he Opus;ula sacn;
were part neither of the teaching in universities,> nor of the grou;})ﬁc;
texts on which philosophical attention was focus.ed. Most of tl_le P (;
osophical and theological activity centres on university prac}:;t;e ar:1 :
the study of the corpus Aristotelicum. The theological met . (cl:ob
veyed by the Opuscula sacra, and develop.efl and systerr.iatlsemn{
Gilbert of Poitiers, also lost part of its significance. Two impo fant
exceptions must be noted: on the one hand, Thomas 'Aqum_as c
mented on Boethius, and on the other hand some Boethian axioms are
frequently called upon in the debate on bei:llg and essence(.i -
Thomas Aquinas wrote two commentaries, On OS1an 01111 . .
Both are works from his youth {probably c.1255-9}, -when (lei was
master at the University of Paris. They belong to dﬁfer;n.t f ltletrearg
genres. The commentary on OS 1 has two parts: first, a hn;eal N
exposition of the text, then a series of questions whic e i
detailed way with the doctrinal problems set out bleoet ue o
Aquinas limits himself to commenting on the pro O%Juse‘m e
chapter, and a part of the second. The commentary on D e each
up of just an expositio, i.e. the explanation of the te);:, king eac
proposition in turn (Aquinas used the same me.thod when e
ing on Aristotle). Aquinas’ texts have little in (j.omn:ﬁlnm b
previous discussions of the Opuscula sacrd; Aquméfs s diffused in
Gilbert’s commentary despite the fact that it was wide gntary s
his time. It is of particular significance that, in h1§ (:ornn:i A
1, Aquinas did not go as far as the doctrine of relations an et to
categories, when this part of the text had been of centra
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twelfth-century commentators. He was more focused on the episte.
mological problem of the status of Christian theology as a science.
The discussion given in the commentary on OS 1,34 structured in
questions, follows the classical structure of a disputatio, with six
questions of four articles each. For each theme which is the subject
of an article first the arguments in favour of a solution are expounded,
then those in favour of the contrary solution (sed contra), the exposi-
tion of Aquinas’ own solution {responsio) and finally the answer to
the arguments given at the beginning (ad argumenta). Questions 1-
deal with the possibilities and limits of human knowledge about God.
Aquinas defends the possibility of scientific knowledge about God.
Question 2, article 3 contains a forceful defence of the use of philos-
ophy in theology. Question 4 deals with the causes of plurality and of
the principle of individuation {see below, pp. 171-2) Questions 5andé
give a division of theoretical sciences and present their respective
methods. Aquinas aims at distinguishing between theology as trans-
mitted by Scripture and philosophical or metaphysical theology.
The other noticeable example of the presence of the Opuscula
sacra during the thirteenth century can be found in a dispute between
Dietrich of Freiberg, Henry of Ghent and Giles of Rome on being and
essence. In this dispute, axioms from OS m*s and Gilbert of Poitiers’
commentary to the text are frequently called upon. Gilbert was
considered by scholastic authors as the commentator of Boethius
flike Averroes for Aristotle). In a debate with Aquinas, Dietrich
quotes long passages from Chapter 2 of OS 1in his De ente et essentia
(1.7} and uses axioms from OS m and their interpretation by Gilbert.
The interpretation of the Boethian distinction between being and that
which is (esse and id quod est) is central to the controversy between
Henry of Ghent and Giles of Rome. In his ninth question on being and
essence, Giles of Rome’® uses Boethius in order to defend a real
distinction between being and essence. Henry of Ghent, according
to whom this distinction is intentional, answers him in the seventh
question of Quodlibet 10 (Henry of Ghent, 1981, 145-97) with a
criticism of the interpretation of Boethius given by Giles.

A METHOD FOR RATIONAL THEOLOGY

The {ist of the authors who commented on or used Boethius’ text does
Dot give a complete idea of the profound influence which the Opuscula

The medieval fortunes of the Opuscula sacra . 163

sacra exerted on medieval thought, not only.from a doctrin'al stand-
point, but also from a methodological fand lexical one. Boethius trans-
mitted to medieval thinkers a theological methgd ‘Pased on th.e use of
Aristotelian logic, and he contributed to esta.bhshmg the Latin theo-
logica! and philosophical vocabulary, mainly in f)nt(?logy. ' .

The Opuscula sacra are a model of .the apthtion_ qf dlaIec.:tlc to
theology. Boethius uses the Aristotelian loglcal' tradition as it had
developed within Neoplatonism to solve Fheollogl‘cal problem§ and t’o
tackle heresy. Boethius himself took his inspiration from @st_otle s;
idea of science. His theological method consists of the application 1(13
the logical rules of definition and demonstrauqn to whatever of the
divine nature is determinable by human rational understanding.
Before him, the Cappadocians Fathers, such as Gregory of Nysia,
had already turned to logic. But Boethius opened t_he way to t t;
Middle Ages by showing the relevance of the use, in tl?eology: o1
Aristotelian logic. He makes use of a set of strong phl.losop'hxca
concepts which originate in Aristotle and the 'N‘eoplatomc phlloslo—
phers, and gives the Biblical text and the authorities a secondary role.
Aquinas was quite conscious of this when he wrote th.at. there ;rIe n;;
ways of considering the Trinity — through the authonne;or throu
reason - and that Boethius preferred the second method. o

The Boethian tradition, in Gilbert of Poitiers as well as A_Lq%unasf 115‘;
one of rational theology, whereby man can expiain‘the Trinity wit
rational arguments. Gilbert says that, in God, the unity of essence cz:)r}
be explained through the rationes theologicae, and the diversity o
the persons through the rationes naturales. The_ natura]‘re.:asm}sthe
which the theologian must turn in order to exp'lam th; trinity ol -
divine persons are no other than the ten Anstotehalll cate%cim_ e:
Gilbert's understanding of the role of theology as reasoning on \nrnn ;'
being {essentia) is influenced by Boethius. In his T'heolog.m sun:v "
boni, Abelard exemplifies the Boethian method c?f using logic asé arm :lr
of attaining a rational understanding of the Trinity. From t}: Oodel
point of view, the axiomatic method of OS m can be sFen:;s em
for that used by Alan of Lille in his Regulae‘ theologiae. o of the

The use of logic in theology gives new life to the pmdi eml > e
application of the categories to God, known under t.he me evla i
of praedicatio in divinis - a problem which was ﬁ':st fox_'mu aon o
Plotinus (Ennead vi.1) and inherited from the dlscuss;;oinls1 on e
felevance of the categories to the intelligible world whic
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found in Neoplatonic commentaries to the Categories. This problem -
which was also considered by Augustine - was hotly discussed during

the early Middle Ages, as testified by the first book of Eriugena’s
Periphyseon, which is entirely dedicated to it.>® Boethius defends a
mutation of categories when applied to God.*° His solution is based on
the principle of the dependence of categories on the subject: the cate-
gories are such as the subject permits them to be {talia sunt <praedi-
camenta> qualia subiecta permiserunt; this axiom was to have a long
medieval posterity). So, with the exception of relation, all categories
can be predicated of God after modification. This modification -
Boethius uses the word mutatio and not translatio like Augustine -
is justified by the fact that substance in God is not really substance, but
beyond substance. The problem of theological predication is particu-
larly developed during the twelfth century by Gilbert of Poitiers and
Thierry of Chartres {see in particular the Lectiones in Boethii librum
de Trinitate v.17, Hiring, 1971, 191: 83-8).

DEFINING THE TERMS

Like the Greek theologians who were his contemporaries, Boethius
attached great importance to defining the words he used. He shares
the common opinion of late ancient Greek theology [say from
Leontius of Byzantium to John of Damascus), according to which
many heresies can be avoided if words are correctly defined; the
second chapter of OS v is revealing on this point. We can maybe
interpret it as inherited from Aristotle, who considered definitions
to be the principles of demonstrations {Posterior Analytics gba4).
Defining the terms (mainly natura and persona) is both the problem
with and the solution to the heresies of Eutyches and Nestorius.
Boethius’ legacy on this point is not so much having transmitted
the taste for definitions to the Latin world as having contributed to
establishing the definitions themselves. Boethius contributed to
establishing the Latin equivalents of some Greek terms (essentia for
ousia,*' subsistentia for ousiosis, substantia for hypostasis and per-
sona for prosépony. Boethius also contributed to defining the seman-
tic field of subsistence to refer to the mode of being of universals. Both
his translation of the Isagoge and his remarks in OS v were influen-

tial. He states that the mode of being of universals is subsistere,
whereas that of individual substances is substare.
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Boethius’ two most important defipitigns are thosc.: of nature
(Nature is the specific differentia which informs a thxpg) and c:f
person** {‘an individual substance of a n{iture endowc‘d .w.1th reason’,
naturae rationabilis individua substantia). Thc'ase defuut}ons, wh.xch
were elaborated for theology, come from the ﬁeid‘ of logic. ”Ijhe firs:t
presupposes the system of genera .and' species of ﬁ}Llrxstot € z
Categories, as put forward by Porphyr.y in 11:13 Isagoge, an'd the ?econ
presupposes the distinction between individuals a}nd umverszlia . ]

Although Boethius’ definition of person - which was elaborate
from notions of traditional ontology — was w1d'ely accept_e(_i .:md verg
frequently referred to, it was also the sub]et.:t‘ ?f criticism han
attempts were made to reformulate it. It was cnfac‘lsed from a ; eo-
logical point of view by Abelard {Theol'ogm. Chnsnana_m_.ug; cter
Abelard, 1969, 262) and by Richard of St Vlct.or (d‘e Trinitate 4, )olcil,
Richard of St Victor, 1959, 279-81) who consider it _not to be appli-
cable to the Trinity. In the Trinity*® - a treatise which was wntt;eln
shortly after the Council of Reims — Richard {1“1 173! removes ft e
notion of substance from the definition of person, insisting on the fact
that ‘substance’ answers the question ‘what is it?’ (quid) »'vhereas
‘person’ answers the question ‘who is it?’ {quis). He emphas1§esb;bll.::
notion of singular and incommunicable existence (mcommuzgch :
exsistentia), which is, according to him, more adequate for defining
what a person is. . _

hBo:tEiu:’ definition has also sometimes been modified on piul}c:-
sophical grounds: Odo of Cambrai, a realist t}}inlfef of the end‘ on ;11':
eleventh century, said that persona est mdxv;duum ;mé) alls

naturae (PL 160, 1080CD). By removing substantia fron? is le -
tien, Odo gets rid of the substantiality of the pgrson, keegmg gilflfy e
individuum. Since the individual is substantlally noth{ng_ ef!:h :
from its species, Odo can define the person as an 1r.13tant1at10n ol
universal man which has no particular substantiality.

DOCTRINAL 1SSUES

Several theses of the Opuscula sacra were given particular 1!;1&1“&?
by their medieval reception. I shall discuss two examples ‘-vf '
trate the philosophical importance of the Opuscula sacra: ifOBoethius
individuality. The first example highlights th?, fac.t that, Tvefl al method
gave an important role to Aristotelian logic in his theologic ‘
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from a doctrinal point of view the Opuscula sacra also had a Platonic
influence. The second example shows the role played by Boethius’
theological tractates in the transmission of late ancient philosophy,

True forms and images

In the Opuscula sacra, Boethius transmitted a thesis which became
fundamental to the philosophy of twelfth-century thinkers related to
the School of Chartres. It deals with forms:

For from forms which are without matter come the forms which are in matter
and produce bodies. For it is to speak improperly {ebutimur| to call forms
those which are in bodies, since they are images. (OS1171: 11 3-16)

This passage, a piece of pure Platonic metaphysics, contains a
thesis which has serious consequences. It entails a Platonic meta-
physical principle according to which the ‘forms’ of the sensible
world {the immanent forms) are not real forms but only images of
real forms. The rejection of the idea that real forms are mixed with
matter is also Platonic. A Platonic reading of this thesis gives less
ontological reality to the image, and thus establishes two ontological
levels: that of the real forms, and the lower one of images. In conse-
quence, real substantiality is not in individuals; since in them, mixed
with matter, only images or imitations can be found. The acceptance
of this thesis creates a division between twelfth-century philosoph-
ical systems, a contrast between the ‘Chartrian’ discussion of the
Opuscula sacra and the ‘Parisian’ logical debates. Thinkers related
to the Schools of logic preferred to follow Boethius the logician, and
remained within the Aristotelian framework of logic and the theory
of the Categories.** On this view, individuals {and the universals in
them if one adopts a realist standpoint) are the real substantial ele-
ments. For example, one of the doctrinal advantages of an ontological
realism such as that of William of Champeaux is to guarantee the
sub‘st‘antiality of the sensible world by placing the real substantial
entities, the universals, in it. Accepting the Boethian thesis of the
fon'ns of the sensible world a5 images has the contrary effect: that of
takmg true substantiality out of the sensible world, and leaving in
individuals only images, copies of the real forms which are separated.

The Parisian dialecticians worked in an Aristotelian frame of mind
and wanted to guarantee the substantiality of the individual; on the

—v—f

The medieval fortunes of the Opuscula sacra 167

other hand, the Chartrian thinkers happily endorsed (and even ampli-
fied] one of the most Platonic aspects of Boethiug’ theological
thought. In a coherent interpretation, they complement Boethiug*s
with ideas from their other favourite point of reference, Plato’s
Timaeus. The Timaeus’ cosmology entails that things which are
pot, but seem to be, owe their appearance of being to the fact that
they are images.

This idea can already be found in the glosses of pseudo-Eriugena ¢
but Gilbert is the first to theorise it. In a Platonic way, he states the
existence of pure forms which are separated from the sensible world
and from matter. He calls these forms sincerae substanciae (Gilbert
of Poitiers, 1966 = G, 100: 14). According to him, forms in bodies ‘are
not ideas but their images’ (non ideae sed idearum icones, G 100: 23).
Gilbert distinguishes pure ideas or archetypes {(exemplares) from the
forms which, when mixed with matter, produce bodies (G 100: 17~
19). Jean Jolivet writes about Gilbert: ‘he found most of his Platonism
in the author [i.e. Boethius] who was for medieval thinkers one of the
main sources of it’ {1992, 63). In Gilbert, this Boethian theory is
balanced by the high ontological status which is given to individual
realities. His metaphysics are a subtle combination of Platonic
elements founded on Boethius {such as this statement of the exis-
tence of ideas) and a strictly particularist ontology which values and
emphasises the reality of individuals.

Thierry of Chartres goes much further in assimilating this
Boethian thesis into his metaphysics. Where, on the one hand,
Gilbert balances the Boethian theory by a valuation of substantial
individual reality, Thierry, on the other hand, denies any proper
substantial reality to individuals (as we shall see with regard to the
next point, he holds that the essence is common to the individuals of
the same species and that it is properly speaking possessed by none of
them|, For Thierry, only the images of the forms exist in matter, and
they come from the real forms which exist in the divine mind.#’ ms
wotld is, according to John Marenbon,*® a world of imagines. To this
Platonic doctrine, Thierry adds another element related to the Prob-
lem of universals, He accepts the existence of uninstantiated univer-
sals, which means that the existence of a universal does not depend
upon that of the individuals which instantiate it: this is an obvious
sign of a strongly Platonic position. For example, Thierry states that
the forma humanitatis is imperishable: if no individual man were to
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exist, then the form ‘humanity’ would not perish; but it would lose its
specific identity and return to the simplicity of the forma diving
(Haring, 1971, 84: 81-4).

Clarembald also insists on the secondary status of the forms of the
sensible world. They are the images in bodies of the real forms which
are in God. Forms in bodies are an outflow of real forms: omnis ...
corporum forma ab illa forma ... profluit {'the entire form of bodies
flows from that form’, Hiring, 196 5, 115). Immanent forms are degen-
erate images of prototypical forms. They descend (descendunt) from

the purissimae substantize by a kind of fall or degeneration
{degeneraverunt).+®

Individuality caused by accidents

The notion of forms separate from matter was accepted almost unan-
imously by the commentators of Boethius; but this was not the case
for another Boethian thesis, dealing with the individual. Having
introduced three possible types of identity or difference - through
genus, through species {Felix the cat and Cicero are different as to
their species) or through number (Socrates is numerically different
from Plato} - Boethius introduces an explanation of numerical differ-
ence: the variety of accidents produces the difference as to number
(numero differentiom accidentium varietas facit, OS 1 168; 56-7)
Individuals of the same species are different owing to the variety of
their accidents. Even alone, this thesis involves a metaphysical posi-
tion, in that it rejects the essential individuation of the particular.
Two individuals of the same species do not differ through their own
essence, but through their accidents. This entails two things: (1) the
essence is common to all the individuals of the same species [since, if
each individual had its own essence, individuals would differ from
one another essentially); (2} all the substantial being of the individuals
is contained in the species®® [since the difference between two individ-
uals of the same species is accidental, their substantial being comes
from what they have in common, their species). The idea that the
difference between two individuals of the same species is due to a
bundle of properties originates in Porphyry's Isagoge (AL 1.6-7, 13:
21-14: 6}, where the individua] is said to be constituted by a unique
bundle of properties. Boethjus makes Porphyry’s theory even more
explicit by adding that these properties are accidental. Note that this
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Porphyrian thesis was favourably received.amosrig the Gr}tlzek fChurCh
Fathers, in particular among the Cap.pz%docmr?s;- 1t. was therefore not
unnatural for Boethius to calluponitina Tnmtana.n conte;st.

Like Porphyry in the case of universals, B(_)etl?lus pr.ovl.de.d the
terms for the problem of the ontological constitution of individuals
{or the first centuries of the Middle Ages..T.he pfobl’er'n is not Fhat of
finding a principle of individuation (pn'nc1p1lum u‘ldmduatmms)., but
that of knowing what causes {facit) nume'rlcal _dlfference., that 1s,.0f
finding an ontological explanation of indivxdual'lty. Bogthlus contrib-
uted to the understanding of individuality as a kind of difference: to be
individual is to be dissimilar to other things. .

In OS 1 - with reminders in his commentary to the Is‘agt.:tgfz -
Boethius defends an explanation of the individuality of the individual
which had already been formulated in other words by ?orphyry, :%nd
popularises it in the Latin world.’* This thf:ory of mchmduatl.on
through accidents would come to be very widely acFelzﬁgd _dunng
the early Middle Ages. As demonstrated by ]or‘ge' Gracia,’® it is use
by John Scottus Eriugena, Odo of Cambrai, William of Champeatix,
Thierry of Chartres and Clarembald of Arras. We may ad‘d Ans;: n'i
of Canterbury to this list:** he advocates a theo'ry of the mdl'w uad
as collectio proprietatum, which is in line w1Fh‘ Porphm s an :
Boethius’ thought. We can identify two major critics of this thesis:
Peter Abelard and Gilbert of Poitiers. f

Abelard rejects this theory and, more widely, the: {elcvance o

individuation itself. For Abelard, substances are inc.hwdual essen-
tially and of themselves; therefore they need nothn.lg other than
themselves for their individuation. Abelard states this very cleaxzy
in the Logica ingredientibus (Peter Abelard, 1919-33, .13:_13.3—251) !;
teferring to the following thought experiment: take two md1v1flud;; s.:)l
the same species; if their accidents were removed, these two m vid-
uals would remain different from each other and woulfi contmut; :co
subsist in their proper essence because their personal difference { 13;
cretio personalis) - the fact that this one is not that one — does no
come from accidents but from an essential difference. Abelard Fnakes
apowerful criticism of the thesis of individuation through accidents.
This criticism is not so much aimed at Boethius hims?elf, as at a
Contemporary of Abelard who endorsed this Boethla%n tl';fOI'Y,
William of Champeaux. Material essence realism - the first t t;(_)ryn
of universals to be held by William - does indeed take the Boethia
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thesis as one of its central axioms. One of the arguments of Abelard
against this theory is that it entails an unacceptable consequence: the
priority of accidents over particular substances (since then particular
substances will not be able to act as the substrate for accidents).
In his commentary on Boethius’ text, Gilbert gives a theory which
depends on the essential individuation of the particular. He states
that Plato and Cicero are two distinct individuals, not only through
accidental properties, but more importantly through substantial
properties (G 58: 45-7]. This point is interesting with regard to
Gilbert’s intellectual attitude. Despite the fact that the theory of
the essential individuation of particulars contradicts a literal reading
of the Boethian text he comments on, Gilbert develops it in his
commentary. He uses Boethius’ conceptual tools, but does not hesi-
tate to take his distance from, or even correct, Boethius’ text when it
is in obvious contradiction with his interpretation. Gilbert bases
himself on Boethius’ doctrine {in OS m) of the esse and quod est to
develop his theory, According to Gilbert, everything is what it is
(quod est) by virtue of something which makes it so (quo est). For
example, a man is what he is |a man) by humanity, a white thing by
whiteness. A quo est (like, of course, a quod est) is necessarily partic-
ular. Gilbert distinguishes between two types of quo est, those which
are substantial and those which are accidental. Borrowing this term
from OS v, he calls subsistentia a substantial quo est, that is, a quo est
which makes a thing the sort of thing it is. A subsistentia can there-
fore be generic (animality), specific (humanity), differential {ration-
ality). Gilbert introduces the word subsistens to refer to the
individual entity which is what it is through a subsistence. A ‘sub-
sistent’ is everything it is by means of a ‘subsistence’. Socrates is a
subsistent which is a man, by means of the subsistence humanity
which is proper to him. Gilbert insists on the particularity of sub-
sistences. The form of one reality cannot be the form of another
reality; a subsistence can only constitute one subsistent {una singu-
laris subsistentia non nis; unum numero faciat subsistentem) (G 8:
42-5). The plurality of individuals Presupposes a plurality of forms or
subsistances which are a]] particular. Each subsistent has its own
essence (singularitas essentiae, G 145: 92) which is constituted by
the ‘collection’ of subsistences (generic, specific, differential: G 262:
40}); Plato for example has a collecta Platonitas which is strictly
Particular, as are the accidents which compose it, like whiteness
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(singularis albedo, G 2730 51-2). This ontglogict:)al Ifosi}ii.on .is (v);r:r
distant from the metaphysical framework given by Boet 1fus 1:111 . .
Therefore, Gilbert does not accept the Boethlap theory of indivi lll
stion through accidents; on the othffr hand, he gives an epistemic role
to the bundle of accidents. Gilbel‘*t introduced a d.l'Sthtlon be.tween
the principle of numerical diversity and the prmrj'lple of the t;l;scer}x:-
ibility of numerical diversity. So where Boethius stat_es t a(;; tle
variety of accidents causes the difference among 1nd1v1.dua s,
Gilbert replaces the word facit by probat: the fhverszty of accidents
only testifies of, and makes vifible, t?efe.s;sentml ontological partic-
i is the sign and not the proot of it. .
Ulﬂ;}}ﬁ; gat::)ry attfacts strong criticism from the cir.cle of 'Thlerry of
Chartres and Clarembald of Arras, who return toa literal mterpreta-
tion of Boethius’ treatise. Thierry rejects the thesis of the pluralxt){ of
humanities; when he mentions this thesis,.he add§ the followgg
comment: quod omnino falsum est. According .to m, the species
is one and the same form for all the subordinate individuals. It is not
the case that there are several humanities; there is o_nly one hprnan
nature for all men: una omnino humanitas omnium hominum.
Plurality comes from accidents, not from human nat}Jre, and _con-
cems individuals, not forms.5 In Plato, Socrates and Cicero, Tluferry
sees three distinct human beings, three individuals who differ
through their accidents. But in them all, there is gnly one nature,
the unique humanity {una natura una et eadem sit hun?anzt_as mf
omnibus). The plurality of individuals comes frorp the du.'ersn:? 0
accidents, not from a diversity of natures (ex diversitate acc1dentn{m
non nature hominum provenire pluralitatem).’” Clarembald conlulrll-
ues his criticism by accusing Gilbert, whom he. glways cal?s ft t:
Bishop of Poitiers’, of establishing several humanities, whf_:n in :;c;
all men are men by the same humanity (ex eadem humanitate). é
according to Clarembald,*® in three given men, ope an-d the sam
bumanity can be found. The plurality of individuals in a given species
is founded in a diversity of accidents. ‘
Thomas Aquinas de\)rrotes the second article of the fou.rtl}x1 quest.:cin
of his commentary on OS 1 to the problem of w}?etl}e}' the vafrl hY
of accidents causes numerical diversity among individuals o . ; :.1
same species. With the help of the new conceptua.l tools provi E(:) !
by the rediscovery of the natural and metaphysical wntmlgiel
Aristotle {in particular, hylomorphism]), Aquinas offers a completely
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different solution from what had been previously stated, by introduc.
ing the notion of matter. Aquinas begins by noting that Boethijus’
statement according to which otherness is the principle of plurality
does not hold in the case of all beings in general, but only in the case of
composed beings. Aquinas explains that, just as diversity of matter
causes diversity in genus (inasmuch as it underlies a common form),
and diversity of form causes diversity in species, in like fashion this
form and this matter produce diversity in number. A form is individ-
uated by the fact that it is received into this matter which is distinct
and determined in the here and now. And matter is made to be this
matter because it exists under indeterminate dimensions®® - Aquinas
calls this particularised matter materia signata (the word signatum
was often used by the Latin translator of Avicenna). It is only as this
designated matter, i.c. as matter subject to dimensions, that matter
can individuate the form it receives |matter considered just in itself
cannot individuate anything). The human form can be rendered indi-
vidual by being received in particular matter, determined as to this
place and as to this time. Thus the principle of individuation, the
cause of numerical diversity, is matter as subject to quantity and its
dimensions. Accidents are therefore not, according to Aquinas, the
principle or cause of individuation; however, they are the principle of
discernibility of individuals. Aquinas insists on the fact that acci-
dents ‘are the cause of our knowing the distinction between individ-

uals’, because it is through these accidental differences that we
recognise individuals,

