How does Boethius acknowledge the relationship between human freedom and divine prescience   in his Consolation of Philosophy? 
[bookmark: _Hlk84764806][bookmark: _Hlk84776755][bookmark: _Hlk84779362]The concept of free will (liberum arbitrium) originated within Christian philosophy during the 4th century CE. Free will is the belief that human beings have “the power or capacity to choose among alternatives or to act in certain situations independently of natural, social, or divine restraints” (Bhutia, 2017). Free will is often applied to the credos of moral responsibility, sin, and judgement.  The argument of how we should define free will and whether it exists or not is one of the most extensive and wavering debates in philosophy and theology. Christians, particularly Methodists follow the tenets of Jacob Arminius and believe in divine prescience. God’s foreknowledge aids his omniscience, leading him to have an infinite awareness of every choice an individual makes. Despite this divine prescience, it is said that God still proffers the freedom of choice to mankind.
[bookmark: _Hlk84272483]Free will allows God to identify those who he should grant eternal salvation to. He does this through judging the choices that humans make in relation to how they respond to grace and react to the gospel. Calvin’s doctrine of election counters the Arminian theory of free will and asserts that regardless of the ability to choose, God cannot be chosen, instead he can only choose. God had already predestined either eternal damnation or eternal salvation to every being before they came into creation. There is no practicality behind his reasons of choice. He decided purely for his own “good pleasure” (Matthew, 11:25-27).
The Consolation of Philosophy written by Anicius Severinus Manlius Boethius, offers a rebuttal to the Calvinist theory by splitting his argument in to 5 chapters throughout the book. Boethius deals with the problem of human freedom versus divine foreknowledge with philosophy personified as a woman whilst he is locked inside his prison cell. Both Boethius and Lady Philosophy speculate on the essentiality and existence of free will. 
Boethius is curious as to if chance is the cause of events. Lady Philosophy asks Boethius if he thinks that “this world of ours- thinkest thou it is governed haphazard and fortuitously, or believest thou that there is in it any rational guidance?” [footnoteRef:1] An event cannot happen randomly because that must imply that the event has originated from nothing and thus, no cause. Lady Philosophy uses the analogy of a man digging the earth and comes across buried gold. She says that although the find was regarded as accidental it is not “ex nihilo, for it has proper causes, the unforeseen and unexpected concurrence of which has brought about”[footnoteRef:2].  [1: Prabhat, 2007. The Consolation of Philosophy. p. 30]  [2:  Prabhat, 2007. The Consolation of Philosophy. p. 169] 

It is agreed between the two that God exists because the existence of good things implies that there is a highest good that causes them. In Book 5, Lady Philosophy and Boethius discuss divine omniscience. In Part 1, Boethius asks Lady Philosophy “in this series of linked causes, is there any freedom left to our will, or does the chain of fate bind also the very motions of our souls?” [footnoteRef:3], a question that has always cropped up in classical theism in one way or another. In part 2, Lady Philosophy attempts to explicate the relationship between human free will and divine prescience. She delineates how freedom exists in the world and how creatures cannot be rational “unless he be endowed with free will”[footnoteRef:4].  Divine spirits and celestial beings have achieved greater freedom as they focus their souls on God. Those beings who fall back into the temptations of wickedness and material goods become “far more unhappy when indulged with an unjust freedom from punishment” [footnoteRef:5]. They become prisoners of their own free will. [3:  Prabhat, 2007. The Consolation of Philosophy. p. 170]  [4:  Ibid. p. 170.]  [5:   Prabhat, 2007. The Consolation of Philosophy.  p. 141] 

[bookmark: _Hlk84716800]Lady Philosophy apprises God’s “knowledge, also transcending all movement of time, dwells in the simplicity of its own changeless present, and, embracing the whole infinite sweep of the past and of the future, contemplates all that falls within its simple cognition as if it were now taking place” [footnoteRef:6] Boethius acknowledges that there seems to be “too much of a paradox and a contradiction that God should know all things, and yet there should be free will. For if God foresees everything, and can in no wise be deceived, that which providence foresees to be about to happen must necessarily come to pass”[footnoteRef:7].The idea of God being an omniscient power who knows the outcome of every choice that human beings make contradicts the theory of human freedom. If the outcome is already known before it happens, then every choice is necessary because they have been pre-established by God and must happen. If God did not make us able to sin, then there would be no point in creating us. Boethius affirms that if God is eternal “he foreknows not only what men will do, but also their designs and purposes, there can be no freedom of the will” [footnoteRef:8]. [6:  Prabhat, 2007. The Consolation of Philosophy.  p. 192]  [7: Ibid. p. 172]  [8: Prabhat, 2007.  The Consolation of Philosophy p. 172-173] 

