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_ ABSTRACT

This thes;s is an hietorically based inquiry into
S - the desthetic fohctioh and moral szgnlflcance of the themes
of ﬁarxiage, forn;catxou, and . adultery in Chaucer's poetry
about setual love. Its first aim'is to construct a

e +

phllosophlc ‘and historical framework within which to study

‘L.

\\\\ Chaucex as a love poet and thereby to help dlspel the
. ~ A
common but fallacious idea that Chaucer: .S poetlc composi-

tlons on the subject of love are archetypally and themati-
cally- similar to those of the tomaptic poets of the
nineteenth~century. Chaucer's attitude toward love is
‘interpteted as a composite ptoduct of the.intluences of
Ovid, St. Augustine, and the Chriétien Church of the Middle
Ages and is-ehown toc be morally incompatible with the idea,
. ' - _ TN
popula;_in the romantic literature of another era, that tge
world is wellllost for love. ' ‘ - | -

The first chepter of the thesis is mainly devoted
to an lnvestzgatlon of the sallent differences between
Chaucer s conceptcon of love, Yhich is in:essence abstract
moral,and lmpersonal and the :omattic conception, wh;ch

. tends to be emotlonall amorcl and highly'eubjectzve.' This

chapter descrlbes the lntellectual background of the - dls-

tlnctlvely medzeval t*adltlons of cosmologxcal love, married

-

L : .. iii



~ love, and Ovidian love and attempts to interpret the in-
fluence of these traditions on the mind and art of Chaucer.
After the first chapter, the focus of discuseion

becomes much narrower, and descriptive treatment of the

history of 1deas gives way to close analysis of specific

- cruxes in love poems like Troilus ana Crisevde, the Knight's

Tale, and the Parliament of Fowls. These cruxes, which

include the problematic function of Chaucer's various
. 9 '

apostrophes1and’invodations to Venus, and the complex moral
relationship of Venus‘zo ﬁature are examined- for their
relevance to the questlon ©of how Chaucer actually views
ero!xc pass;cn in his great love Poetxy. The conclusion
reached in the second chapter is that the various cruxes
treated here can all be resolved by showing that Chaucer
cons;stently Subscribes to Augustinian doctrines of nature,
grace, and sexual morality.

" The thirdland last chepter of the thesis departs
from-the conceptual approach to love taken in the previcus
two in that it adopts a more formallstlc and aesthetlcally
orientated mode of crltlczsm. However, this chapter, like
the preceding one, concentrates on the elucidation of cruxes

and supports its generallzatlons about Chaucer's artistry

through close analys;s and attentlon to poetic detall

Chapter 3 deals solelv with Troilus ang Crlsevde‘ analyzing

iv



the concept of "love as an art" to which the poem repeatedly

alludes: interpreting dynamics pf response in the poem's

“audience; and dlscussxng the metaphorlc assoczatlon of

verbal prevarlcatlon w1th amorous enslavement in the

behav;our of Trozlus, Criseyde, and Pan&arus. The general

conclus;on of this chapter, as of the others, is that

chaucer.was~unquestlpnably a man of his time -- an orthodox
-4

member of the Church and a firm follower of the teachlngs

of St. Augustine in matters of art as in ethics.

»

-



o

.
To the memory of my father
‘DONALD GEORGE TREILHARD
May 29, 1925-April 11, 1978

~

N L]

vi



I L

<

- ACKNOWLEDGEMENJS ~

My thanks, in all that %oncerns :Q:search and .

- -

writing of this thesis, are exclusively'dﬁé »_Pr. Chauncey
.y .

Wood, whose levity and good humour in fimes of Sturm und

Drang I shall never be able to repay in kind.

To Dr. Alvin'Lee.and Dr. Laurel Braswell, the'éecond

and third readers on my examining committee, Egextend thanks

. _ T
and appreciation for having Promptly and efficiently read

and criticized the fixst completed draft of the thesis.

vii



23

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
-3 .
I. INTRODUCTION _ 1
Ix. TEE THEME OF LOVE IN CHAUCER'S POETRY
1. Courtly Love in therary Cr1t1c15m about
Chauver 10
2. Chaucer's Love Poetry: Its Interpretation
and Historical Context : ' - 35
3. The Tradition of Cosmological Love - 48
4. Married Love and Ovidian Love 100
IIX. NATURE AND LOVE
l. . The Flgure of Nature .in Chaucer's Love,
Poetry 131
2. Chaucer's Invocations to\ Venus ’ 153
3. Nature, Venus and Reason . T 192
Iv. LOVE, LANGUAGE, AND THE-ART OF POETRY )
1. Love as an Art in Troilus and Crisevde
and Other Poems - . : . 261
2. The Role of the Audience in Troilus and
Criseyde - - »
3. Language -as a Metaphor for Bondage and
Chaos in Troilus and Crisevde
CONCLUSION - T 376
- NOTES 379
SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY 409

™

viii

I



1

‘I have.

. . INTRODUCTION

I ent1c19ate resentment from some reade:s for having
occas;onally applzed the .word “romantlc" to literary
cr1t1c1$m whzch elther consc;ously or 1nadeertently, asszgn&
meanings'to Chaucer s love poetry that are not lndlgenouS//
to ;he 1ntelkgntual background of the fourteenth cers ury;
and' since this thesis is the product of an effort to-prectise
wﬁat in contradistinction to "romantic" will be referred. to

as "historical“ criticism, I feel an immediate need of fore-

stalling questlons by explalng why I have used the sllghtly

~ambiguous terms "romanticM and "hlstorlcal" in the way that

- - @

D. W. Robertson Jr., who neaxly thirty years ago.
" G
alerted us %o the actual scarcity of historical cr;t;c;sm,

deflnes it as "that kxind of. llterarv analysxs which seeks

to reconstruct the cultural, ideas of a period in order to
reach a fuller understanding of its literature.“l Historical

criticism is thus not simply literary history or history

of ideas; as Robertson points out, "the literary historian
+ - - 1s usually preoccupied with purely literary rather

than with intellectual traditions", whereas the historian
* -
N .
of ideas frecuently centers his attention on a single

~

thought pattern so that "his materials onlf apply to



‘ . . : V " - -
literature in a very general way, or only to Lsolated

passages._' The historical critic is, moreover, nét in'the

ordinary sense a literary critic, for although:he possesses

the literary critic's interest in the formalistic”properties

of llterature,he distrusts his tendency to 1nterpret older
llterature in the lrght of modern psycholog:.calr moral, and

aesthetic theories. as we become aware of the anachreonistic =~

element in interpretations of Chaucer's, love poetry that .

are put forward by 11terary crltlcs who do not manage to
free themselves from the influences of the modern world,

we w;ll begin to appreciate the sense in which such 1nter—

pretatlons deserve to be classified as romantlc rather than

historical.

-

In our present society we view the €xperience of
sexual love from a romantic" oerspectlve that is not
radlcal dlfferent from that which prevalled durlng the
Victorian era..2 Our nineteenth- -century ancestors were
inclined to elevate love to the status of a transcendental
value -- so much so that love represented for them the
chief purpose in 11v1ng - and as soc;al hlstorlans have
recognized, the Vlctorlan rellglon of love ‘was transmitted
virtuaily intact to the cultnral-m;lieu of the twentieph -
century. Joseph Wood krutoh has Perceptively observed that
scientiﬁic twentieth-century treatises on sexualitw such as

. -
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Havelock Ellié's'Studies in the Psychology-of Sex, despite

maintaining an ostensibly rationalist attitude‘toward their
subject,‘embody a romantic conviction that "love has its
_/— . . " . .
3 . .
element of transcendental value."  And it is not necessary

to look far in the imaginative literature of our time to

find works like Hemingway's A Farewell to Arms which, for

all the superficial cynicism in its treatment of p;neteenth?

century soéial ideals, still paints an apéea&ing picture of

the ideal of romantic love: to the mind of Frederick Henry,

-

~the hero of Hemingway's novel, love is, as it was for so

h—.
-

many Victorians the one fo;ée which can‘survive‘thé'wreckage
of entire systems of value to proviée a reason for humaﬁ
existence when all else fails. Henry and his beloved, tﬁe
British'nurse Catherine Barkléy, ingénuously ackﬁow;edge
love as a principlé of*authorit& beéide which the laws of
church and statglpale into insignificance, iove, as
Catherine says, functions as a surrogate religion in her

life, a reljigion which justifies itself and elminates the

.

need for a normal marriage:

‘There"s no way to be married®except by church L
or state. We are married privately. "~You see,
darling, it would mean everything to me if I

had any religion. But I haven't any religion.'.

-

'You gave me the Saint Anthony.'

"That was for luck. Some one gave it to me..'
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*Then nothing worries you"_ ’

- 'Only belng sent away from you. You're my
rellgxon -You're all I've got."*

Catherine's words express the attitude, so common during the

_nineteenth centurm that men and women can fulf111 the

»

purpose of their existence by falling in love and that

—

w1thout love, life itself has o meaning. The literary

sources of this attltude, as the‘histdrian Faltef ﬁoughton
-901nts out, are embodzed malnlv in the works cf Rousseau,

Shelley, and George Sand“, and are clearly identifiable as

-

Romantic:

The whole attitude is what we call Romantie, ang’
‘it was, in fact, a direct inheritance from
"Romanticism: bPartly from its naturallsm, which
found the instincts good and appealed to the
feelings or the heart as the Supreme guide. to
conduct and wisdom; partly from its idealism
whether Platonic or c¢hivalric.5
Realizing these facts, the reader of Chaucer must . decide
“how far the romantie attxtude toward love ought to deter—
_mine his response to .Poetry which antedates the emergence
of romanticism by four;hundred Years. Should he adopt the
point of view of the historical critic, he will conclude
that romantic ideas do not help us to understand Chaucer
because,as Robertson puts it, such ideas "whatever their
value may be, do not exist before they are formulated.“6
In historical terms it; is thus inaccurate and "romantic”

to thlnk that Chaucer and other medieval authors are

celebrating the spontanedvus pursuit of sexual instinect
‘ A -



merely because they deplct lovers who, contrarv to the rules

of medleval Chrlstlan ethics, allow thelr feelings to over-
ride their reason.
Strangely enough, however, modern critics persist

in loocking at the subject of love in medieval literature as

though medieval authors were familiar with modern romantic

-

notions about naturalism and the Purity of sexual instinct.

According to one modern historian, the medieval French

Roman de la Rose, though written in the thirteenth centurv,

shows its author to be "z pioneer in the cause of modern

léve" who "intended to stir up trouble in most branches of
coﬁtemporary sociéty" and who "denohnced virginitv" and
advocated "a thoroughly pPagan free love for ali."7 Another
modern writer envisions medieval Eufope as a_seethiﬁé bead

of sexual frustration whose literature could "never approach
fhe sophistication of earlier or laéer times", being
crippled insﬁead by a prurient obsession with "the topics

of adﬁléerv‘and seduction.”™ The same writer goes on to say
that medieval Europe was nevertheless shaken by a profound
and irresistible revolt against Christian sexual‘morality

-- which revolt proved ultimately successful in ensurlng

the trlumoh of man's natural "erotic instincts™:

!



-

But man is jé; most highly sexed of all animals.
It-will alwdys be impossible to thwart the
eroti¢ instincts of humanity without causing a.
dlstress so dire as to be mortal if it is not
met b rebellion. Fortunately for later ages
the naturally defiant western mentality, ‘after
nea¥ly perishing . . . proved stubborn enough

to face and overcome the challenge of a perverse
bigotry. The strength of the insurgents won
because it was -unconscious, a deep amoral urge,
not, as the priests proclaimed, a deliberate
flouting  of decency.8 '

Some of the.psycho-sexual'pkenomena here described

will not be unfamiliar to*readeis'?f Chaucer. Many of
Chaucer's characters, for example, exhibit "a distfess so
dire as to be mortal” when their sexual impulsésﬁaré
thwar;ed; one thinks of "hende Nicholas" ih tge Miiler's‘
Tale, who sincerely expects'éb die unless he can persuade

another man's wife to commit adultery with him. Others

whe find themselvés similarly afflicteg are Damian in the

Merchant's Tale, aurelius in thF Franklin's Tale, and of
course Trdilus;{”YQt is it popgsible .to é&ké sériou#ly the
suggestion thét these charac£ers aéé‘the expression of "a
deep amoral urgg" on-tﬁe part of Chaucer to “face and. "™
ovércome the cﬁallenge of a perverse biogtry"? Certainly
Chagcer's ironic humour and demonstrably‘moral qgtlook in
the works in which these characters appear would seem to
belie his possession of that intention.9 And while it is
all very well to say that medieval people revolted against

the authority of the. Church because they knew they would
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die if their erotic instinpts were not indulged, the fact

;emainS?that in earlier centuriés, thoﬁgh not so much in

,modein éimgs, the iaea of dying for love was often treated
;s.é joke. Before being carried away by speculations about
‘the causes and "dire" consequeﬂces bf thwarted love in pre-
roﬁantic gultures,_we should‘recall the dispassionate words

-

of Rosalind in As You Like It:

-The poor world is almost six thousand years old,
and in all this time there was not any man died
in his own person, videlicet, in a love-cause.
Troilus had his brains dashed out with a
Grecian club; yvet he did what he could to die
‘before, and he is one of the patterns of love.
Leander, he would have lived many a fair vear,
though Hero_hadcturned nun, if it had not been
for a hot midsummer night; for, good vouth, he
went but forth to wash him in the Hellespont
and being taken with the cramp was drowned:
and the foolish chroniclers of that age found it
was "Hero of Sestos". But these are a¥l lies:
men have died from time to time and worms have
eaten them, but not for love. {(IV.i.94-108)

Tﬁé purpose of the preceding reé€££§ is merely to,
sﬁggest £hat one'must beAcautisus about.making assumptions
about the nature of lové in the Middle Ages. It is not
safe to state catégorically that medieval man's sexual.
nature was pi;ted against a "perverse bigotrv" and expressed
itself as a “deep amoral urge™. Such statements, however
true they m;y_be of people ig the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, are‘less likely to be valid for cultures which

were incognizant of romantic doctrines regarding the

universal goodness and irresistibility of sexual instinct-



Furthermoxre, though it maﬁeseem peffectly reasonable to us
s A Ak N
to-think that most men respond amorally to subconscious -

dfives, the Middle Age had no- cgucepuion of the sub-

- conscious eguivalent.t -our own,lg and thus it is-histoci-
cally inaccurate to de€ine the sexual attitudes cf_medieval
reople as products of an agency which_for them &id not
exisc. |

Because of the current abundance of unulstcrlcal
cr1t1c1sm on the subject of medieval love,ll it has beeu
necessary in this thesis to discf;;}t rcmantic views of -
Chaucer wherever their influence fggedes historical inter-
pretation of his love poetry. As a result, the following
chepters cqntein exXxtensive anelysis‘of thelopinicns of

some ¢f Chaucer's modern critics, and I hope that analysis

of this sort will not seem to outweigh the amount of
. s s
original discussidén that accompanies it. I should,vnever-

theless, point out that new commentarv on.the subject of

love in poems 11ke Troilus and Crlsevde and the Knight's

Tale has not been my main objectlve ‘here. Instead, I have

scought to synthesize and focus the disorderly elements in

our understandlng of what love means to Chaucer, separating

-

ideas which are historically sounpd from those whlch are

-
-

not.



The first chapter concerns .the medieval intellectual

rbaékground'to chaqcér's ideas on love and the second two

.deal with the reiévéncé of this backéround tolﬁig poetry.
These two éhapters 1 hﬁve'}apsely,Oﬁgapi;éd_ar;hnd thé
themes of "love and nature™ and . "love and art". Therg is

o s _
a parodic purpose in this, for nature.and art, like love,:
were ampﬁg the gtéat romantic ideals of the nineteenth
ceqqufy.;z and modern misinterpretation of Chaucer's view
of love is é;néfally commensurate ‘'with the tendency to
misunderstand ﬁediéval ideas gpout nature and art. The
second and third ;haptets, ;he;efore,lattempt to interpreﬁ
the relationéhip betweén l;;e and nature and lovg and art
in Chaucer's poetry in a meéieval context defined by the

. Church and the iqsluence of Ovid'instead.of in romantic
terms. If this thesis dées anvthing to enhance the reader's
awareness of how neceésary'historiéal imagination is for

the appreciation of Chaucer's poetry, I will be rewarded

with a modest sense of accomplishment.



. CHAPTER I - _ g

E

THE THEME OF LOVE IN QHAUCERSSAPOETkX

'l. "Courtlv Love" in ‘Literary Criticism .

- _ About Chaucer
John Garxdner has recently remarked, "In nearly
everything he wrote, Chaucer worried one basic rhilosophical

guegtion, the nature and spiritual effect of love. Chaucer
, . :

wrbte, of course, during one of the world's great moments

for love‘poétry}_bﬁt-h%ﬁ,hﬁhdligg of love is nevertheless
one of the essential ;ngredients of his uniquéness,“l .
While‘Gardnex's‘statement emphasizes an important truth._
about Chaucer -- one'which provides the subject of this.

' . . .- . e
thesis -- it is a statement that regquires some inter-
pretation before it égn help u§ te undeéstand dhaucer's
poetry. This guickly becomes evidént when we pause to
consider the @ifferences of opinkon-that have arisen in the

past over the subject of what Chaucer means or does not mean

L]

by the word love.
Since the publication in 1936 of c. s. Lewis's

classic¢ study in medieval literary tradition, The Allegory

- .

of Love, the main liﬁéﬁ\gi opposition among Chaucer's
interpreters have been drawn ©n the issue of whether or

not the poet recognized the existence of a literary and

10 ' . -
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as it pertains to Chaucer is therefore necessary.

+to be recognized as 'an ideal comparable in Christian terms

11

socioclogical phenoménon known to us in the twentieth_ceﬂtu;y

s amour courtois or "courtly lpve";“.Al;hough some critics

R . . . -
have refused to acknowledge-that Chaucer was familiar with

this phenomenon, others have resolutely maxntalned not only

_ that he was, but that he 1ncorporated its prlnc;ples lnto

his poq_;v If, as the state of published crgtlclsm
suggests, the coentroversy over courtly love has. grown

somewhat stale in the pést ten years, its influence still

W pZoduces sharply divérgenf.interpretations of such poems'

by Chauceér as Troilus and Crisevde and the Knight's Tale.

Having for so long been central to critics' conceptions
of Chaucer's igentity as a love poet, courtly love, despite
its unimportance, in the éhapters which follow, must in-

eviﬁably be taken as the point of departure for our dis-

.cussion. A summary of the main features of courtly love

T

C. S. Lewis, it is well known, argues that in the
twelfth déﬁtury the emotional life of western civilization
underwent a profound revolution in which sexual love came
to God's gréce. Before this revolution occurred, love,
allegedly, was defined very differently -- usually as a

political or military bond of the type which existed between

lords and vassals. This is how Lewis describes the idea of

love that prevailed in Europeountil the twelfth century

-



v . . .
"The deepest of worldlf emqtioné in this period is the love
of man_for man, the mutual love of warriors wﬁo‘die to-
gether:fighting against oéds, and tﬁe aff;ction.between
vassal and lord. . }'..of romance, of reverence for women,

of the 1deallzxng lmaglnatzon exercised ‘about sex, there

is hardly a hint. The centre of gravity is elsewhere -- in
the hopes and fears oé religioﬁ} or in the clean and happy -P
fidelities of the feudal hall;“3 .Hoéever, due to causes
which Lewis does nét specify, the "love of man for mén“
grew outdated and was replaced Sy‘the conventions of
courtly love: Eumility;_Courtesy, and Adultery, as Lewis
refers to them.4 The average medieval courtly lover is .
Supposed to have practised these conventlons by address;ng
éls affections to another man's wife in the hope of ob-
talnlng her se\ugi favours, and, moreover, by showing him-
.self EP be slavishly obed;!nt to her mest fanciful wishes
and ready to pine away to death in the event of her
rejecting hin.

Aécording to Lewis, courtly love, after being
popularized in the cou;ts of Provence, began to permeate the
rest of European literature and societf, so that by Chaucer's
time its ideals and conventiéns dominated the outlook on
love helgd By the aristocracy in England. Since Chaucer

spent most of his life under the protection of various

~members of the familv of Edward III, this would suggest that,



-

é% an early stagé in his careex as a poet, he would have

been exposed to courtly love. ©Lewis finds the evidence to

supporﬁ such a notion in the Eontent of most of the poetry

that Chaucer wrote with the exception of the Canterbury

-Tales. ‘Troilus and Crisevde, in particular, is seen by

_Lewis as a pdem that Chauce; penned in praise of courtly
lowe with the intention of representing in action the:

p:;ihology and éode of be£aviour of courtly lovers.5 In
Lewis's view, the scene in which Troilus first sées Criseyde‘
and, is consequently smitten bﬁ Love (I.155-315) is a ful-
fillment of the requirement for abject suffering on.the'
part of the male'that constitgtes the conventional basis

‘ .
of courtly love-6 The portrait of Crisvede, similarly, -

is said to be idealized according to the same-system of
conventions. Criseyde ;s everything that a woman would have
to bhe to inspire'the zea;ous devotion of a voung courtiy
lover like Troilus. Lewis writes: "In the Criseyde of

the first three books Ch#ucer has painted a2 touching and
beautiful picture of a woman by nature both virtuous and -
amorous, but above all affectiocnate. . . ." lewis sub-
sequenii@ﬁexplains that while Criseyde is portraved as
.naturall;aéhagée, she nonetheless gets involved in courtly
love with Trbilus because in the city othrof, which really
represen?s foﬁtteenth—century England, love of this sort

is "the greatest of earthly goods".7
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T While Lewis calls the Troilus Chaucer’'s "greatest:
poem"” and "the_consummation « - . 0f his'labours as a

pPoet of dourtly love“,8 he contends that the Canterbury

Tales, because of their pervasive irony and humour are not
paft of Chaucer's. real love poetry, that is, his pPoetry

about courtly love. lLewis urges that Chaucer's contem=-

poraries all took his love poetry "au grand serieux" and
implies that we, his .modern audience, should do the same.
Thus, in'order to give what he considers to be an appropriate

seriousness to his discussion of Chaucer in The Allegory

of Love, Lewis byvpasses the Canterbury Tales entikely. His

rationale for so doing he outlines a8 a response to "a false

emphasis which is creeping into the criticism of Chaucer":

'

-

One of the advantaggsabf keeping the Canterbury
Tales out of sight .. . {s that we ‘may thus
hope to rid ourselves of a false emphasis which
is creeping into the poetry of Chaucer. We have
heard a little too much of the mocking Chaucer.

Not many of us will agree with the critic who
supposed that the laughter of Troilus in heaven )
was ‘'ironiecal'; But I am afraid that many of us

now read into Chaucer all manner of ironies,
slvnesses, and archnesses, which are not there,

and praise him for his humour when he is really
writing with '"ful devout corage'.9

Other works by Chaucer which, according to Lewis, were .
written in the same spirit of 'ful devout corage' as went

into the making of the Troilus aré the "Compleynt unto Pite"

and the "Complevnt to His Lady ", the Complevnt of Mars,

the Parlement of Foules, and the Book of the' Duchesse. All

+ e
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Lewis in this article, he attempts to undercut any

. . ) 15

of .these are said to be variations on the theme of courtly

.love,

. The opposition to Lewis's ideas about courtly love

-goeé back tco an early article‘by D. W. Roberston, Jr.,

‘"The,Subject of ‘the De Amore of Andreas Capellanus". Al-

though Robertson does not specifically.- take .issue with

historical justification for a belief in gourtly love By

demonstrating that Andreas Capellanus, the only known
medieval authot\Go‘have written on anvthing resembling the

subject, was actually condemning the sin of fornicatio

and not.providing instructions for courtly lovers in his
-

book, the De Amore (otherwise known as the Art of Courtly

Love). . This work, which was likely written in the late

twelfth century, 1s interpreted by Lewis as the-main pfe— -
sentation of "the characteristics of the theory of love as
it-existed in the general mind of the period."lo Since
Robertson not only questions the existence of courtly love

in the Middle Ages, but also interprets the tone of Andreas

as humorous and ironic,ll the implications of his inter-

pretation of the De Amore are, where Chaucer is concerned,

".much at variance .with those of Lewis. If Andreas is, as

Lewis would have it, a defin%}ive source of information

S
- -

. 0’ ey . .
.about the medieval thecry o <love that exists in Chaucer,

evidence that shows the De Amoxe to be ironic must strongly

-
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faVYour a.similar conclusion about Troilus and Crisevde.

R WRobertson extends his ideas about Andreas to the
task of interpreting chaucer's-love poetry in’ the fifth

chéptef'of A Prefate to Chaucer, a book which appeared

‘ten.years after his article on the De Amore. Having
repeated that the De Amore is a work ¢riticizing foolish

love whose criticism is reinforced by ‘the "device of ironvy,
. H Py

-

the art of condemning while géeming to pr:.a.i.s\*s:",r2 Robertson
éroceéds ;o_én adﬂ§ysis_of the theme of the Iroilusl The
Troilus he' describes, in ternm “éntithétical to those used
‘Sy Lewis, as a trageéy that "involves the fall of a prince
who-sufjects himself to For;ung through- an unwdéthy lov-e.“l-3

Unlike Lewis, Robertson detects a pervasive irony in the
. =7
Troilus, especially in connection with the religicus imagerx

©f Book III: . SR

In Book III there is a great deal of religious
imagery. Literarv historians are apt to say
that it is "conventional® and that it reflects
the traditions of "courtly love". 'No- oné& in
the book, however, uses religioq as an adjunct
to courtesy. And Chaucer certainly does not
"accept” the behavidr of Troilus. The religious
imagery serves exactly the same function it
serves in Chretien's Chevalier ge la charette:
to suggest the values which the hero-inverts
and, at the same time, to furnish opportunities
for ironic humor.l4

As' ' we might expect, Robertson does not make any serious

distinction, such as we find in Lewis's writing, between

o~
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the tone in which Chaucer treats love in the -Canterbury Tales

and that which he uses to address the same subject in the

-

Trxoilus. The presence of irony'is, in_Robertson's

estimation, as ubiqoitoué in.anycone of Cﬁaucéf's poems
about romantic sexuai iove'ag ituis'in another. ‘ -
Thé.im?aot.of éobefisoh's opinions conoerning courtly
love has been widoopread} aqdltho gerﬁ itoelf has b; now . -
to a larxge degree:boen dioc;edited._‘Tﬁis has -caused Francis
_Lée Utley to remark that “in.América todav one must be
valiant to use the term courtly love without radical - -

surgery." w13 Among the critiecs who have- c;st"doubt on the
historical authenticity of courtlv love are E--Talbot
Denaldson, John F. Benton, and John V' Flemlng.l§ a-list
which could be augmenteo by lncludlng the ngmes of the many
‘outstanding medxeyallsts who have accepted obertson's
strictures onféourtly love hitoout themselveX becoming
'directly involved in the debate'ovor the queétiops toat it

17 . o N -

‘has.faised. .
Yet desPLte the amount of oppos;tlon that it has

'encoontered courtlv love Stlll appeals as a llterary con-

oept to many crities of Chauoer. 'Elizabeth Salter, in a2

fairly feoeoi'essay entitled L'Troilus and Criseyde':

a Reconsidérapion" dismises the arguments of Lewis's

opponents with the comment: "Although many academic critics

have expressed 'second_thoughgs' apoot C. S. Lewis's overall’
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view of Troilus and Criseyde --'a great Poem in praise of

love' -- I suspect that most readers wxll contlnue to find

] SN . ) 15 -
him a precise and sensltlve guide to Chaucer's meanlng." :

Saltex insists_that "the 'passionate sanity of C. 8. Lewis's

wrltlng on Tro;lus has not been obscured or outdated" and

attrlbutes +to thosé who have contested the validity of

Lewis's ‘opinions a desire to "disturb traditional attitudes
. : : L}

by.exercising ingenuity at the expense of common sense ‘and

sensibility."19 Far from seelng ln ‘the rellglsus 1magerv

" of Book III the humorous 1rony that is apparent to Robertson,

»

Salter believes that Chaucer uses;such imagery to express his

admiration for Troilus's behaviouf hs a lover and that

rd
everv new move" that Tro;lus makes towards a phv51ca1 con-

summatlon of hzs affalr w1th Crlsevde “is endorsed by

20

-

relzglous languaée.
One ;rEa'in uhich Lewis's influence on critics of
-_Chaucer has been esg;c;allv Pronounced concerns Chaucer s
reallstlc“ portrayal of human setual functlons in the
Trollus-: Salter, who draws attentlon to the “dellghted
 concreteness“%; of the bedroom scenes in Book III and;who
finds in this'pérticular.quality of their description a

sufficient reasdn to believe that Chaucer is praising

Troilus's love, bases her views on a passage in The Allegorv

of Love which savs:
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It-is the guality of the first three books, and
above all of the third, that counts; that book
which is in effect a long epithalamium, and
. contains, between its socaring inveocation
to the 'blisful light' of the third heaven and
its contluding picture of Troilus at the hunt
{sparing the 'smale bestes'), some of the
greatest erotic poetry in the world. It is a
lesson worth learning, how Chaucer can so trium-
phantly celebrate the flesh without becoming
either delirious like Rossettl or pornographic
like Ovid. The secret lies, I think, in his
concreteness. Lust is more abstract than logic:
it seeks. (hope triumphing over experience) for
‘sSome purely sexual, hernce purely imaginaxv,
conjunction of an impossible maleness with an
impossible femaleness. So Lawrence writhes.
But with Chaucer we are rooted in the purifying
complexities of thé\real world.22
3

criticism on Chaucerian sexuality

Another piece o]
which, like Salter's-essa_, imbued, with the influence
of Lewis is Donald Howard's "Literatyre and Sexuality:
Book III of Chaucer's Troilus"- hé?ard, who calls Boo# III
of the Troilus "the first great night of love .in our
literatu{g", argues that the main:strengtﬁ and significance
of-Boﬁk III is "that it portrays intense phvsical ‘intimacy
"in its noblest and most fulfilling form, and yet reveals
its profoundest limitation-“23 Howard's article deals
primarily witﬁ "the problems posed by the ;epfesentation of
sexuality in literature™ as they afe reflected in Book IIIX.
His discussion of these 'problems has much in common with

Lewis's comments on the style of Chaucer's erotic poetry,

although he writes with an exaggerated enthusiasm that Lewis

\ .
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generally avoids. - The following Passage typifies Howard's

thought ang expression in the article mentioned:
". . . it seems widely ‘supposed . . . that the

‘sex act itself is always the same. People seem

to feel that beneath any cultural tradition of
courtship or lovemaking lies an unalterable
biplogical fact -- Rlus c¢ca change, Plus c'est

“la meme -chose. For all its appearance of common
sense, I believe that this is not the case. Even
from the biological Point of view, the act of love
has uncontrollable and unpredictable :e%uité; ‘

the reproductive Process is a convenient con-
struct, but in fact every sexual act can be an

"act of hostility, of aggression, of concealed
guilt. It can be in Iago's langiage "making

the beast with two backs”", "the act of darkness";
it can be a neutral and repetitive function per-
formed at the time when the clocks are wound; it
can be an-act of casuwal and temporary affection .
‘or of momentary passion; it can be an expression
of longstanding devotion: it can 'be inexpressible

. ecstasy. It takes its character from the
characters of partici@an;s and ?rom“their moods;’
from their culture amd on Kinsev's evidence from
their social class.’™ The Spectrum df sexuality

is therefore the spectrum of human experience
itself. It would be trusr to say -"Plus c'est 1la
meme chose, Plus ca change . . . whe;g the intention
of erotic literature is to draw the reader into

the work, make him empathize with its pParticular
action, the writer must enlist rather than alienate
the reader's sexual fantasies -- squst keep his
response from bécoming vicarious. Boccaccio
strives much less sucdessfully with this problen
than Chaucer. The firset night of love in the .
Filostrato was clearly -~ in fact admittedly --

the poet's fantasy of wish fulfillment.24

This kind of commentary draws its inspiration from one basic
idea,. originally expressed by Lewis’, about the epistemologi-
cal oriehtation of Chaucer's poetry of courtly love: the

idea that poems lYike the Troilus were conceived in a spirit
—=22us



of iiterary realism. Howard's assumptions abou#ngd
realistic design qf the Tréilus are evident froé?h?s dig-
cussion of the work in terms of the spectrum of human
sexuaiity and experience; an aspecﬁ'of what Lewis refers
to as “the purifying complexities of the real world."
If Howard's bias in favour of litera;y rgaiism

helps to give the above quotation from "Literature and
Sexﬁality"-the tone of an excerpt froanastergand Jéhnson,
it should be remembered by the puzzled reader that not all
Chaucerians would consider Howard's article to be a work of
exceptional ¢ritical acumen. To maintain a balanced-per—
spective on the question of épistemology in Chaucexr's love
poetry, we must take into consideration Ro?ertéon's point.
of view,whiég is diametrically opposite to Howard's.
Roberston emphatically rejerts, along with the theory of
courtly love, the arguments for literary realism w;th
whi;h the theory tends to be associated. Accbrding‘to
Robertson, realism ti.we unde?staﬁd it is foreign-to-ail

~ .
forms of medieval a¥t including Chaucer's poetry:

We admire psvchological profundity, dramatic in-

tensity, well-rounded characters, realism, and

well-structured plot development in our own

literature, and we naturally ascribe these same

characteristics to Chaucer’s.narrative art in
order to express our admiration for it. But

such criteria are basically misleading when -
used in this way. They are inconsistent with
fourteenth-century stvlistic conventions. NG

one thought in terms of psychology in the
fourteenth century any nore than he thought in
terms of differen;ial calculus or Marxist
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dialectic. Cultural developments had not yet pro-~
vided conditions suitable to the growth of a taste
for dramatic intensity in the nineteenth-century
sense. Realism was alien to the artistic expression-
of the peiod generally, and artists showed mo
interest’'in the ordering of events in a continuum

of space and time shared by the observer, in such

2 way as Lo create structures suitable for the
vicarious release of tensions.25 =

When Howard Qréues that in the Txoilus éhauce: is attempting
to Jep;ist ..+ « the reader's sexual fantasies", he is
saying in effect that Chaucer did éreate aesthetic
structures‘“suitablexfor ﬁhe vicarious release of £ensions“
and is implicitly aisagreeing wiﬁh Robertson. &Qg same
disagreement is evident in hiS‘assertiop that Boccaccio

wrote Il Filostrato as a fantasy of wish fulfillment, .for

it guggests that medieval wfiters not only thought ih terms
of psychology, but ﬁfote in order to achieve release from
psychologicai pressures much as did Shelley, Cgleridge,

and Keats. ',. ' .

In a book entitled The Three Temptations: Medieval

Man in Searchof the World which appeared a vear before b
"Literature and Sexuality", Howard offers a more elaborate
and theoretical apology for his belief in coﬁrtly love

and medieval realism. Howard begins this book by

a2sserting that Robertson "has fallen into a mode of criticism

which illustrates the most distressing tendency of modern .

-

man, that of dehumanizing and mechanizing the works of the
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human mind and Splrlt."_s

The Three Temétations sets itself
thé-task of redressing the "dehumanizing™ errors spread bf
Robertson and in order to do this rejects as overly
simplistic the Rbber;sonian idea that in any conflict in

his poetry between Christian morality and sensual instinct, -

-Chaucer's bPurpose is invariably to discredit the latter.

According to Howard, the relationship between these two

forces was much more flexible in the Middle Ages than

‘Robertson would allow, because the "highly formalized game

~of‘sensuvality"” that constituted courtly love, though it

"conflicted with Christian teachings . . . did not openly

27 Thus, although

or philosophically contend w;tﬁ them."
courtly leve and Christian moradity were contradictory and
irreconcilable, it was possible for .a writer like ﬁhaucer
to af?irm simultaneously the truth of both as long as the
conflict betwé?n them was not openlf declared. To maintain
that their relationship was one of iptransigent mutual
opposition, as Robertson does, is for Howard fa;se and
reductive.: Instead Howard argues that there existed a wide
range of subtle relationships between courtly love and
Christian moérality in medigval literature and that one such
relationship is aduﬁbrated in the “natural“ world of éhe

Troilus:



This relationship of love to Christian morality
is what distinguishes the various styles of
courtly literature. On one end of the spectrum
stands Dante, in whose work love is totally"
idealized and merged with Christianity in its
highest eschatological .and ascetical aspects,
the lady becoming symbolic of the very end of
Christian life itself. At the other extreme,

as in the Flamenca or the Council of Love at
Remiremont, fleshly love is treated with broad
humor and its incompatibility with the Christian
life is flaunted. Between these extremes, with
inevitable overlapping love may be idealized

and made compatible with' Christian marrjage,

as in Parsifal or in all of Chretien except the
Lancelot.: Or it may be treated, as in the

De Amore, ambiguously and eguivocally -- praised -
and idealized, and yet shown to be dissatisfying
and imperfect. Finally, it may be treated, with
various degrees of irony, as something which
exists in- = non-Christian "natural” world. Into .
.this last mold, more than any other falls the
Troilus. The lover's story may follow the
pattern of the Christian life, but in a natural
‘world where he seeks a pseudo-grace in a pseudo-
Christian svstem.28 '

The manner in which Howard interpreﬁs nature and
the natural world in the préceding obéervaéibns on love
ig the Troilus ebitomizes his conception of Chaucer's
literary realism. In Howard's og}nion the di%ﬁates‘of
nature which are responsible for Troilus's behavi;ur con-
stitute an ethical sténdard that Chaucer recognized as being
independent of regulations governing the Christian life,
In other words, Chaucer's realism lies in his-syppgsedly'
naturalistic acceptance of sensuality as a law pntq,itgelf.
To enlist support for .this contention, Howard directs us to
Aldo Scagliong's ;tudy of the "tradition" of medieval

naturalism, Nature and Love in the Late Middle Ages.
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Scagliocne's book explicitly;dra&@ a connection be-

tween courtly love on one hand and 'realism and naturalism

-

'on.the other.: Courtly love ;s seen hgre as the producéo

6f “a‘resurgence of naturé's rights “ e . a réaction to the
_Qtifling 'conventions' of an official morality"” in the
e;eventh century. The poetry inspired by courtly love in .
Pravence and elsewhere had,acco;ding to Scagliohe, the
effect of rejuvenating "the customarily stiff and stale
worid of medieval culture with a breath of fresh air." It
was, Scaglione says, "a con;agiogs_lesson in freedom from .
prejudiée“, and furthermore, "its vigé;ous expressions of
. realism and naturalism", he states, "unegquivocally pointed

the way to much of later romance literature."2® Howard
apparently includes Chaucer's work in the cancn of what
Scaglione refers to as "later romance literature®™, since

he believes that Chgucer wroﬁe éut of a-spirit of
naturalistic-reaction against the restrictions of Christian
morality. Just how much truth there is in ;his belieé is
;h queétion that will be taken up at a later stage in our
discussion. For the present it is necessary only to remark

that a close literary relationship between courtly love

and realistic naturalism is thoucght to exist by many
-

-

critics who, in disagreement with Robertson, regard Chaucer

as a poet of courtly love. .
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Thg naturalism that Howard detects in the Troilus

is, he cont:ends__J but one of several dszerent_klnds of

courtly love, all of which existed s;multaneouslv in the

later Middle Ages. Howard's view of courtly‘love as a-

L]
diverse and protean phenomenon is one that is shared by

certain other critics who, like Howard, are anxious to

avoid the "dehumanizing and meéhanizingﬁ'tendencies in
Robertson's theories about courtly love. Utley, fogs
example, aftér dismiss;ng Robertsonian écholarship as
monolithic and "rather d:eary", states that the term
"courtly love" cannot he discarded by students of medieval

literature, because courtly love was an inveterate social

and literary convention of the Middle Ages which flourished
in as many as thirtvidifferent forms:

There 1is not one courtly love but twenty or thirty
f then, warrlng with theories of divine love and
with popular reductions,- such as those few which
seem at times to condone adultery. The realm of
most of them is not the real but the ideal, and
the 1deal is usually plain and open and well-cued,
like medieval irony and medieval allegory, and
needs no mystic interpreters. Thouch love, which
of all passions best fits the proverb "Plus ca
change, plus lameme chose," is by no means unigue
to the Middle Ages, that time is especially
prolific in elaborate codifications. . . . Rejecec-
tion of the term courtly love will .not sweep the
social phenomena and the literary expression under
the rug, and it is time for serious house-
c¢leaning, where we roll up our sleeves and go
to work bringing together the multiple and
variable evidence with all the skill we have for
careful reading, including philology and
linguistics, partristic exegesis, glosses literary
and artistic, rhetoric, historical externals, the
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'varzetv of medieval philosophies, a sense of the
value the past has for the present, and plaln
common sense.30

Another notable proponent of the theory of many

:Ioves is Alan M. F. Gunn,; author of The Mirror of Love,

’

a book subtitled A Reinterpretation of "The Romance of the

Rose“. Gunn maintains that Jéan de Meun, the poet of the

Roman de la Rose, is an expositor of at least six individual
systems of love which are pitted against one another in

"the allegory's ‘grand debate'." Love thus becomes, not

only in medieval society as a whole but even in the context

- v

©f a single poem, an encyvclopedic term denoting the most
antithetical principles andgd concepts that can be imagined.

Gunn writes:

It is manifest that the occupants of the various
"professorial chairs of love" take issue with
each other in regard to first pPrinciples; that
‘each one of them represents a different approach
te life's problems, a different system of values.
They inhabit distinct realms: and it is between
these realms that the real conflictus of opinion
takes place. The affirmations and rebuttals,

the brushes of dialectic, are the surface ex-
pressions of profounder chasms. How far are the
tawdry chambers of La Vieille's memeorxy andé the
serene sphere out of which Raison speaks! The
chivalric garden of delight over which Amors
reigns is poles removed from either, as it is

from the common-sense world of Amis and from the -
Mount Cytherea of Venus with all its voluptuous,
tropical warmth. And standing apart from and

vet including all of these except the realm of
Raison is the circling orbit in whieh such cosmic
agents as Nature and Genius move and eXercise their
regenerating influence. . . . In this . . . series
of engagements in man's struggle to achieve his
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" “antelechy, not two or three, but fully six -
divergent syvstems of wvalue, rhilosophies of human
love and experience take part. Aand of these "
system§ is represented in the romance,,6 not
summarily, but as veritable worlds and therefore
with all amgditude and in the fullest and ‘most
concrete detail.3l

[

Some pages latex, Gunn concludes the discussion from which
this quotation has been taken by observing that Jean de Meun
did not consider any one of these six systems to be superior
.to the rest and that he wés, in fact,.equally committed to
all of them:

It is finally to be emphasized that Jean de Meun

not only penetrates deeply into each of the realms
that engage in his great conflictus;: he becomes

-- for the necessary time -- an ardent propagandist
for each system of values. Whether it is the vieéw *.
of La Vieille or of Amors or of Raison or of

Genius that he is expounding, he urges it upon

the' lover (and the reader) with like enthusiasm

and evangelical ardor. He shows much the same

zest in preaching the sexual Machiavellianism of

La Vieille that he does in praising Socrates'

love of Reason. He causes all his "masters" to
speak with the voice  of auctoritas.32

At the end of the book however, Gunn compromises this
declaration somewhat by asserting that "in the conflicect
between those who would renounce life.and those who would
embrace it" we can h;ve no doubt as to which side Jean is
en. Jean, Gunnwclaims, "believes most strongly in the
"goodness of created things and in the goodness, therefore,
of their perpetuation and abundance". From this Gunn draws

the conclusion that "we can hardly sav that Jean de Meun
. .

was of many minds about the value of human love" and thas
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Jean's ‘manifest predilection was for procreative love, or,.

.in more concrete terms, sexuial intercourse. Gunn even goes

-

so far as to suggest that Jean, in his enthusiasm for the

sexual act, iééarded it as "the chief manifestation of the

-

goodness, the love, the overflowing bountv of God."33 ‘.
What all this comes down to is, once again, the notion that

courtly love is inspired by naturalism, for it is Nature who,

-

in the Roman, commands that man engage in sexual inter-

cdurse in order to p;opagate“his species and whose dictates
N o :
thus offer an excuse for Amant's courtly efforts to pluck

the Rose. "Nature's command", says Gunn, "overrules every
. o i3 -
objection and forces the perplexed lovers to cease from

troubling further about the metaphysdics and casuistry of

love." The various éystems of love set forth in the Roman |

- -

are, in other words, irrelevant to human actions; man is
free to ignore all teachings on love, inc¢luding those of
Reason, so long as he diligently engages in bprocreative

sexual activity.

'So far, we have seen that many critics who believe

in courtly love also believe that it was a manifestation of

u

naturalism, that its influence encouraged the growth of
medieval literary realism, and that it existed in a wide
variety of species and forms. But there is one other common

assumption about courtly love that we have still not looked

-

-at in sufficient detail, and this is that courtly lovers

ALY
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are ennobled by their.passion. On the guestion of en- =

noblement in the Troilus, Donald Howard, indeed, has this

-~

to say: 3 . ?

- . . Trozlus and Crisevde depicts love between
man and woman as a natural and irresistible
feeling, influenced by the stars .-- a part of
the condition of human life. . Even the pain it

- causes is sweet pain. The inception and progress
are presented often in the language of a
religious or mystical conversion. The two:
People who experience it are admirable people.
they are of the aristocracy and have the
highest virtues of gentilesse, discretion,
honoxr. The “game" of love in which they come to
take part is no Italianate seduction but a
delicate courtly ritual; it is full of depth,

of subtlety, and of charm. . . . Moreover,
once entered upon, love has an ennobling effect
on the hero -- Hhe is a better warrior, more
fearless, more courteous.34 ’

[

And E. Talbot Donaldson, whose pefteption of Troilus's

-
-

character does n6t differ fuhdamentally from Howard's,
claims that the hero's ascent to the_eighth sphere at the
end of Book V comes as. a reward fgr.his nobility of
charactexr: "The three stahzas-describing'Troilus‘slafter--
life afford him.that reward thch medieval Christianit;
allowed té the.ri%hteods heathen. Aana in so doing, thev
salfgae from theAhumaﬁ wreck éf the ;tory the human qualitiés
of froil;s that are of enduring ;;lue -- most fotably, his

' 35

txouthe, the integrity for which he is distinguished."

/,‘
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-~ A more elaborate statement of the same interprefa-

tion of Troilus's ascent is presented by Peter Heidtmann

in an article entitled "Sex and Salvation in Troilus and

. Criseyde". Heidtmann asserts that in’'reading the Troilus
"we are driven to consider whether "poetry can be bound by

strictly doctrinal stahdards.“36 In answer to the challenge
of this queépion, Heidﬁmann;cohtends that the Troilus "flies

in the face of Christiaﬁ doctrine* bec#use.it shows ﬁow the
"hero becomés spiritually ennobled as a,réﬁult of his éarnal
que fbrdc¥iseyde;p Heidtmann;}géke Donaldson, thus views
Troilus'§ ascent to tﬁe;spheres as the ciimax of a process
of-pnnbblgméht that é%friesuT%oilus’direct;y from the -

..world of sensual self—induigence_to heaven and salvation.

The idea that Troilus's ascent is a reward for

virtue is, of codrse, not. accepted by schéilars who share

- i

e

Robertson's belief that Chaucer ¢haracterizes Troilus as

"a prince-who subjects himself to;Fortune through an un-

worthy love." Chauncey Wood, for example, argues in

Chaucer and the Country of the Stars that it is difficult

o r ™ -
-

to see how Troilus's love, which he himself refgrs to ‘as
- - . -

. the "blﬁnde lus; which may nat laste"_(vfié24),<can be.sgj
ennobling théﬁ it prepares_Trqil;s;fof the ascent to )
Pgrad?sé.\ Igséeéd,'ﬁood'méiﬂtaigs, the place to which

Trsilus aséehds is more iik;'the.Christiap purgatory and

may be compéred-to the region beyond the earth, referred to

~
T .



ingthe Parlemen£ of Fqulé#, where "likerous fblk, after
tha£ they benbdede, ¥ Shul whirle aboﬁte‘: - .« Tyl ﬁany

a yoéld'be passed . . " (é ,.79—81). :Thislipterpretation
of.Troilus's-ascent is, in Woed's opinion more in line with

- the lack of. virtue displaved by the hero in his dealings

with Crisevyde:
Troilus's enlightenment . . . is to e considered
the conseguence of his .release from earth rather
than the result of some ‘particular virtue imputed

'.-to him -~ certainly it is nof as the result of
his fornication with Crisziﬁﬁ. - + . In sending
~Troilus to the eighth..sphéxe of the fixed stars,
Chaucer sends him as onme who is "likerous" .to a
Place ghere the wise rPause for some time and the
lecherdus ‘must remain "Tvl many a world beg
passed” (PF, 81l). - For both the wise and the
-not-so-wise, the eighth sphere in the Negplatonic
‘¢concept is a place of purification or penance.37

: . ' v -
Wood's assessment of Troilus's moral character has

much to recommend it, despite the greater popularity among -
N : )

critics of the view which defends .Troilus -dsaa fine exemplar
) ! - COEN

of nobility‘and "trouthe". Clearly, it is possible to take

Troilus's ennoblement too much for granted, andraltﬁough
the narrator of the poem offers his testimony in support of

this ennoblement (I.1079-85), its existence is inconsistent.-

with several facts about the hezro's behaviour. For

example, Troilus does not behave nobly when Crisevde must

leave Troy. He forgets hisrr&spénsibilities as a prince
.' ' . - - .

in a beleaguered city and whiningly begs Crisevde to run

away with him ("So rueth on myn aspre pevnes Smerte, / -

4
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. . And lat us stele awa§ bitwixe us tﬁeye \1501-03)
Afte:‘hlsdeparture he repeats the folly and self-=indulgence
that he has Previously shown'in Beok I t357—64)‘b going

to bed when he should be helping to defend Troy. | He gets
up eventually -- not gecause he should, but becau e Pandarus
taunts him by saving that people will think hlm\a coward
(V.412). .This brings to mind, at a significant mohent for
og; understanding of t@e.hero, other examples of his dis-

ingenuous concern épr appearances: his displays of martial

valour aimed not to break the siege, but to win Crisevde's

admiration (I.481), his‘;ffectation of sickness to concgag
passion (1.488-90), and his numeious deceits in qoncealing.
the liaison from public‘noticg. All of these details
point not so much to enhbblement.a; to selfishness |and
dishonesty.

Nevertheless, those who are determined to see

Troilﬁs as 2a noble coﬁftly lover have advanced arguments to
prove that all the factors.conttgbuting to his foolishness,
among thém the ones just mentioned, are uitimately less
promipent than the qualities of "gentil herte“,‘“manhod",
andg "resounﬁ in Troi;us which, Crisevde claims, at%racted
her gé him in the first place ("Eke gentil herte a%d manhod
that ve hadde, / . . . Ana that voure resoun brideide youre.
: " - - .
dgllt - . " IV.1674-80). TFor example, Alfred David

argues that whatever indignities Troilus undergoes
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in the course of his passion for Criseyde, he emexges from
them in.a state of tragic sincerity and ennoblement.:

According to David, all that detracts from the nobility . -

of Tfoilusﬁs character is purposely contained in the first‘

half of the boem s0 that the presence of this nobility

, =
may appear all the more striking in the gecgﬁd half. David,

. v :
as the main. drift of his opinions might lead us to expect,

also affirms that Troilus's ennoblement is Poxrtraved with

an aix of."psychological realism":
By subjecting the hero to . . . indignities through
the first half of the poem, Chaucer reserves him
for the deeper emotions still to come and through
this modulation of tone enables us: to feel
Troilus's coming of age. The beauty of the love
scene is made possible, in part, by the humor
preceding it. . The fulfillment of his love doas
in fact make a new man out of Troilus. This is
what Chaucer explicitly télls us, and. we may’
observe the effects for ourselves. Thereafter

we &an take Troilus and his emotions much more
seriously. .- Much as Romeo's pinin§ for Rosaline.
Prepares us to accept his ldve of Juliet as the
real thing, the highly formalized nature of
‘Troilus's first.sorrow contrasts with the depth
and sincerity of his feelings after he has
actually experienced love. Only in the last two
books are Troilus's sufferings portraved with a
psychological realism that commands onr complete
sympathy. 38

With Alfred David's remarks on ehnoblement, we
must conclude this survey of the subject of courtly love

in lite@ry c¢riticism about Chaucer. Such a survev does
not, in itself, bring us to any new understanding of

Chaucex®'s love poetry, but it tells us something about the

J

-»

- LY Nl -
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background of schelarly discussion against wyich this thesis
must carry out its inveStigation, Although the aim of the
thesis is not to pursue the debate about caurtly love, we
will hereafter have occasion to dlsagree wlth spec;f;c ideas
about Chaucer that the modern conceptlon of courtly love
* has helped to foster -- viz., his supposed bellef in the
enn;bllng propertles of sexual des;re, his llterary realism,
his naturalism, and his equlvocatlon about standards of
séxual'morality.

+

2. Chaﬁger's Love Poetry: 1Its Interpretation

» and EHistorical Context

D. W. Robertson has called our attention to the

profound influence of nineteenth—century aesthetic theories

-

on modern interpretations of medieval literature and he has

.
+

warned us of the fallacy that results from assuming that

the romantic tastes of the nineteenth-century reading public
<=
"would have been shared by Chaucer's audience in the Middle

) . ) ) '
Ages. Robertson argues- that the Primary difference between
thre romantic and the medieval views of art is located in

their respective attitudes towards the adesthetic function

-

of sentimental emotions. Romantic literature, he points

cut, deliberately appeals to sentiment as a gateway to man's

higher nature, whereas medieval literature characteristipally

attempts to cultivate the rational ané moral part of man. -
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Robertson illustrates this difference by contrasting the
aesthetic principles underlying the De Amore of Andreas

Capellanus with those embraced by the.nineieenth-cén;ury

.romantic critic, A. W. Schlegel:

"Schlegel wrote that in romantic poetry "the . -
impressions of the senses are to be hallowed,

as it were, by a mysterious connexion with _
higher feelings." 1In bPractice, this "mysterious
. connexion" is almost always achieved, both in

"~ literature and life, by an appeal to sentiment.
But sentimentality was not, during the Middle
Ages, a respectable method of appealing to the
thinking publiec, that is,ito the courtly
audience. . . . Andreas' lovers are not senti-
mental; their appeal is .an appeal to logic, and
we should judge them on the same grounds, without
allowing our sentimental inclinations to inter-
fere with what they 'say. . . .. Andreas was a
twelfth-century clerk who probably .had & pretty
thorough training in the trivium. We should
alert ourselves, therefore, neither for Ssentiment
nor for refinements of amorous technjique, but

for logical and rhetorical devices plaving
aé&igst 2 background of scriptural and classical -
learning.39 ' '

The romantic view of art, as Robertson also points

L]
»

out, would have been no less foreign to Chaucer in the

fourteenth century than to Andreas in"the twelfth, and in

"seeking to understand Chaucer's ideas about love, we must

continually remind'ourseLves of this. it is easy to forget

L

' ) i . B K3
that, for Chaucer the superiority of reason to sentiment

would have precluded any sentimental definition of the value
of sexual love, such as may be found, for example, in the

works of Matthew Arnold.

-



In the nineteenth century sexual love became, for

individuals like Arnold, a sentimental refuge from the

anxieties caused by religious skepticism, and the popular

need which existed at that time for an alternative to

-

traditional Christian beliefs uwltimately prbducea a cult of
love which substituted feminine objects of worship fox

s . X ; L, . '
divine ones. The cult had lts.-beginning in the idea that

love alone c¢could salvage meaning and value in a world haunted
by the "melancholy, long, with-drawing roar" of the Sea of

Faith. Arnold expresses this idea in the famous last stanza

of "Dover Beach":

Ah, love, let us be true

To one another:!: for the world, which seems

To lie before us like a land of dreams,

So various, so beautiful, so new, .

Heath really neither jov, nox love, nor light

Nor certitude, nor peace; nor help for pain;

And we are here as on a qarkling plain

Swept with confused alarms of struggle and 'flight
Where ignorant armies clash by night.

An earfier pecem by Arnold, "Euphrosvne", illustrates the
characteristics of the cult of love in greater detail.
Here Arnold celebrates love as a defence against loneliness

and the world's cruelty, as the poet and his belovgd swear

to makeacommon cause against adverse circumstances:



5 ' Two bleeding hearts,
Wounded by men, by Fortune trieqd;

Outwearied with their lonely parts,
Vow to beat henceforth side by -side.

The world to ‘them was stern ang drear;

Their lot was but to weep and moan.

Aht! let them keep their faith sincere, .
For neither could subsist aloner .

- The unashamed dependence of one human will upon another that

- thesé stanzas Eélebrate was considered acceptable and even
_admiraﬁle in nineteenth-century literary circies. Leslie
Stephen, for instance,;evidently thought‘that an attitude
.of idélétrous devotion to a woman would be a favourable
‘'recommendation for any man who wished her to.maéry him,
since he wrote in a Tgrriage proposal to {F;ia Duckworth:
"You must let me tell you that I do and shail alwavs feel
for vou sometﬁing which I can only call reverence as well
- as love. Think me silly if Yyou please. . . . You ng.I
have not got any .saints and vou must not be angry if 1
put vou in the place where my saints ocught to be."40
Similarly, Robert Browning, in his letters to Elizabeth
Bafrett, expresses sexual fondneés in a tone of sacramental
awe and abject émotional dependency: "X should like to
-q\ breathe anéd move and liv;.by vour allowance and pPleasure";

. .

"Give me vour counsel at all times, beloved: I am wholly

. . a2 N
. L . ; 41
-open to vour desires and teaching and direction."

One supposes that the sexual appeals of Leslie

Stephen andg Robert Browning would not have been lost on

e e T e [ e ———
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‘ . , |
Chaucer's Wife of Bath who pravs that God will send to
; )

women husbanas‘who aréuwilling to be "governed by hir wyves".
However, it-iS'unlikdiy that Chaucer himself would have

thought very highly of the idea that a man should worship

a woman and be cobedient to her will instead of to the

dictates of his own reason. A well-known prassage in

S;. Paul's  letter to the Ephésians, the moral~soundnes§-of
which Chau;er‘would‘not have guestioned, stipulateé that in‘
Christian marriage -the wife must ﬁe subject to the husband
N

in all things: "Wives, Be subject to your husbands as to
thé Lord / For the husband is the heaé of the wife as Ch;ist
is the head of the church, his body, and is himself its
gaviour" (Eph. 6:22-23) . -

Chaucer, of course, presents an allegorical story

dealing with the inversion of St. Paul's teachings on

marriage in the Nun's Priest's Tale. Chauntecleer, the

énimal profagonist of the poem, is ". . . a cok . . . /
That tok his conseil of his wvf, with sorwé" (NPT, 3252-53)
and whq és derelict in his Christian duty as a husband
for failing éo rule his wife as he should. The Pauline
moral of the story is that a man should listen to the
advicé of his.reason rather than to his emotional desires
which, in the‘case of Chauntecleer, are 50‘succe§sfully

manipulated by his wife. This moral, indeed, is implicitly

stated in the Nun's Priest's allusion to St. Paul at the



gonclus}on ©f his narrative:
"Taketh the,morali;e, goode men. _
For seint Paul seith that al that writen is,
To oure doct;ine it is ywrite, ywis: o
Taketh the fruyvt and lat the chaf be stille (NPT, 3440-43)
_Clearly, the moral implications of the "doctrine"
of whiech the Nun's Pries; is speaking are ihcompatible with
the‘sentimental:idealizatipn of women which is so common
in nineteenth—cgntuﬁy literature and which, with a few
minor ﬁodificatioqs, Persists in much of the 1iterature
of our own time. Therefore, it is desirable that we should
-not let the influence of the nineteenth Cegtury attitude
* towards sexual love affect our interpretations of medieval

poetry ‘which ‘treats that subject from an orthodox Christian

perspective. In regard to the Nun's Priest's Tale, there is,

admittedly, little &anger of an intrusion of anachronistic
views of love upon literary interpretations of the poem.

This, however, is only because the Nuii's Priest's Tale is

written in a mock-heroic vein which does not encourage
* sentimental interpretation.

On the other hand, poems like the Troilus and

the Knight's Tale, because thev are not obviously humorous -

in conception, have often been thought to svmpathize with
s .

and even to praise the ideolatrous behaviour of théir male

Protagonists.towards the opposite sex. Yet there is

nothing in +he Troilus or the Xnight's Tale to suggest that

Chaucer 1s purposely denving Christian teachings on love
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in order to celebrate the "courtly love" of Troxlus for
Crlseyde or of Palamon and Arcite for Emilve. “Toﬁassume
that he. is to run the risk of viewing these works from

an unhlstorlcal angle that distorts the meaning thelr
author may really have intended. Courtly love, after all,
is suspiciously similar to the nineteenth~century cult of
sexual adoration thaﬁ we find in Browning and Arnold,‘and
this oughﬁ to alert us to the possibility that our very
conception of courtly love may be largely derived from the
~nineteepth century rather than from the Middle Ages.42

In lieu of apy-positive évidence that Chaucer recognized
the existence of courtly love, we might do_best to inter-
Pret his poetry in the light. of his uhquestionable belief

«“in medieval Christian doctrine. -

Histéricgl probability favours an orthodox Christian

interpretation.of Chaucer love poetry, for the problem of

whether medieval secular literature conforms to the doctrines

of Christianity is essentially factitious. The teachings
¢f the Chruch were an all-encompassing standard in the
Middle Aées, and.while it seems reasonable to expect that

men disobeved them, we should not suppbose that they

rationalized éisobedience by secular standards. Independent

secular angd religious realms of thought did not then exist

43

'ﬂ‘f

‘as they do in modern culture. Chaucer™s abilitv to

write

\



seriously and sympathetically about carnal lovers despite
his frequent use of wry humour‘to condemn-them should not,
therefore, mislead us .to bel1eve that he sometlmes had fltS

~

of immorality in whlch he advocated idolatrous love ang*
*
fornication instead ©f true Christian marriage.
Similarly, it would be wrong to think‘thaﬁ Dante,
who in Infexrno v falnts .with pity when he hears the sad
storv ©of the lovers Paolo and Francesca, therebv condones
the sin of lust. ae another stage ln‘EHahsame canto,

Dante also experiences pltv when Verg;l shows him the shades

©f such lovers as Tristan and Paris "pieta me giunse, e fui

quasi smarrito" (pity ovVercame mne and I was as one who
had lost the way Inf. v.72). Nevertheless, Dante's

compassion for these lovers does not occasion moral per- -
Plexity about the right and wrong of their actions as a
médern reader might suppose. As RobertlHollander points
out, Dante says that he ig~one who has lost the way to
remind us of hisg condition at the begianing of the Poem:
where, thr;ugh his own lust, he was like one who hag lost

the true wav (che 1 éiritta via era smarrita Inf. I.10).

Thus when Chaucer, in the oPening stanza of the

Parlement of Foules, sympathetically describes the pains

©f concupiscent love, there is reason to think that, like

Dante, he is chief ly regretting the 'loss of moral direction

€«



4]

. . .43
that love of this sort brings. Not knéwing whethem he
floats or sinks, Cﬁaucer s narrator is llke Dante 1? theh,

.* dark wood- he has, in effect, lost the true.way:- LN
The lyf so short, the craft so long to lerne, . -7

Th'assay so hard, so sharp the conguerynge, _
. The dredful joye alwev that slit sq verne )
: Al mene I this by love that my felvnge
’ - Astonveth with his wonderful wishynge -
So.sore iwis that whan I on hym thyvnke,
Nat wot I wel wher that LI.flete ox svnke (PF. 1-5).

Although Nerman Ellason, commentlng on this stanza, savs

that we and Chaucer are "astonished and perplexed by such

4 ,
love", 3 the moral 1mport of Chaucer s svmpathy for the

lustful is no 1ess‘pla1n and unequivocal than Dante! s..

The reference‘in the final line to immersion in water is

a éejorétive metaphor commonly used to denote lust. In

the Par;diso, for-éxample,.Dante recalls how God's love
saved him “"from the sea of wrongful.love“ {del mar de l'amorx

o ~ :
torto Par. XXVI.62) and set him on the shore of just love.

When Troilus and Crisevde are enjoving the pleasure of
concupiscence and fortﬁne, the metaphor again appears and
*eflects tellingly on the lovers: "For out of wo in blisse
now they flete / Non swich they felten syn that they were
born" (III 1221 2). Although there is no évert derogatory

comment here, the negative figurative connotations of the

*bliss in which Troilus andg Criseyde are swimming are un-

mistakable. These onnotations are derived from the metaphor

of shipwreck which mythographers used to describe the
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coendition of Venus s sallo*s whc,figuratively sbeaking, are

immersed in the sea of libido: "Hanc etiam in mari

natantem pingunt, guod omnis libido rerum Patiatur -

naufragium, unde et Porfirius in epigrammate ait: '*Nudus,
' . L | 4 ST
ggens, Veneris naufragus in Delago.ﬁ" 6 In. short, the

Troilus and The Parlement of Foules, when fhef may seem,

to a modern audlence, to‘express sentimental approval and
lack of moral v1ewno;ﬁt concernlng carnal love, ‘in fact
condemn it. The Purpose of bqth Poems, like that of

most so-called secular medieval literatufe,is to idéntify
wrong love andg right love and to encourage men to follow

the latter.

-

The sympathy exprgssed by Chaucer and Dante for

carnal sinners is philosophical rather than sentimental.47

-
L]

It- stems from the realization that all men are sinners and

_;equire God's mercy. Lady Philosophy, in the De Consolatlon&

' 1mp11es this when she tells Boethlus that it 15 senseless

“ to hate sinners because szn is a szckness of the splrlt

*

and those who are sick in $Pirit no more merit hatred than
those who are phgsically ill. 1Instead theyfdesérve pity
(Bk.Iy.pr.4). That Chaucer and Dante could write:
accurately and sympathetically about carnal motlves\h:

‘and actions that by medieval Chrlstlan standards would

have been morally w*ong is evidence only of their ad—

herence to Christian doctrine and to the fundamentally )



jan independent moral standard or to necessitate the

. - i . . ] .

phristian principleé advocated by Boethius. The prompt;ngs'

of the flesh could not be taken serlously enough as an".

alternatlve_to the authorlty of the spirit to represent

establlshment of certain 11m1ts of propriety in poetry and
. . ’ - T~ .
art. Evil was an acknowledged and everyday feature of

’

postlapsarlan human exlstenceq and it had its placé.within

. ) ‘A
the well—defined‘hierarchy of creation. Thus, as

D. W. Robertson has -¥ritten, "Obscene materials, like

- - -
LI

classical materials could@ become-a part of the theocratic

programme. 6£f the cosmic order without ceasing to be

. ~
- -

s - ' 4 ‘s v
recognizable, for what they were.™ 8 - Lhaucer's ability to

illustrate bad as well as good types of .love in his poetry
illustrates the truth of Roberggon'é observation.
[ ]

Chaucer as. a love poet is akin to John Donne in

N

that he can franklv assume, under the guise of a narrator,

a variety of attitudes towards darnal lowve that he himself‘,
. : Res * . . .

would not hive entertained. J. B. Ledishman, in a persuasive

study of Donne's ooems, argues that they are not alltegqually
- . . ’ '*_‘--c.__

serious expressions of Donne the man, and that we must dis-

. Vi
tinguish'in degrees of seriousness between light . '
"evaooratioﬁs“ on concuplscence etch as "The Indiﬁfereat“
.and;the oore heartfelt compositions on divioe and marriéd—
-1o;e. Leishman's view of Donne can deservedlv be extended-

to Chaucer:' - \\ ;the fact that he can ~describe a situation

. i ~

.
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. . th
to.as the capac1tv for "dre551ng up”, is medieval orlgln. x

~

It is a manlfestatlon of thq\same sympathy for he lustfﬁl
whicﬁ'appeafs inichaucer and Dante since. it constitutes

an acknowledgement, qn the Poet's part, of his own con-

cupiscence. Moreover, Donne's inclusive treatment of

éyp%fies the me@ieval breadth of moral aﬁarenes; previouély
mentzoned Wlth the exanmple of Doﬂne in mlnd we can; :
,approach the klnds of love found in Chaucer's poetrv u;th an.
‘1mproved sen51t1vxtv to degrees of Seriousness. This might
help us to avoig -the mlsconstructzons of meénlng and tone

to which Chaucer s »critics are often prﬁneL It is important

to recognl*e that tone can be qulte misleading in Chaucer s

poet*v and that Passages that -are similar in tone can be

altogether different in' meaning. For examplé, we shall

-~

See that Troilus's Praver to the Venus of concuplscence

which ldentlfles her with the-mother of charity (T8C. ITII.1254)
. i
is, dESblte ltS g*av;tv amusingly inappropria@e, whereas

-

the prgyer to the Trinity in.the last paésage of the
- . .