The two examples discussed above demonstrate that Boethius was
influential in very different doctrinal directions. Another example
illustrates well the variety of interpretations of Boethius’ text:
namely the axiom of OS 11®° in which Boethius explains the difference
between being (esse) and that which is (id quod est); Pierre Hadot
proposed to understand this as Porphyry’s distinction between einai
and on.** Medieval commentators gave various interpretations of it.
Pseudo-Eriugena considers the esse to be the being of a thing in divine
thought and the id quod est to be the thing as it is realised in the
sepsible world and determined by the hierarchy of genera and species.
leb.ert of Poitiers identifies esse and subsistentia - the Porretan
version of Aristotelian secondary substances - and id quod est and
subsistens, i.e. the individual subject. Clarembald understands esse
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2s God, the primum bonum. The id quod est _is the concrete thing.
Aquinas interprets esse as the pure act of bemg, takeq abstrac.tly,
without subject, and the id quod est as the subject which receives
eing.
me()a:;lte(;f goetiian theses played an important role.in medieval
thought; here are some examples. Through th.e not.mn' of forma
essendi, Boethius gave a ‘formal’ and not‘ only ex1§tenna1 1{1terpreta-
tion of being. The Boethian axiom according tO'Wthh all _bemg comes
from the form {omne esse ex forma est) had arich posten.ty. Throug.h
its discussion of the convertibility of goodness and being, OS m is
one of the sources of the problem of trans;endenta.ls. OS 1 played an
important role in the question of the division of sciences, 0$ m puts
forward a theory of participation; it contains one of the most influen-
tial metaphysical schemes, and it provides an altem.atlve t(f) ;n
Aristotelian point of view. Such is the rich medieval history of the

Opuscula sacra.

NOTES

1. This did not prevent thinkers from accusing their contemp(;ranes oé
giving new life to old heresies. Note for example the letter of Bemm?rh
of Clairvaux Contra Petrum Abelardum to Pope Innocent ni o Cd
he accuses Abelard of repeating the mistakes of Arius, Pelagius an
Nestorius. i ius’

3. The fact that, in addition, these three Greek texts were_rea:d 1:1]’} B:iﬂ:‘;i
Latin translation illustrates the importance of Boethius u
eatly medieval thought.

3. See Chenu (1966), 154-6. . - ; icular

4. However, Boethius also gave rise to negative reactions, Sln EP;:::;‘;
among the adversaries of dialectic, who, like Otloh of 6t © 3o g
considered him to be a dangerous author: see Courcelled{ 1(9:1 7r:3;1ba-ld of

5. Nevertheless, we can find in Thierry of Chartres and Cla ot o0

Amas, two twelfth-century Boethian commentatorfs, an asee Eans

present the unity of Boethius’ thought in a systematic way.

(1983).

6. Marenbon {1982), 446. ; 81b};

On the medieval influence of the Opuscul;z sacra see Gibson (19

Galonnier {2007}, 205-26; Marenbon {2003a), 170-2.

' . 82).

Fora general presentation see dionofno (1986’ and Gibson ‘19 ]

. See Troncarelli (1988).

10. See Marenbon {1981).
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21,
22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.
28,

29,

30.
31

32.

Opusculumn grammaticale primum, Gottschalk (1945), 383: 15-16.
Responsa de diversis 1, Gottschalk (1945), 134: 25-1 36: 15.

See Delhaye (1950).

See for example Ratramnus of Corbie (19 52}, 105: 29~31: Porro species,
sive genus, non sunt res existentes; sed in cogitatione per intellectum
quadam similitudine formantur.

See d'Onofrio (1980a) and [1980b).

Rand {1906).

Cappuyns (1931). See also d’Onofrio (1981},

Rand replied to these criticisms in Rand {r934).

On the hierarchy of genera and species and the determination of space
and time as a double determination of the sensible world in Eriugena see
Erismann {2007).

See the list given by M. Cappuyns {1931), 239-41. Nevertheless, they do
not all contain a homogeneous text.

Chenu {1966), 142-58.

See the various studies gathered in Marenbon {2000); see also Marenbon
(2004).

Itis not the place here to discuss the existence of the ‘School of Chartres’. Let
us only acknowledge the existence of a community of learning in which the
Opuscula sacra played a central role. From this Chartrian context also
originated William of Conches, who wrote, among other things, an impor-
tant commentary on the Consolatio. On the reality of the School of Chartres
see the opposing points of view of Southern (1970} and Hiring {1974).

On the metaphysics of Gilbert see Marenbon {1988); Van Elswijk (1966),
153-203; Westley (1959—60); Maiolj {1979), 170~364; de Rijk {1988-9}
Jolivet {1992); Nielsen {1982}, 47-86.

See Hiiring (1966) and Hayen (1935-6).

See the list of manuscripts in Hiring (1978).
All these texts are edited in Hiring {1971).
See Hiring (1955} and Parent {1938}
The Latin text is edited by Haring (1965); this edition has to be supple-
mented by the critical remarks of Chatillon (1965). English translation in
George and Fortin (2002},
See Hiring {1965, 28: 28; 45: 12; 45: 23;
Hiring {1965), 51: 35: Mirum ergo, quomodo episcopus Pictavensis tres
in Deo personas numero diversas scripsit; unde, sicut supra memoravimus,

tantum virum reprehendere quidem veremur, sequi autem nolumus.
See Haring (1965}, 38-45.

Note nonetheless that tea
fifteenth and sixteenth ¢
Cracow and Vienna,

SI: 35; 65 10; 67: 15; 77: 25.

chings were dedicated to OS m during the
enturies in the Universities of Erlangen,
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For the Latin text see Aquinas {1992). English ’translation of the com-
mentary on OS 1 in Aquinas {1987} for questions -4 and {1953) for
guestions §~6. For the commentary on OS m see Aquinas (2001).

For a general analysis of the work see Hall (1992). . ‘

_ Before this controversy, Albertus Magnus h::ld already discussed OS m in

his De bono qt, a7: Utrum omne quod est, inquantum est, bonum est.
ash (I950).

;: 23;2 Boe(tifr:n ’de Trinitate, Prologus: Aquinas {1992}, 76b.

38. See Evans (1980).

39. See O'Meara (1983).

40. See de Libera (2005). i Courtine £650]

ius as a transiator see Courtin .

:1 gnn gg:tt:::ss‘ notion of ‘person’ see Nédoncelle {1955); Schlapkohl | .xggglf
Lutz-Bachmann (1983); Hipp (2001), 105-9; Elsisser {1973} Micaelli
{1981); Milano (1984), 319-82.

Bok (1996).

ﬁ, STTieeth\:o mo(stgigmlportant thinkers of the twelfth century, Abelard apd
Gilbert of Poitiers, who share many doctrinal views, _notably a st.nct
ontological particularism, are separated by their relation to Boethius.
Abelard considered only the commentaries on the Orgax?on and was
not interested, as a philosopher, in the Opuscula sacra. Gilbert, on tl.le
other hand, commented on the Opuscula sacra because he found in
Bocthius’ work a metaphysics of esse and flow which was useful to
developing his own thought. . ‘

45. John of Salisbury {(Metalogicon v, 35; John of Salisbury, 1991, 173: 31—.7¥
testifies to the importance of Boethius’ text for the genesis of this thf?SlS.
Sed ex his formae prodeunt natiuae, scilicet imagiges exempIc‘m.um.
quas naturas rebus singulis concreauit. Hinc in libro de Trinitate
Boetius. Ex his formis quae prater materiam sunt illae formae venerunt
quae in materia sunt, et corpus efficiunt. _

46. Rand {1906}, 37: 4~15: Formae sfcilicet] aeternae. Formae omnium rerum
aeternae sunt et incorporales, et illae verae formae sunt, ad q%mrum
similitudinem hae, quae in corporibus sunt, productae sunt. Ql,‘llﬂ ergo
illae aeternae formae meliores sunt, quam maten‘a. corporfihs, cum
tempore, quia aeternae, cum stabilitate, quia inmutabiles, satis cong.rue
ed quae sunt secundum illas potius quam secundum materiam
nominantur. .

47. Lectiones in Boethii librum de Trinitate 11.65, Haring {1971}, ;76: 40-3:

Vere, imago esset si esset in materia. Nam he forme que suz.':t in mateu.a

Iton sunt vere forme sed veniunt in materiam ex veris for{ms que sunt in

mente divina vocantur ydee ex quarum scilicet coniunctione cum mate-

Ha fiunt ista actualia.
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Marenbon (1982), 448.

It is easy to see how remote the idea of degeneration is from the theory of
immanent universals advocated in the schools of logic, particularly in a
theory like that of material essence realism defended by William of
Champeaux.

This thesis is expressed by Boethius in the second commentary to
Porphyry, in which Boethius explains that the species is the whole sub-
stance of its individuals. Man is the whole substance of Socrates and
Cicero (218 215: 16-18}.

In Cappadocian thought and in the spirit of the Council of Nicaea, the
distinction between essence and hypostasis {this distinction can easily be
interpreted as one between the species or secondary substance and the
individual) was superimposed upon that between what is common (koi-
non) and what is particular {idion). Ousia is related to hypostasis as the
common is to the proper. If that which is common is the ousia, the
essence, that which is particular and proper to each individual can only
be accidental. Both Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa describe the
hypostasis as a combination of properties. In his treatise Ad Graecos,
Gregory states (Gregory of Nyssa 1952-m.1, 31 18-20) that persons are
different from each other not because of their essence but because of their
accidents,

2I$, 2000 5-7: quae enim uni cuique indiuiduo forma est, ea non ex
substantiali quadam forma species, sed ex accidentibus venit; 21S z41:
9-10: ea vero quae indiuidua sunt et solo numero discrepant, solis
accidentibus distant; 2IS 271; 18-20: quocumgue enim Socrates a
Platone distiterit ~ nullo autem alio distare nisi accidentibus potest.

In his commentary on Aristotle’s Categories, however, Boethius takes
the seemingly different position that accidents depend on substance and
hence are individuated by it. In this perspective, substances individuate
accidents rather than the converse.

Gracia (1984).

See Erismann {2003).

See Lectiones in Boethii librum de Trinitate n.62, Hiring {1971}, 175: 2~§
and [1.63, Hiring (1971}, 175: 11-17.

Thierry of Chartres, Commentum super Boethii librum de Trinitate 1.8,
Hiring (1971), 64: 66-82: Hec ergo huius summa est sententie quod
naturd semper una est, persone vero diverse: ut in his quidern mutabi-
libus humanitas sine dubio una est in omnibus, diverse vero sunt
humanitatis persone ut Plato Socrates et Cicero. Sed licet in his una sit
humanitatis natura, ex personarum tamen pluralitate naturam subin-
trat pluralitas ut - cum Plato sit homo, Socrates sit homo - plures
homines sint: non unus homo ... Quoniam enim humanitatis persone
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sccidentibus distant, plures homines esse concedimus licet una natura
ung et eadem sit humanitas in omnibus. Nemo ergo PIatone.m cum
Socrate unum esse concludat hominem licet Socratis et 1‘)1(11‘01‘113 unam
eademque concesserimus humanitatem. Immo taceat.m sua SOpIt_US
inscitia qui ex diversitate accidentium non nature kominum provenire

pluralitatem ignorat.

;8. Tractatus super Librum Boetii de Trinitate 20, Hiring (1965}, 73: Verum

in tribus hominibus licet eadem sit humanitas, ut in sequentibus ligue-
bit, tamen accidentium varietas pluralitatem constituit.

s9. Aquinas endorses here Averroes’ notion of indeterminate dimensions; in

others works, such as the De ente et essentia, he uses the Avicennian
doctrine of determinate dimensions.

%0. The medieval history of OS m is detailed in Schrimpf (1966).
¢1. See Hadot (1963) and {1970).
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JOHN MAGEE

8 The Good and morality:
Consolatio 2—4

FORM AND CONTENT

Readers coming to the Consolatio for the first time are bound to be
struck by a certain formal consideration that serves to set Books 24
apart from Books 1 and s5: whereas each of the three central books
begins with prose and ends with poetry, Book 1 both begins and ends
with poetry as Book s does with prose. Books 2—4 in fact highlight the
shift in balance from poetry to prose by holding the two in strict
equilibrium. This element of formal coherence goes hand in hand
with a unity that over the course of the central books obtains at
the level of a fundamental literary and philosophical motif, that of
the circle or orb. The motif appears in the first two chapters of Book 2
in the form of Fortuna’s wheel," whose spinning symbolizes the
constant mutability® of human life and seasonal change,’ and it re-
emerges in the penultimate chapter of Book 4 in the figure of the
nested orbs of fate.* That we are in each case considering one and the
same reality is evident both from the fact that the final chapter of
Book 4 takes a last look back at fortune in its popular or vulgar sense,’
and from the dramatic irony and foreshadowing with which 2.1 is
brought to a close: “Would you halt the movement of [Fortuna’s}
spinning wheel? But fool! The moment it stops, it ceases to be for-
tune.”® For fortune, as becomes clear at the end of Book 4, is nothing
more than a common misconception for fate, which is in turn the
ordered temporal change that emanates from immutable provi-
dence.” Looking to what lies at the heart of the three central books,
and thus of the Consolatio as a whole,® we note that the central lines
of the great Timaean hymn “O qui perpetua” | 3.mg) eulogize the
divine force {mens profunda) that drives the celestial circumlations

Q2
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from within.®> The hymn inaugurates the second half of the
Consolatio, and Plato is its acknowledged source of inspiration.!®
With this overarching structure Boethius {the author) has effected
an impressive convergence of literary form and philosophical themes:
two instances of the circle {orb) motif, the second emphasizing the
divine immobility of the hub, and both standing at equal removes
from a passage that describes the divine mind at the centre of all
cosmic rotation. Books 2—4 form a coherent and self-contained ring
structure, and it is therefore worth considering them apart from
Book 1, which charts Philosophia’s course of therapy but initiates no
philosophical argumentation as such, and from Book 5, which pushes
in a new direction.

Boethius himself provides a clue to the interpretation of the recur-
rent circle motif and thus to the larger ring structure. At the end of
Book 3 “Boethius” [the interlocutor), after expressing bewilderment
at the complexity of Philosophia’s arguments, asks:

Are you playing with me, weaving an inextricable labyrinth with your rea-
soning, entering at one moment where you would exit then exiting at the

next where you entered, or are you weaving some fantastic orb of divine
simplicity?**

He goes on to recapitulate the conclusions drawn in 3.10-12, obser-

ving that none has depended on extrinsic assumptions.’® To which
Philosophia then replies:

I am playing no game whatsoever. Through the gift of God, to whom we
prayed a while back, I have accomplished the greatest task of all. For such is
the form of the divine substance that it neither slips away into, nor receives,
anything external to itself; but rather, as Parmenides says, “like unto the
mass of a sphere well-rounded on all sides” it turns the moving orb of the
universe while maintaining its own immobility. That my arguments have
not come from without but were set within the ambit of our subject matter

should not surprise you, for you have learned on Plato’s authority that our
language should be akin to the things it expresses.’?

The general tenor of her response evokes Timaeus 33a-b, on the
sphere as the shape most resistant to extrinsic corruption, but the
Passage of Plato actually referred to is 29b~d, the meaning of which
has been altered.’ For whereas Plato warns against taking the cos-
mological “myth” as a matter of scientific certainty, Boethius, in
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drawing attention to the kinship of language and things expressed, is
in effect indicating to his readers that the architecture of the
Consolatio is a literary manifestation of its philosophical themes.
This is a point of some interest, for it suggests that literary motifs
are made to recur for a philosophical reason.

And the reason is not difficult to guess. Books 2—4 fully develop the
therapy metaphor that is set in motion in Book 1 and fades from view
with Book 5; by way of a parallel development “Boethius,” ilthm{gh
highly visible in 5.3-m3,"* effectively disappears thereafter,’ le‘avmg
the final chapters of the Consolatio to dissolve at last into a kind of
soliloguy. His silence betokens healing, and given that the course of
treatment is not quite underway in Book 1,'7 the main therapy nec-
essarily falls to Books 2-4, over the course of which Philospphm
sounds two calls for “stronger” medications.’® Her timing™ is sig-
nificant: the first call comes immediately after a preliminary probing
of “Boethius’ tolerance for dialectical reasoning, and immediately
before an extended section which involves a repetitive ([double] treat-
ment of themes, split between Books 2 and 3; the other ushers in Fhe
second phase of that treatment. The implication is clear: the function
of the repetition is to occasion a more rigorous treatment of the_same
set of problems. Like a physician who builds up dgsages a.gam‘st a
persistent illness as the patient gathers strength, PhllOSOEhla b}:ling’s:
stronger arguments to previously considered problems as .Boet ius
proves ready for them. Boethius had had arpplet opportunity t;) con-
template the underlying methodological point in the course o vax;t-
ing his double commentaries on Ari;to(t:le, ar;dt:})le results of his

i ut to effective use in the Consolatlo.

Ieﬂvz‘;:;::)?: $: ghﬂosophical manifestation of the pFocess of rfercm:leryi
The problem that above all binds Books 1 and s is that of iuefe otrhn,
political freedom in the first instance, free choice .of the w 11(11 e
second. In Book s the solution to the question of libertas :}S, ma i;ﬁ
depend upon the doctrine that the level of %mowiledge on the con y
uum that ascends from sense perception to intelligence is det;:nnnn‘.le
not by the nature of known objects but'by the powertr;1 ofﬁl 2w;1§
subjects — a doctrine that is significantly ﬂlust:’ated lz'y e g’l-l; e
sphere.*® Sense perception responds to the s-hape . {f?gura o
material particular, imagination “judges” {zgdxcwe), It in s?'ﬁs i
from matter, reason defines the shape qua um‘:?1§31 j‘]pjec;esma)pin it
ipsa), and intelligence comprehends the “form” {ipsa illa for
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pure simplicity. The object remains the same, but the mode of co
prehension changes. This doctrine represents the philosophical fulfrﬁ
ment of what in Books 24 is achieved by way of the repetitive litera :
strategy and the therapy metaphor: the fundamental questions srg
by the Consolatio remain constant, but the philosophical pers ::tifv
deyelops. On the literary side the strategy plays out in the foﬁn of :
Shl‘ft, over‘the course of Books 2—4, from rhetoric to dialectic, and on th
PhllOSOpthal side, from Seneca/Epictetus to Plato/Arist’otle a ;
ynmediateiy before the “digression”>* that is Book 5, 1s the on:e p:i;ft'
Ej:-},: Consfolatio wh.ere progress is halted in order to reflect on where
mne,i 3ml'e {.ate, prgwdencre} as opposed to where they have been (for-
un 3t gives Phﬂosop.hm the opportunity to revisit the paradoxical
claims thzlat misfortune is a boon* and that every fortune, qua m
Ztate of r.'rux}d,"s is a function of free choice.>® By 4.7 both ha\;ec;ainede;
f ep:ll:. the fl.I'St is ‘undtlarpz_nnet.i by a comprehensive diaeresis accounting
t3)11: € p'rov?dentzal distribution of lots,” the second by the charting of
5;3 sou.;(l s flight from the bonds of fate to the freedom of providence.?®
B s‘c:a 3 ;_:t ha\;e l:wo main tasks to accomplish. The first, which is set
dvance’” :}1: lr-::ou,g',ht to‘ completion at the end of Book 3,3° is to
omonstia and:‘:lt the Good is both the final and efficient cause of all
e and, z;ppens in the world. The second, which is made to
Ppedyaa kind 0 afte;t‘houg?ht afnd fits within the confines of Book 4,
priah € mora L‘Enphcatlons of the conclusions reached by the
e o1 Boc 3, more precisely, to explain how evil can exist in a world
jur.uversally governed by the Good.3* Hence, although Book 3, in
;c;mf eting the course of treatment prescribed by Philosophia’ in
oK 1, ought to bring the dialogue to a close, Book 4 emerges as a

nece i i i
pece ;}ssry c'(()intm.uatxon by applying the metaphysics of the Good to
onsiderations that have troubled “Boethius” from the start

FIRSTIMPULSES

Book 2 is i
enters di :::}ca‘;oiﬁ::ji f’f fo“r_ chapters (and poems) each. The first part
felicitas) > postoon, 1scussion of the question of human happiness
ously assé:ciated witlllnl% . Fhe e113d mention of the goods (bona] vari-
vation of mental fran ?lliplgess. * The central concern is the preser-
of life ™ and tha 1 Q;l t}}; in the fac?e of the unforeseen vicissitudes
pOStponing st pproach is descr_lbcd as “sweetly rhetorical,”**
g ~stronger remedies” until the second part of the book.?*
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Consequently the first part is literary rather than dialectical in tone
and provokes some of Boethius’ most memorable writing.
Philosophia evokes Epictetus in her manner of addressing
“Boethius,”?” and 2.1 concludes with a rapid-fire series of metaphors
and moral sententiae that are redolent of Seneca.?® She employs, in
other words, the omnibus style associated with the {misleadingly
dubbed) philosophical diatribe.?® Seneca above all informs her clipped
periods and provocative manner: until “Boethius” is ready for sus-
tained philosophical reflection on happiness and the Good,
Philosophia will cast the discussion in terms of his apparent joys
and sufferings,*® and for that Seneca provides some useful guidance.
Wherever Seneca is seen to inform the style of the Consolatio, how-
ever, we should be alert to the possibility of Plato’s influence at a
deeper level. The personification of Fortuna in 2.2 is a case in point.
Although Seneca’s personification of Nature in the Consolatio ad
Marciam** might appear primo conspectu to settle the question of
Boethius’ “source,” the general mise-en-scéne of the Consolatio and
the particular implications of the closing words of 2.2 point to more
profound resonances with the personification of the Laws in Plato’s
Crito: Having freely chosen Fortuna’s regime - having benefitted
therefrom — would “Boethius” now opt out?** It is not, in other
words, a question of a “source,” Seneca or Plato, but of the way in
which Boethius plays authors and texts off one another in order to
achieve his particular ends. The Seneca/Plato tension in particular
can be felt throughout, as for example in the figure of the nested orbs,
or in the handling of the quid est homo theme.*? The rhetoric of the
first part of Book 2 is made to adhere to the “straight path” of
reason,** and already in the earliest stages #Boethius” has to confront
two apparently oxymoronic claims the significance of which emerges
only gradually: mutability is the constancy of Fortuna, and subjuga-
tion to her tyranny is a function of free choice.** By the end of Book 4
the second has been inverted: freedom from the changes of fortune
and fate means bondage to the motionless stability of providence.*
The first moment of philosophical reasoning comes at the end of
2.4. With five swift attacks on the value of things fortuitous