As Thomas Aquinas states “nothing which implies contradiction falls under the omnipotence of God” (Aquinas 1274, cited in Flew 2000). Without sin and our moral judgement, there would be no reason for the suffering of human beings. Is it ethical for an omnibenevolent God to judge us for acts that are out of our control? British philosopher Peter Geach uses the analogy of playing chess with a grand master to encapsulate open theist teachings of the impact of God’s prescience on free will.  He asserts that “although you are free to make a move wherever you like, the grandmaster will ultimately win the game” (Geach, 1916). 
 Boethius starts to question the nature of the God; how can we be blamed for sins that we commit if they have already been set in stone? He wonders if God is truly omnipotent. He asks if God “thinks of events which possibly may not happen at all as inevitably destined to come to pass, he is deceived” [footnoteRef:9]If God is omnipotent and omniscience then he cannot be omnibenevolent. Boethius’ theory here can be drawn from Epicurean thought. Greek Philosopher Epicurus claimed that God could not exist due to the problem of evil and if he did, it would be impossible for him to be entirely omnibenevolent, omniscient, and omnipotent all at the same time. This theory is given through ‘the inconsistent triad’. Australian philosopher John L. Mackie gave the following three propositions: God is omnipotent, and God is omnibenevolent but evil still exists, therefore it is logically inconsistent for the three propositions to coincide. The only solution that would make sense it to remove one of them, so that the other two can exist simultaneously.  [9:  Ibid p. 175] 

God’s nature is indefinite to modern day readers who may approach the idea of an omnibenevolent God with caution and critique. Why does God not intervene and prevent the suffering of the innocent? Moral evil caused by free will may be justified in some cases. If there were attempts from a God to prevent evil from happening, this would take away our free will. In his book Why God Allows Evil, Richard Swinburne argues that free will would not exist if human beings did not have the ability to choose whether to use their free will for good or evil. This, however, cannot be applied to natural evil. Natural evil is out of human control and therefore is due to natural causes rather than as a consequence of our free will. 
Humans must face the consequences of their actions. If they do not, they become puppets of God and the choices that they make are fundamentally pointless as they do not affect anything. In some cases, it is believed that “evil does not exist. If it did, then God would not exist. And all suffering at the hand of evil people would cease to have significance” (Graham, 2018). Evil is simply the lack of good. It is only temporal and holds power over the body and worldly goods. Lady Philosophy answers Boethius’ questions of true God’s nature by explaining to him the dissimilitude between Divine prescience and predetermination.
In his book An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, John of Damascus states “It must be borne in mind that God foreknows but does not predetermine everything, since He foreknows all that is in us, but does not predetermine it all.” (John of Damascus 2012, cited in Knight 2020). Lady Philosophy identifies that God’s prescience is not the cause of our choices. Human free will is the cause of our choices, not because God’s foreknowledge exists, but because his foreknowledge is incapable of turning out false. Lady Philosophy’s argument that aims to prove that divine prescience is compatible with human free will is, as she calls it, “conditional necessity” [footnoteRef:10]. [10: . Prabhat, 2007.  The Consolation of Philosophy. p. 195] 

The argument of conditional necessity depends on the available knowledge of a statement that is available to us. An example of this is that it is not conditionally necessary that someone is walking because they are a human being because not all human beings can walk, but if it is known than that person is walking, it is conditionally necessary that the person is walking. This background information that the person is walking is necessary since human beings cannot comprehend something that is not proven to be true to them. Such necessity is applied to human choice. Human choice has no necessity in its own nature, “for the former necessity is not imposed by the thing’s own proper nature, but by the addition of the condition; no necessity compels one who is voluntarily walking to go forward, although it is necessary for him to go forward at the moment of walking” [footnoteRef:11]. The actions everyone decides to take is only necessary because they had the capability to choose these actions. The nature of God allows him to know the entirety of mankind’s actions and their consequences because they a conditional necessity, not because God has already pre-determined the destiny of human beings. [11: Prabhat, 2007.  The Consolation of Philosophy.  p. 194] 