' Troilus is cdeeply serious in all respects.
Zrotlus !
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An awareness of the relationskip of tone to

Eharacterizaﬁion in Chaucer's poetry is, furthermore,

&Ecessary for anyone who wishes to understand the moral

.

1mpllcatlons of Chaucer s portralts of lovers. When

Chaucer is belng serlous and unlronlc about love, he lS least

given to the methods of getailed subjectrve characterlzatlon

-

that makes such characters as Trollus "psvchologlcallv"
lnterestlng to modern readers. Seinte Cecile, for instanvce,
does not have the supposedly fasoinatlng~and enigmatic.

-

gualities of Crisevde, because she is/ ideally virtuous and

I

iacks the personal'gomplications~przfided by vices. Thus .

the Plowman and the Parson in tHe General Prologue are

described wholly in terms of.moral 'condicioun", whereas

‘frhe imperfecp ané cupidinous characters in the General

Prologuef llke the Rardoner, have 4 more individualized and

'{~

"pPhysical presence. We distort Chaucer's meaning in the

latter instances if we assBime that he is perplexed;about -
' N .f .
love just because he appreciates the variety and subtlety

of its cupidinous forms. Without accurate response to tone .
and characterization, there can be no understanding of what

Chaucer's love 'poetry is about.| The literary traditions of love

on which Chaucer draws are important in this connection,
N .

.because they have proncunced influence on the way in which
» N .

he portrays human nature. These traditions, to which we

.-

musSt now turn-our attention, also influvence the ethical

-



perspéctive in his Poetry, and an understanding of ﬁifﬁz
nditgon

can explaln the correspondence hetween the moral ‘co

of Chaucer ‘S characters and the manner in whigh they are

characterized.

-

3. ‘The Tradition of Cosmelogical Love

. Chaucer's poetic utterances on leve can be divided

e

vinto two main groups dependlng on tone and 11teral content s

those pPraising or invoking cosmological love, the force

whlch rules the heavens, and those in which humah sexual -

behaviour is observed. Of the two groups the latter are

by far the more numerous, comprlsrng all that Chaucer has

to say about the follies 6f unbrldled concupiscence and

about the sa;ctltv of its converse, marxied love. Chaucer”s
relatively few references to cosmological love, which we
shall discuss first, deal w1th the ideal of celestial

orderx held up as a model for human behaviour 'in the

De Consolatlone: "0 weleful.were mankynde, vif thilke

love that governeth the hevene governede Yowr corages
II.m.8). ©This. love is explicitly attributed to Seinte

Cecile, the profagonis® of the Second Nun's Tale, for after

descrlblng the etvmologlcal variations on the word "heaven"
in Cecile's namg, the Second Nun ‘compares her oerfectlons
to the Prrmum Mobile which, through God's love, governs

the heavens:-



And right sSo as thise philosophres. write :
. That hevene is swift and round and eek brennynge}
- Right so was faire Cecilie the white
" Ful swift and bisy evere in good werkynge,
. And round and hool in good perseverynge
. And brennynge evere in charite ful brighte.®
' ‘ (SN. Prol.113-118)
~ - " .
Charity, the mirtue referred.te in the last line
of this stanza, is the distinguishing feature of cosmo-
logicgl love aqﬁ;réccord;ng to St. Augusting; is founded -

-—

on the love of creatéd things for God's s;ke rather than
for themselves. Although,;as in the case of Seinte Cecile,

human love can sometimes reflect true “charite", the love

- . = -
felt by Chaucer’'s’ characters is more often roovted in

cupidity, the evil love of created things fer themselves
instead of for God. Certain characters, like the Pardoner,

.recognize their cupidity and make no attempt to disguise
. ‘ B . N ,
it: but others, such as Troilus,m;stakeniy'believe that

\\\@ 'theylarg guided by charity and a spirit of cosmological
-t . : '
love when they are not. Troilus's foolish praver to Venus:

rafter his first éssignhtiOn with Crisevde exemplifies

his.self-deception about the nature ¢f his love:

- Than seyde he thus, "0 Love, O Charite!
Thi moder ek Citherea the swete,
After thiself next heried be she,
Venus mene I, the wel-willy plahete. .

{(T&C. III.1l253-57)

That Troilus thinks he is experieﬁcing cosmolpgical love is
clear from his address to the planet Venus, who in the

Middle Ages was conventionally associlated with cosmic
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:harmoﬁyﬂor muhdana musica-—- unllke her earthly counterpart,
t’ - N 'J-.
the goddess Vehys, who represented lechery..SO But because

Troilus's love for Crlseyde is carnal, it cannot properly

‘be compared to the loﬁe of the heayens\which transcends

concupiscent desires-’ froilus remains ignorant of the
love he so fatuouséy invekes‘during hie lifetime entil,
releaSed_from ppyeical'bondage, he ascends td the eighth
sphexe of the fixed stars. The ascent is not an apotheosie
ef Ttoilus's love; rather, it is meant to clarify the
difference betweeﬁ eharitv“and cupidity,whieh has been
steadfastlv 1gnored bv him. From the vantage pOLnt.thus
given, Tr01lus is able to look back on earth and recognize
hls;passzon.for what it has been: "The blynde_lust that
may nat laste™ (v.1824). Ghaucer,_et the same time, -
emerglng from the role ot narrator, ildentifies Christ as
the true source oflcosﬁologtcal love in a prayer that is
not a mere reflection of human follv: #Sb meke us, Jesus
for thi merc&'digne, / for love of mavde and ﬁoder thvne
benygne" (V.1668-69);

The problem of knowing when Cheucer is describing
cosmologlcal love, and when he is using irony to condemn
its confusion with lust is coﬁplicated'by the modern theory

that earthly and heavenly love shared a vexed and morally

undecided relationship in the fourteenth centuryv. Arthur

.
Py

O. Lovejoy, in an important chapter of The Great Chain of

L

e



Being, contends that the two loves werxe implicitly in con=

flict with each other, .not, as we‘migqp expect,“becguse

one was virtuous and the other sinful, but.becauSé each

répresentéd,a worthy ideal somewhat incompatible with the

“. . R \_ .
ideal represented by the other. Heavenly love demanded in

-
-

the name of Christian charity that men should aspire to -

union with God and forsake attachmént to material things.

¥

'Earthly love, which Lovejoy ‘apparently sees as an unformu-

lated antinomian dectine, “summoned men to participate, in

some finite measure in the creative passion of God, to
‘ . ’

collaborate consciously in the p&ocesses,by which the
. \ _ )

diversity of things, the fulness of the universe is

achieved.451

There is a strong resemblance between the -ideas
. .

«about earthly love put forward by Lovejoy and the ideas on

the same subject that, certain modern c¢ritics maintain,

are defended by Chaucer in th€é Troilus. hen Denald Howard

"

tells us that “Troilus and Crisevde depicts love between

man and wémén as a natural gnd irres;ftible feeling, in-
fluenced 'by the -stars", ﬁe, like Lovegoy. is saying that
wheﬁher ox nqtlphis love conflicts with charity, it ful-
fiils the purposes for which it is naturally intended.;'Now
—Tioilus undoubtedly believes that he is “collaborati;g“ with-

Goé and that his affai; with the widow . reproduces God's

"creative passion"; this is why, after consummating his

-
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own passion, he invokes the bond of love with which Gogd

-

unites nature:

. Love, that of erthe and se hath gouvernaunce,
' Love, that his hestes hath in hevenes hve,
Love, that with an ‘holsom alliaunce
" Halt peples jovned, as hym lest hem gye
So wolde God, that auctor is of kvnde,
That with hlS bond of love of his vertu liste
To cexclen hertes alle and faste bynde (III.'1744-67)

-

Troxlus s firm convxqtlons about theée wisdom and

virtue of. his passion are sufficiently clear, but ﬁhat
Chaucer o;'én§-of his cdntemporaries.could ﬁave seen
.Troilus as divinely inspired rather than deludéd is not so
evident. Historiecal Qrobabiiity and the deﬁails of the |
text of Chaucer's bgem strongly indicate that Troilus is
confusing the sordid with the sublime in likening his
passian to God's love. Chaucer‘woulé surely have reacted
with puzzlement to the suggestion that earthlf“love in the
form of sexual instinct could be considered és an ideal
alternative t&iloving Goq.l'Our mbdern inébiiity to under-

stand when Chaucer is referring to cosmological love ‘and .
when he is not is caused by the fallaciocus assumpition that
Pure sexual instinet was regarded by Chaucer's contemporaries
as divine. Because cosmological love is divine as well, a
critic who subscribes to this assumption, Peter Heidtmann
S 52 s : .
for example, must commit himself to the argument that the
two loves, despite their conflict, are essentially the same
T

- ) .~ R . o
and that Chaucer, therefore, never condemns such 2 thing
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as lust.

L4

To suggest that it is short-sighted to argue that

Chaucer does not always condemn lust is not te say that

medieval literature lacks characters who proclaim that

lust is a.yvirtue. Sexual promiscuity is, of couse, referred

to by Genihs in ;Pe Roman de la Rbse as a divine obligation.
Genius prdmises Paradise to all these who use their sexual
organs in the struggle to defeat death_;hrough procréatioq.
There 1s a joke in this, however, whicﬁ consists in Génius's‘

attempt to claim prerogatives that do nbt belong to him.

a

Genius is simply whét.John V. Fleming has called "the badge

of man's fallen stature"rss, As such, he knows nothing of

man's true spiritual obligatiéns and exists solely to
. ; )
furnish the concupiscent spur tO‘piocrgation. The instinct
that he represents is a result-of the%Fall, after which.
event man's sexual motives ceased to be in accord with his
reagon. 'Genius is incapable of kho;ing anvthing about the.
- .

obligations of manfs rational nature or about the power of

grace. +It is thus erroneous, when speaking of the

Roman de lg Rose:to coﬁstrucﬁ a philosophical dilemma
around the oppositidn of cosmological love, #hich is con-
trolled by éod's grace, and sexual love,which arises from
man'§ postlapsarﬁan.dgfectg. Lovejoy correctly identifigs
a4 potential antithesis between the t;o loves, but-he

misthkenly;interprets the antithesis as a contradiction

1N



of ethida)l standards. Sexual instinct or naturalis

concupiscentia, Fleming points out, is in itself morally

neutral and bécomes-good or bad depending on whether or hot

. : : - . 54 .
it complies with reason's dictates. When it refuses to

comply, it becomes antithetical to the rational love that -

-
Y - .
rules the heavens, but it can never contradict this love

on egual terms. Like the Fall itself, naturalis

concupiscentia is interpreted in the Roman as being totally

sSubordinate to the ratiocnal élan of God's love. That

"Lovejoy does not even mention the Roman, one of the most

important books of the Middle Ages, and one that is directly

o

oy
concerned with the very subject about which he is wxiting,

L4

shows that his picture of,med;eval_love is neither accurate
nor comprehensive. h ) =7
. The confusion that has been stirred up around the
definition of cosmological love is also,attribu;able to the
poﬁular belief that medieval thought concerning.loye was
characterized by its "range and fluidity of definition".

These are terms used by Pamela Gradon to describe the

-

dimensions of what she considers to be the foundation of

3

medieval literary love -- wviz., an unresolved debate about .

the nature of love that took up most of the twelfth and

‘thirteenth c¢eénturies.- The result of £his debate, as she

1 . - -
sees 1it, was an idea of love so multi~sided that it included

everything from-"the adultercus love gf a Lancelot for g



o

Guinevere . . . to the Platonic love of Dante for Beatrice

which, by a Platonic ladder, could ‘lead the poet up to

Aheaven n35 Here again. we are confronted with the in-

adequate}y pProxen modern‘bélief that tosmological love,
as revealed to Dante thrtugh Beatrice, has moral affinit;és
with un:ea$oﬁable carnal §e§ire. Yet Dante's plain-spoken
reprobation of cupidinon§ love is éufficient reason for

doubting the eamstence of these affinities (PAR. XXVI.62).
o

There is no evidence that the debate over the nature
of love that Gradon postulates ever-existed. Hers is
seemingly an effort to avoid subscribing to now sub-

stantially discredited theories about courtly love without
. ‘ —
admitting that serious medieval writers simgly regarded

cupldltv as a deviation from the standard of good love.

The notion that all standards were subjecteto c&*stlon and

-

debate permits an easy compromise between the sentimental
and the historical approaches to medieval literature. Un-

fortunately however, the "abundant discussion" of the

medieval authors Gradon alleges to have been participants

in the debate is all curiously one-sicded. - "One has_only
r

to call to mind," Gradon says, "the works of Andreas oo

Capellanus, William of St. Thierry, Richard of St. Victor,
St. Bernaxd, Peter of Blois and Ailred of Rievaulx to
N i

realize that love was a complex and -controversial. subject."

Yet it is cdifficult to imagine on what issues concerning

56
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love two of these authors could have been seriocusly in

"
.

disagreement and, more SO, to conceive of any one.of them

Praising carnal or cupidinous love. Each of them, .in-his

writings, repeatedlv state$ that carnal love shoulad not

.

be allowed to distract the soul from 1ts duty to perform

works of chazlty out of a rational love of God for his
' R

own sak_e.s7 Of them all, only Andreas Capellanus seems to
express a point of view that 4di rges‘(significaﬁr;y) from;
standard Christian doctrine, and Andzéas's s;ngul;rltv in-

" this respect quickly clsapoears if we acceot Robertson s .
lntergretatlon ©f the De Amore. .Thi; in itself fs enough

to dissolve Gradon's argument for a mediéval love aebate,
since we are given no coné&te‘illustrations of how these' -~

authors, whose ldeas aboutcharltvwere all basically the

same, ;%nerated a debate in which love was "susceptible

.
. S .
- L

of many def;nitiops."
'If we ask ourselves what she Preceding considerations
have to . de with cosmo;ogical love, the answer is that we -
.cannot understand anything about the funrtion of éosmological
lovg in Chaucer's poetry without knowing what he thought of
good and‘ﬁhd:love- The idea that"Chéu;er saw in fornication
a rival religion ("courtly love") and not the rin of
cupidity.is inconsrstent‘with 2ll that he savs in.praise of
charity and cosmeological love.f hethe* the lnconSLStencv'

leads to the argument that ChaLce* obsa*ves two con“llctlng

- »
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standards of moralltv, one based on natural;s concuplscentla

and the other on cosmologlcal love, or whether it is’ takeni

-\cgzilmplv that cosmologlcal 1ove can ‘somehow be experlenced S

through cupidinous means, Chaucer isg belng completely

mrsunderstood. ‘Chaucer's viéew of cosmological love is
N - .
gquite straightforward: cosmological love is perfectf

charity and can either be praised fpr.itselfror uced_as a—=

stancdard for the condemnatron of cupldltv Our perspectire

on the functlon of cosmcloglcal love in Chaucer S poetry

.

Wlll become much clearer if we now turn our attentlcn to N
e ——

the hlstorlcal background and evolution of the ldea ltself.

During the Middle Ages, Pamela Gradon to the
\ + .

-

L Contrary, cosmelogical love was distinctly different from
and unquestionab}y_superior to all varieties of sublunary
love. The idea of cpsmoiogical 1cve, however, reaches

back to antrcultv when Eros represented destruction and

- .-

disorder as much as harmony. The differentiation of .
. ) r n ' g
superior and inferior, creative and .destructive aspects

e - . .
of love as mutnrally exclusive forces first becomes obvious

in late antiguity and develops ¢ommensurately with
! S

Neoplatonism and Christianity. 1In the Christian tradition
s e

cosmological love is the force that maintains ordex in the
heavens and is always good. 'Disorder.resulégng'from love

.is invariably-caused by human sin and folly and comes about

wiren men voluntarilv desize the wrong things and become



L

tﬁereby the slaves‘of Fortune. Troilus, for example, is.

ridiculods because he is so blinded by physical passion that

‘_he cannot ratlonally apprec;ate this elementary moral “truth.

His expostulatlons with Fortune sServe only to condemn

-his own misplaééa trust;-a trust that is . due only»td God:

Then seyde he thus, "Fortune, allas the while.
Have I the nought honoured al my lyve,

As thow wel woost, above the goddes alle.

Whi wiltow me fro jOle thus deprive. (IV.260—261)

%

Boethlus s De Consokatlone, repeatedly quoted and echoed

v

in the Troilus, makes.it plain that aosmoiogical lové is'
anélthetlcal to ;he love which is- ruled by Fortune. Thls
follows from the fact that cosmologlcal love is based on the
worklngs of Providence (IX.m.8) (IV.m.6), which is above
chance, fate, and the temporal illusions of F;rtune.‘ In

the :roilus it is logically impossible for the hers simul;
taneously to submit to Fortune and expérience the jov of

bl

cosmological lowve.

LA

In classical cultufe fortune did not lie within -
the'écntrol.df human will, and the typicai classiqql tragie
Protagonist is not, to the same extent'as ;;oilué; morally
responsible for what happens. to him. Fortune, in classi.al
litérature, tends te have objective e;istehce‘independe#t
of the moral choices of those it affects. Cosmological

love and fortune arxre, as a result, coterminous; both are

part of an objective universe as distinet from the psycho-

-
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logical one of appearance and lllu51on that is governed by
i

Boethlan Fortune. gosmclogzcal 1ove*can thus have a-wide

3

range of creative and destructive effects according to the

dlrectlon taken by fortune. In the Antigone of Sophocles,

cosmologlcal love whlch rules nature, -though” it is always
a beneflcent force in the Middle Ages, is held responszble

by the Chorus £6r Haemon s love for Antlgone, a politically

subversive love which es'tranges him from his father, e

*

Creon:

Love unconquered in flght, love who falls on our
havings. :
" You rest in the bloom of a g;rl s unthhered face-

You cross the sea, vou are known_ 1n .the w1ldes%
lairs.’ ' N

- Not the immortal gods can flv,‘
‘nexr men of a day. Who has vou w;thln him is mad.

You twist the minds of the just. Wrong they
Pursue and are ruined.

You made thls quarrel of kindred before us now-ss' &
(781- 92) )

Similarly, in the Hlppolvtus of Eurlplﬁes, love is both"

blamed by 'one of the characters as a scurce oﬁ strlfe and

inﬁustice (355-61) and pralsed for the v1tallty it glves

.

to nature ("Cypris . . . wings her way through the air;

she 1s in the sea, / in its foaming billows; fron her

everything that is is born." 447ff.).59 -

Although the concept of cosmological love as a -pure

L e . . )
principle of natural order did' not reach full deﬁgiqpment
until late antiquity, it was incipiently present gh the

- 4 - > - =
mind .of Parmenldes in the sixth century B.C. Parmenides

l
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conceives of an order in the midst of. the heaﬁenly bodies

whlch he pe:sonlfges as a goddess who. governs the unlverse-

everywhere it is she who is the beginning of painful -

blrth and marrlage, sendlng the female to the embrace |
of the‘male, and agaln the male ‘to the female. "FPirst of
" the gods she devised Eros.fso Parmenides envisages

cosmologieel 1eve as a creative absolute, and so, unlike
Sophocles'ana Euripides,‘anticipateé the broaa outline of
mediaval thopght-on the suﬁject. |

Aspects of the medleval idea of cesmologlcal love
were also adumbrated by.Empedocles (circa 440 B.C.) who
describes a cosmlc cvcle based on the opp051ng forces of
Love and Strife. Love is the Principle of unity and
'cehgsion, while Strife pfembtes disintegration. As
Empedoclee explains in the poem On Nature,'the physical
Worid is a spheré which, éqfing the Golden Age, was in-

habited by Love 2lone. Love was subsequently partially

ousted by Strife and this led to the formation of the

present world. Empedocles predicts that in, time Strife

will gain complete dominance over the cosmic sphere and that

Love will be excludea from it. The reverse movement will =

then ensue, and the Golden Age will eventually return, S E
until the cvcle repeats itself. \xk_‘
<. - . -
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Empedocles s ideas about the unlverse were adopted

and modafled by the early. Neoplatonzsts who belleved that

Love would ultimately transcend the confllct between Love

-

and S_tra.fe.61 ThlS line of thought reaches down to Chaucer

through Boethius and appears in the apostrophe to Venus
in the broem to Book III of the Troilus, where Mars is

flguratlvelv equlvalent to the Empedoclean concept of

Strlfe.
Ye fierse Mars apaisen of his ire,
And as yow list, Ye maken hertes digne;
Algates hem that ve wol sette a-fyre,
They dreden shame, .and vices they resvgne.
(P&C —F=x_,22-28).

VVenus-here represents the leve that is felt in “hevene and
helle, in erthe and salte see" (T&C. III.8), the same

force that governs Eﬁpédocles“s éoiden Age. Ehe fundamental
difference hetween the Empedoclean ang Chaucerian inter-

Pretations of cosmological love is that we do not find

in the latter the idea of a dlscordla concors balancing

the forces of Venus and Mars. Thls ldea, which sub-
1 .
seduently became very popular in Rena;ssance art (partlv dae

“to the infiuence of Italian Neoplatonlsm), was based on the

visien ofeawo'hiofharmonlouslv 1nteractlng contrarles in

which, to use the words of Pope "All subsists by elemental
: 62 ' .
strife"™ (Essav on Man I.169) . The unity inhkerent in the
W

-

confllct of Venus and Mars is often svmbollzed in Farmonv,
‘the daughter of their adulterous union. Edgar Wind states

the abstract meaning behind these mythical figures as

~N | :



follows: "Venus lS not only Joined to- Mars, bus his naturei

is an essent;al part of her own and vice versa. True

flerceness is thus concelved as potentlally amxable, and
Cres 63
true amiability is potentlallv fierce." This is an

accurate description ' of discordia concors as it_yould have

been understood in relatlon to Venus and Mars in the

'Renalssance. The same dxscordla cohcors prevalls in the

~cosmos of Empedocles.64 . )

e

- -
a

In medieval traditioh, on the pther hand, Venus and

. -

S

Mérs are most often observed in a state of intransigence
towards each other.- Wheéher a sugéeétion of disscordia
concors between them is to be found anywhere in the- Middle
Ages is open to discussion.65 So. far.as Cﬁaucer is con-
cerned, the harm;nv svmbollzed bv the good Venus of cosmo-
logical love cannot be.harmonious&y combined with strifef'
The order of mature depends on.the unqualifiéd ascendancy
of love and leaves no room for Mars. This idea is expressed

-

in the De Consolatione which permeated Chaucer's thinking

§SG1t love: "And vif this love slakede the bridelis, alle
th¥nges that now loven him togidres wolden make bétayie
contynuely, and Stryven to fordo th2 fassoun of tlhis #

4/-/
world . . ." (II.m.8). Far, from seeing Venus and Mars as

essential parts of each other’'s ngtUres, Boethius f\k

categorically denies the possibilitv of discordia concors:

"Nature refuseth that contrariods thynges ben enjoyned”

P R P
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(II. pJB),_ Chaucerlan characters who are 1nc1ted to serve

Mars in thelr devotlon to Venus are generally treated with

some degree of lrony as ChaunCey Wood has noted.66 This

] ™
is because thelr martial, effdrts are associated with con-

R

cupiscent rather than with'charitable MbtiVESg Troilus,

as mentioned earlier, .fights only to gain the admiration
of Criseyde- .The Sqguire fights "in hope to stonden in

his lady grace” (General Prologue,_SB). Palamon angd Arcite’

LN .
are even more foolishly. mlsdlrected in thelr strlfe, since

-

the lady fhey are trving to impress is ob11v1eus to their

very exlstence. But when Chaucer's narrater in the Troilus
. —==--us

-

celebrates the effects of the good Venus of cosmologlcal

-
love, he means very llterallv that she suppresses all the
signs and manifestations of Mars. This should draw our
attenticn once again to the homogeneity of medieval cosmo-
logical love which, admitting no elements of concupiscence,
aémits nene of strife. .

The transcendent simplicity of the medieval idea
stands in clear relief when it is compared with the outlook
of Empedocles, or, for example, with that of the ﬁoman poet
Lucretius (99-55 B.C.). LucretiuS'is relevant in this

instance first of all because, like Empedocles, he lmaglnes

the universe to be a dlscdﬂﬁxg concors of lovzng and war-1like

forces. However, which is m;:gb?mportant, his understanding



is in'direct opposition to Chaucer's concerning the
relationship of cosmological love to concupiscence gnd'

strife. His poem, De rerum nhatura, designates Venus as

the source of-universal order and also as the principie

-

of human volugtas}67 things which do not neceséarily
:c;exisﬁ hérmoniously in Chaucer. Sim;larly}.he‘believes
that aithough ;trife is undesirable, it is indispensablé:
to tﬁis order. For Lucretius, therefore{‘césmologiéal

love ?omprises eleménts from which, in medieval tradition,
it is decidedly'sepérate.' | .

It is yet important to recognize that despite

these differences between Lucretius and Chaucer, we do find

Passages in the De rerum natura which express the idea =

- hd f -

.0f an absolgte and homogeneous cosmological love. For
. o L
example, Lucretius Prays in hisg opening invocation that
. . .
Venus should suppress Mars and assext absolute authority

oGEr'nature. Aithough he is expressing a wish and not
de5£kibing nature as he really sees it, Lucreti%%_dces

ihmind us somewhat of Boethius and Chaucer when he writes:
Meanwhile’cause'fierce labors of war to\cease
lulled to sleep throughout all lands ang as.
I make this Prayer to you because you alone are
able to bless mortals with the quiet gift of
peace; for Mars, powerful in arms and ruler of
war's fierce labors throws himself into vour bosom,
overpowered by the eternal wound of love:; then
bending back his shapely neck and looking up-
ward, he gazes on vou and feeds his greedy eves
with love . _ .88 '

&>

L
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One specific way in which'this passege anticipates the mind
o ¢

of the Middle Ages is in its use of erotic imagery to
. ' c : -

support a sefious moral theme. * In Chaucer's time, as’ -

D. W. Robertson observes, physioal'beauty and sensuality
" . . could bhe ratlonallv appreciated.as certain commen-
taries on the panticle of Canticles bear witness. . [ |

For the lover of wisdom, the abstractlon whlch the physmoal
‘object suggests lS more beautlful than the object. n69

-0f course these aesthetlc prlncrples cannot be strictly
applled to Lucretlus because he makes no initial. qual;tatlve
dlstlnctlons bedween cosmologrcal love and carnal love. It
would thus make little sense to say: that he is delrberatelv '

expressing one klnd of love through the medium of the other.
wevertheless Lucretlus“alms not to excite voluptasﬁbut to
give concrete expression to the 1deal of a world ruled by
_cosmologloal love alone.. The sensuality of the ibvocation

is subordinate in importance to the more abstract v;sxon

of a world in whloh mortals are blessed "with the gquiet

gift of peace." (At this point we should re all analogous
words £from Boethius: “This love halt togidres peéles
joyned with an holy boond" Ir.m.8). The moral idealism

of this outlook; furthermore, is not typical of
classical ideas of cosmological love, which tengd to define
love as a relatively strong and amoral force, rather than

as an absolute force representing all that is gooed,



Lucretiﬁé, llke other\égg;ents, belleves that love neither
‘15 nor ultimately can be absolute. .However,_rt may be
argued he gives certain wishful 1nt1matlons of a cgnceptlon
of an ‘absolute love that emérgea towards the end of the

classical era;.70 ) A

The lnfluenre of Lucretlus s address tOfVenus can
be felt in ovid's celebration of the goddess s no r; in
the Fasti (IV). 71 _Ovid who from the middle of thé t;eifth
centurv was regarded almost as a Chrlstlan poet, has a
conception of cosm;loglcal love that is not far different
from Chaucer's. In the- Fasti (IV.90 ££.) ovig attribﬁ!es
to Venus not only the beauty of the month Qf April, but
also sway over the whoie“year,‘all nafure, and the. other
gods: 1lla quidem totum dignissima temperat orbem; illa
tenet nulla regna minora deo” (IV.91- =-92)}). 1In Ov;d cosmo-
loglcal love has at last become the absolute power it is
to be ;hroughoutpthe Middle Ages. It is particulgrly
important that Ovid's celebration of an absolute love is
accoﬁpanied by another agd less prarseworthy side ta the -

4

same force. Venus is hailed somewhat ambiguously as mother

of twin ﬁbves; "'Alma favi, 'dixi, ‘'geminorum mater amorum.'"
{(Iv.1). An unknown medleval commentator on the Fasti in-

terprets the twin loves in the following way:
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There are  two Venuses, one chaste and modest. who

leads the way in virtuous loves . . . the other '
a voluptuous goddess of unlawful passion. . . .

"There are thus two loves, one good and modest

-.+ - the other shameless and evil . . . there

is one Venus literally called 'Genetrix' by the.

Romans who 4is considered by Ovid to be the

‘mother of both '’ lcves 72

The bas;c accuracy of this lnterpretatlon suggests a ma;ked
.parallel between the OVldlan and medleval conceptions of
love, for the commentator is speaklng from a Chr;stlan
exegctlcal frame of reference and yet is not distortiqg
Ovid. The chaste-and modest" Venus lsvcalled Venus
Vertxcordla bv Oovid (Fasti IV.160) and is a domestic form-

- of the Venus of cosmological love. Obviously this is not
ﬁhelvcnus who is responsible for the cctivities occurring

in the Amores and the Ars Amatoria. . ’ ) -

The close asscciation of cosmological love with the
doctrine of twin loves begins with 0Ovid and continces
through the Middle Ages. ‘The twin loves themselves have
a much_;onger history that goes back at least to Piato.

A distinction is made in ?he Symposium bctwcen a baser love
that exists solelv for Ehe sake of physical gratification,
and a nobler love that is based on- reason and seeks wisdom.
The same distinction appears in the -Apelogia of Anulelus
(b.circa 125 A.D.), who describes two Venuses, one vulgar andg

the other celestial. The first‘of these is common *o both

. . R 7
men and brutes, but the latter.is found only in men. 3
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‘The twin loves are given a Christian orientation,
by St. Augustine, who defines the baser as cupidity and

the nobler as charity. St. Augustine's definitions, which

“

are based on the 9i£ference between love of self gndl10ve
of God, incorporéte earlier classical disﬁinctionsqbetween
the loves within a brogsytheological fraﬁe%érk: "Accordingly
two cities have been formed by two loves: the earthly by

the love of gelf, eves to the-contempt'of God; the heavenly
by the lové of God.éven to the contempt of self._ The
former, in a word, glorie; in itself, the lattér ih the
'lord."74 True wisdom and humanity, both of which were
traditionafly regarded as prerogatives of goeod love, are,

for st. Augusting; encompassed'by the love that seeks God.
The love that séeks self is antithetical to true wisdom,
because it is rooted in the sin of pride. St. Augustine
-says of people who exemplify this baser love that "glorving

in their owmwisdom and being éoséessed by pride, theyv be-

come fools."” Wrong love, in short, leads to pride, which

in turn leads to spiritual blindness. Troilus's love,

"The blynde lust the which that may nat laste™ (Vv.l824),
< ,

is conceived by Chaucer as typical.ﬁi the blind self-love

condemned by St. Augustine. Unlike the love of God which

is synonymous with cosmological love and which brings

enlightenment (symbolized in the De Consolatione by the

"brennynge and cleerseygne” eves of Ladyv Philoéoghy I.pr.i),



\\‘>

~

. temple of this goddess."76

69

Troilus's'love-cfeates §piritual darknéss, as the‘words
"blynde lust"lsuggest. Troiius’g condition héd al;ead&
been dé;c;ibed in a differenticoﬁtext by St.;Augusﬁine
with a quotation from St. Payl-: "When théy knew Goé, they
gfbrified him not -as God but became vain 'in their imagina-~
tion and their foolish heart was darkened" (Romans I.21).

St. Augustine's ideas were repedted by the medieval

mythogréphers who had profound influence on vernacular

‘poets like Chaucer. The most famous mythographic analysis_

of the two loves is no less morally explicit than the one

from the City of Goa gquoted above: "Itidemgue Amores duo}

alter bonus et pudicus quo sapientia et virtutes amantur;

-

. . s e e 7
alter impudicus et malus, quo ad vitia inclinamur." 3

Should it be doubted that these ideas inform "secular"

heaigval literature, Boccaccio's Glosses to the Tesedia

will quickly prove the contrary. Boccaccio identifies the-

Venus.at wﬁose temple Palamon Pravs as the goddess of base
love and contrasts her with_the good Venus: "Venus is two-
fold, since oné can be understood as every chaste and licit
desire. . . . fThis Venus is not discussed here. The second
Venus is that through which all lewdnéss is.desired, commonly
called the goddess qf love. Here the author describes &he
‘.Ehgucer borrowed copiouslv from
Bogcaceio and it is haxrd to think of his not having under-
it ' '

standing and sympathy for Boccaccio's moral convictions.
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Although it is not certain that Chaucer's'manuscript of the

. . ) . 77 | X :
Teseida contained Boccaccio's Glosses, there is ample -

evidence in'the Xnight's Tale-to suggest that Chaucer

.

deprecates the passion of Palamon and Arcite as much as

does Boccaccio. The iconography 0f the temple of,Veﬁus}

like those of Mars and Diana, is guite negative irn connota

tion éhd points'?o an gvergll significance in EEiE for fhat
deity78 which-is reflected in vhe 3nhappi£éss of her
followers: ™"“Lo, alle” these folk SO caughtfﬁggéhin'hir-lgg, /
Til they for wo ful ofte sev@e ‘alas!'"™ (1951-52). Al1
are victims of the same spiritual blindness from which

‘Troilus suffers, beinEpthe targets of Cupid's arrows.

LSupid is, according to convention, blind: "Blind . he waséz'
as it is o{;enoseene“ {Kn.T. 1965). According to Erwin
Pano®sky, Cupid's blindness signifies evil ang lack of

[ 4
wisdom and is in no way playfully allusxve to the capricious-
ness of emotions: "Whether the word caecus is.interp:eted
as unable to see (blind in-the larrower sense, physically

or mentally) or as 'incapable of being seen' . . . or -as
'preventing the eve form seeing . . . : blindness con-
veys [ . . only something negative and nothing pdsitive and
. ) . w?9 )

by the blind man we understand the sinner. If Panofsky
is correct, Chaucer seems to be saving that those who are
Seen in the temple of Venus are sinners. Furthermore,

’ . ) ’ . . =
Chaucer tells us, followiig/St- Augustine's line of thought,

—



that their sin involves. a lack ofWLSdomthat stems from
thesr alleglance to Venus: - ", . . wysdom ne richess /
- - - Ne may with Venus holde champartie“ (Kn.T. 1947-49).

Iz the Troilus-.and the Knight's Tale Chaucer does

not spell Sut the diffefence between good and bad love.

This is not because he(fz less certain about its relevance -

to_human na?Ere than Boccaccio, but rather because he is
intent upon exXploiting a potential irony in referring to
both loves by the same name. This literary technique is
not-witunt'precedents, since Ovid leaves it to his audience
to differentiate‘the Iove operatixe in the Fasti from the
iove depicted in 4he'aAmores. St. Augustine explains that
in.Scriﬁiure the words "love" aqd‘"regard“ (ameoxr and
dilectio) are Epﬁlied indiscriminately‘to good-;:é evil
affection.'—It is thus necéssary foé éﬁe regder to be
familiar withfthe different states of will thaé conduce to
goéd and evil affection®? to mnderstand the sionificance

of the uses of these words. Chaucer's Poetry exercises the
same_@emhnds on a reader's mind as Ovid's, and, in the
Augustinian sense, Scripture. We are constantly being
askéa, in a2 work ixke the Treoilus,.to infer f*om the states
of will of certain characters whethe* oX not their condition
is sinful when they are said té be inspired by iove. “"Love™
may not, be susceptlble of many definitions"™ in G adon's.

phiase, but Chaucer uses the word with sufficient flexibilitv
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"to-allow its misinterprétation. In this, he is following

—

4 @& basic precept of medieval literary theory and net, as we

'might-be tempted to believe,-open—mindedly inﬁiting a-

-

range'of different opinioks about love. In agplying one

~

- word to two opposite states of will, charity anad cupidity,’

Chaucer can at any time seem to refer to one when, in. fact,

he means the other. For example, Troilus's sentimental
- outburst,.“o Love, O Charite!™ (T&C.III 1253) does not . .
mean literally what it'savs-_ Charltv is good and pralse—'

worthy, but it is not exhlblted by Troilus. Troilfs is

-

in reality thorooghly qupidinoﬁs, and his delusion is

‘therefore ironic. If call that Isidore of Seville

definesAirony as the art dof condemning while seeming to

. 81 . ) . X .
Praise, it becomes obvious that Chaucer uses irony to

express what St. Augustine states less sﬁbtly about bad

love.

-~

a

From what has been saiag about the separation of
X love into two rigigd categories ln Christian tradltlon,

we can ' infer once ‘again that nobodv in the fourteenth
L

century would have_c- fused the workings of cupidity with _
cosmological love. ept for purposes of humour and

satire these forces wWere never assimilated to each other.

Moreover, it seems unllkely that a2 man of Chaucer's

conservative disposition woulgd have written about bad love

ocut of a splrlt of rebellion against orthodox ethical

’ 2 .
standards.8 - -
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'Returning now to'our/ﬁfgzzgsion of the history of ;
. \ . A . )
cosmologlcal love, we should note that after the. time
Ovzéiﬂgpsmologlcal 1ove underwent some fu{fher“modifications

T . o~ 1

lwdue to the lnfluence of Neoplatonrsm83 and frnally assumed

- - -

in Boethlus the form and szgn;frcance it was to retaln

e ar -

for the duratlon of the Mlddle Ages. ?he cosmological-
- AR : ' ) -

love portrayed in the De'Consolatione is verx;soiicitous

.3bout mankind and his welltbeing. andithis .cleayly separates. .....

-
- *

it from earlier versions of the same idea. Boethius's idea

-
-

cf an ontgoing-or descending lii? that does not remain
an

. ] S . . _
permanentlv iﬁ heaven, remote self-absorbed, is al—

together forelgn to Platonic and Arlstotellan traditions.

In Plato, love is u}tlmatelv the des;re of the lmperfect

84
for the perfect. Aristotle, srmllarly, sees God as .
. 4oL W
rerfect and inert, not partlcrpatlng in thé€ universe, -

.
L4

but passively movzng things" through therr active desrre for

Hz.m.85 The orlglns of the idea of a descendlng love are -

-

problematlc however and have been speculated upon by
86 1 87

’

".C. J. De Vogel®® and, in less detail, by Peter Dronke.

Though descendlng love isva product of certaln branches

of-Neoplatonism, it appears nelther in Philo nor Plotlnus.

Plotinus clearly states that the prlnclple of cosmologlcal

- -~

love has no "downward tendencv" and that it is completelv

detacheg_from_the earthly sphere: )
- . - ” . -+
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The Heavenly Aphrodite, daughter of ‘Kronos -- who -

is no other than the Intellectual Prlnc;ple - -
must bethe soul at its divinest-: unmlngles as .

the immedhate emanation gﬁ the unmingled:

remaining Avey Above, asTheither desirous nor S
capable of scending to'this sphere, never
having developed the downward tendency a divine
Hypotasis essentlally alcof, so unreservedly

an Authentic Being as to ‘have no part with
Matter -- ang therefore mystlcally "the un-
mothered® -- justly called mot Celestial Spirit
but God, as knowing no admixture, gathered
cleanlv-w;thln itself.88 - ) .

...... L3R SRR P T

’This‘%&éw‘bf cosmologlcal love dlverges widelv from the

;ﬁeel, enunciated two centur;es later by Boethius,qf e.love

that is ‘active in'the created order of nature as well as

in heaven, énd De. Vogel traces.the Boeehiah ideal te;the
Neqpiatonism of\P;gclus. -

- \_“Boeﬂuus e;d Prbclus both lived in the flfth century. ‘
and were born w;thln Sseventy vears of each other. Proclus
was one of the key figures in the Néonlatonic school in
_Athens, and'Boethius,'who studzed in Athens arouné the vear
500, woulad have come dlrectlv in contact with his phllosophl—
cal doctrlnes at the ‘age of about twentv. Proclus conceives
of love as comlﬁg down from the intelligible to the sensible
world in order to 1nsp1re in all ‘things a desmre to return

to the lntelllglble sources oflzreation. Whlle pPresent ln

the sensxb world, this love . ¢reates the peace, unltv, and ~’
.
harmoay t;at exist 1n_the lntelllgible sphere. "Now if you
. . . --» )

Please,™ says Proclus in his Comfientary on Plato's

Alcibjades I, , ! T
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let us return to the subject of love and touch on
the more secret doctrines about it. . ... From d
above . . . love ranges -from the intelligibles
to, the intra-mundane making evervthing revert to
thje divine beauty, truth illuminating the universe
with knowledge and faith .establishing each reality
in the good. ©Now intelligibles‘on account of their.
tnutterable ‘'union have no need of the mediation of

" love; but where there exists both unification and
separation ¢f beings:, there too love appears as
medium; it binds together what is divided, unites
what precedes and is subsequent to it, makes the
secondary revert to the primary and elevates. and
perfects the  less pezfect g9 . g

‘\.-.\\..-. ..-\.b-.\...-.b‘h..‘.

_Slnce Boethlus came from the s ame school of Neoplatonlsm

- _,-

as Proclus, this passage may well be an intellectual source

-0f the poem in the De Consclatione describing the harmonious

structure of nature that so influenced Chaucer's thinking

about cosmological love:

That the world with stable fevth varieth -accordable
chaungynges; that the contrarious gualites of
elementz holden among hemself allyaunce perdurable;
that Phebus the sonne, with his goldene chariet
brvngeth forth the rosene day; that the moone hath
commandement over the nvghtes, which nyghtes
Esperus, the eve-sterre, hath brought; that the
* see, gredy to flowen, constreyneth with a cérteyn
ende his floodes so that it is nat leveful to
.strecche his brode termes or bowndes upon the

erthés . . . al this accordaunce of thynges is -
’ bounde with love, that” governeth erthe and see,

and hath also commandement to the hevene. &And

vif this love slakede the brldells, alle thynges .

that now loven hem togidres wolden make batavle

contynuely anéd stryven to fordo the fassoun of

this world, the which they now leden in accordable
. feith by fayre moevynges (II.m.8).

. Due to the popularity of the De Consélétione,

-

Proclus had a strong, if indireck, influence on the literary

vRw - .. e e YR EE s e W T e ma s
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m;nd of the Middle Ages. Chaucer's invocation to Venus in

the -proem to Book III of the Troilus (“0 blisful llght of

-

which the bemes clere / Adorneth a2l the thridde heven

fairet " 111.1-2r and Boccacéio's. lines in I1 Filostrato

"0 luce eterna, il cui lieto splendore / fa bello il terzo

CRERE R R

ciel. . . ."™ III.74-79) on which the invocat;on is_based
show the results of thls lnfluence. In both lnstances the
planet Venus, representlng cosmologlcal love, is praised

for the outgo;ng, benevolent power that she exerczses over

man and nature.

A case can be made that Proclean ideas of cosSmo-
logical love also occur in the poetry of Chaucer's con-
, ) _ . ‘ 7 3
temporary, William Langland. There is, of course, no

evidence of who Langland was let alone of his acguaintance

with Proclus’s ideas. However, it is likelv that Langland

knew the De Consolatione, partly' because of its ubiguity

. ¥
in the fourteenth century and partly because of close

affinities between it and Piers Plowman. For examble, the

allegorical figure -of Holv Church in Langland's poem seems

to be analogous in person and function to Lgdy Philosophv.

Like PBilosophy,'Holy Church attempte to instruct the human

'mind in matters concerning -truth and virtue, and the

~

tutelary role that she plavs toward Will, the protagonist

of Piers Plowman, is identical with that assumed by Philosophy

in her efforts to cure the spiritually ailing Boethius. * It

- ) , -
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is not surpriéing, therefore, to find Holy Church desc¢ribing

cosmological love in terms similar to those used in the

De Consolatione. The love that she delineates in the

first passus of Piers Plowman, élthough itsriﬁagery is

[N

Christian rather than Neoplatonaﬁf clearly belongs to the

. Proclean tradition of descending cosmological love that was

transmitted to the Middle Ages through Boethius:

For trewthe tellebp pat love ;is triacle of hevene;,

T Por ‘heven my;te nou;te holden it . it was s0 hevy of
hym-self, -
Tyl it hadde of, Pe erthe . veten his fylle. . :
And whan it haved of pis folde . flesshe and blode .
taken . . . {.146-53)

The reference in the last line to 5ohn 1.14, "And the word
was made flesh and dwelt among us", gives an explicit
Chrlstlan s;gnlflcance to Ehe ensulng asseveration of love's
binding power in societv: "and a mene as. pe Maire is . -
bitwene- Pe.comune / Rlzt 50 is love a ledere . and Pe'lawe
shapeth . . ." (i.158-159). It is conceivable that the

connection between love and civil order to which Langland

here Eefe‘rs echoes Boethius's adaptatiqp of Proclus in which
the same connection is made: "This love halt togidres
peples joyned with an holy boond, and knytteth sacrement

- 1]
of mariages of chaste loves; and love enditeth lawes to
trewe felawes." (II.m.8). ’ <
s

The function of descending cosmological love as the

source of order in human soclety also receives a great deal

-of empﬁhsks in the Troilus. The Proem to Book III of the

...... -,-“i‘\.-“
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Troilus, like Piers Plowman and the De cOnsolatlone}'

attr;butes communal lntegrlty to the celest;al bower qg
cosmologlcal love ("Ye holden regne and hous in unlte.
III.29), and this vision reaches back to,?roq&gf's met%-

phoric comprison of the effects of the baser kind of love:

to the dlsorderllness of an il11- governed communlty. Good

“

love, it follows 1mpllc1tly, is analogous_to a lawful

" - aa
I W o e - e LR ~

- - . of what soxt are vulgar lovers? They mobbed
you . . . . Now what is the mob? That it is a
multitude is cléear to anyone, but an indeterminate,
confused ang disoxderly multitude since it is not
"like the chorus or like the Deople. The people ig

a multltude united *o itself, but the mob is an
incoherent multitude, and for this reason, when -
_speaklng of constitutions, ‘they- say that ochlacracy
is different from democracy; for one is dlsorde:ly,
lawless and discordant, the other 15 ~drawn up ) )
under laws.90 -

WAithout maklng the mistake of thinking that Chaucer had any
veneratlon for democracv, we shall now digress briefly to-
consider what the persistent civie and political lmagerv

in the Tro;lus Owes to Proclus; _this Wlll sServe both to
illuminate the nature ;f Proclean 1deas and to prov;de an
introduction to Chaucer's poetic use of the theme of®

¢osmological love. . -

The Trojan scene in the.poem has long heen recog-

-

-nized for its moral Pertinence to the story of Troilus.

t . N -
As Jokn McCall notes, the fate suffered by Troy for the Yrape



of Helen symbolized, to the medieval mind, the moral con-

!i\sequences.pf sexual cupiaity.gl As this is the particular

sin of Txoilus, there is a parallel which is almost an

analogy.ﬁétween his tragedy and that of the cityi But
beyond this, the decline of civic order in Troy and the
ominous approach of its collapsé are ironic metaphors for

Troilus's delusion that cupidity is akin toAcosmoloéicaL
_ : 7}j love. This larger signi

T e e

ficance does not depend on the
PR P A M e N i e et e e e e e LT
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specific mythological connotations of Troy—itself, but only

on the\ archetypal' image of a community dominated by what

~

.Proclus calls "vulgar lovers."

Chaucer on different.occasions makes vaious efforts
to popularize the vice of Troilus. by attributing it to

other persons. Pandarus, besides Pimping for Troilus, is

also subject to "loves hete", a malady that sends him to
bed where, like Troilus, he suffers "ek his part of loves
shotes kene" (II.58). Troilus shows something of the

Syme versatility, for he is ready to act as a procurer as -

11 as a lover by pimping for Pandarus in return. Indeed,

he says that there is no woman whom he would not try to

-»

procure - for Pandarus 'and asks his friend to choose whomever

- ~

he will ("Be she nevere so fair or wel yshape,‘/ Telle me

which thow wilt everychone."™ III.411-12) .. Just as Trois?s

L .- -

. ‘ . ¢ ;
and Pandarus are shown to be capable of exchanging roles, -

so Antigone, whose song mirrors all Crisevde's amorous
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‘thoughts and concerns (XI1.827-75), is pdtentially another
Crlseyde. o

- ' ’ ) o

’ ’ Detalls such as these . go far to suggest that llllClt

sexual act1v1tv is a common feature of day~to-day social

-

lntercourse in the c1ty; they also sharpen the Point of
Troilus's allus;on to Paris's fateful deed when ‘he tells

Pandarus that he will not ledve the c1ty with Crlseyde"

.. .o
R T Ll . >

'“Flrst syn thow woost thls town hath al this were / For
ravysshyng of wommen so by myght" (IV-547—8)- Troilus hgré
momentarily realizes‘the;practi;al connection between base
love and civie affairs, but he does not see the simholism
in their moral connection. He fails to understand that the
violation of trust and uqity caused on the social lgvel
by war are also present on .a bPerscnal scale in fornication.
.The poiiﬁical defection of Calchas, "his falsnesse and
tresoun™ (1.107), is simply the sexual bet*ayal of Troilds
by Crlsevde under a dlfferent aspect, and it is thus

. _

'approprlate that Pandarus should refer to it by the same‘
name , “ﬁresoun"_(V.l?BB}.92 Th#oughout the poen, images
"of eivic corruption and desclation supplement the treacherv
énd dlshonesty of the love story. Troilus's apostrophe\to

ﬁ- the the vacant house of Ffﬁseyde; "Q paleys desolat - e "
~-(V.540), and his earlier clamndestine commutation from one
house to'anothe; (11,3514, JLII.788) pfoject upen these

barts of the city his inner misery and treachery. The city
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is depicted, to borxow T. S. Eliot's term, as an "objective
correlative" to the spiritual flaws in‘Trdilus's love.
Troy, full of‘betrayals and subterfuges, resembles

St. Augustine's picture of the earthly city of cupidity:

". . . this city is often divided against itself by litiga-

tions, wars, guarrxels, and such victories as are either life-

destroying or short-lived. For each part of it that arms

=1
‘against andther part ‘seeks to tr¥iumph over the nations 0 ™

though itself in bondage to.vi-ce-.“93 The last is an

apposite comment on the moral value of such military
enterprises as the Trojan war effort against the. Greeks.

Troy is conceived. in Chaucer's poem as.antithetical in
‘ ] « A
every part)cular to the harmonious community by which

Proclus d Boethius pérsonify descending cosmological

love. . Only Hector's voice is heard in defence of order,
and it is prevailed over by the confused "noyvse of peple"

(IVv.183) in Trov.

The love that holds "regne and hous in unitee"
belongs neither to Troilus and Crisevde nor to the city

they inhabit. Rather it is to He found in the person of

- '

Christ who is referred te at the end of the poem as "that

sothefast Christ, that starf on rode” (V.1860). Chaucer's

transformétipn of Proclus's descending cosmologicakl love

&

into a Christian concept is much like Langland's; the
Neoplatonic descent of love from the intelligible to the ®

El



sensible world becomes'for Chaucer the self-sacrificial
descent of Christ from heaven te earth (V 1842-44), and-
the Chrlstlan Trlnltv, whlch Chaucer lnvokes w1th the words

"uncircumscript and al maist cxrcumscrlve" (v.1865), ful-

£fills the unlfv1ng function assmgned to cosmologlcal love

by Proclus. .Indeed, the Trlnlty is the only power mentioned

in the Trozlus that matches the descrlptlon "Benigne Jove,

thow holy bond of thynges" (IIr.1236). =~ 0 T T
The preceding discussion should not be taken to

suggest that there were not other medieval traditione and «

cohceptions of cosmological love besides the Boethlan . .

tradltlon which domlnated the literature of the fourteenth

‘century. John Scotus Eriugena in the ninth century

and Bernardus Silvestris in the twelfth developed the . theme
in new and important ways. However, it is unnecessakv to
discuss either of these authors here. Scotus, in®the

De divisione naturae, adopts the same basic views as Boethius,

"but his speculations as to whether God's love is both the
S P

efficient and the final cause of creation are more important

for their phllosophlcal content than for thelr llterarv

:.nfluence.94 The De Consolatlone, lts background and its

numerous commentaries and glosses, are all that is really

pertineht to the guestion of cosmological lowe in Chauc:er.%“5

-

. We know that Chaucer made use of the commentary of Nicholas

-

Trivet when he translated the De Consolatione; his trans=
- B

t
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lation is heavily glossed, and the glosses are verbally .

reminiscent of Trivet. He no doubt saw, in the Christian
doctrine of the commenteries, an indispensable adjunct to

‘0
the spirit of tKe De Consolatione.

It is accordingly probable that Chaucer wrote the

Y,

flnal stanzas of the Troilus to Lllumlnate the ,true sense

&

in whlch he lntended its Boethlan passages on cosmological

v

love ta he. understcod -It-15~most‘nn1ikely;'on'thE'dther
hand,~th;t he meant there to be any moral inconsietency
between what Elizabeth Salter calls the "imaginative 1ssuee“
of the love story and its "homiletic" ending.96 Salter
'suggests that Chaucer had a complex and tentatlvel;
‘constructed interpretation of cosmological love that was
primarily.subjeqtive and emotional in bias.97 This, however,
‘is entirely untrue. Chaucer's views of ccsmological love

are derived frod a single intellectua% tradifion.  They

are stﬁsghtforward andfundriginal and are.supported by the
'impersdhal’authority of Christian docttine. ?heir apparent
‘ccmplexity:is an idlusion that persists with critics who

are unable to tell the difference between Chaucer's ingenuous
ctterefces and his ironie ones and who;therefore make the
error of confusing them. This error necessarllv leads to

the Derverse 1dea that Chaucer s love poetry is complex to
=

the polnt of being disjointed ang morally incoherent. Salter

0



84

-

goes so fezxés to say-that Chaucer really did not know why
he wrote ' or, when he wrote, what he meant,98 an opinion.
that can only be tested by reading Cheucer. Even a short
survey of traditions in the history of 1dees should ul-_
tlmately be reduced when undertaken for llteraryipufpoeee,

*
to the business Of-practical criticism. So we m;ght well

‘conclude our dlSCUSSlOn of medieval cosmolqglcal love bv

“I._ T e

ey
P

.'examlnlng one of the passages in Chaucer which Salter cites

in defence of her position- .

Hitherto we have considered the Eanger of ecritical
misinterpretation that arises from neglecting the irenic

element in Chaucer's love poetry; but we have as vet said

nothing about the modern Predilection for discovering irony

. . . . *

where it does not ex&st. There are, allowing some room
C ‘- |

for flexibility of interpretation, four or fivé passages

on cosmological love in Chaucer forks. - Most of these are

ironic in context; but at least=one, the long speech of

Theseus at the end of the Knight's Tale (2987- 3108)

not. Theseus’'s speech-is concerned with other matters

besides cosmological love, for example marvlage, but it

is fundamentally a descvlptlon of the ha*monv of the created
universe enriched with prescriptions for ideal Numan conduct.
Chaucer follows the outline of Theseus's speech in the

Tesdeida (XIIT.6-19) which points out the 1nev1tabllltv of

Arcite's death and calls for 2 cessation of mournlng- But

-



- -

- he has introduced much philosobhical material thét'does not

L2

. . R . . L O - . :
€xlst in Boccaccio. The.idea that 1no:dlqse grief is.a w-
e -, .
form of disobedience to God (™. .. . whose grucceth ought,
he dooth'fo;ye / And rebel is to hym that al may gyve"

Kn.T. 3045-486) typifieé Chaucer's additions. It is not
really expressed by Boccaccio's Theseus. Similarly,

' L N ] -
Theseus, in the Xnight's Tale, advi'ses .the mourners to

»s =« .».thonken Juppiter of 3l His g:aceﬂ-§0693;~which-~ A

recalls the duty of a Christian to be thankful . for God's

grace. ~The tone of the overall speech can be unmlstakably
ldentzfled in lines *"guch as these; it is smmple, serious,

and hortative; The message is that charity'affords the
best means of coping’with untoward fortune.
For Elizabeth Salter, however, Chaucer has deftly
transformed the speech into an ironic character study ©of
. ’ t ' .
Theseus. Whatever sound "matere" the speech contains, she
regards 'as incidental to this main design. The- opening

lines, "The First Moevere of the cause above . . " (2987),

are said to possess "impressive dignitv.". Yet their -

wisdom is characterized as "debatable" because it invokes

the First Mover “"with its inevitable Christian associations,
- s no9

to cover the activities of Mars, Venus, and Saturn.

Cwe cannot be sure what this means, but it is possible to-

gless. Salter apparently thinks that a benédvolent Christian
. :
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provzdence, symbollzed by the First Mover, is theologlcally

- ~

lncompatlble w;th the’ mal;gnant determrnlsm issuing from

the three’ pagan gods. She therefore questions Theseus s_

.

w1sdom for bellev;ng ln the omnlpotence of the Flrst Mover

-

when Mars, Venus, and Saturn so readlly have thelr way 1n

¥ . ~.‘. - ..
-~

the wqud . | -

Theseus ls, nonetheleSS‘ being totallv reasonable.

NN The ‘Pagan - gods “are "Aot” S0, much Planets as-aspects of moral .

character. Hence they are less representatlve of astral~

determlnlsm than of the wlll and 1nc11natlons of the

characters Wlth whom they are assoclated Ev;déhce of

tnls is the double 31gn1f1cance of Venus and Mars ln the

. poem. Both are evil. in relation to Palamon and Arcite but

b goocd ln their assocxatlon with Theseus 100 Were they merely

-
1

L forces of malrgnant determlnlsm, they woulgd, presumabiy,

!

) not bé eculvocallv portrayed As thelr roles: are,

. -

~D. W, Robertson s analvs;s ©f’ the gods as postlapsarlan -

v

elements lnmknman nature is meost conv:nclng., Concerning
. ) ~

the causes of Arcite's death Robertson savs: . . . as *

.

a devotee of Mars (Wrath), he meets his death thrOugh the
action of -an infernal fury sent up by Pluto (Satan) at the

lnstlgatzon _of Saturn (Time who consumes hls chlldren), who

was in turn- prompted bv'Venus (concuolscence) In

L= - -
short, Arclte S concupiscence and wrath are responsible for-
his death’, a fact_that,can hardly make Theseus's. helies in

»

- . "
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providence unwise.
Salter next tells us that Theseus is a purveyor
of practical wisdom rather than 2 true Boethian philosopher.

Quoting his injunction "to maken vertu of necessitee /-and

take it weel that we may nat eschue . . ." (3042-43), she

argues ﬁhat it ;répresehts good sense rather than wisdom:
it is not simply wrong, but "folye' to rebel against 'hym
that al may gye.'"h The injunction she iﬁtérprets aé an
}ntroduction to a "liét of usefui poinés" whiéh, becéuse
of their am;ral siénific;nce, are inconsistent with the
Boethian'premisés of the speech. "Only the confident
flo& of the poetry," we are told, "disguises the basie
illogicality of the éppegls- "In pbiﬁt of fact, hgwev;r,
Theseus is no more a low-minded pragmatist than St. Jerome,
who also reéommends makihg virtue of necessity.lo2 Further-
more, the log;c of Theseus's appeals is in fuil accord with
all the principles of standard theology conéerning death‘;
aﬁé concupiscence. By making virtue of necessity, Theseus
means spe;ifica%}y that tﬁe Best sho;ld be made of a bad
situation. ée Proposes thaf Palamon and Emiiye éhou%d be
married forthwith, as this will bring joy and harmony out
of their sorrow at Arcite's death ("Drede that we make of

sorwes two /‘O parfit jove, lastynge everemo." 3071-72) &

The theodicy of Pope's Essay on Man has a2 lot in common

_‘r
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“with the views here expressed by Theseus. Pope's famous
. ] . ‘

couplét on the ruling passions asserts that because of the

oxder that God has established in the universe, all sids °
& . ’ ’
are matched by corfespogding virtues: "The Etexrnal Art
educing good from ill, Grafts on this passion our best

principle (II.175-76). This idea was gquite prevalent in

the eighteenth century, and it also appears in James

Thomson's The Seasons: "God from seeming Evil 'still educes

Good."103 Theseus, by channelling concupiscence into the

sacramentél confines of marriage, is, similariy, trans-
forming sinful passion into:virtue. His praisé for the
First Mover is, like Pope's préise for the Eternal Art,in—~
spired by recognition of the subordination of évil to the

purposes of providence. St. Augustine, centuries earlier,

was subscribing to this very theodicy when, in his

Confessions, he said of God's providehée: "No mén's sin
does either hurt t?ee or disturb Thy government first or
last.“104

Exactly thus did Chaucer intend his audience to
respond to Arcite's sinful concupiscence and to the death
which, according ta Robertson's explanatian, he suffers as
2 penalty fox it. When Theseus recoﬁmends mékiné a-

virtue of necessity therefore, he means that Arcite's

mourners should follow the pattern set by providedce in



seeking~to bring events to the best possibleée moral con-
clusion. Seen in this contekt, Theseus's recommendation,

far from being un-Boethian, turns out to be a possible

-

allusion to the last lines of the De Consolatione which

-

describe the necessity of virtue: "Gret necessite of

Prowesse and vertu is encharged and comaunded to vow,

vif ve wil nat dissimulen; syn that ge.borken_and don

byforn the even of the juge that seeth and demeth alle

-

thinges." (V pr.6).

~

In a Boethian céntext, making a virtue of necessity
is.inevitgbly the same thing as beiﬁg under the necessitf
©f having virﬁue. In either case it is impoEtant to undexr-
stand that necessity ha§ ﬁotﬁing to do with a philosophi>
cally cénceived érinciple o% deﬁerminism. W.IC.'Curry,
who claims that the fortunes of Palamon and Arcite are
controlled by the “"destinal power'of the st:ars“_.lc‘JS ignores
.the evidence, to which we Pointed earlier, that Chaucer in
concurrence with Boethius held the human will to be free
of all necessity_lo6 (". . . the willynges of men . . . ben
gnbowhden and guyt of all chessite-“-v.pr-G). However,
by allowﬁng itself to be ruied by passion, the human will

involuntarily renounces its freedom and thereby becomes

//gzgﬁect to the necessity of Fortune. 1In this sense,
death is a nécessity dictated by Fortune. For Palqmon, to

make virtue of necessity, the necessity of that death, is

-

Arcite’s
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to regain his own free will and rise above the powexr of ’

Fortune. This is eqgui¥alent to submitting instead to the -
necessity of virtue as reéresented by marriage. The word

necessity thus has a relativeiy defined meaning that must

be inferred from the context in which thé_Mord is found.

“Virtue"‘provides the clue to Theseus's argument, gzr it

is always, in Chaucer, inseparable from free will, and
free,w;ll cannot exlst in bondage to Fortune.- Charity,

the virtue require§ to preserve free will, imposes rgstric~
tions on behav;ou:jwhich constitute a good form of necessity;
The necesSiéf creatgd by Fortune is, on the contrary;'wholly
bad. TheSEQS?iS'éubtle but not illogical. He sees that

man moves from one form of necessity to the other as wvirtue

~

is gained or lost. . a3 -

In his speech Theseus is exhorting the mourners

-

of Arcite's death to imitate the cosmological love of

providence. _.Nowhere else in Chaucer's poetry is cosmo-

logical love so extensively described for a purpose that

is not ironic. The Prbclean gualities of this love are

* -

obvious: it is . a descendlng love that links the in-
telllglble to. the carrupt, sensible world ("Sescendlﬁg S0
til it be corrgmééble" 55;3‘30}9) and it is also associa;ed
with imagery of‘c1v1c and political orde&, since the

occasxon of Theseus s speech is a parl;ament “To have Wlth .

certein contrees alllaunce_/ And have'fully of Thebans
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obeisaunce” (2973o?4).
Thebes was symbolic of. sexual licence in the .
Middle Ages just as Trovy was "0v1d, in the Metamorphoses,

recounts the afralrs of - Jove with the Theban women Europa,

LI

Semele, and Alcmena, as a conseouence of WhLCh Thebes.

zncurred the relentless wrath of Juno, whom Ooviad represents

as the goddess ofychaste marrlage and ch:.ldb:.rth.lo7 Juno! s

.

mvthlcal persecutron of Thebes would have appeared to the

medieval understandlng as a condlgn punlshment for the
R
city's’ concuplscence.- Plalnlv therefore, the imagery of . .

~

love in the~Knight's Tale parallels that of the Troilus

1nsofar as. 1t features the dlsruptlon of cosmologlcal love

'as civie confllct and turmozl “Here we should recall the

-openlng scenes of the poem whlch show Theseus restorlng
Peace and order ln war- torn Thebes, the: home town, appropri-
'atelv, of the concuplscent cousins Palamon and Arcxte.
The'Theban polltrcal background which these scenes Provide
for the love story is strengthened by such a11u51ons to
the wrath of Juno as Palamon makes when he laments his
own imprisonment and the destruction of‘Thebes:

But I.moot be .in prlsoun thurgh Saturne,

And eek: thurgh Juno., jalous and eek woeod,

That hath destroyed- wel nve all the blood

Of Thebes with his waste walles wyde.:

(Kn.T. 1328 31)

Unfortunatelv Palamon does not perceive the symbolic’

connection between his concupiscent will and the anger of
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Juno. Consequently h;s lament seems rather foolish anad

znconsequentlal for lt-lgngfes the.causes of the goddess's

wrath. : ' *
< The source of disorder on the social level is the
same in the Xnight's Tale as it is in the Troilus: the .

impulse to fornicate. -Onedifference'bétween these‘poeme
ehould-be neted'however. Direct references to cosmologlcal
love in the Tromlus are all, except in the last stanza

-.0f Book V, ironiec. 1In the Knight's Tale cosmological love

~

is not used ironically. The reason for this is that in
the first lnstance the spirit of cosmologlcal love is undex-
E‘mzned by Troilus though he resolutely pretends to advance
:i;. Theseus, by contrast; helps that spirit to prevail over
lust by reguring the merriege ef“Pelamon and Emilve. His
' yords about the ;faire chefne of love" do not sit ihcon-
gruously;with his actions and, therefore; should be taken
serioﬁsly. The sum of these parallels and differences
points to the basic cohesiveness of Chaueer‘s concept of
cosmological love and shows that there. are tég p0551b1e
contexts and 1nterpretatlons for particular allus;ons to it.
Often the wrong intexpretation of a passage can lead to a
ehoroughldisterxion of the concept as a whole.

Cosmolégical love in Qhéseus's speech ;s, from any-

reasonable point of view, a clear standard for right

S

behavicur and a means of evaluating the moral aberrations of
- - ———
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Palamon and,Arcite. Bﬁt Elizabeth Salter's interpretation
of it vzeldé a somewhat dlfferent and unfathomable con-
cluszon- "It lS, surely, 2 measure of the greatness of

Chaucer that his imaginative response to a situatioh in
’ C . - ) - - ‘ -
_which ingocent creatures confront the wilful abuse of

absolute power. was strong enough -to disturb the overall

. : 1 -
balance of his wo;k_."-o8 -Presumably this sentence means

that Theseus's speech was intended by Chaucer not te'answer

.
-~

the ethical dilemma of the story. We have noted the in-

ternal-consietency of what Theseus says and héve seen that

it provides an apposite commentary on the causes of .

-
B

Arcite's death. The alleged inconsistency and.irrelevance

-

of the speech do not, therefore, permit us to call the -

~

Knight's Tale an.unbalanced work.
In an earlier essa? Salter attributes a_similaf\

lack ©f balance to-the Troilus anéd expresses dpubt abcut

the opinions of critics" who see’the poem as aesthetically

and morally integrated: -“The.acceptabilitg of such

statements as 'he achieves a'Symmetry, a balenceurin episode

and detail' or ‘he communicatee to us a view of the ﬁhole-

in which tolerance and critical perception are harmoniously

-

blended' has.still to Be proved. . . . Troilus and’ Crisevde

shows unmistakable signs of.conflicting purpdses, unresolved

difficulties."lo9 An aesthetic structure of conflicting



oppoéites wbuld of ;ourse, be anachronistic in fourteenth-
"century 1iterature.llo and the duty of prov;ng that a |
Structure of this sort exists in the Troilus rests witt
Selter and not with eritics who eupport tﬁe opposite énd

per se more plausible view. Yet Salter herself does not

give what amounts to more than an exaggerated restatement

of C. S. Lewis's interpretation of the Proilus:. ‘'a g?eat
, . L1111 . .