Philosophia probes for the #hub” of supreme happiness:

ession is the self; [since no one

(1) The most highly valued poss
is most highly valued, and the

willingly forfeits that which
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self cannot be taken against one’s will, happiness lies in| self-
possession [or possession of that which is most highly valued
and] is never lost through choice or compulsion.4”

(2)  Happiness is the highest good for rational beings, and the
highest good cannot be removed [against the willr of those
who possess it], since there would then have to be another
g(?od which [being irremovable] was higher still; [hence hap-
piness cannot be removed against the will of those who pos-
sess it; but since] fortuitous things [are removable, they)
cannot confer happiness,4® '

(3) One either does or does not know that (his] happiness is
fnutable (fortuitous}; if the latter, then he is unhappy, being
In a state of ignorance [which is incompatible with ’happi-
ness}; if the former, then he is either perturbed or unperturbed
by the thought of losing [said mutable happiness]|; if per-
turI')ed, then unhappy; if unperturbed, then that thé loss of
v'vhlch is tolerated with equanimity is an insignificant good
[incapable of conferring happiness).#*

{4) Thﬁ: mind is immortal [and the body mortal; that which
pe.rlshes cannot confer happiness after perishing]; since for-
tultogs l-xapp‘iness [pertains to and) perishes alon’g with the
gtl)l(lil):i ‘1; Ll:::ll::bl)f'] occasigns unhappin_ess lin the immortal

" - happiness ultimately pertains to the mind].*°

{s) Many have identified happiness with death and suffering; if

[for them fortuitous happiness] does not occasion unhappi-

ness in its perishing, then neith i i i
: er does it occasion ha
by its abiding.5* PRI

'tli‘l};e d;;logue conce-1t strains under this scholastic array of arguments,
e iptical and incoherent quality of which seems designed to
I:lfwxlder rather than aid the ailing “Boethius.” One difficultflils that
”Be(:) ::ﬁ??i? i:() not obviously leac% anywhere. They end abruptly,
e uS" 8 g gf:.ren no 0pport}1mty, or being in no condition, to
tim[l) f;h, while the “stronger medicines” of 2.5 point in a new direc-
ning. thrg uagr}glgumtetnhts,émwever,. form part of a network of issues run-
heog {hrough BOOkse onss;)Iatro.‘ (1) has its roots in Book 1 and will
o | concemiz—4.h (-4) picks up a related concern, and its
oot ption conc g the immortality of the soul {mind) touches
¢ that 1s central to the work as a whole 53 (2) anticipates
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an argument concerning the Good in Book 3.5* The substance of
(3) resurfaces in Book 4 in connection with the question why vice is
chosen over virtue.’$ The reference in (5} to voluntary death appears
unmotivated until we recall that Philosophia has just been tallying up
the benefits “Boethius” has received from Fortuna, thereby echoing

Stoic advice concerning suicide.*®

DEAD ENDS

Nearly a fourth of the Consolatio is dedicated to consideration of the
causes underlying unhappiness. The discussion is split between two
parallel treatments, at 2.5-m7 and 3.3-m7, each of which announces
the application of stronger medications.’” The distribution of themes

is as follows:

Riches 2.5, mMS§ 3.3, m3
Office 2.6, mé 3.4, M4
Rule 2.6, mé 3.5, ms
Glory 2.7, m7 3.6, m6
Pleasure - 3.7, m7

The first phase conflates {office, rule) and omits {pleasure} subjects,
while the second reins in the poetry,*® both symptoms raising hopes
for a more rigorously philosophical analysis in Book 3. Although it
may appear as though Philosophia has her sights on a traditional set of
Roman values,’® her selection of themes arises directly out of the
complaint lodged by “Boethius” in 1.4 having used — under her
tutelage - his wealth, position, and name only for the public good,
tification, he now feels cheated of them all by

never for private gra
ondary to her

fortune. Hence her attack on Roman traditions is sec

concern for “Boethius.” ' _
Certain correspondences serve to link the parallel discussions. In

the case of wealth, for example, we note that 3.3.5-11 echo 2.5.32-4
on the anxieties of possessing, as 3.3.12-16 echo 2.5.22f. on the
dependencies created by it, and as 3.3.17-19 echo 2.5.16 onl the mini-
mal requirements of nature. There are, however, clear dlfferepces.
The treatment in Book 2 is governed by two questions: Are fortliutous
goods ours? And are they of any value?®® 2.5 is consequently dedicated
to showing that what we seek and admire in wealth (money, gems,
land, etc.) is of no value precisely because it is never really ours to
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possess. The tone is inj
Cratonyt Lo | ;;r;u:;gs}::lnt of Seneca anc! of ancient display
announced t the omore tgh y argued‘. conclusion.®* The approach
that et CleaIingmmng of Book 3 is by contrast dialectical, in
discovens op o2 gﬁgway false conceptions in preparation for the
patsorm oy o e zne:,- , more prec:sely, it means ascertaining the
el ol o (; tl € happ_lness falsely “promiged”ss by riches
o i;le ,P & Iy, an Pleasure in order to reveal the pattern of t ’
ppiness. Philosophia is after both the natural intentjon%¢ e
that seeks

to th 69 : .
{goodse (;Ofgé . sc;:f I;f;llosophla distinguishes between false pursuits
the good that Stc;n):i}s’: b :hadt tl:l °Y countetfeit {goods of the soul), and
o ehind them all. The e '
the analysis is articulated at the end of 3 z.g eneral principle governing
So the ;
ofﬁces’sf-u ?;e il;e things people want to obtain, and they desire riches
means of t!;eﬁl :I)Ir, and Pleasure for this reason, that they believe that b :
ere will come self-sufficiency, reverence, power nobj])-’

ity, and joy. The :
- good is th
pursuits .. 7! erefore what they seek through their various

Asto wealth, the thin
tia

oy ding : staken for g “trye” good.

ocnt Iespec?i(}p':: endee.wprs to explain how false substitutions

pocue in ek remgmu_xg pursuits (office, rule, glory, pleas-

said i B8 Intention ig Presumably to add depth to ;ovhat s
, the treatment. is strangely disappointing, falling baclk
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hopes for a more rigorous analysis in the latter. Yet in their appeals to
Greek and Roman exempla’ and to the dignitas indignos ostentat
theme,’* in their arguments against the intrinsic worth of offices,”’
and in their providing the occasion for poems on Nero,”® the treat-
ments nearly duplicate one another. Insofar as 3.4-5 are not an
obvious philosophical improvement on 2.6, it is difficult not to feel
that progress has slowed down. It is, somewhat surprisingly, in their
rather minimal poems, 3.m4 and 3.ms, that philosophical develop-
ment is in evidence, The crucial point of the first Nero poem (2.mé) is

stated toward its conclusion:

So was lofty power finally able
To curb the savageness of vicious Nero?””

The thought arises directly from an observation made in 2.6: office
extinguishes tyranny no more than wealth extinguishes greed.”®
There is a clear hint that the real issue is Nero’s inability to curb his
instincts, i.e. his soul, as opposed to the political office. Now the
second Nero poem {3.m4) takes a different approach in concentrating
on the corrupting effect of Nero’s patronage; the difference follows
from the fact that 3.4, unlike 2.6, considers offices separately from
rule. 3.5 picks up the subject of rule, of course, and although its poem
{3.ms) never mentions Nero, it nevertheless reconsiders what was
said about him in 2.m6é. 3.ms5 pushes in the direction of a more
abstract consideration of impotence, and in devoting only three
lines to the outer manifestations of power inverts the balance of
concerns in 2.m6.7° The series of poems on tyranny (2.m6, 3.m4,
3.ms5) reaches its culmination in 4.ma2, which brings akrateia and
the Platonic tripartite soul into view.*® Hence the poems display a
progression of thought that is lacking in their prose counterparts (2.6,
3.4—5), a progression from thetorical topos to Platonic psychology.
Happiness, as Philosophia remarks early on, lies within,®* and to tumn
the gaze inward is to turn it upward. A similar pattern is discernible in
the parallel treatments of glory; for whereas 3.6 does little ‘rnore.than
recycle material from 2.7, their respective poems stand in pointed
contrast with one another. 2.m7, casting a glance back to what has
been said earlier about Fortuna,®? affirms human equality under the
“mortal yoke” of death, while 3.mé affirms it with the observation
that we are all the “noble shoot” of the one God: from mortal body to

immortal soul
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PLATO, OR THE GOOD

If the primary function of the first

ﬂ'f 1 H " : -
toat ljg)rr ' ;i Zl;:hes, office, ru‘le, glory, and pleasure by reducing them
t counterparts (self-sufficienc
_ ¥y, reverence i
Lt:, ](_)y), the purpose of the second part of thé: book is to’ revenl ey
ppiness by carrying the reduction further: not onl

counterfei i i
erfeit goods substantially identical to (but different in name

from| their ' -
ones )are su?):;fggﬁdlfldg genuine ones, but qua good the five genuine
another.®s Happiness)r i tltintu:al to (but different in name from) one
tion of all gourts® » :is ! e state t_hat entails the complete congrega-
reverence nobill't n dt 1e essential unity of self-sufficiency, power
ences bet\,veen thgl;il:rodfg ddepends on the assumption that differi
of goodness. Through partici erogate the shared substantial property
800d,* the practical coroll Clpa;mn_m unity they are said to become
turning fromm countefes aryﬂo which would appear to be that by our
Philosophia speaks in t?t to “true” pursuits we discover the Good.
from higher perspecti rms of a mental conversion®® or seeing things
pectives, as with the scala cognitionis in Book s.%

Our errors in j
. judgement ste .
plicity out of unity: m from a proclivity for making multi-

part of Book 3 is to expose the

reveal “true”
¥ are the five

So then, that which is b
and in trying to get a pa
there is none) nor the t

:/t 2??}1:; on}fl:. and simple human depravity breaks up,
ot lfw 1c‘h hfls nO parts it gets neither a part (for
g itself (which it is not even seeking).?®

This has b
L Sto?cse::: ;cge;;hadowed by the allegory of Philosophia’s gown in
bicureans stole pieces of it, each believing that he

possessed th .

Hellenistic ssh;v 111018'- The intention in 1.3 was to contrast th
. ols with Socrates/Plato, ** and €

point of entry®* it appears that th »"" and as 3.9 marks Plato’s

the Stoic eleme ¢ contrast has now been completed:

nts i .
gradually fade fr permeating the first half of the Consolatio will

om view :
assault 93 » 10 emerge again only for purposes of a final
The referen
ce i
ments to his thotl(:gllzlta:: 1 3.9 heralds a series of three poetic monu
-mng, 3.m . -
Creator. It stands at the cen, 3-TALL, 4.m1). 3.mg is a hymn to the

n .
second half.>* Its placement ;::i}gc})lftthel?gmo‘la to and inaugurates its
invocation tha wellhave reminded R

t launches the “[liadic” half of the Aene?c?:inlf 0tfglle
,%% but the

actual contents
of the poem would instead ha
ve suggested Plato’s

—?
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TimaeusS® The very fact that such a hymn is included in the
Consolatio marks a departure from Plato, whose interlocutor
Timaeus in effect disregards Socrates’ request for an invocation.®’
The prayer in the Timaeus, insofar as there is one, is a mere prelude to
the cosmology; 3.mg9, by contrast, is the cosmology of the
Consolatio.®® Such a hymn is necessitated by “Boethius’” failed
prayer to the Creatorat 1.m 5,% i.e. by the need for a more philosoph-
ical consideration of the goodness of creation.*® It is frequently asked
which of the commentators and Neoplatonists influenced Boethius’
reading of the Timaeus. Modemn interpreters are divided on this
question, and it is a difficult one to answer.’®! The influence of the
Latin poetic tradition has the effect of obscuring doctrinal points in
3.mg, whose handling of the Timaeus itself is associative rather than
exegetical. Most of the allusions are extremely elliptical, as with the
participle reditura {“about to return, » v. 16), the future tense of which
serves as shorthand for Plato’s description of Soul’s “beginning of
unceasing life” in circumlations back upon Herself,*** or with livore
carens (“lacking ill-will,” v. 6), a two-word epitome of Timaeus 29e.
Did Boethius use only the Timaeus or did he also consult a later
intermediary? Since the phrase with which the second example con-
strues, insita summi forma boni [“the indwelling form of the highest
good,” v. 5f.), runs against the doctrine of the Timaeus by implicitly
moving the divine ideas into the mind of the deus-artifex,"®* there
must have been an intermediary, but which one remains uncer-
tain.’°* For a text as complex as 3.m9 it is essential to consider all
of the relevant background, but any quest for its “source” is bound to

end in disappointment.
3.mi1 epitomizes the Plato

sioned by the conclusion reac

the end of all things,'®® which at 1.6.10

have known but subsequently forgotten.

as the celebration of a specific act of recollection within the immediate
mise-en-scéne. That, however, leaves the philosophical doctrine
unanchored in the broader context of the Consolatio, and
Philosophia is presumably doing more than merely offering congrat-
ulations. 3.m11 forms a pair with §.m3,’?” the two together sm?smmg
up Plato’s theory without building on any particular dialogue.'” One

of the metaphors employed in 3.m11 is that of fanned kindling, or

(presumably) of embers that are rekindled into flame. The Latin term

nic theory of reminiscence.'® It is occa-
hed at the end of 3.11, that the Good is
#Boethius” claimed once to
Hence the poem can be seen




i
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for kindling is fomes and the fanning is said to be effected through
doctring;"® doctrina in turn evokes a figure borrowed from Plato in
3.12, to the effect that dialectical reasoning “ignites” truth (veritatis
scintilla).''® Now fornes has an alternative in fomentum {“poultice/rem.
edy,” “kindling”}, which appears several times in connection with the
therapy metaphor,** and in diagnosing “Boethius” in 1.6 Philosophia in
fact mixed metaphors by playing the two words off one another: the
kindling or remedy - ie. a true conviction coupled with dialectical

reasoning - would generate a vital spark (scintillula) in the patient.'™® -
The label used in 1.2 for “Boethius™ condition is “lethargy,” and |

Boethius, ever the translator, there has Philosophia elicit for the benefit
of his Roman readers the precise philosophical (Platonic) implications of
the underlying Greek compound: “Boethius” suffers from obliviousness
of who he is.”** Hence 3.m11 has a double function: it commemorates an

act of recollection in 3.11 while commenting generally on the Platonic -

therapy appropriate to the malaise specifically diagnosed in Book 1.
4.1 epitomizes Phaedrus 246a-248¢, on the soul’s ascent to the
“place beyond the heavens.”*** The theme is announced at 4.1.9,
where Philosophia promises “Boethius” wings to bear the mind
aloft. 4.mr gathers energy from the end of Book 3, in that it, like 3.
m1o, sounds the call for the soul's return to its haven (homeland)**s
and, like 3.m12, focuses attention on the soul’s backward (downward)
gaze."*® The poetic adaptation significantly alters the Phaedrus
myth. The charioteer and pair of winged horses, Plato’s figure for
the tripartite soul, and eight of the nine patterns of life into which
the soul is said by Plato to descend, are omitted, leaving only that
of the tyrant. The boldest change occurs in connection with the
latter, for against the expectation that the downward gaze will be
said to initiate the soul’s becoming filled with oblivion and falling,**
Philosophia describes the soul as free and aloft, looking down upon
the tyrants who terrorize nations, In effect, Philosophia sidesteps the
issue of metempsychosis {rebirth as philosopher, king, politician,
etc.) and instead has the soul calmly looking down upon the last,
and lowest, form of life mentioned by Plato, viewing it as a state of
exile.*® Without the theory of metempsychosis there is no place for
an eschatological myth to offer consolation for the injustice of tyr-
anny,™? and there is a sense in which the Consolatio never fully
comes to grips with the desire for revenge. As “Boethius” in 1.ms
reassures himself that Fortuna will cventually overturn tyrants, and

The Good and morality: Consolatio 2-4 193

not just the innocent, so Philosophia in 4.1_111 asjsui(:,g him t‘hat ti?e just
soul will peacefully gaze down upon their exile.”* The 1solat10f:x of
the tyranny theme draws the moral concerns of Book 1 back into
focus, thereby charting a course for Book 4. . ' o

The poetic epitomes of Plato do not constitute philosophical argu-
ments as such, but neither are they mere literary adornment. Despite

- . .range shift in balance between poetry and prose, there is a
:1:1::13 IWhgic:h the literature/philosophy dichoton}y bree'tks down
" with the Consolatio, and the philosophical poems in pax:twular are

: best viewed as stenographic affir}t(nations c;f cruc;:i phllosophlcgl
- i measures of the work’s general progress. S
| ' th;f;l: ::na;:fure and purpose of the second an-d fi'nal part of Book 3 zie

' t'ransparent, in that 3.11~12 provide explicit mdicatmns. of wh§re the
Consolatio is and ought to be. They arise out of the diagnosis con-

IZX -

ducted by Philosophia in 1.6, which consisted of four questions: :

{1} Is the world ruled by chance or by reason?
(2 By what mechanisms is it gover'ned? .
(33 What is the end for which all things strive!
{4]  What is man?***

“Boethius” answered (1} correctly, was at a loss for (z)‘, had forizzt‘es: |
the answer to (3), and got (4] wrong, and it was fro’m his ;fes:pzntaking
silence) that Philosophia was then able to assess his condition,

the gathered evidence chiastically:

i i i deprivation; |
{4} explains his sense of exile an(.i |
[3)  explains his belief that the wicked are powerful and k‘:;lz}iziz :
(2} explains his belief that fortuitous events are .
. overnance; i _
1) igs the “kindling” from which a “spark” of health will be
generated,**?

The chiasmus is reflected also in the order w.ith wh*;h Zﬁii{ii:ties (izrz
and (3 are reached in 3.12 and 3.11, respectively. The tcauseof all
each case the same: the Good is both the final and efflcilen ion that 1.6
creation.** Hence what emerges in 3.11-12 is the reahzaftltiiém)y f;)r |
has a programmatic function, establishing the course 0% thek
Books 2 and 3.

The fact tliat no reply to {4} is ex?h‘"‘iﬂ? a}nno?ncr:‘«d
suspicion that our text of the Consolatio is defective.

has led to the
125 There is,
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however, an answer to the ‘What is man?’ question, although it is
delivered in stages rather than at a single blow. In 1.6 “Boethius” can
only summon in response to Philosophia’s interrogation the thought
that man, that he, is a “rational mortal animal,” a definition backed
by Aristotle but ultimately falling short."*¢ From that moment the
hunt for the immortal soul is on. Already by the end of 2.4, as we have
seen, Philosophia mounts an argument which on the basis of “numer-
ous demonstrations” presupposes its immortality,”*” and in 2.5 she
returns to the question by remarking man’s habit of thrusting himself
below the level of beasts through willed obliviousness of his divine
and godlike dignity.**® The latter idea is developed with an argument
in 3.10, to the effect that we are deified through participation in
divinity," and with another in 4.3, to the effect that we become
beasts through ignorance of the Good.'*° The general principle is
articulated in 4.4: it is divinely sanctioned that by redirecting its
gaze the human soul should “become what it contemplates.”"3*
The description of Philosophia herself is probably an allegory for the
idea of its mobile, intermediate starus,*3? Like spirit, nature, the
heavens, angels, and demons, the soul is an instrument of providen-
tial influence over the phenomenal world and is the particular key to
human self-determination.”3 Its descent is in three stages, contact
with corporeality and then with earthly limbs, followed by a moral
fall, each stage involving further loss of memory, freedom, and self.*34
Boethius never explains what triggers the downward impulse, but it
does not exaggerate to say that the whole of the Consolatio consti-
tutes his moral and metaphysical reflection on the process of con-
version and return. The soul exists Prior to incarnation and while in
the body retains dim visions of truths previously known;*35 as if
inebriated it dreams of revisiting its homeland.”® The cultivation
of philosophy is what ignites the spark that initiates the return,™’
what stirs the “agent” intellect,”?® and there are hints that the most
deeply buried truths are through the aid of divine grace or illumina-
tion recollected in a flash of insight, prayer playing an important part
in the process.’3® The Plotinian hierarchy of Soul-Intellect-One
{Good] is never mentioned but is implicit, particularly in the idea
that Soul revolves around or radiates from Mind,4°
What is the fate of the soul after the body? Philosophia declines to
reply, as though the question were not hers to answer.™#* Her refusal
tomes in a passage inspired by Plato’s Gorgias, which suggests that
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i i t an eschatological myth
ius is warning readers not to expec .
Boeth:rl:ble to the one that follows Socrates’ colloquy .mth
Eonﬁfcles 142 Ao has been noted, there is no myth bec'ause there is no
haco of metempsychosis to support it. Philosophia several times
) irf);es that humans become {are} like beasts or God asa result .of
Sil):; es within the mind,**? but even her stronger claim t%:at in
(r:e:irgcting their gaze they become (are} beasts or gods }t:ames 23
i i i licitly says that the men
stion of reincarnation. She exp : ' .
s‘tleit‘geechanges although the human form rernams,“““ thus mvertmg’
sn ancient myth: Circe’s potions altered only th;: boc.izes of Qdys.seus
:ompanions 145 In 4.mi, as has been noted,™ Phl'lOSOPhla diverts
the Phaedrus myth from the theory of Iebiljth, and 1:1.4.415516 rhnir:s
biguously speaks of the soul-body dirempt;i?r}lih the _ ng w?ﬁ m,)t i
initiati infini “eternal” state. e wi
initiating an “infinite” and “e : chedwillnos e
i hanges their souls undergo
reincamated as beasts, but the ¢ i inde his 1°
that evil qua privation rep
are nevertheless real to the extent ' pesents
ing: i i fully human (godlike}, the
nce of being; in ceasing to be : odlike
(a::r:lgzy devolve to its bestial self.”#® The idea of de1.flc_at1o;1, 0:}1“ th:
i i tical for the Christian Boethius,
other hand, is ultimately unproblema the n B S
and Moreschini rightly emphasizes the acquisition of divinity ov
assimilation to it."? ' -
3.10 sets in motion the densely argued style briefly
at the end of 2.4. There are five arguments:

foreshadowed

ence of perfection, in
om a perfect source.
d with lower goods

(1) Imperfection is unimaginable in the abfslr
that it is a falling away or procession
Hence the imperfect happinfss: associate
implies a perfect Happiness.™ " ——

(2) It iI; universally held that nothing Petter t.hanhf:}::grljs ob\g:i-
nable, and that-tha.n-which-the‘l’e-ls-nothlng- e et be
ously good. If the Good is not in God, t.her; T
something superior to God to possess 1t. (;?;d e ally
cannot be an infinite hierarchy of goods, e o be
possess the Good, which has ea?rhcr (lafseln s

. Happiness. Happiness is therefore in God. -+ the Good is 0

(3] Sed contra: to say that God fully possc;s e e oot
posit a source of goodness extrinsic to God -~ edistinct. o
and God are said to be only concgptuagiy o hing s
separate God from the Good is unthinkable, s
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superior to its source and we hold nothing to be superior to
God. Hence the source of all things, God, must be the Good,
but since the Good is Happiness, Happiness must be God. 53