Aquinas took Boethius’ solutions and analogies to disprove theological fatalism. Aquinas uses the circle analogy.  In modern philosophy, this is a powerful analogy to put forward the Boethian idea that God is transient. It was used by Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann in 1981 and applied explicitly to the foreknowledge dilemma. This analogy is understood and explained by the philosopher Katherin A. Rogers in her book The Necessity of the Present and Anselm's Eternalist Response to the Problem of Theological Fatalismas, as “in which the way a timeless God is present to each, and every moment of time is compared to the way in which the centre of a circle is present to every point on its circumference” (Rogers 2007).
Humans have an entirely different perception of time in comparison to the divine. God can see things before they have happened because he is the creator of the universe. Following Plato’s teachings, Lady Philosophy describes God as “eternal”[footnoteRef:12] but the world as perpetual. God exists outside of the universe entirely. This means that God’s “eternal presence” [footnoteRef:13] allows him to grasp eternity which is “the possession of endless life whole and perfect at a single moment”[footnoteRef:14]. This is something that cannot be done by humankind as mankind, unlike God is evanescent. In the Bible, all human knowledge, unless it is knowledge of God is defective as even “the foolishness of God is wiser than men, and the weakness of God is stronger than men” (1 Corinthians 1:25). Boethius believes that the argument that God exists outside of time holds the answer to the question ‘can free will exist alongside God’s foreknowledge?’. As Linda Zagzebski explains, “the way Boethius describes God’s cognitive grasp of temporal reality, all temporal events are before the mind of God at once. To say ‘at once’ or ‘simultaneously’ is to use a temporal metaphor, but Boethius is clear that it does not make sense to think of the whole of temporal reality as being before God’s mind in a single temporal present. It is an atemporal present, a single complete grasp of all events in the entire span of time” (Zagzebski, 2004). [12:  Prabhat, 2007. The Consolation of Philosophy.  p. 166]  [13:  Ibid. p. 193]  [14:  Ibid. p. 190] 

God may know us well enough to know what actions we may take, but if we have absolute free will the how does God know, for certain what action we will take? Boethius explains that in his opinion, “it is preposterous to speak of the occurrence of events in time as the cause of eternal foreknowledge” [footnoteRef:15] The analogy of a terrorist carrying a bomb on to an airplane is often used to describe this. The airport contained CCTV of the surroundings of each plane. Once the bomb is set off, the CCTV is viewed. It shows the terrorist planting the bomb, at the time the CCTV was being watched, the terrorist had no choice to change his mind and not set the bomb off. The police are not responsible for the actions of the terrorist. When applied to the actions of mankind and God, God knows the actions we will take before they are made as he has access to this foreknowledge although that is not to say that he has forced us to take those actions. [15:  Ibid. p.174] 

Boethius begins to question the reason and efficiency of prayer. If things are already set in stone and therefore predestined, “no ground is left for hope or prayer, since how can we hope for blessings, or pray for mercy, when every object of desire depends upon the links of an unalterable chain of causation?”[footnoteRef:16]. Lady Philosophy justifies the need for prayer because it is a way of communicating with God. This communication is important regardless of predestination. Mankind should make every effort to attempt to build a relationship with God through prayer despite not having the same knowledge as the divine. God judges our actions on Earth and although he knows what we strive towards before it happens, that does not take away our need to attain the ultimate good which is God. [16:  Ibid. p. 177] 

 Boethius’ logic teaches that the only way that we can truly obtain free will is if we use rational thought and reasons when processing our choices. Rational decisions that are not tainted by external factors are the key to happiness. Through free will, humans should strive to pursue the good vices to avoid the bad ones. Humans do not freely use their will for bad vices. Free will is exercised when it is in pursuit of God. Lady philosophy explains how both her and Boethius “have proved that God and true happiness are one and the same” [footnoteRef:17]. Essentially, the only time that human beings can freely achieve free will is when they continually search for the goodness that is God by using their rational thought and reason in aim to seek happiness.  [17:  Ibid. p. 105] 


Boethius and Lady Philosophy are not content with leaving the question of whether or not free will exists, and if it does, how does it exist alongside foreknowledge and predestination unanswered. Nelson Pike claims that “omniscience and human free will are mutually exclusive” (Duncombe, 2014). Boethius rejects this idea and identifies that when initially addressing this question, it could seem that God’s foreknowledge and omniscience interrupts human freedom. He states, “has man, then, any freedom, if the reign of the law is absolute?” [footnoteRef:18]. Boethius and Lady Philosophy demonstrate Platonic philosophical teachings in their arguments. The theories included in the Consolation of Philosophy, of divine prescience, omniscience, the definition of evil and the distinction between eternal and perpetual are derived from Plato’s doctrines. Boethius concludes that God exists outside of a time and a universe that we can comprehend, so we must accept that God sees everything as present, rather than past or future. Boethius concludes that although God has the capacity to know of present events because “his knowledge, also transcending of all movement of time, dwells in the simplicity of its own changeless present” [footnoteRef:19]it is then not deterministic. Instead, God observes and knows. He does not cause or intervene as that will take away the freedom to decide what actions human beings want to pursue.  The “freedom of man’s will stands unshaken, and laws are not unrighteous, since their rewards and punishments are held forth to wills unbound by any necessity”[footnoteRef:20]. God does not infringe on the laws of free will. He demolishes the paradox between divine foreknowledge and human free will with his argument, leading us to believe that God’s foreknowledge can coincide with human free will. [18:  Ibid. p. 165]  [19:  Ibid. p.192]  [20:  Ibid. p.197] 
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