Poem 1n praise of love. _- Much of her discussioa is

cursory and impressionistic. D. W. Robertson's majo&;:

- ]

. . ) . : T A
article on Chaucerian tragedy,112 which offexs a verny ‘cogent

argument for the unity of the Troilus, is dismissed:ﬁn?a '

Sentence as lacking. "the same kind of literary responsive- -

ness which distinguished the Allegorv of Love." 1Its refusal
to come to terms with some powerful opposition seriously
weakens Salter's essay. ' .

By and large Salter relies, for whatever support

-

she has for her views, on Lewis's article in Essavs and
- ===crs cic

Studies. "What Chaucer Really'Did:to Il Filostrato.“ll3
L

_Regarding this essay, it is safe to say that despite Lewis's

learning and inimitable powers of communication, he was on -

shaky ground in maintaining that Chaucer changed Il Filcstrato
into a glorification of "courtly love" (or, qs-Sglter at one
point calls it, "bodily compassion")c ‘This much should be

apparent from what we have seen of the function of cosmo-

lgoical love.in the poem and from the incompatibility of
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'cosmologdcal love with the sexualk cupid}ty on which “courtly
love" depénds. Lewis's 1naccurate lnterpretatlon cf love
ln the Trollus is adopted and expanded py Salter, who
contends that the passages on cosmologlcal love in Book III
are 1ntended to glve. "religious sauction" to the affair
of'Tr011u5~and Criseyde. TIf tpis were true, Salter would
probably be oorrect.in discerning<£j%isjunction.between

the conclusion of the poem ("Swych fYnAuath,‘lo} this
Troilus for love. . . ." V.1828) and Book III. As it is,

we are compelled to reject in toto her argument about the
structure ©of the peoem because it is based on a fundamental
mlsreadlng of Book III.

Whatever parts of Book IXII do not fit with. her
epitualamrc interpretation of the bedroom scene, Salter
dismisses”as "in the long run unimportant.d\These
“unimportant;'parts include Pandarus's admission of his:
own viciousness ., (IIX.257- 59) which refers unequlvocally.
to the evil of procurlng, but is nevertugless considered
by Salter to be beneath notice. Salter continues:

- - - More noticeable is the confidence of the writing.

It is confidence based on persvasions of the goodness and .
legitimacy of this‘relationship. - - " Curiously, since
she interprets the confidence of Theseus's speech as a

concealment for illogicality and even duplicity, Salter is,

for no gooé reason, ready on this occasion to applaud,
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In his propensity fox peesionafe eloguence (IX.l1-17) and

o'

4

without question, the confident assertions of the narrator

ofgthe Troilus. 14 o ‘

As a character, the narrator embodies ‘characteristics

of the two principal male flgures of the story in a way

that does him no credit. His affectead modesty, his professed

inexperience in love (I 16), his dbsequlousness as a

servant of 1overs, his sententlousness, and-his tac1turn1tv

1§cthe latter stages of the poem identify him with Pandarus.

his belief in the inexorable force of love (I.253-59), he
resembles Troilds. Like Pandarus and Troilus, the narxrator

is aiso a éool of Fortune. He is, therefere, not to bhe
taken at his woia however confidently he ﬁey express himself
about the "goodness" or “legitimecy“ of:fornication. His.
crose moral association with.Pandarus and Troilus does

show, however, that he is as unwise about love as either
. .

of them is. For example, when the narrator paraphrases

Boethius's hvmns to cosmological love in order to "telle

anon right the gladnesse / Of Troilus to Venus heryvinge™

:(XII.47-48), he is ironically unaware that Boethian love

is’ based on the superioritvy of the will® to Fortune, whereas

Troilus's love is dépendent ‘onﬁ

dzscrepancv should alert us to the nar*ato*’s untrust-

Fortune (IV.260-67). This

worthiness as an ,authority on ethics and should certainly

preclude Salter's easy assumption that simply because there
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. . .
- T e

is religious diction in Book III, Chaucer is giving ) P
-freligious santion" to the love there described. ) f

-
L

The narrator is not the only person to speak

c i
confidently in Book III. Troilué and Crigéyde both speag
with great self-assurance, and this aloﬂe seems enquéh‘to . . i
" convince Salter that their utterances.are credible as.wéll. i
After‘he has been to bed ﬁith Criseyde for the second time, *
Troilus coﬁbares the love by whiqh he is bound to God's
love wh&ch rules the heavens: | R
go lede God that auctor is of kynde, _
.That with his bond Love of his vertu liste )
To cerclen hertes alle, and faste bynde . . .
© (T&C.1765-67)
Salter commen;é on these lines: "No irony plays'abogt his
comprehensive statement of the interlocking:of divine and
human love." of course, no irony would colour Troilus's -
words if his love. wére indeed'complementary te cosmological
love; but there is no'evidepce in the éext to indicatq )
bevond doubt that it is. Upon inspection, Troilug's -

"comprehemrsive statement" is discovered to be thoroughly
~dronic in its disregard for the radical incompatibility of

the two loves that it attempts to celebrate as one. givine
or cosmological love;is-represented in the Troilus as a good
- e e

form of bondage, but the concupiscent love of Troilus and
Criseyde is unfavorably associated with chains, imprisonment,

and the reduction of the human to the Bhstial.lls

[ 4
-

i

‘.n’
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One of the-mdsé ée:vasive motifs in the.Troilus
concerns ﬁunting, and i; coordinates several images of
sexual bondage. We first.encounfgr the motif in Troilus}s
scornful remark aboﬁf the preéatdry_a;tributes of lovers:

"Ye lbveres, and youre lewed observaunces . . . / And

whan youre.prey is lost, woo and penaunces” (I.198-201). "

Thereafter, it appears repeatedly in the mouths of the

©

other human figures in the story and in the mouthlof the
narrator as well. Pand;rus tells Trgilus to be assured of
his assistance in the pursugt of Criseyde, which he compares
to a deer hunt ("I shal the deer unto thi bowe'dryvé“
I1.1535), and the.narrator subsequently dé;cribes Digmede's
séit as another kind of huntf ?To‘fishen hife, ‘he levde
out-hook and lyne" (ﬁ.???). \Whéther carnal lovers are
Symbolically portraygd'as deer hﬁnters or fishermen, Chauﬁer
leaves no doubt as to the kind of boﬁﬁhge they themselvgs |
are subject to and as to which kind they impose on their

o
prey. The boﬁdaég ofehuman 1ove-in the Troilus is
essentially dehumanizing,‘and.this is‘the main reason for
thé profﬁsion,of animal imagéry {n the poem.ll6 Diomede
eventually holds Criseyde in the.same way that he holds the

-

bridle of her horse when she.is delivered to the Greeks at

~ .

the city gates (V.90-92). Diomede is not thinking of the
bondage of the "faire cheyne of love™ when he applies himself

to the problem of "How he may best, with .shortest tarying /
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-

. . + ‘

Into his herte Criseyde's herte brynge” (V.774-75). And
Troilus's "hert" is certainly not made "digne" when,
dnguished, he wallows in sexual bondage: "Ibounden in

“the blake bark of care" (IVv.229). Tﬁese are merelj-a‘few

illustrations of the wide difference between "divine and

117 They are sufficient,.

human loves" in the Troilus.
however, to make ‘us quest;on Salter's conviction that.
Troilus's "human. love" reaches to the heavens.

Unless the belief'is maintained. that Book III
apotheosizes concupiscence, there can be little {ystificaJ
tion for Salter's in;;;pretation of thelévefall structure

of the Troilus. However, the historical background of
I _

" the idea of cosmological love and close reading -0of relevant

"sections of the text suggest that Book IIT may be an

. ironic appraisal of human folly. It thus seems necess

to assign to this book an integral énd nétessary'élace in
the larger sequence of Troilus's self-imposed sorrows.
Electing to become a seivant of Fdrtune in Book I, Troilus
enjovs the favours of Fbrtune.in'ﬁook III, and duly suffers
Fortunefs adversity in Book V. %@e éattérn of ﬁhese

events éonstitutes a ;iterary structure thét 1is analogous

‘ ) . - . 1
to the ;ircular movement of the wheel of Fortune. 18 To

N

speak of the Troilus as 'a structure of unresolved ethical

paradoxes is like calling it a forerunnef of the Faulknerian

n,
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novel; eithexr view must be considered incongruous and un-

historical.” On the contrary, the idea that the Troilus is

> . ‘ : .
"structured according to Boethian principles of Fortune.

119

has the vast advantage of historical probability. This '

idea of sﬁruﬁture perceives the }éligious diction in Bbqk
III as cbnﬁribﬁtory to a parcody of';osmologicai love aﬁ&
is incompatible_with'SaigérP% notion that Tfoilus‘s be-
haviour is given "religious sanction". We may conclude
- that the iméortanée of cosmological igfe éxtendé beygﬁd
qu;stions concerning th histéry af idéas and Chaucgf's
ethics. :B correct undé&stgnding.of-cosmologiéél lov§ 
is often.eéséntial for appreciation”dfl£ﬁ§aaesthetié}form

of his work;y

—

N ’ 4. Married Love and Ovidian Love

—_—

Although cosmological love piovides-a‘standard“by

which the actions of:people like Palamon and Arcite and

Troilus mav be judged, it is "seldom directly of intgteét

in the Canterbury Tales or Troilus and CriSeydé. That the

main focus of these poems rests on the ideals and short-.

comings of love as a-sexual force operating among huma
Seings; few readers would deny.. fg”giéq seems fair to
that Chaucer is charécteristically more.qbncerned with the
e%rthly'than with the supramunaane,egfects‘oi sexuél love,

since, unlike Dante, he rarely writes about the rewards
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. and punishments. of lowvers ﬁfter their deaths. Even whén,

101

.

%

as in the case of TroiluSZ‘Chauée; does describe the ex-
perience of themhumah soul after death, he allows the

soul to retain its consciousness of earthly existence . '

-

\
and current events. ‘Thus it is that Treilus looks back | *

on "thls lltel spot’ of erthe“.from _the eighth’ sphere and -

laughs at those who arq‘yeeplng for his death-(v 1815- 22)

The 1mmortal souls in «Dante's Commedla, on the other hand, °*

are devomd of all knowledge of what is happening on earth,

a fact which illustrates the otherworldliness of .Dante's

120 '

vision in comparison with Chaucer s .
If it is correct to 'sav that Chaucer's primary

interxest as a love poet centres on the human and .earthly

aspects .of love, we must try to estimate the moral wvalue

‘- that he would have‘assiéned to the various forms that such

‘and in the Parson's Tale, which, coming at the end of the

love is capable of assuming. In the Middle Ages marriage

- ‘was considered by'Christians to be the ideal and only

‘respectable course for love to follow. And Chaucer, so far

as we can tell, gives moral support as a writer to the

institution of marriage; he never speaks against marriage,

J*!

pilgriﬁage, seems to function as a moral standard for

the,Canferbury Tales as a whole,121 he asserts that marriage '

~was established by God to prevent the-deadly\sin of fornica-

tion in which postlapsarian sexual activity would otherwise -

5
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Now shaltow understonde that matrimoyne is léefful
assemblynge. of man and of womman that receyven by
vertu of the sacrement the boond thurgh which they
may nat be departed in al hir ly£f, that is to seyn, -
whil that they lyven bothe. This, as seith the
book, is a ful greet sacrement. God maked it, as
I have seyd, in paradyvs, and wolde humself be born
in mariage. . . . Trewe effect of mariage clenseth
fornicacioun and replenysseth hooly chirche-of goed

lvnage; for 'that:'is the ende of mariage; and it
chaungeth deedly synne into venial synne bitwixe
hem that been yweddgd, as wel as the bodies.

’ - {(Pars.T. 916~919)

result:

“

3
However, c¢ritics of Chaucer's poetry have by no
- . .t -
means unaniméusly agreed to the proposition thét he saw
|
marriage as the one morally acceptable channelffor the

|
. - ! 13
expression of sexual love. Those who feel, like Lewis,

that Chauncer wrote according to the conventioﬁs of courtly

love are prepared to defend the idea that his;poetry
celebrates fornication and courtecus adultery as well as

marriage. We have reviewed some ¢f the contemporary
criticism that inclines to this point of view in a previous
section of this chapter.

It shogld now be noted that no adequﬁte proof has
vet been given for the idea that Chauce& evér‘approves
sexual love outside marriage. This fact waé pointed out'
twenty Qeafs ago in an article by Derek Brewer whe says:
‘"The incompatibility of love with marriage in the poetry
of Chaucexr is a plétitude so widely acceptéd that 1t is
worth'paiﬁting out that it is guite untrue. Chaucer nowhere

N
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celebrateé*}llicit love, though it is sometimes material

n122 7

for a joke or satire. In his efforts to show that

.Chaucer .always represents honorable love as something that
exists within the confines of marriage, Brewer, admittedly,

makes some rather improbable assertions. For example, he

argues that the lovers in the Knight's Tale, whose love

“he believes to be honorable, wish from the start te marry

a
Emilye -~ a guestiomable opinion for which he®¥supplies no

evidence. 3 Nevertheless, despite the flaws in his own
approach to the problem of illicit love in Chaucer's poetry,

Brewer must be given crédit for reminding us that Chaucer's

glorification of the sins of formication and adultery has

v

never been more than an unproven assumption.
That Chaucer entertainingly describes fictional

adventures in fornication and adultery scarcely indicates

-

a tendency on his part to countenance forms of sexual

behaviour whiqhithe Church considered to be sinful. On the

contrary, Chaucer characteristically 'seems to adopt an

ironic 'view of the delusions and penalties of carnal passion.
We see this '‘Illustrated in works as diverse as the Miller's

Tale, t¥e Merchant's Tale, and the Troilus, all of which,

-

in their depiction of the adverse and unexpected results

of illiciﬁffbﬁe,:may be termed ironic.l_24 As E. K. Rand
N ‘ '

hés'observga, Chaucer's irony as a love poet is strongly

UL U ———
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reminiscent.of vad‘s.l 5

Parts of the Caﬁterburz;?ales,

L.

indeed, have the same ironic tone as the Ars Amatoria and

-

“the Amores ‘and tlPus seem to project an Ovidian vision of

‘love. Foxr this reason, we shall use the term "Ovidian

love" to refer,-in‘tﬁe present conte#t, to Chaucger's
stylized portraits of illicit love. Ovidian love and
marr;ed lové; as_ﬁe shall see, are'complementary in
Chauce:'s writing, one criticizing mofal‘deviations from
the Christian ideal represented by the other. -
‘Although.Chaucer'frequently praises marriage Ay

condemning fornication, the manner in which fornication is

- -
Lo M

cdﬁdemﬁed can mislead modern readers to think that it is L

¥

being praised. A precedent for this kind of literary

-
-~

misunderstanding was set by those nineteenth-century critics

of Ovid who took seriously the advice given in the Ars

-

Amatoria and thus concluded that Ovid's goetry is inimora.l.126

-

But while the formula "Ovid misunderséood“ has gﬁined_
widespread currency, its correct meaning for the student
of medieval literature has not been decided to thé satis—.
faction of'everyone concerned. The guestions "as to when
and by whom Ovid was misinterpreted have received con-
fli?£ing answer¥s. C. S. Lewis says that the medievél love_
poets were the first peopie to misunderstand Ovié and

that out of: their misunderstanding came much of the ethos of

courtly love. Taking literally Ovid's ironie¢ exhortations
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tOsyoung.ldvers-tq obey their mistresses, medieval writers,

‘faccbrding to LeWis; created the ideal of Frauendienst

("the service.of ladies"). - .

Cen i Rt W ot At s

~

scholariy

) . " While one must hésitate to challenge any

o

~ v

: . : N _
opinion advanced by Lewis, it seems necessary to observe

that the idea that the Middle Ages consistently misunder-

stood Ovid will stand or fall with the argument that there X

existed medieval doctrines' of courtly love. . Over the past

fifteen or so-years the' evidence. las become irresistible

.

*that courtly .love, ‘as spoken of %4 connection with medieval

vernmacular love poetry, is 1argely what D. W. Rdbertson-

S o o .
has called it -- "an irrelevant mgderm-fantasy'."l2

Since

i

courtly love appears to be a prcdﬁct of the romantic
nineteenth-cgntury imagination., it seems quite likely that

that same century was responsible for the misunderstanding ’

©f Ovid with which courtly love is associated. The

nineteenth-century artist or critic, as has been said,

-~

" invariably made sentiment and not reason the arbiter of

moral and aesthetic issues. Not only did this permit the
- '

apotheosis of passion essential to the notion of courtly
love, but it also reduced the reader's awareness of forms

of wit and irony based on the manipulation_of logic and

: 128 ' . ' . .
reason. The nineteenth centurv's lack of appreciation

for Ovid's satire, which_ makes its subtle appeal striectly

-



and -tells ‘'us that its "religious and moral and other

-

-to the reascon, is therefore hardly to be wondered at. ©Oviad

was’ judged to be obscene and prurzent and, for the first
time in centurles, hls-reputatlon suffered a complete

eclipse.

- . -

The real misunderstandipg of Ovid occurred not so
much in the fourteenth and earlier centuries as in the
» - - o
nineteenth, when everything that he wrote was taken

literally. -E. K. Rand became one of the first crities in

modern tlmes to challenge the popular conception of an

lmmoral Ovid by . argulng, on the contrary! that Ov;d was a

‘satzrlst. According to Rand, Ovid left it to his audience

to detect, beneath the superficial licentiousness of his
L . 129
verse, a morally based opposition to foolish love.

Ovid's apparent recognition of two loves, one good and

the other bad, lends theoretical suppozrt to Rand's position,

for it indicates that Ovid was not unconcerned with matters

of ethiecs. Works of medieval exegesis like the Ovide

Moralisé have received unwariantea deprecation from modern

L}

. ~
critics who overlook the element of moral seriousnéss in

Ovid. Douglas Bush writes of "the sheer appalling bulk

of allegorical commentary“ represented by the Ovide Moralisé

“lessons . . . would of course have made Ovid stare and

gasp.“130 To this, the best answer is that Ovid would have
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been as much taken aback had he been toid that his works: . .- -
would one Mday be'}egarded essehtially'as invitations to

vice. The medieval writers who allegorized the

‘Metamorphoses and quoted the Ars Amatoria in serious : o

. . : . 131 o ", L
didactic works of their aqwn were aware of more meanings

T N O T S

"than the literal in Ovid's poetry. They heréﬁy demonstrated

Foewe

a more marked sensitivity to the subtlety of the Ovidian
- s s . . ' 132
spirit than those critics, medieval as well as modern,

who have been unable to'imagine that ovid, Jjust beéause he

[N : .
wrote about vicious love, couldehave been anything except

prurient.

Ovid's immense popularity and influence, which
followed the revival of interest in ‘his works at the end

of the eleventh century, is widely appé:egt.in medieval

European.literature. .His exaﬁple was'péfhéps most strongly
felt by Jean de Meun and Chaucer, poets whom E. K. Rand

has named ". . . the most consplicuous reincarnations of

Ovid in the Middle 'Ages." As Rand goes on to sav, "Ovid,

the whole Ovid, never was better understood than in the '

'Ageé of Faith, and no one ever so lived him through as

Geoffrey Chaucer-“l33

We shall presently look at some of the poetic

.results of Ovid's influence on Chaucer. But since, ‘as Rang

LY

suggests, this influence is most prominent in Chaucer's

.use of irony, the best way to recognize Chaucer's debt to
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Ovid is first to understand the.function of the ethical EPR

norms that control irony in the Canterbury Tales and R

.the Troilus. As we have seen, marriage has .a strong claim
to being the’/principle ethlcal norm in Chaucer's love

poetry, for while cosmological lové is also.a nozrm, it
~transcends the world of ﬁuman sexuality with which Chaucer

i

tends to be chiefly concerned. The relationship of

.: -

.marriage to cosmological love is, nonetheless, ;&éarly

-~

defined for Chaucer. In the fourteenth century it was

thought'desirable not that sexwvality &nd cosmological love

should be irreconcilable, but that they should-be broughﬁ
together in an ordered hierarchical reiﬁtionship,through
the only meafls possible: marriage. Marriage leads sexual

desire into harmony with the divine order of the universe,

whereas consummated concupiscence can produce only an

illusion of this harmony. Accordingly, the De Consolatione

-

'designates not fornication but marfiage as a human mani-

festation of cosmological love ("This love . . . knytteth

sacrement of mariages and chaste loves™ II.m.S).134

-

Tyrning, then, to 'the specific ways in which marriage

serves ‘as a2 norm for sexual behaviour in Chaucer, we must

note that marriage was commonly recognized as having two

purposes in the Middle Ages. These are outlined by Hugh
of St. Victor in the De Sacramentis: "The institution
of marriage is two-fold: one before sin for office, the
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~ other after Sin for remedy, the flrst that‘&$ture mlght be

P

multlplled- the second that nature mlght be supported and

vice checked."l35--a character like Palamon in the Xnight's

Tale, if judged accoxding to the moral values of Hugh of

S5t. Victor, assumes a most unfavorable appearance. In

- g

praying to Venus for thg pPossession of Emelfé, Palamon
is as much as repﬁdiating marriage tﬂrough his pledge to
"werre alwey with chastitee™ (§5;2:2236).l Of the two -
-pu:poses of marriage refered to by.Hqgh; the second he
fejécts outright; whilé remaining .oblivious to the first.
falamon's obvious preoceupation is vicious self-indulgence,

: ~ .
a fact .about which Boccaccio's Glosses on Venus in the o

Teseida leave no doubt. Boccaccio makes it guite clear that

‘Palamon has no interest in- procreation or the prevention

-

of vice, since the Venus to whom he pravs is antithetical
. - _
to the Venus of marriage. Though both deities rule the

concupiscible appetite, "one can be understood as every chaste

and licit desire, as is the desire to have a wife in order

: 136 . .
to have children. . . ." while the. other, savs Boccaccio,

.is the mother of lewdness.
If Palamon is hardly aware of the distinction bhe-

tween marital and libidinous desire,  Trollus, true to his-:

a

more 1nuellectual character, seems from his allusion to

Hymen to know that a distinction exists, but cannot

remember what it is. Rapturously, he gdelivers misdirecteq

1 . =

-

s
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praise to the god of wedding when he first finds Criseyde

physicélly accessiblg; . ’ '
After thiself next herxied be she
Venus mene I, the wel-willy planete
And next that, Imeneus I the grete. . . .
(T&C. ITII.1256-58)

But .Hvmen has little part to play in the sexuai encounters

of Troilus, an? this invocation merely draws attentioﬁ

to Troilus's é;tual contemét for the functions of marriage.
. . L

Indeed, much of the irony surrounding Chaucer’'s carnal

lovers 1is generated by their refusal to ;eek a proper

alternative in marriage teo their sexual frustrations.

Troilus is not, so far as Chaucer is concerned, to blame

for having ceoncupliscent appetites. His fault lies in\

ignoring tﬁe legal oﬁtlet which marriage provides for them.

.This is also true of Palamon until, in obedience to the"

command of Theseus, he marries Emilve. References and

L)
L)

allusions to marriage are, therefore, heavily ironic when
they appear in connection with persons caught in the toils
137 ' ' X

of Venus. They serve alwavs to remind us of the free

- b hd - - - -
will of the sufferers and of their complete responsibility .
for their own unhappiness. But the individual who, like
Theseus*' subordinates concupiscence to marriage, voluntarily
places<himself above the experiences of unfortunates 1like
Trolilus and Palamon and Arxcite. Palamon and Arcite have

both the reason and the free will necessary for making the
) S

same choice as Theseus. Choosing otherwise, they suffer
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thei? desserté-abéordiﬂgly.

The ;xamp%e set:by'Thesgué fulfills theé good
effects of-ma%riage as descriged‘by St. Augﬁstine. Iﬂ a
rebuétal to Julianfs allégation that he regards the union
of the ééxgs as evil, St. Augustine explains that the
sacrament 05 marriage sanctifies sexuality:

"I do not, say that children, coming from an evil

action, are evil, since I do not say that the

actlvztv in which married persons engage for the

purpcse of begetting children is evil. BAs a

matter of fact I assert that it is good because

-it makes good use of the evil of lust and —

through this good use, human beings, a good

work of God are generated.l38 ) -
Theseus has in mind the same ideas about.marriage. The
bond that he establishes .Hetween Palamon and Emilve is
clearly founded on the necessitv for procreation. As
Theseus points out, all earthly things "shullen enduren by
successiouns"” (3014) of death and renewal. The demise of
Arcite is thus perfectly balanced by the marriaée which
follows it. 1In speaking of bri%?ng joy out of sorrow,
Theseus expresses the Augustinian hope that the evil of

Palamon's lust may be turned towards the procreative use-

fulness of marriage.

The‘figurative connotations of the medieval concept
of marriage - are well. known and scarcely require detailed
summary. Chaucer's Parson savs: "God made mariage in

paradys, in the estaat of innocence " (Pars.T. 893)

and his reference to man's prelapsarian state should remind

[P QRSP PFIP UL SR
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us that marrlage was ;ntended to'rastore,“though lmpe;—
fectly, the harmony of reason.ané emotlon that man enjoyed
Ln.Earadmse before the Fall. Because'thls harmony is a
g;ft of grace and not somethlng accessxble to unalded human
?v1rtue,¥§9.marrxage is tradi;ionally referad‘to as an
brdinag;e pffGod. It therefé?e 5ehooves thaae who are
married tohobserve divine law governing the relatio%ship
of theisexes: the  husband is morally obllged to rule hls
. wife as the reason should rule the emotions. The Fall'

—~r

was caused by a’'subversion of this sexual hlerarchv when1,'

the female principle of emotion-overthrew male reason.

Man .was thereby deprived of his capacity for “rational
M - - a . -

love and became subﬁect instead to animal lust. 'Marriage
is a syﬁbolic reuhion*of the divinely rational with the
physidal and emotional‘parts.of_man‘that we:elalienated
through Adam's uxoaioasness. As Paul Olson>notes,‘marriage
repairs the broken ordar-of‘preation by réconstituting a
link in the chain of being that had been lost when Adam
and Eve were expelled frpﬁ Paradise: "gince a link in the
'faire cheven' had been broken, the marriage of the first
garden.was kept as an institution, a ?ragment shored
.against the complete ruin of ratiohality.in man."l40'
Ideallv, the espoused couple‘should -possess the balance of
T

reason andé emotion that existed between Adam and Eve in

—.Paradise. Marriage will thus elevate the human spirit above_
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x 7 the postlapsaréﬁh‘state to its pristine rationality.

‘ : . P ~
Theseus, who acts as a surrogate for God in the final - .

st&ges_of'the Xnight's Tale, effects a renewal of man's

-l

fallen reason when he bids Emelye take Palamon "for housbonde

"and for lorE'(Kn.T. 308l1). Palamon is obllged in marriage

to stop being a fool of Qasszon and Fortune and to learn to.

exercise the authorlty of hls reason. Emelve, meanwhlle,

assumes an appropriate stance of female subordination.
‘\

This, however,_prov&des.more than a literal

solution. to the problems of %he characters in the story.
. ' .
- £havcer's audience would have

.

‘recognized in the growth of

Palamon's infatuation a series of psychological stepé

described by D. W.

Robertson as "an inner repetition of

the=Fall":l4l- sensual suggestion leads to "immoderate

thought“ and thence to mania or passio. By correcting

Palamon's unbalanced mental state, Theseus contrlbutes to

the splrltual redemptlon of postlapsarian man .whom Palamon

represents.

-

The Knight's Tale contains most of the major themes

-

of the Canterbury Tales:

Fortune, predestination, love,

sin, and salvation. . This synpotic guality is probably the

reason for its being told first on the pilgriﬁage. The

philosophical gquestions raised by the Knight anticipate on
. \
a broad scale the specific insights into thé human con-

dition of subsequent narrators and his solution to those

- - . -

a o ek
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questlons, marrlage, is erther llterally ‘or, flguratlvely

TN
app051te to each of the other Tales.

The medleval“concept of’marriaée had diverse

. - - - . : .-

impIications. - All human beings were”considered:in,a txapo-

[

— L -

logical sense to be married to Christ or the -Devil. -
'Marriage-was'also'a metaphor‘for social and moral_order.

D. WI Robertson notes that 1n medleval terms ". . . a well-’

- -
- c -

ordered—hlerarchy of almost any klnd may be thought of as

a marrlage “142‘ Whether, as 1n the"case of the-

‘Merchant's Tale, a work of Chaucer s ls speclflcally con-=

cerned with marital‘relations?’or whether, like the Monk's

Tale, it addresses Ltself tb the subject “of Fortune,

marrlage opens a fundamental avenue for the expioratlon

-

of literary content. Admlttedlv, the Monk s alhnuons‘tO"
marriage "are inconsequent1a1 andlrelatively_féw. Though at
4 . R L L T '

one point he offers the same advice as. the Nun?s-Priest,

- -

"Beth war»by this ensample oold and plavn / That no men

- telle hir consell tll hir wyves" (Mk._. 2091 92), he does
noEESuccessfully lllustrate the connectlon between marriage
and Fortune. Thls fallure however, when seen in ltS in-

tended context, tells—us a great deal about, the flaws in

.the Monsz character We must remember, when reading the

Monk s Tale, that lt stands in contrast to the Tales of the

-

_knlghtl4° and the Nun s Pr1ést both of whom prescribe the

order represented bv marr;agefas ‘a safeguard agalnst the
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N daversity.dfFFortune; For. the Monk Fortune is .inexorable,

o

capricioﬁs, and unpredlctable.h All the exemgla rec;ted by

- -

hlm in the course of his. Tale project an unchrlstran

e .

' pessimlsm based on the bellef that'moral decision is un-

ava;llng when faced wlth the power of Fortune. The 1mp11-

cat;on of thls bel;ef ls that sxnce reason and virtue

<

‘cannot qgntrq; Eortune, one might as well‘obey sensual

~ emotion and instinct as try to resist them. And, as his

pértraitfin the General Prologue shows, it is exactly this

course of behaviour that the Monk follows.> 3%

For 2 true Christian interpretation of tHe symbolic

- - correlation between_marriage.and Fortune, we must.turn

our attention to the.ﬁunfs:ﬁriest's lee-. The Nun's
Priest's story of "arcok ;.. ; /;That tok his conseil of
his wyf, with sorwe” (3252-53). identifies the abuse of
sex with-suﬁmi%sioe terortuneﬂs rhle;' Chauntecleer's

' dereliction.in'the marital duty-eficontrelling his wife
COrrespends morally to the“abaqdonment of reason in favour

of the sensual.emotion that makes him a victim of Fortune.
Chauntecleer would-rather.obey the laws 'of Venus than those
. of marriage, and when Venus betrays him, he gets what he

deserves. The Nun's Priest jironically reproves Venus for

L it LRty ToN

;-
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0 Venus, that art goddesse of plesaunce,
Syn that thy servant was this Chauntecleer,
And in thy servyce dide al his poweer, '
Moore for delit than world to multiplye ‘ -
Why woldestow suffre hym on thy dayv to dve?

’ (NPT. 3342-46)

The second last line in this guotation is a pointed reminder

of Chauntecleer's deliberate violation of the first of the

i
two offices of marriage. mentioned by Hugh: of St. Victor; and

the analogy in Chaucer's mind between submission to Fortune
gy

and the subversion of rational conduct in marriage may be

-

detected in a comparison of the Nun's Priest's complaint to

-

Venus with the mocking appeal to Fortune that occurs in the
, .

. R
Merchant's Tale after Januarie has been cuckolded: Gf

0 sodeyn hap! O thou Fortune unstable!
Lyk to the scorpion s¢o decevvable *

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

' Why ha;tow Januarie thus de<evved, -
That haddest hyvm for thy £fulle freend recevved?
: ‘ (Mexrch.T. 2057-66)
The purpose of both these passages is to ridicule falsé
ideas‘of moral order. Because the Veﬁué of concupiscence
and the goddess Fortune are i;herently Qntrustworthy, only
blatant stupidiéy will rgly'upon them, and it is notable
that JFdnuarie's stupidity, like Chaunteclecer's, specifically‘
takes the form of marital coéruption. The Parson Qarns
that intemperate sexual possessiveness in'marriage is
contrary to Qhristian charity {Pars.T..BSS), but Januarie

chooses "of his owene auctoritee" (Merch.T. 1597), and

against the "just" counsel of Justinus, to vield to it.
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Chauntecleer's unfortunate situation also resembles
that of froilus,who complains to Fortune in the same un-
réasonable mannef affected,in'the.appeals of the Nun's.
Priest and the Merchant (T&C. IV.260-80). Troilus's
actions, similarly, cont;avene thg.sténdards of ﬁarriage. -
in.that, being guilfy of fornication}'he additionally in-
jurés the cﬁastity of a widow. Widows, in deference to
their eoriginal m;rital vows, were expected to-abstgin froq
further sexual invplvement: "The second mégere ©f chastitie
is fqr to.bené a éleﬁe w?dewe, and-eschqe the embracynges
of man, and desiren‘the.embracynge of Jhesu Christ"
(Pars.T. 943). Troilus, not unexpectedly, suffers for his
literal contempt for marriaée because it is a sign of his
fatal lack of concefn for a symbolic, orderly marriaée of
his own reason and emotion.

Mar#iage, in Chaucer's peetry, figures as the chief

-alternative to Fortune. The Parson classifies it merely as

a remedium contra peccatum luxurie and as such Theseus

imposes it upon Palamon in the Knight's Tale. But because

~the effects of 1échery and Fortune are so closely alliegd,

marriage simultaneously frees Palamon from his subjection

to the latter. The Nun's Priest's story of marriage offers,.

likewise, both a solution to the Monk's understanding of
Fortune and a remedy for his resultant lechervy. The Monk

is no more successful than ‘Chauntecleer or Troilus at
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preserving an'orderly marrlage of his hlgher aed 1ower
facultles. He is gulded by emotion and not reason ehen

‘he sets out to "bzwaxlle in manere of tragedie /' 'The harm
of ‘hem that stode in helgh degree™ (Mk.T. l8§l¢92), and

he sounds not unlike the characters in othgr Tales who
.irraiionally comﬁfa;n about Fortune. The Monk has iostﬂ
his ﬁer%l axsitness through excessive sensﬁal};y and has
become.unable to distinguish-prpperly between good and
evil. ﬁe therefore does not realize how':ooliéh and amo;el
is his view of Fortqne- The Nun's Priest tacitly attempts
to diagnoee and treat the Monk's unsaund moral condition.
He greates a protagonist who shares the Monk's prob;em but
who recovers frem it before it 'is too late.145 Chaﬁntecleer
holds "his even cloos" (NPT. 3332)‘in blind mi;naserstanding
of Fortune, but he learns from the experience about the
folly of him "that wvnketh whan he shelde see" (NPT. 3431).
He reallzes that he has been recchelees" in obeving his
wife and listening to the fox and decides to reinsthth
reason in its intended poSition of authority over hi
emotions. An implication of the story ie that the honk
should do ;he same. The story of Qhauntecleer's harriage
is intended to show that reason and emotron should be
hierarchically wedded like husband and wife. This moral

has direct application to the Monk as well as to Chauntecleer,

which illustrates the extensiveness of the theme and

AN
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symbolism of marriage-in Chaucer's work.
For Chaucer, marriage is-the:qnly morally aéceptable

condition for human sexual love. This is less a matter

“

of interpretation than'‘of fact, and further comment would
be unnedessary were it not so often suggested that Chaucer

sanctions sexual alternatives to marriage. Ida Gordon, °

for example, proposes' that Chauqer purposely creates an
ambiguous context for some stanzas in,Book I of the
Troilus (247-259) that discu§s the so-called "virtuous

effect" of love. These stanzas are derived, a2s she points

out, from the description of Cupid's snares in the

Roman de la Rose:

_Ful many a worthy man hath it

¥blent, for folk of grettist wit

Ben soone caught heere and heere awayted.
- (RR. 1609-11)

The Chauder.sténza‘to which this séecifically correspénds
begins: "Men reden not that folk han gretter wit / Than
-they that han be most with love ynome" {TsC. I.é4l—42j-
Chaucer, it will be noticea, substitutes the word “"vnome"
(taken) for the possibly less subtle "caught“.l Goxrdon
attaches considerable-iqportance to this and to other slight

alterations:

PP
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- + - by eliminating the words 'vyblent', 'caught',
and 'awayted', Chaucer removes any J.ndz.cat:.on of what kind
of sexual love is meant, -that which binds and
enslaves or the other kind. When he goes on to
describe the virtuous effect of love, it is open
to the reader to judge which kind it is that has 146
this virtuous effect, or has it more permanently.

This is-not, however, a particularly'convincing analysis

-

of the stanzas in question.
If Chaucer is indeed trying to create an-ambiguous

atmosphere for his remarks about love, the impressidn on the
. . : ‘
reader is very short-lived and is gquickly forgotten beneath

the weight of éerogatory'allusions to the binding and en- '

slaving pdwer of carnal love. The theme and imagery of

- . ~ . )
sexual ensalvement in the Troilus have beén ablv discussed

5y Stepﬁen Barney, who shows that far from eliminating words

that express love's bondage, Chaucer uses them at every

7 . . . .
turn.l4 It is therefore difficult to see why, on this

- .
particular occasion, Chaucer would be interested in sup-
pressing such words or how he could expect his audience to

detectpénd appreciate what musf be taken as a momentary
reversal of a dominant motif. Whatever “the other kind" of
love that Gordon‘ngers to may be, there is no doubt that
Troilus's love is of the binding andg enslaying variety.

And Chaucer never savs, except with ;ronf, that thié love

awakens virtue. Virtue is inseparable from free will,

and only vice accompanies ensalvement. The De Consolatione

Stresses that the soul that abandons its reason and succumbs
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to passion becomes-enslaved-bi,vice: "But the laste servage

! -

is Qhan that theij ﬁeﬂ“yeven to vices and han ifalle fro

the possessiéun.of hir Qfop:e resoun ... - thei hepen and
éncrecen the servage which thei han joyned te hemself: aéd
in this manere-thei §en cavtifs fro hir propre liberte"
(Y.pr.é). We- can safely believé that Chaucer does not
invite us to think that_Boethius was mistaken in this
ropinion. Chaucer's ;raAslation‘of thg philospher'iJgork

is but one ‘sign of his respect for its lessons. The.Troilus
is weighted-witﬁ Boethian imagery and ideas, and this is
no- less thén to be exp?éted in the fourteenth century’ when,

1

to borrow D. W. Robertson's phrase, "Boethius was widely

48

S . 1 . L . . .
regard as a saint."™-, - Marriage is compatible with

Boethikan ethical principles, but fornication is not; 'Un-‘
;ess h® "virtuous effect" of love on Troilus is to be
understood in the context of a specifically,un-Boethian
and ultimately unchristian defihition of virtue,_Troilus's
beha?iour can be seen as nothing shoft cf vicious. This
implies that without the sancﬁon of marriage, sexual love
cannot lead to virtue. Nevertheless, Chaucer does not say
S0 overtly in the Troilus.

Chaucer's reticenée in expressing éthiéal judge-
ments on the subject of love refleéts the ironic spirit
of his art and does not stem from intelle;tual tolerance
or moral uncertain;f. vétill less does it Put in guestion

»
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*

his belief in the ideal of marxiage. The Troilus'and the

Canterbury Tales depend morxe on irony than on any other R
stylistic device.149 However, the various forms of irony

used by medieval wr}ters often inveolve subtle and indirect

"statement, and modern readers, not being so quick as

-Chaucer's contemporaries would have been to understand what
. : . . 150 : : ) .
is not said plainly, sometimes run the risk of mis-

interpreting Chaucer.

It is now time to return to our discussion of Dvid, , é

because, as was suggested earlier, the example of Ovid can

-~

tell us much about the way in which Chaucer uses irony

151 Chaucer's

to assert the rightness of married love.
debt to Qgid.is displayed not merel§ in the guantity of
péetic patsrial that he Borrowed from the Roman poet; it
also eherges in the manner in which he usés irony to pass
méral Judgements. The character of Crisevde, for'instance,

]
owes much to Ovidian satiric portraiture. Edgar F. Shannon

has surmised‘;hat Crisevde was modelled after Qvid's Helenls2

" in the Heroides,who also is vain, seif—ceﬂtered, an@

3 aégeitful, and who, while offering token resistance to the
ad%énces cf Paris, in her heart welcomes them. Although
Shannon perhaps errs in tryiﬁg to pinpoint too exactly the

original of Crisevde, he clearly sees her unsatisfactory

moral gqualities.
/
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"Other critics have been more romantically inclined
to idealize Criseyde's faults. Constance Saintonge, in

an essay entitled."In Defense of Criseyde", claims that

.Lriseyde, being "soft, amorous, sweet, timorous, and

mysteriqus", is exempt from the human obiigatiog to exercise
free will and that her tragedy is’'that "she is not free to
choose." We are somehow to bélieve th§t, "through her own
nature", Criseyde”cannoﬁ_act differently from the way she
does an& that her deeds cannot be defined as evileecause
she transcends all moral judgements. The . rather florid
conclusion to Saintonge's essay focuses on the alleged
incongruity of levelling moral actusations at Crisevde.
Criseyde "brings to mind Botticelli's picture of Vénus. of
Love itself -- passive and soft, harking back to the
ancient purity that went before, looking foward with

X -
. - - . .
submi&%ive apprehension to the monstrous pile of charges

: : 153 :
that will be laid before her."~>° <This seems vaguely ‘
réminiscent of Pater's description of the Mona Lisa, but

any resemblance between Saintonge's picture of Crisevde

and the one that Chaucer intended his audience to perceive

remains slight. risevde's charm is not meant to imply that

she is not the victim of her own foolish decision or to i
L]

obscure her.characteristic dishonesty and Propensity to tell

lies. Though charming, her statements to Diomede about her
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own character and past ayxe neither mysterious, nor, in
Saintonge's sense of the word, kragic. They are simply

untrue:

' "But as to speke of love, ywis," she sevde,
I hadde a lord, to whom I wedded was,
The whos myn herte al was, til that he devde;
And othexr love, as help me now Pallas,
There in myn herte nvs, ne nevere was . . .
' ' (T&C. V.974-78)

Diomede is, of course, not taken in by Crisevde's denial
-0f her liazison with Troilus. .He realizes what has been
going on between Troilus and Crisevde from the instant
- ' LY
that’"she is delivered to the Greeks at the gates of Trov.
Any trace of mystery that ever clung to Crisevde is removed
when Diomede, seeing straight through her, masterfully
takes her bridle in his hand:
. - . the son of Tideus took hede
As he that koude more than the crede
In swich a craft, anéd be the revne hire hente.
. (T&C. V.88-90)
Diomede's Ovidiad expertise in love's craf+ helps

to establish a tone in Book V of the Troilus that recalls

Book III of the Ars Amatoria. Criseyde, like Ovid's heroines,

is very decorously satirized and her romantic image is

deflated only by the subtle exposure of her serious but
)

commonplace defects. oOvid kKeeps his readers constantly

aware of the deceptiveness of feminine charms underneath

which often lurk the nmsot seany aspects of charactex:
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"It %s necessafy for us teo Be privy to vour beauty secrets;
there are a great man( other‘things‘we-have better Be:kept
in ignorance of. Many of your dqings might turn.a delicate
stomach ‘ox repel a sensitivf; nose. The'glorious trappings
of a theater are enly giltwooq: Eherefore‘the audience is
not permitted to Elamber'up and e#amine them.“ls4 chaucer}s
tre#tment of courtly iadigs such as Dcrigen, Emilyéf and ..
Criseyde is irgnic in the same way that bvid's‘;osmetic‘

instruction§ are. ‘When Ovid refers t6 ;hings that the
sensitive nose might find repellénté)he implicitly criticizes
those that emanate from mofﬁl character, though the humour
of his attack is based on a pretenéed carelessnéss'&f moral
issués. Chaucer, analogously, shows in Book V that
Criseyde'q exotic beauvty is a poqr concealment for her moral
)

unseemliness. \

The scenes of Dicmede's courtship distract much
of our attention from the ﬁhings about Crisevde that have
made her fascinating in the eves of the idolatrous Troilus:
"hire s§des longe, flesshly, smothe, and white" (IIr.1248),
"hire sonnysshe heeris" (IV.816), “hire'fyngeres lbnge‘
and smale" (IV.737) and so forth. Diomede, whé is tactical

and self-possessed, is also less inclined than Troilus o

rationalize his wvices by calling.them virtues. Eis interest

. -,
in Crisevde is thus undisguisedly selfisgh, opportunistic,

and above all, carnal. That Crisevde responds as readily



to the frankly carnal Dlomede sk to the ‘high- m;nded affecta-’

Tne PO

tions of-Tro;lus lndlcates that. for all her personal adorn-.

ments, her pr;nc;ples are no hlgher than those acknowledge&
by Dlomede.“-xhe moral p:okimz;y{of Cr}seyde tovnzomede '
is shown in fhéirlcommon rgqunsé to tﬁe prospect.éf carha%
self-indulgence. Consenting to an affair with Troilus,
Cri#eydé'remarks: "He' which thatnnothing undertaketh, /.
Nought n acheveth . . ." (II.BO?-O?j,land';sViater.echo%d

by Diomede: "{But“for't'ésé;;izye sevde, 'itrnoégh; me
greveth; / For‘he that noughé_n'asséieth, noﬁgh; n'éqheveth'“

(V.783-84). This expresses nothing more nor less than

strong cupidinous desire; Criseyde and Diomede are only

-

concefgea with getting as much as.they can ‘for themselves
as indiﬁiduals and gach'looks'forward to a purely ﬁaterigl—
istic “achievement." . Diomede wants Criseyde as an object
to demonstrate the supériority*qf h}s‘virilfﬁy to‘that of
Troilus, and with this aim h;:apglies himself to wooing he£
despite her sorr§w: |

LBﬁt whoso mvghte wynnen swiéh a flour

- From hym for whom she morneth nyght and day, . o
‘Ee myghte sevn he werxe 'a conguerour. - (T&C. V.792-947

¥

‘And Criseyde wants Troilus because the sexual conquest of

N . - N . .
2 prince will nourish her vanity: .

~




For out and out he is the worthieste,

_ 7 Save only Ector which is the Beste; oo~
ST And yet his lif al 1xh now in my cure”

I em oon the falrest out of drede.,

: - (T&C. IT.739-46)

-

Chauce:”doesfpotfsurround the §e:sonality of Criseyde with
mystery: EESShows us that-she'responds to the same carnal

-

allurements as . the other prlnczpal figures in the Tro;lus

-

and that she shares the same vices. <

Theremis no difference between the motives that

cause Crlsevde to accept Tromlus as a lover and those which

1mpel her towards Dlomede.‘ The strain of Ovidian satire

_that stands out ln Book "V is nresent throughout the poem,

and Chaucer nowhere 1mp11es that Tromlus S passionate

ldolatrv is morally superlor to Diomede's pragmatlc

.
- -
* -~

cynicism. -Certainly'Diomede's seduction of Crisevde .
Yecapitulates manv of the efforts of Pandarus on Troilus's

behalf. Bas Alan Gaylotd_puts it, "It is something like

seeing a minuet projected at a faster speed, giving the

dance a-eomio aspect without changiﬁg the basic steps.“155
D%omede tés Troilﬁsﬂs familiar susceptibility to blushes
(V}925-28), ano ;riseyde;s responses are: ds ever, coy

and evasive. In Book V Chaucer is simply reviewing the
process of Books II and -III at a greater distance aod from

a2 more detached angle. That critics of the Pcem have been

2ble to ignore this, while arguing that the Troilus

127
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"rellglously celebrates'carnal pass;on, might lead us to ask

-

,whether the fozmula "Chaucer mlsunderstood"'coqld not be

;'\w;dely applled to publlshed‘commentary on the poet's works.

- - “ P

s ’ in the case of the Tromlus, the main lmpediment to

- . -

) SChclarly'understaﬁdrng of Chaucer-s satire is the ‘attrac~-
o ; . %- ! . -, o - -

tlveness with whlch he endcws concnp;scent love in Book III.
Readers easxly assume that Chaucer must be ‘in . favour of .

- . f N
~ f ~

the d01ngs of Troilus—and-Criseyde'pecaﬁse the -lovers are

enjoving themselvesu' Yet thisiconclueiod doec not follow

 .by reasoh.' It was apprecxated in the Mlddle Ages that

-
-

'v1ce .could be just as, attractlve and, din appearance, as
¢ desirable as virtue. Boethlus ‘makes thlS point when he
. 'says that sinners desmre the same good that belongs to the

4

v;rtuous and that thev are merelv mlsled through- "wandrvnge

errour" to seek false gcods (III.pr;z). . False"goods'

+

bear a specious resemblance to the true good which can

only be-attained as a result of virtué. If this were not
. ' ‘ - . b -.-. - l. ‘ . -
$0, there would be no vice in the world, foxr it is only =

the deceiving ettractivenebs st vice that induces, men .to

Sin. The Wife of Bath"Silament, "allas! allds!  that evere
- . . < T : - - R
‘love was synne!" (WB?Q 614}, expresses clear-sighted

"

recognition of thls truth and a palnful acceptance of the i

association of sexual ‘beauty with corruptlon. But Tro;lus

-

fails, deSpite all his Boethlan 1ntellectua1121ng,‘to

suspect that there could befany'inconsistency betweeh

P
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vi:tte'and_his private'kesponsee to‘Criseyde‘s beauty.

That beautv ‘Provides. Txo;lus with a pleasant illusion to

+

cover up the ex1stence of ev11 just as it helps Criseyde

-

<

td4hide her personal flaws. E. X. Rand S apt comment on

0v1d s satlrlc technigque’ could be extended to Chaucer's

portrait of Crisevde: *"He .'. conyeyed . . . satire

éith an art'that even thelfair victim would have found
w156 '

delectable Tro;lus, for his part, resembles the dupes

- o
of sexudl passmon whom oviad intermittently mocks in ‘the

v

" Ars Amatoria.

R

Ovid's influence on Chaucer is a subject for in-

tensive, independent study, and does not concern us here. -«

The purpose of the preceding'remErks has been merely t&
poin€léut'the‘harmoniouS»reIationship which exists between

-

the Ovidian and Christian elements in Chaucer's art: The

-ironic humour that tolours most of what Chaucer savs about

bad'love'aﬁd which is directly traceable to Ovid ig

supported, we must remember, by a. fair amount of Boethian

philosophical doctrine. This intellectual synthesis is

freguently encouhtered by the reader of medieval literature.

-~

.Perhaps its most.striking appearance before Chaucer is "in

‘the Roman. de la Rose, which poem, E. K. Rand, in a Iapse

from his cdstomary perspicacity,; has described as a clash

. y . 157
between Ovid and Beethius. i For Chaucer, as for Jean

.

de Meun before him, Ovid's wit complemented the clarity and’
. - .
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' e : | :
philosophical coherequ of Boethius, and like much gedieval
L \ - .

literaturxe written to condemn irrational abuses of love,

his work combines the strengths of both authors.
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CHAPTER 2

NATURE AND LOVE

1. The Figure of Nature in Chaucerxr's

Love Poetry
A ' .
Having sought to develop a balanced historical
. u, . . . .
perspective on Chaucerian love, we can now begin to look

more c<¢losely at'thé  tructuge and meaning of some o©of the
poet's principat§loye Poems. Since an impor;ant implicétioh
of the preceding ch;pter is that a close correlation is
generally.to be fouﬁd between the moral and the zesthetic
elements of medieval poetry, it seems reasonable to base

a formalistic discussion of works like Troilus ang Crisevde

and the Knight's Tale on an examination of their moral

issues. To approach these issues, we must ig turn remember
that§§exual love was not, for medieval writegg} the panacea’
that .it came to be in the literafy mind of the nineﬁéenth

century. ' Among Chaucer'§ contemporaries it was thoﬁght, on

the contrary, to offer a dangerous  incentive to sin and was

therefore consistently looked upon with moral suspicion.

Perhaps as a result of this suspicion, carnal
lovers in medieval literature are frequently characterizqﬁ
by an urge to supply moral justification for their behaviour.

The male figures in the De Amore attempt to use reason and

-~

© .
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logic to defend their immoral intentions towards the women

with whom they carry on their dialogues, and sevéral of

-

Ch ce;/% characters, both male and female, ratiocnalize

their sexual abuses. ,old-Jénuary in the Merchant's Tale,

- —
-

for instance, goes to elaborate lengths to ‘prove to himself

and his friends that it is right for him to marry a young

wife for concupiscent motives, but the unsoundness of his

logic is repeatedly revealed through his inversions of
common sense and basic morality. When he assures his
youthful bride that they can sinlessly indulge in unbridled
conéupiscence, January presents a concise but ludicrous
argument in defence of his opinion; a man, he claims, cannot
sin with his own wife because of the sanctity of wedlock:

It is no fors how longe that we pleve;

In trewe wedlok coupled be we tweve;

And blessed be the vok that we been inne,

For in oure ‘actes we mowe do no synne- o

A man may do no svnne with his wyf,

Ne hurte hvmselven with his oweng Xknyf

(Mexrch.T. 1835-40)

January, howewer, simply overlooks the Christian* principle
that nothiﬁ@Jgustifies the cupidinous love of a2 worldly
Creature before God. Certainly\ the sacrament of marriage
cannot provide an excuse for love\of this sort, and, as
Chaucer's Parson points out, a man can as easily sin with
his own wife as hurt himself with his own knife. The Qnly

proper way to love a wife, concludes ‘the Parson, is with

M

patience and discretion:
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God woot, a man may sleen hymself with his owene
knyf, and make hymselve dronken of his owene
tonne. Certes, be .1t wyf, be it child, or any
worldly thyng that ‘he loveth biforn God, it is
his mawmet, and he is an vdolastre. Man sholde
loven hys wyf by discrecioun, pPaciently and
atemprely., .-, .. (Pars.T. B858-60)

Other Chaucerian characters who advance specious
.
,arguments for sexual lmmorallty are the Wife of Bath,

Txoilus, and Palamon and Arc;te, the heroces of the Knight's
Tale. lee January, each of these characters becomes.en-
'tangled\ln his own web of sophistry in the process of
trv1ng to justify behavmour that is not rationally
justifiable. In tﬁe ensuing pages of this chapter, we
.shall analvze in some detail an argument that many of
Chaucer" sllovers use to justify fornication and adultery

~—= the ;rgument that such activities are "natural". To
begin with however, we must establish yhat the concept of
nature meant to Chaucer.( This wil; involve some fairly
lengthy dist;sion of the figuratifé si;nificance and‘inter-
action of'the goddesses Nature and Venus in Chaucer's

work. From here we will pr&Eeed to an assessmgntto£

Nature's influence on sexual motives and morality in some

specific poems, among them Troilus and Crisevde, the

Parliament of Fowls, and -the Knight's Tale.

-

Chaucer, it will be remembered, makes reference
to the allegorical figure Nature in several of his works,

such as the Physfcian's Tale, (9-29), The Book of the Duéhess
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(871~75), Anelida and Arxcite (78-80), and Troilus and .
h L}
Crlsezde (99-105). In each case Nature is seen as a

creative and beneficent force and in the Physician‘s Tale

. is even quoted as claiming to be the\vice-regent of God

L

on earth:

For He that is the formere principal

Hath maked me his vicaire general,

To forme and peynten erthly creaturis .

Ryght as me list, ‘and ech thyng in my cure is

Undex the moone, that may wane and waxe;
(Physician's Tale 19-23)

Chaucer was not dlone among medieval writers in attributing

divine authority_tc Nature. Langland describes a dream

in Piers Plowman in which the narrator is approached by

Kynde (Nature) and s led to a mountain top where he receives
instructions from Kvnde on how to love God through knowledge

of God's works revealed in nature:
’ and ‘'sithen cam Xvnde,
And nempned me bv my name and bad me hvmen hede,
And thorn the wondres of this worlde wytte for take
And on a mountaigne that Mydelerd hyzte as me thou thouzte
I was fette forth by ensaumples to knowe
Through eche a treature and Kynde my creatoure to Lovve.
(XI.312-17)

Chaucer and Langland alike\pgrson;fy Nature as a'cﬁief S
intermediary between God and the created universe. Nature
is responsible for th:%ordef'of the physical elemeﬁ;s and
for thg éonstant patterns of animal behgviour.

This image of Nature is partly derived from

Boethius's portrayal of her in the Dé"Consélatione:
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©. . . Natufe,‘myghty, enclyneth and fytteth the governe-

ment of thynges, and by whiche"lawes-gche, purveiable,
kepith the greté world; and how sche, byndynge, restrevneth
alle thynges by a boond that may nat be unbownde"™ (III.m.2).

To illustrate the binding power of Nature, Boethius cites

‘examples of the influence of instinct upon certain creatnres.

-

fame lions, he observes ;remembren hir-naturg" and refért;ng
to thei; wild habits will devour their masters. A bird'

may be confined to a cage and be taught to take its food
froﬁ human hands,.but if it should catch s%ght of the woods
which are its natural.habitat; it will wish tP escape from -
its cage to Qeturn to them. The heavenly bodies, too,

follow natural instinct; the sun sets in the west but

¥

unfailingly returns to the east where iﬁ ig accustomed to
rise. Boeﬁh;ué concludes from these phenoﬁena that "alle
thyngs seken aven to hir propre cours,.aqd alle thvnges
rejoysén hem of hir retornvnge aven "to hir ﬁaturei-(III-m.Z).
Mah,'like other creatures has fixéd inclinatiAns
which are planted in him by Natgii;déﬁagfhius, however, -
implies thaﬁ Qhat is nétural for aniﬁals‘;s not natural
for man. While animals obey NéSk?e by following.théir
carnal appeﬁites, man is inspired by Nature to seek‘the
saﬁereign good: "For why the. covetise of verray good is
naturely, iplayntyd in the hertes of men l . .M (ZZIX.2).

-

Unfortunately, men do not always recognize the sovereign

~n

B T gy
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good and aré diverted from it by errors of pPerception:

"And therfore naturel entencioun ledeth you to thilke

verray good, but mény_maner errours mystorneth you therfro"®

(III;p.B). The purpose of the entire five books of the

.

De_Consolatione is to define the good that man_should
desire, for althoﬁgh aﬁimals can fulfill their true natures
with unerring instinét,'maﬂ must exercise free-will and
reason to fulfill his. When man does not use his reason, he
puts himseif in pondage to false goods, some of which
Boethius enumeTates : "rychesses, honours, power,'glbrie
and &elitz" (III.p.2). By falling\viétim to the-pﬁrsuit
of these falsergoods: man abdicates his human nature ang
assumes gﬁe nature of a beast: . "Than‘folweth it that he
that forletlth bounte and prowesse, he forletith to ben
a man; synmhe may nat passe into the condicioun of Gdd} he
is torhed‘into a beeste" (Iv-pr.é).

Chéucer's Parson states the same lessons as Boethius
in clear Augustlnlan terms, pointing out that Gegd alone 15
the Sovereign good and that to turn away from God for
‘lesser goods is mortal sin: -"'deédly synne' as seith
Seint Augustvn, 'is whan a man turneth his herte fro God,
which that is #erréy sSovereyn bountee that méy nat chaunge
and flitte', And certes,‘that is every thvng save God of
hevene” (Pars.T. 367-8). The Wife of Bath's Tale also

also reveals the influence on Chaucer of Boethian ideas
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concerning mah and Nafure. The Wife of Bath tells a storv
of a Knighﬁ. 'a lusty bacheler“ 11v1ng in Xing Arthur's
cocurt, who is sentenced to death by thg King for havzng
commltted rape. Thls sentence, fortunatelv for the hnlght,
is eventuallv commuted, and he is instead adjured bv the
dueen to flnd, w;thln a year; the answer to the gquestion
"What thvng is-it wommen moost desiren" (WBT. 905), the
Penalty for failing ;o seéure the right answer'being death.
There is a;robviousrverbal parallel between_the

queen's question and the one addressed by Lady Philosophy

to Boethius in the De Consolatione: "!'Forsothe,' quod

sche, 'thanne nedeth.thér_Soméwhat that every man desireth'"
(IIT.px.3). To appreciate the irony that appears to lie
hidder in the similarity of the twe questions, we should
consider the difference between the Purposes for which
thev are uttered; Ladv Philosophy is rightfully trving
to resto*e Nature's gift, reason,l to the mind of Boethiue
in order that he may -rise above Passionate éelf—pitf and
See God. The gueen 'in the Wife of Bath's narratiye ié
ostensibly Punishing the Enight for forcefulliy depriving a
maiden of her virginity, but whether she is actiné asvthe
.%nstrumént of justice and morality angd thereby, like Lady
Philosophy, serving Nature -is open to serious doubt.

It is obvious that the qqegn's philosophy conbérning

the ideal relationship of the sexes is the same as the Wife
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of Bath's, for they_bothfapprove the knight's answer to
the guestion of what women naturéll& desire most -- namely,

that "wommen desiren to have sovereynetee / .As wel over hir

housbond as hir love" (WBT. 1039). Since the Wife of Bath

considers her bele -chose (WBT. 447, 510) an-indispensable
weapon in the war of sexual‘politics through which female -
sovereignty in marriage is achieved, she has little use

for virginity and, echoing La Vieille in the Roman de la

Rose (13483 ££), she declares: "I wol bistowe thé flour
. of 2l myn age in actes and in frdYF’of mariage" {Egg; 114).
These woxds do not in fact say tha; the Wife'honours
marriage, though this is .what they appear to mean. The Wife.
really wisﬁes to subvert Nature's order as reflecked in the
ianastitution of marriage‘by challenging what the. Middle Ageztg
_rega;ded as the husband:s natural position of authority
over the wife.2 In the process of voicing her oppositioﬁ
to true marriage, she also evidently éondemns virginity,
which was identified bv no lesser than St. Jerome as the
"fruvt of mariage". D. W. Robertson'elaborates, as folloﬁs,
the siénigiéance of the Wife's reference to the "fruyt '
of mariage" for“ou: unéerstanding of her attitude towards
virginitv: "the ffuit + « . 1is cleaxly neither the

“~

'virginity' St. Jerome regarded as the fruit of marriage

O pProgeny, nor that spiritual perfection which, regardless

]

of physical condition, mav also be called 'virginitv'.

~ -
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Both kinds of virginity are, in effect, dismissed at
3 2 - i ‘

once."
The affinity between the philosophies of the queen

and the Wlfe of Bath may reasonably be assumed to cover

K

not onlv marrlage but the metaphorlcally related question

of v;rglnltv as well. If this agiumption is correct, as

the parallel between the characters ©f these women lmplles;;
the queen is 1ron1callv dlsqualleled\to adjudlcate in a

case 1nvolv1ng the loss of Someone else's maidenhood.
Although it is probable that the queen resents the affront
to female Sovereignty whieh the rape represents, she cle'ffy

does not condemn. rape for the sound moral reasons outlined

in the Parson's Tale. ‘The Parson includes, among his

examples of the sin of lechery, anv act of defloretioﬁ
Occurring outside marriage: "Another svnne of Leceherie
is to bireve a gavden of hir mavqenhede- for he that so
dooth, certes, he cast%th a mavdven out of the hyeste degree
that is in this Presegpt 1lif, and bireveth hire thilke
Precious 3ruyt. -7« . Certes, he that so dooth is cause of
manyve damages and vileynyee mo than any man kan rekene"
(Paxs.T. 867-79). AS none of the ;aeas here expressed by
the Parson so much -as enters the queen's mind, we cannot
sSuppose that she i; Punishing the knight for his specifie
offence. 1If anything, hex implied outlook on the concupi-

Scent appetites would-serve only to éncourage the lechery

X
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of whlch the knlght is gnllty, thereby makang her a partv

to hzs sin.

-

The Parson calls the destructlon of vxrg;nr{y /
\

sinful because it br;ngselrreverSLble spiritual pollutlon

(Pars T. 871) but also, as the imagery of his speech

suggests, because i¢: lmpalrs the excellence of what Nature

ras created. .The "damages and vxlevnyes" for whxch a

person like the knight is responsible are compared to the

depredatioqs of wild beasts in a garden or the maiming

of a living-b . e . right'as he somtyme is cause of .

alle damages yeestes don ln “the feeld +that breketh

the hegge or the closurer thurgh which he destroveth that

7
may nat been restoored. ° For certes namoore may maydenhede

be restoored than an arm that is symten fro the body may

Fetourne agayn to wexe" (Pars.T..869-70). The Parson's

-

words give some basis for thinking "that Chaucer meant us
-~ . .

to recognize in the ofﬁence ©of the Wife of Bath"s knight,

an assault against Nature_herself.

’ . -

Although the Parson does not make any overt
references to Nature, the ths;cxan, whose Tale, like the
Wife of Bath's deals with defloratibn éae rapeﬂ talks | N
about yirginity.as a.natdralfstate of perfection. The
Physmcran bases hls Tale on lev‘s accouet of Apius and

V;rglnlaﬂ and begins with a descrlptlon of the phvszcal and

spiritual graces of the victim, all of whlch particularly

P

/’.
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her.virginity;,afe Praised as gifts of Nature:

4.

-

s

This mayde of age twelve veer was and'tweye,f
In which that Nature hadde swich delit.

For right as she Kan peynte 2 lilie whit,

And reed a rose, right with swich pevnture

She peynted hath this noble ¢reature,

Er she was boxrn upon hir lymes fre, :
Were as by right swiche colours sholde be;

"And Phebus dyed hath hire tresses grete

The -same conception of Nature as the bestower of man's

Lyk to the stremes of his burned heete.

And if that excellent was hire beautee,

A thousang foold moore vertuous was she.

In hire ne lakked no condicioun

That is to prevse, as by discrecioun

As wel in goost as body chast was she;

For which she floured ih virginitee. . . .
(Physician's Tale 30-44)

best physical ang spiritual possessions-appears in Alain’

de Lille's pe Planctu Naturze whiéh-chauéer had read anad

to which he refers in the Parliament of Fowls (316).

Addressing the author ©f the De Planctu, Nature explains

”hcw she has joinead together the human body and spirit that

.edch might complement the other-in perfection:

.
-~

I orderxed the senses, as guards for the cofporeal
realm, to keep watch, that like spies on foreign
enemies they might defend the body from external
assault. So would the material part of the whole
body, being adorned with the higher glories of
nature, be united the more. agreeably when it

came to marriage. with itéhspouse tge Spirit; and
50 would not the Spouse, in disgust at the base-
ness of its mate, oppose marriage. Thy spirit,
also, I have stamped with vital powers, that it .
might not, poorer than the body, envy its d
successes. And in it.I have established a power
©f native strength, which is a hunter of subtle
matters in the pursuit of knowledge, and estab-
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l1ished them \rendered lntell;glble ‘in the under- -
stariding. On ‘it also I have set the seal of
reason, to- set as;de by the winnowing fan of -
“Jlts dlscrlmlnatlon, the emptiness oﬁ.falsehood
“from the serlous matters of truth.5 .

S - e et
- »

“When the Physigian says'that Virginia was chéste
. ' R _“._‘ N 7
K - . L T - .
"aS'weL in'ghoost as boay," he seems ‘to be borrowlng

Alaln s conceptlon of E;e 1deal marriage between reaSon

Tt C—

e ¥
’

-

. s — y
being. The Physician.goes on to point:out that-virginia}s

maldenhood is a svmbol ‘of her phvslcal and sprr;tual

» S

and,sense whlch'Natureazntenaed to exist in every human

lntegratlon,:for whlch,"She floured in -Virginitee "

. Becegse this 1ntegratlon is the product of;Nature, éﬁy

thréat to the virginity by which it is represented is also;

figurativelv, a threat to. Nature herself. Apius, the ™

corrupt justlce whose 1echerous des;gns on Vlrglnla lead

her father'toucut off her head rather thap'allow herx tﬁ_be

rapred, is like those who tear Nature's garments in the

-

De Planctu Naturae through their sexual perversions.. The

-l‘f.

. case for this sort. of alLegcrical.meaning is- the Phytician's‘

’ . S o
"Tale may be supported by D. W. Robertscon's observation that _

v

. N

"the action';n the De Planctu Niturae . . . is an action -

s
- ..

continuously taking olace; men tear Nature's éarment at all

- [

tlmes in postlapsarlan h;story. 6"Given this predisapsition

) .o T
of theﬂmedleval mind to perceive the violation of Nature in

a‘recurrent.and allegorical sense, we. can be(fairly sureﬂ.
that Chaucer would not have overlooked the rich metaphorical

-



'em;mp;ioations in the ape-of vzrglnlty.