{4) K there are two highest Goods, then in lacking the other each
will be imperfect. But that which is imperfect cannot be
highest; hence there cannot be two such Goods. But since
Happiness and God have been shown to be the Good,
Happiness must be Divinity.**3 Corollary: people become
happy by obtaining Happiness; but since Happiness is
Divinity, they become happy by obtaining Divinity; and in
the same manner as they become just by obtaining Justice
and wise by obtaining Wisdom, so they become gods by
obtaining Divinity. Hence every happy person is a god, not
by nature {for God is one} but by participation.™s*

{s) Is Happiness a whole of which self-sufficiency, power, rever-
ence, nobility, and joy are the constituent parts? Parts differ
from one another, but self-sufficiency, power, reverence, nobil-
ity, and joy have been shown to be one; since Happiness [qua
whole] cannot consist of a single part, the whole/part relation
cannot obtain. They are therefore related to the Good as to a
final cause (summa causa) for the sake of which {cuius causa)
they are pursued. But since Happiness is that for the sake of
which they are pursued, the Good and Happiness must be
substantially one; and since God and Happiness are the
same, the substance of God must therefore be in the Good.*ss

As analysis of this important passage would require extensive com-
mentary, general observations must suffice.*® The purpose is to
bring Happiness, the Good, and God under a reductio ad unum, and
the arguments revolve around the principle that, if the first of two
identical things is identical to a third, then the second is as well.
(1) begins by positing supreme Happiness. {2} argues from Good = in
God and Good = Happiness*s7 to Happiness = in God. {3) removes the
assumption vitiating (2),**® that goodness is an incidental attribute

linesse = hyparkhein] of God, in order to demonstrate that Happiness

is |esse = einai) God. {4) draws essentially the same conclusion as

(3), inserting 'Divinity for purposes of the corollary. (s} argues from
Good - Happlpess and God = Happiness to Good = God. The function
of (5} is to bridge the discussion of false pursuits in 3.3-7 and the
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nsideration of the Good qua final causein 3.11. As at thg end of 2.4,
o here the argumentation strains the conceit of conversational spon-
st:neity, and the tension becomes t?specially evident_ at thel s:;ezu-n
between {2] and [3), where Philosophlzf affects a SOCIat:IC tone:

3.11 furnishes the answer to thi thu.d of the four dl‘agnostxc c!ules-
tions posed by Philosophia in 1.6.7%° It involves no serious regen'tm.n
of the final argument in 3.10, which demgnstfatlicti that every desire 19;
of the Good but not that everything desires it. © Thf: mainspring 1;)
3.11 is the notion that all things, animate and inanimate, r?ltj)fve 3(;
natural intention"®* toward the Good. The movement is mar este
most immediately in the universal drive toward being or sub;gtentie:
Animate beings naturally seek what .is most favorabk? ;3 t he1: :111:;?1
tence, just as inanimate Ones move 1n accordance wit w ta e
innate natures determine.**3 The purport of Fhe argumex(;t is ?eve ‘
unity into a kind of middle term between being and g:l) ness}:s e rge
thing seeks to be; but whatever seeks to be necessa hy scee e
one;'® and whatever seeks to be one seeks the. Good; t }w;xs ev r)lrusmn
secks the Good. The argument involves a _s!:uft fron:n the concd o
that self-sufficiency, power, reverence, nobility, and oy are gog drclje S:
insofar as they are one to the further inferencfe that umtgnls go oducé
and is based on the assumption that since unity and goodness pr uce
the same effect {making things good] they are therefore o}rie :;cond

stance.™s The path is then clear for a reply_, in 3.12, to t}t, e second
question raised in 1.6.**¢ “Boethius” explains why }a:t be sc art b
recognized the world as being ruled by God rath;r t a:e r:m ; fomé
noticing that its observable unity can onl.y bespea a‘go eming e
that is itself one, God.™” If God is Happiness and ch:-lpr:i e
complete self-sufficiency, then God rules the wor 2 thymugh e
Himself; but God is the Good; hence He rules the wor oo
Good. Since, moreover, everything spontaneo?lsly haste e and
Good, there is a complete convergence of aims betwe: o oy
ruled: submission to the Good is both co-rnpulsoryT an N hich

(fortiter suaviterque), a thought the biblical .n?son;lllllc O ints
pleases “Boethius.”**® The latent dualism driving is © ; .Susion
about Fortuna in Book 1 is finally obliterated. by ﬁle czthing.“’g
that, since divine omnipotence is incapablcl of evil, ;vdo:i;to e
If3.11is our path up to the Good, then 3.12151t8 pat o e giota:
Anecdoton Holderi confirms what was to be inferre -

the Consolatio and De hebdomadibus flow from the same pet.
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: i testas) as
S istinguishing between will (voluntas) and power (po
- In.d1st1ng11131:11n% 11 human action, 4.2 makes a central tenet out of
. forming the basie ofa i eripheral to the arguments of the
The Gorgias, particularly the Polus colloquy,’”° influences the argu- an idea tl:_'at is jby cozgz:s:fntﬁe datinction is hicslighred by the
ment of the Consolatio more transparently than any other Platonjc Gorgias;'™® the impor
dialogue does, Although its presence is felt ain

. ) - .
dial eady in Book 3,'7* th addition of a third element, accomplishment (perficere), in the cours
y 3 [
lalogue comes into full view in 4.2-4.

177 Althou 2 i
'7* Boethius was faced with of establishing a basis {,maihiisatrﬁruff I(l“fz1:;fl~°f§:;1 of ?11121 anghn:;ans'
the difficulty of adapting some of Plato’s most compelling writing to thoroughly Pk.lwmcdm h:t to one seems best) and its conclusion (that :
the requirements of his own very different work, and the incommensy. of what one wills an wh- ill], Stoic resonances too are heard {only i
rable equations, Socrates = Philosophia, Polus = “Boethius,” have the . the despot acts ﬁ,%au:t ¢ %s;;von ’which 4.4 is built {velle, posse, petfi-
inevitable effect of Privileging arguments over the psychological inter- the wise rules). _T N I;O e in the Gorgias, and for the third mem-
. play between their cxponents. Philosophia is ill at ease in the role of cere) finds no precise ax;a gureach beyond the Polus colloquy.’”
o Socrates, “Boethius” lacks Polus’ impetuousness, and there is no ber Boethius has ha I tot once to fall asleep at the wheel,"® and
Callicles to bring matters to a head, The difference becomes noticeable Philosophia appears at easthree distinctions that are crucial to th_e
J in Philosophia’s stiff attempt at the end of 4-4 to imitate the paradox and she diverts from at le:flst. thas between doing and suffering vis-2-vis
y irony with which Socrates brings the Polus colloquy to a conclusion: her arguments of the Gor,lg)mS- n pleasure and benefit vis-a-vis the Good;
i digression on the subject of Oratory appears slightly intrusive and flat, just PuniShn,lent; that eﬂéeil'ples] between what is by nature worse
i especially without a Callicles to seize upon jts apparent absurdity,”3 and that {seized upon by ah e ful.’®* The paradox treated in 4.3
- 4-2~4 target a series of paradoxes: and by cor;)venilgn EE’;:, ivj:l zevi.cc and can be explained 1111 con-
A : € Of Boe jo leaves
_ : 4.2 that the good are always powerful and the wicked ;ngf;: ::r)ith our previous observationlfh tha;1 th;: Sor;:;)ia;;p "
5 impotent; no room for an eschatological myth. phllos(?P l'ats m?;x “inseparable”
4.3: that virtue is always rewarded and vice punished; to show that virtue is its own reward and vice tlh Gorgias paradoxes
4.4: that the wicked are unhappier in attaining their ends than unishment - in this life.’®* Hence, althf)ugh _e' ents, 4.2-4
in faling them, - Form a kind of skeleton for the flesh of Philosophia’s arguments,
that the wicked are less unhappy when punished than ultimately exhibit a structure all their own. are of opposition:
whennot; “Boethius” frames his concerns in an implicit squ
that those who do wrong are unhappier than those who
suffer it.

Virtue <c---Wickedness
Reward Py Punithment,
gias and preserve Plato’s

. . ; back to the
the diagonal pairs of which t.)ring the d::f;;?}g:giﬁitg elucidating
“Boethius’” ignorance of problems expressed by hin.1 in Book 1. ¢ confusion of lots,"® then
the finis rerum: his failure to see the universal end has led to the belief the providential order behind th_e apparen lace an implicit diaeresis:
that the wicked are powerful and happy.'74 y 11, have not given a reconfigures the square, producing in its p
fully satisfactory solution to the problem, in that their discovery of
the Good as fina] ang efficient cause avoids the most immediate
questions. “[Tihere ig

Particular symptom asso.

Portuna}‘__‘h__- Adverse
L no illdication, " as Marenbon ObSCI’VES, “of Prosperous U ef—ul/ \]ust
hf)w the individua] man, Boethius, is supposed to relate to true hap- Iust/ TS Useful S ise: Punishment:
pmess, which is God #17s Book 4 must therefore fill the gap, and the Reward: Correction: E’.{erc ) Wickedness
Gorgias furnishes its starting point, Virtue Wickedness Virtue
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The division explains the injustice signalled by the diagonally disposed
pairs in the square of opposition and is intended to put Fortuna to rest
once and for all: even those who are prepared to credit common par-
lance must acknowledge that every fortune, in that it can be shown to
be either useful or just, is good. ¢ Although these schematizations are
foreign to the Gorgias,*® they are completely at home with Boethius
the Peripatetic commentator. The reportatio of Olympiodorus’ Jec-

tures on the Gorgias everywhere evinces a similar fondness for such

organization of ideas and shares with the Consolatio an interest

in finding in the Gorgias grounds for exonerating God from responsi-
bility for unjust suffering - or in seeking divine justification for it.!®8
It is not surprising that Boethius’ adaptation of Plato should breathe
the dry air of the Neoplatonic schoolroom, only that it should capture
some of the spirit of Plato’s literary genjus without resorting to the
wild allegories that so intoxicated certain Neoplatonists.

4.6 finally brings to light the dilemma that has been building from

the start. In 1.6 “Boethjus” plumped for a world ruled by divine reason

rather than by chance {casus}, thereby giving Philosophia a foothold for

the course of therapy that develops over the course of Books 2-4.7%
What he could not foresee is that he was painting himself into a corner.
For 4.6 brings matters to the brink of strong determinism in claiming

that fate not only governs the movements of the cosmos but “con-

Strains ... the actions and fortunes of men by means of an indissoluble

concatenation of causes.”*% “Boethjus” has gotten what he asked for,

in that his origina] complaint was precisely that God controls the
cosmos but refuses to constrain huym

instead to Fortuna o' Hence at the i

compelled to ask whether there is any room left for chance [casus),
by which he means unnecessitated events subject to the influence of
free choice.™* The fact that Book 5 is

made to appear as a diversion'®?
Suggests another attempt to imitate
irony: Boethius’ plan™s+ was that the
the extremes of Fortuna (.12,
settling on a compromise betwee

pendulum should swing between

cf. 4.7) and fate {4.6) before finally
n providence and free choice.
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ROBERT SHARPLES

9 Fate, prescience and free will’

The reconciliation of divine foreknowledge and human freedom
is the culmination of the Consolation of Philosophy. Boethius' is
the most persuasive attempt in Greco-Roman antiquity to solve the
problem, and the basis for subsequent medieval discussion. Whether
it is successful, and whether the issue is now of any interest except as
a philosophical exercise, may be questioned; Boethius’ treatment is
however of great historical importance. The details of his argument,
and its relation to his own earlier work and that of his predecessors,
are controversial. In this chapter I will begin by considering in the
section on ‘Future truth and the Commentaries on Aristotle’s On
Interpretation’ not the Consolation but the two Commentaries on
Aristotle’s On Interpretation 9. These are chiefly concerned not with
the problem of divine foreknowledge but with that of future truth; but
they are doubly relevant to the Consolation, first because they make
points which are taken up in the argument in the Consolation, and
second because comparison with the Commentaries shows how the
Consolation goes beyond them. Philosophy at C v.4.1 refers to
Boethius’ earlier consideration of the issues [see below); this gives
us Boethius’ own warrant for considering the Consolation and
Commentaries together.

I then proceed to consider the argument in the Consolation.In the
section on ‘Providence and fate’ I consider the discussion of fate and

providence at the end of book 4. In the section on ‘The ingredients in

Boethius’ solution to the foreknowledge problem in the Consolation’
Jution to the problem of

the three essential elements in Boethius’ s0

divine foreknowledge are identified and discussed. The section on
"The three elements and the solution in the Consolation’ considers
how they are brought together in the solution, and emphasises that

207
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all three are essential to it; this also provides an opportunity to spell
out how Boethius’ solution is an advance over his predecessors,
Finally, the section on ‘The concluding part of C v.6 and the problems
it raises’ deals with the unresolved puzzles that remain at the con.
clusion of the work.

As will be clear from this summary, the structure of the present
chapter is determined by the requirements of an analysis of Boethius’
arguments; it does not follow the course of his treatment in sequence,
and is not a paraphrase of his discussion. Consequently it should not

be read as a substitute for Boethius’ own presentation, but as ancillary
toit,

FUTURE TRUTH AND THE COMMENTARIES ON
ARISTOTLE’S ON INTERPRETATION

In Chapter 9 of On Interpretation Aristotle raises, and apparently to
his own satisfaction resolves, the problem that, if every statement is
either true or false, and the statement that, for example, ‘there will be
a sea-battle tomorrow” is true today, it would appear that the occur-
rence of a sea-battle tomorrow is already decided and that nothing
anyone can do can alter this. Similarly if the statement is false; so
either way the naval commander has no option in the matter. Various
solutions to the paradox have been advanced both in antiquity and in
modern times. The questions ‘What is the correct solution?’ and
‘What is Aristotle’s own solution?’ are distinct, though the principle
of charity may incline interpreters of Aristotle, both ancient and
modem, to attribute to him the solution that they themselves find
satisfactory.
One ‘solution’, if it can be so described, adopted by the Stoics as
determinists, is to accept that the paradoxical conclusion is in fact true
and the occurrence (or not) of the sea-battle must already be fixed.?
Apart from this, three main lines of interpretation can be distin-
guished: (A) to avoid the unpalatable consequence, it must be accepted
that statements about undecided future events (future contingents} are
neither true nor false; (s) future-tense statements are all true or false,
but the truth (or not)of a future-tense statement is itself decided by the
occurrence (or not) of the event, and cannot then be appealed to as itself
deciding the occurrence of the event; (c) statements about contingent
events in the future are true or false (against {a)}) but are true or false
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indefinitely (against {chh. Whet.her midc'ile grc?und can in fact be found
between (a) and {8) is itself an issue wlluci.l will concern us. b foL

{a) is the solution adopted in antiquity by Epl:i:urus a;] 1 his fol
lowers;? it is the solution whi'ch some have un eris?o:l)b sistorle
himself to favour (it is the readn}g of Anstpt!e Ld_g:n:1 ;ek y MeKim
1972 as the ‘Standard Interpretatlfm');“ and_it inspired Lu asl;f:as ezt
develop multi-valued logic (with intermediate values as we

1 ns ' -
an?ﬂ)f;l:;g-solution to the paradox advanced by the A?ademgscl:;;;:i
Carneades in the second centu}:y BC, a: rcE::t::ec}:giS;cgof,umre cgr;-
es it by insisting that senten

?i;g?r:l':r:j;ts are),(if the event will in fact occur, as true 1101:; a: stl:;ye
will be when the event occurs; I quote the r'eleva.mt i?iassatg (,)ints e
way in which they are expressed will provide signiticant p
comparison with Boethius’ own account:

i ip of
T1. ‘|[Epicurus] will die when he has lived 72 years, in the .arcfi;t::swhg, "
Pytharatus’ was always true, and yet there were }'10 causes 11;11 e
should so happen; but because it did so happen it was certainly g

happen just as it did happen {19}.

i hange-
Ta. Nor do those who say that the things that are going ;o'btt: ;r: l;::lzehoid,
able, and that a truth that will be cannot be turn;a - 1‘n o
establish the necessity of fate, but [rather] they are expiaming

of words (20).”

i i made
T3. The causes which render true those staterqents Whltd;n}‘:i}: :tein e
like ‘Cato will come into the senate’ are fortuitous, }mas mchangeable
nature of things and the universe; nevertheles.s, it 1se] e be has
that he will come, when it is true [that he will comel,

come {28).

: i tations
Similarly Ryle 1954, 15-35, who notes the misleading conno

as saymg
of expressions like ‘true prediction’. Rephr.ase the pﬁ:ﬁd‘i}itn the z::;e
that, if someone’s guess today that a certain hor;e sult of the race
tomorrow turns out to have been correct, thent he rflz s convincing.
must have been fixed in advance, and it wd% be rfat irr:ds in effect, by
This is also, according to some, the solution ﬁo tifi::d by McKim
Aristotle himself; it is the reading of P_ms,wtie 5 -ir;s the solution to
1972 as the ‘Non-Standard Interpretation. 1:1-“ :v
the paradox itself which is generally accepted now-
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(B) as an interpretation of Aristotle has derived support from a passage
at the start of Aristotle’s solution, which is significant for Boethjug’
discussion both in the Commentaries and in the Consolation, though
not, as we shall see, in the way in which interpretation {8} would
suggest.

T4. That what is is when it is, and what is not is not when it is not, is
necessary; but it is not the case either that all that is, necessarily is, or that
[all] that is not, [necessarily] is not. For it is not the same thing for all that is to
be of necessity when it is, and [for it] to be of necessity without qualification
{Peri hermeneias 19a23-6)°

This passage has been taken (e.g. by Anscombe 1956/ 1968) as an
indication that the issue turns on distinguishing between truth and
necessity, and recognising that the necessity of the event is a different
issue from the analytical necessity involved in the definition of the
term ‘true’. That the truth of the prediction and the eventual occur-
rence of the event each necessarily imply the other is simply, as
suggested by T2, a consequence of the meaning of the term ‘true’ in
a correspondence theory of truth; it has nothing to do with whether
the event in question is itself NeCessary or not.

This point can be expressed in terms of a distinction in the scope of
the modal operator ‘necessary’.? Using Polish notation {L = necessa-
rily, C = implies, Cpq = p implies q, “p” = the statement that p),™
Aristotle can be seen as distinguishing between Lp and what, for the
moment, I will formalise as LC”p”p. LC“p”p is true; C"p”Lp, the
claim that the truth of the statement makes the event necessary in
itself, is not. However, interpretation in terms of a scope distinction
is questionable in the context both of Aristotle and of Boethius. The
Peripatetic tradition draws a distinction not between the necessity of
a conditional and the necessity of its consequent, but between two
types of necessity which apply to the consequent,’* or to the event
which it describes.’ {In what follows, for the sake of brevity, I will
use ‘the consequent’ for both; in the context of a correspondence
theory of truth this will not affect the argument.) The distinction is
¢xpressed as one between the absojute necessity of the consequent
and the consequent’s - not the consequence’s - being only condition-
ally necessary.™ Against this background, to speak of a contrast
between LCpq and Cplq is misleading; I will therefore use L' to
indicate conditional necessity (the context identifying the condition
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in each case} and will formalise the contrast rather as that between
CpLq and CpLq.

(c) In later antiquity commentators on Aristotle adopted ~ and
attributed to Aristotle himself - a solution which is labelled by
Kretzmann 1998 as the ‘second-oldest interpretation’. This, as noted
above, involves the claim that statements about contingent events in
the future are true or false thus agreeing with {8) rather than with {a},
which denies them truth-values at all) but they are true or false indef-
initely."* This is the solution which Boethius in his Commentaries
adopts, and I shall argue that, in his understanding at leas, it is differ-
ent from (8] as well as from {a). (c) is advanced not only by Boethius but
also by the sixth-century ap Alexandrian Neoplatonist Ammonius in
his commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation. There has been
much discussion of the relation between the two commentaries; prob-
ably, rather than Boethius being dependent on Ammonius, they both
derive from a common tradition.'s

It is possible to interpret (c} in such a way that what is indefinitely
true is true simpliciter, in which case solution {c) in effect collapses
into solution {8).”® However, it is also possible to read (c} as denying
that future contingents can be described as true or false simpliciter at
all. The Greek aphorismenss can mean ‘separately’ as well as ‘defi-
nitely’ (White 1985, 60); the point is that one cannot separate the
affirmation and the negation, and declare that this one is true and this
one false. Moreover, as Boethius repeatedly makes clear,”” this is
because of the contingent nature of the event, not just because of
the limitations of our knowledge.”® The question will indeed arise
whether [c} collapses, not now into (s}, but into {a).”®

Boethius emphasises that the truth of future contingents is
changeable:

Ts. Statements in a certain way have a double nature; some of them are such
that, not only are truth and falsehood found in them, but one of them is
definitely true, the other definitely false; in others however one indeed is true,
the other false, but indefinitely and changeably {commutabiliter), and this
through their own nature, not in relation to our ignorance and knowledge
[2IN 208.11-18 = Sorabii 2004 5a3; my emphasis).*®

As we have seen (above, T2 and T3), one of the points Can'feades,
according to Cicero, emphasised in advancing solution (s} is the_lt
the truth-value of statements relating to future contingents is
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unchangeable; if the event occurs, the statement that it will occur is
as true before the event as the statement that it has occurred is after-
wards. The question is how we are to understand ‘changeably’ in
Boethius’ account.

[i} ‘There will be a sea-battle on 21 October 1805’ was true
before the event, but became false afterwards because the
future tense was no longer appropriate.** But this would
hardly justify talk of indefinite truth.

ii) The change in question is simply the change from being
indefinitely true or false to being definitely true or false
once the event has occurred (or the outcome has become
irrevocably fixed).** This certainly draws the contrast with
Carneades’ position (8); but it may be questioned whether
anyone not familiar with Cameades’ discussion would read
Ts in this way, and whether the point that what is indefinite
is changeable just in the sense of potentially becoming defi-

~ nite would deserve the emphasis that Boethius apparently
gives it.*3

[iii The truth of the prediction changes this way and that along
with the likelihood of the impending event.?* This might
draw support from one possible reading of Aristotle’s remark
at 19a35-9 [emphasis mine};

Té6. This applies to things that are not always so or are not always
not so. For in the case of these it is necessary that one part of
the disjunction be true - or false - but not this one or that one but
whichever it may be; and one [may be] true rather [than the other],
but not yet [or: ‘not just for that reason ‘| true or false.*s

Kretzmann argues, rightly, that (iii) is incoherent: the state-
ment ‘there will be a sea-battle tomorrow’ cannot be true (or
‘more true') at 9 p.m. today and false {or ‘more false’) at 1o p.m.
just because, say, the commander has become more nervous.>®
{iv) commutabiliter, which could [but need not) mean ‘exchange-
ably with each other’, could simply be a way of saying that it is
impossible (and impossible not just because of the limitations
of our knowledge) to identify either part of the disjunction as
the true or the false one as opposed to the other. This is perhaps
the most likely interpretation, but we should also note that
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[v) Ammonius, and to a lesser extent Boethius, conduct their
discussions partly in terms of a ‘statistical’ notion of contin-
gency; that is to say, they consider types of situations that
sometimes occur and sometimes do not, rather than individ-
ual token events.”” It might therefore seem that Boethius
in Ts is referring to types rather than tokens, and that
‘changeably’ simply indicates that we are considering what
is contingent rather than what is necessary.?® However, con-
sideration purely of types constitutes an ignoratio elenchi
where the Sca-Battle paradox is concerned; after all, it refers
to a sea-battle tomorrow, a token rather than a type. With
some degree of charity Ammonius, and more easily Boethius
in 1IN, can be read rather as drawing inferences about pre-
dictions of token events from what applies to types; and at
2IN 248.13-14 Boethius explicitly presents this inference as
an argument separate from what has preceded.*® We may
conclude that, even if Boethius’ talk of changeability reflects
{v), it nevertheless in his view implies {iv) also.

To divine foreknowledge, as opposed to future truth, Boethius
makes only passing reference in 2IN, at 224.27-226.25.%° Crucial is
226.9-13;

T7. God knows future things not as coming about of necessity, but as doing
so contingently, in such a way that he is not unaware that something else too
could happen, but what comes about he knows on the basis of the human
beings themselves and their actions.

This suggests that Boethius holds that God knows what our future
choices will in fact be, and also holds that they are not necessitated
and that God knows this to be so. The ancient sources point out that if
God foreknew the contingent as necessary rather than as contingent
he would, impossibly, be in error. But this is ambiguous between
saying |a) that he knows the outcome, while knowing that it could
be otherwise, and (b} that he just knows what the possibilities are, but
not which of them will be realised. The point is used in the firsf wa);
{a) by Proclus,?' and in the second (b} by Alexander and Calcidius.?

The emphasis of Boethius’ discussion in 2IN is almost entirely on the
fact that God avoids the error; it is only in the last clause of the
Passage cited above, the last of the entire discussion, that it becomes
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clear that Boethius is opting for {a) rather than {b).33 Boethius consis-
tently maintains, in 2IN and in the Consolation, both that God
knows what we will choose and that he knows that we could choose
otherwise;* but 2IN offers this as a position, and does not yet offer a
solution. Gaskin indeed notes that, because Boethius in 2IN does
not appeal, as he will in the Consolation, to the idea that to God all
time is as the present, his account of divine knowledge risks jeopard-
ising his insistence on [c) rather than () where future truth is
concerned.3s

It is uncertain whether Boethius at the time of writing the
Commentary had not yet developed the solution in the Consolation,
or whether he thought fuller discussion of the topic would be inappro-
priate in the context even of the more advanced of his two commen-
taries. At Cv.4.1 Philosophy refers to Boethius’ previous consideration
of the question, and says that neither Boethius nor anyone else has yet
explained the matter adequately. Since the contrast is with the explan-
ation in written form that Boethius is going to put into the mouth of
Philosophy, it is natural to take the reference as being to the written
exposition that Boethius had given earlier in the Commentary; clearly
the thoughts of the author Boethius - as opposed to the character in the
dialogue - have advanced beyond what is stated in the Commen tary by
the time he comes to write the Consolation, but this passage cannot
itself tell us whether they had done so at the time of writing the
Commentary itself. Ammonius certainly thought the topic of
divine knowledge suitable for extended consideration in his com-
mentary (132.8-137.11, discussed below); ironically, the very fact
that Boethius’ solution in the Consolation is superior to that of
Ammonius, and requires a more complex discussion, may have
made it less suitable for inclusion in his Commentary even if it
had already suggested itself to him.

PROVIDENCE AND FATE

In C1v.6 Philosophy draws a distinction between providence and fate.
The distinction already had a long history; it became particularly
significant in the Platonist tradition of which Boethius is part,
where it was emphasised not only that fate is the working-out of
the providential plan in space and time,?® but that rational human
souls can rise above the level of fate 37 Philosophy gives expression to
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this in the memorable image of circles revolving around the divine
mind; the nearer one moves to the central pivot, the more one is freed
from fate [C v.6.14~17).3® The initial point of the contrast between
providence and fate is to explain the apparent arbitrariness of provi-
dence,*® of which the Prisoner had complained in C 1v.5; it is hard,
she says, for us to see from our perspective {C v.6.21), but in fact
providence orders all things for the best — as Philosophy proceeds
to argue with such questionable examples as the wicked person
who is allowed to prosper as he might otherwise do even worse things
(C1v.6.45). In C v.2 it is argued that human souls are most free when
they contemplate the divine mind, less so when they turn away from
reason and subject themselves to ignorance, ‘being in a certain way
prisoners through their own freedom’.

This is not, and is not intended to be, an argument that can
preserve human freedom of action, if this is understood simply to
mean an ability to perform either of two opposed courses of action, an
ability unconstrained by any factors, even those internal to the
agent.*® To use the notion of rising above fate to establish this sort
of autonomy would risk the absurd consequence of arguing that the
internal workings of our minds are free even though our physical
actions are not, so that freedom would not extend to the ability to
refrain from committing theft, which is a physical event predeter-
mined by fate, but only to the ability to regret committing it.*' But
the view that autonomy is simply unconstrained freedom to perform
either of two opposed courses of action was no more universally
accepted in antiguity than it is now.%* For Platonists freedorn is not
the unconstrained ability to do otherwise than one chooses to do, but
rather freedom from error, that is from ignorance; human beings have
autonomy to choose whether to pursue wisdom or ignorance, and
their actions will depend on the consequences of this choice. The
actions of human agents, whether free or self-enslaved, are not them-
selves brought about by divine providence, but are none the less
worked into its plan.43 _

However, the special status accorded to human choice in C v.2
is threatened by the fact that God, if he is omniscient, can fore-
know the workings of our minds just as much as he can fon?,know
physical events.** Boethius thus proceeds to the discussion of
the relation between divine foreknowledge and human freedom
in C v.3-6.
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THE INGREDIENTS IN BOETHIUS' SOLUTION
TO THE FOREKNOWLEDGE PROBLEM IN THE
CONSOLATION

The distinction between absolute and conditional necessity (hence-
forth: ‘ACN’} discussed in the section on ‘Future truth’ above is one of
three ingredients which enter into Boethius’ solution in C v.3-6 to
the problem of divine foreknowledge and human freedom. Boethius’
discussion differs from all previous ones in bringing the three ingre-
dients together.*® How it does so has been a subject of dispute. It will
be convenient first to consider the other two ingredients, and then to
proceed to an analysis of the use to which Boethius puts them.

The second ingredient is that the nature of knowledge is deter-
mined by the nature of the knower rather than by that of the thing
known. This claim can be traced back to the Neoplatonist philoso-
pher Iamblichus {¢.245-¢.345 AD)*® and has been labelled by Evans
2004, 268-9 as the ‘lamblichus Principle’, a label which it will be
useful to retain (as ‘IP’) in what follows.#” IP was apparently originally
advanced, and was certainly regularly used, as an answer to the prob-
lem how the divine can have knowledge of what is different in
character from itself, without thereby taking on the alien character
of the thing known.*® This is not always connected with the specific
issue of future contingents. IP is indeed used by Proclus to find middle
ground between the positions of the Stoics, who {i) held that God
cannot foreknow future contingents and (ii} argued from this that, as
God has universal foreknowledge, there cannot be any future contin-
gents, and the Peripatetic Alexander of Aphrodisias, who agreed
with {i} but argued conversely that, as there are future contingents,
God cannot have universal foreknowledge. Proclus uses IP to reject
{il; God can have necessary foreknowledge of what in itself is only
contingent.*® On its own IP does not provide an adequate solution to
the problem of divine foreknowledge and human freedom, it asserts
that God can foreknow even what is contingent, but does not yet
suggest how this foreknowledge and the contingency of the event
may be reconciled. Ammonius indeed links it rather (132.19-133.15)
to the discussion in Plato, Laws 10 of whether providence is burden-
some for the gods.

1P, paldly Stat(?d, may not seem very plausible to those who do not
share its underlying theological assumptions. Boethius in C v.4.24-39
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and C v.5.1-12 supports it by a persuasive analogy; for us to deny that
God can know things in a way that transcends their own nature
would be like sense-perception, which is of particulars, claiming
that the universals apprehended by reason do not exist {C v.5.6).
That different living creatures have fewer or more cognitive faculties,
and that some have sense-perception but not reason, has been indi-
cated at C v.5.2-4, the ultimate source being Aristotle’s On the Soul.
It is no accident that C v.5 is followed by the last poem in the
Consolation, on the theme ~ going back to Plato’s Timaeus, 91e -
that only human beings can, and should, stand upright and look to the
heavens, this giving the final poetic answer to the Prisoner’s dejection
in C metr.2.5° Boethius may not have been the first to give IP such a
telling expression, but the surviving earlier accounts, at least, are in

. the dry prose of the lecture-room commentary.’’ A further distinctive

feature of Boethius’ presentation of IP in the Consolation is that he
does not - for good reason, given his concern with human autonomy -
link it with the notion of God knowing all things as their cause,
except at the very end of his discussion.**

The third ingredient in Boethius’ solution is the notion that to God
all time is as the present is to us — ‘the Eternal Present’, or ‘EP’ for
short. In C v.6.1-14 EP is explicitly contrasted with endless duration
as a succession of experiences; to God past, present and future are
present simultaneously. The contrast derives ultimately from Plato,
and is expressly attributed to him by Philosophy herself (C v.6.9-14),
alluding to Timaeus 37d. However, a distinction may need to.be
drawn between being outside time altogether and beingina SituatJ.OFl
where past, present and future are all experienced as present.*’ F?l‘ if
God is outside time altogether, far from the future being as access1!nle
to him as the present and the past, it might seem that er‘:rythmg
in time would be equally inaccessible.* The specific notion t}mt;
future and past are equally present to God is found in Ammonius
discussion of On Interpretation 9;°* anticipations have alsg been
found in Augustine.’® Ammonius, however, connects EP, ‘hke IP,
only with the question of how the gods can know future contingents,
and ACN only with the eventual solution to the paradox of future
truth. To be sure, the structure of a section-by-sectiqn commentary
on On Interpretation 9 does not encourage a connection between all
three principles, for Boethius in his Commentaries any more than for
Ammonius.




T ki

A A AR e i T

1 o i L L APt

e | o a8 b e

218 ROBERT SHARFPLES

THE THREE ELEMENTS AND THE SOLUTION IN
THE CONSOGLATION

ACN, IP and EP all have a part to play in Boethius’ solution. It might
seem that ACN is the crucial point, in other words, that Boethius’
claim will be that while God's foreknowing what I will do implies
that I will do it, so that it is conditionally necessary given God's
foreknowledge, it does not follow that my doing it will in itself be
necessary rather than voluntary. And this is in a sense right; it is
where Boethius’ argument will end up, at C v.6.25-36. However,
Boethius introduces ACN at the start of the discussion of divine
foreknowledge, to make the point that, while the Prisoner is well
aware that God's foreknowledge does not itself bring my action about
fand thus remove my autonomy), he is still concerned that God's
foreknowledge necessarily implies the occurrence of what he fore-
knows (C v.3.10-11).57 This amounts to saying that even conditional
necessity is still a problem. Philosophy does respond by insisting
{C v.4.11-20) that necessity must be in the event and extend to the
prediction, rather than being imposed on the event by the prediction,
and arguing that, if present events are not made necessary in them-
selves by our observing them, foreknowledge need not make future
events necessary in themselves either. But this points forward to the
need to introduce IP and EP; if ACN alone provided the solution, the
discussion could have finished at C v.4.20.5*

While ACNisnot enough on its own to provide the solution, another
argument, found in Aquinas,? is, as Marenbon and Evans have emphas-
ised,* not part of the problem and solution as considered by Boethius at
all. This argument tumns on the necessity of the past, admitted by
Aristotle at Nicomachean Ethics 6.2, 1139b8 and Rhetoric 3.17,
1418as; it claims that God's knowing in advance what I will do will
itself be past, and therefore irrevocable, even before the event occurs,
and that this necessity will be transmitted to the future event. (Even if
LCpq is to be distinguished from CpLaq, rejection of CpLq does not entail
rejection of CLpLq.|** But, as Marenbon points out, if this were the issue
it would hardly be an answer to say, with EP, that God’s knowledge is
present.** True, the irrevocability of the past is beyond question in a
way that the necessity of the present is not; one can regard the present
as the time in which we perform our free actions.®? Nevertheless, EP
would hardly be the most persuasive answer to the supposed argument.
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The issue that continues to concern Boethius after C v.4.20 can
best be expressed in terms of accessibility. The problem is not so
much whether divine foreknowledge implies the necessity of
future events in a sense that conflicts with human freedom, but
rather how, if we grant that some future events are not necessary in
a sense that conflicts with human freedom, divine knowledge can
have access to them - the original context of IP. Putting the
matter in formal terms, if ‘S8’ = ‘is known’ and ‘F’ indicates the
future, so that ‘Fp’ = ‘p will be the case’, then for human knowledge
CSpL'p and CSFpL'p are both true, CSplp is false (we can know
things that are not and never were necessary in themselves), but
CSFpLFp is true — we can only foreknow things that are necessary for
some reason other than the fact that they occur or that we foreknow
them. The challenge to Philosophy is to show that CSFpLFp does not
apply to God’s foreknowledge. And this is where IP and EP play their
part in the argument.®’

If one holds that God’s unchanging nature prevents his knowing
things that are changeable, the problem of how God can know my
actions, for example, will apply as much to my present and past
actions as to my future ones. The point is that in our experience
there is a particular problem about the accessibility of undetermined
future events. The argument that God’s knowledge of the future is
like our knowledge of the present, which itself rests on the combina-
tion of EP and IP, is used by Boethius to give God access to a future
which is concealed from us. By doing this it removes the requirement,
which applies to our knowledge of the future, that anything that is
foreknown must be necessary in itself independently of its being
foreknown.

The distinction between absolute and conditional necessity, ACI\:I,
is thus part of Boethius’ solution, but not in itself the solution.®® For it
is not enough simply to distinguish between the two types of neces-
sity involved. The argument that God's knowledge of the futurf: is
like our knowledge of the present is needed to legitimise the applica-
tion of the distinction.’

The combination of ACN with IP + EP is finally made at C v.6.19—
21: CSpLp is false for God’s knowledge of our future just as it is for our
knowledge of the present. Immediately before this, God’s foreknm_rvl-
edge (praevidentia) has (C v.6.17) been renamed providentia, looking
forth’. God does not foresee the future but sees past, present and
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future all at once, as if looking from a high mountain.® It is after this
(C v.6.25-36) that Philosophy draws the general distinction between
absolute and conditional necessity, illustrating it with the example
that, if someone is walking, it is necessary that he be walking (CpL'p),
but not that his walking is itself necessary in the sense of being
compelled (not CpLp). This analysis is then applied {‘in the same
way’, C v.6.30) to God’s providentia; and the discussion of this
point concludes with an echo (C v.6.36) of the example of reason
and the senses used to illustrate [P in C v, 5.

All three of ACN, IP and EP are present in Ammonius’ discussion
of On Interpretation 9, but he does not combine them to give a
solution like Boethius’ in the Consolation. To understand Boethius’
argument requires us to see the issue in terms of the accessibility of
future contingents to divine knowledge, rather than just in terms of
the implications of divine knowledge for the things it is agreed that it
knows. But Ammonius, in the part of his discussion concerned with
divine knowledge, focuses on the accessibility issue exclusively.*
The notion of conditional necessity is brought in only later, where it
occurs in Aristotle’s text.”® And what is missing is the crucial insight
in Boethius that, of four cases of knowledge - God's knowledge of our
present, God’s knowledge of our future, our knowledge of the present
and our knowledge of the future ~ the first three are all alike, and all

unlike the fourth, in requiring only conditional and not absolute
necessity.”"

THE CONCLUDING PART OF C V.6 AND THE
PROBLEMS IT RAISES

Philosophy proceeds by putting the principle that God's knowledge of
the future is like our knowledge of the present to further use in
denying (C v.s. 37-41) that God can be affected by our decisions. I
cannot, by changing my mind about what I will do, force God also
to change his judgement about what I will do {a problem raised at
the start of the discussion, in C v. 3.6). For God foresees the whole
story in one go, as it were, my changes of mind included. However,
Philosophy goes further and denies that our actions are the cause of
God’s foreknowledge of them at all (C v.6.41-43; an issue raised, as
she says, by the Prisoner at C v.3.15-16). But her explanation is
unclear: ‘this power of [divine] knowledge, embracing all things in
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its present knowledge, has itself established a limit for all things, and
owes nothing to things that come after it’. If this suggests that the
truth of God’s knowledge does not depend on its correspondence with
the free choice that I will in fact make, it goes against the model of the
relation between knowledge and its objects that has been the basis of
the whole preceding discussion; it is not clear that IP can remove all
dependence of knowledge on its object. For a Platonist like Boethius
the difficulty will not indeed be apparent in the sort of case he used to
illustrate IP in C v.4-5; the content of Intellect’s knowledge of the
Form of Man determines, rather than being determined by, the con-
tent of sensation’s awareness of a man {in so far as the latter is not also
affected by such things as direction of view, lighting conditions and so
on), for flesh-and-blood men are themselves what they are because of
the Form of Man, not vice versa. But it is difficult to see how a similar
account can be given of God’s knowledge of a human agent’s individ-
ual future choices. '

Perhaps Philosophy’s point is just that it would be inappropriate for
God's knowledge to depend on future actions, and that EP removes
this necessity. The alternative is that Philosophy in this passage
concedes that God determines our actions after all, thus destroying
her own argument.” But the remarks that follow (C v.6.44-8) seem to
endorse human autonomy; our wills are free from all necessity, @d
divine providence concurs with our actions, rather than causing
them. The final sentence engages in deliberate word-play: ‘A great
necessity to be good is laid upon you.” Our actions may not be
necessitated in the sense of being determined by forces outside our
control, but that does not remove - indeed it creates — the moral
necessity to act virtuously. .

If Philosophy has sacrificed human autonomy, Boethlusf account
is paradoxical. If she has retained it, Boethius’ account is incom-
plete. For he has only attempted to reconcile hum.fm autonomy
with divine omniscience. God can foreknow what I will Qo w1tht?ut
removing my power of independent action. But there still remains
the problem of the relation between human autonomy and dm;le
omnipotence.”* Solutions can indeed be suggestc?d - for example,
that God himself chooses to limit his power by giving human agents
the freedom to err, since only thus is virtue (and, of .cour;ef vmte]
possible; but this problem is not one that the Consolation claims to
resolve.
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NOTES
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Gerhard Seel for inviting me to give a paper on the topic of the first part
of this chapter in Bern. The responsibility for errors or misunderstandings
is my own.,

- Cicero, On Fate 20-1 (= LS 38G). This is to be distinguished from the

claim, not made by the Stoics, that the truth of the prediction itself
causes, rather than requires, the event to be necessary. Cf. e.g. Sharples
199, 12 1. I.

. Cicero, On Fate 21; 37-8 (= LS 20H); Academica 2.97 {= LS 20I}.
. As McKim 1972, 81 n. 4 notes, view () below had already been labelled

the ‘Non-Standard Interpretation’ by Rescher 1963, 46, discussing
al-Farabi,

. Relevant papers by Lukasiewicz are collected in McCall 1967.
- Cicero, On Fate 17-20; 27-8 [= LS 70G}
. Added emphasis mine; on ‘unchangeable’ see further below.

. Echoed by Ammonius, On Aristotle’s On Interpretation (CAG v}

153.13-154.2, Boethius 1IN I2F.20-122.20, 2IN 241.1-243.28. In the
former Boethius expresses the contrast as between ‘temporal’ {tempo-
rale) and ‘unconditional’ {simpliciter) necessity, in the latter as between
‘conditional’ (condicionalis, 243.26) and ‘unconditional’ {simplex).
Gaskin 1995, 91 discusses various labels for the first type and opts for
‘relative necessity’ or ‘necessity relative to the facts’; cf. id. 114-15, 128.
Ammonius’ commentary and Boethius’ two commentaries are trans-

lated in Blank and Kretzmann 1998. All references to Ammonius in
this chapter are to this commentary,

‘C’istoberead as ‘implies’ rather than as ‘causes”: Cpq and Cqp may both
be true, but both of two states of affairs cannot each be the cause of the
other, at least not in a single sense of ‘cause’.

Cf. Weidemann 1998, Marenbon 2003b, especially 537-8, 2005, 45-6;
and, of Aristotle’s own practice in the Prior Analytics, Patzig 1968, Ch. 2,
especially 16-28. Sorabii 1980, 122 n. 7 suggests that the scope distine-
tion is found in Aristotle not in T4 but at Soph. el. 4 166a23-31, howevet,

that passage too is arguably better interpreted in terms of absolute and
conditional necessity.

Marenbon 2003b, §35.
At SH 1.6.6~7 pp. 2767 Obertello = PL 64 839d-840a Boethius distin-

gmshes between (i} the necessity of sitting when sitting, {ii} the necessity
of a living creature’s having a heart when alive, and {iij) the necessity of

14.

I§.
ié.

17.
18,
19.

20.
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God’s being immortal; Rescher 1967, 37; Galonnier 2003b, §92-3 1. 87.
The same tripartition (in the reverse order, with (iii) and (i} presented as
subdivisions of a single type contrasted with {i)} appears at Ammonius
153.13f., with the example for (ii} of fire necessarily being hot as long
as it is fire (cf. Plato, Phaedo 103d; Aristotle, Categories 10 12b38).
Cf. Theophrastus, frs. 100ABC FHS&G; Boethius 2IN 187.29~188.2,
239.6~7. Further elaborations of these classifications in Islamic philoso-
phy are discussed by Rescher 1967; see also Sharples 1978b; Kretzmann
1998, 28; Sorabji 1998, 8-g and n. 25.}

Ammonius, In De int. (CAG W} 131.2-4, 138.16-17, 139.14f-15, 144.9-
14 {Sorabji 2004 5a8), 149.15-18 {Sorabji 2004 saro); Boethius, 1IN
106.30-107.16 {Sorabiji 2004 5a4), 2IN 191.5-10, 208.11-18 {Sorabiji 2004
5a3, quoted below), 215.21-6, 245.9-19, 246.12-15, 249.28-250.1.
Chadwick 1981, 157-63; Kretzmann 1998; Sorabii 1998, ro.

See Sten Ebbesen’s chapter in this volume.

Cf. Mignucci 1989, 51 and 2001, 267-8; Seel 2001, 35~6 {“the difference
between Carneades and Ammonius and Boethius in this respect is
not fundamental’); contra, Gaskin 1995, 155 n. 41. Sorabji 1998, 17
{cf. Sorabji 2004, 111} allows that (8] might be the view of Ammonius
but not of Boethius, and notes that the divergence might be explained by
Proclus’ having been an intermediary between Porphyry and Ammonius.
{Seel 2001, 35 n. 60 [cf. Mignucei 2001, 247 and n. 305) misinterprets my
19784 as supporting (8): I specified there that in my view Ammonius
and Boethius do not ‘admit the unqualified truth’ of future contingents.)
At C v.4.19 Boethius seems to allow that what happens was previously
going to happen, without inserting any qualification; but Gaskin 1995,
173 1. 9o points out that this is at a stage in the argument that is super-
seded by what follows (below, n.58).

E.g 2IN 139.15~-19, 245.9-12; Kretzmann 1998, 31-2.

Cf. Gaskin 1995, 146~59. ‘
Mignucci 2001, 250-§ criticises Gaskin’s reading of Ammonius and
Boethius for introducing a third truth-value either-true-or-false and
thus reducing (c) to {a). Gaskin himself claims that [c} preserves the
existence of only two truth-values ‘in an extended sense’ {1995, 1 5 I).; he
concedes (1995, 146) that (c] is not logically, only ‘rhetoricall?'; ‘dlstmct
from (a) (cf. Frede 1985, 42—3; contra, Mignucci 1989, 51}, but insists that
{c] is nevertheless closer to Aristotle’s intentions than {4} is. Kretzmann
1998, 44 argues that future contingents may retrospectively I?ecome true
[or false) for a time even though they were not true at that time; contra,
Gaskin 1995, 176-9. .
Mignucci 1;’89, 69 n. 47 notes that a good MS, E, has incommutablb.téf
(corrected by E*). But this is presumably just a copying error resulting
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21.
23,

23.

24.
25.

26.

27.

28,

29.

30.

31
32.

33.

from the preceding indefinite. See also 1IN 108.4-5 [the truth and falsity
shared between the disjuncts is “without distinction and variable”,
indiscreta atque volubilisj; Kretzmann 1998, 47-48 n. 43.