'\. e

The carnal deszres of the knlght in the Wlfe of

Bath s Tale are dszerent from those of Aplus only in that

- they are successfullv carried into actlon. The queen;and

the knlght are therefore, as much as AQlus, the enemies

of Nature. tBoth help to conflscate -and destroy Nature's

gifts, the knlght through rape and the gueen by connrv;ng

" at hls vzcxous behavlour. The irony of the gueen's ~

questlon about the_deSLres of women is that unlike its

w

-

prototype} Ladv Phllosophv s questlon about the sovereign

good which. all men desire, it is not intended to strengthen

-

human respect for”Nature. For Boethlus, who attempts to

approach the truths of the De Consolatlone solelv through

man's natural reason and without the support of Chrlstlan

revelatlon, reason must be cherlshed as the best of Nature's:

gifts to man;" reason is,. the means wherebv man can achleve

happlness, the sovereéign- good which Nature cduses him

to des;re: "o

- blisfulnesse be the sovereign good of

nature that lyvveth by resoun“;(II.prtd},. By substituting

female sovereignty for rational happiness and so changing

the definition of the sovereign goed, the Gueen, and the’

-

-,

Wife of Bath.whom she represents;‘undermlne Nature S glft

6f reason. They do this by encouraging figures like the .

knight to follow their lustful passions instead of reason..

‘As we have Seen,

the knight'd crime is.oot really discordaht '

e



-

w:z.th the. pr:.nc:.ples of the queen and the Wife _df Fga_th, C e

and thls suggests that ln destroylng the gift of virginity,

-

he-prepares-the way for the dqueen's more ambitious attempt

to "destroy reason also. LT

v -

The Wife of Bath's Tale is,.among a variety of
other things, -a parody of the philosophy-of Nature contained

'_1in the De. Consolatione. The queen corresoonds to Lady

Phllosophv and attempts to lead the knlght ‘in the dlrectlon

of - "the many maner errours" that divert people from the

natural sovereign good, whereas Lady Philosophy preserves ’

: LSERCY : -
Boethius from‘m&em. Towards the end of the Tale, after an

old Hag. has saved the kﬁigbt's life by suppiving himvwith

the answer to the dueen's questlon and has exacted from him

e

1n rayment a promise of marriage,_ the knlght.expresses
revulsion at the thought Oof fulfilling his'promise. In-
formed by the Hag that she would'not wish to have all the

B}

prec;ous metal on earth unless she already had his love
}"But i1f thy wyf I werxe, and eek thy love ") (E§E; 1066},
the .knight replies: "'My love?" (qudd he) nav mf" |
dampnecioun!'" The knight's response ‘to the Hag is

basically ironic, for the cupidinous and unnatural wavs of
love éhich the gueen has encduraged him to follow will,
mo*allv speaking, certalnlv be his damnation. Lady

Phllosophv on the other hand, has worked Boethius's

salvation by instructing him to love God as Nature intended

-

-~ -
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. " The Wlfe of Bath' s_Tale reveals an rntrlcate
. :

correspondence between the concepts of love and Nature. -

-

which frequentlv emerges elsewhere in Chaucer S work. d“

.

The phllosophrcal assocations in the poet's mind between

Nature and the varrous forms of love reviewed ir the

precedlng chapter have_ long been recognlzed but thelr

8

rmplrcatrons have excited different and sometimes contra--

dictory lnterpretations. Some'critics, J. A. W: Bennett

-~
- . .

for example, assert that romantic love and Nature are, as

understood by'Chaucer, morallv "and aesthetrcallv comple~
mentary. D. W. Robertson, on the other hand has argued
that Nature is irreconcilable wrth Venus, who usually

svmbollzes the carnal passion of romantic lovers. Venus,

Robertson says, encourages ldolatrous and obsessrve Patterns

of behavrour whrch _are lncomoatlble wlth Nature s purPOSes.
"Nature .. : had .no 1ntention of -causing man to think
about love contlnuallv or of urging him to Place the act

of love above evervthlng else; and this is exactly what tne
lover does. . _“-47 We should do\well to cofpare the
merits of these claims in order,to decide which of them.is

more acceptable from a critical point of view and may begin

by examining some details of the contrast between Nature

and Venus which emerges in the Parliament of Fowls.

The- Parliament of Fowls begins with a statement

R N
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from th§ narxator that he is perplexed by thd;”wodderful
werkynge“ (PF. 5) of Love, and in the first several

— )

stanzas the narrator proceeds to outline the causes and --

circumstances of his interest in fove. It is nighttime-

and "he has’; all. day been readxng a book "write with letgres\

olde" entltled "Tullyus of the Drem of SCLPlOun" because e

]

he wlshes Pa cexteyn’ thlng to 1erne“ (20 35) The book

concerns Sc1plo Afrlcanus.epout whom the: narrator begins to

dream after hav;ng stopped readlng to fall asleep._ The

-

narrator tells how he dreamt that Sc1p10 “was come and

-:stood rlght at my beddes syde“ (98) and how in recompense

~

for hlS diligent perusal of his olde bok to torn", Scipio

~

undertakes te teach the narrator somethlng about the facts

~

of love, guldlng him for that purpose to tQ§¥:ntrance of__ip
Th

"a park walled thh grene .ston" (122). p of this

entrance is divided by two inscriptions, one of which -

N

points the way to bliss, while the other warns that through
it lies the way to sorrow (127-140). Scipio reassures the
narrator, who apparently reveals some anxiety of spirit,'

that these wa:n}nge de not apply to him because he is not

. . ]
a servant of Love (158-9). The narrator enters the park

and we hear no more of Scipio. Once inside the park, the
narrator soon becomes aware of the two main realms of
which it is constituted, one belonging to the “noble

goddesse 'Nature" and the other to Venus. It is clear that
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"each of these realms is indicated by one of the inscriptions

above the entrance to the park. The secoii}inscript;on. o

which points to Venus, includes specific references to
Disdayn and Danger, the allegorical énemies of the servants

. -
-

. of Venus in the Roman de la Rose and makes if clear- that |

barf;oflthe woe sufferéd‘by those who follow Venus is

inflicted by these figures: Ly

"Thorgh.me men gon" than spak that other side,
"Unto the mortal strokes of the spere )

O0f which Disdavn and Daunger is the gyde, o
Ther nevere tre shal fruyt ne leves bere (134-137)

L

The sparééness.of vegetation in Venus's realm, which is
mentioned in the line from the inscription immédia;ely

following the account of Disdayn and Daunger, sets up a

contrast between this place and the other side of the park
where Nature rules. The narrator distinguishes between
the topography of the two realms by referring to. the

'greatex lushness of the reai;@of Nature; for example, he

v

says upon revisiting. Nature after completing a teour of

Venus's territory:
Whan I was come ayeyn into the place
"That I of spak, that was so. sote and grene,
Forthe welk I tho my selven to solace, '

T The was I war wher that ther sat a gueene

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- And in a launde, upen an hil of fleoures
Was set this noble goddesse Nature. (285-303)

-

<
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The‘cqrreépondenqe'betWeeﬁ“this p&éé&ge and the ;inés of

the first inscription at thé entrance of the park ‘shows

that .Chaucer meant us to associate the "blysful-place"

(127) with Nature. The inscription states that here

F——

- - . grene and lusty May shal everé endure” (130).

Despite the very basic differences in this poem between

. . . . . . * 1\ R

the .qualities of Nature and those of Venus, J. A. W2 Bennett

contends that neither deitv is really alien to the other.

Bading his argument on the absence of any mentioned - -

bouhdary sqparating Nature's sjide of_ghé rark from Venﬁs's,-

Bennett rhetorically asks: "Is it fanciful to see this
shading of one'scene into another the'suégeﬁtion that the

realms of Nature and Love march tocgether, that however

"

different their climates may be, no sharp impenetrable

- ]

boundary dividesxthem??g. Bennett evidently does not .

anticipate a serious answer to this guestion since he utters

-

it with the force of an assertion. But given the critical
consideration it deserves, his guestion will surely elicit
the response that to .see any éo—operation between Nature

and Venus is more éhan féncifdl; it is completely misleading.

If Chaucer wanted to show. that "the realms of Nature and

Venus march'togetherﬂﬁfohe must wondexr why he took the
trouble to point out, by means of the inscriptions at the
entrance to the garden, that the way of Nature leads to

happiness, whereas Venus engenders sterility and sorrow.
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Having opposite effects on human lifeJ;Nature and. Venus

P

can scarcely be'bonsrdered allies. Bennett prov;des no
Plausible’ answer to thls objectlon, but George Economoub

in a chapter of his book, The Goddess Nahﬁa in Medieval

~ -
- J

therature, adeopts a line of argument s;mllar to Bennett's

F

and may be quoted in defence of Bennett's views on the

relatlonshlp of Nature: and Venus. -Economou says that

-

the inscriptions concern only "extreme estates of love" :

and that there is a mlddle ground between Nature and Venus

in the park that is descrlbed in nelther of the inscriptions:

. . . it is possible that there is between these. extremes,

a2 territory of love that the inscriﬁ&ions do not explicitly

chart. This likelihood is borne out durlng the narrator s
progresg through the park when he de#é:;bes the scenes

that suggest the great variety of the estates of love on -

earth rather than a simple opposition between fruitful

and fruitlessrlove."9

Economouw is, in effect, arguing that Chaucer
regarded earthly love as some sort of mean between vice
and virtue. As we have seen, Chaucer habitually represents

Nature as a* force which is conducive. to virtue, and in

the Perliament‘of Fowls Nature's realm leads to the “welle‘

of grace" (f29). Venus, however, denotes lechery, having
among her followers Lust, who is traditionally one of the

seven deadly sins (2;9). Earliqg in the poem, before we



-

‘are 1ntroduced to Venus, Scipio 1ectures the narrﬁﬁor on

o I

the conseguences .of lechery and leaves‘us in no doubt

as to the qualityv.of the so:row ultimately sufferéd‘by the
followers of Venus: .

. But breke:s of the lawe soth to seyne,
and likerous folk, after that they ben dede,
Shul whirle about th' erthe alwey in peyne,
Tyl many a world be passed, out of ‘drede . ...
: : (78=-81)y — . J
= \

The punishment which Scipio describes as belonging to

carnal lovers is the same'one that is allotted to the

-

sinners Paolo and Francesca in the Divine Comedy (Inferno, -

V). When these few points are taken into account, the

reader of the Parliament of Fowls guickly sees that the .
oppositien‘befween'Nature and Venus is founded on virtue and
vice and not simply, as Economou euphemistically puts it,

on “fruitful and fruitless love." The idea that earthly

love falls neither on the side of virtue nor on the side

of vice implies that virtue and vice are exotic ang
abnormal moral states instead of common realities in the

postlapsarian world. However, the doctrine of original

[

sin was not so unredognized in the Middle Ages that Chaucer

would have failed to understand that earthly love is

'-ektremely sgsceptible to the ;nfluence of lechery and

-

cupidity. The mere fact that the fruitlesseess of

cupidinous eérthly love is not always explicitly labelled

as such should not cause us to think that Venus is not to
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be thorocughly conaemned. Similarly,'wé-hre probably not’

‘meant By Chaucex to infer that because’ the realms of

~ .-

Nature and Venus-.are not strictly demarcated, they are not

antithetical. Chaucer may have had reaéons for neglecting

to mention a boundarvy between Nature and. Venus that are

~ ..

not recognized by Bennett and Economou.
In a literary and moral tradition which reaches

from Alain de Lille's De . Planctu Naturae to Spenser,

Venus represents the libidinous corruption of Nature by

) manflo Chaucer was in all likelihood working in this

tradition in the Parliament of Fowls; because he mentiqns

-

. - " . .
by name the De Planctu Naturae in his initial description.

of Nature and tells us that he is des@r}bing the same
goddess as Alain:
And right as Aleyn, in the Plevnt of Kvnde,
Devyseth Nature of aray and face,
In swich aray men mvghte hire there £fvnde
) (316-18) ¥
Since Chaucer's Nature is modelled on Alain's, the Venus of

the Parliament of Fowls might be expected to correspond

fo the Venus against whom Nature inveighs in the.De Plancti.

Alain's Venus perverts the sexual instincts implanted in

-
“

man by Nature and turns them away from their proper pro-

creative function. Sexual instinct nevertheless remains,
- even in its corrupted form, the broperty of Nature. Venus

is by herself nothing; she can only misuse Nature's

creations. "If we ask ourselves to consider, for a moment,

"
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the possibility that these are also the qualities of Venus

in the'Parliament of Fowls, it becomes apparent that Bennett

and Ecoqombu may be wrong in arguing that Venus and Nature,

are not in fixed contradiction. An alternative to their - :
: N J;
paint-of view is to see the apparent proximity-of Venus to -
Nature in this poem as ironically emphasizing Venus's
parasitic dependence on instincts which properly are oo
Nature's and for which Nature has better purposes. ¥ The

"shading" ©f the scenes of Venus into scenes of Nature,

which Bennett takes as evidence of an ailiance'between the

—~—

two go@desseé,_may only be inteﬁded td reflect the encroach-
men of Venus-on Nature's tg?ritory. This opinion haé

been put forward by Rdberéson and Huppé who.obsérve that
Venus's ga;den is merely a .parody of Natureié: "Such a
garden 1s wel?! designed to show that the plgasures of earthly
love are deceiving and that they are a corruétion of the true
love which is at the centre of God's purpose. . . . These
artificial creaﬁions have been added to Naturé;s demain by

man through the influence of Cupid."ll



2. Chaucer's Invocations-te Venus

~

‘Whether or not wﬁ'dismiss.BEnnett's argument about

the harmenious lnteractlon of Nature and Venus and accept

-

instead the theory of Robertson and Huppe, will depend

‘largely on the role we ssign te Venus in the Parliament

of Fowls. We have alr ady noticed that Venus is associatead

-with images of vice, not all critics are convinced that

she is bad. George Economou, for exémple, commits himself

to the position that the Parliament of Fowls is not

oessentlallv aga;nst earthlv love wl2 Economou further

-

asserts that while the Venus of earthlv love has unsavoury

cha;acterlstlcs, there is another Venus ln the poem who is

) B = N
wholesome and beneficent. The latter, accordlng to ‘
Economou, is addressed in the invocation which the narrator

utters before describing his dream:
A ' \
Cytherea!" thow blvsful lady swete,
.That with thy fyvrbrond dauntest whom the lest,
And madest me- this sweven for to mete,
Be thow myn helpe in this, for thow mavst bhest!
P As wisly as I sey the north- north—west,
Whan I began my sweven for to wrlte,
So yif me myght to ryme and ek t'endyte! (113-119) e

The reference to Venus's firebrand recalls to the mind of

Chaucer's reader the final scenes of the Roman de la Rose

in which, armed with a flaming brand, the goddess sets fire
to the castle where the Rose is imprisoned and, by spreading

confusion among its defenders, enables the Lover to enter



‘the castle- and satisfy his carnal desires (21251 £f.).

abf.unregenerateeartﬁiﬁjE:;e, but cpntends that she ls not'

~

C

- ". . P . . - . - .",.,:
Economou recogn;zes_the;yenus of the Roman as an advocate

necessarllv related to the Venus 1nvoked by the narratorr
7/ . .
in the Parliament of Fowls.'_“Nor," He' adds, "is the.

; ' 13
lnvocatlon meant lronlcally.

We should note in pass;ng

- -

that Edonomou does not attempt to defend thls statement by

means of argument andssupportive evidence. JInstead, he ..

uses a footnote to direct our attention to a certain part -

-

we are to infer from the data contained in his footnote.

of Jean Seznec's The Survival of the”Pagaﬁ Gods .and to

two artlcles bv Bertrand Bronson “entitled "In Apprec1atlon

of Chaucer's’ Parllament of Fowls™ and "The Parllament of
. \ .

4 .
Fowls Revisited." 1 Sezntc,’however, says nothxng'whateve:

about Venus on the page 6f his book c1ted bv Ec0nomou,

while Bronson s artlcles lmpllcltlv attack the 9051t10n
which ‘Economou is seeking to defend. Bronson argges that

the narrator's invocation is consciously ironic: "It is

we

hardly to oversubtilize:the Poem to suggest that Chaucer -

may have had his tongue im his tongue in his cheeck Qhen he

.

. ’ . . . . . 1 .
calls upon Venus as his inspiration and aid." 5 Whether

—

Economou is aware of Bronson's opposition to his view_is
P

unclear, since he gives no indication of what, precisely,

T.

It is sufficient for us to notice that Economou's inter- -

pretatidn of the narrator's invocaticen remains largely

R

~S -
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*nnsdppotted. - e

Bennett offers a mgre. sophlstlcated apology for

tﬁthe 1dea that Venus is good his main premise being that
the name Cytherea prlmarlly denotes not. the lubrlclous
goddeQSTVenus, but’ the “benevolent planet of a Christianized

_cosmology.*ls Among the passages of ‘medieval poetry whlch

“in’ Bennett g4 v1ew, represent Venus as a beneficent planet

is the passage from bente's Purgatorio describing the

~arrival of the two poets at the summit of the mountain

. - .

of Purgatory. -As Dante rests meditatively after having

*

=p$ssed tnrough the purgatorial fires, Sleep comes upon him

and he dreams that it -.is the hour when Cytherea 1is Burning

with love and that she is. shining on the mountain from the

“east:

- Ne l'ora, creo, che de l'orient
. prima raggio nel monte Citerea
chi di foco d'amor par sempre ardente
(Purgatorio XXVII.94-96)

Bennett is quite cokrect in this instance to identifv

Cytherea wltnﬁﬁthe benevolent Planet of a chrlstlanlzed

lf'

cosmology";: Dante is obv;ously speaklng of the Venus who

rules in the heavens ang who is said in the Yconvivio to

have the pOWef to inspire earthly beings with gbod love:
"Brende la forma del detto cielo uno ardore virtuoso,

Tn

per lo quale le anime di gqua giuoso s'accendo ad amore"

(The form of the said heaven conceiveth an arder of virtle

to . kindle souls down,L here to love. IT.v.13). ‘However, there



of praise directed to the good planét'Venus{' The relevant
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is reason to,believe that neither Dante nor Chaucer intended

every reference or invocation to Cytherea to be taken as &,

certification of the presence of good love. Bennett fails

-

to point;this out when he '‘quotes the first few lines of

Book III of the Troilus as an example from Chaucer's poetry: -

verses are:
O blisful light, of which the bemes clere e
Adorneth the thridde heven faire! :
O sonne lief, 0 Jove's doughter deere
: (T&C. ITIXI.1-3)

While the;e'iS'little doubt that the Venus addressed in.
these lines is nom;nally the same as the star that Dante

sees in Pu;gatory,fthere is some gquestion as to what Chaucer

. may have meant by prefacihg*the content’s of-Book III with

.

an invocation to the heavenly Venus.

There is a marked incongruity between the kind of

-

love repreSented-By the planet Venus and the carnal love

which Troilus and Criseyde consummate in Book III. Although. .
" not all critics have been prepared to acknowledge that

Troilus'Stlové is morally opposite to the love which rules '

" the heavens, the weight of ironic and allusive detail in

~
-

Book III permits no other conclusion. tEarly in. the book-
Pandarus admits his shame at being a pander and gives us
a clear insight into the corzuption, dishonesty-and

betraval on which Troilus's love is founded:;
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C e e e e e e e . - «,for ‘shame iﬁ.ii to seze:l )
For-the have I bigonne ‘a Eamen Pleye, A

Which that I never do shal eft for othex.- -
That -is to seve, for the am I _k_comen
Bitwixen game and ernest swich meene a

As maken wommen unto men to comen;

Al sey I nought, thow wost wel what I meene
For the have I my nece, of vices cleene,

So fully maad thi gentilesse triste,

That al shal ben right as thiselven liste.

“(IXI.249-259) s

We should :emember that Dante places.pahders‘among the
thieves and hypocrites in hellI(Inferqo XIf and should,
Qotice tﬁat the effect of Pandarus's reference to Criseyde's,
inngcence in the last part éf-the stanza_is to iﬁply that
spe.is now going to be ?wrruptéd by the things; that Troilus

L {

desires. The pse of the word "triste" reinforces the impli-

cation, for Crisey%g herself has already suggested’that

Panda:gi\fntends to .;sacrifice her innocence by means of her

misplaced trust in him. She takes this as a sign of a
universal decline in truth and hongsty and, though she does
- . -

not mean it, rebukqs him for trying to lead her into an

»

afféir:

Allas for .wo! Why nere I deed
For of this worxld the faith is a1l agoon
- Allas! what sholden straunge to me doon
2yen he, that for my beste frend T wende,
et me to love, and sholde it me defende.
9 ‘ (11.409-413)

‘;ﬁ

After he has confessed to Troilus that he has become a pander, % -

Pandarus confirms the appropriateness of the remark made

earlier by Criseyde when he describes himself as being at

[

. N
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once her uncle and betrayer: ". . . she is my nece deere, /

Amd I Hire em, and traitour. eke yfeere!"™ (III.272-3).

All of this tends to set up a very negative context

~for the ensuing events in Book III. The invocation to

Cytherea at the beginning of the book,-which, .as we have

‘ _ . . 4
already seen, is indebted to Boethian ideas of cosmological

L

-.lbve, rejoices in Cytherea as a force of trust, friendship

and unity: "Ye holden regne and hous -in unitee; Ye so the
fast cause of frendshipe ben also" (III.25-6)." However

everything that happens in Book IXI seems to contradict

the laws of friendship and unity and to promote instead

Eét:ayal and dissension. As Whitney Bolton has demonstrated,

-

one ¢f the most conspicuous moti'fs in the Troilus is the

e . : 17
series of images based on thd theme of treason.-

Thii\motif is ‘supported in Book III by repeated

allusions to thihgs associated with ordure and corruption.

‘For the first part of the evening upon which Crisewvde

visits Pandarus, Treoilus is hidden in a ste observing N

s

‘Crisevde without her knowledge of his presen®e: “"But
. o - . ‘ .
Troilus, that stood and myght it se / Thorughout a litel

wyndow in a stewe™ (III.60l). Chaucer rarely uses the word

"stew" i{?%is poetry and on every occasion that it appears,

it mgans'brothel (House o&f .-Fame I.26, Pardoner's Tale 465,

-Friar's Tale 1332). Troilus is of course literal;y hidden

o

-

%
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in a'closet, but Chaucer evxden?l__lntends
-entendre by calllng the closet a stew. Th
reasonable assumptlon to make cons;derlng
compromlses that Troilus, Criseyde, and'Pa
ﬁaking. What is more important is that Tr
in the stew in order to make Criseyde‘ﬁeli

lie about his whereabouts: "she . . . axe

were there. / He swor hire nay, for he was

a double
is 15 qulte a
the obvious moral
ndarus are
oilus is hidden
eve Pandarus's

d hym igtTroilusf

out of

~

towne , . _"» (ITT.569-570). Thus the treasen in Pandarus's

-

dishonesty tpwardsAhis niedékbecomes‘assoc
A appropriate image of lechery, the brothel.
has gone to bed, Pandarus lets Troilus out

("he . . . gan the stewe doore al softe up

iated with an
After Crisevde
of the stew

Pynne" IIT1.698)

and tells him that he is now to go to heaven- "For thow

shalt into heven's bliqse wende” (III.704)
absurd segquence of gestures is glven heigh
Pandarus s.equatlon of the carnal heaven w
shortly to experience WLth the heaven of ¢

love which is the subject of the invocafég

- . This des;gnedly
tened effect by
hlch Tro us is

osmological lelne

n in the proem to

. ——— . .
Book III. To gain for Troilus access to "heaven", Pangarus

is again obliged to 1lie treasonably to.Cri
his lie is hlghllghted by a suitably corru
tells her that Troilus has returned to tow

arrived secretly at his, Pandarus's, house

N~ | ' | .

seyde, and once more
pt image. He
n and that he has

by crawlinb there

PN
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in a gutter by a secret passagewéy:' "This Trdiius,'right
platly;f&r to seyn, / Is thorugh a goter, by a pryve wente"

(IIT1.786~7). Chaucer uses the comparably'corrupt image

- 3

of the latrine in the Merchant's Tale to lend excremental

connotations to the romantic love of May and Damyan which,

in its dependency on secrecy and deception, is identical

. ) ' e~ '
with that of ‘Troilus and Criseyde. Stricken hopelessly

s
~

with love and full of sorrow, Damyan writes to May, who ..
secretly reads his letter in the toilet and,{appropriately,

disposes of it there:

‘F

And whan she of this bille hath takén_heede,

She rente it al to cloutes atte laste,

And -in the pryvee sofitely in caste.

(Mexch.T. 1952-54)

She then takes steps to commit adultery which Damyan which
culminate in his furtive entrance into Januarie's garden
and his fateful ascent of the pear tree upon the.brapbhes
of which Januarie is at length cuckolded. Damyan is of

course, like Troilus, characterized by a variant of the

Phrase "this sorwful man" (Troilus and Crisevde iv.1697 etc.

and the Merchant's Tale 1298) and in those parts of the

< '
Troilus and the Merchant's Tale which touchingly tell of

how Damvan and Troilus are ved from the agony of their
sorrowé\ana brought into "hev blisse", latrines and

gutters have considerable importance as'tools of strategy:
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their strategic usefulness in bringing-about assignations -

is responsible for their symbolic association_with-vice'ahd
- T - : : . o . AN
dishonesty. 1'}l.s we imagine Troilus crawling through a

»

gutter to heaven, we realize that Troilus's situatdon -is

not less vicious than Damyan's or less foolish than

Januarie's. Januarie}s Sexal ambitions, despite his age and ,g
' - Y. . . ‘
impotence are the. . same as those of Treilus; Januarie too,
. . ~ 7

fantastically, aspires after the héaven’of carrnal love:
LI I am agast now in myn age .
‘" That I shal lede now so myrie a 1lyf,
So delicat, withouten we andg stryf, o
‘That I shal have myn hevene in erthe hiere.
{Merch.T. 1644-47)

There is so little substantial difference. between
. . . . )_.
~the theme and tone of the Merchant'’s Tale on one hand and

Book III of the Tmoilus on the-otﬁer, that one cannot help
peinting out that Elizabeth-Salter's sentimental apprecia-

»
tion of Book III might just as well have been applied to the

Story of Damyan, May, and Januarie: ' ". . . the dominant

-

mood of the poetry is"pees' and 'suffisaunce,’' and the

. L. o Lo 1
dominant movement is andante cantabile.™ 8

.

Returning to the subject of J. A. W. Bennett's views

. » . : '
of Cytherea, we must note that in his comments on the

invocation which opens Book III of the Troilus, Bennett

P
‘gives no sign of recognizing any ironic intention on the
part of Chaucer. This indicates that Bennett sees Troilus's

love as compatible with ‘heavenly love. ‘However there ig
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a lot of .evidence to show that Troilus's love is, aside

from being vicious, quite ridiculous, and because these

are not qualltzes of the love lnsplred by the beneflcent

Cytherea, we should assume- that ‘the lnvocatlon is ironic.

r

The effect of the.invocation is to create a contiast between

the spiritual heaven of Cytherea and the carnal heaven of

Tx011us and Criseyde. The same contrast is centrgl to the

‘Plot of -the Merchant's Tale and is there stated in the

form of an infellectual dilemma by Januarie, who regret-
fully ponders the incompatibility of his carnal desires

with heavenly love: ' ' ' -

s . -

There may no man han parfite blesses two, ---- .
This is to seve, in erthe and eek in hevene.

For sith that verray hevene is bought so deere

With tribulacioun and greet penaunce,

How sholde I thanne that lyve in swich plesaunce

As alle wedded men doon with hire wyvys,

Come to the blisse,.ther Crist eterne on lyve ys?
: ' (1638-52)

That Troilus, unlike Januarie, cannot so much as recognize
his own concupiscience for what it is aed repeatedly con-
fuses-it with the love of the beneficent Cytherea (III.1254-
1274; 1744-1771 etc.) merely intensifies the irony of the
opening invocation in Book III.

Bennett's lack of awareness for the irzonvy of the
invocation'implies:a tacit belief that Chaucer does not

.cdndemn Troilus as a sinner and that in fact he sees Troilus

as something of a moral idealist, one genuinely motivated
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»

by ™benigne Love." Bennett is'nevertheleSS extremely
hesitant about stating openly the conclusions which follow
loglcally from his attltude toia/os the;nvocatlon, and he

therefore stops short of telling us that Chaucer sanctions -

o -~

Tr01lus g love. Despite the elusmveness of hls-arguments
however, Bennett should be held responszble for the fuli
range of lmpllcatlons in his statements about Cvtherea.
Bennett writes, concerning the allusions to Cvtherea in

the Purgatorie and Book III of the Treoilus, that for both

Chaucer and Dante her name“"prlmarllv denotes the planet
and the planet in her beneficent aspect." 19  These words
imp}y,.ﬁithout stating so directl;, that the moral context
for Dante's allusions to Cvtherea is .the same e; Chauce*'s,
that is to say, that‘Dante and Virgil, hafing passed through_
the cleansing fires of Purgatory in Preparation for Dante's
ascent into heaven, have the same moral status vis a vts
the dix;qe love of Cvtherea 2s Troilus, who has succeeded
onl& in lving his way into the carnal heaven of Crisevde's

bedroom.

Although he tries not ‘to make judgements concernigg
Troilus's ethical standing that woulad decisively claSSLfv
his cr;tlcal outlook as either romantic or historical,
Bennett's use of the word "beneficent" o desc*lbe Cytherea

1nvolves him inextricably in the conflict between these two

‘approaches to medieval literature. It shoulé\&e;é be
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restated that the mgdern.:omanticfépproach to medieval love
poetry is based on the belief that medieval writers often

elevated sexual love to the level of a religious ideal as

did writers in the nineteenth centur&. _The historical
approach, conversely, appreciatés'the dissimilarity of
medieval and modern ideas of love and‘tries‘;PVtake'their

~ ‘ -
ég}fferences into account in the business of practical

ckiticism. John Fleming has aptly‘describéa the emphasis

on reason in medieval teaching about sexual. love,, an

- -

emphasis which is lacking in our post-Freudian and post~

romantic era;_ "The . . . medieval psychology . . . taucght
tﬁat man*s essential distinguishing charact;ristic was his
reasqn.' His‘sexuality; which he was said to share ;ith

brute beaSEsﬁ was a coﬁstant embarrassment which needed
careful, cons ant, rational contrel and-the force of
positive law t constraiﬁ."?o Bec;use of their philosoﬁ%ical
incompatibilitg, the romantié and historical iﬁterpretations
of_mgdiéval love poetiy produce divergeﬁt definitions of

Cytherea's beneficence. For many romantic critiecs, the

good planet.Cytherea represents passionate sexual attraction,
whereas the historicai.cr;tic identifies her with reason_énd
charity, both of.which.were believed.in the Middle Ages'éo
be nobler attribute; ;f huhan ﬁature than sexual passion.

o Bennett, in referring to Cythe?ea as beneficent, is

pretending to use that epithet in an historical rather than

o v

.
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a romantic sense, since he uses it initialXly in connection

wzth the reference to Cytherea in Purgatorio XXVIT for which

there 1s-no posszble sexual or qgﬁhntlc 1nterpretat10n _ ;
We therefore react with justifiable confuszon to. Bennett s
covertly expressed ldentlflcatlon of Dante's Cytherea ‘with
'the Cytherea who appears in Book IXII of the Trozlus. From
the 901nt of view of historical cr;t;czsm, the'Cytherea of
Book III is dec;dedly not beneficent'becauee she pfomotes
concuéiscence. She may be beneflcent from a romantic pPoint
of view but she cannot be beneflcent in® the same sense as
‘Dante's Cvtherea We 1nev1tably wonder whether Bennett

" shifts from an historiecal definition of Cytherea's bene-

ficence, when he is discussin Dante's pur atorid, to a
: g g

romantic definition when he turns his attention to the
Troilus. How else can ﬁé explain Bennett's assertion that
the opening invocation to Book III is "a hymn into which
Chaucer lnjects his own mascullne force and serlous
feellng?"zf' Thze essertlon is inconsistent with the
morally conceived irony of.the invocation because it
suggests that Cheucer did not subject.Troilus’s love to
Ssevere intellectual criticism; but instead responded to

the sto*y of it with a Passionate enthusiasm much like that
of Troxlus himself. ang when Bennett subsequentiy informs

his reader that: "Troilus . . . cannot prevent himself

from falling in love" and that "love is beautiful and has

-
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S s . ' 22 . P '
its own special 'worthinesse'," his romantic bias becomes

even clearer.. The historical critic knows that the

medieval psychology of love did not include the romantic

idea that sexual passion is . irresistible and that it can-

not be controlled by reason; nor did it regard as beautiful
~ s

- : . e . R
and worthy the failure o exercise rational control in.

'sexual matters whenqh@e temptation nct?gp do so was. present.

-

Theré is,.despite what Benneﬁt.sgys, very little

in Chaucer's poetry-to indicate thaﬁ‘he had egquivocal views
of sexual lové and that he was in the habit of roﬁantibizing
cupidinous cafﬁﬁl-appetites while inconéistently preaching
about charity. As we have seen, several goed reasons exist

for Eelievihg that Boeok III, apparently the most romantic

"book of the Troilus, is permeated with an unromantic spirit

of Christian disapproval for the folly and sinfulness of
lust;; To a reader already ¢onvinced that Book IIXI is
dbpinated by irony, this would seem sufficient evidence to

show that Chaucer’s indiscriminate application of the name

Cytherea to the earthly as well as to the heavenly Venus

is another'example‘of irony. We ha;e already discussed a
similar form of ironic strategy in the opening invocation,
but this in itself may not be enough to ¢envince anvone in
doubt that when Troilus hails Venus as "Citherea the swete" -
(III.1255), andrafterwérds Eéé“éehﬁs, the wel-willy

N 1
- .

planete" (III.1257), he has in mind not the Venus of the



. o e | 167

-

purgaterio; but her' opposite. 'The§2fore some MOre demen—~
Stration is required to substant;ate the argument that
ﬁook ITI is thematlcally based on an ernlC lnablllty of
its narrator and characters to dlstlngulsh the Venus of
eaxthly passion from her heavenly counterpart.

To begin with, we must. questlon the ldea that in

"

calling Venus Cytherea, Chaucer 15 ipso facto attrlbutrng

s

to her a love which deserves to be called beneficent not

onlv ln the ronantlc, ‘but alse in the hisrorical sense of
the word. In ordeX to test the validity of Bennett's
contention that the name Cytherea, denoting “the‘planet

in her beneficent aspect", has -a significance in medieval_
commentary and allusion which is-primarily good, we shall“

glance again at Dante's reference to Cytherea in °

Purgatorio XXVIT. When Dante awakens from the dream in

which se sees Cftherea shining "gde l'criente . . . nel
monte," Virgil informs him that he can go no further with
Dante for he can ne longer discern the way hefore them
("e sej.venuto in parte / dovio per me piy olt*e non
discerno” Purgatorio XXVII l128-9). Instead Danre, whese
will is now_purlfleq, is henceforth to be accompaniedgd by

.
Beatrice, and Virgil tells him to sit down and wait "until

the fair eyes come which.weeping made me come to Lthee" ‘
(lieti li occhi belli che, lagrzkanéﬁf/j.te venir mi fenne

?urgatorio XXVII.137). We recall that the cause for
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-Beatrice's weeping was Dante's sinful condition at the.
'Beginning of~the poém;_refrokpectiﬁ&ly described in the

Paradxso as his 1mmersxon in the "sea of wrongful love™
(mar de l'amor torto Paradlso XXVI 62) " However when

-Vlrgll .says that Dante is at last cleans of his sins and

thap_he is-"free, upright and whole“ (libero, dritto e

saho'é_tu arbltrlo Purgatoric XXVII. 140), we understand

" that Dante is safe on what he later calls the shore of the

right love (Paradisec XXVI.GS) and that Beatrice will

. . . ; L3 ) .
. accordingly rejoice. The image of Cytherea in theﬁdream

that precedes Virgil's words to Dante thus becomes
afsociated with the righteoﬁs love which Dante will hereafter

follow in his—:ecoveredlihnocence, but it also prompts us

-

te look bacﬁ on Dante's originél sﬁbjection to bad love.
The impending departure of Virgil and Beatrice}s'antici—.
bated.arri;al reinforce the -dimportance ofthe image of
Cytherea as a connection beﬁween the ba&.love of Dénte's
past and the rightegus ldYe of’the futu;e. We pnotice, if
we move on to Cytheiea's reappearance as the planet of té@
third- heaven in Paradiéc VIII, that there also she sérves'
as a syébolic redggzér of the moral alternatives of éood
ané bad love-_cénto viii, i; fact, begins with a denuncia-

tion of the ancient human error of attributing bad love to*

the beneficent Cytherea and of thereby failing to discern
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the dlfference between the two: loves and the alternatzves

-

which they represent: I - j

SOIea creder 1o mondo in suo perlclo

.che la bella Ciprigna i1l folle amore .

ragglasse,‘volta nel tirzo epicielo;

per che non pur a lei faceano onore

di sacrificio di. votivo grido

le genti antiche ne 1 antico errore;

ma Dione onora vano e Cupido,

quella per madre’ sua, guesto per figlio . . .
-(Paradiso viii.l1-8)

(The world was wont to believe, to 1ts ‘e - ' -
- . peril, that the fair Cvprian, wheeling in
the third eplcvcle, raved down mad lo've:
wherefore the ancient. people in their
ancient error not only to her did honor
with sacrifice and votive cry, but they
honqQred Dione and Cupid, the one as her
motﬁer, the other as her son. . . )
) (Singleton Translation)

- The pertinence §f this passage to the character and’

moral situation of Troiaﬁg’;:kothanito perceive. .Troilus
% b

. repeatedly makes the mistake of thinking that the bene-

.iitent CyﬁHerea inspires his‘loye, and‘as he leaves the
"stewe" and sets'off for Criseyde's.bedroom, he-;akes‘guite
clear his commitment to the "antico errore" when he calls
upon Cytherea to ;nséire him: "'Yet blisful Venus this .
nyght thow me enspire,' / Quod Troilus, 'As wys as I the

serve'" (T&C. III.712-13). Treoilus, moreover, belongs to

the ancient world andiis 2’ pagan; this gives extra signiff;
. . . _ r .

cance to his habit of pPraising the_planet Venus a4ﬁthe

source of irrational earthly passion. As Kittredge Do

out many vears ago,.Chaucer has attempted in the Troilus

Day
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"to give the’?};e an ancient. -— a Troganu-- at:mos_:_:!'xe:f:e."2

The various invocations to classical aeities whldh-appear_ -

in the Troilu 'and thé'erlusions‘to;figufes fromfancient;"

legend such as Orpheus and EurydlCe (1v 7&1), leus s

ST 0

-~

‘daughter (v 1110), and Procne (II 64) are addltlons wh;ch

- -
‘ - Yo

Chaucer has made=;9;hls\source. Interestxngly,,51nce

. the attitude of the ancients towards love has unfavprﬁbié?'
> o . AN o el
overtones in the Troilus, many of the classicel.allusiong‘

~

e

'1n -the’ poem, lncludlng aly” examples noted here, concerﬁ ..‘ﬁf

ales of unﬁ'@py and wrongful love.?% 1t is also ncteworthyl

-

that th§ foolish narrator.of .the Troilus, like the .ancients

"whom Dante.condemns, worehips Cupid as the son of the

beneficentlcbtherea, and Dione as her- mother %y
Mi“-hmhow lady - brvght, ‘the doghter to Dvone,
et T Thy blvn&g and wynged sone "ek, /daun Cuplde,

That ve thus fér han deynéd me to gyde,
I kan namore, but syn that ve wol wende

O herled ben for ay withouten ende.- °
. (IIT.1807- 13)
- re > o : -
This invdécation does not have a counterpart incIl Filostrate,
. @ .

and it seems to beforiginal with Chaucer. The allusion:

to Cytﬁerea‘s mythalogical realtives is poésibly a deliberate

echo of Paradiso viii.7-8,.which would indicate that

1ChaucérAsha}%d Dante's outlook on the worship of Cytherea

among. the anedenis'and that he associated pagan culture

with bad love. Furthermore, Sdince the inveocation appearss
at~theevery3end of Book .ITI, it is obviou3ly designed to

balance the invocatfon with which Book Iﬁﬁafegins. These

- . . - co .
. N '
- . -

- ~, : : - S A
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symmetrlcally placed apostrophes to Cvtherea complement

‘ each other and carry the same force of irony.

The association of‘the religion and mythology of

ancient culture with bad love and the false understandlng

of Cytherea remains subtly evident as the storv pProgresses.

. After Criseyde's deparkture for the Greek qamp in Book V,

Troilus finds that his trust in the stability of the o )

- LI T

religion’ of Carnal Tove'has beeén damaged. Fe therefore
quiﬁe unreasonably curses Cytherea along with Cupid and
the other pagan deities: ) - ; R

e e . ln his throwes . frenetick and madde
He corseth Jove, Appollo, and ek Cupide
He* 'corseth Ceres, Bacus and Cirpide

-, . (v.206-8)

Troilus addresses his curses to'the heavenlv Cytherea whom

he has hltherto pralsed but he. does so without reallzlng

’

that he should properiy be cursing the lewd Cytherea who,

%
although she is not mentioned by name, is the real.%n—

spiration behind the events about which he is compléinihg..
ﬁhén at the end. of the poem Chaucer himself curées the

pagan gods, he, unlike Troii’us, blames ﬂ}em not for’ . ‘r‘
betxaying carnal lovers, but for abetting eernél'i:ve‘and
other "wrecched worldes appetites" (v.‘las_lg in the first

. 4
place: -
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Lo here, of payens corsed oldetzztes, ,
- Lo here, what alle hirxe goddes may availle: ‘q{
: Lo here, thise wrecched worldes appetites; . -
" Lo here, the fyn amy guerdoun for travaille
< .‘*\' Of Jove, Appollo, of Mars, of swich rascaille-
o : (v. 1849 53) :

We can compare this éxeération upog-gge pagan'gods‘with
. Virgil's similarly derogatory dismissééfff the? in Dante's
inferno. Describing his.own past, Virgil remark% that he
was so;n in Rome "under the good Auguétus in the time of the o
false and lying, .995%-.'.' (sotto ! ‘l\buonb.- Adugusto ./ neld.tempo .. .-
.dg 1i dei falsi e bugiardi“-Inferno 1.52). His date of

birth and pagan c¢ulture, Virgil indicates, have-prevented

him from knowing thé true Christian God and entering the
v . . - .

& . .
"heavenly city. However, Virg;l cffers to lead Dante to

Beatrice who will guide him there. Dante responds eagerly
o _ " .
to this suggestion: "Poet, I beseech you, by that God

whom- you did not kmow . . . lead me whither you said just

. now" (Poeta is ti richeggio . . . / che tu mi meni la dov

2 ' - i.
or dicesti" Inferno I1.130-133). Like Virgil in his speech

to Dante, Chaucer contrasts the mendacity ' of the ragan gods

wzth the truthfulness and rellablllty of Chrlst- and as- -

" -

V;rgll-counsels Dante to seek God SO also Chaucerurges

"yonge fresshe folks" to let themselves be "led to Him:
" ta

For he nyl falsen no wight, da* I seve,

That wol his herte al holly on hym leve.

And syn that he best to love is and moste meke ,
‘What nedeth feynede loves for to seke?

(v.1845-48)-

*
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The Statement édncerning erynede loées“ refers,
apparedtly,to'fatal, romantic passions,.tﬁe only safe
alternative to which is to love God. In a péevious stanza
Chaucer iAentifies Troilus'§,love with the  insecurity and
falseqess Sf the world. k“éwich fyn hatﬂ,:lo, this Troilus
for love . . - Swich fyn hat@ false wofldes brotelnessé!“
V.1829-32) and siﬁce'éhe word 4feynedﬁ-in Middle English
,includes among ita.saxe:al;meaningsu“falﬂq“~pr-"spurioﬁsr“zs
it is logical to think that by "feynede loves" CPaﬁcer
- wishes us ' to understand the kind of lo;% exemplified in
the character and_actions of Troilus. However;the persistent

sfﬁbolic ésnnection in the;Troilus between concupiscent
passion ‘and the religion of the ancients sﬁggests tﬂat
"feynede loves" mighﬁ also refer to the adoration of faise.
gods and pa;ticularly to the worship of Cupid and the_iewd
Cytherea in the name of the good planet of the third
heaven. John M. éteadman, for ex%mple,ﬁhas interpreted
"feynede loves"™ as applying not just to the deceits of
cannai lovers, dbut also to- what he refersgto-as "the erétic
fictions of the poets . .. . and the machinéry of the pagan

26

 gods.™ Unfortunately Steadman doces not Provide a very

precise defence for this very illuminating apexrgu. Beyond

explaining that like_Troilus's carnal love, "The religion

and literature of the . ancients have been the victims of time

‘and change,” and imélYing that the epithet "feyned" B speaks

/ | o



mutability, Steadman offers less proof than one might want
that "feyned" loves"™ is a phrase which acﬁually incorporates
the double meaning that he assighs to it. .Nonetheléss

his interpretation of the phrase can.be shown to be sub-
stantially correct and to contain important consequences for
our understanding of Chaucer's references to Cytherea.

There is, as Steadman points 6ut; an intended

parailel in the conclusion of the. Troilus between the stanza

G Ry s e r e wERL W o w e aampoaoa s T T R moaw s A

which announces the ephemerality of Troilus's love
/ ‘ ‘
(v.1828-34) and the one which, with a comparable rhetorical

§mphasis, describes the ephemerality of pagan customs
(v.1948-55}). Both stanzas. are grounded on the standard

Boethian assumption that things of this world are change-

able and not to be truééed (Dé Consolatione II.pr.4.120-i30)-'
This tells us that the basis for the philesophical compaéison
which Chaucer seems t; be making between carnal love and

pagan cugtoms is ig théir common status as temporal things.
Concerﬁing the'felationship between God and temporal-things,
‘Boethius argues that the latter ;eek to imi}ate God'sA

changeless nature in order to attain the completeness of

being which they lack in themselves (De:kpnsolatione

V.pr.6.65-70). We shall Sﬁé in Troilus's delusions a

typical ﬁanifestation of the imperfect*and misdirected -

-

efférts of the temporal to imitate the eternal. "rro¥lusl's

tragic error," Alfred David-has said, ". . . is to have

..

-

-
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) . e . L - e e 27
tried to love a human being with an ideal . ‘Spiritual love."
_Although Dav;d s concluszons about the beautv and goodness

of Tr011us s love are generally wlde of the mark, his

assertion about Troxlus s idealism is quite accurate. As
an ldolatrous lover, Troilus worships C:iseyde as he should

properly worship God. 'In this sense Troilus is seéking an

ideal state of Permanence in a passing instinct.

< e wE e - - R R A I

T " 'The 'same pattern of imitation governs the role of-

the pagan deities in tﬁe ééem and John McCall has shown

that in numerous instances.pagén religious references hévép .
Christian paradigms for example when Jove is addressed as
"auctour of Nature"|(III.1016) or when Minerv#, Jupiter and
V;nus are depiEEed with tﬁe attributés ?f the Persons in-

the Holy frinity.2§ ngs Chaucer is evidently telling us
indi:ectly that carnai“passion aﬂa Pagan religion both
imitate, albeit to'a limitegd degree; the chaAglessness of .
the Christian Godﬂ which, according to Eoetﬂius, is‘ex-
pressed in th "everiasting law" of Love (I¥.m.8). .It is
conseguently interesting thaﬁ the Middle English Dictionary

L) .
defines "feinen”, the infinitive of the Participle

"feyned",. as "to make a likeness of (something)ﬁ or
"imitate".29 This indicates that there is a good possibility
that in dissuading his audience from the pursuit of

"fevned loves“; Chauvcer is warning them that the pagan gods

are inadeguate imitations of the true God who alone repre-

-
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sents changelessness and Love. The case for such an inter-
Pretation is supported by Chaucer's use of the word
"feynen" to describe the imitation of eternal by temporal

things in his own translation of Boethius: "For this
.}

‘ilke infinit moevyng of Temporel thinges folweth this

Ppresentarie estat of the 1lif unmgoevable and. so as it ne .-

mai nat contrefetin it, ne feynen it, ne be evene like to
— —_— — — : —

it, for the immoevablete . . , it faileth and fallitn\\ ‘

.......... v e

"into moevynge fiﬁnéhé'Siﬁpliéiféjdf.ﬁﬁé‘pfésence of God"

(V,pr.6.68-70). Since a subject intrinsic to the Troilus

.

'is the futility of carnal'lovers who believe that their

;emporal‘passions can successfully imitatg the eternal
Iove-of God, it isﬂiikelﬁ that Chauce; would have had this
passage in mind when he wréteﬂabout the fol;y'df'“feyned
léves“, and that his choice of the word "fegned"_was in-

fluenced by -Boethius. The context of the final dtanzas

of Book V, in turn, leaves little doubt that pagan! gods as. -

.ﬁuch as carnal lovers belong to the class of temporal things

that desire eternal status. Thus the numerous classical
N " »

. " .

deities named in the Troilus, especiallf-Cytherea, are
designated by the phrase "feynede loves".

7/ The questibﬁ, "What nedeth feynede l§ves for to
seke?" has, in the light of these implidations, a twofold’

reference to the Cyfherea of Troilus's devotiQns. It

v

advertises the folly of succumbing to the romantic passion

4.

n
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that she inspires, while on a. somewhat more- figurative

lével_of meaning it challenges her'attempts as an ephemeral’

pagan goddess to usurp the 1dent1ty of the heavqply

r &

Cytherea who symbollzes the love ©f the Christian God.

Cytherea is an unamblguous figure of false rellglous

"authority and for this reason Jinvocations which declare her

+

to be the source of cosmological love are not to be taken

seriously. That the ndfiator. and. hero of the- Tr01lﬁ§ T

do not reallze this and perststently 1gnore the facts about

Cvtherea s identity lS unquestlonablv ironic.

If these observations concerning the role of Cytherea

in the Troilus have any validity, it will guickly be seen

~that Bennett misleads his wreader when he says that Cvtherea

represents "the benevolent Planet of a Christianized
cosmology" w;thout pointing out that the 1nvocat10n in

Book III where she is said to enjoy this role is 1ron1c.

Because he ignores the questlon of irony in connection with'

Cytherea, Bennett inevitably convey§ the impression that in

this invocation Chaucer is ingenously communicating to us
the belief that the Cytherea who. inspires Troilughis good.
We must now return to the problem of the invocation

of Cythéreéi;n the Parllament of FPowls and ask .ourselves

whether in th;s instance, recognizing Bennett s mlsreadlngs

of szmllar invocations in the Troilus, we should-trust h;s“
- _".
argument for Cytherea's beneficence. BRennett does not
[] * (

-
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adduce any data to support his argument that we have not

*already been met with inihis comments on the Troilus.

Maintaining that in The Parliament of Fowls as in the

Troilus, Cytherea sighifies?the "planet in her bengficent

-

aspect". Bennett makes a rather startling comparison

between the first-mentioned ﬁpem and the passage about

Cvtherea in Purgatorio XXVII. According to Bennett, the

events in the Parliament of Fowls which lead up to the

e e W e T e e e - e F et A TR aa e g e >

narrator's'invdcation tGVEytherea parallel those which

prepare for Dante's dream of Cyvtherea:

« - - in Dante as in Chaucer we pass from.an
-account of sleep after toil, to the credibility
of dreams, then to the sight of the planet of

love burning.in the sky, and finally to the
vision of an earthly paradise, whither Dante
has been led by Virgil and-Statius, even-as
~Chaucer is now led into such a paradise by the
great African. Not the least of the arts that
Chaucer learnt from Dante was this art of
astronomizing in poetry, of welding planetary
allusions . . . firmly onto a narxative.30

M

The balidity of Bengett's aésertion that ﬁhe place
to which Africanus leads Chau;er is an earthly paradise
QEPends very much on the point which he is_tiying to prove,
namely tpat Dante and Chaucer are talking abOut.the same
Cythe;ea. Bué‘although Benneft-Fofrectly points out that

Dante and Chaucer often make similar poetic uses of

astronomical allusions,-his idea that the Parliament of &

Fowls and Purgatorio XXVII are both concexned with the

%
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heavénly-thherea is not very convineing. As we noted

‘earlier, the image of the firebrandiﬁhat appears in con-

-~

nection with Cytherea in The Parliament of Fowls has -
Co : N

connotatioﬁs deriving from The Roman de" la Rose which

appertain_direqtly to the goddess, ‘but which, we should

now add, are rather irrelevant to the planet. The Ffirebrand

is a portable, manufactured .object which can be held in the

hand of .an anthropomoréhic'gbddéhs‘but]whi&ﬁ'éénddﬁ in’
common sense, be held in the hand of a planet.31 Never£he-
less Bennett tiiés deftly, though incéncluéively,-to argue
that the planet'Cythefea, as well as the goddess, carries ,
a fireﬁrand; "The flxebrand is a symbol common to both
goddess and planet, as approprlate to the one burnlng in
the sky as to the other who sets aflame the heart of man

—-= and in the Roman the whole world.;a?;;ihis ﬁethod of

. 2, ;-:.'.
Xeasoning enables Bédnnett to eguate thélethergg'of

P O]

-~

the Parliament of Fowls with the Cytherea of Rﬁ}gétorio
. f: ‘_-' ]

XXVII despite the absence of a symbolic firebrand from

Dante's description of the latter. That Dante speaks of

Cytherea as "burning with the fire of love" (di foco d'amgor

- : - ardente Purgatorio XXVII.96) is for Bennett adequate

pProof that she is equipped with a firebrand. .However, it

is necessary to examine in further detail the assumptions

5

which lie behind Bennett's conclusion.| »

. . 1
Bennett assumes that because t%f heavenly'Cy;herea

-, L ) \ .

o

a4 ..
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burns, shé genérates the same Kind of fire as the burning

'_torch of the goddess Cytherea, but he gives no-argument

to shpport that assumption. On the other hand, Dante
himself does not leave us in any doubt about the difference
between the fires of Helland those of Para&ise and .

Purgatory. Immediate;j after Dante has had h;s dream of -

Cvtherea, Viréil tells him that he has -now passed through
- ‘ . T

theAtempofary fires of Purgatory as well as the everlastjing

‘- - -
C e B T TR .

fire of Hell: "il temporal foco e l'etterno veduto hai,

figlio™ (Purgatorio XXVII.127). This assertion firmly

distinguisheS'the'two fires from eac¢h other, implying that

. one is an unremitting fire of punishment whereas the other

fulfills the temporary function -of cleansing sinners in

.preparation for their entrance into Paradise. -The fire of

love with which Cytherea burns is .obviously unlike either.

of these othex types of fire. This heavenly fire is in-

-

spired by the third_gerson of the Trinity, who, as Charles
Singleton notes, syﬁgoliéeé Love.33 In the last canto of.
the Paradiso Dante describes the third bPerson as a fire
breathed forph by tﬂe.other two persons:' "e'l ti tirzo
pafer foco / che quinci‘g guingi lgualménte se spiri™
Paradiso :XXIII.llQJZO), and througho;t the Paradiso

we encoqnter allpsions to the fire of heavenly love.

Piccarda, in heaven of the moon, is said to smile in such

a ‘'way that she seems "to burn with the first fire of love™

) :

Y
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ch'arder éarea d'amor mel przmo foco (Paradiso III 69) .
Slmllarly, the spirits thabltlng the heaven of Cytherea
are compared to "sparks within flames" (in famma favilla .
Paradiso-VIII.lS), and in .the hinth c¢anto, the heavenly

: . ~ ,
seraphim are called Fdevout fires"™ (fuochi pii Paradiso
IX.77). 1Ip view, therefore,'of.the variety of-typee of

~

fire metnioneq bv Dante in the DlVlne Comedv, we could -

- s

.Mell w;sh»that Bennett had‘found some concrete evmdence

.to show that the flrebrand is benevolent and therefore

potentzally analogous to t?ﬁ celestial flame of Dante's
Cytherea.

Although metaphors of flte and flame are commonlv
used in patristic works. to denote charltv and divine.
love, the symbol of Venus's flaming firebrand, which
appa}ently originateq.in the thirteenth century, hae an

‘opposite significance_and belongs to a distinctly different

literary tradition. R. Freyhan observes that the.svmbol
"of Venus's firebrand is "of en ent}rely secular character"

and lists, among the works in which it is first mentioned,

- thirteenth-century German poeﬁ by the "wild Alexanderr

and the Roman de la Rose.34 Since Jean de- Meun appecrs to
. ’ ) .

. have been one of the earliest medieval authors to use the

symboi_of the torch to represent profane love, a brief look

at the connotations of that symbol in Jean's writing will

tell us eomething of what the symbol must have meant to

P
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1éter.autho:s like Chaucer.
When the Lover succumbs to én_idolatrous.passion

-

. for the Rose, Reason tells him that good love is based-on

friendship and charity and promotes every virtue, whereas

_evil love leads to destruction:

This love.that I have teold to theee
Is no thing contrarie to me; ——_
This look I that thou folowe wel.
And leve the tother every del. -
. This love to vertu all entendith,
“--+v  -The“tother.fooles ‘BYent and ‘sHendithl "7 7T T
l {R.R."5305-10)

There can be no gnestion‘about which of these loves,

—~
in -

_/

Reason's opinion, the Lover is pursuing, for Reason clearl

~rg

specifies that although some love is good, the Lover's- '

pass;on is not; therefore she tries to dissuade him from \

coveting the Rose: i } -

For som love, leful is and good
I mene not that which makith thee wood

With such love be not moxre agueynt.
: . (R.R. 5195-5200)

@

The love which makes the Lover "wood" is, as we discover in

Guillaume's section of the Roman, ignited by Venus's-

firebrand. After the Lover has in vain pleaded with Fair -

Welcoming for an opportunity to kiss the’RoSe, Venus comes

to his aid with her flrebrand.whlch has awakened desire

a.,
in many a lady:



This lady brought an hir right ‘hand
) : - Of brennyng fyr a blasyng brond;
. " Whexof the flawme and hoote £ir
. . Hath many ‘a lady in desir L
Of lave brought and sore het . . .
' (R R. 3705-3709)

Feeling the heat of the flrebrand Fair Welcoming grants
the Lover a klss without further delay. This event pre-

figures éhe c1rcumstances surroundlng the concluSLOn of

. -

Genlus s sermon rq. que,s barpns. in. Jean's . c0ht1nua ton of--
the Roman. Having flnlshed his exhortations to,kis congre=

gation concernlng the1r~respon51b111t1es as products of

Nature to engage 1ndlscr1m1nately in sexual 1nEErcourse,
e L~ .

" Genius throws down the bishop's candle which he is holdlng.

The smoke from the candle spreads through the congregatlon,
permeating the "bodles, hearts and thoughts™ of the 1adies‘

and stirring up their carnal appetites. Genius,'who'

represents natural- concuplscence, is 1nalfferent to the

v;rtuous love whlch Reason recommends. to the Lover and he

influences his congregation 1n\§he same way that Venus

influences Fair Welcoming. ?he.smoke from Genius's candle,

A -

which was originally 1lit by Venus, sets off the chain of

events that leads to the conflagration of the Rose s castle

and to the satlsfactlon of the Lover s desires. Thus

Venus s firebrand is the pr;ncapal svmbol o‘ the ev11 love

connrved at bv Falv Welcomlng and deorecated by Reason. By

means of the firebrand, the Lover obtains everything in- the

.
- -
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way of iilicit Pleasure from a kiss to the experience ot
"factum" (coitus). |

Some readers of the Roman have attempted to argue
that Reason is not meent to be the final authotity on good
and evil love. Alan Gunn, for instance, has ventured the
.opinion that sexual interceurse was, in Jean's mind, God's
lhigﬂest gift to man.35 Gunn's understanding ef the funetion
©of Reason in the Roman is thus at variance with'the idea
that Jean held te the orthodex Christian assumption tﬁat
-Ruman actions should be guided by Reeson r;ther than the
amoral, sexual instinct; This is not the place to begin
a demonstratlon of Jean's orthodoxy in matters of sexual

ethics: that task has been im

essively carried ott by John
Fleming.36 However it is worfth mentioning that among
medieval readers, Reason's appxoach to the subject of love
seems to have attracted.a great deal of favourable attention.
To prove this, Flemlng points to the ev1dence contalned

in the original manuscrlpts of the poem where Reason.s
warnlngs against evil love are highlightegd by heavy under-
"scoring And numerous approving marginal glosses. If“we
thlnk that Jean did not want us- ‘to judge Venus and her
flrebrand from the moral v1ewpolnt of Reason, we are con-
cluding, whether or not we admit'it, that our understanding

of -the Roman is better than that of his contemporaries.

To aveid this fallacy it is necessary for.us to recognize
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Ehe evil significance of the firebrand.

-

Chaucer only once refers directly to Venus's .fire-

.

brand outside the Parliament of Fowls: iﬁ The Merchant's.

Tale Venus appears at January's wedding feast -dancing

"biforn the bride and al- the route" with "hir ﬁyrbrbnd-in

hire'hond'aboute“.(1727-8): The goddess's exuberance

expresses hexr gratification in khowing that January has

-~

"bicome hir knyght™ (1724) and her firebrand is the obvious
symbol of January's vassalage. Howéver the gqualities

of knighthood are nét, in Janpary, the'“tréufhe and honour,
fredom and curteigie" (Gen.Pxol. 46) which characterize

the Knight in the Génerar Prologune. January is cémm;téed

to the vice of lechery which, i:onicglly,lis contradictory
to all the ideals éf knighthood. John of Sélisbury comments

in the Policraticus that the moral responsibilities of

members of éhe military professions are.comparable to those
of the clergy ancé warﬂs'that ". . . thexe is no worse enemy
of both services than luxury (}.echéry)..“B7 .Inkofar as moral
logic is concerned therefore, the expression "knight.of.
Venus" inveolves a contradiction in terms which, in the
coﬁtext of medieval cﬁlture,—points to a lack of reason in
Janu;:y‘s love for May. Despite their differences in age

LY
and physical appearance, January and the Lover in the Roman

are'fundamentally alike becaﬁse both allow the influence of

Venus's firebrand to supersede the good counsel of Lady



186

Reason. L - ' . '
The background and conventienal significance of

*the firebrand symbol thus strongly indicate that the fire-

brand of Cytherea in the Parliamert of Fowls is to be

interpreted in. malo. This suggests that no separation

should be made between the identity of Cytherea, who appears

only in the narrator's invocation and that oﬁ.the concupi-

scent Venus, who lS juxtaposed with Nature during the main

part of the poem. We have seen that the name ‘Cytherea'

does not, the arguments of Bennett and Economous notwith-

standing, at all times bespeak good love; and the 1rony

-with, whlch the name is used in the Troilus should nrepare

us for the POSSlblllty that it ls also used ironically in

The Parl:ament of Fowls.

Although the narrator does not discuss the firebrand

in any detail there 15 no reason for us to thlnk that it

does- not have the same meaning in The Parliament of Fowls

that it has in the Merchant's Tale orx the Roman de la Rose.

The narrator, furthermore, evidently bélieves that carnal
passion, which the firebranad represents, is the most

impextant. and powerful element in human nature. This we

can infex from his statement that all men are ultimately

at the me;}y of Cvtherea: "Cytherea thow blysful lady

swete./ That with thv fvrbrond dauntest'whom the leét“

(Parl;ément of Fowls 113- 14).

But the narrator seens not

W .f A Lt YA IR
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to realize that Cytherea is only able to "daunt" those who

allow their reason to be ruled by their passions; and this,.
by medieval standards, betrays in him a seribus lack of
underxstanding about human moral responsibility. ‘In the

Middle. Ages any rea@er.of-Boethius would havekmgwh-tﬂat God, -~

»

ﬁan‘s sovereign good, is solely attainable not through
passion but through reason ("the sovereign good of nature

«"« o lyveth by resoun" II.pr.Q) and that man is therefore

morally obligated to respond to reason before passion.

Relred of Rievaulx writes in the Speculum Caritatis

that reéson-shoﬁ;d dominate the amorous passion so

—

completely ﬁhat we coﬁpel ourselves to love, for the sake of
reason, pexsons for whom we have no instinctive passionate
.attraction: “Even though we may not feel a great deal of

"love towards our fellow men, or even towards God, reason

insists that we make the necessary effort -to

“lnust follow the dictates of reason . .- .

do good to enemy and friend alike."38 Chaucer

’ ‘
disregard for-the solemn Christian truth enunciated by
Boethius and St. Ae;red,-énd his glib celebyation of the . °
powéﬁ of'passion'ovér‘reason ére.characterir'ics of the
invocation to Cyﬁherea thch ¢ould hardly ha failed to
impress a medieval_readerlas-beinglfoolish.and_morally‘
unsoung. ‘ ‘ ' . ) - -

~

The irony of this invocation, as of those we have
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already dlscussed .lies in the narratoxr's. lnablllty to
—_— "
apprecmate the dlSSlmllarlty of the goddess of lechery and

the planet of love. Confusedlyf the narrator addresses “the

Planet, whom he says he has seen lately in the northern

sky (“as wlsly as I sey the northnorthwest" Parllament of

L

Fowls 117), as though she were the flrebrand—bearlng Venus.
When he goes on to credlt th;s curlous hybrid personlflca—

tlon, whom ‘he mean;nglessly calis Cytherea,'w1th the

inspiration for the dream upon which'the FParliament of

-Fowls is based ("thow . . . madest me this sweven for to

mete“ 115), we are left somewhat dlstrustful of the

" parrator's conception of love in the poem. He seems to
. lack a clear understanddng of:where-éood love ends'and
evil‘love,begins and as a restlt to depict Cytherea as
a- flgure representlng both extremes ‘at once. Certalnly.
his picture 0f Cytherea is not sufficiently unambiguous to
-« justify the opinion that she is distinctly unlike the
Venus who appears a few stanzas later. Despite Economou's
insistenoe that tecognition of the "distinction between
Cytherea and the Venustln the temple is absolutely necessary
if one is to understand Chaucer's poem w39 it would be more
accnrate to sav that the opposite is the ease- Cytherea
and Venus are both associated with the subversion of .

reason and natural order and the only difference-between

them -is that Cytherea is teferred to as a planet and Venus

iy

A

AL
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-

is not., ﬁecause this difference’in appellation is due to
the obtuse moﬁﬂ.judgment of the narrator’ rather than to

the bellef of the author, it .cannot be taken et face

.Value. o _ . .
. '-é  The effort to'Qirferentiate Cytherea from Venus
refleote a tendency ehong criticsjto oversubtilize Chaucer's
'Uhpoem byi;htroduciﬁg interpretetive'nuances and fine dis-
.atinctions where none_are needed. hnother‘menifestatioh
_of the same,tendehcy is:td be'found in the earlier:mentioned
theory thatlthere is a subtle gradation from evzl to good
‘in the movement of the" narrative from Venus s s;de-of the
park to Natyre s;; This theory goes han d in hand Wlth the
notion thatiearthly love;as represented by Venus is not

2 R - .

"essentially" bad and that Venus'e realm does not have a

c;ear-cut'gqral significance in the Parliament of Fowls.

However, whatever there may be in the_poem to suggest-that
Venusfis a mysterioes and imponderable guantity, she is so%
only in the wef that Cftherea is; Venys is described and
interpreted bf the same nearésiqhted‘narrator whose invoca—
tion to éytherea, immediately preceding, does not lead us

to expect him to recognize evil where it exists. The
narrator s failure to glve an explzcmt deflnltlon to Venus's
faults tells us much about him but relatlvelv little about thé

goddess herself,- To appreciaté the significance of Venus we

must observe hexr in relation to Cytherea.

f
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'iThe apéearance-of Venua and C&therea within the
3

. eontinuum of the narrator s reflectlve consczousness
establishes a degree of comnon ldentlty between them. In-
srmllar ways they help to create'an ironic context for al1
that the narrator says and thinks about love. Each is
m;sunderstood in relatlon to that subject by the narrator,
who accords them both an undue amount of respect and
recognizes the vices of nelther;‘ Venus is presented‘as
beautiful and voluptuouo; ﬁér surroundings give off "a

thousand-savours sote” (274) and'éhe is'accompanied by
?eres, a symbol of plenitude whov we are to%d,"doth of
- hunger boote" (276). ‘But the.narrator is as obtuse in not
Seeing what‘is'unatt&active‘about Venus as he is in;farling
S to recognize the inappropriateness of the symbol of the
firebrand to.the heavenly Cytherea.