For this argument see Alexander, On Fate 10, 177.7-9 = Sotabji 2004 ses,
Kretzmann 1998, 5.

Moreover, past events and propositions are described as ‘stable’ at 2IN
189.5-7; ‘stable’ is presumably the opposite of ‘changeable’, and the point
about past propositions is presumably not just that they remain definite.
Considered and rejected by Kretzmann 1998, 32 and n. 44.

On T6 as evidence for {c) rather than (a] or (8} see Gaskin 1995, 1645 and
n, 71.

See White 1985, 48-9. However, the passages cited against (iii) by
Kretzmann 1998, 48 n. 44 (1IN 11 §-30-1, 2IN 200.14~-18) are more natu-
rally read as simply saying that at every time one of the affirmation and
the negation is {indefinitely) true, the other false, rather than that it is
always the same one. Cf. also Mignucci 1989, 64.

Notoriously, Hintikka 1973, 147-78 interpreted Aristotle’s own discus-
sion in these terms [though with some doubts and considering (iii) above
as an alternative; 173}, against this, Gaskin 1995, 39 and 164. See
Knuuttila 1993, 51-8; Evans 2004, 251-7.

So Knuuttila 1993, 58, Cf. Ammonius, 155.2-8 and Boethius, 1IN 125.
12-14, on Té. Boethius at 1IN 126.18-21 compares the variable truth of
the future-tense sentences to the way in which the things themselves are

going to be ‘changeably and indefinitely’; cf. 125.5-7, with Mignucci

1989, 69; 2IN 247.7-10. At 2IN193.5 things, and at 214.9 sentences,

that admit of either alternative are described as ‘unstable’,

See Mignucci 1989, 6970 and 2001, 278; Gaskin 1995, 132-7; Seel 2001,

209,

Divine foreknowledge is also mentioned at 2IN 203.1, but only to make

the point that God foreknows what is already certain to nature {though

there are problems with the example used: Kretzmann 198 5, 40~1; Blank
and Kretzmann 1998, 189 n. 32).

Ten Problems 8.
Alexander, On Fate 30, 201.13-18 {Sorab
195.4~7. See Sharples 1991, 27-8.
Boethijus in 2IN is interpreted ag advocating (a) by Courcelle 1967,213~14
and 1969, 309, Sharples 1991, 28; Gaskin 1995, 171-2 n. 877; Blank and
Kretzmann 1998, 190 n. 50; (b) by Huber 1976, 18 n. 45 and Chadwick
'198 1,159, In the Consolation (C v, 3.25) the Prisoner dismisses [b] as like
that ridiculous prophecy of Tiresias, “Whatever I say either will happen
or wo_n’t.”’ {Ifollow Lerer 1985 in using ‘Boethius’ to refer to the author of
the dialogue, ‘Philosophy’ and ‘the Prisonert’ to refer to the characters.)

Ji 2004 3a3) and Calcidius 1975

34.
35

36.

37

38,

39.

40.

41

42.
43.

44.
45.

46.
47.

48.

49.

50.
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For (ii) see C v.3.18-28, Cv.6.24.

Gaskin 1995, 172-3 and n. 89. Mignucci 1989, 74-6, conversely, uses this
to support his view that Boethius endorses a position closer to (B).
Plotinus 3.3, 5.14-25 = Sorabji 2004 4b1; Proclus, On Providence 10,
13-14 (Sorabiji 2004 4bs). See Sharples 1991, 29-31 and references there.
Plotinus 3.1.9-10, cf. 3.2.10, 3.3.4; Proclus, On Providence 4; Calcidius
1975, 186; Augustine City of God 5.9. Cf. Boethius 2IN 231.12-232.10, con-
trasting humans with other animals in this respect, Chadwick 1981, 242.
On the sources of the image see Sharples 1991, 205 and references there;
particularly significant are Plotinus 6.8.18, 6.9.8-¢.

It also anticipates the contrast between the passage of time and God’s
eternal present in C v.6, as Marenbon 20033, 119 points out; see further
below, the section on “The ingredients in Boethius’ solution’.

On the contrast between internal and external factors see |in the context
of Stoicism) Brennan 2001, 279-83; 2005, 288-96. Kretzmann 1985, 34
and n. 52 connects Boethius’ view of human autonomy with the modern
theory of agent causation: significantly, both Alexander of Aphrodisias
{On Fate 15) and, earlier, Carneades (as reported in Cicero, On Fate 25)
adopt a similar view (Sharples 1991, 10 and references there; 2001, §56-9
and references in 558 n. 320).

A frequent misinterpretation of the Stoic position too, for which
Epictetus’ fondness for extreme eases [the prisoner bound hand and foot
but free to resist the tyrant in his mind) is largely to blame. See Sharples
1986 and 200s; Brennan 2005, 315-20.

See Bobzien 1998 and 2000.

Cwv.6.52, cf. Cv.2.11, Plotinus 3.3.5; and so already the Stoic Cleanthes,
SVF1.537 = LS 541

Marenbon 2003a, 126-7.

Emphasised by Huber 1976, 44—58; see also Courcelle 1967, 221; Dronke
1969, 126; Scheible 1972, 176-7 n. 3.

lamblichus cited by Ammonius In De int. 135.14-137.1 [Sorabji 2004
3a1o), cf. Stephanus In De Int. 35.19-33. Huber 1976, 4off.

Cf. Marenbon 2003a, 130-5, where it is referred to as the Modes of
Cognition Principle.

Ct. for example Proclus, Elements of Theology 124, In Ti. 1.352.11-16
(Sorabji 2004 3a11), In Parm. 957.14ff., Ammonius 136.1-21 [Sorabji 2004
3a1s).

Proclus, On Providence 63 [Sorabji 2004 3a16) and Ten Problems 8; cf.
Alexander, On Fate 30 = Sorabji 2004 3a2-3, and Hager 1975; Soral?ii 1980,
123-5 and 2004, 69-78; Sharples 1991, 25-8 and 2001, §74-5; Gaskin 1995,
351-67.

Reiss 1982, 136.
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Ammonius’ account is closer to the standard Neoplatonist hierarchy, for
while Boethius places Intellect at the top of his scale in C v.5, Ammonius
notes (135.28-32, ¢f. Stephanus, In De Int. 35.26-9) that Intellect knows
even higher things only as an inferior.

Marenbon 2003a, 134, contrasting Proclus, On Providence 65, Ten
Problems and In Parm. locc. citt., and Ammonius 137.1-11.

Marenbon 20032, 136-8, cf. 2003b, 543-4 and 2005, 48-53.

Cf. Sorabiji 1983, 253-67. On eternity see Stump and Kretzmann 1981.
Ammonius 136.1-25 = Sorabji 2004 3a15. Ammonius cites the Timageus
and also the Parmenides (140e-141¢, which does seem to place the One
outside time altogether; Blank and Kretzmann 1998, 123 n. 31). Proclus,
On the Timaeus 3, 42.23-33 Dichl, argues that the present tense ‘is’ hasa
double sense, and that the sense that applies to the intelligible is that
which is not contrasted with the past and the future.

Augustine, City of God 11.21 = Sorabji 2004 3a13, Ad Simplicianum
2.2.2 = 3aI2.

Ct., of future truth {rather than knowledge}, Ammonius 149.22-34.
Gaskin 1995, 173 n. 90; Weidemann 1998, 201.

Aquinas, De veritate q.2 art.12 arg.7; Summa theologiae 1 q.13, 2 art.14;
Commentarium in Sententias Petri Lombardi 1 dist. 38 qu.x art.5 arg.4,
Kenny 1969; Wippel 1985, 218; Marenbon 2005, 140. Sorabiji 1983, 255
outlines the argument and the solution, but recognises that this is not the
way in which Boethius himself presents the issue. Cf. Sorabiji 1980, 125.
Marenbon 20034, 141; 2003b, §33; 2005, 15-18. Evans 2004, 265-6.

This argument is in fact a version of Diodorus Cronus’ Master Argument,
with the link between knowledge and the truth of what is known playing
the role that was taken in Diodorus’ original version by the assumption
that all statements about the future are already either true or false, and in
some other similar arguments by the thesis of causal determinism. Cf.
Hintikka 1973, 201-5; White 1985, 79-90.

Marenbon 20033, 207 n. 31; 2003b, 538.

The present is sometimes coupled with the necessary past and contrasted
with the future (Aristotle, Peri hermeneias. 9, 1 8a28), but sometimes not
{Aristotle, De caelo 1.12, 283br13). Cf. Hintikka 1973, 183.

That accessibility is the issue is signalled at C v.4.2 I-22, immediately
followed by the statement of the lamblichus Principle at C v.4.24ff. Cf.
also Cv.5.8-9. Knuuttila 1993, 60; Marenbon 20032, 129-30; 2003b, 540;
2005, 27.

Marenbon 2005, 34-6 shows that IP is needed as well as EP and ACN,; the
argument is not just that present knowledge does not render what is
known necessary in itself and that what is future to us is present to God.
Cf. Marenbon 20033, 139-471; 2005, 27 and 40,

67.

68.

69.
70.

71.
72.

73.
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As noted by Evans 2004, 263 in connection with the example of the
charioteers at C v.4.15. Or, putting it the other way round, with
Marenbon 20033, 142, ACN shows that there is nothing strange in an
event’s being conditionally necessary but not absolutely necessary; it
remains to show that the necessity involved in divine foreknowledge
can be of the former type but not also of the latter.

This is the image developed by Aquinas (Surmma theologiae 1 q.14 art.13
ad 3), who presents God watching us proceed along a road when we can
only see those who have gone before us and not those who will come after
us. {But the image is not perfect: to comprehend past, present and future
all at once God would have to see me not as I proceed along the road, but
simultancously both before I come to a fork in the road and after I have
taken one route ot the other. See Sharples 1991, 229.)

Cf. Sorabiji 1980, 125.

Ammonius has indeed, at 136.30-137.1, the statement that what is con-
tingent in its own nature is definite in God's knowledge. But this is not
expressed as a contrast between two ways of being necessary.
Marenbon 2003b.

Marenbon 2003a, 143-5; cf. Gegenschatz 1958, 128-9, and Marenbon
2001b, §45-6.

Cf. Gegenschatz 1958, 128.
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10 Interpreting the Consolation®

This chapter concemns itself primarily with the literary interpretation
of the Consolation. This will involve taking account of generic
markers, sources, allusions, and narrative patterns and structures to
read the Consolation accurately and meaningfully. There will be
some coverage of different types of critical approaches applied to it,
especially those of more recent critics. The chapter will conclude
with some discussion of a matter that is not strictly speaking literary,
namely the Christianity of the Consolation. For one can indeed think
of texts, in addition to authors, as having religious affiliations, and
much of the evidence used to determine such affiliations requires
philological detective work.

The Consolation, an undisputed masterpiece of Latin literature,
was widely read and imitated and exerted a powerful literary influ-
ence during the Middle Ages and beyond. The very fact can be dis-
torting, for most educated readers, willy nilly, are aware of its later
fortuna, and can experience difficulties in taking off the multiple
colored lenses of reception to recover the work in its original histor-
ical and literary context. It is still, astonishingly, alive, as a touch-
stone for the eccentric, appalling {but also appealing) Ignatius Reilly
in A Confederacy of Dunces.? The Consolation stands at the end of
many ancient traditions that it consciously invokes and evokes and is
a work of considerable literary innovation in its own right. Boethius
wrote the Consolation as a last work,? and it is tempting to see him
shoring fragments up, not just against his own ruin, but against that of
the Romanitas he so prized, and whose last, most glorious represen-
tative he arguably was. All these features conspire to create a dense
and often cryptic text. While the Consolation can be understood at a
flat narrative level by the reader lacking a rich classical education,
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and the philosophical argumentation can be absorbed whole, much
would be lost in translation.

INTERTEXTUALITY AND THE POET: QUI AURES
AUDIENDI HABET, AUDIAT!

A rich and resonant intertextuality informs the work from the very
first words and signals volumes to the literate reader.* The opening
lines, Carmina qui quondam studio florente peregi, eheu, nunc
maestos cogor inire modos |“I who once completed verses with
flourishing eagerness am now forced to enter sad measures”), contain
an encapsulated poetic and Vergilian biography, mixing an allusion to
the interpolated proem to the Aeneid:

Ille ego qui quondam gracili modulatus avena
carmen, et egressus silvis vicina coegi

ut quamvis avido parerent arva colono,

gratum opus agricolis: at nunc horrentia Martis ...
arma virumgque cano

I am he who once, having played song on the slender reed,

and, leaving the woods, forced the fields to obey the farmer,
however greedy he might be, work pleasing to farmers: but now
the bristling arms of Mars I sing and the man ...

with the authentic Vergilian sphragis to the Georgics:

Illo Vergilium me tempore dulcis alebat

Parthenope studiis florentem ignobilis oti,

carmina qui lusi pastorum audaxque iuventa,

Tityre, te patulae cecini sub tegmine fagi [cf. Buc. 1.1},

At that time sweet Naples nourished me, Vergil.,
flourishing in the eager pursuits of inglorious leisure,

1 who played the songs of shepherds and bold 'm'my youth,
sang you, Tityrus, under the cover of the spreading beech.

Vergil harkened back nostalgically to his earlier bucolic verse, resum-
ing the first line of the first Bucolic in haunting echo.’ His move
would be forwards and upwards, namely to the higherl genre, epic.
Boethius’ imprisonment marked a key change from major to 1‘mnoré
Not the demoting Ovidian bump from hexameters to the elegiacs ;1)
love, but those of exile and sorrow.® External evidence fleshes out the
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image of Boethius-poeta when he was a younger and happier man. His
lost bucolic verse is attested by the Anecdoton Holderi:? Condidit et
carmen bucolicum [“He also composed a bucolic poem”).? For his life
in elegy, we need go no further than his ambiguous role as pander in
Maximianus, Elegia 3.° So Boethius self-consciously alludes to his
own past career as a secular Latin poet. And, if we read the poems of
the Consolation in their literary historical context, we see many
signs of the later Roman epigrammatist in, for example, the shorter
poems of C 3.'°

DIALOGUE AND THE PHILOSOPHER

Previous efforts

Boethius has a better-documented record in the field of Latin philos-
ophy and the artes. He knew how to translate,"* how to adapt,” and
how to evoke the world of the philosophical dialogue. Unlike the
handbooks on the disciplinge, the commentary on Porphyry's
Isagoge features an introduction and scene-setting that are compara-
ble to those used by Augustine in his Cassiciacum dialogues. In this
case it is time-hallowed winter nights and the Aurelian mountains.™
Boethius used a fictitious interlocutor, Fabius.’* Unlike his Latin
predecessors, Cicero and Augustine, Boethius may not have had a
suitable living conversational partner for even such a fictitious dia-

logue; Fabius is no more than a template for inculcation.®® The
external markers of dialogue are clear,

Classical sources

A closer inspection of the Consolation allows us to see which dia-
logues ar¢ most important for its generic parentage. Aristotle’s
Prot{eptzcus and Cicero’s Hortensius are early ancestors; neither
survives, but both can be {in part) reconstructed from survi\’ring frag-
ments in multiple authors and from generic imitators, such as
Iz.imbhchus.‘é Plato is, of course, crucial, be it for the Jast cfays of the
nghte.ous philosopher in prison, awaiting death {Crito and Phaedo)
the flight of the soul {Phaedrus), the Cave (Republic),*? the philoso:
phy of pt_mishment (Gorgias), or for cosmogony (T1fm.:zeus}.’B The
Consolation's title evokes the logos paramythetikos or consolation,
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not in this case for the death of a friend or relative, but for literal and
metaphorical exile.” Philosophy’s consolation addresses the condi-
tion of a righteous man in a world where evil happens. In the scenes
with Fortune in Book 2 we see a far loftier version of the sort of street-
smart snappy answer to fortune’s ills that are preserved in the Pseudo-
Senecan De remediis fortuitorum.*® And we need to acknowledge at
various key rhetorical moments the influences of monologic forensic
apologiae too.*" But there is more to the prose Consolation than that.

Talking personifications

The Consolation differs from its classical literary models in that one
of the interlocutors in this sublime conversation is not a human
being.>* The status of Philosophy poses important questions. Not
divine, not strictly human,®? presented as an external epiphany in
all her strange glory,** she is a living personification, a type of figure
taken for granted in serious didactic medieval literature, but not in
classical. By framing the work as a dialogue between a supernatural
entity and a human being, Boethius borrowed from the tradition of
religious revelation discourse.?s Trappings, such as the epiphany and
the different natures of the interlocutors, point to revelation, but the
prose content is no different from that of any philosophical dialogue,
and the human interlocutor shows much more independence than,
say, the interlocutors of the Hermetica. The Consolation emerges as
a fusion of the Platonic dialogue®® and the revelation discourse.*” The
human interlocutor, however, is firmly anchored in historical place
and time, and the knowledge gained is rational, not the stuff of
revelation.

To understand what Boethius meant by conversing with Philosophy
herself, we must examine the reception of personifications in late
antiquity, After his conversion Augustine experienced growing anxi-
eties about figures like Philosophy, because they seemed to be pagan
holdovers.*® And while no hard connection can be proven,’? one may
be permitted to ask oneself whether Augustine’s decision to hold a
soliloquy with a Ratio who is not unambiguously an exterior voice,
and may well be his own ratio, had some influence on Boethiu.s‘
Philosophy.3® After all, although she stands for all that is right in
the philosophical tradition, she cannot logically express more than
the sum of philosophical knowledge in Boethius’ own head. After
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Martianus Capella and Boethius the fate of such personified learned
ladies was secure - they were there to stay and became domesticated
goddesses in the Middle Ages.3*

And what a Protean creation Boethius’ Philosophy was!3* This
authoritative figure emerges very much in the round. Her character.
ization modulates from that of Athena-like divine epiphany (C 1.1.3),
ancestor imago {C 1.1.3}, impatient or jealous mistress?3 or arbitrix
morum (C 1.1}, Thetis, kind mother and goddess (C 1.4.1), doctor
[annoyingly discussing her patient in the third person in his presence
at C 2.2.5-6), former nurse [C 1. 3.1}, impersonator of Fortune {C 2.2.1)
teacher, stand-in for the philosophus,* totality of philosophy (C 1.1.1)
and state of the subject in historical time (C 1.15 and C 1.3.6-7). This
goes far beyond Synesius on Hypatia: mistress, mother, sister, teacher,
but Synesius provides a model for a possible relationship of a male
student with a brilliant woman philosopher.3$

We are not forced to regard her epiphanic appearance as anticli-
mactic on the grounds that in the final analysis she has no super-
natural powers to help Boethius, 3 Elements of divine epiphanies had
long since migrated to the adventus of allegorical personages in the
Later Roman Empire 37 I addition, the options open to the author
were limited. Since he chose to converse with a personification, which
had to enter a prison secretly, the author had few choices: dream,
vision, or epiphany. Epiphany, given that a lengthy dialogue needed
to take place, seems the best choice. Philosophizing in a dream or
vision would have required embedding and framing-closure with the
inevitable worries about mise en abyme. Boethius, unlike Augustine
and Sidonius, had no qualms about taking over an unabashedly pagan
form of encounter without bothering to Christianize it 38

SOME FUNCTIONS OF VERSE IN THE
CONSOLATION

metry, and significant polymetry,*° as well
exture, At the opening of the work we find the Muses
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consoling Boethius. After they are packed off by Philosophy, she is
free to accommodate their meters to her muses.** And most of the
metra are sung by her.#* They provide intellectual reinforcement and
illustration, rest and refreshment,*? a way of visualizing the natural
world beyond the cell,** revelations of material inaccessible to reason
alone, and different generic voices for Boethius and Phi!osophy._lt has
been recognized that there is considerable rhyme and reason in the
assignment and placement of the different metr'a.“‘The highly sch.e-
matic form of prosimetrum employed by Boethius is unparal.leled in
extant Latin literature, It most probably represents a formal innova-
tion of his own, and invites the reader (dangerously, as we shall see‘) to
consider the work as a perfectly wrought urn, with an elegant cyclical
structure of alternating verse and prose, pivoting around the great
metrum in the only meter that is not used at least twice: 3.M.9 in
hymnic hexameters.*®

PROSIMETRY AND MENIPPEA

The prosimetrical form of the Consolation r.aises questions that
affect the work’s interpretation, for prosimetry is a formal character-
istic of the ancient satura Menippea, a corpus that includes texts such
as Varro’s fragmentary Menippeae, Seneca’s Apocolocyntoszs,’ some
of the works of Lucian, and Julian’s Caesares. All these Menzppeafz
have unquestionable comic, ironic, and sati‘rica.l overtone;’s apﬁropr;
ate for a genre that was spoudogeloion {“jesting in earnest ). The lrlm’
of the difficulty concerns four of the later texts, Martianus Czpe a's
De Nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii, Ennodius’ Epzftle to Aml ros;rus
and Beatus, Fulgentius’ Mythologiae, and Boethius’ Consolation. . ai
these also standard satirical Menippeae, or do they belongtoa spe;:x
educational prosimetrical subgenre?” After alll, there h.ad been a‘;I :::
epistolary works that exhibited prosimetry without be:;lg éatuiou.ld
This begins as an argument about generic taxgnom).f. { ﬂ; e
think about it as like trying to decide at what po1.nt a dmosaurd e;:ilnk-
a bird, and stopped thinking “dinosaur” as species anfi s‘tartle‘ tt;)ns
ing “bird.”) But, as we shall see, it also has hermeneutic imp mad thé
Cases have been made that both the De_ Nuptusd ;nethius
Mythologiae show strong generic ties to the Menipped, 3;1 ;)imetry
clearly worked from the De Nuptiis.’° In addition to forma kpro et
many thematic motifs are shared between these works an

T - e —



P —

234 DANUTA SHANZER

Consolation.*” But while the De Nuptiis and the M vthologige clearly
have intentionally humorous elements that link thern more closely to
earlier Menippeae, the Consolation does not. Thus modern critics are
divided on the significance of the Menippean form of the Consolation
For a long time it was simply noted and left at that 52 Nineteenth.
century critics such as Hirzel {and their followers) saw actual generic
evolution at work: the Menippea began to be used for instructional
rather than satirical Purposes, viz. it took on a more serious face 53

GENRES “ON THE GROUND"

To understand the hermeneutic relationship between genre and

text one needs to consider genre itself and its observed behaviors,5*
A genre is a literary form with freight. No genre was a genre at the
time its first exemplar was written, Genre is created by sequences of

as doing it with a difference,’*

!

and even far more specific tropes
(e.g. the recusatio] and topoi (the

time-description]. Some topoi can
inhabit more than one genre; others would be gut of place. Genres can

hing to have 2 comprehensive family
writing,*® the project is impractical
t cross-fertilization, and usually the
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be in equivalent trouble if we insisted that the authors of novels, sgch

Petronius or Apuleius, and the authors of novelistic hagiographica,
:flCh as the Acta Pauli et Theclae, had identical views of the onto-
logical status of their subject matter.

THE DECONSTRUCTIVE MENIFPEA

Joel Relihan, a recent quasi-deconstructic:n'iist61 interprﬁcr _of tilz
Consolation, however, has tried to use ev1_df_:ncc from demppn:l "
predecessors and congeners to discern a satmfcal tc')’r;;: and mess fr
in the work. Everyone to date has “missed the j.oke. The Ii)lnsonh \
ﬁe are told, never gets wings to fly out of prison - so Ph t%ﬁ;’f’ ny
fails.*¢ Whatever happened to metaphorical mterpri':tail a.lmg
Philosophy’s arguments are not perfet.::t, thfe at:thor must \ : (5: }istim
something to us. What is thel::\iustsh;)rre :151"1:;1;%;&20;{:;&0“‘1 aan
faith, a via media, we are told. e et oo
Consolation. We must also remember that no philosop o (o o
re than its author does.®® Who has solved tl.le problems
ll:;%::?l?ius?"’ Philosophy promises acriora remed_m, wha(:)ll :I:]l;itdlz:
“surely Socrates’ cup of hemlock,” so \:r}l:e;n ftal:f uf;lf;;n;;i losophir's
ithin the narrative, we have yet anothe
‘I;v(;::}tllllrilus was not as fortunate as the martyr Per});ma;ezllztfz‘;;‘:
someone to publish her diary with.an account o ;r.a o the vght
And why cannot we see the immediate acriora zfemeh1t Bk o
arguments of Philosophy in C 377¢ Likewq’se to_afsseit t té:: o 1s chiuoly
5 are digressions, away from Philosophy’s ongmal im tiO;l posed at
not true.”* They clearly respond to the theodicy ques
Cr1.4.29-30. . eper
Tiisga;proach reminds the present at}thor ofa gor::félvlil;kgf fhe
who cornered her many years ago with his crypto-Gno o1l asleep is
universe. Didn’t she know that the evidence that we are YT
to be found in Genesis, for God cast a deep sleep 'upm::ﬂnterp’reta-
Adam never woke up?”* The exegetic fallacy here is ov aopronriate
tion that demands a level of consistency of a text tha;sa;)?e pshorccuts
or inapplicable.”> We all constantly taki lm:iumknow” principle
in conversation and writing that rely on the nee' to oo foow how
“Someone told me.” If your interlocutor .doesn t Ifl:; canciot vigeon),
they told you [telephone, face-to-face, emfaﬂ, letter,” (;blematize” o
then there is no need to specify and no license to “pr
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statement and thereby create an untrustworthy narrator. The narrative
economy does not require the specification, so it simply doesn’t mat-
ter. Relihan has fallen prey to a kindred fallacy in the demands he puts
upon the Consolation. Recourse to argumentation such as his indeed
seems “a desperate compulsion of evidence to fit a theory.”74

METADIALOGIC MODERNISM

Another modem trend is an interest in examining the Consolation not
for its primary content, but for its setting, mechanics of dialogue, and
metadialogic markers,”® an approach that bears some similarity to
postmodern architecture with exposed pipes and struts. Thus the
Consolation is read as being “about” itself and its own dialogic proc-
ess. This is the approach of Seth Lerer in his Boethius and Dialogue.
The very title poses an ambiguity: is this a book about Boethius or one
about dialogue?”® This approach breathes the critical Zeitgeist of the
seventies and eighties, when Alexandrian self-consciousness about
the act of writing and its reception at Rome fueled an industry of
studies on recusatio, poetics, metaphors for poetic production and
activity, poetic apologia, and encounters between poet and predeces-
sor or poet and Muse. Poems were about poetry. Texts were self-
referential or self-reflexive. And similar things could be done with
Boethius. “The speakers come to talk more and more about the
structure of the dialogue itself. Their discussions become self-
reflexive, in that it is fundamentally concerned with elucidating its
own method. It also becomes self-referring, in that key terms presume
the reader's familiarity with their use elsewhere in Boethius’ writ-
ings.””” There is however an important and neglected difference.
Philosophical texts were written in dialogue form in part for pedagogic
I€asons, so that the recreation of an authoritative dialogue could work
" on the mind of the external reader, who reacts sympathetically in

parallel with the internal participants. Explicit outlining of the pro-

gress and procedures thus has a very practical and mundane function
for the reader. One must beware of overpathologizing it.

MORE TRADITIONAL LITERARY APPROACHES

Des;?ite such aberrations, excesses, and monomanias, literary schol-
arship over the years has taught us much about how to interpret the
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Consolation. Take the matter of close attention to the crucial dis-
tinction between author and persona.”® Not many years ago a sf:bola;
as sensitive as C.J. De Vogel could be fully aware of the p(_)smblhty of
distinctions in characterization between Boethius.-pnsoner a_nd
Philosophy,”? but could miss the possibility of nuance in the evo.lvmlg
characterization of Boethius-prisoner, through whom_ thc-: parratwe is
focalized. She therefore concluded that there was a significant popu-
lar pagan element in Boethius’ thinking,.t}'aff subjection of_the world
to Tyche, without considering the possibility that Bgethms—auctor
may have characterized his distressed alter~e.go, the prisoner, as h'av-
ing succumbed to such denial of divine Providence ~ without believ-
ing it himself qua author.® o

Close reading can reveal new problems a?';d possibilities. Take
C 1.4.26: de compositis falso litteris, quibus libertatem arguor sper-
asse Romanam. Were these hostile forgeries purporting to be‘
Boethian autographs? Or were they false allegations z?bout Boethps
treason? A close look at C 1.4.26 suggests that, according to quthlus,
the delatores were, or should have been, tortu:efl. We might be
astonished to see this anti-humanitarian attitude in someone who
himself would die under torture.®* Close and v.vatchful reg;:hng must
continue, for there are still passages that remain obscure.

SPACE REMAINING FOR SOURCE CRITICISM

There has been a great deal of extremely valuable source criticism on
the Consolation.®? Virtually no word in the work Iaclfs genenF ;:Iom-
mentary. But this approach still has surprises to offer. I'd like brie g}lp’atsz
discuss one example that provides an interesting glimpse r_hxouglh a
darkly at a lost work that must have been related to the Consg atlolr(l)-n

Philosophy’s hymn, C 3.M.9, and its Timaegr? content avet cagl
attracted attention. C 3.M.9 falls within a tradition of hexim-‘?dl; "
philosophical hymnography that goes back' on the Gr.ee ssianus
Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus and on the Latin side to Valenu: Zonius‘
Latin congeners of Boethius’ metrum include hymns b);l uever "
Tiberianus, and Martianus. It is the hymn by Tiberianus, however,
we shall see, that is suggestive. ‘ )

The introduction to tg}%e hymn, C 3.9.32utin T:zmae(_) PIatoin nzsi:tf;
placet {“as it pleased our Plato in the Timaeus”}, dehbe_rate )f{ pml -
the reader to the Timaeus 27¢ 2-d1, where the necessity of pray
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before minor, let alone major, enterprises is stated by Timaeus ®
Philosophy then invokes the pater, but uses an aretalogy that reprises
important elements from the cosmogony of the Timaeus.

Over sixty years ago an important posthumous article by Hans

Lewy on the Tiberianus Hymn (Tiberianus, Carmen 4) was pub-

lished.® In it he suggested that the poem’s heading, Versus Platonis
a quodam Tiberiano de Gre

co in Latinum translati [“Verses of Platg
translated from Greek into Latin by a certain Tiberianus”), should be
taken seriously, and that Tiberianus did translate it from Greek into
Latin. Lewy pointed out the fact that this poem is not just any hymn,
but specifically the hymn that Plato might have used for Timaeus’

prayer in the Timaeuys. The questions at the end of the poem make
this clear:3¢

Quem [precor, adspires), qua sit ratione creatus,
Quo genitus factusve modo, da nosse volenti,

Da, pater, augustas ut Possim noscere causas,
mundanas olim moles quo foedere rerum

sustuleris animamque levern quo maximus olim
texueris numero, quo congrege dissimilique
quidquid id est Vvegetum, per concita corpora vivit.%7

To know it [sc. the universe], wh
inspiration)

how bomn or made, grant to one desirous,

Grant, father, that I may be able to know the lofty [first] causes

by what bond of the elements you once hung the massy universe,

by what proportion {number) you, Breatest, wove the delicate
[world-soul, by what

[number), same or other, whatever it is that is alive lives
through bodies set in rapid motion. 8

y it was created (I pray you grant

Lewy then tried to figure out wher
published. He thought it Middle
that it was written at theendof ¢

¢ this poem might first have been
Platonic in content, and suggested
he second century, and translated by

m his Nachlass without the authorial
summa manus.
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If one looks at the Tiberianus Timaean hymn, ‘described as versus
Platonis, praying for a revelation of .what wﬂl_ be {in part} thehconten';
of the Timaeus side-by-side with its Bc')et.hlan parallel, a ymﬁ (1)3
Timaean content sung by Philosophy_, it is clear. that the p;: 1;3
cannot be coincidental.’” The Bothlan hymn, it seems, ¢ A chei
Lewy’s case for ascribing the Tiben_anus poem to.a work (whet eer
his own or in a Greek source) involvgag Plato {or Timaeus)}, a prf?}rl u;
and the Timaeus.®* We are thereby licensed to read(; 3.M.9 w; .
the context of late antique discussions of phﬂosop_}uc pra}):e:, m;or
shows us not just the or a philosopher (Plato?.) pl"aymg_to the clljeak o
for understanding, but Philosophy hezself: Thl's discussion 11:.*213 155 hed
to a specific exegetic moment anchored in Timaeus z';'lc.d Z](')Ccussed
Timaeum [ad loc.) clearly shows us that Porph}):ryT. a ’ ul; cussed
prayer, probably in his own lost commentary on the 1.11.112116 Si. the
coincidence between Tiberianus gn}clitliloetzlilisi ;: 5 ue; \rr;s;ld cs glJll i
submerged textual iceberg that might hav d. t ;

isticated fashion,®* and would have helpef‘l us understan
::ﬁ::iiﬁ?ﬁt?fsmry of the quasi-submerged Latin late Platonic
tradition.®’

ANALYST CRITICISM

Analyst criticism has raised important questions :3ib01:1t.1 ::lrethr:eg:z
Consolation is a completefwork. :&;:i,h d‘f:;:y;nng;;perien i‘a i
involved pro and con can often cu : : vic.
can, like %ameades, argue in utramque Pﬂﬂ@mp‘}:’}lthsgq;a:EZ ther
tion. For example, at C 4.4.22 the prisoner asksh t ow:rs{hat there
there are no punishments for souls after death. S| atl’. a};‘lst e i is not
are indeed tortures, both punitive and Purgaton : lti that the work
her plan to talk about these now.” Tr'a.nkle suggeste b9 Andyet
could well have been intended to end with a Platonic m:rb . A
Courcelle has explained this renvoi to a later treatmi;lle gorgias.97 s
plagiarism of a Greek Neoplatonic comrnfentalry onttin Boothins off
third alternative is that Philosophy was ilmp y cu ogs o 0 later.”
altogether: “now” meaning ”now,l” not mow & 05}3 as the lack of
Trinkle also pointed to other curious ffzatun-%s ,,S;; b dangling alia
explicit response to the question, ”de 1pse smf,. dialogue diminishes
quaedam at C 5.1.1, the way in Whli.:h the use 0 99a Zu

in Books 4 and 5, and the lack of a final metrum.
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There is no denying these features, but different responses are
possible. One might argue, to take one case, that there is in fact an
implicit answer to the question of what Boethius-man is at C 4.3.10,
namely divine by participation™® or alternatively that the question
hinted at the immortality of the human soul, a point made explicit in
various places.’’ One can argue that increasing haste as the author’s
execution approached affected the composition.™* One could agree
that the work is indeed unfinished and speculate about how it might
have ended. One could argue that what appear to be imperfections
cannot be used to prove that the work was unfinished, because they
could easily be examples of the author “nodding,” 03

3
£
{
t

PRIMARY AUDIENCE

One could profitably add other questions. For example, to what
extent is the consolation of the Consolation customized for the
prisoner-auctor? At the beginning, particularly in C 1.4, Boethius
wallows defensively in the specifics of his own case. After this point
at various times Philosophy directly adverts to his own position
and situation.”™* In other cases it is harder to tell. Is the criticism of
the longus ordo famulorum [C 2.5.18) a pet weakness of Boethius’ or
simply something appropriate for the sort of Roman aristocratic
audience he imagines? The constructed image of false happiness in
C3.9isstill clearly a secular Roman aristocrats. Interesting likewise
is the omission of voluptas from C 2 and its introduction at C 3.1.7
voluptate diffluere and C 3.1.10, with a full development at C 3.7 and
3.M.7. Does Boethius feel he mugt introduce it here as an afterthought
because the topic of C 3 is the summum bonum, and voluptas was
thought to be Epicurus’2'es O should we perhaps see it as a belated
concession to bad behavior that he himself may have displayed?*°® Is

7 ‘}iere a not-so-subtle reproof in C 4.7.22 that all bad fortune tests,
€Cts, or punishes?

W et

|
i
i
H
H

CHRISTIANITY

will conclude with some thoughts about the Christianity of the

Consolatz"op. Critics of the Consolation have historically been
starkly du{1ded on this question. The debate started in the tenth
century with Bovo of Corvey,*7 o major landmark was Usener’s
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publication of the Anecdoton Holderi in 1877, for it proved beyonc;
a doubt that Boethius was the author of the Opuscula sacra.*™®
Christians wanted Boethius to be Christian.*®® But the controversy
has continued and been refined with some such as Momigliano arguing
for apostasy; Chadwick saying, “The Consolation is a wqu written EZ
a Platonist who is also a Christian, but it is not a Christian work”;
Galonnier, apparently, seeing some sort of token Christian;" " and now
Relihan arguing recently that the Consolation is “about humble access
to God through prayer, not revelation.”"™ The present z_luthor takes
her starting point from the sociolinguistic and philological work of
Mohrmann''3 and De Vogel’** to get a sense not of whether or not
Boethius was a Christian (for he clearly was}, but of what sort of a
Christian he was. But to work out what Boethius is, we must observe

e does. . .
Whétni‘; might profitably start with examining Boethius’ relationship
to the Bible and to the Christian Sondersprache. To do s0 one ?::Seds a
somewhat scientific way of categorizing his alleged citations.*** The
following has proved a helpful taxonomy:

e Explicitly flagged with intent to enable? id(?ntification of pre-
cise quotation and original context (=citation); -

e Not flagged or discreetly flagged, but nonethf:less precise:
“Peek-a-boo.” Under this heading should go deliberate exam-
ples of contrast imitation that producc? a Verfremdw_mgseﬁefl;t;

e Vaguer with intent to provide recogm‘zable coloration or fla-
vor, but not necessarily invoke a precise passage;

e Allusion with careful rewording or disguise (neutral}izat'mn};t

e “Bleed through” “seepage,” or lapsus, where the Iaxl_;t orisno
aware that a cat has poked its nose out of a bag.

What we find, if we do this responsibly, is that he neutr.ah.zes,‘ 7 either
“Iepossesses” or is unaware,’’® avoids eXP]iCifllY Chnstlzu.a 1@8“5?
such as creator (but creatus “bleeds through”},"** uses Ch;ilsiuir; sohle
ces,"*® and deliberately plays with what Jacques Fontaine lls “dou ole
transparence.” *** The moments at which he adYeFts t?;anous;mfa
tant theological topics {martyrdom and asce'tz‘clsm, suppcrc;:s tlz
prayer, hell and purgatory, and creati.on.) exhibit at Efesttsyr;m o
paraphrase. It is far from clear that the hints of' Christian fe inology
and thought are allocated primarily to Boethius gnd nisu.r ac:f:mal n}:ple
Philosophy’s words as “bleed through.”*** There is only one
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of a clear biblical signal transmitted and received, and that is the
quotation from Wis 8:1 adtingit enim a fine usque ad finem fortiter
et disponit omnia suaviter."** | have argued elsewhere that Boethius’
pleased reaction is not to the Christian or biblical language, but to the
fact that Philosophy refers specifically to the OT book of Wisdom, a
text in which he would have found many congenial thoughts and
scenarios.'** He has few plausible echoes of the NT. There is no hint
in the Consolation of Christ, or of the incarnation, both acid tests fora
Christian."® The doctrine of the preexistence and descent of the soul
hinted at in C 3. M.9.18-21 and C 5.2.8 would have been unacceptable
to orthodox Bible-centered Christians."*” There is only one brief allu-
sion to divine grace.”® Instead the Consolation mostly emphasizes
self-help, making the ascent on one’s own. A passage such as C 4.4.28:
nihil opus est judice praemium deferente. Tu te ipse excellentioribus
addidisti, might suggest that the author did not believe in post mortem
judgment, but at C 5.6.48 Philosophy mentions the need for probity
when pleading one’s case before the judge who sees all.*?® There are
several passages that allude to the problem of prayer, and their use of
the words hurnilis and humilitas and commercium betrays a Christian
sensibility.** It needs to be emphasized, however, that prayer was not
a Christian monopoly, and pagan philosophers regularly discussed
it.'3* As expected, the evidence is mixed, but the overall picture that
emerges is of suppression of religious specifics.

The Christianity of the Consolation is of a curious, non-NT based,
sapiential>* and philosophic, sort, with its strongest parallels in the
syncretism of a much earlier period, namely Hellenistic Judaism. We
need to have a more nuanced view of spectrums of belief and practice
that leave a place for people such as Boethius. They cannot simply be
pigeon-holed under monolithic labels, such as “Christian” or “pagan.”
Syngsius Epistula 105, written to his brother shortly before he became
a bishop, is instructive, for in it he details his religious exclusions,
?vhat he is prepared to do and believe, and what not.'3? Topics covered
include celibacy, the preexistence of souls, the destruction of the
world, and popular views about the Resurrection.!* We need to
think about Boethius in a similar fashion.

B(_Jethius was a highly educated denizen of the late antique world,
not just a serious philosopher who read a great deal of Latin poetry.
His 03’3“1{18 scene, if read with the eye of the body, shows us a famous
funerary image: the homme cultivé surrounded by the Muses."*
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His Philosophy’s pi and theta owe something to the gaommadia on
later Roman garments.*3¢ While Boethius did not inhabit Gregory of
Tours’ theological rus of exorcisms and healings, demons, and
visions, nonetheless maleficium was still a useful political charge
in his circles.”*” This is hardly surprising, for his world was peopled
by a more complex set of entities than ours is today. One could depict
oneself conversing with an incamated female personification of
human reason,”>® who herself acknowledged the existence of one
even higher than herself, who spoke in hexameters.”*® One could
imagine a holy man who was completely exempt from physical ail-
ments.**° The world of the Consolation included a summum bonum,
God, and also a personified Wisdom,*#' but no Christ.

Reading silences is always tricky, but the Consolation is the
product of a writer who works hard not to send signals to fellow
Christians, not merely by not sending them, but also by muting and
damping them whenever he can. Why? In Ostrogothic Italy there was
no reason for a Christian to be coy about his Christianity, although
there is evidence that high functionaries would wisely function on a
vague common level by merely talking about divinitas, perhaps to
avoid Christological divisions."#* That alleged stylistic or generic
proprieties forced the average Christian author to construct a
firewall is unlikely. If the Consolation is complete, and if Boethius
had wanted to suggest that faith in a Christian divinity and theology
was man’s only ultimate recourse, he could and would have signaled
that fact clearly and could have done so without employing aversive
pious or priestly terminology.

It has been suggested that Boethius’ Christianity in the Consolation
is similar to that of Augustine at Cassiciacum — with the clear impli-
cation that it is therefore non-problematic and hence “gcceptable.”"3
This seems to me to be a flawed argument. Augustine’s failure to
mention Christ, etc. is explicable by the fact that he was on his way
in, so to speak, and in a process of conversion. Boethius was the
seasoned veteran of theological tractates at the time he wrote the
Consolation, and a documented Christian. So his silences cannot be
explained the same way. Indeed they invite the suggestion that he was
on his way out, if not an actual apostate, or that he was consciously
exploring an alternative route. The historical circumstances of the
composition of the Consolation make his approach all the more
marked, for, at such a time, above all, men are wont to seek the
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consolations of religion. One is left with either some form of apostasy
or failure of faith or else with a conscious decision to work with the
philosophical minimum required to establish common ground
between the matter of philosophy and that of religion, to think outside
the Christian framework.

Ultimately the answer will depend on who one sees as the audi-
ence of the Consolation. If one focuses exclusively on the author
addressing Boethius-prisoner within the framework of the text, then
one will be more likely to feel the lack of explicitly Christian con-
solation as problematic, given Boethius-prisoner’s known religious
affiliations. f however one imagines an external audience quite sep-
arate from the prisoner,*#* one's perspective changes, and it is far
easier to see the work as an experimental philosophical work aimed
at anyone seeking answers to any of the major philosophical prob-
lems touched on in the Consolation. Since none of these has yet been
susceptible of either a philosophical or a religious solution, it is falla-
cious to judge the work as if it had in some way either failed inten-
tionally or intended to depict the failure of a philosophical solution.

Thus in the Consolation we see yet another genetically mixed and
creatively conceived opus from late antiquity. It borrowed form and
some overarching and individual themes from the ancient Menippea,
but dropped the spoudogeloion (“jesting in earnest”) along the way. It
exhibits none of the biting satire of Seneca or teasing archness of
Martianus. While there are moments of wit,"# the nature and amount
are similar to what one might meet in a Platonic or Ciceronian dia-
logue ~ with even less satirical reductio ad absurdum or ad hominem
customization. We can never be certain - for much has been lost™6 -
but on the available evidence we can only conclude that Boethius, with
a little help from his predecessors,”*” was an innovator in casting a
serious work, with a tragic frame-narrative, in what had been a serio-
comic form.'*® If one defines the Menippea as satire with no solutions
to offer,"*® then the Consolation does not qualify. It was and is some-
thing new.

The Consolation was one of those odd works that did not attract
much seri.ous attention immediately after they were written.*>° But it
took I(:Ef in the ninth century with the appearance of its earliest
MSS."* The Consolation used many different poetic forms and voi-
ces, of_ten to striking effect.’s* The poetry of the Consolation lived its
own life in the Middle Ages. It was its prose mise-en-scéne, and

Interpreting the Consolation 245

philosophical content, however, that proved most potent, unforget-
table, and empowering: prisoner, prison, muses, celestial visitant,
fortune, wheel, divine providence, and human free will.’s* But that
is a topic for other chapters.

NOTES

1. Members of my Boethius seminar at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign in Fall 2006 helped me work through some of the issues
discussed here. Howard Jacobson kindly commented on a draft for me
and, as always, was ready to discuss philological and religious problems.
Howard Weinbrot read a draft and took the time to send me generous
and detailed advice on literary matters. I have benefited considerably
from discussions with John Marenbon, our patient editor. And Karen
Dudas and Bruce Swann of our Classics Library always found me the
books.

2. Toole (1980) 42-3 for a scene that begins with the Consolation and ends

{after a canine epiphany) with a masturbatory climax.

Shanzer (1984).

For the following, Daly (1991) 37-8, working from Alfonsi and Crabbe.

Verg. Ecl. 1.1: Tityre, tu patulae recubans sub tegmine fagi.

See Ovid Am. 1.1.27-8; 3.1.7-8. Also Crabbe {1981) 244-8.

Usener (1877] 4.

His interest in the genre may materialize in an example in ISC 767 B,

where he cites Ecl. 2.36-7: est mihi disparibus septem compacta

cicutis { fistula.

9. Boethius advocates premarital sex to Maximianus’ youthful male liter-
ary persona. There is also a contemporary epigram of Ennodius’ that
seems to be mocking Boethius’ sexual exhaustion. For both see Shanzer
(1983) 183—95; Barnish {1990} 1632, arguing at 27 for a rehandling of the
themes of the Consolation; or O'Daly (rgg1) 10, who transposes
Boethius’ sex life to a putative persona in unattested erotic poems.

1o, Eg C3.Mg3,3.My4, 3.M.5, 3.M.6, and 3.M.7. Also compare C 4.M.7.13-
31 with Ausonius, Eclogae 17 and Sidonius, Carmina 9.93~100.

IT. 2IS 1.3, p. 135: cum verbum verbo expressum comparatumque reddi-
derim acknowledges his procedure in the editio prima.

12. De arithmetica praef. p. 4.27: At non alterius obnoxius institutis artis-
sima memet ipse translationis lege constringo, sed paululum liberius
evagatus alieno itineri, non vestigiis, insisto.