~ From the beginning-of the poem there are strong )

implications that Venus is more deserving of reprehension

than of praise. Cicero's Dream of Scipio, whieh the

narrator is occupied in reading before he falls asleep,
. N ) /

‘ J
and begins to dream, severely censures the lustful passioni/

which are fed by Venus. '(Cicero is approvingly paraphraseﬁ
!
to the same effect by the narrator in hlS descrlptlon of ’

the punlshments that carnal lovers will suffer after death

{78~-81). Moreover- Scipio, who guides the narrator to the
v

garden of'Venus, is ‘an dutspoken critic of carnal lovers
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and is quoted by Cicero in condemnation of "souls ... . who.

have surrendered themselves to the'pleasures of the body_

\ .
and have become their slaves."40 This puts Scipio on the

side of Boethius and St. Aeired as an opponent of the
evil kind ©0f love that obeys fassion before reason. That
such love is symholized-by Venus 1s strongly suggested by

the similar;ity of the gates of the garden of Venus to the

gates of Hell in the third canto of Dante's Inferno.3!

The irony of these details is due chiefly to the mental

outlook of the narrator,who is oblivious to the incom-
patibility of the wvalues of Scipio with those represented
by Venus. Venus, like Cythersa, is a syﬁbol of lechery

and is antithetical in spirit to reason, and so, to Nature

who intended that man should live by reason. Since the

-

narrator defers to the moral ideas of Scipio, he should
logically, althohgh he does not, condemn Venus. without

3 . -
reservations. Towards Venus therefore, as much as towards
Cytherea, the narrator shows himself to be incapable-of a -
- ' 1= - .
o '\-l" ‘-‘

balanced moral attitude based on a rationally coherent

set of principles, The close similarity of the confused °®
responses which Venus and Cytherea elicit from th@ narrator

-

is ultimately an indirect indication that they are different

names for the same personification of wvice. _ . X
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3. Nature, Verius, and Reason B . -

- Whether Nature and Venus are in ?cooperation or

contradlctlon in - _the Parliament of Fowls is a question

an

which has an 1mportant bearlng not just on’ that Poem alone,

but on the greater part of Chaucer S dove poetrv. a

-

claim fregquently made on the behalf of Chaucer's’cq;nal'

lovers is that in serving Venus they:are first and foremost

cbeving the dictates of Nature. Aan oft-quoted coupleé froﬁ
4 stanza in Book T ;f the Troilus asserts, for example,
that in waxihg "most subjit unto love,t the hero ié

obeylng an irresistible natural law-_ "Love is he that alle
thingﬁmay bynde, / -For may no man fordon the lawe of kynde"

(I.237-8). Whatever interpretation we bappen to place on

<
this statement by the narrator of the Troilus wlll strongly

“—
affect our v;ews on such matters as the quality of Troilus's

heroism, the degree to which' he is responsible for nhis

R —
tragic fate, and the ethical status of his love for

+
Criseyde. If we assume that Venus and Nature complement
- ™~
™~
each other, we will interpret the narrator's-statement

literally and conclude from Troilus's experlences as a lover
L

that he is a true hero and a .noble lover who is cruellv and
3

undeservingly turned against by fortune while, obeylng the

laws of Nature. On the other hand, shoyuld we see a funda-

mental antagoniém between Nature and Venus, the idea that

-
-

“
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. . -4 .
r . . [ '
Nature commands men to follow Venus must be considered ab-
£ .

surd ansythe sententious manner of its utterance,

accordingly, ironic. In this case our picture of Troilus

becomes altered substantially.and he appears instead a
foolish hero bent self-destructively on the gratification

©of his lechery. Therefore, to establish. a reliable basis

v

of'interpretation for such passages in Chaucer's poetry
-

45 the one mentioned, a systematic critical framework for

discussing the relationship of Nature and Venus is
-necéssary. Without a framework of this sort, it is
difficult to know whether a passage should be wunderstood

literally of iroﬁicélly. The Parliament of Fowls has a

key function in determining a line of approach to this
dilemma. The gquestion it raises concerning the two

goddesses. is encountered repeatedly in the Troilus and the

- ) -
Canterbury Tales, thus making reasonable the assumption

that to recognize the real character of their relationship

-

in the Parliament of Fowls is to recognize it in other

’

poens as well. ‘ : _ .

At the beginning of the Parliament of Fowls a

-

5;disﬁinction emerges betwéén_lechery and something which.
S;iéio.refgrs to as "commune profit" (73-86). écipio, the
narrator savs, tells him that whosoever.virtﬁously loves. the
"commune profit“ will Ee rewarded after death with éver-.

lasting jov:



« + -« .. & . . . what'man, bred other lewed

That lovede commune profyt, wel ithewed,

He shulde into a blysful place wende, o :

There as joys is that last withouten ende. i
(Parliament of Fowls, 46-9)

However,VSCip;o.gdeé on to say that "likerous folk" will
come to a véry diffefen;'eﬁd,'being kept "adwey in péyne,-/
Tyl many a world be passed out ofdrede; (79-80). The
distinction is re{evént in a basié way to the rolés ;f
Venus and Natq?e in the poem.- is much as Venus is associated
with lechery, Nature seems to represent énd protect.the-
interests of "comhune p?ofyt-“ This is evident ffom .
Nature's efforts to maintain order at the assembly éf birds,
whicﬁ, D.. W. Robertson notes, is analogous to the English
paxrliament. Robertson observes that, constitutioqally, the
function of parliamént in.Chaucer's dayvy was to give
"counsel on thé commen profit."42 Hence, we shéuld infer
thét.when Nature attempts to‘discipline the équabbling
assembly ("Now pes," gquod Nature, "I commaunde heexr™ 8617},
she wishes to pmeserve émong thé birés 2 parliamentaxy
spirit oﬁ mutual hélp.and .cooperatiOn which has disappeared
from their ﬁidst. ' - 57
The birds have gathered together in the first place,
in accordanpe with Nature's seaéonal law which requires
them to choose their maées, and Nature makes clear to thq-
assembly that her law should be obeyeh-promptiy and

efficiently: . . . -

*
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By my statut and thorgh my governaunce,

Ye come for to cheese -- and fle youre wey -=

Youre makes, as I prike you with Plesaunce.
(386-9)

The pricking of concupiscence which Nature awakens in the
birxrds is intended, she says, to expedite the process of

.
)

mating, and, in a business-like mannef, Nature zells them

that‘ﬁhen.fhey have choosen their mates, they are to fly

their separate ways. As concupiscence encourages mating,

so'mating serves the purpose of reproduction whereby,
. 5 . _

through the perpetuation of .the species, the common profit

is advanced. Any use of concupiscence which deviates

frdm or delays the orderly mating procedure prescribéd

4
by Nature ls. however, an 1mped1ment to the common proflt. 3

- Thns, when the roval tercel eagle, whom Nature asks to

- s

choose his mate first, refuses to follow Nature's rules,

the harmony of the entire assembly i$ disruﬁted. The tercel
" ) N . .
declines to choose a mate and instead expresses the -

v

. ' ’
idolatfous wish to serve a mistress, addressing his prospec-

ti partner as "my soverayn lady, ana‘not my fere" (416) .

N

What, In effect, the tercel is saying is that in serving the
fémale,eagle, he intends to serve his own concupiscence

inst?ad of Nature'; plan fof‘it. Not'sufprisihgly, the
(female eagle blushés'fo; shame at éhe iaea of:perverting
N;tgrefs instinets: “"Ryght as for shame al wé#en gan the
heye‘/‘0£ thi; formel whan she herde al this"™ (444-3). By

4

L
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i
the time two more tercels héve joined 'the first in exhibiting -

the same idolatrous folly in their efforts to woo the formel,

-

the rest of the assembly of birds haélgroﬁn extremely

impatient; Their cries of protest that they are being-
ruined by the tercels, which are adcompaﬁied by loud demands
that the tercels put an end to their debat;, make safe the
.assﬁmption that in bpéosing‘Natﬁre the tercels are damagiqg
the common profit} ‘ .

- The novse of foules for to ben delyvefed

5o loude rong? "have don, and lat us wende!"
That wel wende I the wode had al to shyvered.

- "Com oft" they c¢criede, "allas, ve wol us shende!
Whan shal youre cursed pletynge have an ende?”
(491-495) -

‘The conflict of the tercels with-the oﬁher birds reflects,
on a symbolic scale, thé rift between Venus and Nature. .
The texcels are obviously prompted by Venus in-their
foolish behaviour, since the formel, when‘she aeciées. ‘
to ﬁave nothing *to do with any of them, announces, "I wol
nat serve Veﬁus ne Cupide" (632). By inciting the tercels
to lechery, which is incompatible with common profit,
Venus overxthrows Nagure's control of thiewsexual instinets.

It is on the whole rather apparent that the

characferistics'qf Venus, " as exhibited in the Parliament of

»

Fowls, are not of a kind.to persuade  us that she shares
Nature's purposes for the sexual instincts of men any more
than for those of birds. Nature wants her creatures to

act in a socially productive manner, which, for human beings,

by
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-

means .exercising the virtue of charity to control carnal

passiqn; Under the direction-of charity, human concupis

. -

scence leads to procreatlcn through marrlage and in renewlng
~. e
hunman 11fe, serves Nature s 1nterest ln the commonweal. <

. Venus on the contraryy is not,.as iS/Nature, the mother o
: oo . . ra ‘.
of llfe,-and she cares more about the pleasures of concupl—

sdence than about ltS scclal ut;llty. Venus encourages the
\

satlsfactlon of the concuplscent desmres of the 1nd1v1dual SN

to the exclusmcn of any serlous concern on hlS part for : )

’ . - - -

his responsxbllltles to hlS fellows. .

.

Lil

Enough hasabeen said to establlsh -that chaucer

probably regarded romantlc love as a pervers;on cf Nature.

" From what we have seen 1n The Parliament of” Fowls of

Nature.s dlspcs;tlon, we should expect her.moral affinities
to lie more or‘less withfcosmological-love; which, since
1t embraces the whole_ynlverse, is necessarlly crlented
to the demands of the commonweal.; It sheould be.noted,in

thls connectlon that in the De-Consolatione, .Boethius -

descrlbes the bonds of Nature in.terms very sxmllar tc those
that he uses to descrlbe the - bonds of cosmologlcal 1ove-'

It 11keth me- to schewe by subtil soong, ylth

slakke and delytable -sown of Stringes, how that U
Nature, myghty,. enclyneth amd flytteth the . oo i‘_
governmentz of thynges, and by whyche lawes; C ‘
"sche, bvndynge, ‘restrayneth alle thynges by

a boond that may nat be unbownde. . . . Alle :
thynges seken ayen t¢ hir’ Propre cours, and alle . = - T
thvnges rejoysen hem of hir retournynge aven N S
to hir nature- (III m.2) _ : n :
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2N

Q A comparlson of the quoted passage w1th the
. 4 is

Qn cosmbloglcal love in Book II, m.8 of the samé work T
- l_m i,

Lo~

familiar verses

£

-

wall reveal that Nature 5 laws are for Boethlus, identical'

}‘gmath the power of the.“love that governeth erthe and see,

2.

‘:“-.. " F - ~

and- hath also commandement o the hevene“ (II.m.8).
\

-When-

fi; Boethaus refers to Nature s restralnlng all thlngs
-4

"by a

-
-

he echoes a.previous and ...

samllar assertaon about cosmologlcal love-

boond that may nat be unbownde,"

'Fal this

'accordance of thynges is bounde with love.

An example

"used by Boethlus to’ lllustraté love s restraanang power

-

over the - movements of created thlngs 1s the -sea, which,

desplte 1ts propenslty to flow, remains confined #ithin

-

set l;mlts: "the see, gredy to flowne, constraineth w:.thT

a certain eende has floodes, so that it is nat lawful to

_streeche his brode termes or bowndes upon the erthes"

(II m. 8)- In other wbrds, eoshological love, like Nature,

compels all thlngs 'to follow consastent patterns of

behav;our ("alle thynges seken ayen te hir pPropre course")

so as not to ‘disrupt the” order of creatlon. Man's behaviour

N

is’ unfcrtunately the onlv common exception to this rule in

all the works‘of Nature."Man alone is diverted from %hat

is naturally good for hiﬁ,byfhmanr maner erours“ {(IXII.p.3).

e

satuatlon is s;gnlflcantlv related to the role and.ldentltv

The standard medaeval explanat;on for man's unlque

of . Nature in .medieval literature. - 'Man runs afoul of Nature

-

wa

——an
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by ignoring the advice of

is,

among Nature's creatures,
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his Reason, and because Reason

peculiar to man alone, we

are faced with two quite dissimilar images of Nature herself,

one appropriate to ‘beasts

-

Chaucer's romantic lovers

accepting this as a fact,

dreamer in Piers Plowman.

why the mating habits of b

and the other to human beings.
often have great difficulty ie'
as does, for example, the

.The iattek'cannot _understand

easts are guided by Reason in

the dlrectlon of temperance, whereas man's sexual behav;our

is irrational and excessive.

affairs, the dreamer rebuk

" Ac that moste moeved me

"That Resoun rewarded .
Save man and his make;
No resoun hem folwed. .
Resoun and rizte til
‘I have wonder of the'
Why thow ne sewest” man

- For this state of Natu;e“s

es Reason:

.- and my mode chaunged,

and reuled alle bestes

many tyme and ofte |

and thanne I rebuked'

hym - selven I sevde,

quod I 'That witty are holden
and his make that no

mysfait hem folwe.

(XI.360-366)

The dreamer's complaint about Reason is uttered in the

same petulant and irresponsible spirit as the remonstrances.

of Troilus against Fortune

1

(DsC. IV.260-80). 'Neither

Langland's dreamer nor Chaucer's Troilus recognizes that

obedience to Reascon, as to

voluntary.

irrational carnal offences

Fortune, is for a man entirely

The dreamer exudes a righteous concern for man's

» but his own misunderstanding of

the purpose of Reason in human life is no less serious than

Troilus's. .By assuming that Reason should take charge of
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human actions even when man does not lnylte her guldance,n'

the dreamer reveals that he does not know that Reason must_

. .
e

_be exerclsed at w;ll- Thls ‘Puts hlm, as. much as Troxlus,

.

at the mercy of Fortune and the lrratlonal promptlngs of

instinect. In reply to. his accusation, ﬁeason adviees the

dreamer, he Says, not to worry about what she does or does

not allow, but instead to do. something himself tp ‘Set

P
right what is amiss in the world of Nature:

And resoun arated me . and seyde, 'recche the nevere
Whi I suffre or'nou5t suffre . thi -self has nouzt

to done

-

Amende thow it, 1f thow mvzte
(XI. 367-9)

Reason is here serving the dreamer with a reminder that

he, and by extension man in general, can behave rationally
only by choosing to do so. Through an understanding of the

relation of free-will to Reason, he must recognize that in

-

their mating activities animals conform to reason. in-

stinctively simplv because they, unlike man, are incapable
of conscious decision in matters of sexual conduct. Were
the dreamer able to see that man must relate to Reason

through “free-will rather than instinct, he wouild cease to

be perplexed about why Nature treats man differently from

animals.

Although Nature does not figure as an intrinsically

evi%szree in any of the works we are discussing, she does

wear several different aspects, some of which are morally. -

—
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just cited between anlmal nature and-human nature, we- must,
for example, be aware of the prelapsarlan and postlapsarlan

states of the latter. These, in the Mlddle Ages, counted

. -
- e

"as two zndependent forms ‘of Nature,as may be seen from

= -

Alain de Lille's observatlons in the Ant;claudlanus-.

"Nature vero duo. vnum in pura natura consaderatum, ab .

" omni corruptlone allenum, quale, opus Nature fult ante Ade

peccatum, aliud vero vario corruptlone viciarum, quale
44

Fuit Post peccatum Ade."” 'The distinction which Alain S

" perceives betqeen the pure Ndture that existed before the

A-—

Fall and the corrupt Nature that succeeded it is remlnlscent
of the mythographlc distinction between the goed and the

bad Venuses. Whlle it would be inaccurate to equate the
Venus of carnal love with fallen Nature. and the Venus ‘of
charity w1th unfallen Nature, it should be seen that these

aspects of the two goddesses are definitely correlated.

If we are to understand why Nature and cesmological love,

despite their ideal'affinity, are not always in harmony with'

-

each other, we will have to investigate some aspects of the

-
correlation between fallen Nature and the lewd Venus.

-

In The Citvy of God S¢t. Augustine asserts that in

Paradise man's sexual members obeyed the authority of the

\

will and that if all had remained as God had planned it,

e



-

-"the field of generatzon should have been sown by the

.organ created for the purpose, as the earth ls Sown by the

N .
‘.hand 45' Another way of descrlblng the ratzonallty of the

<, -

prelapsarlan sexual instinct in man is’ to say that before
Adam sxnned, the Venus of concuplscence obeyed Nature and
provided an lncentzve to procreatlon rather than 1echerv

- Thus, in Alaln-de Lille's De Planctu Naturae, Nature

-

explains that the intended fqution of_Venus, which.should
be performed in subordination to Nature,_is to create life::
"I stationed Venus; wﬁe.ie skilled in the knowledge of
making, as an un?er—dephty of-my work, ep order that she,

under my judgement and guidance, and with the assisting

activities of her husband Evmen and het son Cupid . ¢

might weave together the line of the human race in unwearied

continuation.” 6 Reason is the *agent through which Nature

‘directs concupiscence to these ends, but when Reason loses

control of the sexual instincts, Nature succumbs to the

false authority of Venus and becomes corrupted. This

" pattern of pe§chological events was first enacted at the
time of man's Fall and is;repeated_whenever an‘indiv;dual
misuses Nature's faculties for lecherocus reasons. The
sequence of the pattern shows that rather than being
.equivalent to the lewd Venus, fallea Nature is Her p:gduct

and implement. As John Fleming .has aptly put it, "Nature

~
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- does not use Venus; Venus uses Nature."

} - o . . 203

47 - -

- There is, as a result of this, always a potential
-irony in statements that postlapsarian men like Troilus:

Tare cgméelled by Nature to obey Venus. It would be

impossible under any circumstances to argue that the "lawe
- . . . .

of kynde" to which Troilus defers is the law of unfallen

Natufe, since this would imply that Chaucer did not believe

in original sin. Troilus, in conseguence, must necessarily

be understood to obey the impulses of fallen Nature.

‘Whether or not we are ready to acknowledge Troilus's
i . .

- moral guilt, we must at least admit that to speak of fallen

-

Nature. as prescribing the rules for human behaviour tbﬁéfd
Venus is to put the cart before the horsSe. In the post-
lapsarian world Venus dictates the "lawe. of kvnde" to
Nature, not vice.yersa, and Nature.is neot requnsible for
man's vices although she suffers from tﬁe effects'éf his
innate depravity. Fallen Naturé in medieval literature
-is more oi.less the wvictim of human act;ons that vVaughan, .
in the seventeenth century, described her as seing.
(Vaugh;n exp;esses the moral commonplace that Adam is to
blaﬁg for Nature's evil conéition: "He drew the curse
upon the world and cracked / The whole frame with his

fa11v) .48

By analogy, Troilus, who is Adam's descendant,
is not so much under the governance of fallén Nature as

he 1i1s at fault for corrupting Nature in the first place.
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'“Once‘this'is understood, the zrony of justlfyzng Troxlus s

actions with the plea that he nay not "fordoen the lawe of

Kynde" becomes gquite apparent. The‘“lawe of kynde,
arguably, is not 1mposed on Tro;lus from wlthout but hasr

its orlgln in his ‘own selfish concupiscencé.

Nevertheless‘the term “lawe‘of kvnde" has occaszoned

P

~encugh wayward lnterpretatlon among certaln eritics to seem
anything but stralghtforward in meaning.l Ida Gordon: whose
views are representatlve of a2 certain trend in cr1t1c1sm49
':suggests that byl"lawe of kynde”, Chaucer wishes us to
understard tWo separate things: the 1aw of reason and
charlt; and the law of sexual desxre- - The "problem

of sexual love" in the poem, as_Gordon Sees ir, ie that
.Eorh laws are nateral and that both, rherefore, deserve to
be obeyed: ". . . the paradox is. that while caritas is thus
the 'lawe of kynde' for man, sexual desire, implanted in

him by nature (and hence alse a 'lawe' of his Eind) may over-
ride the controi‘of his reason, wﬁich is\what distihguishes
his kind from that of the beasts."so Yet whiie it is all
rery well to say that sexeal desire is a natural law, there
is no good reason for thiaking.that Chaucer regarded it as:
a law which should be allowed to compete with the law of

reason for authority over man's actions.

For Gordon, references to the "lawe of kynde” in

ki
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. the Troilus carry with them an aesthetically contrived' 'k, -

ambiguity which "gives room for alternatirg-reabtibné" and. . .

. which typifies Chaucer's ;ndéte:minate'moralfséance vis a

s .

- .‘ : _:' . ‘ L [ '
is the love affair. In conformance with this premise, she ™ =~

¥

'argﬁgsfthaﬁ in acting as he does, Troilus is as true to. -.~}

naéﬁral law as he would have been had he Qecidéd, rationally, ' -

to pgxb his ¢oncupiscence. Such an approach ‘to the subiject
~of natﬁrql‘;aw is not altogether unexpected in a étudy
- -

. *

given over to the investigation of-various sorts of ambiguity

in the Troilus. However, one sﬁspeéts that Gordon's inter-..
BN _ . .
pretation of natural law is detexrmined more by her pre-

conce;yedlinterest in ambiguity thén by an objectifé
-appfeciation of Nature's role in fhe Troilus.

| The certainty that éhaucgr knew and understood the
difference between fallen and unfallen Nature implies a
reading of “iawe of kyﬁde" which is at least as reascnable
aS'tﬁe:one Gordon proposes.‘ It is‘not'pgceséary to call
the phrase ambiguous just because sexual desire and reason,
thougﬂ clearly opéosed to each other under the circumstances

con;érned, are laws of Naturé. We should remind ourselves
that wﬁlie reasoq existed before the Fall, it'only caﬁe-into
conflict witg sexual desire after that event. Hence,
whereas reason is plaiq}y the law of unfallen Nature,

" recalcitrant sexual desire may best be described as a law

of postlapsarian or fallen Nature--'fhe "lawe of kvnde" can



as justlflably be taken to refer to one or, the o‘her of .
these dlfferent types of natural law as to both at the same

t;me. Therefore, no strong reason is at hand for thinking

" that Chaucer is dellberately creating ambiguity; indeed,
amblgulty, though one of the catch-words of modern criticism,

is somewhat mlsplaced in aiscﬁesions of medieval literature
t- -
-— especially when it diverts a reader's attention from

.standard toncepts of medieval culture which are relevant to
‘works being studied:n
The oﬁvious <nuﬁrtance of the Fall in the attitudes
" to Nature of jean de Meun and Dante provzdes a good stand-
e .

point from which to observe matters related t0 natural law

in Chaucer. The- plcture of Nature which is Presented in the

Roman de la& Rose- is unamblguouslv postlapsarlan,as is T Ne—

evident from its lack of relationshiﬁ with Reason.51 {(The
final section of the Roman;.in which Nature figures most
pProminently, contains no mention of Reason whe, after her
initial departure from the Lover, does not appear again in
the poem.) Furthermore,tsince Nature‘in the Roman is in
the mainhconcerned with_procreatively‘resisting Death
(16065-10), which only became a feature of human life after

';the Fall, it can scarcely be argued that she transcends the
moral limitations of postlapsarian sexual instinct. Al-

though Nature is not, in herself, evil, she has no moral

authority over man*hecause her power to contrel his instincts

e
1
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does not extend to his divinely bestowed reason. This is

~

-ﬁhy, according to Fleming's persuasive analysis, the
attempt of the Lover to find moral supbort for'his cause

by appeals to. the authority of Nature, ends up loocking guite

ludicx’:ous.s.2 Man is not supposed to follow the laws of

fallen Nature; to act morally, he musf osey Réason which
ruled Nature before 'the Fall. In the Rom%n, then, there-is
no ambiguity concerning the identity of Nature or the
meaging of natu;ai law. ©Neither is there any qﬁestion about
man's obligations in terms of the latter.

7

Dante expresses the same fundamental outldok on

natural law in Canto XVII of the Purgatorio where, again,

2 tacit but clear distinction emerges between the two states

of Nature. Virgil, speaking on the subjg;t of love, informs
Pante that love may be‘either natural‘of of the mind but
thgt for important reasons, only'the natural is without
‘error:

Ne creator ne creatura mai,

- - - figliuol.fu‘samza amore,
" © naturale o d'amino; e tu 'l sai

Lo naturale e sempre sanza errore,

ma l'altro pucte erra per malo obietto

© per troppe O per pocp di vigore.
Mentre ch'elle e nel primo ben dlretto,
e ne secondi se stesso misura,

esser non preo cagion &i mal diletto

ma guando al mal siterce . . . .
contra "1 fattore adovra sua fattura a

(Purgatorio XVII.91-102)
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(Neither Creator nor creature, my son, was ever

without love, either natural or

of the mind, and-

this you know. .The natural is always without
error; but the other may err through an evil ob-
-~ ~Ject, or through too much .ox too little vigor.
While it is directed on the Primal Good, and on
secondary goods observes right measure, it
cannot be the cause of sinful pleasure. But when

it is turned awry to evil . . .

, against the £

Creator works his creature.l r (Singleton translat;on)

Dante does not mean by natural love
is inspired by fallen Nature. Thus,

that the "natural is always without

the kind of love which
when Virgil asserts

error," he is not

-~

describing the same emction that rules the Lover_ in the

Roman. The perversions which turn the creature away from

its Creator and so go against the spirit of natural love

"violate the orxdexr of creation and repeat the action of

man's original Fall. Natural love is love which remains

focused on the Primal Good as Nature's law demanded

’

ante Adl peccatum.

The love which Dante refers

to as being of the ming

and subject to error is that which led to the Fall and to

.

postlapsarian natural law. This love is called "voluntary"

-

by Thomas Aguinas and is said by him to differ from natural

love in that it is based on freedom

-

or evil, whereas natural love is an
created things 'to fulfill the roles
by the Primal Good: ". . . natural

voluntary tendency because the incli

of the will to love good
insorn craving in all
set for them in creation
teﬁdegcy differs from

nation of natural
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tendency lS fromaan extr;nsmc prlnczple, and therefore lt w

e o

. .. K . BE - .
has no llberty .- . however the 1nc11nqtion-of the * ..

. -

voluntary tendency ls caused by the w111 1tself. - .,.“5?'

A.‘ . - L]
K - . Coaw L,

Man, having ratlonal free wlll,'may choose teo adhere to

1

natural law by dellberately seek;ng God, whlch meqns that i

u‘,a .

his voluntary love. to be good, must be a consc10us afflrma-

tion of the 1nst1ncts of “hatural IOVe. *."Hence,“ observes

.
.

Aqulnaf, lt is evldent that the natural law lS nothrng e

-other than the participation in eternal law” by the ratlonal

54 - . . ' . .. ',‘
Creature. . : .

For Jean de Meun and Dante the concept of natural '

. . * IFTRCE
. - . e A

law hinges on that of.originallsin, and eltﬁough_natural

‘. L ; : e

law may beiinterpreted in a postiEpsarian sense}fas in

the Roman, or in a prelapsarian sense, as’ in the Divine

-

Comedy, in neither instance does it carxry the ambiguous

mixtuzre of'prelepsarian and postlapsarian connotations that

Ida Gordon attaches to Chaucex's statemernts about "ldve of

kynde": Moreover, Jean and Dante share the same set of

: L '
assumptions about reason and sexual desire, which are the
main factoxs relevant to any definition.pf naturel law in

the Middle Ages. This raises-the-question of whether Chaucer

yould‘have been more 1ikely‘to'have'interpreted natural law-

-

in an ambiguous Empsonian fashion than.td have unde¥stood
it according to the stricter definitions unanimously

accepted by his contemgoraries.
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So far as may be determlned from what Chaucex

~
ectually 'says in the Tro;lus about natural law- he would
have had few dlsagreements with Jean and Dante Ida -

Gordon does not appreclate this because, beang interested
5 .
“chiefly in what she: reqards as: the paradox of natural

! law ln_the poem, she falls to grasp the lronlc implications

]

of Chaucer s tone. But a little reflection on the ;

narrator's_assertion, "may no man fordon the lawe of kynde,"

»wlll show that however it is lnterpreted it ignores the

-

consequences and realztxes of man’s Fall and that, therefore,

it should not be taken serlously. 'If Reason is the "lawe of

kynde“, lt 15 1ncongruously assocxated with the- Love which

binds Troelus. Indeed s;nce the functzon of reason is to

v

preserve splrltual freedom in order that men may follow the
+ course of natural love, it is obviously antlthetlcal to- the
sort of Love which ". . . so, soone kan / The fredom of

. .hertes to hym thralle" (Troilus and Criseyde I.235).,

Yet when the narrator, who characterlzes Love in these
) N
words{-proceeds lmmedlatelv to the conclu51on that natural
-

law (Reason) is znetorable, as though he were still speaking

of Love, the coherence of hls speech beglns to dlssolve.

This lack of dlfferentlatlon between the separate bondages

of Love and Reason can be dlscerned in the verbal sequence

in which the narrator expresses hig thoughts:

-

A A B - e e ————— o
. .

Tobl Jhaeoa
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ffor thy ensample taketh of thls wan, ' o Rt
Ye wise, proude, and - worthz folkes alle, ’ :
To -Scornen Love,“which ‘that so soone kan
The fredom of youre hextes_ to hym.thralle,
For evexre it was, and evere- it shal byfalle,
That Love ‘is he that.alle thzng may bynde,
For, may no man fordon the lawe of.kynde.
. (T&C I 232- 8)

In the Last two llnes of thls stanza, nothlng feusaid.that

- - 8

would warn “the reader. that the narrator 15 transfeﬁrlng

hlS attentlon from Love to th natural law of Reason, and

- VT -

1f there were, the—flnal lnference would Stlll be 1lloglcal

- . . - -
\ -

because the power of Love does not necessarlly entall the

- -

2 power of‘Reasoneﬁ But Whlle it is barely poss;ble that

_ Chaucer intended the stanza. to refiect,‘ironically,”the‘ : -,

narrator's misunderstanding of the relatlon of Love to “7 e 7

o - R ;v

Reason, it is mere lilely that,the “lawe of kynde has no . o -

conmection whatever with Reason.or caritas. The 1ronv whlch

would inevitably_reSﬁlt'froﬁ reading #lawe: of kynde" a§ a. -
referénce ‘to.Reason, (an irony ﬁo,whichulda Gordon is

‘oblivious), must-be considered forced. and mechanical. al- -
though such iroﬁv'would remove“inv'boésibilityifhat the T:"f P
. \-.—- A - o "

paradox po;nted out bv Gordon was meant to provdke anvthlng

K -

PR

more ‘than dmusement at the nar;a;or‘s‘foollshness, 1t is -
almost certain the the l"].am\re-cii:''}‘c'y-l:x_cile“ is merely sexual

-desire,-the‘lawkof falleh'Nature;;_THis is confirmed by the

.analogy between Tromlus s subserVLence to the “laﬁe of kynde™

and the coercion.imposed on Bayard, the draft horse' bv

-

- ] iy, - T
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'ﬂhbrses' lawe " symbollzed by” the whlp- SR -

',As proud Bayard gynneth for tc sklppe :
. Out: Jof. the weye, SO pryketh ‘hym his corn, = .- S
“Til he.a- ‘lasshe have of the longe. whlppe.g— -
. Than thynketh he, "Though I -praunce al- byforn'
First in the tray$ ful fat and newe shcrn,
- Yet am-I-but a hors.’ and horses lawe ~ . .. =
I moot,endure, anrd w1th}hy feres—drawe,
T s (I 218—224)

e . . - . E . -
- -

Troilus, who renounces his free-w111 when he becomes Love s

-

-'thaill LS li%tle dlfferent from Bayard who never had free—

-l - -

wzll to begln w;th.. Thus is 1mplled a strong resemblance

of "lawe of kynde“ to "horses lawe" D.sW. Robertson

_logically,observes'that "just as a horse must obey ‘horses'

'lawe', so Troilus w;ll succumb to the-'Lawe'of-kyhde’ which

domlnates the fleshly oxr 'horsy'-aspect-of_man."ss

Gordon,'however, objebts‘that RobertSon‘s'view-is

too 1imited, and she argues that because "lawe of kvnde

could be construed as the law of Reason as we11 as the law

LY

of séxual desire, both meanlngs have a‘necessary bearing
on'the stanzas just quoted.' By wav of trylng to prove that
the llkeness of Troilus's sztuatlon to. Bavard s does not

T carry the s;gnlflcance whlch Robertson as51gns to it.

Gordon clalms that "horses lawe" is- ln-fact Reason. She
‘bases her argument on, the premlse that the whip must be

1conograph1cally 1dent1f1ed wzth the ratzonal control of .

Passion: "The ‘horses lawe' which Bayard mus £t endure is the

&

\-
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’ -

control of the whip, so if the 'horse'’ signifies fleshly

- ~..- appetite the anaiogy should signify the control of f£leshly
appetite (by Reason).  And indéed it is probably the concept

- of the whip, or bridlg,-that géve to the Khérse'_its

B - v 5 6 .

iconographic significance." From here, Gordon goes on
~ . PN .

'; to announce that "the obvious parallel between 'horses lawe'
and the ;lawe of kynde' is . . . not so straightforward as
# it might seem" to.critics like Rob;rtsoh. In othéf‘words,
she is-felling u$ that if 'horses lawe' refers td}héason,
';so,_ﬁy virtue of analogy, must 'lawe of kynde"', her‘ultiﬁéte
cd}clusign being that 'lawe of kynde' caq&gﬁ apply strictiy
‘to the corrupted instincts of fallen Nature.
All this would perhéps be plausible, were Gorden
abie to offer an adquate rationalé for interpretiné.the

[

whip as a symbol of Reason. But any iconographic connectign

_ N
between the whip and the bridle is rather tenuous. R

\
Robertson has documented the function of bridle imagery in ;
medieval art and'literature,sv and though it is true that
the bridle was popularly associated with rational constraint
iq'£he Middle 'Ages, there is little evidence that ;he whip
was.58 .A look at some of the occasions upon which Chaucer
mentions whips inéicates-that they tend to represent the

-pain of punishment and remorse suffered for sin rather than

the disciplined guidance of Reason -which prevents sin. The
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.. :s-Wife of Bath describes herself as the whip of tribulation
. which was visited on hex husbands in marriage:

-+ + + I have toold thee forth my tale .

Of tribulation"in mariage, :

Of which I am expért in al myn age, = ‘

‘This is to seyn, myself have been the whippe, --
. T (WBT. 172-5)

The Wife's husbands, like Troilus, were at the mercy of

-

their own cupidinous desires, and this is why the 'Wife was

able to ﬁéhipulate them and make theirx lives miserable.

As she sayél when'they refused to:acquiesce in her way-
wardness.-and “Jalkynge out by nyghte" (397), she would
chide and deprive them of carnal satisfaction so that she
could have her own way :

"Namely abedde hadden they meschaunce:

Ther wolde I chide, and do hem no plesaunce;

I wolde no lenger in the bed abyde, ‘

If that I felte his- arm over my syde . . .

: {407-10)

The effectiveness of this treatment in stilling the ob-

jections of her husbands was, she Xnows, due to their in-

ordinate regard for the attractiveness of her "bele chose" .

Consequently, if the Wife is the whip which tormented

hér ﬁusbands, her power to hurt must have come primarily -
from thé siﬁful excesses of their sexuél desires. It follows
by implication that those upon whom the whip'ié inflicted

are responsible for their own resultant discomfort. With
this in mind, we can look.at the analeogy between Bayard and

Troilus in a rather different light, noting that ‘the whip
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which strikes the recalcxtrant anlmal is analogous to the

pain whlch Tro;lus receives from Love, the personlfled

. - .-
image of his own. recalcmtrant afimal. lnstlncts. o :
. -
"y

-

Elsewhere Chaucer identifies the whip as a
Purgatorial device, whichlis in keeping with the punitive

connotations given to lt by the Wife of Bath. The'Parson

speaks of whlpplng as one of the penalties faced by men in

purgatory (X.715-~20), and, in The Merchant‘s Tale,

L b

Januarie's c0unsellor, Justinus, warns him not to marry

on account of the dangexr that a wlfe can become a man's

purgatorial’whip: ?

Paraunter she may be youre purgatorie!
She may be Goddes meene and Goddes-whippe;
Thanne shal youre soule up to hevene.skippe

o
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . -

I hope to God, hereafter shul ve knowe
.That ther nys no so greet felicitie
In mariage. . . . (Merch.T. 1670- 76)

Justinus then informs Januarie that the Wife of Bath "Of

L8

mariage, which we have on honde, / Declared hath ful wel
in litelhspace" (1686-7), and this remings'us that the

Wife calls herselan purgatory as well as a whip in

mafriage; "By Geod! in erthe I was his purgatorie™" (489), she

exclaims about her fourth husband. ' The cumulative signifi-
9 .

cance of these details severely weakens.Gordon's claim that
"just as the horse that 'gynneth for to skippe - + ' has
to be controlled and directead by the whip, so sexual desire

has to be controlled and dl*ected by reason“.sg‘ The
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function of Reason is not to administer punishment. and

’

*

‘theréfore it cannot be*accuiately compared to the horse
driver's whip, whieh i; a2 symbol of purgatory a;,well as an
agernt of practiqal qhagtisement;;'Aﬂd if Reason ﬂas nothing
to do with "horses lawe"™, wé shall probably be ready to
agree that it is egually foreign, so far as the anaiogé
goes, ﬁo the }efinitién of—“léwe of kynde".

- In éddition, Gordoﬁ's.interp}étatioﬁ of the last
-line of the couplet, “"That iéve is he that alle thyng may
bynde, / Fof may ne man fordon the lawg of kynde" (Téc.

I.237-8), distorts the syntax of the passage. Goxdon,

as was pointed‘out; believes ﬁhat if Reason is one of the
things'megnt by "lawe of kynde", the last line must be
entering a_cav%at agaiﬁsﬁ Love iﬂ ¥he name of Reason. But
grammaticallyfffhe last line doés;got qualify or limit the’

power of Love, as it would have to if it were actually

saying that sexual desire must be "directed by reason"

-

N

in fact, the line sgould be read as another detail in the

list of %ove's attributes. The_conjﬁnction "for" (meaning
/
"becaus€"), which introduces the line, indicates that

"lawe of kynde"* is treated as a manifestation of Love's

bl

power and not as a restriction which is imposed on it.

Translated, the final lines of the stanza should read:

v

"It always was and always shall be the case that Love is

'

he who can bind evervthing, because no man can annul the
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law of Nature." " The only-conceivable meaning. for "lawe
of kynde" is therefore Love, since-the term unguestionably

does not refer to . Reason.

v

The other half of Gorden's argument about “lawe of
kynde“\-— the idea that Love, or sexual destre, is a law

which is serlously thought of by Chaucer as lneluctable,

-

and, in the same sense as Reaons's law, nétural“ﬁf must now .
be considered. That "lawe of kvnde" means Love and not

Reason 13 a™ rather clear indication of Chaucer‘s bellef

1n the same separation of fallen and unfallen Nature en-

dorsed by Jean ‘and Dante. . If Chaucer has thought that
Reason and unsu?ervised sexual desire were two different
expresszons of the same state of Nature, he would have
.allowed "lawe of kynde" te be interpreted in both senses.

As it is, the unambiguous sigrificance of "lawé of kynde"”

Al

-~proves that the Nature, whose law Love is, does not

represent Reason. Consequently Reason must be afflllated

’
o

with a dlfferent Nature from Love, and it does not require
much critical acumen to.realize that because Reason ruled

_ . : o
before the Fall, it must be the law of unfallen Nature. So

Troilus's Love, the "lawe of kynde", is evidently the law .

of fallen Nature which Prevails in the Roman de la Rose.

It was suggested earlier that when the narrator of

the Troilus says "may no man: fordon the .lawe of kyvnde,"

~he is uttering an absurdity insofar as "lawe of kynde”
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applies £o falleﬂ'Nature. The "lawe of kynde" is the result
of Troxlus s cupldlty just as fallen Nature is the result

of man's oeriginal sin. The point to bg understood is,that
Tr;llus.ls entlrely responsible for.éll that hapéens to

hiﬁ; Nature_force§ him to do nothidg against his will, be-
cause he con;rol;.the concupiscent impulses which Nature
Arouses in him. Although he is™of necess;tv surrounded by

the condltlons of fallen Nature, he possesses the‘power not

to be dominateq by them. Virgil's analysis of free will

and necesSity in Purgatorio XVIII is guite ée}tinent to
‘the situation of Troilus, for it emphasizes that, in love,

no man is subject to determinisnp:

- - -

(Purgatorio XVIII.70-4)
——=3J=torio
(Wherefore, suppose that every love which is
-kindled in You arises of necessity, the power.
to arrest it is' in You. This noble v1rtue
Beatrice understands as the free will. . . .)

However, various lovers in Chaucer's Poetry, despite
the evidence of man's free will, adopt a deterministic out-
look on their lives ang destinies which, they assume,
ultimately reflects Nature's law. Arcite, in the Knight's
Tale, justifies his infatuation with Emilve by clalmlng-

"A man moot. nedes love, maugree his head. / He mav nat

-fleen it, though he sholde be deed"” (116-7). In the fiﬁal
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part of the Txoilus, Diomede, whose interest in Criseyde

i%, like Troilus's, at bottom carnal, also professes to

- serve the god of Love (v.l44), before whom, he says, he is

N

-

a2t the time: . . i

helpless: "Ek I am not3?cf power for to stryve / ‘aveyns
the god of“Lbye, but hym obefe" (v.166-7). And, Troilus,
during his soliloquy in the temple, which is spoken after

the Trojans have decided to tragde Criseyde with the Greeks

~

in exchange for Antenor, .sees his conseguent sorrow as fore-
seen and predestined by God. Troilus does not‘men:ion
Nature directly in this speéhh; but what he savs is still

generally relevant to the theme of Nature misunderstoced:

For al that comth, comth by necessitee:
Thus to ben’ born is my destinee

"For certeynly, this wot I wel,” he sevde,

"That forsight of divine purvevaunce

Hath seyn alwey me to forgon Crisevde,

Syn God seeth every thyng, out of doutance. . . ."
(T&C. IV.958-64)

a

:hough Troi;us thinks that these considerations are suf-
ficient.ﬂfor.to destruve oure fre cﬁois every del" (IV.1059},
'hé‘seems nd; to remember thaéiwhen he decidéd to trust
Pandarus- and to begin an affaif withVCriseyde, he acted not
by necessity but by free-will. His initial resignation of
his f;te to Panda:ué'and Fortune is fully congcious and

deliberate, and is frankly acknowledged by Troilus himself

k4
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Now, Pandare, I kan no more seye,

But, thow Wis, thow woost, thow maist, thow art al!
My 1if, my deth, hol in thvn hand I leve

: - (I. 1051- 53)

Troilus's soliloguy, furthermore, is likely a

-

parody, unrecognized as such by him, of the Boéthian

Robinson, in an exXplanatory note on the text of the poenm,

. observes that there is a potential difference between the

- T

philosophical viewpoints of Chaucer andi Troilus on the

question of free will, but he does not call attention to

the possibility that Chaucer is actually satirizing

Troilus's misundexstanding of Boeghius: he merely points

ocut that Troilus's response to his predicament is not
necessarily a reflection of Chaucer's moral:

The argument of Troilus closely follows that of
Boethius, but whereas 'in the De Consolatione,
Philosophy makes a replv and defends human
freedom, Chaucer (or Troilus) stops with the
fatalistic conclusion. It is not to be inferred *
that Chaucer himself was a fatalist. The speech

«~ + + - expresses not Chaucer's moral, but Troilus's
emotional reaction.60

Nonetheless the mﬁsp important guestion that confrdnts the
reader of Troilus's soiiloguy concerns the justification
for Tfoilus's "emotional reaction.™ It must have been
apparent to chaucerrthat this reaction is very foolish, as =

the hero, his pleas to the contrary notﬁithstanding, is

obbiously neoet without free will. Troilus is just incapable
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of assuming responsibility for iis own behaviour, and

Chaucer would not have found this weakness particularlﬁ
admirable. . Therefore the chances are gquite good that

Troilus's phiiosophical departures from Boethius ironically

accentuate the shorteomings of his character.
The whole purpose of the commentary on necessity

in thé De Consolatione is to point cut that man's free

will 'is not incompatible with God's foreknowledge of events.
God sees the future as man sees the present, because all
things belong to the present tense in God's vision. The

only necessity which God imposes on human actions is that

‘designated by Boethius under the term "conditional

o

necessity”. Conditional necessity applies to events which,
because thevy are known to be happening, must, therefore,

necessarily be happening. Since God sees all things, all

human actions are subject to the conditional necessity
which results from his knowledge of them? "Thise thyngeé
thanne, vif thei be referrid to the devvne sighte, than beq
thei.makeé necessarie by condicioun of the devyne knowvnge"
(V.§£-6). But each man remains self-deternmining despite

God's omniscience:

For no necessite no constrevneth a man te gon
That goth by his propre wil, al be it so than
whan he goth that it is necessarie 'that he goth.
Ryght on this same manere thanne, vif that the
purveaunce of God seeth anvthyng present, than
moot thilke thing ben by necessite, althogh that
it ne have no necessite of his owne nature.
(V.pr.6)
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Troilus rejocts these teachings and self-pltylngly
afflxes to -God the blame foxr the soxrow he has brought upon
himself. The rxdxculousness of his behavxour is not very
hard to percelve, and it follows that if God hlmSelf does
not interfere with man's free will, Nature is not likely
to do so. Troilus's complaint that tﬁe deterministic
influence of divine pxovzdence is rosponSLble for hls final
loss of Crisevde is, in fact, symmetrically ¢orrespondent
;o the na*rator 5 claim that Troilus falls in lQVe in the
flclt -Place because Nature compels him to. In each case ‘-
man's refusal to accept for his actions the moral respon-
sibility which accompanies free will resolts in an absurd. ' e
denial of reallty._ The truth of thxs,‘so far as it con-
cerns Nature's alieged determ@nation of the course and
inception of human_love ("love of kynde" I&C. I.879), is
boohe out by Chaucer's repeatedlreminders to his audience
of the fact that it is possible to choose not to vield to
the ooncupiscon; love awakened oy'falleﬁ Nature.

One such reminder is ironically conveved in the
Previously guoted couplet from Arcioe's speech on love:

"A man moot nedes }ove, maugree his heed.‘/ Ee mav not
fleen it, though he sholde be deed" (Kn.T. 1169-70). The

assertion. made here, that a man cannot £lee Love, deliberately

echoes and contradicts Reason's claim in the Roman de la

Rose  that.he can. Reason addresses the Lover with the

w

P



‘fpllowlng advxce-

No bettir counsel maist thou. take T
Than thynke to fleen wel, dwis; : L
May nought helpe elles, for wite thou thls,_"

" If tho fle it, it shal flee thee; -.

Folowe it, and- folwen 'shal it thee. ',7)/1 - q_'!?.”

(R R. 4780—4)

B o PO .

Therxe can be no drspute about the wrsdom of Reason s words

- by "

since the Lover, in the same.  manner as Tro&lus, has -7~“
voluntarllyfsurrendered h;s Wlll to the obsess;ons of N
\ .
_ N

carnal pa531on.f The Lover is pursued by the god of Love

only after he: decides to enter the Garden of Dedu;t, where

he is vulnerable to "Love's arrows. AS . Reason savs to the
Y

\Lover, he hlmself admltted the god of Love into. hls lrfe“

.. A sory gest, in goode fay, i ﬁ' T- T
~ . Thou herberedest than in~ ‘thyn lnn, ’
The God of Love whanne thou let inn!

(R R. -5107-9)

If we look: at Arcite's declaration of the impossi-

Y

'brllty of fleelng Love in the contert of the passage from

the Roman whlch it parodles, we w111 notlce that Arczte

has a very ;ncomplete understandlng of how Love.works. He
is. 1ndeed literally unable to flee Love "though ne?sholde
QE deed," for he is.remorsglessly pursued by a passion for
Emilye wnich causes .his deatn. But his fate as ahlorerrij

entirely due to_hls havzng invited Love's’ pursult by
orlglnally followlng Love instead of fleelng from it.

Arcite is g;ven the opportunity to flee when his friend
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Perotheus persuades Theseus to release hlm from prlson and
to let hlm'return to Thebes. Unfortunate%y Arcite flnds

the prospect of leav1ng Athens too dlstreSSLng to be en-

~

dured

-

savrng that he wlll d:e lf he is deprxved of "the sight -

e

\\f Emllye-
) Ther now: I am exiled fro my wele.
Syn that I .may nat seen you Emelye,
I nam: but deed- ther nys-.no remedye.
el (Kn T 1272 4) .
- Dlel. Le/er .
Arcite, once in Thebes; langulshes "a year or two"
(1881) ln a melancholy humou* before Mercurv appears to him

in a dream and tells.hlm "4.. . To Athens shaltow wende, /

There is thy shapen of thy wo. an ende.;'(l391e2). : -4"

Ironlcally it is not’ hls separatlon'rrom Emllye that kllls

Arcxte, but his symbollc journev back to Athens. Mercury,

a7

_1n alluding to- the end of Arcxte s woe, is of course,

-

speaklng of his imminent death in’ the tournament with

Palamon. And thls death results from his decision to

abandon his enforced fllght from Love in order. to pursue

Love more actively. Had Arcite fled from Love out of free
‘ : ) ~ -

.Will, he would have been safe in Thebes, for, as Reason

‘argues, Love*would have fled from him. Because his will

is perpetually following Love however, h;s physzcal fllght
from Athens has no effect on hrs unhappy state of mind,

and Love continues to follow him._

-

The return to Athens

-

is thus merely a literal acting out of the spiritual

pursuit of Love which Arcite, contravening the rules of

.

.
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'Reason, has been engaged ln all alongx’ He is- clearly not

s . : N
in any posxtlon to comment authoratatlvely on the diffi-

.. ». - hatts -

"cultles of flee;ng from Love,,not hav1ng experlenced them, R
and his oprnlons on thlS score are undoubtedly calculated ".f~f;-
. Pl L
e - N . - '\.f - ::' e .
by Chaucer to appear- foollsh. el

The certltude of Palamon and Arclte that all thelr

.

dorngs as lovers -are compelled by determ;nlstlc forces out-
sige thelr own’ wmlls is very srmllar to'&roxlus s. All

of them think, agalnst Reason, that thev cannot flee from

Love and that God (or gods) and Nature anre. responsable for

thls state of affalrs._ Palamon blames Saturn and Junc for S _;-ﬂ
his lmprlsonment,\and Venus for his. 1dolatrous and in- ST

fatuated mental state-'f‘
. "t
‘ But I moot. been in prlsoun thurgh Saturne,
And eek thurgh June, - jalous ané eek wood,
O0f Thebes with ‘his waste walles wyde; .
And Venus sleeth me on‘that oother syde.
' (1328 32)

These lines carry the same tone of_petuLant self lndulgence -
2 .

that 1nforms the speech of Trollus on lelne prov;dence

(T&C. IV. 958~ 1078) . In nea&hef case, however, is the deter- T

_mlnlstlc outloock of the speaker morally justlfled. Palamon,.-f

‘1" - o +
no less than Arclte has the optron as a human ‘being of

fleeing spiritually frem Venus,.and Palamon‘s claim that
his imprisonment is determined by Saturn is, as Chauncey
Wood has argued; inconsistent with some important evidence '

to the contrary: o L . L
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-first see Emilye,

from his barred window,

_prison,
must be a goddess:

‘But Venus is it sqothly, as I gesse"” (1101-2).

If-we note only that both.[Palamon and Arcite] T
scribe imprisonment to Satdrn, we see that they .
are .styled by Chaucér as deterministic characters;
.+ -but when-we reflect that Arcite "said:-they were.
- " ‘'both in prison because of Saturn and that
‘Palamon ascribes his own imprisonment to Saturn
even.after Arcite has. been released, then we
may fairly "judge that Chaucer is mot onlye
saying that both-are deterministic but also: that
to be deterministic and Pessimistic in the face
of contrary evidence is “to be short-sighted.61

e

'A’detérminisfic philosoﬁhy of éivine provide;ée'ié
complementedd;particular;y in the mingd and'éharactef of
. h L - . %

Arcite, by a Qeterministiﬁ-philosophy df Natﬁrefé influence
on human af?air;, Fromrthe instast thét“Pélamqﬁ:and Arcite
Arcite is distinguished from his cousin

by his private bélief that h;s loye is more in accordénee

with Nature's law than Palamon®s. "Palamon, .who, lookirg

is the first of the two knights to

' see Emelve as'-she wanders in the garden adjoining their

exclaims in a_sudden rush of infatuation that she

Arcite,
however, is guick to ridicule Palamon's Bpinion aswbeing'
affected and unfealistic, pointing out that his own claims

-

to be Emelve's "paramour" possess the stronger warrant of

- -

‘having arisen from a more ‘vital instinct which causes him

to love her as a "ecreature”:

"I noot wher she be womman or goddesse, /
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- «
What wiltow seyen"1 Thou woost nat yvet now
Whether she be womman or goddesse!
Thyn is affecroun,of hoolynesse,
And myn is love, as to a creature;
. L ' (Xn.T. 1156-9)

L

" The sense in which Arcite refers to Emelye as a

"ereature" implicitly identifies her as a product of Nature

instead.of something supernatural. . The connotations of

the word‘"creatureﬁ, when it 15 applled to beautlful women,

usually pertaln dlrectly to the creatlve ‘power and. -authority

of,Nature:- .

Ealf hire beaute shulde men nat fynde
) In Creature that formed is bv kvnde
(L.G.W. 245-6)

For Nature hath with sovereyn diligence
Yformed hirxe is as greet excellence, .
As though she wolde sevn, "Lo! I, Nature,
Thus kan I forme and peynte a creature. . . .
(Phvs.T. 9-12) -~

e .
As”"she, lat be make no comparisoun
To creature yformed hire by kynde

. (Ts&C. IV.450-51)

And s;nce Arcite professes to love Emelye not as a
goddesse“ .but as a 'creature", he seems to be arguing

not only that she herself is a product of Neture but. that ’

so also is his love for her. Arclte 5 tacit convxct;on that

Nature sanctions his love is further demonstrated when, to-
Palamon' s_accusatlon, "thow wodest falsly been aboute /

To love my lady" (1142-3), he replies: ". . . positif

lawe and swich decrge / Is broken al day for love iu ech

e
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dégree" (1167-8). Robinson, in his note" on pos;tlve law

g -~
‘in the standard edltlon, writes: "'lex posxtlva', as opposed
-to'natural law, is that whzch rests solely upcn man' s

6
decree”; 2 and since by posxtlve law Arcite is referrlng

to his formal duty as a knight to help rather than to

.
- - -

oppose Palamon, the{i is evidently a signigicant cpnneceion
in Arcite;s mind between his love and natural,laé. When

. Arcite violates §bsitivé law for the sake of Lové, he"is,uhe
éupposes, acting out the demands of natural law. Ingged;
in assertlng the superiority of hls love to all man—méde
statutes, he spécifiéally speaks of\it as'é'IAQ: "Love

is a gretter. lawe’, by my pan, / Than méy be'yevew§o any
erthely man" (l1165-6). Arcite is hexeby indicatiﬁg that
because love's "lawe" is not subject to man's decree;‘it-
must stem from Nature which, as Robinson observes, is the
Principal alternative legal éuthority.

Immediately afterward;, Arcite goes on to rémérk
that love is determined by necessity; "A man moot nedés
.love, maugree his heedf {(1169). Having intimated that
.hatural law is the source of his love, Arcite is now, Pre-
sumably, also attribuﬁing to that law a dete:miniém which
denies man's free will. This Eonnection §gtween natural %
law and nNecessity is reinforeced by én interesting coincideﬂce

in Arcite's use of imagery. When he first refers to love

@2s a (natural) law he swears by his "pan" (skull) (1165}

e
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and then, when speaking of love in terms of necessity, he

observes that a man must love "maugree his heed"™ (l162).

- -

These'%sad images may be subtle allusions to the faculty
of reason which is seateg in Man's brain and which cannot
be considered irrelevant to questions'of human behaviour

involving love, natural law, and necessity. It is thus

-
-

possible'that Chaucer is indirectly.inviting his audience
to examine Arcite's opxnlons 1n the 1lght of reason.’:

- . -

The cumulatlve import of Arcite's lnltlal remarks
‘about love is that he is compelled by natural law to love
7Emelye. Consequently, his general theory of love zs
1dent1cal with that expressea by the narrator of the Troilus
-1n the statement- “; « - Love is he that alle thyng may
bvnde; / For may no man fordon the lawe of kynde (T&C.

-

1.237-8). We have seen that from Reason's polnt of v1eo

this allegat;on about the power of Love lslqulte unsound
because Trozlus actually ‘uses free will when he chooses to
start an affalr with Criseyde. The analogy between Troilus
and Arcite, hhich_is based on their mutual-subjection to the .
subposedi? deterministic influence of ‘natural law, would,
therefore, seem %to suggest that Arcite has as many delusions
about the- relatlonivig‘of Love to Nature as does the
narrator of the Troilus. Arcite, no less than Troilus,

. enjoys the human prerogative of free will, and when he

allows himself to fall into an idolatrous and ultimately

-

S~



o | - 230

-

fatal passion oyer Emelve, he has norloglcal justlfzcatlon
~for sayzng that Nature caused -him to do so.
Arclte s subsequent, implicit allusaons to natural
‘law and to hls own status as a "creature" appear ironic
because Arc1te, while pretending to be a-staunch advocate of *
_ Natur;'s ways, usually turns out to be guite atcﬁds with all
’but the most fallen and corrupted aspects of Nature. His
false bellef that Nature determines his love is, as we shall
isee; only the\ﬁlrst of a series of dlstortlons and subtle
mlsunderstandlngs of what Nature represents, and for these
it is ev1dently lntended to prepare the reader. Palamon,
lwho-does not. appeal to natural law in order to assert a
right to Emilye, suffers, interestinglf enough less adverse
cr;trczsm than Arcite for Possessing the wrong attitude
towards Nature. ' ‘
For a long tlme critics have been interested in- the
' .

s;mllarltles between the characters of Palamon and Arcite.
”Mang years aco, Hoxie N. Fairc¢hild advanced_the opinion that
Palamon ané Arcite are representative, respectively! of the
contemplative andg active‘lrves, and that their dis-
siﬁilarities are thus very pronounced.63 w, H. French on
the'other hand, argueqd twenty vears later that in most
respects “Chaucer permitted no important differences. Both

were paragons, equally eligible, Presentable, brave, and

et b N T e ks LRGN



comely.“§4 J. R.” Hulbert, thinkihg along similax lines,
~contended that Chauéer was intent on posing a problem of

-courtly love: which of two yeoung men of almost egual

claims and merit should win the ladyfss William Frost,

however, took the.view that a valid preference between
Palamon . and Arcite is definitely impligd by the author’
and that Palamon is to be favoured beczuse he is a greater

idealist than Arcite.66 R. M. Lumiansky went so far as to

~ -

identify the lovers with the two states of mind experienced

—

bf Boethius in the De Consclatione, after and before his

treatmént for mental illness by Lady Philosophy.e7 - AS

this brief, random-summarization of critical opinions will

-

- . " L2
tell, Palamon and Arcite have been compared and contrasted

fgpm a2 wide variety of angels: moral, courtly and
philosophica%- However, I vould like to draw atﬁention

to the themes of ﬁa:ﬁre and natuxal.law as“toggther-csn-
stituting another angle from which th? topic might fruit-
fuily be apprcached; an awareness‘df fhg importance of these

themes in. the Xnight's Tale can be of help in reaching an

accurate comparative assessment of the characters of 3
Palamon and Arcite.
Tale is modelled, omits any reference to an immedizate guarrel

between Palamone and Arcita in their firsse sight of Emelve.

S

Boccaccio's Teseida, the poem upon which the Knight's
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'Instead they try toe give each other comfort for the pangs

of love from whlch they are both sufferlng.'-Méreover,

-
'

Boccaccio portrays Arcita, noet PaIemone,‘as the first of

the lovers to see Emel}e, and Arcita frahkly declares that

[ "

she is.a gcddess:' "Vehlr e gui- discesa veramente" (Venus
has truly c;me down here Teseida IIT.13). Upon the questlon
of Emelye's 1dent1ty, Palemone is in comolete agreement
with Arcita, 51nce he too belleves that she is Venus- "Pex
-cetto cuesta e Clteree--}-lo non vidi glahmal si hella
chA" (Certalnly thls is Cytherea- I have neverreeen any-
3ethihg solbeautlful. Teselda III 14). Chaucer, by contrast,
not_ only reverses the order in which the lovers see Emelve,‘
he- also Lntroduces 1ndependentlv, the scene ofla quarrel
between the lovers‘lnvolv1ng thelr apparentlv dlfferent
attltudes towards leve. Becaudse this quarrei“constitutes

an original ang distinctive innovation in .Chaucer's version

of the story, there is good reason to suspect that 1ts—

issues are important for 1nteroretatlon of the Xnight's Tale. .

It is noteworthy that the contr @iction, posited by
Arcite, between "affecioun of hob 1y nesse“land love whlch
obevs natural law also receives m ntlon in one.of Panarus s
speeches in the T*Ollus. After Troilus has heen hit'by
Love's arrow and has become the victim of a carnal passion
for CriseydefhPandarus finds him "biwayling in his

chambre . . . allone™" (T&C. I.Sé?). 'In an effort to comfoft

L]
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Troilus, he tells1him‘that‘ali peopie are suscéptible‘%o
laove, wheth;r bf the celé#tial‘or of the natgral variety,
and that he ghg:efore has hopes>§fwT£oilu§'s-love being

reguited by Criseyde: . . -

Was nevere man or womman yet bigete
That was unapt to suffren loves hete,
Celestial or elles love of kvnde;
Forthy some grace I hope in hire to fynde . . -
- -(T&C. I.977-80) : i :

Having said this, Panéérus:proceeds, in the same key -as
Arcite,.to-explainnbow in youth "love.of kynde™ isiﬁdEG
fitting than love "belesﬁi;l“; ériseyde, he believes, Qill
readily in;line to the fpf;e; love, realizing that iEh"git
Ehire naught to ben celestial" (I.983). The consequencé

of this, accordihg~€o Pandarus, ought go be that-griseyde,
in obeving natural law, Qiil émbface the opportunity for
an affair with a worthy knight like Troilus: "Bﬁt trewely
it sate hire right nowéhe / Alworthi knvght to loven and
cherice," (I1.985-6). However, what is startling is the
-abrupt conclusiéﬁ to which Pandarus brings his reflections
on love: wunless Criséyde agrees to love Troilus in .the
way which Pandarus has specifiéd as natural, he.wil{, he
says, consider her to be‘sinfulf ~"And but she do, I.holde
it £6r a vice" (1.987). The'propositioﬁ that absta;ning

. from fornication is to sin would have come as enough of a

surprise to Chaucer's readers to cause them to guestion its
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-

moral logic,-and we must do thg same .

Pandarus is speaking from the assumption that so-

called “love of kynde" Possesses a moral standard peculiar

to itself and that while fornication may not be among the

values represented bf‘léve "celestiglf; it is perfectly

-good and acceptable accordiﬁg to the independent standard
~

of "love of kynde"g' This belief that natural love and
heavenly love are mutually exclusive must, however, face the
objection that .in terms of the Boethian philosophy which

controls the Ti:oilus,68 natural love, far from being anti-

thetical to heavenly love, is a manifestation of it.

Lady Philosophy states firmly in the De Consolatione

that men are led by "natural entencioun" Lo seek sovereign

happiness ("the verray fyn of blisfulnesse™ III.pr.3),
which, she has already pointed out, lies in heavenly love:

"0 weleful were mankynde vyif thilke love that governeth \

hevene governede yvour corages™ II.m.S). It follows from
what Lady Philosophy savs thaé, since Nature's Primary
purpose is to'move,men'ﬁo heavenly love, there cannot be,
’ exceét through corruption of Naﬁure; a "love of kynde™
which is distinct from or contrary to heavenly love. This
reflects rather badly on Pandarus, suggesting that he is
_guilty of a morally distﬁrted view of Nature and that,

in attempting to propagate his misapprehensions about "love

of kynde", he himsel€ is displaying the vice which he is

N O

.
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ready to impute to Criseyde. Arcite, similarly, must be

LT

suspected of moral error, his opinion about the absence of

any correlation between natural love and heavenly love

being much the same as that méintained'by Pandarus.
And just as Pandarus -incurs a reader's distrust -

through his curious misapplication of the word "vice"”, so
- !
Arecite, in calling Palamon's passion a holy sentiment,

suffers a loss of credibility which causes us to doubt his

competeﬁce even to recognize the gualities of the two types

of love which he is speciously attempting'to dissociate

from each other. Considering the Boethian definition of

heavenly love as love which preserves social bonds and

. & i
"enditeth lawes to trewe felawes" (II.m.8), it is hard

P

to see how Palamcn'é ldve, which is.disruptive of éeace
and_friendship, can properly bhe diénifiediby any such
epithet as holy,lheavenly, or celestial.

As for Arcite's love, it is no mére uneguivocally

natural than Palamon's is holy. Despite his supposition

-

that his desire for Emelyve is sanctioned by Nature, Arcite,
by the standards set by Chaucer's Parson, is acting in a.
way which is destructive to Nature. We can see this by

comparing the general features of Arcite's love with the

.

Parson's description of lechexrvy and fornication: "Of

Leccherie as I seyde sourden diverse speces, as fornicacioun,

that is betwixe man and woman that heen nat maried: and
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. this is deedly synne, and agayns nature. Al that is enemy

- and destraccioun to nature is agayns nature" (Pars.T. 865).

Quite clearly Arcite's purpose is not to marry Emelye,

. for he gives no sign that he is interested in her as a

- L

prospective wife. On the contrary., he belfeveqithat love,
instead of being circumscribed by marriége should and must
be permitted to culminate in adultery and fornication.

Marital status,” declares Arcite, is irrelevant to the

satisfaction of sexual desire: "A man moot nedes love
maugree his heed . . . / A e she mavde, or wydwe, o

elles wvf" (Kn.T. 1168-71).. With this attitude} Arcite,

/Edﬁ;;~35€gﬁ%u$ want a plantonic relationship with the un-

\\ married Emelye, can sc¢arcely intend any outcome for his

A *

passion except. fornication, which, as the Parsen says,

.

violates Nature.

There are enough allusions in the Knight's Tale

to the harmful,effeSXS of Arcite's carnal passion on
Nature to show that ¢haucer is therfby satirizing the

<
i;onic inconsistercy of Arcite's verbal defence of natural
love with his unnatural conduct as a lover. Thisgs incon-
siséency is thg 1o§ical result of Arcite's refusal to

recognize the complementary relationship of natural love

andéd heavenlyv love. If he were able to undexstand that one

<)

is not separate from the other, he would have a clearer

idea of what natural love entails and would .not confuse it

-

bt

'fui
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'with actiﬁitigg.whibhlthé Rarson ;refers to as "deedly -

S symne".t T L oo S - . s

- The destriuction Which Arcite-causes. in Xature's

rfealm can cénvenienfrizbefviewed=throﬁg&‘the'perspective of

o
\.
. -

- B

énother remark by theParson about the effect of sin.’