13. 1S 1.1,p.3.1-4.3; 2.1, p. 85.1-4; 2.32, P. I32. 2-5 where the dialogue and
the night end with a quotation from Petronius: sol tectis arrisit (Fr. 5b
Miiller). See Hirzel (1895} 363.

N o
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4.
IS.

16,

I7.
I8.
I9.

20.
21.

22,

23.
24.
. Klingner (1921/1966) 113; Thomassen {2004) 218 for the term “revela-

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
3I.
32.
33
34.

35.
36.

37.
38.
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Boethius (1906) ix.

Ibid. Contrast Augustine’s vividly sketched companions at Cassicia-
cum: Licentius, Trygetius, Navigius, Adeodatus, and Monica.

See for example Bywater {1869); Usener (1873); Hartlich {1889); Rand
(1984); Alfonsi (1951). There are numerous protreptic themes in the
Consolation, e.g. C 3.2.2. The genetic fingerprint is most clearly dis-
cerned at C 3.8.10 {the eyes of Lynceus),

Ci3.r.5and 3.M.1.11-13.

The Meno also is evident in C 3. M.11,

Seneca, Consolatio ad Polybium and Consolatio ad Helviam. Menander
Rhetor 2.9, pp. 161~5 Russell and Wilson. O'Daly (1991) 23.

Seneca, De remediis fortuitorum v. 3. There is a notable link to its
terminology, friends as ancorae, at C 1.5.2.

See Boethius’ in C 1.4 (characterized as oratio in C 1.§.2} and Fortune's in
C. 2.2; Socrates’ lurks in the background too. Shanzer (1984) 363-6.
The nomoi of Crito sca ff. being a rare exception. But they never make a
direct appearance; Plato uses imagined prosopopoeia.

C 4.6.32 quae ratio valet humana and 4.6.53-4. Philosophy is not a god.
C1.1.1-6.

tion discourse.”

For Platonic dialogue see especially Klingner {1921/1966), 75 ff.
Courcelle {1948) 279, following, presumably, Klingner (1921/1966) 113,
says that the teaching is administered in the form of a revelation. This is
not strictly true any time after the opening of Book 1. After her epiphany,
Philosophy functions like a Socratic interlocutor {aside from her
singing!).

Shanzer (2005a}.

Pace the suggestive work of Silk {1939).

Schmidt {1963) 125: “beide reden im Grunde mit sich selbst.”
Newman |2003).

For her multiform nature see Crabbe (1981) 230.

Ibid. 250.

See C1.3.4-6 for the symbiotic relationship between Philosophy and her
familiares. When they are on trial, she is on trial.

Synesius, Epistulae 10 8éomnowe and 16 piymp, Gdehon, Siddokaioc,
Marenbon [2003a) 1 53 and at 162, the “pretensions of her goddess-like
initial appearance are satirized in the Consolation.”

See Pabst {1994) 172-8 and Martianus Capella, De nuptiis, passim.

For Augustine’s concealed epiphanies in the Confessions see Shanzer
l1_9911 56. Sidonius cleaned up his Philosophy in Epist. 9.9.12-13 like the
fair captive of Deut, 21:10-14 (in Jerome, Epistulae 21 and 70.2}.

39.

40.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

47.

48.
49.

50.

51

52.
§3.

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
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Although they do not do much for the philosophical argument. See
Marenbon {2003a} 147.

E.g.in C 1.M.1 elegiacs for mourning; in C 3.M.g hexameters fora hymn;
in C 3.M.12 and 4.M.3 glyconics for mythological narratives. See also
Marenbon (2003a), 150 for poems sung by Boethius.

Crr.ar,

Marenbon {2003a} 147 counts twenty-eight.

Ca.1.8and 4.6.57.

Eg C1.Mz2.6-23; 1.M.5.1-24; 4.6.

Gruber (2006} 20-2.

There may be a {partial parallel) in the Supergedicht posited for
Prudentius’ oeuvre by Ludwig (1963).

See Gruber (1981] 209 for the “pardnetisch-protreptisch” genre. He
omits Fulgentius,

Ibid.

Viz. are these texts a splinter-group, a genetic branch of their own, or was
the genre itself evolving and changing, as genres do?

Shanzer (1986} 32.

See for example Shanzer (1986) 32; Pabst (1994) 162-8. So it no longer
seems appropriate, as Gruber (1981) did, to ascribe these works not to the
genre, Menippea, but to the prosimetric form. See O'Daly {1991} 20.
See, for example, Courcelle [1967) 17.

Hirzel (1895) 347: “This pitifully poor piece of work [sc. Fulgentius’
Mythologiae] is none the less noteworthy, because in it the Menippean
satire begins to take on a serious face.” Also Hirzel (1895) 347 “Here,
now holy seriousness has completely taken over a literary form that
initially served comic purposes,” or as Klingner {1921/1966) 114 put it,
apocalypse was combined with Menippea.

Weinbrot {2005} 4 calls genre itself {as opposed to its instantiations) “a
necessarily uncertain, but certainly necessary construct.”

For a felicitous formulation, Halsall {2005) 64: “Writers can play with
the rules of composition as well as within them.”

Formal criteria are not sufficient for a meaningful typology. See Schmidt
{1963) 108.

The distinction is analogous to a piece labeled “tango,” vs. a piece with
no label, whose rhythm and phraseology are nonetheless unmistakable
as anything but a tango.

E.g. consolatio, comedy, dialogue, elegy, epic, epigram, epitaph, didac-
tic, history, Menippea, novel, protreptic, satire, tragedy ...

Jokingly Perry (1967) x67: “The first romance was deliberately planned
and written by an individual author, its inventor. He conceived it on a
Tuesday afternoon in July, or some other day or month of the year. It did
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63.
64.
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64.

67.

68.

69.

70,

71.

72.
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not come into being by a process of development in the literary plane.
What had really developed was the complex cultural outlook, the
Weltanschauung, of society as a whole in the Alexandrian age ...”
Pabst {1994) 2: “neue Formen sich selten adhoc bilden.”

Weinbrot (2005} deserves great credit for pointing out Bakhtin’s histor-
ical fallacies in reading Dostoevsky as Menippean satire and also for
attacking the intolerable bagginess of the genre as defined by many
modem literary critics outside Classics departments. Conte {1996} 144
discusses how questions are turned into answers to explain the form of
Petronius’ Satyricon with the result that “we are in danger of attributing
a distinct identity to a creature whose generic characteristics are so
indefinite as to be unrecognizable by any reader.”

Conte [1996) 37 wisely reminds us that “categorical distinctions, after
all, are merely a compromise with chaos.”

Relihan{2007) xi. While the goals of Relihan’s readings {namely to crown
faith as “present by absence” in the Consolation) are not compatible
with true deconstructionist denial of authentic meaning, his exegetic
methods, the consistent excessive, “semiotically aroused” (in Richard
Landes’ inimitable phrase), demands put on the text create a Tendenz
that is indeed deconstructionist.

Ibid. 9.

Ibid. 4 in reference to C 4.1.9 and C 4.M.1,

Ibid.

The point is made in a positive sense by Gibbon, quoted at O'Daly
(1991 23.

Emotional responses are never addressed, e.g. C 2.4.2 and its sublime
imitation by Francesca da Rimini in Dante, Inferno s; likewise C 4.5.2-4.
The problems of evil and God'’s providence {C 4.1.3-9) are hardly suscep-
tible of simple solutions. See Philosophy’s own remarks at C 4.6.2~3.
Relihan (2007) 5. Note however that the final words, far from suggesting
that Boethius lives, contain a threat in si dissimulare non vultis.
Passio Perpetuae 10.15: hoc usque in pridie muneris egi; ipsius autem
muneris actum, si quis voluerit, scribat, with the following vision of
Saturus and anonymous continuation describing the martyrdoms.

See Marenbon (2003} 103. The contrast is to the popular philosophical
harangues of C 2 that are informed by rhetoric. C 2.1.1 and C 2. 1.7 molle
atque iucundum; C 2.1.8 rhetoricae suadela dulcedinis; C 2.3.2 oblita-
que rhetoricae ac musicae melle dulcedinis.

Relihan (2007 21 and 129. How can we know what Philosophy intended?
Both she and the prisoner Boethius are creations of Boethius-auctor.

Relihan [;oo:,v) 48 also has the narrator dictate the first poem of the
Consolation in his sleep and not wake up ...

73.
74.

75
76.

77-
78.

79.
8o.

81.
82.
83.

84.

85,
846.
87.

8.

89.
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For more on exegetic principles see Shanzer (2005b) 360-1.

Relihan (2007) 6. “If the shoe fits ...” The key on the cover and the words
onp. 8 about “figuring it out” say it all. Pabst (1994) 3-4 thinks much the
same.

Relihan (2007} 3 likewise relied heavily on this sort of reading.

If the former is the case, then the walk-throughs of Cicero and Augustine
are odd, because the literary connections between Boethius and his two
famous predecessors have not been firmly proven, and it is not clear what
they have to do with Boethjus.

Lerer (1985]) 125.

We face the same problems as Dantisti with Dante-poet and Dante-
pilgrim. Boethius, who makes his prosopopoeiai (Fortune and the multi-
ple personae of Philosophy) speak in self-consciously different voices
and is well aware of modulations in his own self-represented discourse
(mourning, apologia, etc.), clearly is operating with a persona theory. For
more on the spectrum of “persona” see Weinbrot {1988). With Boethius
there is no evidence for a completely separable (non-plausibly authorial}
mask. He represents himself, both as he would like himself seen (viz. ina
noble light}, but also at different emotional moments and stages.

De Vogel (1972} 3 and 35. :

Ibid. 26-7 and 35. At 39, though, it is clear that she comes close to seeing
Boethius-prisoner’s thinking as a symptom of depression.

Anonymus Valesianus 2.87.

E.g. C 3.11.23—4 [for intent and significance} or C 1.5.5 {for syntax].

The works of Rand, Klingner, Courcelle, Schmidt-Kohl, Scheible, and
Cruber are especially valuable.

.- &7 avtdg dpufl Kol oPkpol Kai peydhov npdypatog Beov dei mov koAolow-
fluég 82 tobs mepl tob mavrdg Adyoug noweiofal m példoviag, fi yéyovey fi xai
ayevég tony, &l pA mavednam {Cs) nopadidrtoney, Gvdykn Ogoig te xoi Oeag
Encaioupévoug ebyectio mavra Katd vodv EKeivoig Bév pdducta, Emopéves (d) 58
N}iv ginciv,

Lewy {1946} 243~58.

Ibid. 245.

The text is a hybrid in part based on Mattiacci (1990} 59 (who prints
without comment a hypermetric line at v. 32), but to a greater extent
also on Courtney (1993} 432-3, e.g. V. 30 levem.

Translation mine, but developed with reference to the commentaries of
Lewy (ad loc.), Mattiacci {1990 194~9, and Courtney (1993} 433-7.
Lewy {1946} 256. I since then noted the allusion to the Arian controversy
(genitum factumve, alluding to genitum non factum) to date the
Tiberianus hymn |if not its original} to the early fourth century at
least. See Shanzer (1990} 306-18.
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Lewy {1046) 258. :

The coincidence of significant relations is greater than between either
Boethius and Martianus Capella, De Nuptiis 2.185-93 or Martianus and
Tiberianus. See Mattiacci {1990) 166.

More (including Agozzino’s improbable suggestion that Tiberianus’
hymn was written to introduce Cicero's translation of the Timaeus) in
Mattiacci (1990) 160-1.

Proclus In Tim. 1.207.21: Aci 81 odv Rpd 10V fAAov andviny ARag epl ebyig
TLyvivaL sagis, Tic Te i oboix abrig kai tig | TEAEIOTNG, Kod 6BV Evdidotan Taic
yuyaic. & pev yap pikdcogog Tlopgipiog Siopudpevoc. '

H those scholars are right who conjecture that Tiberianus may have been
the author of lost Menippeae, he gains even more literary-historical
importance. The suggestion about Menippeae was originally made by
Lersch (1844} 774, who imagined Varronian satires with mixed meters or
something like Martianus Capella. For its more recent history see
Mattiacci (1990) 21, 24, 161, and 67.

- Tiberianus, however, does not appear in Gersh (1986}, though he

deserves to be discussed in connection with the problem of Calcidius.
Trinkle {1977/1984) 318.

Courcelle {1948} 290-1 cites In Gorg., P. 119.24 Norvin: “How the punish-
ment under earth can be called eternal, we will learn in the myth.” He
then assumes that the sentence was in Olympiodorus’ source, Ammonius.
Ci.6.17.

Trinkle (r977/1984) 312-18. The De nuptiis ends with one, The absence
is said to be intentional by Lerer (1985) 231-2: Boethius now has no need
to read.

Klingner (1921/1966) 7 and C 4.3.10 deos fieri.

E.g. C 2.4.28 mentes hominum nullo modo esse mortales; C 2.5.26 vos
autem dico deo mente consimiles; C 2.7.22 nostrae rationes prohibit
thinking that men die altogether: toti moriuntur homines.

A possibility not listed by Marenbon {2003a) 1 §9, but presumably
intended by C 4.6.5 angusto limite temporis saepti,

One should consider the problems of composing with pen and parchment
and alimited library under the conditions faced by Boethius. Their results
cannot simply be classified as “ineptitude.” See Marenbon (2003a) 159.
C 1.3.9 quoniam sunt peregring [perhaps mocking him with the impli-
cation that he will not know about Greek philosophers); also C 2.4.5~7,
the reasons he still has to be happy.

C3.2.12. - .

For Boethius and sex see above, n. 9. If this is true, then here is some

seepage [or belated honesty malgré lui) that confirms unattractive evi-
dence about Boethjus in the external tradition.

107.
108.

109.

110.
III.

I12.
113.

114.
I15.

1?6.

117,

118,
119,

120,
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Chadwick {1981) 247.

Usener {1877). For the most recent historiography of the question see
Galonnier [1997] 34-53.

See, for an example, Hildebrand {1885},

Chadwick {1981) 249.

Galonnier (2007} 19 sees a “relatif échec.” “Nous n’en possedons aucun
[sc. indice] capable de nous faire comprendre son soi-disant tournant

théologique, ni les raisons de sa disgrice, tant que l'on persiste 4 leur

trouver un motif d'ordre religieux. Ce bilan ne fait que confirmer un
christianisme se reduisant 3 une formalité, dont on ne s'aquitte pas
moins avec conscience, 2 une attitude extérieure dictée par les
nécessités politiques et familiales.” Also Galonnier (1997] 36-40 for
the opinions of others.

Relihan (2007) xii.

Mohrmann (1984 [1976]) 302-10. Note also C 3.12.8: usitato cunctis
vocabulo deurmn nomino.

De Vogel {1972).

The laundry list presented by Fortescue and Ludwig Bieler in Boethius
(1984) 109 is grossly overdistended. In addition, the source-criticism
that guarantees that the apparent allusion must come from the Bible
is frequently of a very poor standard. Consider Relihan {z007) 127,
who insists that C 5.6.48 ante oculos agitis fudicis cuncta cernentis
must imitate Esth. 16:4 sed dei quoque cuncta cernentis arbitrantur
se posse fugere sententiam. One has only to consider Curtius Rufus
9.11.4 cuncta cernentis e ripa, Lucan, Bellum civile 4.699 cernit
cuncta and Manilius, Astronomica 4.194 qui possint cernere cuncta,
not to mention C §.M.2.1, to see that the alleged junctura is far from
probative.

The concept is invoked in the case of a similar problem in Jacobson
(2006) 216.

See C 5.3.34: illique inaccessae huci prius guoque quam impetrent ipsa
supplicandi ratione coniungi, with Klingner {1921/1966) 101 and De
Vogel, {1972} 6. For Christian Sondersprache neutralized see C 1.4.14
and C 1.4.36 sacrae aedes for ecclesia. Also C 1.4.39 vilissimi spiritus for
daemones.

His use of “second death” {Apoc. 20:14 and 21:8) in C 2.M.7.25.
Hildebrand (1885} 89 notes creatis a se rebus in C 3.11.33 with reference
to providentia,

Eg. C 3.M.9.24 conspicuos visus is related directly to Prudentius,
Hamartigenia 863-4: Ne mirere locis longe distantibus inter / damna-
tas iustasque animas concurrere visus / conspicuos meritasque vices
per magna notari, and indirectly to 1 Cor. 13:12 facie ad faciem. See
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Klingner (x921/1966) 53-5. Boethius inverts the infernal context of the
Prudentian original to use it in bonum to convey the Pauline idea of
“face to face.” :

Fontaine (1968} 103 and 11. My colleague Maryline Parca explains to me
that “transparent” is used in the sense of “dont le sens caché se laisse
deviner” (as in “une allusion transparente”) — hence “with a double
hidden meaning.” The latter passage, a discussion of Minucius Felix,
Octavius 31.1-7, merits comparison with Boissier (1889} 454 who points
out that everything in Boethius seems to be classical, even things one

might be tempted to think Christian, such as C 2.4.29 on those who . .

bought victory through death.
Eg Cj3.x1.32. :

Pace Marenbon (2003a} 157-8. One need only look at Philosophf’s' ”

citation of Wisdom. = A :
Septuagint, Wisdom 8.1 Swreiver 8¢ &nd néparog émi népug ebphorng kai
Sowet i névra ypnotac, - S

In a lecture, “Haec quibus uteris verba: The Bible and Boethius'

Christianity”, delivered at the Seventh Biennial Shifting Frontiers in
Late Antiquity Conference {Boulder, Colorado: March 2007). The pro-

‘ceedings will be published {Shanzer, forthcoming). My treatment here

overlaps with that in the conference volume, - :
See the non ibi legi sequence at Augustine, Confessiones 7.9.13-14.

Pace the clear implications of a text such as Gen. 2:7 cited {even!| by .

Porphyry, Pros Gauron 11.1~2.

C 5.3.34: si quidem iusto humilitatis pretio inaetimabilem vicem div-

inae gratine promeremur. While divina gratia is very much a Christian

“locution {see Thesaurus Linguae Latinae s.v. ‘gratia’ 2226.52-2227.69:

de favore dei in homines), gratia here does not seem to be used in its
more loaded sense of “state of grace.” It could mean no more than a favor
from God. , . :
Mistranslated by Relihan (2007} 42 who takes agitis as “acts” rather
than [causam] agitis, : '

See the commentary of Mohrmann (1984 [1976]) 304. For the absence of
the aqua humiliationis in Pagan thinking see Hildebrand {1885) 140 citing
Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos 31.18 and Quacquarelli {1981) 245.
Humilitas was already ascribed to Moses in Nup. 12:3. Unfortunately the
dichotomy is not as perfect as scholars like to pretend. See Cic. Inv. rhet.

1.16.22; Verg, Aen. 12.930; Ovid Her. 4.147 for a few pre-Christian exam-
Ples. For prayer as sacrum commercium, Herz (1958).
Pace Relihan (2007). There is

274 and 35 for different types of prayer = In Timaeum 1.206.26-214.12

& _ no evidence that prayer is “offered grudg-
ingly by Philosophy.” For Pagan discussion of ptayer see Festugitre {1966)

132.

I33.

134.
135.
136,
137,

138.
139,
140.

141.

142.
143.
144.

- 145.
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Diehl. The views of the philosophers characterized at In Timaeum,
pp. 208.3ff. Diehl precisely correspond to those of Philosophy; Maximus
of Tyre, Oratio 5, and Rist (1967) 199-212. :

See C 4.3.5: Quantumlibet igitur saeviant mali sapienti tamen corong
non decidet, non arescet, compared to Proverhs 14:24; corona sdpien-
tium divitiae eorum, fatuitas stultorum inprudentia {also Wisdom 1.22
corona sapientiae timor domini). This is definitely 2 Christian expres-
sion. The first example of corona and sapien® is in Tertullian. See also
Methodius of Olympus, Symposivm g-1o 1oig amdviol, g oopiac
avudiicaca netddow. : o -

Ep. 105, Synesius {2000} 239.98~100 shows him drawing lines between
philosophy and faith, using analogies from philosophy and myth. & tabta
ki o TG kel Apag iepwaivng ovyxmpolow uot vopo, Svvaipny Gv iepactor
o pév oikot Qrhooogd, Tt § £ pkopubog: sim Sidgokwy. Nonetheless, pace
Courcelle (1948} 302~3, who invited us to read Boethius like Synesius,
the former’s practice is very different from Synesius’, who sought a
rapprochement between Platonic and Christian terminology in his
Doric hymns, but never leaves us in any doubt about his Christianity.
See Bregman {1982) 78-124.

See especially Ep. 105, Synesius (2000} 238-9.

Marrou {1938).

Quacquarelli {1981} 242—3. _

See C 1.4.37-9, which could describe either theurgy or maleficium
{C 1.4.41) ' '
Courcelle (1967) 21-13.

Shanzer {1983).

C 4.6.37. One could adduce a very interesting comparandum against
Boethius’ theory from Firmicus Maternus’ Mathesis 1.7.14 on Plotinus
and his use of providence to combat fortuna. At Mathesis 1.7.20
Firmicus narrates his appalling death from disease, from which even
the cardinal virtues could not protect him: the stars got him!

For some intriguing pages on the possible Anician and Constantinopol-
itan connections of Hagia Scphia see Troncarelli {1981] 67-70.

See Shanzer, forthcoming and above, n. 125.

Boissier (1889} 460. For a modern exponent see Chadwick {1981} 249.
The external reader is signaled in generalizing vocatives such as C 2.4.22
O mortales!; C 3.3.1 terrena animalia. Also plurals, suchas C 3.M.12.52
vos haec fabula respicit; C 4.M.7.32 ite nunc fortes. And likewise
Philosophy’s sudden switch to vos at C 5.6.47-8.

Dark witticism at C 1.4.27; Ironic papae at C 1.6.6 and C 4.2.1; Stoic-
Cynic arguments at C 2.6.4-5 mures and musculae; the silent philoso-
pher at C 2.7.20. : ' C '
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146. E.g. Acilius Severus’ prosimetrical autobiography attested by Jerome, De
- viris illustribus 111. In addition, there are probably quite a few places

where Boethius alludes to lost work. Even now new sources can be
found. See Shanzer {1991) 143. :

147. E.g. Martianus.

148. See Pabst (1994} 160 on how those who try to read it as a typical
Menippea must fail. :

149. Weinbrot (2005} 24.

150. See Galonnier (1997] 34 n. 8.

ts51. See Troncarelli (1981} and {1987).

152. Scheible (1972} and O'Daly (1991).

153. One should start with Courcelle {1967).

LODI NAUTA

11 The Consolation: the Latin
commentary tradition, 8oo-1700

INTRODUCTION

‘There is nothing superflucus in such a perfect work as the Consolation
written by such a perfect philosopher as Boethius.”* These words,
written by the twelfth-century master William of Conches, express
a sentiment which was almost universally shared by readers and
commentators in the Middle Ages and Renaissance. The popularity
of the Consolation was immense, in fact almost unparalleled. It was
translated into different vernacular languages from an early time
onwards, which ensured an unusually wide readership, in which
every stratum of society is represented: kings and queens, the nobil-
ity, monks, clerics, university teachers, school masters, and lay
men and women.* As a school text it was glossed by thousands of
school teachers, and though it did not find a fixed and permanent
place in the university curriculum, it was also frequently studied
at this highest level. In this chapter we shall study some aspects of
its reception, focusing on the Latin commentary tradition. It goes
without saying that this can only be done in a highly selective way.
There is a huge number of commentaries and glossed copies of the
text, and many of them still await a first inspection. Courageous
attempts are now being made to catalogue all the manuscripts, and
to study and edit sets of glosses and commentaries.* This has
resulted in a much fuller but also much more complicated picture
of the reception of the Consolation. Scholars have come to realise -
that the modern notion of a text written by one single author is
hardly of use in charting traditions of fluent texts such as glosses and
commentaries. They were often considered to be common property,

and each commentator took from older works what fitted his
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