Emphasxzzng the.true 1nterdependence of Nature and grace,

‘the Parsdn states that ghrough sin,'a.man 1ose$ not only

grace'but Nature as well: “Fér‘Certeé},synnE'bireveth
- e P IR

2 man bothe goodnesse .of nature and-eek the goodnesse of

grace” (Pars.T. 248)._'Thé Parsoh subéeéuently enumerates,
as follows, the various goods of Nature and grace, most of’

which are vainly sought in the sharacter of Arcite: R
: . s - -

Cexrtes; the¢ goodes of Naturé stonden outher in
goodes of body or in goodes of soule.. Certes,
goodes of body been heele of body, strengthe,
delivernesse, beautee, gentrice, franchlse.
Gooties of nature of the’ soule been good wit, _ .
sharp understondynge, subtil engyn, vertu . ~
"natureel, good memorie. . . . Goodes of grace
been science, power tp suffre spiritueel. o
travaille, benignitee, vertuous contemplacioun, '
withstondynge of temptacioun and. semblable
thynges. (Pars.T. 450-4) . T "

L4

From the time that Arcite catches sight of gmilye_until‘

his unfortunate but deserved demise, he demonstrates. con-_

clusively that he has very few of the “éoqdes‘cf grace." -
Ever driven by the obsession réferred'to with punning irony
by the narrator as "the poynt of his desir™ (Kn.T. 1501),

Arcite ‘exhibits no capacity for "vertudus contemplacioun”

or for the withstanding of carnal temptation. Nor, as a

LN



,devotee of Mars, who symbollzes the eVllS of strlfe, does:
7fhe seem. to be endowed w;th much “benagnltee. -Even mdre

consplcuous_however is Arcxte s defzc;ency 1n the "goodes

- fof Naﬁure", wh;ch ig attrlbutable malnly to the events that

hsucceed his falllng in love. 'The.physxcal gifts of.Nature,

"he_l—e of body" ete., are all -r'a‘pidly forfeited by Arcite

jas a result of his passxon. Durlng his sogourn in Thebes

mafter havlng been released.from prison, the "lovere's

i_maladye" to whach he succumbs deprives‘himigf-"strengthe",
. - X .{i‘"

-"dellvernesse" and "beautee" » leaving him in a most unnatural

fstate of phvsacal degeneracy-

‘His slep, his mete, hlS drynke, is hym biraft,®
‘That lene he wex and dryve as is a shaft;
His eyen holwe, ana grisly to biholde,

THis hewe falow and pPale as asshen colde )
And solitarie. he was and evere allone L
And _waillvynge al the nyght, makynge his mone . . .
So feble eek were hlS splrztz- and so lowe,
And changed so, that ng man koude knowe

- His speéche nor hlS voys, though men it herde. A

T _ . (Kn.T. 1361- 71} - ) ) -

+
o

‘ $rbilus, when Criseyde is surrendered to the Greeks,
' falls lnto the same malady which Arcite suffers from, andr
'1ts uanaturalness is .illustrated in hls wish® for. death and
by the curses which . he srmultaneously heaps upon.the gods“

and upon Nature-
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resembllng Arc;te 5. Speaklnthg;Pandarus?nhe;exglains

L
R
.

o R T

And ther hlS sorwes that ‘he spared hadde :;m~'

" He yaf an issure largefuand “deth" “he crzedde,

“.And in his throwes frenetlk/and madde

‘Her coxrseth Jove,.Agpollo, .and ek‘Cuplde,

Be corseth Ceres, “Bacus,-and clprlde

- His burthe, hymself, his fate &k nature .
" And, save his lady, every creature. ' _ i

S o, T(Tsc. v.204-10).

o~ -

Tr01lus s malady shortly brlngs hzm to: what, he fears, ‘is

the point of death and leaves him in a cond;t;on much

iy . I

dthat'his‘case is indeed critical&' -~

For wele I fele, by my malad;e, S -
And by my dremes now and yore ago,
Al certeynly that I mot nedes - dye.

Although Arczte does not glve open dramatic utterance to
the deathhwlsh as. Trozlus does, 1t remains tac:tly present

in his mlnd and lS ev1nced*zn hls xndlfference ‘to his own’

phys;cal well belng -as well. as 1n his 1nsxstence that un-
) o
less he can see Emelye he will. die (Kn.T.-lIZlﬁz). The

ay - -

et

' w1sh 1s fulfllled in Arc;te s vxolent "death as it is in

Tr011us s, and ln‘theycaséiqf-nelther can-lt‘be said that

he does not get,‘nitimatély;“what he -had desired-all along

through his unnatd?gf conductﬂ - To des;re death the final

forfelture of the goodes of body , is to will the ultimate

act of destructlon to Nature._-For Arc;te and Tromlus.

death is szmply the approprlate culmlnatlon of a long-

standlng commitment to*the abuse of‘Nature through unnatural

pass;on, because it graphlcally symboIiZes "al that is =



--enemy and destruccroun" “to

P
g - -
a», . . . -

"goodes of nature.™ % . van, A

- The scene of Arc;te s.death contains at’least one
. P "

_po;nted allusron to the motrf of Nature in the Knaght s

N ' e

Tale.m Arc1te meets hls death ‘when Pluto, at the request

y ,
of Saturn, causes an lnfernal fury to start from the ground

and frlghten his horse SO that he is thrown forward and : e

.

“hrs brest tobrosten wrth hzs sadel boweg“(Kn T. 26 l). ? Ces

In the coque of a cllnrcally precrse acoount of Arcrte s

3 NS . Lo

- ‘. .

chest 1n3ur1es, the Knlght asserts that Nature ne longer
(I_‘L-.

\'] ~ ! -

_has any power“over Arczte and concludes,'aphorlsticallv,

f -
'

that,w;thout the co—operatron-of Nature, medrcrne .is helpless
to effect cures.- The upshot is that Arcite must die:
, < .
Nature hath now- no dominacioun. . ST e
And certeinly ther Nature wol nat wrrche,
Fare'wel phisik! E_“ber the man to chirche!
ThlS -2l and som, that Arcite moot dye,
(Kn T. 2758-61)

To ‘say onlv at thls late 1nterval ‘that Nature has no '

domrnacroun“ is clearly an understatement of reallty, for
at no stage.ln the events narrated in the poem, can it

really be said that Arcite is subject to Nature's authorlty.

. -

That Nature wol~nat-w1rche" to promote a medlcal'cure for

Arcite rs thus not an unflttlng conseouence of therrebelllous
. - “~

attrtude to Nature whlch has brought him to thls pass. -
Accordlng to suoh;med;cal authorities as Hippoecrates

and Galen, who are freguently mentioned in Chaucer's poetry



(General Prologue£43l, Monk S Tale 2340, ““Parson’'s Tale S
- . B " -
'830 S, Book of the Duchess 571), Nature is theabiological

N [N

';prznczple upon Whlch all knowledge of medical treatment 1s

\“
e -

based. For Galen and Hlppocrates, Nature is responsmble

~ o,

for the unity of the physrcal organlsm, nohe of the parts
of whlch can be understood separately and without relatlon

- to the rest. A. J. Brock, one of-Galen s modern translators,

comments as follows on Galen's use of the word Nature-:

"By .using the term Galen meant siuply tnat when wendeal

with a llVlng thlng, we are dealxng prlmarlly W1th a unrty,

which. gqua living, is not further d1v151ble, all‘lts parts
can only be understood and dealt Wlth as belng in relation to
w70 N
this prlnClple of unltv. “Galen's conSt;ousness af the
— ;

biological unity of the organism is, moreover, guite

aesthetic, and the philosophical overtones of the language

in which it is expressed are distinctly similar to those
occurring in Theseus's speech at the end of the poem. Here,.
for example, Galen describes the internal anatomy of the

abdomen, which he calls an artistic work of Nature:
As for the actual substance of the coats of the
stomach, intestine, and uterus, each of these
has been rendered what it is by a special al-
texrnative faculty of Nature; while the bringing
of these together, the combination ‘therewith of
the structures which are inserted lnto them,
the ocutgrowth into the intestine, the shape of
the -inner cavities and thé like, have all been -
determined by a faculty which we call the shaping
or formative Faculty:; this faculty we also state
to be artistic .-- nay, the best and highest
art -- .doing everything for some purpose, soO
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that there is 'nothing 1neffect1ve or superfluous - } ‘
or capable of being better dlsposed 71 . R 1.
. . In terms of.the‘Galenic theory'of medicine-that -7 ﬁ
was current -in Chaucer's day, Nature's desertion of Arcite -

1

would mean, metaphorlcally, that the blologrcal prlRCIPle SRR
of unlty whlch is essential to llfe has ceased to function o
-
in" hls body. ThlS is why medicine can\ﬁo'nothing for him, .
‘and why, a4s a patient, he is a hopeless case.- The medlcal' - s
perspectlve on Nature whlch the death scene affords expands,
g . It
in Theseus s“Boeth;an discourse on universal order, into a \4/ <
broad moral .and metaphvsrcal con31deratlon of Nature.
Theseus expounds a view of nature's unity whlch WLth lts g
'phllosophlcal emphasis on the close. relation of parts to
the whole, parallels Galen's vision of biological unity:
Wel may man knowe, but lt be.a fool, - .
‘That evexy part dirryveth from his hool;
For nature hath nat taken his bigynnyng :
Of no partie or cantel of a thyng, ‘ - T T
But of a thyng that parfit is and stable.
.. L (3005-09) - o )
Both Galen and Theseus call attention to the purposiveness o -
and unity of Nature's art in a way'that contrasts markedly
with Arczte s lrratlonal and fragmented conception of
Nature. Arcxte s notlons about the d;scontlnulty of . -
natural and heavenlv love are in. partlcular contradlcted
by Theseus 1n his comments on the unbroken descent of the -

"faire cheyne of love“ from the ethereal level of the Flrst

Mover to the corruptlble realm of created nature (29887-3015).

.



. 2 Theseus also celebrates the unlty of Nature by

Jtelllng his audlence how the First Mover blnds the elements
of Nature with love: ("For w;th that falre cheyne of love
he bond / The fyr, the eyr, the water, and the lond" 3991- 2,
and earller, Arczte clearly shows the extent -to which hisg’

love has excluded h;m from the order of natural harmony

spoken of by Theseus.‘ Instead of sharlng membershrp with

the elements of Nature quFhe "falre cheyne of love,

1

-Arcite is,- as he self—pltylngly declares when banlshed . -
from Athens.'shut out from grace and allenated from the
elements: . . =
But I, that am exiled and bareyne ., B
Of alle grace, and in so, greet dispeir,-
That -ther nvys erthe, water, fir, ne eir | . .
Ne creature that of hem . maked“is .
That may me helpe or doon confort in this
N +(1244-48)

.

Arcite is certainly "bareyne of grace”, though not,
ironically, because his release from Prison has prevented

him from seeing Emelye. His lack of grace, in fact, comes

from ignoring the heavenly or cosmological love to  which

Nature properly leads. It is no wonder that the elements

are unsympathetic to Arcite's condition, for, belonging to

) o { _
Nature, they are governed by heavenly love which, by Arcite’'s
own admission, has_nq part'ih'his feelings towards Emelve.

And -when Arcite concludes his lament about the elements with

the remark: "I nam but deed ther nvys no remedye" (Kn.T. 1274),
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we are of course reminded once mqfe that he (is sufféring
'from an illness ané@ that there is a medical aspect to his-

moral problems.

i - - - ‘\ .-
Arcite's- failure to achieve a-harmonious relation-

S
¢

§hipiyith Nature and the elements ﬁagkobvious pathologieaf?
;ignifi;ance'if if is inferpretéd in the context af Galen's‘
tehéhingt- Galen and Hippocrates were the authorities behiﬁé
the medievai_theory that-fhé four elements and the four
humours of ﬁ?e body (blood, Yellog bile, Biack bilevénd
pﬁ;égm) ar;‘constituted‘of cerﬁain combinaﬁions of four
;le;entary principles or‘contr;ries: _é&ld, Hb;, dry and
moist. According. to medieval science, when the four
principles are blended in their natural proportion, a =
eucrggia or balanced‘mixture‘is produced which is essential
to the body's healthland to the overall stébility and govern-
ment af the world éf Nature. Howevex, the efféct of an
imbalance of the foqr.principies.is a dyscrasia ox evil
mixture which ﬁpsets the order of Nature and the body and

must therefore be recognized as the source of disease.

Galen asserts .this in his work, On the Natural Faculties:

-

"The cause -of the function of every organ is a natural

-ed&rasia, - - . the dyscrasia is itself known as a disease

« « - and it is certainly by this that the activity becomes

-

imparied.™ The predominance of any one humour upsets
eucrasia, causing dyscrasia and hence illness. 1In Arcite's

. S
¥
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case ° the peccant humour is black bile or melancholy, and °

_ B

thu;humour causes the lover s malady that affllcts hlm-

- . ‘he ferde, -~
Not oonly 1lik the loverls maladye
"Qf Hereos, but rather lyk manye, '
Engendred.of humour malencolik.
(1372-5)

The dyscrasia of Arcite's bodily humours is fe-

flected iﬁathe ymbalanceibetween himself and tHe rest-of

~

Nature as represented by the elements. In saying.that

not .

'earth flre, nox air can help him or "doon™ him " confort",

Arclte seems to be thlnklng of. the Galenlc treatment for

dlsease whereby dvscrasia is corrected by supplylng the body

with an agproprlate quantity of whichever of the four |

principles it either lacks Or possesses too much of.

"

Galen

3

illustrates this method of treatment by citing as an example

the

stomach which is not functlonlng properlv-

.If the stomach is, in a partlcular case, unable to

exercise its peristaltiec and grinding functions,
how are we going to bring it back to the normal if
we do not know the cause of its Gisability? What

I say is that we must cool the over-heated stomach
and warm the chilled one; so also we must moisten
the one which has become dried up, and conversely;
so, too, in comblnatlons of these conditions; if
the stomach becomes at the same time warmer and

drier than normally, the first principle of treat-

ment is-at once to chill and moisten it, and if it
becomes colder and mo;ster, it must he warmed and
dried; so also in other cases. 73

The elements, being composed of the four principles, are

functional in the treatment of disease, as Galen Aindicates

when he talks of alleviating the stomach's comélaints

e




" on the subject of natural and positive law:
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with combznatlons -0f "these. nr;ncxples.- So ‘not only is
.Arc1te alleﬂated from the elements by his 1ove. he is
furthermore placed, as he rightly_believes, beyonﬁ“the hope

of dﬁy cure that can be. effected through a combination of

‘the principles of Nature. - And his comment concerning the

elements simply reinforces the evidence that he is

. . . N - - '7 -
pathologlically out ' of touch with Nature. 4

Arcite's ignorance of Nature does not encourage us
to trust his interprétatiqn of ndatural law which, as we have
noted, is based on the assumption that carnal passion is a

law to.itself that must be followed ﬁggardléSS‘bf the

opposing constraints of positive law. For the sake of

clarity we shall guote, once again, AYcite's familiar words

-

Love is a gretter lawe, by my pan,
Than may be yeve to any erthely man;
And therefore positif lawe and swich decree
Is broken al day for love in ech degree.
i (Kn.T. 1165-68)

These lines introduce into the poem an intellectual byplay
on the definition of law which illuminates not just the

character of Arcite, who resists all laws not based on

carnal instinct, but. also that of Theseus, wWho represents

the enforcement of positive law to ensure civil order.

“

Arcite, as Chaucer's audience would have realized,

is taking it upon himself to inx&;t accepted teachings about
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the proper balance of positive law anid nhturé} law. LT

Medieval opinion on this subject was largely based on the

works of the Stoics, the Roman jurists, and Cicero, all

of whom emphasized that in the interests of social justice,
. - S ~ 75
positive law should be an expreéssion of natural law.

For Cicero, detice was virtually identifiable with the -

rules of poéitive.law, which were suppégedly derived

directly from the rational order- of Nature 5 and which,

fhus, had virtually the same authority as "laws" of physical

science. Ciceronian ideas of law and justice are conspicuous

"in the Policraticus of John of Salisbury who, as Fr. I
Copleston states, held "in accordance with stoic doctrine

that there is a natural law, to which all positive law does,

77

or ought to-approximaté-" \

The same ideas were also

subscribed to by Aquinas, in whose Summa Theologica it is

stated that positive law "is derxived by reason from natural

law, and who cites a passage directly from Cicero's

De Inventione in support of this view:

Just as in speculative reason we proceed from in-
demonstrable principles, known naturally, to the
conclusions of the various sciences, so that the
‘knowledge is not innate in us but obtained by the
work of reason, so also the human reason has to
proceed from the precepts of natural law as though
from certain common and undemonstrable principles
- to other more specialized regulations. . And such
specialized regulations arrived at by the effort
of reason are called human laws, when the other
conditions necessary for true law as set forth
above are present. Thus Cicero says: “The be-
ginning of law proceeds from nature; then come




certain . customs judged useful: finally reverence
and religion sanction what proceeds from nature
and is established by custom.“?B

Agqguinas subsequently asserts that any opposition between

‘positive law and natural law is~by'def;nition impossible,

since, when .laws enacted by man cease to be in.accord with

reason and natural law, they are hq longer, strictly
speaking, laws: ‘"Bup-the first rﬁle of reason is natural
law, as.wés evident from the above. Hence ail humanly
enacted laws are 'in accora'ﬁith reason to the extent thaf
they flow from nat;ral law. and if a hupan law disagrees

in any particular with hatur§l law, it will not be a law

:but_a éorruption of law“.79

Wh;le it seems unllkelv that Chaucer had read

Aguinas, the Ldeas about law which Aqulnas sets forth were

quite common in the Middle Ages, and Arcite's declaration

that positive 1aw‘must often be.brokeq to accommecdate

the inconsistent demaﬁés of natural law perversely contra-
dicts orthodox jurisprudeﬁcé. Wgéfeas positive law and.
natural law were fec&gnized as_complementarﬁ, Arcite is
clearly misled by passion to argue that they are anti-
thetical. Although‘this.in itself roints only to Arcit;'s
irbnic_failure to understand the correct definitions of

positive and natural law, his attitude towards law, which

follows frem this misundersténding, boses a serious threat

-
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to the order of society.. By positive law Arcite does‘not

‘mean the obligations of knighthood alone, though it is this

specific aspect of positive law with which the "gretter
lawe" of his love is coming idto:cbnflict. ‘Rather, since

- he spedu;of?positif lawe and swich decree™, it is obvious

that;hc isf%hinking of humanly ordained statutes in general -.

as being. liable to supersession by natural law.

Moreover Arcite does not, as we know, share with
’ ’ ]

Aguinas the opinion.that natural law is coterminous with
reason. On the ¢on£rary, his ébandonmen; to carnal passion
indicates that for him natural law is thé law of post- .
lapgz}ian huﬁan existence. Ultimately, tgérefore, Arcite

is saving that all éhe laws of human society are to no avaii“
in controlligg the depravity of postlapsarian man and.that

the evil conseguwences of the Fall should and will always

prevail over civil order- and rational judgement.

At the beéinning ofﬁthe Knight's Tale, this has
already happened in Thebes whére civil war amongst the
descendégzgﬁsf Oedipus has created chaos. Tﬂebes, for
medieval poets ana mythographgrs;would have symbolized‘
the hatféd and discord which were engendered by-the
incestuous marriage of Oedipus, and the ciﬁy i; fittinglf
associated wi;h Pal;mdn and Arcite whg are, like their

countrymen, guilty of the vices of hatred and ungoverned

concupiscence. Athens, the citv of Theseus, would, on the
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other hand, have Bgen';ecognizea by Chaucer's contemporaries o

as a‘proteéto;ate of Pallas, the goddess of wisdom and

-

lthereforg, as\sﬁmbolicaily'con:rary to the disorder reighing
in thg-Theban_society.so' Hence when Arcite; a fheban, ]
1éssefts.whéle he is.living in Athens‘ thaqrhe is co#temptuou;,.
of pssitive law, he is gviously expressing an aﬁtitﬁde_which )
tﬁxeatgns the okder an gfability thatldis;inguish the |

society oflAthens £fr that of Thebes. It follows that

Theseus, thfou§h'keééigg Arcite in érigon; is acting in the
interest éf civil ordex in Athené.

v

Critical opinion, nonetheless, has not alwavs

-
W

treated Theseus with aéproval fd;_impfisoning_Palamon
. T . 2
ana‘ifcite. Henry J. Webb, for instance,_ has suggested

g . - . = ﬁg
- that Theseus should be condemned as a tyrannical ruler who
violates the code of chivalry by refusing to ransom .Palamon

and Arcite and who imposes upon them cruel and unfair con-
ditions of imprisonment:
- - . according 'to the laws of arms as actually
Practised by medieval knights, the imprisonment
4 was extremely unchivalrous. . . . Denied the
medieval right’ to procure ransom {a right only
the Flemings, wheo “fdisoientAguerre mortelle sans ~
ran¢on", refused to recognize) and thereby
denied the hope of ever being free men, Palamon
and Arcite were placeéd in a "thikke and stroong" - .
tower, the' "chief dougeoun" of the castle whose
windows were barred bv "iren greet and.sguare as
any sparre Iron "fettres" were placed upon their
"shynes" and "chevnes" kept them close.Sl



Webb concludes,1efter‘argﬁrng.for several pages in this™ R

. vein, thekl}oneAmay wéll’ﬁgnder*whether‘Palamonﬂwés“not T

* utterrngﬁthe truth as Chaucer saw rt when he complalned““

- . L~

that h;s 'lynage waS' *so lowe ybrouqht bv tlrannye'”
. (1 llll). %i Whether or not Theseus is indeed 2 tyrant‘ . :EJ

~

is a qtestlon whlch can only be . answered by examlnlng his

role fromfeklegal point of view, since his‘agtions are

‘:QF prompted by the necessity of preserving positive law. John
of Salishuryidiscusses thefdifferenpes betyeen the  good -

" : »
- .

“.d. - . rTuler and the tyrant in his philosophy of the State, which

. is set fortlr in the Policraticus, and he states that the

tyroant ¥*s gne who enacts pos:.tlve 1aws that v:.olate
natural~law. Fr. cOpleston conc1selv summarizes John of ) -

Salisbury's views in tHe following way: C T

The positive law deflnes and applies natural law '
and natural justice, and the attitude of the .. -
ruler on this matter .shows whether-he is a prince-
- or a tyrant. If his enactments define, apply or ]
supplement natural law and natural justice, he is -
. a prince; 1if they infringe. natural law.-and natural
justice, he is a tyxant, acting according to _ .«
» caprice and not fulfllllng the functlon of his _ ' ’
. offlce 83

-

Theseus can scarecely be judged a tyrant accordlng to the
~

standards of John of Sallsbury, for in his defence of

_positive law, he does not visibly infringe natnral law or

natural justice. As we have seen, it is Arcite who

. : consistentIy violates Nature, who deludes himself.ebout

the meaning of natural law, and who, by defying positive
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law,‘sxmply magnlfles hlS COntempt for natural law-. To -

f

L the extent that Theseus curbs Arc;te by 1mprlson1ng hlm,

L. .

Zhe rs promot;ng both posrtlve and natural law and" 1s there-

'fore actrng not as a tyrant but as. a just ruler. .'?

/ .

The truth of this is corroborated rather than
- T ' s ‘\‘. -
R dlsproved by his. refusal to accept a2 ransom for Palamon and

§ ‘,._ '

"ffArCLte-' Webb in- accusrng Theseus of denving Palamon and

[y

Arclte "the hope of ever belng free“ forgets that . they are

B

(

prlmarzly slaves of" thelr own carnal passions. and that the

- -4 o

Y loss of freedom whlch‘they suffer 1n pPriscon. is qulte trivial

. by comparlson- As though to. stress thlS point,- Chaucer
’ "

presenbs us w;th the ludlcrous spectacle of Arczte bewailing

his.release from prison and envying the good'fortune whioh
. 2 - ;
.. permits 'Palamon "blisfully"™ to remain there:
- . « "Allas that day that I was bornt
Now is my prisoun worse than biforn:
Now is me shape eternally to dwelle -
Noght in purgatorie’, but in helle. .
Allas, that evere knew I Perotheus! T
For elles hadde I dﬁélled with Theseus, SRR
Yfetered in his prisoun evermo _ T
‘ Thanne hadde I been in blisse, and not in wo.
'O deerxe cosyn Palamon queod he, * e
'Thyn is the victorie of this aventure 'r
Ful ollsfully‘zn Prison maistow dure, =-- |
. In prison? “certes nay, but in paradys!”
@ .. i (Kn.T. 1223-37)

-

Without any doubt, it matters very little to Arcite that
Theseus denies him "the medieval right to procure ransom"

because he does not want to leave prison anvway. As he

-

.himself says, the pPrison of his own concupiscent desires is
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far worse ‘than his prison in Athens, 'so much so that after

contraégihg them, he regafds the -latter as‘a“paradise and N

. . ‘..' ~
not as a prison. We may, therefore bypass Web?fs short-- ‘.

sighted observations about the harshness of Theseus and

look for an alternative explanation for the duke's attitude
ﬁo ransoms. : . : - .

- - . -

Xrcite's self-imprisonment may well be the clue to

the significance of ransoms in the XKnight's Tale. Because
. | ~ o o
the desires whicﬂ\qaptivate‘him are, in the wor?s of the ~

: S
Parson, "agayns nature", Arcite is guilty, as was previously
. . . Y “ . .

suggested, of “deedlfsgynne“. Therefore Arcite is in the.

‘most accurate sense a prisoner of sin, from which The can

be released only by penitence and not by ransom. -The Parson
states that God is the judge. of those damned through sin

and that God will accept no ransom for them: "First, for

God, that is hir juge, shal be withouten mercy to hem;:.,and

they may nat ples hym ne nooﬁ of his halaes : ne they ne

may veve no thyng for hir ransom . . ." (Pars.T. 224).

Although Theseus may seeﬁ.to be unchivalrous for refusing
ransom, he is in|fact deﬁonstrétihg a judicious awareness
of the limits of 'his oﬁn power and guthqiity- Theseus
realizes that because ;alaﬁbn and Arcite are the-slaves

oﬁ”sin,_;hey are answerable not to him but to God. Hié

refusal ‘'to accept ransom shows that he is free £from the.

-

.cupidity which besets Palamon and Arcite, and, more important,

v
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that his enactments are in  full accord with natural ‘law. - s
In a later passage of his sermon, the Parson Stibulates

. - y - .
that the first cause of'thraldqm_1§‘§1n and that lords who

have power to limit the freq@cﬁ‘of'other humap beings should -

‘realize that their authority originates not in the law of

Nature but in the fact of original sin. Therefore, says
the Parson, theyIShould refrain from extorting fines and .

ransoms from bondmen who have lost their freedom through

-

sin and not thiough Nature. Lords who, nevertheless,

persist in this kind of extortion are morally at fault:

0f Coveitise comen thise harde lordshipes, thurgh

which menbeen disttdyned by taylages, custumes, ~
and cariages, moore than hire duetee or resoun
is. And eék ®aken they of hire bonde-men
amercimentz, which myghten moore reasonably ben
cleped extorcioffs than amercimentz. Of which
amercimentz and rannsonynge of bonde-men somme
lor®es stvwardes seyn that it is rightful. . -
But certes these lorshipes doon wromg” that
bireven hire bondefolk thynges that they nevere
gave hem. ... . Sooth is that the condicioun of

.thraldom and the firste cause of thraldom is fox
synre. . . . Thus may ye seen that the gilt
disserveth thraldom, but not nature. Wherefore
thise lordes ne sholde not muche glorifien him
in hir lordshipes with that by natural condicion

+-they been not lordes over thralles, but that

<<thraldom comth first by the dessert of svnne.

. - {Pars.T. 751-7)

"We may agesume ﬁhat Theséus.knows all this énd éhat>he does
ﬂb; ;anéom Palamon and Afcite Sehaﬁ;e hé does not want to
‘iéke unfair.advantage ©f sinners. Instead he dxgses_to defer
to Nature by asserting no more authority over thgm than is

allotted to him by natural law. . Palamon and Arcite are his

<
P
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prisoners . only "by the|dessert of synne"; were Theseus to
.. - . - I . . Lt . -
receive ransom for them he would be exceeding the natural

limits of his lofdship and would, in any case, not be

helping them to achiefghfreeddm from sin. Because ransoms
: - P : s . ‘
are irrelevant to the ?eal cause of thraldom and imprison-

ment in the Knight's Tale, Theseus refuses ransom even
g r ] 2

- - | .
after he has decided, in answer to the reguest of Perxotheus,
2= . : 5

.
B

to let Arcite go:

// - And finally' at requeste and preyere
Of Perotheus, withouten any raunsoun,
CL Duc Theseus: hym let out of prisoun.
. — . 3 (Kn.T. 1204-6).
That Theseus should be' as adamant in nbt accepting ransom
- < .

at the time he releases Arcite as he is at the time he

imprisons him . édemonstrates very clearly that he is in

principle opposed to us€less and unjust ransoms, but not

that he is harShly indifferent to human freedom.°"

Whereas Arcite is bent on. making felt the effects

LS

of the Fall, Theseus in his devotion to the status, ordained
for him by natural law rather than by original n, seems

to be atteﬁpting to preserve some vestiges of prelapsarian

Y

justice. This could be inferred from the Parson's state-

ment that before man @inned, natural law ruled in Paradise,

which means, in other words, that natural law, as defined -

»

by the Parson, was the foundation of justice before the
Fall: . . . er that synne began },. - natural lawe was

in his ryvght poynt in pardﬁgg" (Pars.T. 921). Because -
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Theseus's polic&.regarding ransoms indicates.that his_ideas
- Iﬁf-
of natural law are like the Parson’ s, 1t ls log;cal to

thlnk that hlS ld&as of justice are as well.- Whatever elee
'the unsympathetlc critic might w1sh to say about Theseus,
he‘;annot, therefore:_fin@ fault with,him either for'
tyranny-or‘injuétice by orthodox Christian'etandarés.
The sharp contrast between the-attltudes of Arczte )
- and Theseus to natural law mlght seem at flrst glance to
-confer some spec;al distinction on Arcite and to dif-
ferentiate'hie fr?mlhis cousin. Certaiﬁly,'Palamon,dees
not have'ae much to say on this éerticular éubject as *
Aréite; nor does he offer to contradict Arc;te s assertlon
"that his love is d;vorced from natural 1nst1$ct. Does
thls, we may ask,_conflrm_the.oplnzen ef those critics
who-think that quamon.is intended to appear mofe ideglistic
and.eontemplative than Areite?as And if so, does the
whole issue of:natural law in the poem tend to re%/jd%ce
this tradltlonal concept of the difference getweeé the two
characters° - Ve
~Although Palamon is superfieiallfatﬁlike Arcite in
. . -
that his love is less self-coﬁéoiously néturelistic,'he saﬁs_
some things which reveal in him a distinctly animal and
.,unidealistic awareness of‘love, egd which remind us é lot

of Arcite. For example, Palamon, at one point, bitterly

regrets that he has been created a man and not a beast

g
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-condition as 'an-individual and preferring t¢ attribute

because .,a man is prevented from fulfilling his carnal

. desires like a beast: . . T : ..

. e e man is bounden to his observaunce,
. Wor Goddes sake to letten of his“wille,
Ther as a beast may al his lust fhlfille
-But I'moot been in prisoun thurgh Saturne,__ s
And eek thurgh Juno, jalous ond eek ‘wood . . .
.- © <(Kn.T. 1316-29) ~.

Besides being unable to accept/moral responsibility for . his

R

that rpspbnsibility to the gods, Palamon cannot accept

~the demands’ and prerogatives of being human. He does not

understand that there is a good reason for the necessity

imposed on man of resisting his'will, namely, that self-
rgstraint is essen;ial to human happinéss. Lady Philosophy
expl;insjthis to B;ethius in her analysis §f the results

of intemperate indulgence in physical pleasures. If-such
pleasures bring happlness, she ironically says, ‘then beasts,

whzch know no other kind of pleasure, must have a potentlal

for happiness equal to that -of men: "But what schal I

‘seve offdelyges of boay of which delices the desirynges

ben gul'of anguyssch and the ulfillygges of hem ben £ful

Bé ?enance? { - - yif thilke drlices mowen maken fqlk
blisfé}u thanne by.the same cayge moten thise 5eestis ben
clepid blisful, of which beastes al the entencioun hasteth -
to fulfille hire bodily jolyte" (III.pr.7). Palamon -

literally believes that the happinéss kndwn,;o beasts is the
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"mpst that a2 man can ask1for, and therefore were he in the

positionlbf Boethius, he would miss the point of Lady"™

Philosophy'§ irdﬁy completely: ‘that man must seek through
" reason a happxness hlgher than any that can be enjoyed

- . -

through mere phys;cal pleasure.

- -~

Palamon's predilection for the carnal "delices" of

beasts is virtually indistinguishable from Arcite's vaunted -

pui}

"love as to a creature" and must, Presumably, be equally
offensive to Nature. It is no accident that later Palamon

and Arcite-are~both-metaphoriéaliy described as beasts. In

a poem imbued with a sense of natural hiefarchy, which is
made explicit in Theseus's speech on the cKain of being,

this points to a failure. on "the part of Palamon and Arcite

i . . .

to c¢conform to the’huma?/SfEtus which Nature 'intended them

—

to occupy in the order of creation. (We #hould remembexr
that Theseus scrupulously accepts the place apéointed for

him by Nature). It is thus certainly not to ennogie the

L

cousins that the Xnigh# says they fought like lions, tigers

»

and frothing wild bbars:~ .
* Thou myghtest wene that this Palamon
In his fightyng were a wood leon,
And as a crueel tigre was Arcite; 7
As wilde bores gonne they to smyte,
That frotherxr whit as foom for ire wood.
' (Kn.T. 1655=59)

The recurrence of animal imagés in the Kn:qht s Tale (1598,

1640, 1810) lends unnatural connotations to the love felt by
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Palamon and Arcite because’ it stggests that they are de-

based to the level of animals in their pursuit of Emelve

L -- that is to .say, thev have forgotten what it means to be

human through mlslnterpretlng Nature's law as it applies
to men s Theix lack of self- knowledoe has an approprzate
consecuence in their flguratzve transformation lnto beasts
if it is considered from a Boethian vxewpo;tt. Boethius

states that human nature surpasses that of animals in

dignity but warns that if man loses knowledge of himself

" through v1ce, he falls to the level of the beasts and

lower- .
For certes swich is the condicioun of alle .
mankynde, that oonly whan it hath knowynge
of-itself, thanne passeth it in noblesse - .
alle othere thynges; and whan it forletith
the knowvnge of itself thanne it is brought
bynethen alle beestes. Forwhi alle othere

~ lyvynge beestes han of by nede to knowe not
himself; but whan.that men l;eten the knowynge
of himself, it cometh him of vice. (III pr. 5)

If the bestial imagdes which are applied to him mean
what they appear to, Palagggﬁzs not less affected by sub-

rational aglmal instinct than. is Arcite. Any distinction

between,PalamGA and Arcite which is based on the notion

-that Palamon is a more spiritual lover than Arcite must

therefore be regarded as supexfluous. It is true that

"Arcite has certain .pretensions as a natural lover that are

- lacking in Palamon, but at root both exhibit an unnatural

desire to disrupt Nature's Plan by following animal instincts.
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"The themes of Nature and ﬂétura{ law in the'Knight's Tale

-

hence tend more to reveal -the fundamfﬁyal sameness of
S

Palamon and Arcite than to establish the importance of

tieir conspicuous but superficial differences. 1In-his

characterization of Palamon and Arcite, Chaucer seems to

employ a variation on the expolitio, a rhietorical technigue
of amplification‘thrﬁugh which E?; same idea or sﬁbject
is expressed under a wide variety gf aspects éﬁq forms.86
Thus, Palamon and Arcite, though possessed of identical
vices and pursuing the same carnal objective through the

same vio}ent means, are portrafed each with his perébgal
nuancesj;nd lesser follies. These create variety and IOEa;'
interest in the narrative, but they do not render the moral
attributes of the lovers any less identical- Like Tweediedum

and Tweedledee, Palamon and Arcite iook‘moré-ridiculous

in conflict the more they look alike.
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CHAPTER III

LOVE, LANGUAGE, AND THE ART OF POETRY

. 1. Love as an Art in Troilus and Criseyde

. ‘ and Other Poems

; : : > -
Nature and ‘art are the two principal parts of

the theorefical;cqhtext negessary for interpietation of

-

L A
Chaucer's love poetry. Nature is “responsible for the human

instinct to iobe, and art is the term most often used by

: Chauceg§€o designate the social manners suitable for the

expression of that instinct. When the speaker of °

A Complaint to his'iady,says:- "Love hath me taught no
more of his art 4[But serve alwey.and stinte for no wo"
{38-39), iﬂ is cléar that he sees-hisamorous fidelity and
persistence a;'fulfilling aﬂ aesthetic presc¥iption for
conduct in a way which may be construed as analogous to
that in which-certaiﬁ types of poetry observe rules of
rhe£oric and composition. That there ;s a lot more to the
art 6f love than the speaker prides himself on having
mastered, may be seen from reviewing the finer points of

the art as taught to the lover in the Roman de la Rose

by the god of Love. In a series of commandments reminiscent
of the Mosaic tables of the law, the god of Love tells the

Lover to avoid "rebaudrye” and "vilayn speeche" (2224-5),

26l -
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“Mayntene_thysilf aftir thi rent / Of.robe and .eke of

garnement"'(zzss -5)7, wear "streite gloves wzth awmenere /

" Of silk . .. .»

- .

(2271 -2}, learn to play the harp and gultar,

'wash your hands and brush your teeth,

and "let no filthe
upg thee be". (2280).

These commandments have often been thought by

critics to represent the rules of the art of "courtly love".

C. S. Lewis, most notably, sees in then a manifestation of

the "erotic institutiohalism" of- the thirteenth'century,

"by which he means the conventions of courteous adulterv and

fornication supposedly derived from Andreas Capellanus's

De Arte Honeste Amandi.l

Lewis contends that this work was

written to provide "methodical instruction in the art of

love~making" and to deal with the yroblems of an art which
is "so subtle as to lead to hard cases which demand an

expert solution.™ The Lover in the Roman, who follows

the same rules which Andreas is said t¢ propound c0nsequénthr

emerges, in Lewis's view, as the pPractitioner of a sophisti-
cated ahd‘exaciingﬁért; and Chaucer, who was deeply influenced

by the Roman, is assumed "to teach, as well as to paint the

mystery" and art of courtly love in works such as the
Troilus.3
Although Lewis's approach represents a widely

accepted way of interpreting the variety of allu51ons to

love's art in the Troilus, it beccmes apparent,

due to the

.
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‘amount of skepticismiﬁhich has arisen concerning the so-'
célied "art of courtly love" in the past twenty-five years,
,that the theme of art in Chaucer's love poetry creates ... 7 -
as'manyfquestions and p:oblems for thé critic as doés that
of Nature€. Just as the correct reading of a Chauce?ian
text can be substantially d;storted by lnterpretlng am'
reference to fallen Nature as applv:ng instead te unfa%ien
-Nature, so the assumptlon that Chaucer's iove poetry employs‘
the conventions of courtf?llove proauces'hérﬁéneuticﬁl
c&nclusions quite'different from those which result ffoﬁ
_rejecting the idea of -an art of courtly lové'as irreléy;nt
to wha£ he intended to sav. \The latter course has been
ctakgn by D. W. Robertson and John F. Benton who consider
courtly love %o be a creation of the moderﬁ rather than of
the meéiéval‘éensibility and who see the work of Andreas
Capellanus not as a body of instructions for courtly lovers,
but as annironic commentary on concupiscence. Bénton‘s
summary of the casé against cquftly love may be féken as
representative of the views of most Eriticg Qho have ex-
pressed dissatisfaction with the concept:

.I have found the term “courtly love" no advantage

in trying to understand the theory and practice

of love in medieval Europe. It is not a medieval

technical term. It has no specific content. A

reference to “the rules of courtly love"™ is almqgt .
invariably a citation of Andreas's De Amore, a

work which I think is ‘intentionally and humorously,
ambigucus about love. The study of love in the o
middle ages would be far easier if we were not-
impeded by a term which now inevitably confuses’



the issue. As currently employed "courtly love”
has no useful meaning, and it i¥ not. worth
‘saving by redefinition.4

Without the benefit of courtly love and its, R
apparatué, poems like the Roman assume a strikingly

different aspect from that which they are seen by Lewis

. - . : )
to present.  Since for Lewis courtly love constitutes a

standard of moral values regarding' sex which was_conceived

in deliberate opposition to that of the medieval ichristian

Church,” it should be assumed that if courtly love did

-+

not exist, sexual behaviour would have been judged on the
basis of Christian ethiecs alone. John Fleming and Rosemond

Tuve, considering the latter the more likely possibility,

v -

ignore guestions of courtly love in connection .with the
Romah and identify as its theme the common sins of con-

cupiscence and idolatry. Fleming, instead of eguating

the commandments of the god of Love with® the rules of the
art of-céurtly lo#e, argues that the? are properly to be
understood as manifestations of the sins just mentioned.
Commeqting én fhe ceremony wherein the Lover swears
allegiance to the god of Love, Fleming statés:

The . . . cexemony . . . has been described as
an excu&s;;e fancy of the courtly sensibility.
It can better be described as fornication of the
heart, alias idolatry, and it is entirely jejeune
to suggest, as a recent editor of the poenm has
done, that the ten commandments of Amours involve
no parody of the Ten Commandments of Jehova . . .
Guillaume givs us the phonv "stone tables of
the law". . . . Such austere judgements may at
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bearing

-first seem harsh, for after all are not the command-
. ments of love noble commandments° The injunctions
-of Amours seems no more sinister than the Boy
Scouts' plegdge -- be revexent, be clean, be
“cheerful; But what of the fruits of thése command-
ments, thejtoothache and the masturbation, the -
sordid lies, and the hypocrztlcal clean speech?
"It requires ‘o unusual llterary sophistication to-
perceive the, ironies whicH lie behind the comm;gdﬁ\_
. ts of Amours, mexely a knowledge, however vigue,
of .tRose true commandments of love on which hang

all the Law and the Prophets. 6 2

"courtly love™ .can be dismissed as having no

n the sexual relations dealt w%;h’in the Roman,

~then it is equally possible that it has® rno place in 4isg-

cussions of 'Chaucer's poems about. sexual love. Necessarily,

-

any attempt to examine the function of the concept and

imageﬁy'of art in, for example, the Troilus, must begin by
. . _ . N . ) . . l .

deciding whether or not what have been recognized as the

conventions of “courtly love™ should be permitted in any

"

way to define our understanding of the term Mart." This

means askingeourselves to what extent Chaucer intends us

-

to associate "loves art"-with the art of courtly love when
& Y

the narrator of the Troilus, emploving a rhetorical .formula

for modesty;“tei}gxafs audience that he is deficient in

[
L=

knowledge of the art of lave: -

For myne wordes, heere and every part,
' I speke hem alle under correcioun. -
_ Of yow that felyng han in loves art,
And putte it al in voure discrecioun
To encresse or maken dyvminucioun
Of my langage, and that I .yow biseche.
(III.1331-1236)

o



. i
“a

P - 286"

Cne way of 1nterpret1ng these llnes lS to assume that -

Troilus is characterlzed as an ideal courtly 1over, and

that Chaucer s audlence was ‘composed of people well versed

in the "subtle" art-of' courtly love" who would guickly

.have recognlzed in his wrltlng any breaches in the ethuette

essential to the art. Thls; of conrse, is to assume that an

important Purpose of the Troilus, llke that seemlnglx

clalmed for the -Roman by Gulllaume ("It is .the Romance of

the Rose / In which al the art of love I close"™).is %o

© Provide an exposztlon of the art of courtly lOVe. ' However

Fine '
we are no more bound -to find in "lcves art“ a reference to )

_courtly love -than we are to assoc1ate the commandments of

the god of Love with "erotic institutionalism."® .

The coalescencé of the amatory and;aesthetic per~
spect}ves.on reality which is expressed in the phrase “loves
art" has precedent In tne poems of'thq troubadors where
love is often invoked as the force whlch not only inspires
the poet, but which is also technically responsible for his,
craftsmanship with words. Arnaut Daniel, particularly, 6

attributes his skiIl as a poet to the direct influence of

>

love which he sees as supplying the styvle and finish of

his verse:
En cest sonet coind'e leri
fauc motz e capulg e doli,
Que seant verai e ‘cert - . ‘ ) =
mow n'aurai passat 1a lima; \g‘;" E
'Amors marves plan'e daura

- -
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. e e
r\\mou chantar, gue de liei mou -

qui pretz manten_e governa _{1-17)

To this sweet‘and pretty air

X set words that I plane and fixish
,/’//ind every word wil)l fit well, Lo
once I have passed the file there,.
- for at once Love'. polishes and aureates
ny song, which proceeds from her,

-,; «L”‘, ruler and guardian of merit.?7

"Here Arnaut pos;ts the unrgv of" love and art in ‘the same

way that the narrator’ does in the Troxlus.. In both -

lnstances the .correct use of poetlc language is dlctated

LR Y w e

‘D

by the authoritv of love,whlch in Arnautds-poem*ls exerted
C

-through the sk::.ll of t-he pqet h:.mself and wh:x.ch :Ln r

Chauce; s exlsts in the mlnds of the audlence who are

called upon ‘te emend the poet's errore: "ol . encresse

-

of_make dimynuciognH/ 0f my language, and.th%g-i you

.biseche."  We may/ also note that in the Troilus, as in

Arnaut's$ poem, the envisiomed unéty of love and art is.

v - - -

accompanied by the 'idea that 10ve-ehhanbes'moral worth.

The naxrator of thé Troilus seys of the hero,after he has

fallen in love: e

For he bicom the frendlieste wight.
The gentilest, and ek the mooste fre,
The thriftiest and owai the beste knvght,
That in his tyme was -or’ mvghte be
(T&C. I.1079- 1083)
And Arnah‘ ieserté,-in the second stanza of the poem just
quoted, that he is ennobled by love for his lady:

- . ., . ’

& '._.\’u

-
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STy T e T car.la gensor serve e Goli. ' )
‘del mon, so . us dic en apert. ' -

Sieus sui del Pe tro’ qu en cima. {8-11) :

»

. Each day I am a better man andg purer,
. for I serve the noblest . lady in the world
. and I worshlp her, I tell you this in the open
I belong to her from my foot to the top of my head. -
- &

Yet there is po_need to believe that the vemeration
which Arnaut p:ofesses tq feel for the lady has anything_
. to do with courtly love or the qyaéi_;eligioua.amoroust‘. e s

B T A T R

devotion which .C. §. Lewls calls Fraudendlenst As Benton

has told us, the use of amorous phraseology in the songs of \

the t:oubadors is not likely an indication of piésion,or-a
desire for sexual intimacy on the part of the speakers:

oL . .. (SR .
indeed "love", which_in medieval-soc;etv was a word often

used to deszgnate very formal arad lmpersonal relatlonshlps

‘such as the bond between a feudal lord and his vassals, or

the brotherhood of the members of a monastlc order, would

have had & szmllarly lmpersonal meaning among the troubadors.

Benton notes that: "rFor a troubador, traveling from'court

to court and singing to many ladies, these-songs Probably

g

did not imply an emotional commitment even. when expressedrw :

*
in terms which sound qulte Passionate to us. Contemporarles

-

coulad assume that the sxnger ©of love songs was not

necessarxly cch*t;ng a woman but only bexng courteous."” 8-.It

-

is qulte concelvable that Arnaut only wlshed to pay a
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-countggus‘cggpliment—tqfthqzkédx;dégggﬁg{bismpag;ibn%%ﬁmn_“
manner of address,-and that ‘he was not praqti_sing_ “cour'i:’ly

-

e .

love" but merely expressing friehdship.‘hTo cite Benton

once again, . . . in courtly circles it could be accepted

" as reasonable apd dppropriate to -kiss a 'lady, to give hex
. <. < . .

- ~
s - e . N . .
presents, to declare that one had become a better man_

Eh:ough ﬁer friendship.”

. * .
Thus, when Arnaut talks about the unity of loye -

‘and art (okre e lim / motz de valoxr / ab art d'Aamoxr. I
.. / R . -

fashion and file words of worth with art of lovq“), we

-

‘are obligéd,to accept the éossibilityrtﬁat "art d'Amor" has

. v .
no more rélevance to the "art of courtly love" than does

- -

Arnaut's assertion that he has.bﬁ£9me a better man for

having known the lady whom he claims to serve. These

-

observations are not impertinent to the an&lysis of Chaucer's
. . . [}

Troilus, since‘'the "conventions of courtly love,” which
in the opinions, of Lewis, Robinson, and many otheérs, govern
: . ’

the poem, are allegedly derived from the example of the

troubadors..

That Arnaut's ennoblement may not stem from courtly

. N . . " v ) .
love at alL,éforoes_ps to. reexamine the notion that Troilus's

- -

—_— LN : .

does'.9 Encugh has been said priofZ to the present stage of
our discussion to show that Troilus's ennoblement is -ex-

ceedingly problematic and that, as Robertson says, "his

virtuous -behavicur should . . . be regarded . . . with

v
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o '
'jcautlon.f+ . He is, as we have Seen, polltlcally lrrespon—
- s;ble, frequentlv dlshonest, and -strongly given to carnal

&

self—indulgence. All these Eharacterlstzcs attest to his
lack of vxrtue and not to hlS ennoblement suggestlng that
chaucer is cr1t1c121ng rather than Praising Troilus and

that lee-hrnaut, hls real bel;efs about the essence of

ennoblement may be founded on orthbdox moral assumptions

.......... P T

rather'thanfoﬁ“thé'"heres;es" of courtly love.

if, as these consideraticns indicate, “courgly
love" is_not indispensaﬁle for our app:eciation of the
significance of Qroiius's actiens, the.likélihood that
"ibves art" bears any feferenge to the art of courtly love
will be'considerably reduced. ' The sense in which Arnaut -
seems to interpret “art d'amor" provides, however, an
alternative kay to the meaning of Chaucer's phrase. éor
Arnaut: the art of love signifies not sa much the techaiqua ;?
of love-making as a mode ‘of literary expiessi;n. Rarely, ‘
if at all, does Arnaut discuss the "art égamor" in such a,
way 2s to eguate it with the fovmer, while on the other
hand, his work, as G. Toja has stated, contalns more
references to~techn1cal artistry than are to be found 1n
the productlons of any of his predecessors.ll It is from
these references, which flgure Prominently even-in the few

passages from Arnaut's poetry which we have cited in com-

paring him to Chaucer, the we should derive our conception .

*
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o : . 7
‘turn suggest [some possible interxrpretations of "love's
art". . -

. : . . . ‘ - \
LindQEPaterson, in her recent study, Troubadors

and Eloguence, points out that the image of the poet as

artisan, which occuxrs frgquentiy in;ﬁgdieQal works.on

rhetoric¢c, is a common togds in the writings of the troubadors
(d3 well. In addition, she observes that images of polishing

and sculpting in words are not empioyed by Arnaut qléné,‘but

also appear in poems by Marcabru, Giraut Bornelh and

ﬁhimbaut d'aurenga: "Marcabru's lady sculpts false

',‘ . appearances with her words (Aus quel'ivern) and Giraut's

love sculpts, and carves his_ lady's face for him in his

imagination, XLIV.78-80: $i m desbois' e m'enthala. . . .

2 Sas aviens faiasos."12 Though none of these writers giveé

-

much positive evidence of being interested in the art of
courtly love, ;heir propensity to apply értistic metaphors
to love demonstrates; nevertheless, that for them love
was, in‘% fairly elaborate sense, an art. qOﬁevér, an
importént way in which the "art dfamdr" of the troubaﬁors
diffexrs from the "art" of courtly love is obviously in its
relation to the actutal experience of the lover. While kt.is

“ generally assumed that the art of courtly love was based on-

. . . . 1 . N
putting adulterous impulses into action, 3 there is no%hlng'

[ 2



. 272

'hlghlv lmprobable the 1dea that the troubadors roamed- the

to indicate, even when the troubadors were writing explicit-

"ly about illicit love, that they were deséribing reality’

rather than exercising imagination.l4

R 4

Adultery was never taken lightly and was frecuently

punlshed as a capital offence in the Mlddle Ages. Benton,

after eciting several examples of legal mutilations inflicted

on the bodies of men suspected of adultery, dismisses as

. . S e e e
A EEEREE R L PR R BE W L -

countryvside seducing other men s wives. He bases this
oplnlon on the historical fact that the troubadors did not
suffer the same punl hments as adulterers: "The best proof’
that the lords of medleval Europe saw no threat in love

songst even when addressed to their wives, is that troubadors,
trouvéres; and minnesin#brs not only eurvived but made a
living."ls ;c;eaghy these lords must have'iecogniéed that
havingﬁcourteous but not carnal intentions, the.troubadors,

in addfessing their wives, were not trying to bring about

opportunities gsr sexual gratification. This implies that

the "ert d'amor" was not designed o©r meant to manipulate

reality, and therefore, that the whole experience and
culmination of "love" was in'its artistic exoression.

To appreciate this as being likely 1is qu{te con-—

. sistent with all that we know about the traditions of

vernacular love poetry influenced by the troubadors.
. ~ad
Repeatedly, in the Middle Ages and in the Renaissance, we

to.
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fiqdﬁﬁhat:the:most:passionaté%sauwding:ly:faslérélﬁﬁt;even

directed to real women But are surrounded by a context of
fictious persons and events. For example, Petrarch admits
that Laura was the creature of his imagination and that

he conceived of her name simplﬁlas.an appropriate symbol

for the goal of his poetic aspifations: "Quid ergo ais?
finxisse me michi speciosum Lauree nomen ... . re a em

veéra in animo meo Laurean nichil esse, nisi illam forte

- =

~poeticam, ad gquan aspirare me longum et indefessum ) -

'studium testa.tl:;r:"l-6 ("What therefore is vour opznxon” I

myself lnvented the beautlful name of Laura but in realltv

Laura was nothxng but that poetic laurel which I haad asplred

after with unendlng labour"). 1In essence he is saying

“

[}

that Laura, the object of his love, is really only poetzxry
itself and that his love for her is something whidh exists
‘more on an aesthetic plane than in the world of physical
;eélity. ‘Simfiarly, it has never.been‘satisfactorily
est#blished that Boccaccio and Dante‘had ﬁéal persons in
ﬁind when they immortalized the nameg of Fiammetta ang
Beatrice. and in 1593, Giles Fletcher the Elder, still
writing according to the lite¥ary themes ahé conventions
which Petrarch and Dante had iﬁherited from the troubadorg,
diprecated realistic énd biographical interpretati‘éns\of )

love poetry in his preface to the sonnent seqhence, Licia.

Discussing the identity of his own ‘“vertuous and fayre"
‘ 3

A
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Licia, Fletcher intimates that there is neo necessary cor- f'
'responéence between the Licia who appearsiln his sonnets -
and some actual woman. Licia, he 5ay¥s, may be sSomeone,
- something or even nothing; "If thou mu;e what my Licia
is, take her to be some Dian at the least chaste,‘or
some Minerva, no Venus, fairer farre; it may be she is
Leerniqg's image, or some heavenlie wonder, which the
.:prescisest-may“not m:siiée:‘ perhaps under that name I hé&é” “;x
shadowed Discipline. It may be fﬂﬁeane that klnde courtesie
Whlch I found at the Patronesse of -these Poems; it may be
some Colledge; it may bee my conceit, and portende

nothing. .‘. ."17 Fletcher'e contemporary, Michael Drayvton,
dlsolays @ comparable indifference to realism in love Doetrv,
for although his sonnet sequence‘Idea is filled with
traditional themes about hopeless love, the 1ove;'s deepair,
and the lady's hard, unrelenting eirtue, the title of the R

Sequence indicates that it is about an abstraction and not

a real woman. It is, finally, worth noting that an eminent

critic has said of the Songs‘and Sonets of Donne:

". . . the autobiographical element in the Songsfand Sonets

has' been gr atlv exaggerated and ... . it is guite
Juniecessary’ to assume that even those which are most

dramatically convincing were inspired by actual experiences

. ’ 8
oxr directed to real persons."l

. Fl
.
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" "If one assumes that the troubadors understood the

‘art of love to be the art of courtly love, it can only be
at the expense. of ignoring the evidence that neithexr they
. themselves, nor many of thejpoets who for centuries after-

wards bear their indirect influence, seem in their poetry
4 .

to have been interestediin the pursuit of living mistresses.

Because courtly love, as defined by Lewis, involves the

...... 1oxa:fs.hg3£s.o£.sexual_g:atiﬁication,.it“is“hang,tp“imaq;né__

LI

how poems which are not based on real circumstances arising
from real sexual desires can be properly taken as expressions

of courtly love. Upon realizing that most love poetry

written in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance contains a
purely aesthetic¢ vision qf 1ové, we becoﬁe aware of. the
inadequacy, as a liferary standard for intérpreting this
poetry, of courtly lové, whiéh i1s in its ultimate aim

decidedly practical, realistic, and unaesthetic. There are

two conclusio;s to be drawn .from this; the first is that
courtly love as such does not exist in medieval and
Renafgsance literature about love, and the second is thag
the typé'of calculated sexual opportunism gpicﬁ has been

LS - . > PR
characterized as courtly love, when stripped of its incon-

grucus aesthetic assocations, ¢an be redefined as vice,

&

something which uﬁquestionably did exist in the Middle Ages.

-

To. avoid the confusion which would arise frbm-calling‘vice

.
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o

courtlv 1ove", however, we are well-azdvised to do as
Benton urges and-foréet about courtly‘lévé altogether.
We are left with the p:obléﬁ*of defining the
meaning of "loves art"™ in the Troilus.J'This term has
mixed meanings which are controlled by the aggle ofAmo;al_

and aesthetic vision from which it is perceived, and it is

important to Know what these mqaningé are and how they

-interact with -each other.-- Likes -many other. concepts-in -the..

Treilus, such as "gentilesse," "trouthé," and "honour,"
"loves art"” has ideai connotations which are clearly at
variance gith the pr;ctical significance which it possesses
in the minds and actions of the ‘characters in the poem.
Adrienne Lockhart, in a reéent‘articlé, has demon-

strated that by txying to translate the ideal of his love

.;‘-‘ ‘ ’

into reality, Treilus sets in motion a]grocess of semantic
v = B

degeneration whereby the‘words gentllesse,' ”trbuthe,“

a.p

and "honour™ are misapplied in a way which raﬁlects the
concomitant moral debasement of the ideals represented by

thenm. ™ When Hector assures Criseyde that she may remain in

Troy with "al th'onour that men may don you have”™ (Troilus

and Criseyde I.120), "honour" signifies dignity and ethical

integrity- But much later, when Crisevde refuses to £flee

with Troilus on the morally superficial grounds that his
L o "

"honour which that now shyneth so cllre“ {IV.1575) will be

L
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apervérted, indicating that the concept has come to mean

‘to their practical and debased ones, "loves art", as we SEall

damaged-—the originmal—sense—of the word”“honcur”'has Seen T

merely good‘;eputétion. As Lockhart points out, there are

[y

many similar instances of this type of #erbal,modulafion

in the Troilus, suggestiﬁg that the- basic aesthetic

structure of the poem is one of semantic and moral deteriora-
. . . . 20 ‘ ;

ticdn from beginning to end. ’

The varlatlons on the meanlng of “loves art,”

e e N ; . _ i

however, form a structural Pattern somewhat different from

the one analyzed by Lockhart, even though "loves art" em-

bodies the same conflict. of ideal and practical connotations

as words like "honour." Whereas Lockhart regards such_words

-

as being subject to a linear process of deterioration,

_which starts with their ideal meanings and leads eventually

.

see, seems throughout thé poem to present itself simultaneous-.
ly in both ideal and practical senses.

The narrator's modest admission, gquoted earlier, that )
he lacks "felving" in “lcveS'art? expresses overtly his mis-
givings about his ability to practlse successfullv the poetlc
art of writing ‘about love. This is’ ev1dent because the
context in which th; reference to "loves art” occurs is
explicitly verbal and cesphetic rather than.sexual, its

main emphasis falling on the matters of."wordes,”™ “langage,"

and "speche." In the copening stanzas of the Troilus,.verbal
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art, as represented by the literary project upon which the

narrator sees himself embarking, emerges as an index to

- .

the moral issues which are raised by the story. The use
of words to describe the misguided adventures of lovers is

thus an act of positive moral significance for which ‘the

narrator, somewhat ironically in view of his numerous

-

failures of moral judgement, claims responsibility and | RN

. - P ] e
e .- .

credit. Moreover, the narrator considers his words to be
conducive to charity and thus of Profit to his own soul:

For hope I my sowle best avaunce,
To prey for hem that Loves servantz be
And write hire ¥o, and lvyve in charite .

~ . T (T&C. 1.47-39) ' .

The important mbral functi;n of words ang writing in the
Troilus, which,‘as tbe.quotation shows, is apparent in one
of the ;arrator's earliestautteranﬁes, should logically

- . .

be assumed also to inform his very word-conscious remarks
‘about "loves a;t." The;éforg,.tﬂe i@eal significance of
"loves art" would seem to consist in it® representation of

the power of Poetry to create a moral Perspective ‘on sexual

experience through the prbcess of aesthetic detachment.

The same spirit of aesthetic detachment from sexual ex-
i

‘perience, as we have observed, Probably chéracterized the’

songs of the troubadors and the writings of most of the

great'European love poets from Petrarch to Donne. Petrarch's

equation of love with the art of poetry is the reflection

of his detachment as an artist from any real sexual passion
~ . .

- . 4
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-for Laura, and ideally "loves art," which in the Troilus
is ‘practised by a narrator who is not actuallj involved .

in the'experieece of "sexual love ("Ne dar to Love for myn

unliklynesse™ Troilus and Criseyde I.15), denotes a vision
ooun ey - ‘

.‘of the shared identity of love and poetry similar to
?etrarch‘s. We shall at length retureﬁra’hhls subject

after duly examining some of the 1ess ideal connotations

IR R R e T Y L L IR

“of “loves art.™ PR
In inviting his audience to correct his use ot
language, the narratorx sers up a: direct connectxon between
"ieves art" and the idea of ‘verbal art or poetrv.' So far -
as this goes, he £latters the audlence with the sugéestien
that rhey too are poets. ﬁeéerthelessJ poetry is not all
that is impiied byAthe term "loves ar;ﬂ which additionally
carries a pointed allusion to the narrator's lack of ex- -
éerieﬂce as a lover, Berore apologizing for his want of
-the verbal skillslthat constitﬁte_"loves art," he declares
his regret at nqﬁ.heviqg soughrAfor ﬁimeelf the solaces of
carnal love which he is now describing at second hahd:
o] blisful nyght, of hem se longe isoeght, | )
«How blithe unto hem bothe two thow weere! B
Why nad I swich oon with my soule ybought,
Ye or the leeste joie thax was there
(T&C. IIX.1317-20)

From the perspective afforded by this passage, the narrator's

deference to his audience's superior knowledge of love's art




. loses hlmself in sexual fantaSLes about Crlseyde.

experlenced in the phys;cal acts of love

'overtones of the amatory art set foxrth

Lo

appears to be founded on the assumpt;on that they are more"

-

-makxng than he -

is., Seen this way, Tlove'art? comes to'signify, in its
ﬁiaétical Sense, sexual technigque instead of poetry, and
thlS 1nd1cates that Chaucer also: 1ntended 15 to convey

in Ovid's 1ronic

-

manual on seductlon, thernrs‘Amatorla.

y‘.._ LY

a ﬁggnzflcance

b..-'h)l-"“ -'
"7 ""Thése ovértones give to "loves. art™

in malo whlch isg well lllustrateﬁ ln the flrst book of.

the Troilus where‘the hero, hav;ng been struck.by love S-.

- -

/I‘
retreats to his bedroom amld 51ghs and groans and

4

arrow,
"The

narrator tells.us that flrst Trollus'"gan make a mirour

'hls mvnde, / In which he saugh ail holly hire figure"

’

(I.356- 7)

and that shortlv thereafter he resolved to devote

hlmself to

-

studyzng the art of love or, as the narrator

- -

on this- occasion calls ftu "loves-craft"f < . . \E

Thus took he purpos loves craft to suwe -
And thoughte he wolde werken pryvely L. AT
First to hyden his desir in muwe i
' From every wight vborn, al outrely,
But.- the myvghte ought recovered be therby
Remembryng hym that love to wide yblowe
Yelt blttre fruyt though sweete seed be sowe-.
{I.399~85)

The primary skill in loves craft"'is,fer Troilus the con-

‘"hyden his desiz in

cealment of desire, and his efforts to

muwe"™ recall Andreas Capellanus's injunction to lovers to

maintain Secrecy. This injunction occurs towards the end bE
— . . . . . . ) ’ a

>
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the De Arte Honeste Amandi and is listed among the "Rules

" of Love"” which, according to fable, were obtained for all

lovers by a_knight of éritain and which constitute an
artificial system for practising the art of love.21 How-
evewy, as D. ﬁ. Robertsonfhé# argued, tﬁesé rules are in-
tentionally absurd and are mean£ to refleét the hypocrisy
ané dishénésty that Andreas sétirizes in concﬁpiscence.22
Thus, to Qbserve that T;qilﬁs's secretive behaviour is N
similar to the Behavidur.prestribed in Aﬁdreas'; rules
is not necéssarily to speak favourably of Troilus.

Oon thé contrary, it can be strongly arguea that
Troilus is acting in a thoroughly disrépu;able manner.
Hié-qissimulation of his real desires and motives is not

very diffgrent from the fraudulence exhibited by one of the

most unegquivocally evil characters in the Roman de la Rose

== Faussemblant. Described by John Fleming as "the seéret
weapon in Amours' arsenal, the creeper-into-houses who can
disposé ;f-the troublesome Malebouc_pe,"23 Faussemblant is
instrumental in undermining the Rose's'aéfences and gaining

for Amant the carnal solaces which he so desires.

Faussémblant casts a revealing light on the essential

‘hybocrisy of Amant, because although he serves the ostensibly

idealistic cause of Love, he himself, he admits, is

pragmatic, cynical and immoral (Roman de la Rose 6307-10).

Accompanied by Forced Abstinence, Faussemblant ;}}QQ:S an :

L
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entrance lnto the castle ‘'where the ROSe dweﬁ}s by -

strangllng Malebouche and cutting ‘out his ev11 tongue.

.

In this respect he is remarkably like Troilus who, in

Book III, also proves himself to be adept at the seductive

art of creeping into houses24 by stealthily making his .

way into Criseyde's bedroom while she is staying overnight
at her uncle's residenée. Pandarus's eiplanation to
..Cxlseyde of the seguence of events leading to Troilus's
arrival, though llterallv untrue, nges aopronrlate emphasis
to the surreptitious antd underhand way in which Troilus is
acting: N

This Troilus, right platly for to seyn,
Is thorugh a goter by A pryve wente,
Into my chaumbre come in al this revn,
Unwist of every manere wight, certeyn.
. (III.786-89)

-Faussemblant's skill as a seducer is based on the
success with which he cloaks his intentions under false
pretences. ?reely acknowledging hes hypocrisy in the

presence of Love's company, he pProceeds to characterize him-

-

self as follows: .
Ful wel I can my clothes chaunge,
Take oon and make another st'aunge.
Rvght as me lyst, I me disgise.
Wel can I wre me undir wede;
Unlyk &5 ny word to my dede.
’ (R.R._6325—63601
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]
With this account of Faussemblant s hypocrlsy we may com-
pPare the descrlptlon cf’ Tro;lus s efforts to dzsgulse his

"sharp desir"™ and "hope of plesaunce" (III.425- 6)

But in hymself with manhod gan restreyne
Ech racle dede and ech unbridled cheere 4
That alle tho that lvven, soth to seyne,
Ne sholde. han wist, by word or by-manere,
What that he mente, as touchvng this matere.
From every WLth as fer as is the cloude
He.was, so wel dissimulen he koude.
- - (III.428-434 italics mlne)

A noticeable parallel between the methods .of dissimulation
used by Faussemblant and Troilus emerges in the discfepancy
between their woras and deeds. Robert Miller notes that

"according to St. Augustine the duplicity characteristic

of the sinner in Spiritum sanctum is likely to appear in a

discrepancy between -words and deec‘is,“25 and fhis does not
sg?ak very well for the éype of "loves craft" which Troilus
is practising. What may at first seem to be exemplary self-
contrel on the-part éf Troilﬁs, who with "manhod" réstrains
ecach "racle dede" that-might betray his passion, proves
upen closer examination to'be mortal-sin.

The inconsistency of Troilus's words with his d?eds
heightens thé contrast between his version of love's art
and the "loves art" in bono which the narrator of the poem

identifies as the art of poetic expression. It is important

to note, since "loves art" in bono refers to poetry, that,

in the General Prologue .té the Canterbury Tales, Chaucer

-
-

. | /

-
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the pilgrim states as a.principle of literary decorum that

the words of a poet sﬁdﬁld be "cousin" to the deedé'whigh

~

.he relates. BAccording to the naive Geoffrey, thig ﬁeans

- that tﬂe poet.is bound by honour and.inﬁegrity to repeat

" the Qords and deeds of his characters'exactly as they were
saia and dQne:

- - - I pleynly speke in this mateere,
To telle you hir wordes and hir cheere,
- Whose shal telle a tale after a man,-
He moot reherce as ny as evere he kan
Everich a word, if it be in his charge
- Al speke he never so rudeliche and large
- Or ellis he moot telle his tale untrewe
Or feyne thing-or fynde. wordes newe.
‘He may not spare, although he were his brother
He moot as wel say o word as another
Crist spak hymself ful brode in holy writ
And wel ye woot no vilevne is it.
Eek Plato seith, whoso that kan kym rede,
The wordes moote be cosyn to the dede.
(Gen.Prel. 731-42)

But Chaucer the pilgrim is guilty of an important mis-
construction of the maxim that he is gueting. 1In enjoining

that the word be kept cousin to the deed, Plato, in the

Timaeus, and‘ChrisF, in Matthew 13:10-13, meant Ehat a3
connection should be observed betweeﬁ cutward forms .and
the inwgrd truths whi;h they are designed to express.
‘Neither of them wished to defend 1iterary fealism, cdntrary
to the belief of Chaucer the pilgrim. Genuine iiterary
meaniﬁg can only‘be perceived when the spi;itual relation-
ship between word and deed~is adeguately understood.

Inasmuch as Troilus, who is given to composing verses and

- -
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love éongsl(1,400—20; II;.l;44—7l; v.631-44), assuﬁes-forf
himself the role of a poet,2° we must interpret the

discrépanby'bqueen his words and deeds as a violatiop

-

of this important rule of the good tvype of "loves-art."™

Furthermore, we should notice that he viclates the rule by
. 5 N

failing, like Chaucer .-the pilgrim, to perceive spirituél

.

meaning in literature.
Having decided to "hyden his desir in'muwe,“ Troilus,

still langwuishing in his bedroom; beginsuto consider the

»

various meany at his disposal for obtaining Cirseyde's

"

affections and Etﬁésst finds an outlet for his sorrow in
the composition of a song: :

And over al this, yet muchel more he thoughte

What for to speke. and what to holden inne;

And what to arten hire to love he soughte

And on a song anon -- right to bygygvnne,

And gan loude on his sorwe for to wynne; i

: (I.386-90) N

It may seem remarkable that despite the passionate idealism

which has often begn attributed.  to Troilus,27 he should still
be capable of such a Pragmatic analysis of his relationship
to Criseyde as the foregoing passage describes:zs'but then,
this sort of inconsistency is what we sheould expect in a
character who has s; much in common with Faussemblant. As
for Troilus's song, we cannot properly assess its signifi-
éance as a workxof love's art without first acknowledging

the séirit of duplicity and moral inconsistency in which

it is conceived. The narrator introduces the song by

‘ .
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' declaking his intention of repeating, as accurately as
-4 ' - * - - .
_possible, every word in it:

_ . « « . in al that Troilus
Seyde in . his song, every word xight thus
As I shal sevn-. . . (I.3%96~8) .

‘This same intention is voiced by fhaucer the pilgxim in

the speech from the General Prologue which has just been.

citea. To give gcctrate repo;t ﬁo the words of others is;
as Chauéei the pilgrim states, to keep the wofds “"cosyn

to the édede." Presumably therefo?&, the né&rator of the
‘Troilys, iﬁ setting a high value on accurate repbrting, is
also éignifying that words and deeds. should closely
correspond to each other. 'If this is_true; there is a
cgftain irony ip his allﬁding to this maxim before reciting
the “Canéicus Troiliﬂo(I-400-20) which is inspired by
dupiicity-antithetical to the harmony of-words aﬁd deeds.

The "Canticus Troili" is based on Petrarch's sonnet

~ : R 29 .
S'amor non e, No. 132 in the Canzoniere, and is reckoned.

to mark the beginﬁing of English Petrarchan love poetry.
The text of Chaucer's poem is as follows:

If no love is, O God! what fele I so?

aAnd if love is, what thing and which is he?
If love be good, from whennes comth my woo?
If it be wikke, a wonder thynketh me,

Whenne every torment and adversite 7 ’
That comth ¢of hym may to me savory thynke;
For ay thurst I the more that ich it drynke. ——
]
\\
-
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And if that at myn owen lust I brenne,
From whennes cometh my waillynge .and my pleynte’
If harme agree ‘me, whereto Plyne I thenne?
I moot, ne whi unwery that I feynte.
O guike deth! .0 swete harme so gueynte!
. .  How may of the in me swich guantite
- But if that I consente that it be? .
And if that -I consente, I wrongfully LT
Compleyne, iwis; thus passed to and fro,
Al steereles withinne a boot am I
Amydde the see, bitwixen wyndes two,
. . That .in contrarie stonden evere mo.
Allas! what is th wonder maladie?
For hete of cold, for cold of hete, I dve.

.

' Deﬁpitg_thé conscientious resolution of the nﬁrratorléf the
Troilus to record Troilus's song exactly "as;w;it myn
auctor called.Lollius“, critics, both in the ﬁenaissance
and in‘modern-times, have recognized variéus "misunder-
standings” and mistranslations of the Italian text in the
"Canticus Troili;" ﬁrnest Hﬁtcﬁ Wilkins'pointed ouﬁ in
: - —
// 1949, that the lines from the first stanza, "if no love

is" and "if love is", do not pProperly represent their

Petrarchan counterparts "s'amor non &" and "s'egli e amor™,

which mean respectively "if this be not love” and "if it /

— be love."30 Wilkins also noted that the. second line in the /
. ‘ s ', !
first stanza, which asks of iove "what thlng and whlch is |

he," is an incorrect translatlon of the line- from the

. . -

original "che cosa & guale® which means_"what-is this

experience of mine?" From the evidence of these and other
P . : C

discrepancies between the'Chaucerian and Petrarchan versions

©of the poem, Patr;c:a Thomson concluded, some ten years

~
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_after the pubiﬁcation of Wilkins's article, that "the first

- ~

"stanza of the: "Canticus TroiIi'.iS'more theoretical and

remote from the intensities of uniguely individual ex—

perience than its original."3l The main trend of-

Il

Thomson's discussion is to show-that the "Canticus Troili"

is very much inferior to Petrarch's sonnet and that its

"loss of concentration and richness . . . points forward teo

future Petrarchan insipidities"™ in English poetry.32 ,

Eowever, I would like to suggest that Chaucer's =

departures from FPetrarch's text are not genuine mis- 

understandings oxr artistic failures and that those that can

be explained no othexr way can be accounted for in terms of
the irony involved in Troilus's distortion of the proper
meaﬁing of "loves art.” Thomson concedes that the guestion

which Chaucer has put into Troilus's mind (Does love exist

.

or not?) “could perhaps be argued as consistent with

Chaucer's narrative and its héro," since Troilus, recently
' - >

a scoffer at love, has suddenly been forced to reconsider

his scorn and‘skepticism.33 On these grounds, she admits,

Chaucer's generalizations of the more subjective and par-

e

ticular language of Petrarch's experience, could be ex- -
plained and justified. We may thus rule out objections ‘to

Chaucer's poem which arxre based on his abstract interpretation’

in the first stanza of lifes to which Petrarch gives a

seemingly personal significance. This includes lines like

™
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those which were reﬁarréd‘to in the Previous paragraph as

having been among the éiscrepancies noted by Wilkins.
Since Thomson states that the second stanza of

the "Canticus Troili" follows Petrarch closely, her case
. . <

for Chaucer®s ineptitunde in handling, Petrarchan material
must rest largely on that occurs in the third stanza.

‘Here Chaucer develops the metaphor of loQ;_as é sea vovage
which is qontainga in Pétrarch's sestet: |

E s'io 'l consenteo, a gran forte mi dogllo

FPra si contrari venti in frale barca

Mi trovo in alto mar, senza governo,

Si lieve si saver, d'error si carca, .

Ch'i' medesmo non so gquel ch'io mi voglio;

E tremo 2 mezza state, ardendo il verno.

(Thus belng tost with winds of sundrv sorte

Through daungetrous Seas but in a slender Boat,

With errour stuft, and driv'n beside the porte

Whdre voide of wisdoms fraight it lies afloate,

1\ave in doubt what helpe” I shall reqguire,

-In somer frieze, -in winter burne like f:.re.)34
(Thoma; Wilson's translation)

o —
Thomson observes that-Chaucer omits the fourth line of the

sestet which describes the lover as a storm-tossed boat
thhAno ballast of wxsdom, but loaded with error: "Si lieve
ai saver, d'error si carca." In place of this line, she
noteg, we fénd in the "Canticus ?roili“ the exélamation:
"Allas! what is this wondre maladie?" Thﬁmsoﬁ's objection
"to Chaucer's traﬁslation of the sestet is that thfoﬁgﬁ such
ogissioné as w; have mentioned, the seafa%ing métaphor is

rendered slight and trivial because it lacks the weilght of
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."Petrarch no less than Troilus, is tossed to and fro by
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moral judgement, whereas with Petrarch it does not:

conflicting winds of feeling; but -hé gives reasons for this

emotional floundering: lack of reason {'governc') and

. . ) =3
wisdom ("saver') and a propenSLty to 'erroxr'."® 5 We,

. however, should not be too ready to assume that Chaucer has’

erred in his rehandhﬁng of Petrarxch's seafarlng image. If
he omitted Petrarch's moral analysis of the speaker's
conditien, it seems qnlikely that he did so-for no reason.
Moral-analysis, after 311, is the main preoccupatlon of the
sestet and lt is barely possxble that Chaucer, who was
always attuned to the moral signhficance of human actiohs;

-

could have failed, in this instance, to notice its impor-
tance. i | =

Thé best exélanatioﬁ'for the peculiari;ies‘of
Chauce;'s translati;n is that in adapting'Petrafch‘s sonnet

to the voice and character of Treoilus, Chaucer was governed

by an awareness of the circumstances in which Troilus utters

his song. Like the Lover in the Roman de la Rose, Troilus .
has foresworn the advice and company of Reason. It is
. " LY .

. \ : Do
therefore quite fitting that he should, instead of inter-

'p*etxng his 'emotional condzt;on articulately. and ratlonallv,

'merely exclaim: “"Allas! - what is thls wondre maladie?”

The <¢ontent -of.the “Canticus Trolll" was, ¢learly, meant

by Chaucer to be understoodd as a reflection of the state of

LS
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Troilus's mind at a Particular stage in his experience of T

foolish love.'
. '

Tré;lus;s inability to impose a coherent verbal
or intellectual strficture on his feelings and thoughts about
love is oﬁe_of*the results of.his abg§e of language. By
wilfully'divorcing his woxds from his aeeds, he weaken§
the power of language to grasp énd_deéine-reality, making
it instead.the.instrument of illusion and faisehood. We |
ghall'subsegqently discuss the érdblem-of language and
the interprétation of realjity in greater detail.>® For the

Ppresent, suffice it to say that Chaucer shows us how :

Troilus, who uses words to create illusions rather than to

exXpress truth, cannot, in his song, find words to_exﬁress
the moral réalities of his situaqion. Ee ié,in this
respect, soééwhat like another‘hypocritﬁcal manipulator df‘
words, the‘éardoner, who is ironically silenced, afﬁei his_
volugle sermon to<=the pilg;ims, by an insult from Harry

Bailly. ("This Pardoner answerede nat a word; / So wrooth /5

he was, no word wolde he seve." Pardoner's Tale 956-7.)

That the "Canticus Troili" tends towards language .

which Thomson describes as "inane, purely decorative,; or

37

merely emotional"” is hence not a shortcoming on Chaucer's

part; rather it is a sign of the perversion of “"loves art"”

embodied in Troilus's duplicity and in his tactics of

seduction. During the affair of Troilys and Criseyde we

N
; . -

-
-
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‘can we say that as it may be called visiopn/ from vision, or °
. { '
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-~ see "loves art” degenerate from an aesthetic ideal into

a sordid and dishonest sexual experience. The first stages

of this process of degeneration are manifested in the moral
and aesthetic limitations of the<"Canticds Troili", which

-

-seeﬁingly are intended by Chaucer to rep;eseﬁt the cor-

ruption of poetic language. According to St. -Augustine,

’the language that men use declines in integrity and value

as it recedes from the perfect truth of the divine Word of

God. The "many elements of unlikeness!” described by

St. Augustine between man's word and God's Word are

founded on the distortions arising from mendacity and
misunderstanding to which the former is subje‘ct;38 and in

the De Trinitate St. ﬁﬁgu§£%ne even admits that the lack

of truth in man's word disdualifies it to be called a
- B "..‘ T - .

word: "It may Be objected fhat what is not true ought not

S '
to be called a word; and to that I willingly agree. - But

even when our word is true  and so rightly called a word,-
* L .l

knowledge from knowledge., it may also be cdlléd essence

from essence -- as the word of God is chiefly and most

w39

-
-

rightly called? It‘cgnnot;'.'. If-we consider the

'flaws of the "Canticus Troili™ in the light of these remarks

- .

about the flaws”of human language itself, it will be
readily apparent that the same lack of truth and knowledge

- . y
which St. Augustine attributes to man's word is the cause

-



‘ ) C | . | Ii" . .
b

of the empty emotionalism in Troilus's self-expression.

293

Not only is the song a préduét'of Qendapity:.its failuré
to defiﬁe and interpret.the'experfeqce with'whiéh ié isl
.concerqéd exposes in it, furﬁﬁermore, the abéeﬁce of‘
whag’si. Auéustine calls "vision from vision." As a“woig
of Fléves'art" in £ﬁe-bo;itive sense, the song i; a failurg
because it dpeslnot achievé the level of truth and knowledge
which real poetry, like the Word of Ged, should possess.4d
~ .

The failure of language in the "Canticus Troili" thus may
" be régarded:as symboiic of the deb;sement'of moral and
aesthetic values which occurs-throtgﬁ thé'prﬁcﬁide of
"loves art"™ in malo.

l The difference between the good and bad meanings of
"loves:art“ indicates that, as much as "honour", it ;
term which fails to maintain its ideal defigitiés when 4t
is épplied to real -experience. 'Unlike ;honOun? however,
"loves art" does not pertain to-the behaviour and' unstable
mbral condit%on{of thé charactéfs of Troilus, Criseyde,
and Pandarus; inséead it provides the ma;k‘fpcus.foF ‘the
narrator's and the audience's awareness of the analngus

state of the poem as dliteratU’-- that is to say, the
deterioration in the ethical integrity of the characters—

rcorfesPonds to the aestheti¢ degeneration of the poem itself

in the minds of the narrator and his audience, the latter
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process.beiﬁg revealed in the ambiguity which arises when-

ever love is’ referred to as an art in the Troilus.

.

The problem of aesthetlc degeneratlon, which is of

major concern to Chaucer in the Troilus, develops from’
. . -SA
the destruction of the ideals and forms of art by ex-

perience. Chaucer's feeling of anxiety about the possible
.distortions and misinterpretations which a work of art may-

- suffer is dlsclosed at the end of the~f1fth book when, . -

addressing his poem, te says:

'So Prey I God that non myswrite the

Ne the mysmetre for defaute of tonge,

And red wherso thow be, or elles songe,

That thow be understonde, God I biseche.
(v.1795- 98)

g
s

But although these openly expressed misgivings concern
what may happen to .the aesthetic rntegrltv of his work in
the course of time and changing circumstance,'Chaucer has(
in the ﬁeanwhile, shown a—strong ironic aﬁareness of the”
corruptlon taking place Wlthln the poem Itself as a result
"of the narrator s blindness .to the function and purpose

ef art. By falllng to‘recognize the proper.separation‘

between art and'experience, the‘narrator frequently

sacrlflces aesthetlc detachment to the more l;mlted and
subjectlve perspectlve on events created by experlence. He
does this when he’ declares that he would have been  willing

to enjov tHe least of the joys of fornlcatlon even at the

price of his soul (III. 131s-20). While ‘the narrator's

- T .
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s?ﬁtement certainly says a-lot for the empathy with which -

he descrlbes the bedroom actlvltles of Tro;lus and Criseyde,

s

i  ; 1t does little cred;t to his moral wisdom that he responds

. .
so dlrectly an@ unreeervedly to the experience of the lovers.

A more aesthetlcally conceived view of carnal passion,

. . -

would show in some degree the jud1c10us awareness of its

'characterlzatzon of hlmself as one who merelv writes of
love but stays unlnvolved wlth it, preferring to live -in
charity. At the beginning_of the poem, the narrator's
feelings are not, as they tend to be in Book III, controlled

'by his'impressionable sensitivity to the events of which

.

he is telliug} although his feelings are  apparently en-

gaged in the task of narration, they are evoked by the

demands of rhetorlc instead of by the immediate impact of

recounted experiénce- Making, his "invocation %o Thesiphone,

the narrator states that he is weeping as he writes about
‘the sorrow of Troilus.and then observes that it befits him
as the teller of a sad}tale to affect an unhappy manner:

For wel sit it, sothe for to seyre,
. A woful wlght to han a dreery feere,
And to a sorwful tale a sory chere.

T (T&C. I.12-14)

Thls,of course, is-a relteratlon of the commonplace of
medleval rheteoric, stated by Geoffrey of VLnsauf among

others, that the manner of delaverv ln wrltlng or speech

should be su;ted to the author”s theme and content: "De

\Jh’
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et autem haec tria variere pronuncietor secundum varietatem

- .

materiae. Si materia fuerit de dolre, vox et vultus et

41

’

gestus conformari materiae et testes esse doloris.”

, :
Clearly, the narrator's "sory cherg"™ is created by his sense
. -~

of rhetorical proﬁ;iety; he is not'}et blinded by his loss
'Bf aesthetic distance from expexience, but stands committed

to the artist's detached outlook and concomitant purpose
of providing moral instruction. Having neo direct personal

interest in-The sexual experiences of his characters, he

-

perceives his personal role and feelings as aesthetic

devices which serve to highlight the woes of lovers

". . . me that am the sorwful instruﬁen;, / That helpeth

‘lovers, as I kan, to pleyne"™ (Troilus and Criseyde I.10-11l)..

L [

The narrator, however, seems Lo posses very unstable

.moral c0nvictio;sq becausel by the time we reach Book III, he
has completely reversed his former opinions about the sorrow
of love. No longer speaking of it as a cause of unhappiness,
he thinks ité "blisse" worxth the risk of damnation. His
emotional qésponsgs to love, moreover, are now, as he begins
to desire his own sharg of carnal solace, less intentionallf
rhetorical than sp;ntaneous and realistic. What pegan as

an aestheticailyt?irected display of sympathy on the part

of the narrator has become for him an uncontrolled emotional
involvement in T:éilﬁs's misfortunes. On certain occasiéns

.

he seemg to lose sight entirely of the aesthetic barrier
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"the detached v-ole which he has selected for himself
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which ought to separate h;m,-ln his role as a poet, fromA
any dlrect emotlonal part;cxpat;on in the experience of_
the hero. As Troilus lies bedridden at - his brother's
house.awaiting'a visit from Criseydg, thﬁlnarrator.grows

as uneasy about what Troilus ghould say to her as d;e%,fhe_
lover himself. Although he-rétains some of the artist's

detachment when he addresses lovers as a group, a group

+

to which, as many of his previous comments have shown, he
does.not belong, he is drawn parado;iéélly into a strong
sense of personal identification with ngilu%'during the

short speech which concludes Book ITI:

‘But now to you, ve loveres that khen here,

Was Troilus nought in a kankedort,

That lay, and myghte whisprynge of hem here,

And thoughte, "O Lord, right now runneth my sort

Fully to deye, or han anon comfort'“

And was the firste tyme he shulde hire preve

Of love: O myghty God, what shal he seve?
(I1.1751-57)

It is almost as though the narrator is peréonally antici-

pating some sort of subjective "confort" which depends on

Troilus's sayving the right things to Criseyde, for his

apostrophe to "mggh;y«@o@"»has 2 tone sufficiently intense

to 'suggest that it might be uttered on his own behalf.
Subseguently, when Crisevée forsakes Troilus for

Diomede, the narrator exhibits more personal distress than

would

seem to reguire. The proem.to Book IV again reflects the

1

v

+
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'conflict within the narrator between his aesthetic function
as aﬁjobserver‘and moral commentator-and his tendency to
" become vicariously involved in the world of sexual e#-

perience. This conflict is particularly noticeable in the

third stanza: - .

'For how Criseyde Troilus forsook,

Or at the leeste, how that she 'was unkynde,

Moot hennesforth ben matere of my book,

As writen folk thorugh which it is in mynde.

Allas that they sholde evere cause fynde . -

To speke hire harm, and if. they on hire 1lve, ,

I wis, himself sholde han the vilanye. (IV.15-20)
Despite the recognizable rhetorical guality of the sorrow
.expressed in this stanza and in the last two lines from the
previous stanza (And now my penne, allas! with whicech I

.write, / Quaketh for drede of that I most endite™ IV.13-14),

it is apparent that the narrator does not have the

aesthetic contrel over his material that he possesses in

the opening stanzas of Boék I. His sorrow, whiie it
unéoubtedly conforms to rhetorica; convention, does not
.sexve a pufely aesthetic purpose but arises from the in-
compatibility of his r§spon§ibilities as an artist with
the wish-fulfillment that govern; a2 large part of his
attitude towards experience. TheAaesthetic design of his
stoy of Troilus and Crisevde, which is based on the
"double sorwe™ of Troilus, reqﬁires that the narrator

proceed from documenting the consummation of the love affair

to an account of Crisevde's infidelity. His reluctance,
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however, to complete this design in that last two books

-

of the poem reveals that his personal invélvement in'the
“experlences of Book III is- threatenlng to undermlne ‘the

task which he has set for himself as an artist.
At times the narrator's commitment_to sexual’

_experiencé‘ié SO0 strongly expressed that it leads him,

-

.groundlessly, to‘deny the truth of his sources. In the

stanza quoted above he hlnts that for Subjectlve, emotional
reasons, he sqspebts his sources of fal§e ‘testimony ‘con-
cerning the behaviour of Crisavae, -

and in Book V he attempts

)

to dissociate himself from the claim, advanced by his

_sources, that Crisevde gave Diomede her heart!

I ‘fynde ek in the stories elleswhere

Whan thorugh the body hurt was Diomede

Of Troilus, tho wepte she many a teere ~

Whan that she saugh hls wyde wowndes bleede.

And that she took, to kepen hymn, good hede;

And for tfo belen hvm of his sorwes smerte,

Men seyn -- I not -- that she vaf hym hire herte.
(V.1044-50)

Since the "stories" referred to by the Narrator are the

basis of his own aesthetic creation, the poem, its truth

as well is presumably challenged by the vicarious indulgence

in sexual experience that causes his unwillingness to admit

Criseyde's guilt. Chaucer's narrator often has more in

common with Troilts, love's fool, than with the discerning

artist who understands love but stands aloof from it. The

latter role is adopted by Chaucer himself in the famous

-
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exhortation to youth at™ the end of the poem: . T
O yonge fresshe folkes he or she
. In which that love up groweth with youre age, '
~ . Repaireth hom fro worldly vanyte, :
And of oure herte up casteth the visage

- to thilke God that after his ymage e

Yow made, and thynketh al wys but a faire .
Thls world that passeth soone as floures falre.
. _ : © (v.1835-41) , -
A spiriﬁual independence of the affairs of this'worid;
which is hjﬁé)commended should by ideal standards, deter-

mine-poetic truth. ‘But the narrator of the Troxlus,

although-he resolves to "lyve in charite™, cannot suf-

ficiently dominate his own carnal instincts to avoid.being -

.drawn ocut of the artist's'detachmént and intc .the confused

e#perience of :he lqver. Therefore, he vécillatesrfof'tﬁe
greater pért of the‘éoem between the #ttitudes of the'

lover and the art;st, outwardly professing a vision of truth
appropriate to the latter but Fontinually repudiating it

through his obsessive preoccupation with Physical sexuality.

This vacillation in the minéd of the narrator is a mani-

.festation of the.aesthetic degeneration taking place within

the poem, because it revéals a partial failure of the ideal,
voiced by the narrator inlhis role as an artist, of
imposing a pattern on the ﬁorally unstructurﬁs seguence of
the events that produce Troilus's sorrow. ¥

Returning to-tﬁe maiﬁ direction‘of our.discuSSign,

we must ask how "loves art" is correlated to the theme of
-
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aesthetlc degeneratlon ln the Troilusl The double sense’

f "loves -art", wh;ch .can be lnterpreted elther as an

allus;on to a poetlc ldeal or as a term for carnal seductlon,

-art and experlence

.

‘metaphorlcally reflects the d;chotomy of

e
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1n whlch the narrator s vac;llatzon £1nds it source. It

thus exp:esses a blfurcatlon in the narrator's oonscmousness

.of the aesthetlc qualLty of hlS storv, reveallng his - i :

. recognltlon of the divergence £rom hlS formal 1deas about

art_of-the art whlch he actually creates after responding - p

.

. -
emotlonally to Tro;lus s experlence. His ambiguous ‘in-

vitation to hlS audlence to compensate for his 1ncapac1ty

in "loves art" by correcting his use of wordS, has, further- .

more, a spLLt szgnlflcance for those to whom it is -

addressed.

+

If we imaginatively place ourselves among the
members of the audiefce who first heard the Troilus read

aloud and try to conceive of the impact which the narrator's

speech about "loves art" would be likely to have had on the

average‘person's moral conscience. we shall récognize that

Pl

he would likely have reacted to it in one of two possible

ways. If he did not in;erpret the remarks of the narrator

2s paying him the simple if Qubious compliment of enjoving

ar authoritative familiarity with the art of fornication,
he would have seen in tHRem a serious moral challegge to

detect and redress the ‘aesthetic and moral confusion
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resultlng from the narrator S own farlure to confront ex-”

per;ente as a true artlst should.¢ Clalmxng to utter hlS

words ". . . under correc;on f Of you that felyng han in

"~

loves'art" (III.1331—2), the narrator, by inviting his
audlence to partrcrpate in the aot of aesthetlc creation, -

is also 1mposrng upon them the burden of the art;st*s m$§a1

responsibl%lty and detachment. The audience thus has the

option of voluntarily arresting the poem's internal aesthetic

el 4
o

decay by reafflrmlng the rdeal deflnltron of "loves art"

which the narrator himself has abnegated. As the narrator

-~

says, hrs_audrence possesses the‘freedom of attaching
whatever meaning‘it cheooses to his words:

- And if that -ich at Loves reverence,
Have any woxd in eched for the beste,’
Doth therewithal right as youreselven leste.
(III.1328-30)"

- Should it so choose, the -audience may discover and approve

‘a merely carnal and unregenerate significance in the

-

narrator's words about "Love" and "loves art"; but it may
also decide, alternativel?} to take an ironic view of the
lapses;of moral.and aesthetic judgemant whereby the narrator
comes to present a debased conception of "loves art" in the
first placo; By responding‘in the latter-way to the
narrator's invitation, the audience of the Troilus is able
to contribute to the preservation of the aesthetic rdeﬁls

-

and perspéctives which are threatened by his unstable

attitude towards Troilus's passion.

¥
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. _concerning ethical responsibility that confronts the

It was mentloned prev1ously that Chaucer s

varlatlons on the meanlng of "loves aft" are Structurally

=

patterned so as to allow’ for the s;multaneous occurrence

-of 1deal and debased conceptlons of the term. The effect

of thls is to translate the theme of moral and aesthetic

.degeneratlon_ont of:the historical ‘time span of finished
eqente‘and into tne Present tense of the'audiencefs con-

-

sc¢iousness, ‘where ch01ces between good and evxl are st111

being made. .The deterloratlon of the ideals of "gentilesse",

"trouthe," and "honour;" because it develops in the actions

of the characters rather than in the minds of the audience,’

follows the chronological«narrative seguence that ocrders -

-

those,actipns.' "Lovestartﬁ,'on the other hand, projects

a concept of degeneratlon that involves the audlence as ’

much as the characters of the poem, anmd its double meaning

in Book III helps to create a sense of the moral conflict

audience. Therefore, the degenerative aesthetie structure

of allusions to "loves art",39 both in Book III and else-

.

where in the Troilus, is not one which gradually emerges
from the development of the story of the lovers, but is,
rather, contained in the static polarizationjof art and
Sexual experience which must ©Cccupy a permanent place rn
the audience's consciocusness so long as it remains unresolved
in the narrator’s. The Possibility that the audience should,

1
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like 'the narrator, reject a firm commitment to the ideals
of art in preference for a wishful parﬁicipation in the ™
joy;of sex shows how this polarizatdion, by its mere

existence, promotes aesthetic degeneration.

2. The Role of the Audience in ] '

. Troilus and Criseyde T R

The importance of the audience's role to the nature
and definition of any mediévgl poem such as the Troilus

can easily be underestimated. Having tentatiﬁely argued

that the struétural function of the ambiguous metaphor -

-

"loves art"™ operates to a significaﬁt degree within limits
set by the audience's intellectual and'émotional responses
to the poem, we should appropriate}y p;use at this juncture
to cépside;'some me§ievai theoretical assumptions about the
primacy of the_audiénce's responses as a basis for the

interpretation of literary worke. This will lend support

-

to the argument that the consciousness of the audience is

the medium for the degenerative structure of "loves art”

in the Treilus and mav also elucidate, indirectly, the
aesthetic principles underlyving that structure. First

. hd -
however, we must be aware of the difference between medieval

and modern ideas about the relation of f£he audience to

. aesthetic form in poetry and other arts.

r '

The most influential cxitical approach to literature



e - , C s 305

'in our time .is. the formalistic or textual approach, othér-
. . oo . ‘ .
wise known as the "new criticism." Formalistic inter=-
bPretations cf poetry generally emphas;ze organic unlty

arrd attempt to locate meaning in the Self-contalned form of.-

the poem ltself rather than -in the reader s responses or

‘the author' S intentions. The new critic examines the way -
. Ll

in which Parts of a poem such as imagery and diction inter-

" act to constitute a coherent whole, and upon his analysis

of their lnteracthn he bases his’ 1nterpretatlon ©f the

1
- ad »

rpoenm's meanlng. The roots of this approach to literature

undoubtedly lie in tce nineteenth—century romactic_view,
held by.Coleridge, that a literary work fs'ontologically
independent of historical and scctel factors beyond its
own formal exzstence and that any poem stands solelv on
the merlt of 1ts 1ntr1nsxc organzzatlon and the harmony
cf its parts.43 Being essentlallv of romantic orlgln,

fcrmallstlc critiecism tends to Vleld its best resuits'when

epplied to poetry written in the romantic tradition; and
though its methods of close readiné can gteatiy enhance
our appreciation of medievalhtexts, we should treat_with
cauﬁion its assuqétions that works of literature are
ontologically self~suf‘1c1ent and Dossess their "own king

of llfc.“44

Particularly when reading Chaucer, it is
necessary, for the sake of hermeneutical accuracy, to

remember that 2ccording to medieval 2esthetics a poem should

t

T PR Y W u._u-.“u.&'af.b-'.l

o Naaaas



3%

d;fferences betﬁeen modern and med;eval aesthetrc prln—

be'evaluated not for 1ts form and unrty but - for 1ts effect

on lts_audxence. B. W Roberts6n s comments on- the maln

- 'f'r..'

. - [ : v

clples may be clted in support of thlS oontentlon-

.:.-;'xn the apprecxatzon of. medieval art the
attltude Of: the observer is - of prlmaryblmpor-
tance, for no work of’ art: was "then self-

- -contained or. exrsted*rn a "world of its own.™

For this reasoa. ‘the. " Pure aesthetics” developed
since the early n;neteenth century has lzttle .. -
validity as an approach’to it. . « .- To the '
more cunltivated minds of ‘the Middle ‘Ages . I..
artistic works were thlngs designed through
their "numbers™, through their figurative
devices, or through their very workmanship,

to lead the mind toward a beauty which -
-transcends corporal modulations; such works

were not merely attractive in themselves, but
were intended to lead the mind toward someth;ng
beyond 45 - S

Robertson nakes clear,that although people in the Middle
Ages were qulte consczous of llterary form and: the various

rhetorical and technlcal devlces which it comprlses, they

never saw form as a purpose 1n 1tse1f but lnstead thought

it should be conducive. to splritual,aspiration in the

observing adudience.

Nevertheless, crltlcs of Chaucer s poetry frequently
claim that Chaucer wrote as thowugh he thought llterature

-

possessed its "own kind of.llfe" and could functlon

autonomouslv and self-sufflclently. Ellzaheth'Salter, .
T~ . > ’ co-
whose views on the Troilus were considered in. a previous . &

chapter of this study, is'fond of the image of Chaucer as

-

a poet who is apt to lose control over his. material and
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‘whose poems end up d;ctat;ng thelr own structure and

Wdlrectlon whlle he looks on bewzldere& Agrogos of the

Trollus Salter wrltes. “.r,fg.as the poem moves to 1ts

bltter conclus;on T .. the sad bewllderment w1th whlch

;Chaucer watches hls poem shrlnk to a tale of treachery

‘cannot be wholly remedled - e . né6 A more recent example

of the same klnd of crxt;cal flndang occuxs in Donald

‘Rowe's book O~Love“0 Charlte' Contrarles Harmonized in

Chaucer s Trollus.ﬂ Rowe,who observes correctly that 7

"Troxlus and Crrseyde ls 1n some sense 2 poem about
4
'poetry, 7 also subscrlbes to a versron of the’ ldea that,
ln Chaucer s mlnd poetry exlsts in a world of 1ts own.

Referrlng to the final peroratlon in. Book V, whlch denounces

poetry as one of the false attractlons of thls world ("Lo

here the forme of the olde clerkls speche / In poetrle,

if ve hire bokes seche" V 1854-5) ‘Rowe suggests that the

-

. narrator is uhﬂerestimating his debt -to the poem for its

r

autonomouslv rendered servrces t0o him:

.Perhaps he ought not so totally to condemn all
that, since i1t is his Presentation of all that
and his . 1m1tatlon ‘of Troilus that have brought
him home to Chrlst. It is his poem about Troilus
that has been his guide, not Christ, through -

this false world of. this truth, just as Crisevde
has been Troilus's guide. The false leads
flnally to the true, the worid's tragedy to :
comedy .48

The idea that the false leads .to the true in the Troilus

should nat provoke any chjections, but we mayv easily guery .
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support and 1llustrate ;t. For example, the comparisonaui

©0f the poem to ChrlSt' wthh follows from Rowe 's character—.

rzatlon of it as a splrltual gulde, xs a gratultous “and

unilluminating vagary of~modernmfancy. Art, in the

fourteenth centurv, was not the surrogate rellglon that’
it became flve hundred years ‘later. under the lnfluence of ’

- -

'Pater and Matthew Arnold, 9'and‘chaucer would have been

f o
s

_embarrassed at the oplnlon that hlS poem could in any
-manner Provicde a substltute for’chrlst as a gulde.to truth.
'We must. remlnd ourselves that the M;ddle Bges recognlzed

a clear d;stanctlon between thlngs whlch are des;rable

for their own sake and,thlngs which should be'used to T

ar

\attain to a loved object.t S5t. Augustlne, who formulated S

this d;stinction in De Ddotrlna Christiana,ﬂdesc:ibedlthese

two classes of things as, respectively, things which are

to be used and things which are to be enjoyed. “Since God,
' | . : S . IR
according to Augustine, is the only thing in.the universe

- Iy

-

‘that should be enjoyed, it is clear that poetry must be o

among thlngs which are to be used 50 'Unfortunateiy

Rowe'S‘argument that the Troilus,-as a poem, .takes over

the spiritual offices of Christ obstures the'historicalu

incommensurability of.poetry_and God. Poetry by medieval

stahdards could point the wav to truth, but it was not

thought of as an-alternatlve to the way of Chr:st. Poetry,
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llke all thxngs 1ntended to be used ‘was supposed merely v

-._ : "J,..‘ . 5

,;ﬂj to be the tool of God 's” hrgher purPOSe, a fact whlch ls‘ﬁ

- s

dlstorted by the modern tendency to regard all poetry as

- autonomous and self—contarned.:u.f e T L . Jes

_‘, I .. . . -

- - To lnvest Chaucer s poem Wlth an autonomous purpose“

g .
T -

dentlty can therefore lnvolve serrous dlstortlons of . -

medleval phllosophlcal doctrlnes about the nature

.—- - R L

Moreover, such*a vzew of the poem 1s unnecessary'

for the advancement of the argument that though tainted

- -

w1th the values of thlS false world the poem poants the

" -

way to truth. What2ver the narrator anad his. audrence _

Lol - -

f:nally dlscover about Chrlstlan truth they_must discower

-

through the proper use of free w111 rsince there is no

}ustzflcatlon to be found either in Chaucer's text or ind

medieval aesthetic theory, for saying that they rely on the

_poem as’' a spiritual guide-_ In the case of the narrator,

the simple-evidence of the text contradicts the view that

_the poem acts as-a guide. The narrator states at. the

- beglnnlng of themooem that hlS purnose lS to tell of the

adventures of T*o;lus and 0f his" double SOrrow, and he

lntroduces each new sectron of hls storv wath a4 proem
contalnlng 2 synopsis of the events whlch are to follow.

Thus, he does not seem at anv point to be under the .guidance

of hie poeu: on the contrary, he seems to be entirely respon- °

‘'sible for its .seguence, structire, and conclusion.
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Where the audience:is concerned, it is similarly
apparent that the poem does not possess any sort of
autonomy, moral or aesthetie¢, and that its meaning and

value are largely created in the audience's response.

Although the truth of'this cannot be proven with a few

~ .
<

summafy remarks abou} medieval trends in literary theory,
it tends to b% borne ou£ in the experience of .reading the
poem. Ultimately the audience of the Troilus is its centre
'°2f reference and not the poem or even the here himself;
Troilus, when all is done, emerges as an exemplar of
the unhappy lover whose essential purpose is merely to
warn others of the consequence of his foolish paséion.
Hen;e, the "yonge.fresshe'folkes " whom Chaucer advises to .
repair home to Christwfrdm the wordly vanities that afflict
Troilus are the true object of the poem; thev are the
servants-of the" God of iove‘for whose sake the poem is
w?itten (I.15-21) and represent the audience to whonm its
}essons aré addressed. The narratog's intermittent appeals
to the lovers in his audience for correction and advice,

. - -
and his habit of apostrophizing them sententiously on central
‘questions of love (I.22-28. 232251; II.1331-37; III.130-37;
IV. 1695-1701; Vv.1835-48), art (I,B;i4; Ir.g-49; 1565-8:
IXI.1331=37; If;lg—Ei; V.184-55), and ethics {(1.22-49;

V.1772-85) are, furthermore, constant reminders that in their

conscience_are set some of the most important scenes and
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of the poem. _ ' ‘ .

Tﬁé_e;act‘natgrg of the audience's involveméné,
however,:remains‘suPericially ambiguoﬁs. Ag we ﬂave
already noted, Cﬁaucgr does not always attempt to control
his listeﬂer's moral judgemgnts thle he is Eeliing_hiS'
story, but through the agency of the narratoxr prompts each
member of the dﬁéienceltq reach his own conclusions con-
cefning the issues at hand. ‘Whéther or not the audience
repudiates_or approves Troilus's behaviou; will detérmine
whether, by rational stdndardé; they are wisely or
foolishly involved in the péem. In the Tr;ilus, as in
thér'works; Chaucer does not ;xpect-the audience to respond
in a  uniformly wise or fooli#h manner, but realizes that
different individualé will exhibig-different responses.
.His‘cuﬁlook in this respéci is comgarable to that
of earlier poet; like Marcabru and Raimbaut d'aurenga, both

of whom observed a sharp division between their wise angd

foolish listeners. Raimbaut , in a rejoindexr to Giraut's

opinion that only a superficial and easvy poem can have the

merit of being understood by the public, declares that he

"does not desire the attention of those people who are

insufficiently intelligent to understand poetry written
in the obscure style referred to by the troubadors as

trobar clus:

§ e d M LR ) kP

e d

- Lw



312

Giraut, non voill qgu'en tal trepeil
Torn mos trobars que ja ogan

Lo lauzo. 1 bone-e. 1l pauc e. 1 gran
Ja per lo faz. ’ '
Non er lauzatz X

Car non conoi.sson ni lor cal .

. . 51.. ~
So gue plus car es ni mais val. -
{Giraut, I do not wish my poem to

cause such an uproar that hence forth

the noble and the few and the great would
never praise it. It will never be praised
by the fools, for they do not recognize or
care about what is most valuable orx
precious.) '

Were he to address himself to the foolish, he says, he
would be ignored by the wise and discriminatiné audience
whose attention he really seeks. ?heréfore he w;iteg

in such a way that only the wise individual can understand
the meaning of his words. Marcabru, whose work served
Raimbaut as a model, means essentially the same thing when
he suggests that his words about the complexities of lbve

must be unravelled through wisdomép Speaking in the role

of a foolish lover, Marcabru declares:

gqu'en mieg mon afar folesc

non dic parauls follesca

La musa port e. 1 badalh

selh gu'en amar a fizansa

gu'estzra grat mus' e badalh (aY

soven, so vos afizans:

gu'amors adoncx entrebresca, )
\ enginhos desent rebresc.52

(in the midst of my foolish condition,

I do not speak foolish words. The man

who puts his trust in bitter love possesses
futile and illusory hopes, for he often

hopes vainly and foolishly against his

will, so I assure vou; therefore what love '
entangles, the cunning man must disentangle.)
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;Ihé tgsk-of ;he "cunning man" is té perceive the ironic
disparity betweeg the fdlly of the speaker's coﬁdition as
a lover and the wisdon of his words about_himself._ By
-accomplishing éhis, he penetrates the illusory hopes anad
vaiues of the lover gnd recognizes. their essential worth-
llessness, where;s the foolish listener misunderstands the
speaker's words and remains subject to the éntanglemeﬁts-
y
of love. f
Chaucer, similarly, seems to maiﬁtain‘a\tacit but“
firm distinction between the wiée and the foolish audiences,
whi;h groups he differentiates on the basis of théir ability
to d{fcern the truth behind love'; illusions. The "vonge,

. ) -
fresshe folkes" of the poem's final stanzas, who are adjured

to forsake wbrldly vanity, are ob;iously regarded by
Chaucer as possessing sufficient discretion t§ benefit from
lthe good advice,.while the servants of the qu of Love,

intermittently addressed as "ve loveres", are, on the whole,
given muéh less credit for their moral wisdom. All lovers,
except those ﬁho lay their heart# "al holly" on Christ, -~
are implicitly the viétims of fellvy and illusion.

None the less, although it is clear that the “"vonge
fresshe folkes" and Love's servants répresent two d;stinct

entities, they are essentially just the interchangeable

wise and foolish aspects of Chaucer's imaginary audience.53

o e b A b L Sl D s BT
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Even while he addresses the "yonge fresshe folkes" as the
wise followers of Christ, Chaucer-remin@s-fhem of their

susceptibility to foolish love by asking them warningly:

"What nedeth feynéde loves fo? to séke?f“Converseiy; the
- carnal lovéis "that bathen in gladnesse" are, despite their
self-abandonment to passion, not considergd‘entirely in-
capable of showing wisdom. When, in an\openiqg qtanz;

of Book I they are urged to take pity on other lover;, they
are placed, for an instant, above' the follies of Troilus

and are invited to become detached spectators on the events

set in motion by Love:

If any drop of pyte in vou be,
" Remembreth you on passed hevynesse
That ye han felt, and on the adversite
. Of othere folk, and thynketh how that ve
Han felt that Love dorste you displese,
Or ve han wonne hym with to gret an ese.
(r.22-28)

" Through the voice of the narrator, Chaucer is suggesting

that it is possible for carnal lovers to learn wisdqﬁlby'
. . RE

recalling the "passed hevynesse" from which thev have

-

suffered.

ﬁn attitude of pitv and rational detachment.towards-”
lovers, also éounded on the'pain.of personal expefience'it
should be noteé, is adopted by the wise Theseus in the

Knight's Tale. Forgiving Palamon and Arcite who, for love

of Emelye, have disobeyed his orders (one by breaking out



315
4

of pfison and the other by returning to Athens after being

eiiled), Theseus‘;eflects that as a sometime lover he him-

.

77 self has committed acts of folly due to love's pain:-

But al moot ben assayved, hoot and cooled;

A man.moot ben a fool, or yong or oold, ---

I woot it by my self ful yore agon,

For inm my tyme a servant was I oon.

And therefore, syn I knowe of loves peyne,

And woot how soore it kan a man destreyne,

As he that hath ben caught ofte in his lass,

I vou foryeve al hooly this trespaas. . . .
(Kn.T. 1812-18)

Theseus does not, however, condone feoolish love merely

because "he understands it. On the contrary, his pity

expresses an adamant rejection of such love, and the lovers ..

to whonm thg.above-qudted stanza from the Troilus is directed

are en ourageé to feel the same kind of pitv as Theseu#.
What all this indicates is that. the wise ana

fpolish audiences in the Troilus are not mutually exclusive

but instead tend to egchange roles with each other, the

wise sometimes appearing foolish while the fooiish:are

addressed as the wise. This kind of alternation may perhaps

be seen as an illustrétion of the principle, enunciated by

Theseué, that life is made_up of varying extreﬁes which
must inevitably be gkperienced: "But al moot ben assaved,
hoot and coold."” Wisdom is learnéd by drd;na;y men in the
course of submission\tp %olly, and Chaucer's way of

approaching his audience is governed by his consciousness

of that fact and by the responsibilities as a moral

P TR PSR TN I
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teacher which he accepts for himself. While Marcabru ;nd'
Raimbault;bserve a stric® diffeﬁenée between wise men anad
fools .and disdainfully reject the aﬁtention of the latter,
Chaucer's holi;tic concéption of the interpenetrating
elements of his audience expresses his desire to era;e_this
differeqce by coﬁverting the foolish éo wisdom.

Writing with this didactiec inten;ion, Chaucer

does not allow his audience to engage only in a passive

response to the poem, but instead démands a reaction in-

vokving a moral commitment through choice of will. However

the members of the audience receive the author's words,
whether foolishly or wisely, they must, through an
aesthetlcally created necess;ti, accept full responsibility
for what the poem savs to them. The role in which Chaucer
rlaces his audience in Ehé Troilus is, thus, not unlike

the one described by Stanley Fish for the reader of

Paradise Lost. Fish argues that Milton seeks to implicate

his reader in the story of Adam s Fall in such a way that

the xeader's conscience, takiqg pPrecedence over

characterization, style of composition, and even the‘voice
of the narrator, becomes the main focus of the poem.
Milton, of course, shares with Chaucer and all other
Christian poets. a strong awareness that he and those to

whom he addresses himself, are the victims of original

sin. By constantly impressing this faet upon his
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readers, Milton, says Fish, ". . . leads us to feel again

and again the conflict'betwe;n.the poem's as%ﬁmed moraiity
and our responses, and to lbcate the seat of th#t conflict
in our fallen nature and not in any failure ;n composi- ‘
tion." 4 From this, Fish‘draws the qonclusion that Miltah
forces upon the reader the auty ©f choosing between the two
forces in the conflic¢t, namely, fieshly delights and

ﬁhe pride of life on one hand, and the léve of Héaven o£

the other. More significant, insofar as the analogy betweeh
Milteon and Chaucer is concerned, is Fish;s statement that

unavoidability of choice is built into the basic poetic

structure of Paradise Lost: “"Milton constructs his

narrative . . . to make the avoidance of response and
therefore of.choice and (possibly) self-betraval,
irn'possible.“55 And Chaucer, in inviting his audience to *
do as they please with the words of the narrator ("Doth
therewithal right aé Youreselven leste"), effectively

places the audience in the same dilemma as Miltoﬁ's reacder
by making the act of desthetic response to the poeﬁ in-
separable from a moral choice between the alternatives of

»

wise and foolish love which are at issue. By sharpening

.

his audience's awareness of these contradictory alte:natives,

Chaucer supples them with some initial incentive to decide

in favour of wisdom rather than folly, since “there is "no

Possible excuse for making the wrong choice through an

T A P P B VTN K Ay, S W P T
B
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error of understanding.
As these remarks indicate, the key factor in

.

determining the moral significance of Chaucer's Troilus
is the will of its audience. Although Cha;cer intends his
éoem to communiéate spiritual wisdom (dnd so declares in
its final stanzas), he none the less reaii:es that the
audience\can wilfully‘give to it a‘siénificance_which ge
never meant it to have. From his resultant ‘concern over
the poséibility ©f this happening springs his exclamation
"But litel book. . . . That thew be understonde, God I
biseche!™ (V.1789-98). Chaucer was, of course, able to
conceive of his poem as a thing possessing its own identity
and nﬁt existing simply as an extensionAof the mind of the
auvdience, since he persdnifies it and addresses it as an
ontoygéically independent entity in the envoy:

Go litel bok, go litel myn tragedve,

Ther God t@i makere vet, er that he dve,

So sende myght to make in some comedve! )

But subgit be to alle poesve;

And kis the steppes, wher as thow seest pace

Virgile, Ovid, Omer, Lucan and Stace.
(Vv.1786-92)

Hexe the poem is presented in a variety of contexts and
relationships which have no particular reference to the’
audience. The primary relationship referred to is that

. . L 4
shared by the poem and its "makere", and we are additionally

reminded of its ties with poetic tradition ("alle poesve”),

with other authors, .of whom some are mentioned, with other



literary genres such as comedy, and finally with God who
is the source of creative power. Howeﬁer, all these
relationships are obviously contingent onn the preserva-

tion of a stable identity for the poem, and because it is

within the power of the audience to recognize or dehy this
identity, the relationship;petweeh poem and auéiehce must
ultimately supersede the others mentioned. Thus it is not

surprising that Chaucer's,époétrophé to his "litel bok"
c@}@inates in a plea for its good forturne at the hands of
his audience ("So Prey I God that non myswrite the e .

red wherso thou be or elles songe. . . :"'V.l?95-97}. ‘As
<
Chaucer was later to complain to Adam, his scrivener, who

in a definite sense represents a larger-audience, a
negligent or ill-considered response to the poem, even in
a matter so comparatively small as the Producing of in-

accurate copies, seriously alters both the identity of the

work itself and its, relationship to the author: .
Adam scriveyn, if ever it thee bifalle
Boece or Trovlus for to wryten newe,
Under thy long. lokkes thou most have the scalle, -
But after my makvng thou wrvte more trewe;
S0 ofte a-dav I mot thy werk renewe,
It eek to correcte and eek to rubbe and scrape
Ané al is thorugh thy neglicence angd rape.
(Chavcers Wordes unto Adam,
Eis Owne Scrivevn)

Whatever Qiscomfiture Chaucer experienced at sSeeing the

Troilus miscopied, he nmust -alsod have felt when he antici-
===

'y

ated that it would be misunderstood. It is not by chance



B

e -,“gthat“Chaucer speaks of mrscopyrng and mlsunderstandlng in. o

«-I‘the same terms 1n the envoytand,,rn one breath, asks God

Ca .

‘to forestall both calamrtres- “So grey I. God that non

i e , - - -

‘myswrite the, . .A.gThat'thow be understonde,'God_I

- i o . - R -

biseche" (§.1795F98). Should the aud;ence respond foolrshly,_

) ) . ) ..A ".

ew. ~» . .- the poem wrll suffer aesthetlc damage as surelv as it would

AT T : if it ‘'were miscopied ox 1f some of rts stanzas were lost .

.or omltted. In fine, the aesthetic’form_of the poem,'

-
-

though exertlng a strong influence on the moral pattern of
4 : - .
the audience's response; is reclprocally*subject to the-‘

_¢ v

lnfluence of the audlence, once .that response has occurred.

Chaucer's aesthetic assumptions,7in’this-regard

P . - -

- . may wrth some justlce be compared to those set forth by" “iiﬂ"

- o .the fourteenth—century Spanrsh poet 'Juan.Rurz, at the"-

R - - .~ -

'begrnnrng of hlS long narrdative poem about- foollsh 1ove,

. . the lero de Buen Amor. Juan Rulzﬁ_aISO"personifying His

. o book, but allowlng it to speak_on its own behalf instead
of addressing it himself, assefts cuite emphatically that

‘the aesthetic value of what he has written is dependent °
_ ~on how the audience'interprets it:

T L . - By - . L
De todos instrumentes va., lzbro, sov -pariente:

bien o mal, gfal. puntares tal- dlre,ac1ertamente,

_ gual td dezir queiesieres, y faz punto e tente; 56
oo . si puntarme sopreres siempre me abras en miente.” -

{I, the book, am the father of all instruments;
_'accordrng to the way yvou notate me, I will speak

£ well or badly; dwell .upon what vou wnat me % say.
‘If you know how to interpret me vou will always be

- '_mlndful of me.) .t
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"3eet;éefmilfon.and Chaucer do,?Jean Ruiz puts.his’
. .y . ) . 1
,;audlence 1n the?posxtlon of havlng to chOose between the

L

alternatlves of wlsdom _and folly. 'The'confrontatioﬂ of .
these alternataves lS“a moral act Whlch the poem demands

'and Whlch cannot be ellmznated from the dvnamlcs of

aesthetlc-response.‘ Juan‘Rulz.plctures'the patte;n of

response‘as a dialcgue*ﬁetween the audience and the text

in the. course of whlch ‘the aud;ence 1nterrogates the text

‘and;attempts to dlscover Lts true meanlng. Empllczt in
thls aesthetlc dészgn is; the pcem s attempt to conceal

its meanlng ln order to make the aud;ence reflect carefullv

on the cholce'of Lnterpretations‘avai;Eble to it:

La$ de buen amor 'son razones éncobiertas
trabaja do fallares las sus senules ciertas;
si 13 -razon ‘entiendes o cul el sesc aciertas,.
nen dires mal sel libro que agora rhiertas.’
Do cuidareS'que miente dize mavor verdad:
en las coplas pintadas yaze grand fealdad; . !
dicha buena © mala por peintos 1lu juzgad 58
las_coplas con: los pintos .locad o denostad. .

7 The teachings of good love are hidden; try to learn
its manifest signs; when vou have pénetrated the
meaning and understood Love's teaching, vou will
not. ridicule the book which you now belittle. -
Where you are sure the book is lv;ng, there it is
speaking the deepest truth; the false things are
in the cleve:est'verses.r You musi judge whether
something is said well or badly according to your
counterpoint; praise or reject the verses
_according to the'ccunterpoint.

U



. But if the poem compels a. certain kind of moral

response from the audlence, 1t is cléar that the aesthatic

conditlon of the poem itself can be modified by the

audience‘s outlookﬁon-the‘subject éf love!‘rThe;recurrehce

-~

,-of mus;cal lmagery ln the above three ‘stanzas: C“instru—'

r

. x
mentes,'-“puntares,' “los- puntos") and the melzcatxon.

- - -

that the thoughts “of the audlence are llke a counterpolnt

. ) . - -

to the melody created bv the text of the ooem lend obvxous

.

aesthetzc connotatlons to the terms “buena ¢ mala’ ,(well
- ""-—-‘h"....

- - 4

_-_’_

judged._‘Consequently when the."lzbro“ says to the audlence

'Pbien o mal,~qualfpdhtares tal dire, ciextamente”™
(according‘to the way vou notate me, I will speak welkl or!
- badly), its statement is meant to be interp&eted with .

reference to the ‘musical- metaphor that organlzes “these

stanzas. (The analogv between the poem and a musical .

lnstrument suggests that "buena o mala" denote two extremes
- - ’ ) :

of aesthetlc qualzty J of course, these terms are also

' S

subject to a moral constructlon, since the large: contemt

inc wh:.ch &hey are spoken concerns truth as def:.ned by the

-
+

stiongly ethical'concept‘of "buen amor” (goo love).: In

'thzs context, the audlence 's dialogue w1th the text and

its search for the teachlng of good love are supposed to

occuk, ﬁand as the double s;gnlflcance of "hbuena o mala"
) i N _ ‘

m%ght'lead us.to egpecte ‘the results are reflected
a7 - : o " T '

or baaly) accordlng to which the ‘poem's utterances are to be

™

)



contalns wisdom that is not uglv-

Lt R T

-aesthetacally in the poem as well as moralIy in the audlence.'

- c-

If the audlence proves 1ncapable of uncoverlng the wise,

-~ -

hldden teachlngs of good love, the poem must undergo an

aesthetlc transformatlon for the worse, speaklng “badlv“

:‘rrom an-aesthetlc as well as from a moral roint of vzew.

but

Th;s “is, not to deﬂb that on several occasions in

.

-the Libro de Buen Amor "an opposition of beauty tijoral

truth is,mentioned.. After initially promrsmng to speak

in undez;r fermoso e saber sin pecado" (a fair form of

speech and an art without. blem;sh), Juan Rulz, somewhat

paradoxically, launches into 2 long apologv for his book,

clalmzng that its ugllness should be excused because it

Non culdedes que es llbro de necio devaneo,
nin tengades ‘por chufa algo que en el léo,
ca, segund buen dinexo vaze en vil cooco,
assi en feo libro yaze saber non feo.

so 1la espina vaze la ross, noble flor;

en fea letra yaze saber de grand dotor;

come do mala- capa yaze buen bevedor, 59

assi so._ mal tabardo vyaze el buen amor.

(Do not thlnk that thls is a book of .vain trifles-
- or take ;anything, llghtlv that I teach in it; for

just as a good-coin is found in a shabby purse,

sO wisdom 'is found in-and ugly book. . . . Underx

the thorn one f£inds theé wisdom of a great doctor.

Just as a. ragged coat h'ides a winestaster, so

under 2 coarse garment: there is @5‘3 Love.)

Y

These words -seem to imply that thegpoem,_whioh appears

beautis ul on the surface, 13, llke Dante's siren-

@§4Purgatorzo XIX), ug: y from a moral polnt of v;ew Cne

’ - . . . -
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must, however, be careful not to take at face value Juan

Ruiz's referénce to the conflict between £ruth and beauty,

because it overlies a basic congruence of the poem's moral

-and desthetic_values. In itself the poem is truly neither
* beautiful nor ugly, beauty in medieval art existing )

primarily in the mind of the beholder. For Juan Ruiz to

say that the poem is ugly ‘or beautiful means, in precise

.

terms, that it is ugly or beautiful according to its effect
en the audience. A poem which is conducive to sound moral
"behaviour is beautiful, just.as one which has the opposite
effect is ugly, and as Juan Ruiz declares to his audience,
the Libro may, depending on their state of will, incite
- them4&9 pursue either 'sin or virtue:
E assi este mi libro, a todo omne o muger; al
cuerxdo e &l non cuerdo; al gue .entendiere le
bien e escogiere salvacion e obrare bien amando
. a Dios, ostrossi al gue gquisiere le amor loco,

en la carrera que andueliere, puede a cada uno

bien dezir: Intellectum tibi dabo, et cetera.60

Therefore this book of mine can truly say to any
man or woman, to the wise and to the foolish, to
- the one who perceives the good and chooses
salvation and acts well, loving God, and .also
_ to the -one who desires to find foolish love
-— along his way:r I ﬁill instruct thee, et cetera.

The essence of the above passage is summar;zed in 2 state-
ment which occurs a feﬁ lines afterwards: "o ; las
Ipalabras sirven a la inténcion e non la infencién e las
éalabras“.(fhé.words serve the intention and not the

intention the words). Hence, if ﬁhe_poem.is ugly, it

.
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derives that quality solely from the intention with which
.the audience apgroaChes its words, and Juan Ruiz, in-

. speaking of his "feo libro" (ugly book), is'describihg'

the poem as it -appears when it is read to provide in-
struction for fooldsh love. Interpreted this way, the

author's remarks about ‘the ugliness of his book do not

attest to an incompatibility of its aesthetic merit with

its meoral teachings, as it is quite possible for the

ﬁ'} audience, to make the poem's words serve a wise and

virtuous intention and so to enhance its beauty.
Juan Ruiz believed, as did Boethius ‘and Chaucer,
that poetry could be written to gobd or to 111 effect.

When, in the De Consolatione, Lady Philosophy banishes the

. muses of poetry from the presence of the spiritually
| ailing narrator (I-pf.l), she does not act out of'@is-

épp£obation for‘the agsthet;c use ofllanguage. ‘Phiicsophy
herself uses poetry to instruct the narrator and st;tes
that so long as the sweetness of rhetoric does not congra—
'dict the truths of phosophy, it is spiritually useful
and therxefore not to ﬁe discqu:aged (IX.pr.1). .The moral
premise of her remarks is the idea, commonplace in the *
Middle Ages, that nothing, natural or artificial, is either

\

cod or beautiful except insofar as it leads the mind to
g

- S N
love God for His own -sake. This, c¢learlyv, is also the

s s g
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premise upon which Juan Ruiz's statements about art and

Py
=

beauty are preaicated. ‘He is fuily conscious of the

¥

aesthetic as well as of the moral dimensions of péetfy,
as his rather specific observations about technical aspects
. ~ of poetic art indicate. None the less, he unhesitatingly °

avers that true beéuty and aesthetic appreciation begin

and end in the service of God:

. E composelo ostrossi a dar a algumos lecion e
mnistra de metrificar a eimar e de trobar,
ca trobas e notas e rimas e ditados e versoz fiz
complidamente, segund que esta ciencia reguiere.
E porgue de toda buema obra is couriengo a
fundamento Dios, e la fe catolica, . . . por

. N .. 62
ende comencé mi libro en el nombre de Dids.

(I composed this book to provide lessons and
examples of prosody, rhyme, and invention, for I
made the music, the poems, the rhvmes,. the
rhythms, and the verses precisely as the rules
of art demand. Finally, since God and the

i . Catholic faith are the beginning and the founda-

- . tion of any good work . . . for this reason I

began my book in the name of God.}

There follows a prayerfin which Juan Ruiz asks*of God's

grace that he'may be granted the power tq compose poetry,
the aesthetic properites of which will bring men's .souls

to God. 1In the performance of this moral function lies,

as he sees it, the{ beauvty of -the poem as a work of art:

‘Dios Padre, e Dios Fijo e Dios Espiritu Santo:
‘El que nacid de virgen esfuercenos de tanto
gue siempre lo loemos en prosa e en canto; sea
de nuestras almas cobertura e manto.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .» - - - - - -

The sencr a Dios mic, que al omne formeste
enforma e ayuda a mi, el tu acipreste gque los
= cuerpos alefre e a las almas preste.63
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{God the Father, God- the Son, God the Holy Ghost:

may He who was born of the Virgin give' us the

Strength to praise Him in Poems and songs, and

may He be the protection and mantle of our souls.

» - « You my Lord and God, who created man,

instruct ang help me, your Archpriest so that

I may write this Book of Good Love to delight '
the body and .profit the soul.)

-
+

The beauty of art which does not serve this .function is

however, essentiéllv spurious, llke the false poetry
. N
which Boethlus composes ‘while under the lnfluence of the.
2

muses whom.Philosdphy drives away. Aesthetic degeneration
is thus in Juan Ruiz's terms what it is in Philosdphy's:

the devaluation of poetry's aesthetic potential through

-
~

its moral misinterpretation. This ultimately, is the

critical standard underlying the concurrent moral and
aesthetic connotations which arise when Juan Ruiz speaks -

of good and bad poetié expression.

'
The double-méaning in Juan Ruiz's use of the

words "buena o mala” is of particular impoxrtance in defining

the similarity of his poetic .strategy’to the one'which
controls Chaucer's use of the theme and imagery of "loves

“
art." For Chauce*, as for Juan Ruiz, the moral and the

aesthetxé aspects of llterature'a*e $0 closely 1nterwoven
that they cannot operate lndependentlv of each other: ang
as we pointed out earlier, the audience's moral responses,

good or bad, to the dilemma created by the paradoxical

connotations of “loves art" become, to the extent that

i
e el T G e el

kioa



"loves art" can be construed as a metaphdr for poetry,
judgements of aesthetic guality. As has also been noted,
the degenerative structurxe. of "loves art" is a potential

rather than a predetermined structure because, unlike the
degenerative structure of the ideals denoted by “gentilesse,"

"trouthe™ and "honour," it takes place in the present tense

of the audience's consciousness, whereas the.latter belongs

to the historical past of the characters' actions. The
- - .

aﬁdience is free to preyent aesthéﬁic degenera£ipn in the
poem by assigning the proper moralAsigﬂificance to the
Aarratbr‘s words,.but_the_charaétersof the poem are égm—
mipted} on the basis of a series of past and irrevocable
.choiceg, to th? pattern of.morai degenerépion that defines
their thoughts. and actioﬁs. . ‘

The relationship of Chaucer's audience to the
characters of Troilus and Criseyde’is, thus, rather like -
that of the living man Dante to‘thé immo;tal souls .in the
Inferno. While Dante and the-souls of the dead are subjecf
to the same moral laws, only Dante, who belongs teo thea
tempq;al world,retains.the seﬁse of'optioh and cantingegcy

that accompanies free-will. Among'the souls, who, as

£vich Auerbach observes, have meast off their status viatoris

(their wavfarer's state) and entered into the status

recipientis pro meritis (the state of those rewarded
2

according to merit)’, there is no longer any dimension of
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time ‘and, accordingly,_no alternative to the strutture of

: " 6 ) - .
past events:; 4 for Dante, who must eventually experience

the same passage from the staﬁds viatoris to the status

recipientis pro merltls, the act of. w;tnesszng the

condltlon of the souls is a warnlng ‘to avoid thelr fate.
Analogouslv,‘the-audience of the Troilus is made to see

that the flxed degmuuatlvestructure of the chavacters'

"lives Wlll 1nevxtablv come to deflne their own responses
N """

to the poem, unless.they cevercome the degenerative potential
in t@e pa;adoxical métaphor of_"ioves art." To do this,
they must cultivate aesthetic detachment and avoid'viéarious
carnal self-;néulgeﬂéé Qh;ch'istthe obverse side of the
‘ﬁet;phor- . . . . e

The Troilus, clearly, will fall short of the

aesthetic ideals set for it by its author insofar as it

- .
-

encourages its audience "to admire acts of foolish love.

This means that the division in the audience between the

ranks of the wise and the foo%;iiv}sﬂﬁ\sign of the poem's
. i b . .

‘aesthetic imperféction, for‘sl long as part of “the audience
ignores or misinterprets its tAue moral fision, there is

a danger that the poem will.dissqlve_into the'wbrld of
e;perience and lose the perspective of its aesthétic detéch-
ment. . Conéequently the unif%cétion of the audience, whieh

is brought about when the foolish are converted to wisdom,

ensures the presexrvation of the poem's integrity as a work
LS . - - - i
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of art.

One last ccmparison may be drawn,-ln this connectlon,

between Chaucer and Juan Rulz- ln the Libro de Buen Amor,

2s in the, Troilus, wise and: fool;sh members of the aud;encelh
are distinguished from each other, but are ;evertheless
'ultimetely recognized as EOnstituting a single group. Juan °
Ruiz stipulates4at the beginnieé of the poem that his

~text is addressed to the wise and the foolish alike«
En general a todos fabla la eseritura;

. los cuerdos, con buen seso, entendran la cordura;

. ..escoja; lo mejor el de buena ventura. 65 '

<~ - (In general thls work is suitable' for every-
one. Those who ange wise and’ alert will per-
ceive its meaning. Foolish youth should
" beware of folly. The man who has good luck
should select the best.)

He goes on to reflect, after thé same fashion as Chaucer's
Theseus; that wisdom is often.the end-product of foolish
love and that he himself has not-arrived at an understanding
rof good without first having experienced the evil of con-

.cupiscence:

E-yo, porgue so omne, co otre pecasor,

ore de las mugeres a vezes grand amor:

Prova omne las cosas. non es por ende peos,

e saber bien e mal, e usar 1lo mejos .66

(And I, because I am a man, a sinner like
everyone else, have at times had great love
for women. Man is not the worse for having
experimented, for having known good and evil
and for havxng chosen the better.)
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Thts is the attitude taken by the gyrrator of the Tro;lus
when he says that .in tell;ng the stoxy of the lovers his
Purpose is omly to "write hi;e wo and lvyve in charite."”
As we said beft;é, such an attitude is based'oﬂ a mtral
detachment from the experitncés of foolish love, a detéch-
ment whith can, parad;xically, be developed through an
initial immersion in the self—iddulgénce that it eschews.

We aIéo observea that, if 1itetary history and the text of
the Troilus ptovide any basis . for inferences regardingu
Chaucer's philosophy tf art, a poet should ideally,
according tg‘Chéucer, Possess a detachment not unlike =hat
~described HQ"Juan Ruiz in the foregoing stanza. To the
extent that this detachment, if it evolves from familiarit§
with folly as well as wisdom,, is a synthesis of both
extremes in which the experience of folly_i§ substmeé in the
knowledge of wisdom, a direct and necessat§ tonnectioﬁ may

S

be seen between the two stanzas guoted above.  The

b

catholic awareness of the wise and foolish elements in b

his audience which Juan Ruiz expresses in the first stanza

- provides the moral knowledgé’ which is the basis for his

detachment in the second. Thus he declares that, as a poet,

.

L}
his preference for wisdom and detachment to folly and
experience comes through knowing that all human beings
are capable of acting according to either norm. The sane

relationship exists between the unity of the audience and

i t,.;._x-,...na..w.}w
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the detachment of the artist-narrator in the Troilus.
Aspiring to write of the woe of lovers wﬁile living in
charity, the nar:aéor proposes, by offering himself as an
-example, to show his audience how to transcend folly

and g#%n:yisdom. ‘Ultimately the poem is di:ectéd.to?ards
the assimilation of foolish expérience by wisdom, a purpose
which, if realized, would'unify the audience and dissolve
the differences between ﬁﬁé wise and foolish people in it.

At the same time the poem's highest potential as an

rtistic work would have been réali;ed} for its detachment

from experience would have been confirmed. @

B

3. Language as a Metaphor fbr Bondage and

Chaos in Troilus and Crisevde
Thus far we have been concerned with the idea of

"loves art" primarily as it functions in the consciocusness.

of the audience of Troilus and Crisevde. 1In this sense,

the meaning of the metaphor is essentially extrinsic to the:

characters and events of the poem. However, the conflict i}

‘between the good and the bad definitions of love's art has-
important ramifications within the poem :itself, and in the

final section of this chapter, it is befitting for us to

consider some of then.

wWe have seen that the outcome of the conflict is not

predetermined in the minds of the audience and that they

=N
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are free either "to interpret "loves art" as the spiritual
teachihgs-of true poetry or to interpret it as a set of

R 1 .- . :
rules for practiSing seduction. Troilus and Pandarus, on

v

the other hand, .both of whom have pretensions to the

artist's role, are irrevocably committed, so far as their

-

ontologlcal status within the poem is concerned, to "loves

L]

art™ in the negatlve sense. No longer possessing the free-

dom of moral choice which, as has been argued, is essential.

-

to creativity and true aesthetic perception, they are locked

into a narrative structure that culminates in the extinction

of the ideals of poetry angd art. Unlike the audience, thevy
] : -

et i, -
- Y LIS PR

cannot, through mordl choice, reverse the progressive im-
pairment of thesé¢ 'ideals, and in the end their creative
efforts are negated bv the chaos produced by Fortune.

Adrienne Lockhart\?as expressed this idea with detailed

reference to an anhlogy, whlch she believes to be lmpllc1t

in the EEOLIUS, ween the art of Chaucer the poet on
one hand, and that of Pandarus on the other. Because

Peandarus's work of art,.the love affair which he engineers,
is not dedicated te_pod;-it is more susceptible to the
Onslaughts of Fortune tgan is Chaucerx's, and as a result

of Pandarus's indifference to matters of truth and goodnesé}

Lockhart argues, his art is doomed to destruction:

LI -in D et
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Both " Pandarus and chaucer have .a s;mllar artlstlc" -
problem. _they are concerned to translate an

abstract 1deal into a concrete realitys For
.Pandarus, . the task is to devise a realistic . T
expression of Troilus's love, and he is prepared

to lie .and plot .elaborate strategems. in order

that this love be fully and appropriately ex-
pressed. His creation is successful, 'but it
does " not take into account the instability of

Fortune or the frailty and limitations. of his

human characters, and these together destroy the

work on which he has spent so much labour.

Chaucer, as artist, is aware of this hubristic
temptation. His problem is tow.devise a poem

which will show. that truth and goodness are the:
properties of God. . . .67

The destruction.of -Pandarus's work of art is

manifested in the emotional chaos and bondage to,tHe ills
of Fortune which Treilus suffers. Troilus's experience
after he loses Crisevde is psychologically.comparable to

that of Othello,who says, prophetlcallv to Desdemona, when -

he beglﬂs to doubt her fidelity: "But I do love thee! and
-~

when I<love thee not, / Chaos is come again."68 Lily B.
Campbell has characterized Othello as -a slave of passion,69
an appellatlon whlch also fits Tr01lus because he t00 is

afflicted £§ the chaos that comes about when reason gives

. 70 '
way to passion. . .

Troilus's career and fortune, as John MecCall -

dembn;trates: are "parallel and even analoguous to the

career and fortune of the city in which he lives;jl and

because Trov was considered in the Middle Ages to have

-

been brought to destruction ané chaos for 6beyi%g lust in-

stead of reason, the allusions to the city's impending
’ -

L
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a;cohfusion" inAthe latter part. of the poem. (Iv 122 3
Iv.l8s5- 6), may be. lnterpreted as bearlng an obllque
reference to the mental"paos which is shortly to oter-
) whelm Troilus. This chaos is cocplemented by Troilus's
c0hv1ctlon that he is caught ln a web of evil destiny
(IV 958 1078) from which he cannot" escaper Hence arises
the -theme of bondage to ev;l Fortune whlch is symbolrze? -

An the spectacle of Troilus lylng forlornly on his bed,
."Ibounden in the blake barh of care", while he bemcans
the, prcposed exchange of Crisevde for Antenor.72

As the Troilus approaches its traglc climax there-
'fore, the aesthetlc metaphcr of order and unlty which
.initially represents the work of Pandarus vields to lmagery
of bondage ang chaos. Thls process is accompanied by an
interestihg shift in the value of 1ahguage in the poem;
since words, in the form of Troilus's liea, songs and
lettere to Criseyde, are the Principle vehicle for the
aesthetic ﬁetaphor as it applies to the love affair- At
the same time that Pandarus's work of art diaeolves inte
bondage and chaos, 1anguage, which has been so .impcrtant
for the .,advancement of that art, begins to acquire_connota-
tions of bondagefand‘chaos as well, The effect of this.is

to make us look back upon the words and deeds,of both
Pandarus and Troilus and ask ourselves to what extent;, if
'any, Chaucer really cons;der;‘then to be & sthetlcally

creatlve- as the following pages wzll endeavour to ‘show,
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T - N . . . cor

wfthe language of the love affalr, when studled closely, .

~ T .
must be seen at every stage of the poem, not merely at its

s

'denoument, as ant;thetlcal to the true Splrlt of art.

-

oA Although Panda:us.at~the outset ‘of“events, seriously

'looks upon seduct;on as a- creatlve undextaklng, speaklng

-

7Iof his actions. in terms of the poet s power of formlng ang

~

'.There as thou mayst thiself hire Qgeye of gface" ITr.1363-57,

-

there are, nevertheless, at least two rather ircnic Qif-.

ferences between\the art bf poetry and the art of seduc-

tiont- The f;rst conoerns the obllgatlon of poetry to

lllumlnate the mlnd tKEough the 1noulcatlon of charlty. .

‘This is an obligation -to whlch the narrator of the Troilus

payvs lip service_(I.48-9) and.which is_uitimately based ‘
-

on St. Augustlne s deflnlthp of Chrlstlan 11terature as

literature Whlch when.lnterpreted flguratively, brings the

-

mind to a love and aszfeness of God. Seduction, on thé

contrary, does not‘inspire men's souiséwith‘God's truth,
which is why Chauée: sees fit at the end of the poem to,
'_?‘, . : R ; e B .
remind his audience that God is more worthy to be loved

than objects of carnal—desire, thereby making clear that

'hls intention in wrztzng the Trollus -has not been to o*omote

3

'_seductlon.d The second dlfference between Pandarus's art .

and the art of "the poet lS that the latter aspires to.

produce works that transcehd the process ofxchanglng Fortune



- Nno more thHan an 1nv1tatlon to trust in Fortune,

Hence,

--against ‘them:

i_ ""\“—'

.

.
o
r'?'_

(3]
E

- - - L . ‘~ -

N Ca

and possess last;ng sxgnrf;cance (v 1793- 99), whereas

" -~

Pandarus not only 1gnores the dangers of trusting Fortune,.

but actually 1ncorporates Fortune as the keystone of hlS

- K

art. - ’ s ) ‘ ) . T oy

When Pandarus dlscovers in Book I that Troiluys has.

6”

falleg in love, he trles to comfort the hero bv telllng hlm

that all. thlngs in the world .are mutable and that just as

A. D -

the dav follows the nlght, so sorrow must eventually glve

way to happiness: ". . .'.next the derke nyght the glade

‘morﬁe; / And also joie is next the fvn of sorwe“ (I 51-52).

. Tro;lus should not desparr, Pandarus argues, because

circumstances may.ln the future change in such a way that

r

Crlseyde,who is now the cause of hls sorrow,may instead

become hls.comfort anﬁ "Joienm (1.44—45) This is of course

as is

evident from Boethius's warning -that all thlngs obtalned

-

through mutability are glfts of Fortune.- If "joie“ ‘is the

"fjniof sorwe”, sorrow is also the out come of worldly jOV‘.

in the De Consolatione Ladv Ph;losophy guotes

-

Fortune as saying that it 1s part of her sport to take away
the gifts whlch ‘she has given and that people who ‘choose to -
plav with Fortune should not complaln when hergame goes
"Worth thou-wolt; sorit be by this_lawel
that_thow me holden ought that I do wroong, though thow

descende adown whan the resoun of my pley axeth lt"

M

i
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(II.pr.2). Troilus, however, cénﬁot

N

unde;sténd, when‘it

_comesﬂtiméﬁfor Cxiseyde tol&epart,;wﬁy Fortune.should

éeprive Him of hiS‘“joie“, and he.ﬁells'the goddess so ln

an apostrophe whlch does not fall far short of tH

rldlculous:

"

Than sevde. he thus, "Fortune, allas the while!

- . - - - - . = - - .- o= - - - - -

Have I the nought honoured al my

lyve' ) TN

As thow' wel woost, above the:goddes alle?

Whi wiltow me fro joie thus deprlve. (IV 260~ 69)

Contrarv to _the oplnlons of crltlcs llke Slegfrled Wenzel,

‘who defends the Troilus of Book IV on the. grounds that hls

Protestations agalnst Fortune are reasonable from a

.73,
"chivalxic" point of view, it must

.

be maintained that T

however we look at the content of the foregoing lines,

Troilus is acting very foolishly indeed. He has agreed

-

to follow Fortune and cannot reasonably expect Fortune to

change the rules of her game as a special concession to

him. Pandarus, who tells him to forget Criseyde after she

is gone and to resign himself to the
\(“. ¢ . manly sette the world on six

actually behaving more heriforiouslg

Y

" he entertains no illusions about the

Fortune's gifts. o

laws of chance
and sevene" IV.622) is

than Troilus. in that

right way ' of treating

In the light of Pandarus's frank recommendation at

the beginning of the poem that Treilus, submit to Fortune

and in that of his clear-sighted acceptance, at the end,

Cl

s
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expect féém'Forfune when he helps purchase her favour. 1In

L L : " 339

- "~ -

f the consequences of submlttlng, 1t is clear that .Pandarus

m———

1ntentlonally desxgns every detall in hlS work of art - .
accordlng to the pattexn dlctated by the movements of
Fortune's wheel. Unlike Txo;;us, whose attitudg to Fortune

is cohpletely unforeseeiny, Pandarus fully knows what to

-t

effect, Fortune, not Pandarus, is the real artist of the

LS

love affair, since he ‘lets her control the direction and

‘conclusionjof*the.10vers' activities. Thus therxe is a -

distinect 1ronv in the Passade at the end of Book I whlch

metaphorlcallv alludes to the love affair as a well-built
9

"house .of wh;ch Pandarus is the architect; for deopite‘éhe

nér;ator's assurances that-all'is carefully planned by
Panaarus, we must remind durselves, as we read the passage,
that hlS work can be no more orderlv that the caprices
(“chaugynge stowndes“) of Fortune on which it'is based- .

The architectural figure used by the narrator to describe )

Pandarus's work is almost_a literal translation of the

Poetria Nova (11.43-50) of Geoffrey of Vingsaus and appears -

in the Troilus as follows: | ' TR

-For everl wight ¢that hath an hous to founde
Ne renneth naught the werk fo* to bygvnne
With rakel hond, but he wol bide a stounde,
and set his hertes line out fro withinne
Aldirfirst his purpos 'for to wynne.
Al this Pandare in his herte thoughte, A
And caste his werk ful wisely or he wroughte J

- (I.1065-71) o/

)
CUFFTSCAPEL LS W )
.-



Geoffrey of Vinsauf employs this figure as an,
intfoﬁuction to his discussion of the poetic art of

verbal discourse, and the

ordering the material of

application of -the figure to the activities of Pandarus

- . .

is one of the strongest examples in the Troilus of the

-~

Timplicit §nalogy between the roles of the procurer and

-

: ' . A V2 . C.
the artis®t. That this analogy is condemnatory. in its

reference to the character of Pandarus is shown clearly

in the failure ¢f the narrator of thé_Troilus to understand

' the moral significance attachéq-to the architectural figure

in the Poetxia Nova. Although the narratdr faithfully
echoes all of Geoffrevy of Vinsauf's instructions about
planning the work beforehand and not rughﬁaﬁ recklessly

to the task of composition, he neglects to mention the

y »

one instruction given by Geoffrey whichasgives context and
relevance "to all the rest: the careful arxtist trusts -

"neither hand nor tongue to the guidance of Fortune":
Specter in hoc specule guae lex sit danda poetis. )
- Non manus ad calamum praeceps, non lingua sit ardens
Ad verbum: neutram manibus commite regendam
Fortunae-. . . .74 . ) .

- v -

Paqdarﬂs's inversion 6f this rule that the artist should
nat trust Fortuné indicatés that he.is not to be taken
seriously as an ‘artist. The true artist wisheé to creage
order in the place of chaos and therefore resists the

illusions of Fortune which, as Boethius explains in the
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De Consolatione, are the cause of disorder in the'temporal'.

world (IV.pr.6). However, all that Pandarus does contributes
‘to the ultimate debilitation of aesthetic order and the

incxéasg of temporal disorder. To liken Pandarus to an

artist is, therefore, merely to emphasize these negative
aspects of his character. ‘ i
Though Pandarus has "an hous to founde,"-it is

not the edifice of poetic art described in the Poetria Nova,

and in order to ascertain  the precise function of the
architecturai figure which Chaucer has borrowead grom

-
Geoffrey of Vinsauf, we must consider its relation to some

of the stanzas in the Troilus which surround it. In the

proem to Book II, which almos:t imm ately follows the

narrator's reﬁort abodf'Paﬂdarus}s careXul plans, we are
told by the narrator that he is not wr?ti g the poem out
of personal ;nspfr§fion but that it is

. . . ©of no sentement I this endite, / But out of Latyn

.translation:

in my tonge it.write" III-13-14). He then goes on to
discuss the subject of linguistic differences and the
‘d8ifficulties which these occasion for the translator:

Wherefore I wyl have neither thank no blame
- 0f al this werk, but prey you mekely,
Disblameth me, if any word be lame,

For as myn auctor seyde, so sey I.

Ek though I speeke of love unfelyngly,

No wondre is, for it nothyng of newe is;

A blynd man kan nat juggen wel in hewes.

Ye knowe ek that in forme@ of speche is chaunge

Ly

il et o Ll i AL e B T A
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Withinne a thousand vyear,. and wordes tho
That hadden pris, now wonder nyce and straunge
Us thinketh hem, and yet thei spake hem so0,
" And spedde in love as men now do :
- Ek for to wynnen love in sondry ages,
In sondry londes sondry ben usages. (II 15- 28)

-

But the focus of attention in these stanzas fs'hs much on

the‘mptability and variety of human®speech as on matters

of translation; and this suggests that Chaucer discerns .

a def;nlte thematic sxgnlflcance in the state of language
itself. It is unlikely that,~in making refere#cé-;o the
lack of unifbrqity'in language,_chauce; cquld have been
unmindful of the-biblical myth of thé Tower of Babel which -
is repeatedly cited by pétristic and medieval guthors got
only to account for the existence of many tongués,_but

fl

also to symbolize the spurce of such qualities as duplicity
and treason,which-pléy no small part in the Troilus.75
If Chaucer did associate the contents of the proem to
Book II w;th the story of Babel we mlght well suppose that
”those lines concerning geographlcally determined differences
in "forme of speche" recall verses ;ike Genesis 11:9,
whergin the penalty inflicted.by God on the guilders-of the
Terr is described: '". . . the Lord did there confound

the language of all the.earth: and from thence did the Lord

scatter them abroad upon the face of all the earth." More-

over, sin:j/}he-Tower of Babel is a syﬁbol of ‘confusion,’
- we might o one -step further and suggest that Chaucer



343
hay‘havé.fdentified.iétiiguratively with the chaﬁs
engendered by Pandarus's art. - This would make the "hous"

.whicﬁ Pandaru§ bpilds analogous to the.Tower'of Babel.

£ﬁ o:defltﬁ ﬁest the validity of these supéositions;
we mustlask whether there are any aliﬁéions to Babel among -

- works reécognized as possible sources for the proem to the

second book of the Troilus. Robinson lists EHorace's

Ars Poetica (70-71) and Seneéa's Epistle XIX, S, 13.as

works which bear resemblances to Chaucer's proem, bhut

suggests that Chaucer's immediate gpurce wouid'likely have .

been_éither John of -Salisbury's Metalogicon i, 16: iii, 3

cr Dante's Convivieo II. 141 83-89.;6H‘None of these

works, however, refers to the Tower of Babel in a context
which ceuld have direct;y influencedrchaucer' remarks about
thé diversity of language. An&ther sougce, as Howara
Schless points out in his doctoral thesis on the literary

relationship of Chaucer to Dante, may have been the

' 77
Convivie I. v. 9.

Although this passage in the Convivio
does not eontain a rxeference to the Tower of Babel either,
it has some str;king similarities to lines in Chaucer‘s

hproem and seems as probable a sourcé as any vet proposed
for what Chaucer says about‘changes in "form of speche.”
In addition, it refers the reaegz-to a work_by Dante, at

the time still unwritten, which treats the subject of

language in fuller detail: "Di gquesto si parlerer altrove

Je
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-

" pid compisetamente in uno libello ch'io intendo di fare,

‘Dio concedente, di Volgare Eloguenza™ (This will be much

more fully discussed elsewhere in a book which I intend '

to compose, God permitting, on the Eloguence of the Vulgar

Tongue)..78 . g- .

The De Vulgari Eloguentia, as it was later titled, ~

is not cénsidredfby Schless tofhave had any significant

'inflgence on the composition of Chaucer's proem and, so far

 a§ I have been able to determine, has not previously been
acknowledged as, an important source for this éarticular
se;tion_of'the Troilus. Yet Dante's reference to the

De Vulgari Eloguentia in a passage which very likely did

serve Chaucer as a source'indiéates that Chaucer must have
been-awarg of it when He;wrote about %he instability of
lénguage and ifs conventioﬂs;‘ Furthermore, Chaucer's use
of the proferb "a ﬁiynﬁ man kan nat juggen wel invhew?s"
(II.21) may well have been due to the influence of Eﬁe

De Vulgari Eloguentia, where it is used by Dante in a

discussion of word arrangements in the canzone: "Pudeat
ergo, pudeat idiotas tantum andere deinceps ut ad cantiones"

protumpant; quos non aliter derxidemus guam caecum de

coloribus distinguentem. (Let therefore, illiterate persons
be ashamed -- I-sayf let them be ashamed of being henceforth
so bold as to burst forth inte Canzoni, for we laugH at a

blind mén distinguishing between colours. De Vulgari
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9

Eloguentia, II.vi,27).° While this proverb was widely

. . 80 . . . R
Known in Chaucer's time, 0 its application to the subject

of words in botﬁ the Troilus and the De Vulgari Elogquentia

tempts one,  as John Livingstqn Lowes has said, "to
suppose that_Dante's use of the phrase suggested

Chaucer‘s."81 This pathlel between Chaucer's diction

and Dante's is, admittedly, not in itself conclusive
evidence that Chaucer had read angd borrowed from the

De Vulgari Eloqueﬁtia. Howevexr, when we look at it in

. . [ - . ~ . .
conjunction with Dante's reference to the De Vulgari

Eloguentia in the passage from the Convivio which was
seminally important for the development of Chaucer's proem,
the parallel acguires a more pronounced significance.

Indeed, the appearance of a- line from the De Vulgari

Eloquentia in a stanza of the Troilus directly preceding

2 stanza which was derived from a .section of the Convivio
A == Vavio

in which the former work by Dante is cited, suggests rather

»

strongly that the De Vulgdri Eloguentia should be counted

-

as one of the sources for the. Treilus II. (51-28).
It is when wt try to.locate the section of the

De Vulgari Eloguentia which seems to have contributed most

to Chaucer's remarks about language in the proem to Book II,
. , Y .
that we being to di*scover comments concerning the variety

of human language and custom that are based on the story’

of Babel. Dante, interestingly, in describing the erection

!
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-

of Babel and the. dlSpers;on of races and tongues whlch
followed that event, calls the tower a work of man's
presumptuous art: "Praesumpsit é}go in corde suo incur-

abilis homo, sub persuasione gigantis, arte sua non solum

Superare naturam, etium ipsum naturantem, qui Deus est;

et evepit aedigicare «turrim . . . gual postea digta est

Pl
-

Babel, hoc est-confusio, Per quam coelum sperabat

82 . )
ascendere.” - He then goes on to interpret the mutability

of language and custom as resultlng directly from the art

;-
L4

\Qélch Babel represents. Like Chaucer, he comments on the
way in which these ;hlngs vary according to differences of

time and:‘place and expl;cltlv attributes their varlatlons,

as Chaucer does not, to the "confusion™® brought about by

. -

Babel: "PQst confusionem . . . nec durabilis nec continua

esse potest; sed sicut alia qual nostra sunt (puta mores

et habitus), per locorum temporumgue distantias variari

aporte_t."83

.

Due to the apparent influence of the De Vulgari

Eloguentia on the Troilus, a cexrtain symbolic relationship
may be observed between the "hous" of Pandarus's art and the
mutabilitf of language and custom cdealt with in the opening
stanzas of Book II. While it wouqz be too much to sav

that Pandarus's “hougf and the Tower of Babel are figuratively
ecuivalent, they are both architectural metaphorg for the

-

linguistic chaos engendered by misdirected art. The terms
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used by Dante to characterize the art'thrdugh‘which.ﬁhe

Tower of Babel was constructed can, furthermore, be applied

!

with equal relevance to. the art represented by Pandaruns's

"hous.™

This becomes.,clearer when we recall the concrete
" significance of the thouse as the story develops. - Although

it is at first si ¥ a rhetorical figure taken from

Geoffrey of Vinsauf,  its identity later nerges with the

actual residence of Pandarus, where Troilus's fi:sg. .=

-
-

assignation with Criseyde‘océurs, Thus, early in Book fII,
PandarusAtells the bgdridden Troilus, who for love of

“Crisevde is ludicrously unable to walk, that when he is
successfully perambulating again, he will meesx his lady X

"at myn hous." The Passage in which Pandarus says this
also contains notable overtones of his pretensions as an

-artist, since he speaks in aesthetic terms of "shaping"

the assigna:%bni .

- - . thow Troilus, whan thow mavst goon,
That at mvn hous Ye ben at my warnvnge,
For I ful well shal shape youre comvnge. N
: ‘ (£1I.194-86)

These overtones place the image of the house in the sante

4

frame of reference which it cccupies in the stanza borrowed

from the Poetria Nova. In each case the image signifies

the specious art of Pandarus, and Chaucer clearly means the

second to serve as a reminder of the first. However, the
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reafsgxic dimension whick/is added §§ the image in. the -

o second instance through its association with an actual-

- .

2 building shows how far 'Pandarus has come in putting, his art

v

.inﬁo'practice. The "setting of Book:III;iﬁﬁféfore; which;v’
- for ﬁ&efmdst p§r£'éomprises.scénes-i;'ﬁandarus's home that

‘prepa;e for the consqmmétion of Eroilu;Fgaééssion, reﬁre%iz
éents the_translation of the "hous" from ae%thet}c’metapﬁbr

\

_to the world of sexual reality. The procgsS‘of-translation

is emphasized by the sense of unity of place created by

the narrator's recurrent references to the house of Pandarus,

- - 4

whkle he is reportihg on ‘the érranggments for the lovers'
- . L] - : .
assignation. The location of the assignation, indeed, =~

. appears to be almost as important as the assignation‘itself,

for the narrator never allows us to forget where Troilus - -

.
-

' [ . . . N . . . » - .
- ' . and Criseyde are meeting. Although he has already let us -
‘ know that they are ééing to sge each ‘other at Pandarus's
house, he reminds us of it a second time just before
- : .
- Pandarus invites Crisevde to supper: -
That Pandarus, that evere dide his myght -
Right for the fyn that I shal speke of here,> ~
As for to brvngen to his hows some nyght
His faire nece and Troilus yfere . . .
: (III.512-515)
And when, a few lines later, Pandarus delivers the supper
invitation that,is to culminate in Criseyde's confrontation
/ ; - with_froilus, our attention is once more drawn to Pandarus's'



-

“TE?“fE" .*-_ ,_‘;:!_} R - e;.ru;-.:- S ‘f'f_:.;34?

‘UﬂAnd flrmiy he swor and gan ere seye
But certeynly she moste, by hex’ leve'
?Come soupen in his hous with hym at eve..
. (III 556 560)

- After. supﬁ%r Crlseyde is- prevented hy a rainstorm from

go;ng home, and Chaucer uses this occasion to stress agaln
the‘;mgortance'of the house, aa;Pandarus encourages his
niece to spend the night with him and to make herself feel

—y . o ' ’ ) L [

"'+ at home:- o a . -

e f . ' : &>
"But goode nece, if I mvghte evere plese . - )
¥Qu any ;h&ng than prey ich vow' guod he,
To;.don ‘myn herte as now so-gret an ese
As for to dwelle here al this nvght with me
For -- whi this is youre owen hous, parde.
(III.631-635) . ‘ .

*

m}:Pandarue then adds -that he himself will Sleep in the outer

pert of the house as guardian for Crissgvde's women-: “And
‘I wol ‘in thét’ogterfhous-al;one / Be wardein of youre ©
wommen everichone™ (III.664-5).
.; qTﬁe cuﬁuiative effect of all these references
te Pan@erue's houee eannot be ignored; nox can th&ir
existence be considered accidental. The bas}c metaphor for
Q?éapearue‘s plans is architectural, and fo; Chaucer to éive
an architecturil context to the machinations whereby he
carries out his plans is not only appropriate but poetically
necessary. That Chaucer is deliberately creezing such a

context in the early part of Book III is shown in the

narrator's description of Pandarus's partially executed
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~

~ . . N

Plans in terxrms of a.building in process of construction:

' For he with gret deliberacioun
Hadde every .thyng- that herto ‘myght avallle
Forncast and put in execucioun -
And neither left fox cost He for travalle.

»~
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' e - - - - =

This tymbur is al redy up to frame:. . .
Us lakketh nought but that we witen wolde :
A certeyn houre, in which she comen sholde. .

g | o (XII.519-532). o

This stanza is intended, ev1dently, to express contihuation‘

of the actlon initially undertaken by Pandarus at the end
c

of Book I: . that of deSLgnlng a house of 1lleg1t1mate love.

'_There it was said that Pandarus "caste his VOrk ful wisely

« er he wroughte" (I. 1071}, whereas he is now spoken of as
' fn
having fulfilled the demand for careful foresight.and

+

preparation, and as hav;ng come up with a flnlshgd blueprint.

Atthe same time, his work as an architect has ceased to be

strictly metaphorical.

) The significance o% the reificatfon of Pandarus's - .
artistic designs has been summed up by Adrienee Lockhart
as an attempt, which necessarily fails, to emulate God's
power to Create without‘oorruption. By trv;ng to elevate
their love to the status of an ideal, she‘obse;ves, the :
lovers, laided by Pandarus, ”pervert caritas into cupiditas“§4:

ThlS, of course, is the sin which Dante, in the passage from

the De Vulgarl ”loquentla quoted above, attributes to in-

corrlglble man (ncurabilis homo) for hoping to ascend to

. : 8 . . . - -
heaven by his own means. 5 Thus it is not inappropriate
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-Chaucer invested the language of the love affair ﬁit

'_. D . - .
to stress a parallel between Pandarus's house and the Tower:
= . - \ - '.
of Babel that is based on their common function as symbols-

of irrational aspiration.' Pandarus, in the ‘scenes which °

téke place at his house,;is:literaily attempting to enable .

‘Troilus to reach heaven through a sexual encountexr with -

Criseyde. References to heaven and hell ;n Chaucer's poen,.
it has been no;ed, tend to be li;erairraﬁher than merely
figurative in meaning:86 and when Pandarus, inviting
T#oilus te jein Criséydé.in‘bed,‘annoqnces: ". . . thow
shalt inéo ﬁevene blisse.ﬁgnde“ (III.704), he is:repeating
the moral offegce of the buildefs of Babel whﬁlalso wished

to make a litera& and physical ascent into heaven. To

sayxaait what Pandarus is.doing;is incompatible with the

-

natural use of human sexual instincts will not seem

surprising to anyone who is famijliar with Chaucer's ideas
aﬁﬁut nature,s7 and we must rega;d the things that happen
in Pandarus's house as‘being in Chaucer's view what the
Towe: of Babel was{in Dante’s: unnatural and spiritually
presumptucus. A - :

\ - Vi

Q Once the connection between Pandarus's house and

the Tower of Babel has been recognized, it becomes easier

' féséppreciate the s}mbolic function of languagé and speech

-in thHe Troilus. There is much in the poem to indicate that

qualities-which are interded to represent the chaos, mis-
* 4

¥

I
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_understanding, and unintelligibility inherent in verbal

communication post confusionem. The three principalv;_

'cgaraéters;.fof example, are invaria§ly at cioés-purpoﬁes

'in their éttempts:ta commgnicate and be understood.
~ . - .

- Pandarus expresses himqe}f in suc@ a w%y that Criseyde is
baffléd b? hi§'speech andl%as to ask: "Lat be to me youre
ggamde‘manere‘speche, ) aAnd séy to me, youre nece, what you
liste" (II.248f9), After Pandarus has.explained, iq answer
to this requgﬁf,*that what he is tryihg to say is that

_ Troilus wants td_have an affair with her, he is obliged to
counter her resultant display-of.indignation by insistihé
‘that she has misread his motives: "'O mércy dere neée',

;non quod he, / 'What so I spak, I mente na;ght Sut
~— .
wel . . .'"" (II.591-2). ‘Edr the most part the whole love

‘affair is conducted at this level of communication. . Nobody N\

is ever sure of what Anyoﬁe élse means; and all verbal y///

‘predications about character and motive are equivocal.

Criseyde does not, for ekample, know whether Troilus is as
. - /; -

[y

sinceré in.hASAinfatuation as Pandarus says he is, but
§L~?ecidihg that it would be a pity‘t; "sleenlﬁwicﬁ con if "“'. -‘

that he mente trouthe"® (I;.GSS), she agrees to send him a

letter. In so doing.she carefully shrouds: her ﬁords in
ambiguity,.thus causing Troilus the samd kind of baffiemegt

that she herself has experienced in speaking to Pandarus.

.
As Troiluls reads the letter, he is unable to distil any
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précise meaning from its deliberate obscurity, and so
merely decides that it says what he wants it to say:

But ofte gan the herte glade and QQake
Of Troilus, whil that he gan it rede,
S0 as the wordes 'gave hym hope or drede.
But finaly, he took al for the beste - _
That she hym wroot, for somwhat he bvheld, oo
‘On which hym thoughte he myghte his herte reste, ~
Al covered she the wordes under sheld.
(Ir.1321-27)
Troilus, though on this occasion in the position - of be ng
unable to. understand the words of someone else, ié; for| his
: |

i

own part; ?s adept as Pandarus and Criseyde at making wobrds

-

inscrutable to others. In obedience to Pandarus's in-

junction that he hide his passion from public view, Trzilus
tries to make his speech as misleadiny as possible in very-
thing that concérns his personal state of mind. He so

expresses himself that nobody "ne sholde han_wisﬁ, by Lord

—_

or by mane:ef / What that he mente . , " (III1.431-2)

L4

An important manifestation of the corruptidén of
—

language in the Troilus is thus Seen in the pervasiwv
_— ——

_tendency of words to assume ambiguous meanings. In ok IV

- ‘

s

when Criseyde is trying to comfort Troilus before her

. departure from Troy, she tells him that she will persuade

her father that he has been misled by the w;rds of the

Delphic oracle and that fear "made hym amys the goddes

- .
-text to -glose™ (IV.1410). She also argues that the words of
\\,/“tﬁe gods have been misinterpreted by Calchas because of

<
/
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their ambiguity: : o
He hath nat wel the goddes understonde;
For goddes speken in amphibologies
And, for a sooth, they tellen twenty 1yes
- - (IV.1405-07)
- . . ' . \‘-4\--,
Diomede, at 'a later stage .in the poem, also menticons the

'possxblllty that Calchas s predlctlons are amblguous and

untrustworthy, but clearly he does not take the poss;bllltv

- - ES

very seriously. Assuring Criseyde that Troy is bound to
fall, he only admits rather lightly that her father's words

r

may be two-faced:

The folk of Troie, as who seyth, alle and some
In prisoun bhen, as ve youreselven se;
Nor thennes shal nat ¢on on-lvve come

- - - - - - .- - - - - - - . - = - - - - - - .

And but if Calkas lede us with ambages

That is to seyn, with double wordes slve,

Swich as men clepen a word with two visages,

Ye shal wel knowen that I naught ne lye.
(v.883-900)

As a comparison.of Criseyde's speech with Diomede's will

-

reveal, the epistemological uncertainty caused by the
ambéguout words of the gods is greatet within the walls of
Trey.than outs}gz them. This is guite appropriate, for

Troy is the séene of the love affair and is properly
asscoclated with éistorted language and communication, these
being the things on which the affair rests. Tte-"améhi—
bologies"” wtich Criseyde sSees in the utterances of the gods
are really no more than an extrapolatiqn to a suéramundane

level of the ironically ob;erved deficiencies of human

communication in the city. Ambiguity was not, after all,
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the 1iterary virtue in the Middie Ages that is nowadays.

In_-fact, it is lzsted in the Etymologiae of I31dore of

Seville as one of the vices of grammar . "quae in eloqui&

88
cavere debemus"-- and so far as its s;gnlflcance in the

- Troilus is concerned verbal amblgulty is not .only a ‘bar to

~
effective communication but also an example of the *

variability of'language which arocuses the narratoz'-

anx;ety in the proem to Book II and which causes Chaucer . .

-

hlmself to lament” “the gret diversite / In'Englahd and in
. ’ . . ' L3 -
writyng of oure- tonge™ (V.1793-5). AaAs is implied in

Diomede's definition of "ambages" as words that have two

faces, ambiguity is contrary to principlqi\ii verbal con-
sistency and uniformity -='principles which? according to

. . »
Dante, governed all language before the founding of Babel:

»

" . .-quod unum fuerit. 5 - - Quae guiden convenientia

Psi confusioni repugnat, guae ruit coelem in aedificatione

Babel.%? “ -

Diversity, however, is more than .just a character-~

‘istic of the confused state of human language in the

Troilus; in‘a broader sense it defines ghe whoie’ﬁéder of
the postlapsarian world in which the characters act. At

one stage in Book IV, Troilus, believing that Criseyde has
died of sorrow at having to leave Troy., denounces Jove and
Fortune for the complex unpredictability of the world and.

preparxes, melodramatically,-tb kXill himself:



356

His swerd anon out of his shethe he twighte
.Hymself to slew, how sore phat'hym smerte,

Syn Love' and cruel Fortune it ne wolde, . : : -
~ That in this worild he lengex lyven sholde
Thanseyde he thus, fulfild of heigh ‘disdayn:

"O cruel Jove, and thow, Fortune adverse, .

This al and som, that falsly have Ye slayn
.Criseyde, and S¥n ne may do me no werse,

Fy or youre mvght and werkes S0 diverse.

C (IV.1185-9¢)

Troilus, in his overwrought emotional condition, blames the

confusion and disarray of the elements of his life on the
diverse works of Fortune. Yet we have only to recall the
remarks of Boethius about the reasons -fors the diversity of

man's existence to recognize the bathetic undertone ‘in

Troilus's "heigh desdayﬁ;“ In the De Consolatione Lady
Philosophy explains carefully that man alone is responsible

for mundane diversity

r
- ;'*

because, through the bPexversity of

-~

his own will, he has qﬁgg;}ed the unity of God's creation:

"'fhilfé thyng thanne, ~guod sche, 'that is oon and symple in
his nature, the wikkggﬁzgse of men départeth it and divideth
it'” (III.pr.9). Diversity ig.antithetical to God who is
the sovereign good {"thynges thanne that ben sovereynly gode
ne mowe by no weie be divers" IXI.pr.10), and Troilus has

fo ore but himself to blame for his alienatiop from the

Sovereign good. He has chosen to follow Fortune and must

‘accept the chaotic diversity of her ryle.>°

Nonetheless, Troilus resents Fortune's "werkes so

diverse”™ and repeatedly tries to reduce the illusion and
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multiplicity of the wotrld which s&;&ounds’hzm to the

szngleness and unlty of God's Truth _Els‘de51re for unity
L %

receives. what may be,lts most emphatic expression at the

end of Book III where, in celebration of the consummatlon.

of his iove.for-Criseyde, Troilus paraphrases the

~

De Consolatione (II;m.B): ‘ -

Love, that of erthe and se hath governance,
Love, that his hestles hath in hevenes hye,
Love, that with an heolsom alliaunce
Halt, peples jovned, as hem lest hem gve,
Love, that knitteth lawe of compaignie - .
And couples doth in vertu for to dwelle,
Bvnd this accord, that I have told and telle..
£ ‘ (III.174-50)

In an earliexr chapter of ﬁﬂis thesis, it was pointed out
that the cogmological.love of God, which is the subject of
this invécation, does not éovern the amorous passion of
Troilus, and although Troilus conciuaes his.invocation
with the hopeful prayver, "So wolde God, that auctor is

6f kynde, . . . / To cerclen hertes alle and faste bynde"

-~

(III.1765-7), he is obviously misguided in his search for

Eo

uhity. Troilus, ironically- desires the impossible: “to.

transcend‘éiversity by means of éiiﬁve affair based on
Fortﬁne, the source of all diversity. }

| In the course of his stubborn and'prolonged refusal
to accept the manifold and changiﬂg aspects of the temporal
world, Txoilus, who is usually more. than ready to put his

feelings into words, uses verbal self-expression as a way .

©of coping with the diversity of human experience. Throucgh
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,-LanguiShing "pitwixen hope and drede"™ (V.630), Troilus
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language, he attempts to construct an objéctiverimage.of
the unity that exists in his private fantasies and dreams -

of wish-fulfillment, thereby hoping éo come to terms witéﬁk}

and gain control over a reaiity which is inifaétable to
N . . S :

‘his wishes. Treflus's hymn to c¢osmological love, guoted

above, is one in$tance in which language is used to this

end, but there aresseveral others in the poem. When Troilus

is perplexed or thwarted by events, he frequently reacts

by writing songs and letters. A typical example of this

behaviour occurs in Book V after Criseyde's departure.

composes a song for the purpose of explaining what thé
narrator refers to as the cause of his sorrow {("th'
enchesoun cf his wo")

For which hym likede in his songes shewe

Th' enchesoun of his wo, as best he myghte,

And made a songe of wordes fewe,

Somwhat his woful herte for to lighte.

. (V.631-4)
T - .

The song, in which Troilus bewails his separation from
Criseyde amounts to .a plea for the restoration of that
sense of spiritual unity, now lost, which he believes he
has experienced in her company. Unfoftunaﬁely the song

is unavailing and Troilus continues”"to be obsessed by their

séparation ("Alas! whi twynned be we tweyne?" v.679)°% in
which he~sees epitomized the -diversity that arises from

Fortune. A new solution to the pfoblem of diversity is
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* phérefore pProposed by Pandarus. This solution is also based
én the ideé ©0f reaching unity and truth througﬁ language,-'.
'Pandarus_suggests that Troilus write to Criseyde in order

%to find out why she has n#t'fulfi'lled Her Ppromise to return
to :Troy; if Troilus's letter receiVesrﬁo-answer, he-will
know that Criseyde has been unfaithful, but, if for reasons

beyond her own control, Criseyde's return has been delayed

she will send hlm a replv explaining hexr situatien. Thus,
insists Pandarus, Troilus's doubts will be resolved, and
he will know “aisoth of al” (v.1309). Once again, however,
the attempt to use language ﬁo o?der the diverse elements
of reality fails. <Troilus's letter does not elicit a

clear-cut answer to his doubts, for Criseyde, aithough sper
is unfaithful, does, contrary to éandarus's hvpothetical
prediction, reply to Troilus. To coﬁpliqate matters further,
her reply does not acknowlggge'her infidelity but preserves

a thoroughly ambiguous tqne. Though she reaffirms her
intention t¢ return, she fefuses to say when and will not
explain why she refuses. In addition, she praises froilus's
"gentilessé" while at the same time teiling him that she
suspects him of having deceived her; and, with an'gppropriate
remark concerning thé futilit; of verbal communication, she
concludes.: hTh' entente is al, and nat the lettres gpace"'

(Vv.1630). Troilus, unhappily, is nevertheless unable to

perceive the "entente" and, until the very end of the poen,
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trusts fooiishly iﬁ'whatever sﬂr;ds of hope he can firnd
iq Criseyde's actual wo%ds;

Troilus's delusion about thé.efficaéy of language
as a sfandard for ig;erpreting reality_ariseé from his
inability to see that the very diversity which Boethius
attributes to the postlap§arian worla is inhgrent in verba}
communication. As a result of this'failure in. perception,

he treats Crisevde's words not as the reflection of

-~

temporal chaos that they actually are, but as an embodi-

ment of unity and truth, comparing them, indeed, to ‘the

divine words of the gospels:

God wot, I wende, O lady bright, Criseyde,

That every word was gospel that ve seydel

But who may bet bigile, vf hym lyste,

That he on whom men weneth best to triste
(V.1264-67)

In identifying Criseyde's'woﬁds with the Word of God,
Troilus is carrying to its leogifcal conclusion his dgéoneous

assumption that human languag

.offers an escape from
diversity. St. ﬂthanasius points out that man's word, for
the very reason that it is "many and ~warious"™ cannot be like
the word of God which is One and unchanging:

Nec verc guaerenda est ratio cur Dei Verbum

non tale sit guae nostrum: guandoguidem non

-talus est Deus guales nos. . . . Dei Verbum .
proprium ex ille est, nec opus aliguod est, neg «*
etiam velut hominum verbum. Alioguin Deum

hominem esse omino esset intellige ndum.

Etinem plurima et diversa hominum verba cuotidie
praeterunt. . . . Nempe conveniebat unius Dei

unam esse imaginem, unum Verbum, unum sapientiam
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. As St. Athanasius says, we Suppose God to he man if we 

’
-

pretend thatﬁ?is'Word.is akin to man's. Hence, in his-

belief that human language can ‘'share the unitive charactexz-
: o % . . ) .
istics of the divine word, TroilMus displavs the same

idolatrous spirit thatlprémpts him to worship Criseyde as
. v

divine. This is self-evident when he refers to Criseyde's

.

word as gospel, but it is not so readily noticed on the

-4 ~ .

various other occasions whére Troilus assexts his faith

in language.

-

The high point in Troilus's linguistic strategy -

comes when he begins to &dnceive of hisg experiences as

suitable material for a book. In the midst of his sorrow

9
at losing Criseyde, Troilus outlines the possibilities of
such a literary venture in a silent invocation to Cupid:

Thanne thoughte he thus, "0 blisful lord Cupide,

Whan I the proces have in my menmorie,

How thow me hast wereved on every svde,

Men myghte a book make of it, like a storie.
(v.582-5)

These liﬁes perhaps contain an allusion to Christ's injunec-
tion to St. John in the Book of Revelation.to reco;d'in a
book the details of éhe vision which he is there vouch-
safed }“Quod vides scribe in libxo™ I.l1). The contrast
between John's literary service to Christ and Troilus's
té‘Cupid presents an irony ;oo obvious t§ reguire rmuch .-
comment; but whetﬁer or not Chaucer's lines do allude to

" the Book of Revelation, it is none the léss clear that
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TnftheksfssigsfqggteqJabove, means roughly the "cQurse of‘

‘events". Tatibek;and Mackaye thus translate the passage

. the book. which Troilus ba§ in mind will not be written for -

-

‘théﬁgreatefi ory of Ged. Troilus, as usﬁal, wants to

interpret andunify his experience as a lover, and a book,

-

dlike SQQgs and et;ers,'bffers him a means to thiz/zgs;'

-Troilug is proposing that his expexiences should be looked

at in"t e figurative context of literary truth rather than”

in the literal context of~his£or$, since the word "proces”,

v

—_—

Al

) / . - — S
as follows: "0 H}gssed loxd Cupid, when I remember the
) o - .
historv,_how thou hast warred against me on every side,

-
.93

men. might make) a book of it .like a tale. ' -

¢ -

*The distinction between poetic truth and historical

truth was a very real one in the Middle Ages. St. Augustine,

like Aristotle, considers the significance of:history to be

literal, whereas poetry, he savs, requires figurative
- _ ; . .

>

. .94 . . . .
interxpretation. The same distinction is guoted by the

author of the rhetorical treatise Ad Herénnnium.gs'whose

work was the pgilary source for Geoffrey of Vinsauf. 1In

=

voicing the desire to transmute histéry,into poetry,
Troilus would have brought te the minds of -a medieval

audience various commonplace ideas about these genres

.

-- ideas based on rhetorical theory and principles of
. g

scriptural exegesis; and since Troilus's assumptions about

the figurative lessons of poetry are sharply at variance

-



‘figurative-is to say that it must be interpreted for the

)

‘363

- R N !

" -with those of the best medieval authorltles,:hls-hlstorlcal

'audlence would l;kely have-percelvedua certaln lrony ln

them. - In dlfferentlatlng poetry from hlstorv, St. Augustine,

for example, says that to deflne the sense of poetry ‘as

-

end of charity. "'This concept of figurative meaning is also ’

. g -

which shows that it is a concept that was current in the

fourteenth céntdry and therefore known, in all proﬁability,

- .
-

- . » -
to Chaucer's audience. If Troilus wishes to construct a

figurative meaning for his personal history by seeing it

recreated as 'a work of imaginative literature, he does not

. N s . .
want 1t to serve the cause of charity as works of imaginative

L

literature were, in the Middle Ages, supposed td do. The

cupidinous badsis of fhe envisioned book about Troilus's

life and hard times is plainly revealedfin a concluding

line from the aforementioned invocation to Cupid: ", . . I

o

am thyn and holly at thi wille" (V.587). Instead of charii-,

Troilus is looking in the idea of literature for a figura

-

justification of his carnal passion for Crisevde and is

thereby inverting the accepted medieval definition cof | A
figurative meaning. - ’

@ y

This approach to literature reflects, once again,
) "d- . . h

Troilus's abiding but futile desixe..to give ‘to human

language the auvthority of the Word “of God. Although .

-

- put foith emphatically by Chaucer's contemporary, Boccaccio,g6
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//literazjis,is supposed to impart the doctrlne of charlty -
-2

-hnd thasd to 1m1tate the word of‘God which is expressed in

97 ' - .
Holy Wr;t, Troilus wants to create for lzterature a”

carnal doctrzne lndependent of both God ‘and Scrlptnre.

o

. At the same time however, he wants through llterature to.

establlsh a unified vision of reallty,‘somethlng Which can,

lronlcally, only be accompllshed bv the agency of God‘

‘Word. Fen.Tro;lus, llterature. as opposed to hlstoiy

R . )
Y N

offe;s an opportunlty to transcend the boundarles and

-

llmztatlons of a world view controlled bv tlme.r The .

d1v1510n of human consc10usness, through tgme, into the

T . y

past, present, and future tenses is of course another

important image of mundane dlver31t§ in the poem. Thls -
* - ’ .

lmage is strengthened by Troilus'® $ anxious obses51on ‘with .

'tlme in’ Book v as he counts, the days untll Crlseyde s
- .
'réturn and by the concomitant powerlessness of both Troilus

- . ‘h > —

and Criseyde to control the future:

LT TP
-

‘While Criseyde languishes among the Greeks{_regretting

her decision not to flee with Troilus, she reflects that
she has always lacked one of the three eyes of Prudence:

the ability to foresee the future:

Prudence, allas, oon of thyne even -thre
Me lakked alwey, er that I come here!
-On tyme ypassed wel remembred e,

And present tyme ek koud ich ‘wel ise, .

" But future tyme, er Ijwas in the"snare, .
Koude I nat sen that causeth now my care
@44-49) : -
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'fiibilﬁs, for his part, also attributes his distress to the

',;H:ihtrgctab;lity_of_futnre time. . In the second "Canticus

“ff@il&";\his‘predictions as to his persénal future support.

his efforts, mentigned earlier, to achieve unity of con-

sciousness and being by explaining "th' enchesoun'&f his

wor. Howe#ék, Trozlus recognmzes that he is unable to

control the future, just as Crlseyde knows that she is

- e N e

Cees helpless tb”foresee i

- O sterre, of which I lost have al the light,
With herte soor wel oughte I to bewaille,
That evere derk in torfient.nvght by nyght,
L .Toward my deth with wind in steere I saille;
For which the tenthe nyght if that I faille
v The gyding of the bemes bright an houre,
My ship and me Caribdfs w1l devoure (V.638-44)

’ —_— -~

The hope of establ;shlng some sort of meanlngful relation

\

'between the uncertain future and the hlstorlcal past whlch

he has "in memorie" is the sowrce of Troilus's notion that
. L

a.book "lik a storie"” might be composed on the subject of

his personal experience as a lover. Such a unification of

the past and future tenses of that experience would cle'f;_a
: - ) " . ‘

constitute a triumph over diversity. = ¥

aw

Interestingly, Richard de Bury, the fourteenth-

century bifliophile, expresses a viey of ﬁhe power of.bhohs

tq franséénd time which is very simiihr to‘the one which
 Tfoilh§';éhms to advance in Book V. - By the ald of books,
Rlchaéé de Bury explalns, man >/,r.\.trc:ls the fluctuatlon anc

changzng ‘patternb of lifef created by time: "Pef libros
e
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. flectitur omne genu. . . . Scribit iustos in 1libro

praéteritorhm reminiscimur, de futuris qﬁédammodo p¥64.
pheﬁamus, prae#entia quae iabuntur et fluunt sciptﬁ%ae
meoria stabiiimus."gs‘ However, this power ié seen to rést
not, as Tro;ius thlnks, on the autho?}Ey of human language
ltself, but on the example prowvided by the Word of God. | :
HEimself delgning to “stoop down" to practise the art of

writing, God, who inscribes the "just in the book of the
fliyingf_ is Ehe.qource of the-meanlrg-and value of written T

expresszon- "o scrzpturae serenltas smngularls, ad cuius

fabr;cap inclinatur artifex orbis . terrae,(;n cuius fabrlcam

"inelinatur artlfex orbls terrae'jln CULUS tremendo nomine

L g

viventium Deus ipse. . . ."99 God, Richard continues,

enjoins those who are obedient to his will to follow his

eXample by recording their eXxperience in books. St. John

- ) . -
of the Book of Revelation is cited as @ case in point along

with Isaiah and Joshua- "Quod vides scribe in libro, = :
Christus Ioanni Praecipit caro suo: Apoc.” primo. ‘Sic
Isaiae, sic Iosuae officium scr#ptoris iniungitur, ut tam
’ ' . . o -~ ,:100
actus guam peritia futuris in poste;um commendetur.
‘But Troilus is not among the makers of books_ whose

works are obedient to God's will. Troilus serves onlx the

law of his own concupiscent desires, which, far from

elevating him to an intellectual fantage point from which he

can watch the course of temporal events -without being caught
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up in'their mutability and divexsity, only helps to ensnare
him in tﬁe‘world of time. The true model for his literary

endeavours is thus, to borrow a distinction used by Richard

de Bury, not the divine writing of God so much as the

ephemeral mass of confused and solecistic writing engendered

by the tower of Babel.

-~

Richard, express;ng himself in a vein 51m11ar to the

. e e v L T
L R I -
PR o

one in whlch Chaucer addresses his cBmplalnts to Adam the

scrivener, attributes the misinterpretation and faulty

-

‘transcription which the world inflicts on books to the

absence of "one kind of speech” (unica sermonis species)

for the whole human race.101 'Personifying books, he

accordingly gives voice to their indignation at the degraded
condition that they must endure as a conseguence of man's

construction of Babel:
. .

Heu, quam falsis scriptoribus nos.{garandos ) )
commititis; qguam corrupte nos legi®™s et -
medicande necatis, guos pPro zelo corrigere :
credebatis! Interpretes barbaros sustinemus T
multotiens et gui linguarum ldlomata nesciunt
nos de 'lingua ad linguam transferrxe praesumunt:
sicqgue proprietate sermonis ablata fit sententia
contra sensum actoris turplter mutilata. Bene
gratiosa fuissset librorum cdonditio si turris
Babel nullatenus obfuisset Praesumptio, 51 totius
humani generis unica descendisset sermonis’ species
Propagata.lo2

~

~

The complaints in this bPassage about "treacherous copyists"
(falsis scriptoribus), "barbarous lnterpreters“ (Jnterpretes
barbaré;), and ignorant translators have various rarallels

in Cgeucer's poetry, one of the most outstanding of which
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I P
'l

is the_sﬁanza on languagé at the end of the Troilus th;t
has been subjected.to comméﬁt’éeveral tiﬁes already in the
% cou£se of this chapter ("and for theris $0 gret ‘diversite /
Iﬁ Englissh and in writyng of oure. tonge. . .o V.1793-59).
Herxe the.péet expresses anxiety lest his work, because of
a'laék of uniformity in the conventions of written English,
. g? . should be miscopied or misunder;tbod: and although we have
. Ceeiiw. .. ... examined the sybject of . the.stanza-in. relatico to the rolesg -+ «. -
| & of the narrator and the‘audience of the Troilus, its bearing
on the.hero's capacity as a writer has hitherto gone un-
noticed. It should therefore be pointed out thag!as a
servaﬁ; of Fortune, Troilus not only fails to acgieve the
.unifiedfliterary vision of the &riter who imitates God's - “’—‘\\
writing, but that in addition he propagates the literary | )
vices which, as Chaucer asserts, stém from "diversite",
the main product of Fortune. Troiiﬁs, as his corrupt

.

trans}atiqns of Petrarch xeveal, is one of the. "interpretes

barbaros™® agaiﬁst whom Richard de B;ry inv;ighs, and we

are not encouréged_by‘#is accustomed standard of literary
nperforhance to believe that his plans for a book promise

much either ip the wav'of content or stylistic merit. Not

until Troilus actually dies and 35cends to the eighthe

sphere does he acquire the depth o£ figurative insight into

r " . his personal experiences that would be necessary for a

. successful book. By.that time however, his dependence on

.t

X
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laﬂguage as an strument for epistemological exploration

has beéen abando ed, and he 'is able to perceive truth -

without being mijled by the ambiguity and confusion of

words.

Another example of the degenerative symbolism of

language in the Trpilus is the identification of words

with:imprisonme and bondage, At an early stage in Book

II, Criseyde, who -discerns -a-threat to her -personal- libexty -~
in the imminence f a love affaix, tells Pandarus that .

Troilus will nevef have cause to boast that he binds her

v’-,

under the sentence of exclusive Personal possession:

.Ne als I nyl hym nevere so cherice
- "That he may make avaunt, by juste cause;
He shal me na&ere bynde in swich a clause’
» ‘ ' (II.726- 28)

Like the Wife of Bath, Criseyde then declares her sexual -
independence and proceeds to explain that she will not be
dominated_g& the ¢ommands of a husband:

I am hyn owene womman, wel at ese,
. I thank it God, as after myn estat,
Right yong, and stonde unteyd in lusty leese,
Withouten jalousie or swich debat:
Shal noon housbonde sevn to me "chek mat"
(II.750-53)

In both these paséages, Criseyde's idea of sexual bondage

is described as a loss of personal freedom resulting from
forms of verbal restriction, and although the sexual bondage
from which Troilus and Crlseyde actually suffer is not

that of marriage, thezr .condition as lovers 15 freguently
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represented metaphorically by the imprisonment which words

impose upen them: .Troilus becomes the slave of Criseyde's

empty verbal promises, just as Crisevde is constrained ané -

manipulated by the words of Pandarus. A symbolically

portentous incident involving‘this aspect of the relation-
. ‘ ) ) . ,
ship of Pandarus and Criseyde occurs near the end o Book

II,when he prevails upon her to respond to a letter from

_mroilus_LI;,121of311..,Eheuna:ratpr‘explains.how;Cxiseydé

retires to a closet to write a letter in which she releases

her feelings from "desdavynes prison" in a tentative display

.

of concern for Troilus: -

"Depardieux," quod she, "God leve al be wel!

God help me sc¢, this is the firste lettre

That evere I wroot, ye, al for any del.”

And into a closet, for t'avise hire betfre,

She wente allone, and gan hire herte unfettre

Out of desdaynes prison but a lite,

And sette hire down, and gan a lettre write. )
' (xI1.1212-18) "

, There is a fair amount of significénce'inlthe placé which

Criseyde chooses in which to write her letter= Stephen‘
Barney has pointed out that éonfihéd spaces,.sﬁch‘as small
rooﬁé and qlosets, generaliy reinforce the.theme of bondage
in the Troilus. Barney writes:

Troilus ‘constantly finds himself in confined
spaces: his bed within his chamber, the temple
in which he meditates, the c¢loset from which he
issues to meet Crisevyde, the walls of Troy it-
self. The sickbed chamber at Deiphebus' house is
describedy as cramped (If.1646)&\siiip he learns
-0f Criseyde's exchange for Antemst; Troilus goes
‘immediately to his bed . . . and proceeds to en-

iy
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close himself. . . . He goes on to batter him-
self and the chamber walls, like a fatally -
wounded bull. These stanzas = . . depict .
-« « . Troilus' wish to be bound. . . .1l03 e

Certainly the closet into which Crisevde retires to write
to Troilus can be viewed as part of this'continuum of images
linking confined spaces with bondage; and it is ironie that

Criseyde should enclose herself in a closet in order to

unlock her heart. The dangerous ambiguity in the lattex

gesture is reflected in its juxtaposition with the- first

and is borne out in the paradéxically imprisoning effect

of Criseyde's words on the mind of Troiius: from the -

instant that he receives the letter, his enslavement to

passion is confirmed, and he becomes a human puppet whose

movements are completely controlled by the verbal utterances

of someone else:

But ofte gan the herte glade and quake
QOf Troilus, whil that he gan it rede,
So as the wordes yave hym hope-or drede
(II.1321-23) . .

" But the larger irony of the situation is that Criseyde is

the slave of Pandarus's eloguence even_ghile*sﬁéléubjugates

- 8 -

Troilus ﬁ?th'her own. It ig'the "paynted proces"™ (II.424)

of this eloguence that is chiefly responsible for her
oy _ o
acguiescence in her uncle's demands, and altheough we can

-argue that Criseyde does - nothing against her will, vet it

) -
. must be remembered that her will is shaped to begin with

by the verbal temptations of Pahdarus. donsequently there

-
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is a-poignant truth in the‘exclamation which she addresses

to him upon;having completed her letter to Troilus: "I

nevere dide thing with more peyne / Than writen this, to

R The linguistic dimension to the theme of bondage,

K
;

whereby words become chains instead of a means of communi-

cation, signifies, like the imagery of Babel in the poem,_

- e om B L

*a‘gérve}siaﬁ'df‘tha'pféééf"ﬁsé of?iaﬁgnage;‘ Geoffrey of

Vinsauf, in a passage of the Poetrla Nova which Chaucer

undoubtedly knew, descrlbes words as keys to "unleck the
closed mind®. He asserts that one who uses words to

ob\uscate communication does an injury to them b maklng
q Yy

"a lock out of a key"

Ut guaedam claves animis. gui wvult aperire
Rem clausam, nolit verbis inducere nubem;

$i tamen induxit, facta est injuria verbis:
Fecit enim de clave seram.- Sis claviger ergo
Rem citius vexbis aperi.ln4 . .

Geoffre?'s rule against drawing a "cloud over words” (nolit
verbis inducere nubem) requires us to condemn Criseyde when

she covers her "wordes under sheld" (II.1327) and so points

"to an implicit connection between the ideas of verbal don-

fusion and verbal bondage in the Troilus. . In concealing®
the meaning that underlies her words, Criseyde,-besides
contributing to the Babel of misunderstanding that exists

in Troy, is 1nc*easzng the “‘power of 1anguage to cause mental -

1mprxsonment- in Geoffrey s terms, she is making a lock out

I | - Vel

-
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. ' T of a key.'
Another person, who, like Criseyde, is enslaved by

language and‘gﬁilty_of using words as locks instead of

kKeys, is the narrator of the poem. The narrator iqvariably
insists that hé is the prisoner of his sources (IV.13-20),
t@at'he has no control ovexr the pattefﬁ of the story he

- .. .relates, and that his authoxr, Lollius, is. a more.trust-..
.worthy authority on ﬁhé story's evénts than he is himself

(I.394; I1.8-49; IfI.l324—25; III.1814-17; V.l088~89;

W

o V.1650~54). Furthermore, he sees himself as Venus's

clerk rather than as a creative love poet in his own
right (Now lady bryght, . . . / Whos clerc I am so techeth

me devyse IIf.39741), andéd this reinfqrges our sense of
the pusillanimity of his own artisti%?;ill and of his
: S S :
depenaency on the words of others. | L
. ‘v
However, there is a distinction betwééﬁ'Chaucer

the poet's conception of the Troilus and the'conﬁeption put
forward by the narrator. ﬂThe former consi&tently perceives

. the work as a poem, that is, in medieval terms, as a fiction

105

embodying a moral purﬁose- It is the voice of the-poet

that we hear in the final stanzas, conscientiously exhorting
: > . L .“L
voung people to embrace Christ and Bedicating the work to

: R : ot
"moral Gower"™ and -"philosophical Strode”. The same voice

unequf%ocaliy igentifies the genre of the Troilus®as that of

tragic poetry: "Go litel bok, go litel myn tiagedye-V-l786.".

4y

The narrator, on the other hand, tends not to refer to his,
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writing as poetry, preferring instead to present it as
histoxy. Book IX, in which: Chaucer is perhaps more

innovative in

is adaptafidn of I Filostrato than he is

‘.

anywhere else

e Troilus, begins, paradoxically, with

an invocation to C

. -
- - -

o, the muse of history, along with

. Ganerallz-th

taken at the beginning of Book II, preteﬁding to be bound

by 'the duty of transc:ibing‘words representing bare events.

The motive for this seems to lie in his characteristic

attempts to evade the moral responsibility of the éoet's

"role, since according to the Augustinian definition widely

n

held in Chaucer's time, history merely describes what has

been done, whereas poetry instructs as to what should be

10 . e : L
done. © Certainly the narrator's reluctance and in- \

capacity to. assume._.the authority to pass value judgements
is revealed in-~pis desire to acquit himself of any
moral bias or‘intentiOn which might conceivably ruffle

- ‘ .

the complacency of his audience ("Disblameéh me if any word

be lame, / For as myn auctor sevde, so sey I." II.18-19;

« « . al be that Criseyde was' untrewe, / That for that

gilt . . . be nat wroth with me." V.1774-5). Nevertheless, "

ﬁ?e hope of achieving freedom from the pressure of dbrall

issues by anonymously taking refuge in the litera; language

.
[l

(
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of the hlstorlan brings bondage rather'than freedom to -«

the narrator. St. Augustlne, echoxng_St. Paul, statesf

. = - . ' ~~ . . s
"He is a slave to a sign who uses or worships a significant
thlng-w1thout knowing what it 51gn1f1es nl0 a statement

whrch ‘has a great deal of relevance to the status of the

-
L

narrator. - Refusmng to see. the moral“significance-of the

words that he claims to be transcribing, the narrator

Ay

becomes a slave to them. Moreover, he threatens the minds
of the foolish.with enslavement insofar’as he invites them

to perceive only the literal significance of those-words.

Words in themselves, writes St. Augustine, unless they

L]

reveal spiritual uth, are as useless.as a gold kev which
\108 v
ng

\ ) . : - *
AY T
This brings us to the end of our discussion ©of the

will unlock nGthl

metaphoric functlon of’ love as- an art in the Trclrus. We

have examlned the varlous meanings, googd and bad that

Chaucer attaches to "loves art" and we ‘have seen how the
metaphox operates both wlthln the affective context of
the éudlence s *esponses and as a component of the

Formal:.st:.c structure off the poem 1tself. -Here also,; we

reach the termlnus ad guem of thls thesrs as a whole and

‘must now proceed to a concise spmmary of its aims.and .

. -
. - .. -

concludions... ' : o . .



'Q: orlglnalzty was not per se, my intention when i chose to

-methodologically different from, yvet int

-+ ' CONCLUSION - °

- - as I pointeé out in the Introduction, interpretative

R

write a thesxs on SO worn and commonplace a tOPlC as "Chaucer

+the love poet“. What I wlshed-to offer .was an hlstorlcally

valld lnterpretatlon of the poetlc function of love in -

......... >

Chaucer s work -+ one which would treat the_subject of love
. : = ’ \'- -

from a variety of angles without sacrificing-internal

<
-~

" coherence ox-a consistent moral point of view. Tbese N

»

specificatiohs were dictated to me by a need which I felt

to refute the common assumption-that‘to approach Chaucer on

a conceptual or historical level is 'to ignore the~purel§

'literary'aspect of his work.l

In cach section of this thesis therefore, I attempted
to develop'e perspective on Chaucer‘s_lo;? poetry that was

lleétually and

morally consistent with the preceding. ._Cﬁaptef I reviewed

the historical background-of_Chaucer'c ideas on lbove;

Chapter 2, the emphasis of which was primarily phildsophic,

attempted to examine- certain aspects of .those ideas in detail

in'order to assess their poetic function in Troilus and

Crisevde, the Paxliament of‘Fowls, and the'Knigﬁt‘s Tale:;

- - 376
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.and Chapter 3, whlch was. basxcally devoted to formalastzc_

) lnterpretatlon of Trollus and Crlsexg_ dealt wzth love as

an aesthetic factor-ln Chaucer's verse. By encompass;ng

L)

" this range Qf perspectlves on love, I lntended to demonstrate

3
-

that one perspectlve is a necessary supplement to another

44'that.we-cannot, for example, talk sensibly about the‘ K
~aesthetic virtues, of . Chaucer wathout a. thorougﬁ knowledge'iwy

*

of his hlstorucal and 1nte11ectual background. Whethér my .
demonstration was suc essful.-IFWill-leave to ‘the reader's
L . . . hd . . . .

,'judgement to dec;d;, ’ . f - »

There 15 one other matter that I should llke to’ touch

on brlefly before taklng leave of the reader, and that con—

-

cerns: the remarks that were made at the beglnnlng ‘of the

thesas about the 1rrelevance of romantlc love o any- dis- .

';cu551on of Chaucer. "To say that Chaucer S, v;sron of love

) S
cannot’ be understood wzthout mental exertlon and a serzous

effore of hlstorlcal 1mag1natzon may sound unfeellng and

_antl humanistic to some ears;.for we are romantically'

accustomed tolregard love as-universal and instinctive -- the
most‘unchanglng and -the most distinctively human of emotzons.
If, however,fany of the main poznts in thls thesis have been
convincing, lt.Wlil be obvzous that the conventrons;of
rdmantic love are as ephemerai 2s everything else that is
.human. These conventxons d1d not exlst in ,Chaucer's dav,.:
and we have no reason to expect that .they’ wall-survdve:in-.

-
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deﬁinitgl& in time yet to come; aAs Josepﬁ Wood qutch\hif
expressed it: ". . _ the ability to live for love in any
form was a relatively recent accomplishment of the human
race. . ;.. Love is : . . not.a fact of nature of whi;ﬁ

we beeome.aware, but rather a.;rgation of the human iﬁ#ging-

) - . ) .
tion. . . " Whether or not the conclusionsa of the present

study appeal to the predilecti&ns of moﬁern sensibility,
thgy should n;t therefore be dismissed on the grounds that
"aéﬁey violate humanistic interests. - Although the methods of
hisﬁorical criéici;m have been condemned for “dehuménizing
- « - the works of the huaman mind and,sP%rit",3 -tﬂey are
‘designed pnly-té further our uﬁderstanding of the creation#

of the "human imagination™ and thereby to realize the most

humanistic of all ideals -- that of knowing ourselves.

LIF

A
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